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ABSTRACT

This qualitative study of public relations and fund-raisingcptioners in
charitable organizations found fund-raising encroachment oifgthtions occurring at
a rate roughly comparable to levels documented in thesfindies of encroachment
conducted some 15 years ago. Encroachment has been foondd@iiblic relations on
one organizational public at the expense of others. Rextdydefense against
encroachment, the theory of donor relations advancesotieept that fund raising is a
specialization of public relations. Contrary to consdirat fund-raising practitioners
would not accept this concept, a majority of fund-rgiginactitioners in the study sample
agreed that fund raising is a specialization of publidiogla. However, both public
relations and fund-raising practitioners had reservatiuatsthis reconceptualization
would end fund-raising encroachment, preferring separategat-erganizational
structures for the two functions. The research alsod@upport for a refinement of

donor relations theory through incorporation of contirmyetheory.



CHAPTER ONE

A Field Ripe for Encroachment

Performing a role “necessary in a democratic socigpicer, 2000, p. 116) as it
works to establish and maintain mutually beneficial refeghips between organizations
and their publics (Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 1985), public reladihas been variously
described as the overarching management of organizatomahunication (J. E. Grunig
& L. A. Grunig, 1989), as situated at the point “competingriests collide” (Pearson,
1989. p. 67), as reflecting “gendered” values (L. A. Grunig, T&tHpn, 2000), by
postmodernists and critical scholars as the locus froimhw'organizational activists”
might arise (Holtzhausen, 2000; Holtzhausen & Voto, 2002; Be2§65), and as
“perfectly functionary in a creative and technical stafé, yet ... [facing] a growing
demand that it assume a more strategic managemein ayiganizations” (Plowman,
2005, p. 131).

Practiced in what is termed the two-way symmetricad@ehal. E. Grunig (2000)
argued, public relations “can lift organizations above thengle in the marketplace to
help them understand that they will further their gakrest more by tempering
advocacy with collaboration” (p. 43). In short, publi@tiens is “a uniqgue management
function that helps an organization interact with ...ghblics who affect the ability of
the organization to accomplish its goals and who expechzag#&ns to help them
accomplish their own goals” (J. E. Grunig & L. A. Grur2§02, p. 37). Based on
excellence theory, ethical management of such interdepeiedevith stakeholder
publics represents the manner by which organizations gaie %@m public relations (J.

E. Grunig & L. A. Grunig, 2002; J. E. Grunig, L. A. Grunig, & Ehlii§92).
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Simultaneous to the elaboration of these importanalsat expansive roles,
public relations is sometimes additionally characteraeduffering an “identity crisis,”
(Hutton, 1999, p. 199), an issue arising not from a lack ofrgtateding of how to
practice public relations, but from a sense that thexg betoo many ways to define and,
especially, to practice it. Within some organizations efaample, public relations
consists primarily of activities designed to generate pityli others, public relations
practitioners are cast as technicians responsiblenfurmg the communication
necessary for marketing products or generating monetagtidos. In still other
organizations, public relations, arguably in accord withagtlsome aspects of normative
theory, serves the managerial role of creating andtaiaing long-term relationships
with the strategic publics on whom organizational sucoessilure depends.

The result of these divergent practices has beexldh“in search of a unifying
theory and set of definitions” (Leeper & Leeper, 2001, p. 48ithough significant
scholarly progress has been made, such as the muitingeenational Association of
Business Communicators Research Foundation excellence(3tulyGrunig, 1992) and
elaborations to excellence theory by researchersasiftameron (1997) and his
associates, public relations scholars and practitidreers failed to settle on a
comprehensive and widely accepted theoretical underpinningefdiett, as well as
common understanding of what constitutes the domain ofqordséitions (Hutton, 1999).
Gordon (1997), for example, readily summarized nine prorigeimitions of public
relations, arguing that such delineations frequently aselfgulfilling guides for
practice. Despite concern over confusion that mas la@isen over such earlier trends as

integrated marketing communications (J. E. Grunig & L. Aur@, 2002),



organizational public relations, as practiced, ranges &re@narching strategic
management of relationships to marketing communicatpuisjc affairs, media
relations, and even advertising, as well as humeronbinations of these varied
pursuits, some of which might be considered sub-discgli@ae result of the lack of a
comprehensive definition can be a perception of publitioek as but one or more of
these parts. By competing for attention within the ogin or attempting to define
themselves as the core of public relations rather thaunlasets of a broad profession,
these communication-related specialties further frachadield (Lesley, 1996), a
situation that can lead to a sometimes-tenuous posatigrublic relations, making it one
of the most “self-analytical’ of all communicatioafated professions (Wimmer &
Dominick, 2003, p. 381).

The absence of agreement on a common definition and yimdetheory
sometimes allows those outside public relations to défiheeper & Leeper, 2001).
This tendency toward identity crisis or resultant mispgtion is of particular note when
it affects public relations’ standing within the organizatiespecially in relation to the
organization’s dominant coalition. Inclusion in that dem-making group, J. E. Grunig
and L. A. Grunig (1989) argued, is important because only thepudalic relations
practitioners influence the “choice of publics in the emwmnent for which strategic
public relations programs are planned ... fulfill[ing] a conmoation counseling and
management role” (p. 60). Compounding this concern is Laugg®92a) finding that
both practitioners and those outside the field oftersicter public relations to be “a
highly substitutable function” (p. 64), with practition@sa result holding technician

roles that tend to decrease public relations’ organizdtpowaer. L. A. Grunig (1990)



found that lack of education about public relations amoagbers of the organization’s
dominant coalition also tends to constrain public retatipower.

A lessened role for public relations, organizational migustanding of the
function, or an internal focus on tactical processesnetines, as Lauzen (1992a)
demonstrated, the result of the senior public relationgipcaer’s role-enactment or
perception of public relations’ power schema—can leav@thetice ripe for what is
termed encroachment, the subordination of public relatiotien another organizational
department. Encroachment occurs when organizational tapgriaces someone from
outside the public relations field into the manager faiéhe public relations unit
(Dozier, 1988). “These non-public relations professionalstigeapublic relationgas they
understand public relations. further dilut[ing] the already fluid definition of whast
and is not public relations” (Lauzen, 1992b, p. 173, italicxiginal).

In such cases, certain publics may be favored over diikelly, 1991, 1993a,
1994). In the case of encroachment of public relations my-faising—that is,
subordination of public relations to fund raising, gengrayl placement of the public
relations function within the fund-raising departmentlysel991, 1993a)—that favored
status typically is accorded the donor public, generallgeaexpense of other
organizational stakeholders. Fund-raising encroachmentotitpelations “effectively
plac[es]environmental blindersn the function and the organization ... Systems theory
suggests that such an imbalance eventually will resdigsfunctional organizations
susceptible to crises involving strategic publics other thanrdd(igelly, 1994, p. 4,

italics in original). For that reason alone, fundsiiag encroachment of public relations



offers an important subject for inquiry, particularlyesearch points to ways to diminish

or eliminate this form of encroachment on public relation

Purpose of the Study

This study expands research on fund-raising encroachrhpuablic relations
through examination of the structures and relationshipsilolic relations and fund-
raising departments within a network of charitable organizatenoss the United States.
The study sought, first, to determine whether fund-raismgaachment of public
relations was occurring within the selected charitabj@mizations; although
documented by Kelly (1991, 1993a, 1994), fund-raising encroachmpuoblid relations
has apparently received little scholarly attentiorhsnearly 15 years since those early
studies. Whether the emphasis Kelly (e.g., 1991, 1998) tawl athers placed on the
subject had diminished fund-raising encroachment or incrgaaetitioner recognition
of the issues inherent in encroachment was unknown. 8gttenresearch was designed
to explore the assertions by Kelly (1991, 1998) that fundngisia specialization of
public relations and that fund raising should be reconcepédahs that specialization
within a broad public relations department operating undethtdeetical model of
relationship management.

Delineated within Kelly’s (1991) theory of donor relatiotie proposed
reconceptualization of fund raising as a specializatfopublic relations was conceived
as eliminating fund-raising encroachment of public relati@tabse the manager of the
unified public relations department could be cross-trainedtin jpublic relations and
fund raising, have ditm graspof the two functions” (Kelly, 1998, p. 386, italics in

original), including an understanding of the theoretickid Kelly (1991, 1995a)
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established between the fields, and oversee a fund-ratsifigvorking as part of overall
relationship-management activities (Kelly, 1998). Kellyf891) donor relations theory
advanced this relationship-focused view of fund raising:

Contrary to conventional wisdom, the primary purpostiiod raising is

not to raise money, but—as a part of public relations—-nt@ece and

protect organizational autonomy by effectively managingroanications

between a charitable organization and the donor publics in

environment. (p. 320)
She later changed management of communications to nraaagef relationships.

Kelly (1991) described a problem with the theory of dontatians as arising
over the probable lack of acceptance by practitionetisi®¥iew of fund raising as a
public relations specialization, as well as constrairgeqal on fund-raising models by
the worldviews held by those within organizational dominaatiwons, shown to help
determine fund-raising agenda (Kelly, 1995b). While some tesmolarship, such as
that delineated by Waters (2007a), has shown increasing asarefa relationship
management-based approach by fund-raising practitionées not addressed the
problem Kelly (1991) cited, namely a projected lack of aceegdy fund-raising
practitioners—and, by extension, by public relations piaogrs as well—of fund
raising as a specialization of public relations.

Hamilton (as cited in Hamilton, 1992) argued that the “nooital issue facing
the field of public relations is the link between theangl practice” (p. 123).
Underscoring that point, J. E. Grunig and L. A. Grunig (198®)rid consistently that

organizations do not practice the kind of public relatitvas our theories argue,



logically, would be best in their environments” (p. 29).r®twver, “public relations
scholars often say that the gap between the profeas the academy is widening”
(Waters, 2007a, p. 231). As Cornelissen (2000) noted in discwgaygthrough which
theory can inform practice, “academic research is piriynaitiated for academic
understanding and is concerned with building theories ... &@mactitioner perspective,
academic knowledge can often be considered as ratéieacttband conceptual” (p. 316).
Yet, “scholars construct theories to make sensealifye-to supply orderto it ... We
can judge a theory to be good, therefore, if it makesesefreality (in the case of a
positive, or explanatory, theory) or if it helps to irope reality (in the case of a
normative theory)” (J. E. Grunig, 2006, p. 152). Kelly (1991) trocsed the theory of
donor relations, based extensively on the body of kedgé of public relations, to
provide a theoretical grounding for the practice of funsimgi but also to offer “a set of
propositions ... to guide the behavior of fund-raising priactgdrs and to help them solve
the problems they face” (p. 7).

If the theory of donor relations, with its proposedomceptualization of fund
raising as a specialization of public relations, is wvjle a defense against fund-raising
encroachment of public relations, practitioners of both publations and fund raising
need to understand and accept this reconfiguration. Furthie essult of Kelly's
(1998) recommendation of “integrated relationship managéer(eB80) as the
operational model for a broad-based public relations depattwith fund raising as a
specialization, practitioners must also see valuer@iagional perspective, including the
need to evaluate public relations and fund-raising programstfat perspective (Kelly,

1998). Ideally, they also should have some acquaintanbemethods by which



relationships may be cultivated (see, e.g., Hon & &idnig, 1999; J. E. Grunig, 2002;
Seltzer, 2006; Waters, 2007a; Kelly, 2000). As Waters (2007a)epaintt, “public
relations scholars can start building the bridge wighgtofession by ... engaging
[practitioners] in discussions about the relationshipagament paradigm, in particular
by asking them how they conceptualize the differentioglahip cultivation strategies”
(pp. 231-232). Therefore, despite Dozier and Lauzen’s (2000) cdb#iblas an
intellectual discipline or domain matures, the protassi agenda should play a declining
role in defining and setting the agenda for the intelléctamain” (p. 20), additional
research was necessary to determine if some versitwe cbnceptualization Kelly
(1991, 1998) advanced can indeed end or reduce fund-raising encroachadadgtiinal
considerations included recent challenges or revisiorgetpublic relations models on
which Kelly constructed her similarly named models fodfuaising, the emergence of
theories that contest or expand on excellence thaadythe struggle over how best to
implement processes and strategies that cultivate Emgdrganization-public
relationships.

Kelly’s caution concerning potential lack of practitioeceptance of donor
relations theory is perhaps well-founded. At the inaugussdting of the Communicators
Network of Lutheran Services in America, held in Batire, Maryland, in April 2007, a
speaker noted, in a roomful of both public relations and-fasing practitioners, that
the communications unit he headed did not include anyone“fte dark side”—a
specific reference to fund-raising practitioners. Suchnangent, though seemingly
offered in jest, is in keeping with Kelly’'s (1991) assessnteat “public relations

practitioners .. have spurned fund raising as something outside theiridmadiarea. To



them, fund raising is mysterious demeaning ... and somewhat shady” (p. 331). In an
interview (Elsasser, 1998), Kelly said that the reputatiomnd raising “is poorer than
[that of] public relations. It is often viewed as hustlorgoegging with high-pressure
tactics.” At the same time, fund-raising practitionéng)o are largely misinformed about
the newer definitions of public relations, perceive [pul@iations] as solely a publicity
or publications function and assign it to a supportive tisht somehow helps make their
job easier” (Kelly, 1991, pp. 330-331). In doing so, they view publations
practitioners as technicians who will attend to meediations, create special events, and
develop brochures to support the goal of raising dollarsthéstturn to those same
public relations practitioners to improve organizationaldgerwhen they encounter “an
environment that is unresponsive or even hostile to fined-raising efforts” (p. 331).
Such perceptions by both public relations and fund-raisingipoaetrs seem to
pose significant impediments to the development of aipuddhations practice that
incorporates fund raising as a specialization and opasates an integrated relationship
management model. The predominance of fund raising arigingd press-agentry
model and asymmetrical worldview (Kelly, 1995a) seems e alditional challenges to
the adoption of an integrated model of public relatioastwe informed by the two-way
symmetrical approach on which much relationship-managetheory is based. In her
call for additional research following summation of theory of donor relations, Kelly
(1991) proposed “an introspective study” (p 509) of the intedmecbetween public
relations and fund raising, with particular focus onitlegdence of fund-raising
encroachment of public relations. Because the theory ardefations was

conceptualized as extending the excellence model of petditans practice, she argued:



Excellent public relations departments in charitable orgtoizs it is
hypothesized, will have incorporated the fund-raising famctvithin that
department in order to effectively manage communicatioin &t of the
organizations’ strategic publics, including donors. (p. 510)
Yet little research on fund-raising encroachment of publations appears to have been
done in the years since that call for study. More riégen fact, Kelly (2002) noted that
academic journal “articles dealing with fund-raising proldestil are few” (p. 43).
Waters (2007a) wrote that, “Even after offering multiplggestions for future studies in
Effective Fund-Raising Managemgielly, 1998], few public relations scholars have
heeded the call for additional inquiry” (p. 42).

This research helped to fill that void. Having undertakelhylsesuggested
introspective study of the intersections between publitioms and fund raising, it
examined whether her proposed reconceptualization of &isithg as a specialization of
public relations, practiced with a relationship-managemenisfoseemed to offer the
most promising approach to end fund-raising encroachment otpelations, and if

practitioners were willing to accept that model.
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CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review

The Matters of Definitions, Models, and Roles

Scholars and practitioners have debated definitionsheaties of public
relations for decades. Definition, in particular, magteeto broader acceptance of a
strategic role for public relations and, especially, toisisue of encroachment of public
relations because, as Gordon (1997) argued, the rhétfifmds to form definitions
represent social processes that in turn help to shafiy;réhat is, how one defines the
practice of public relations can affect how it funaspparticularly in relation to other
organizational processes such as fund raising. Somealeseahave argued that the
field’s failure to articulate a comprehensive definititas harmed the practice of public
relations, allowing external critics to fill this voiflequently characterizing “PR” in
negative terms (Hutton, 1999). Similarly, some reseasdm@ve uncovered prejudicial
behavior toward public relations practitioners, arisingrfroisperceptions about how
public relations is practiced, a lack of understanding efigid’s benefits, and a view
that the practice lacks credibility (Wright, 2005). Oasuit of such misperceptions,
Kelly (1991, 1993a, 1994) and others (e.g., J. E. Grunig, 1992; J. Eg@rwniA.
Grunig, 2002) argued, is the view of public relations as a suppa@nmd technical, rather
than strategic, function. That view tends to assignipublations a secondary role within
the organization, focused primarily on generating commuait@roducts such as news
releases and newsletters to further a positive imagbdasrganization (Kelly, 1991).

Challenges to a comprehensive definition arise from ietyanf sources. Griffin

and Pasadeos (1998), for example, described the influeade@ky those advocating
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integrated marketing communication, a situation addressie idevelopment of public
relations excellence theory (see, e.g., J. E. Grun{@f;2D E. Grunig & L. A. Grunig,
2002). As with the emphasis on donors that typicallpcewith fund-raising
encroachment, synthesis of public relations with thessalenarketing function can
result in a focus on consumers at the expense of ptiitics and may have detrimental
effects on the organization, argued David (2004), who assigmedimers as the
marketing audience, but “citizens”—that is, all publicsuilathg consumers—as the
focus of public relations programs. His assertion cpoeds with Kelly’'s (1991)
statement that donors represent but one of the maategity publics that fall within the
purview of public relations, as well as with the liseafht common stakeholder groups
identified within the public relations excellence studyHJGrunig, 2006).

Many attempts to advance a comprehensive definition of prdséitions derive
from or build on such conceptualizations as advanced bip@utal. (1985): “Public
relations is the management function that establishdsnaintains mutually beneficial
relationships between an organization and the publics omwvils success or failure
depends” (p. 4). In fact, most current definitions incladeorganization, its publics, and
management of relationships (Gordon, 1997). A focus otiae$hips, which Ferguson
(1984) argued should be the central unit of study for #id, fcorresponds with more
recent attempts to reconceptualize public relationslasoreship management (see, e.g.,
Broom, Casey, & Ritchey [1997]; Hon & J. E. Grunig [1999]; ibggham [2003]).

The manner in which public relations is practiced alsodesved as a method for
establishing theoretical underpinning and definition. J.f5n{@ and Hunt (1984)

advanced four now well-known models of public relationsivad from the field’s
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developmental history and predicated on the directiamoofmunication—one-way
versus two-way—and balance of intended effect, descabeymmetrical or
symmetrical. Those four models are press agentry/pubfadtscribed as one-way
asymmetrical), public information—initially denoted as -aveey symmetrical, though J.
E. Grunig later changed his mind and described the modelassyammetric one (J. E.
Grunig & L. A. Grunig, 1992)—two-way asymmetrical, and two-wsggnmetrical. Press
agentry/publicity refers to public relations efforts teaek attention from the media,
often using propagandistic techniques to gain notice. The pofdienation model is
described by J. E. Grunig and L. A. Grunig (1989) as providing acg¢tmatieful
information about the organization, although typicallthaut volunteering any negative
information. Two-way asymmetrical programs employ regeo craft messages
designed to gain public support without behavioral changeeopétt of the organization,
whereas “two-way symmetrical’ public relations depantiseuse bargaining,
negotiating, and conflict-resolution strategies to bringlsgtic changes in the ideas,
attitudes, and behaviors of both the organization ammuitics” (J. E. Grunig & L. A.
Grunig, 1989, p 31). The two-way symmetrical model is intagrdl E. Grunig’'s (1992)
excellence theory of public relations, advocated rermative theory for public
relations. In it, the model is described as using “metet facilitate understanding and
communication ... [with] understanding ... the principal objext¥ public relations
rather than persuasion” (J. E. Grunig & L. A. Grunig, 199288).

Additional research, as summarized by J. E. Grunig aid Grunig (1989),
found various factors that influence use of the modelgjdiray organizational ideology,

type of organization, and choices made by the organizawmmsgnant coalition. The
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research found as well that organizations use the “diffenodels strategically to deal
with different public relations problems and different segrof conflict in their
environments ... [with] a single organization, thereforapley[ing] different models as
the situation changes” (p. 59). While J. E. Grunig and LG/AInig (1989) wrote that
public relations can be described as the management of @atyam& communication
employing all four models, they also argued that “the twg-syammetrical model will be
most effective for organizations with complex environmemds that are the most
socially responsible” (p. 58), particularly in periodscohflict. The two-way symmetrical
model, with its focus on developing understanding betveeganizations and publics,
will be more effective, J. E. Grunig and White (1992) assktbecause “organizations
get more of what they want when they give up some att wiey want” (p. 39).

Building on the concept of worldviews within public relati@sselaborated by J.
E. Grunig and White (1992), Deatherage and Hazleton (1998) cedfitimat
organizations with symmetrical worldviews do use the way-symmetrical model of
public relations more frequently than do those that exaibasymmetrical view, but
found also that symmetrical-worldview organizationstheepress-agentry and two-way
asymmetrical models more than the asymmetrical groupoidgh the researchers
ascribed this unexpected finding either to type one errtdreopossibility that press
agentry and persuasion may not inherently be asymmethealise of such one-way
communication may speak to a willingness to employ mdariged from exigency,
congruent with the situational usage of the modelsraadlby J. E. Grunig and L. A.
Grunig (1989). Deatherage and Hazleton (1998) did find that thenegnmal model of

public relations, as hypothesized within excellence thewayg, a significant predictor of
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perceived effectiveness within public relations. Alongwiteir findings on worldviews,
that result, they argued, provides “significant support flamig’s contention that the
theory of public relations excellence is a normatheoty” (p. 69). Consistent with
excellence theory, Gordon and Kelly (1999), in a study bfipuelations departments in
hospitals, found significant relationships between orgéinizal effectiveness and the
public relations departments’ potential to practice two-waymunication, take part in
strategic planning, and enact the manager role.

Factor analysis by Deatherage and Hazleton (1998), howdelaereated two
rather than four models, models the researchers teynmeeevay and two-way. J. E.
Grunig and L. A. Grunig (1990, 1992) argued that confirmatory, rathaerexploratory,
factor analysis would support the existence of four maaiadsthat the appearance of just
two models might arise from organizational mixing of thedels. Nevertheless, J. E.
Grunig and L. A. Grunig (1990, 1992) reconceptualized the four mosi&goacontinua.
Building on correlations between the two-way symmeltaoal asymmetrical models,
Hellweg’s (as cited in J. E. Grunig & L. A. Grunig, 1990, 1p8boration of a
continuum of symmetrical and asymmetrical public relatjpragtices, and Murphy’s
(1991) delineation of a mixed-motive model, the Grunigs “improved’models theory
by conceptualizing “the four models in terms of two corgimune otcraft and one of
professionapublic relations” (1990, p. 34; 1992, p. 312, italics in origin@taft public
relations represents a continuum between the prestrdgablicity and public
information models, while professional public relatiolescribes the continuum from the
two-way asymmetrical model to the two-way symmetriced.d_ater, Dozier, J. E.

Grunig, and L. A. Grunig (as cited in J. E. Grunig, 2001), refihedwo-way continuum
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to depict each end as asymmetrical, one representing najanal interests only, the
other the interests exclusively of a public. “The midufléhe continuum contains a
symmetrical win-win zone where organizations and publicecgage in mixed-motive
communication” (J. E. Grunig, 2001, p. 25). This new two-way mdd&. Grunig
(2001) asserted, “subsumes the former two-way symmeamcbasymmetrical models of
public relations” (p. 26). The idea of a continuum playsmral role in contingency
theory, as advanced by Cameron (1997) and his associateaboration and
refinement of excellence theory; Cameron’s contingehegry is discussed more fully
below in a section detailing concerns with the excedetheory-based models of
practice. J. E. Grunig (2001) suggested moving from models to palatons
behaviors, citing four variables: symmetry and asymmetrg;way and two-way,
mediated and interpersonal forms of communication, #mndag practice.

The original four models of public relations practice, @saced by J. E. Grunig
and Hunt (1984), provided part of the theoretical structur&élly’s (1991)
reconceptualization of fund raising as a specializatiquublic relations. In her theory of
donor relations, she delineated the history of fundmaias following an evolutionary
path similar to that through which the public relations n®developed. Moreover, she
described the practice of fund raising as being represent&@cbgrly named models, at
least one of which may represent a worldview that teémawapose role delineations on
public relations consistent with fund-raising encroachmime. asymmetrical press-
agentry view held by many fund-raising practitioners tendsitdarce the perception of
public relations as serving primarily a publicity functiore(lg, 1991). In line with this

perception, fund-raising encroachment can result in@as&gt of a technical-oriented
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function to public relations, with a focus on generatiognmunication products in
support of fund-raising goals. Kelly (1991) described fund rasergewing public
relations practitioners “as technicians rather thanagars of communications [who] are
expected to get news releases printed in newspaperscaraws to special events, and
produce award-winning brochures” (p. 331).

Employing role to help define public relations has, in factnbaewed as central
to models of practice and to theories of how public retatmperates within
organizations (Dozier & Broom, 1995). Today, scholars terdktineate these roles
along the primary orientations of manager or technicaiginally, Broom and Smith
(1979) advanced five role models after having studied the warldwdic relations
consultants. As later refined and collapsed into fthase roles were delineated as the
expert prescriber, communication facilitator, problenvisgl process facilitator, and
communication technician. The expert prescriber is amaity on public relations
problems as well as their solutions, researching issuksraating programs to resolve
issues. While communication facilitators work to mamtsvo-way communications
between an organization and its publics, they generdllgsaa liaison or interpreter,
“creating opportunities for senior management to hear keympublics and key publics
to hear from management” (Dozier & Broom, 1995, p. 8). @radlem-solving process
facilitator works with other managers to identify and correct @olsl, with an emphasis
on gaining management involvement in the solution (Da&iBroom, 1995). The
communication technician offers the technical skillsdesd for public relations programs
to be successful and is sometimes characterized agamzation’s “journalist-in-

residence” (Dozier & Broom, 1995, p. 8; Kelly, 1991, p. 384)ska did with the public
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relations models of practice, Kelly (1991) reconceptualmddlic relations role theory to
posit similar roles for fund-raising practitioners, dissed more fully below.

Dozier (as cited in Dozier & Broom, 1995; J. E. Grunig &AL.Grunig, 1989)
factor analyzed the data and recast the roles intortajor ones and two minor ones,
with the two minor roles considered variations ofitiegor ones. Those major roles were
of communication manager and communication technicia@.cbmmunication manager
oversees planning, conducts communication audits, undertakiesrenental scanning,
and informs the organization of potential relationshiptesl issues, while the
communication technician is typically the practitiomdro writes newsletters, designs
marketing collateral or advertising, handles mediaioglaf and creates Web sites
(Dozier & Broom, 1995). Delineation of the communicatiechnician role underscores
what frequently occurs in fund-raising encroachment wherniqrédations is defined as a
supportive function to fund raising, sometimes viewed withénorganization as “more
important” to organizational success because of its ped@&nmediate bottom-line
contribution (Kelly, 1991).

In addition, a misunderstanding of public relations, @&fifrom an emphasis on
this communication technician role as well as from dustorical models as press
agentry/publicity, can mislead “practitioners and sclsoilaiio believing that fund raising
is a separate or superior function in relation to publatioms” (Kelly, 1991, p. 24). To
that end, research has shown that workplace sociahzahow public relations is
practiced within an organization and, especially, howvtasved by those outside the
department—may limit public relations by defining it in @@ance with organizational

demands (Berkowitz & Hristodoulakis, 1999). Moreover, imynarganizational
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structures, particularly within the non-profit arena undiedys public relations
practitioners may find themselves in small departmenéven on their own (Berkowitz
& Hristodoulakis, 1999), with this isolation or lack esources compelling practitioners
to focus on the tactical aspects of the field, suchrasmgand designing publications.
Duffy (2000) found, in fact, that public relations textboodsd to describe the history of
the field as evolving into use of a two-way symmetricatel, while simultaneously
focusing on many of the technical aspects of the praaticleiding asymmetrical models
of communication. Such dichotomies may add to what gi2003) deems a cultural
contest among distinct voices, or “tribes,” all oleng a stake in public relations and
affecting its definition through their mode of practicaté€yjorized from cultural theory
as the voices of fatalism, egalitarianism, hierarchyg@omous individualism, and
competitive individualism, such viewpoints can have a pawenpact on public
relations practice (Leichty, 2003). As just one exantpie fatalist tribe has low
expectations for public relations because its membersthiemselves as having little say
in their organizational status. Such a viewpoint may hegxpdain a focus on tactics by
practitioners who, unable apparently to influence the oxgéion or public relations’
position within it, find solace and satisfaction in cheaefforts. This view may also help
to explain why some practitioners, as Kelly (1991) reghréee willing to accept fund-
raising encroachment of the public relations function.

Yet, as Dozier and Broom (1995) cautioned, this role-enanttoa@ result in
significant limitations for public relations:

The generation of mediated messages for one’s orgamzads no

inherent value in public relations. Writing and dissemimgatiressages are
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important activities in public relations and in other orgatonal
functions, but not ends in themselves. ...The value of comwations (as
distinct from communication) is determined by the qualitynutually
beneficial relations that such communications helpstablish with key
publics. By inference, the value of technician role enaat is nested
within the public relations management function. (pp. 22-23)
Underscoring that point, Lauzen’s (1990) study of 16 public oglatmanagers revealed

one of five reasons for encroachment of public relatiorise technician role-enactment.

The Issue of Encroachment

Various aspects of professional encroachment of pullitors—the assignment
of “the top management role in the public relations depart to someone from outside
public relations” (Dozier, 1988, p. 9)—have been studied, includupgrialistic
behavior of various other organizational functions (Lau2€81), role-enactment of the
senior public relations practitioner and its effect onitlsgdence of encroachment
(Lauzen, 1992a), the relationship of encroachment to gendee¢h, 1992b), the role of
program evaluation in potentially reducing the occurrefieoroachment (Laborde,
2005), encroachment by educators in school-district pubbitioas (Zoch, Patterson, &
Olson, 1997), the role perceived shared values between peiblions practitioners and
the organization’s senior management play in reducing encreathl{trauzen, 1995),
and amount of encroachment in terms of Web oversiyar{, 2003).

In her early research on marketing encroachment, LaU890) identified five
reasons encroachment of public relations occurs: techmigla aspirations, a lack of
manager competencies, a perceived lack of manager comipstesenior management
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lack of understanding of public relations, and marketingemalism. Two of these
reasons—perceived lack of manager competencies and confiyssemior management
over public relations—were collapsed into a single varjable sent, and the variable of
organizational turbulence added to create a model of erforeant. The research
theorized that encroachment of public relations by maréyically occurs in the
presence of an aggressive marketing function and a weak pelbtions department,
particularly during times of instability within the organizati The role public relations
fills—technical communicator or strategic manager of i@mtships—also acts as a
predictor of encroachment, particularly when another deyent, such as fund raising,
functions as an organizational communicator as wetlabse when two departments
within an organization are viewed as having similar gaadscdfering comparable skills,
the more powerful department typically takes over the with less power or fewer
resources (Lauzen, 1991). In addition, a function may édigposed to encroachment, as
described by Ehling (1992). In assessing reasons public relatiensgsonot subject to
benefits-cost analysis, he described organizational ‘tisplacement and functional
subserviency ... [in which] public relations is regarded as agistically oriented,
publicity-driven activity organized as a service unit to perftogistically defined duties
for other functional areas such as marketing ... or peedd(m 619).

Lauzen (1991) found that encroachment of public relationsedams
imperialism—the takeover by the more powerful unit ofekiperformed by the less-
powerful function—occurred primarily in relation to marketi though her research also
examined potential encroachment by the legal, personnehuanan resources functions.

Spicer (1991), however, raised questions about the extamr&eting encroachment on
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public relations, finding that on the micro-organizatioeakl, marketing and public
relations practitioners engage in different types anges of communication activities;
he recommended that employers “be especially carefubrconfuse the two” functions
(p. 303). Nevertheless, Lauzen (1993) found that increaseghrdomain similarity and
resource dependence between the public relations and mgriepartments were
positively related to marketers’ assumption of actisitigically performed by public
relations managers; she also demonstrated that irsguekions, encroachment of public
relations is more likely to take place.

Lauzen’s (1992b) quantitative study of 166 public relations pi@atits within
the United States revealed that “public relations praogtis predominantly enacting the
manager role will experience less encroachment in tinganizations than will
practitioners enacting the technician role predominaridy179). Lauzen (1992a) further
found that the incidence of encroachment will be lesdavhen an organization’s most
senior public relations practitioner “holds a powerful ssaef the public relations
function” (p. 76). Partly the result of role aspirasaand the acquisition of competencies,
schema are defined as structures of knowledge that helgdoipe practitioners’
perception, in this case, of the public relations fumcf{lcauzen, 1992a). Public relations
practitioners who hold manager aspirations are “alsdyliceview public relations as an
organizational function requiring specialized education aperise. This practitioner
holds a powerful schema of public relations” (Lauzen, 198269). The combination of
a powerful schema and manager role-enactment, she segjgadis to stem
encroachment by increasing departmental power through inveivemorganizational

decision-making, the provision of skills that are non-stuiable, and the use of research

22



to reduce uncertainty for the organization. Lauzen (1995)a@lswl that when values
held by public relations managers are different frons¢haf managers within the
organization’s dominant coalition, encroachment may ocwure readily. She identified
public relations practitioners’ involvement in “decisiomking teams encouraging
strategic change” (p. 295) to be a predictor of decreasdihdike of encroachment.

Because Dozier (as cited by Lauzen, 1992b), Lauzen (1990, 1991, 1992h),
and others focused research on marketing encroachmeublaf relations, generally
within the for-profit realm, Kelly (1991, 1992, 1993a, 1994) exteridednquiry into
encroachment of public relations by examining fund-raising @ctiroent of the public
relations function within non-profit organizations. Diag/on the premise by J. E.
Grunig et al. (1992) that an effective organization developgunication programs that
create and maintain relationships with strategic pultiashave the ability to constrain
organizational autonomy, Kelly (1994) proposed that:

The survival and success of non-profit organizations dedsimi®n

managing environmental dependencies with multiple publicguabt

donors. Subordination of the public relations functiootigh fund-raising

encroachment focuses undue attention on donors at the exqfestber

strategically important publics, leaving the organizatiomertdble to loss

of support and even attack by those who have been igrneuxged (

legislators, employees, or clients). (p. 3)
In such cases, she argued, fund-raising encroachment,usyrfggublic relations
practitioners on the donor public, hinders the effectdss of the public relations

function in environmental scanning and, based on systeasythmay result in
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“dysfunctional organizations susceptible to crises wvngl strategic publics other than
donors” (p. 4). The value of public relations is dimingheith the function reduced
primarily to a technical, supportive role removed from aizgtional decision-making
and the organization facing the possibility of eventua fsautonomy (Kelly, 1991,
1994).

In her efforts to document fund-raising encroachmepubfic relations, Kelly
(1993a) conducted depth interviews with 19 non-profit organizatio Maryland and
Louisiana, following an earlier survey of members ofRiblic Relations Society of
America that “documented the subordination of public i@tatin an alarming
proportion of ... organizations” (as cited in Kelly, 1994, p.T3)e interviews uncovered
evidence of encroachment in four of the six primary tygfesharitable institutions, with
the public relations function subordinate to fund rejsn seven of the 19 organizations
researched and structurally separate in the remaining 1. drganization did the fund-
raising function report to public relations. Of the 12 orgdiuna with separate public
relations departments, only three public relations masagrild cite evidence that the
structure was stable and maintained the public relations antonomy. Moreover, three
of the remaining nine organizations had already experiencedaamment from a unit
other than fund raising. In addition, indicators of orgat@nal power and dominant-
coalition access revealed significant inequalities betwamiblic relations and fund
raising, conditions that may serve as antecedenttoashment. Like Lauzen (1990),
Kelly (1993a) found that role-enactment of a technical, sawedfunction tends to
correspond with the perception of public relations as a stipporather than strategic,

function and therefore may serve to increase vulnénatnl future encroachment by fund
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raising. Her study also suggested that those organizatiandegpand on financial
sources other than fund raising for a significant portibtheir income or that have
diversified revenue streams may experience fewer inssamicfund-raising
encroachment. This finding paralleled Lauzen’s (1990) conclubimt periods of
organizational uncertainty may serve as precursorsag@achment.

Following her qualitative studies, Kelly (1994) documentedaaxhment of
public relations by fund raising within a variety of non-profiganizations. Of
respondents to a national survey [N=175], 23% reported faisdrg encroachment
within their organizational structure, while an additiohda% noted public relations as
being managed by a department other than the fund-raising nimginiy to more than
one-third the number of public relations departments eaperng encroachment. While
the findings showed significant variations in the incideoiciind-raising encroachment
by type of charitable organization, one-quarter of respdadegreed with the survey
statement that “fund raising increasingly is taking dtiermanagement of public
relations (i.e., fund-raising encroachment has occurrédlamrcurring)” (Kelly, 1994, p.
13). Moreover, 40% of respondents indicated that senmat-faising staff within their
organizations had greater influence in strategic decisi@amsdid the highest-level public
relations practitioner, “a trend that theory suggesas iantecedent to fund-raising
encroachment” (Kelly, 1994, p. 20). Following Lauzen’s (1990) facusole theory in
her study of marketing encroachment, Kelly (1994) thedribat public relations
departments with the knowledge and expertise to pratkceommunication manager
role and a two-way symmetrical model of public relativosild be less likely to

experience fund-raising encroachment, theories her findungggorted.
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The Reconceptualization of Fund Raising

Similar to the situation within public relations, Kelll991) proposed that there
has not been consensus on an overarching definitiomdfraising, although she
characterized the function as involving “the purposive poésoliciting and accepting
monetary gifts from individuals, corporations, andrfdations by a charitable
organization, especially as managed for the organizationrgyfaising professionals”
(p. 80). Addressing definitional needs as part of her thefodgnor relations, she
characterized fund raising as “the management of comatiionicbetween a charitable
organization and its donor publics” (Kelly, 1991, p. 6). She lained the definition to
advance fund raising as “the management of relationbeipgeen a charitable
organization and its donor publics” (Kelly, 1998, p. 8). Beyorsigasng definition,

Kelly (1991) proposed a reconceptualization of fund raisirg sgecialization of public
relations. She contended that operational and thealrétiks between public relations

and fund raising had been overlooked by fund-raising schexalgractitioners because
their definitions of public relations did not include armagement component and because
their perceptions of the field derived from early asymroatmodels, such as press
agentry/publicity, whose focus tends to restrict thetion to serving in a supportive

role.

The reconceptualization of fund raising as a speci@zatf public relations is
explicated within Kelly’'s (1991) theory of donor relatiodsyeloped at least partially as
a result of concern over a lack of scholarly interesind theoretical grounding for fund
raising. Among the key questions she sought to address werfihdwaising
contributes to organizational effectiveness, why chastabyjanizations practice fund
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raising in various ways, what characterizes the relahip between a charitable
organization and its donors, and how fund raising might Spéaeed in a different way
that would help us more fully understand the current fasing behavior of charitable
organizations” (Kelly, 1991, p. 3).

As part of studies undertaken to arrive at that “déife’t explanation, topics of
which included fund-raising encroachment, the intersectiongeleet public relations and
fund raising, and a conceptualization of fund raising ddrive@m the historical models of
public relations, Kelly (1992) conducted research among eduedtoodeges and
universities with both public relations sequences andaifih with the Association of
Schools of Journalism and Mass Communication. Herrfgglindicated that 71 percent
of respondents did not have separate fund-raising coursasclogied fund-raising
concepts within public relations courses. More to thetpafielly’s (1991) conceptual
alignment of the two functions, 73 percent of survey redeots [N=79] agreed with her
contention that fund raising is a specialization of put#iations; moreover, only 16
percent of respondents indicated strong agreement tichtdising is closely related to
public relations, but nevertheless a separate functiely(KL992). However, 55 percent
of fund-raising practitioners [N=296] who responded to anathely indicated that fund
raising is more closely allied to marketing than to putdlations (Kelly, 1995a). Kelly
(1991, 1998) disputed that view by noting that marketing concesels specifically with
consumers, who may or may not be donors, and by pgitdithe significant differences
in the exchange relationship that occurs in marketing-vis-&und raising, as more fully

elaborated below.
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Although some researchers, such as Cutlip et al. (198%&),digued that fund
raising and public relations should not be combined, Kelly@9(, 1993a, 1994, 1998)
proposal that fund raising is a specialization of puldiations concurs with the Public
Relations Society of America’s Body of Knowledge T&skce, which incorporated fund
raising “as the seventh element of the professionatipeaaf public relations, along with
media relations, community relations, financial and irmestlations, internal relations,
public affairs, and marketing, marketing support, and consugteions” (as cited in
Kelly, 1992, p. 19). Similarly, J. E. Grunig (2006) identified denas a group for which
specialized public relations programs are developed, and Gruxnig (1989) found
public relations practitioners in non-profit organizatidescribing fund raising as a
specific duty. Similarly, Dyer, Buell, Harrison, and li¢e (2002) described the
assignment of overall fund-raising duties to public relatmastitioners in non-profit
organizations, frequently the result of limitationssbaffing resources. Kelly (1991)
advanced her characterization of fund raising as a s@tiah of public relations by
drawing a parallel with the manner in which investor refatiis viewed in scholarly and
trade literature as a public relations specialization witheé for-profit arena.
(Interestingly, Petersen and Martin [1996] found that CEEQBeir study sample
preferred to handle investor relations themselves ograsise responsibility to their top
financial officer, a situation the researchers pattyibuted to encroachment of this
public relations function.)

In recasting fund raising within the public relations domg&elly (1991)
incorporated the four models of public relations as outlmed. E. Grunig and Hunt

(1984)—press agentry, public information, two-way asymmetnid,tevo-way
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symmetric—to posit four similarly named models for fuating. She described the
purpose of press agentry within fund raising as propagandizingsa,oa&ith
communication based on emotion and derived from princgoesrning manipulation
and control. By contrast, the public information moddlased on enlightenment, with
truth important. Essentially, this fund-raising modekdisinates accurate information on
organizational needs. The two-way asymmetrical modsuaeles giving through
messages based on research. The goal of the two-wayedyinal model is to obtain
mutual understanding between the organization and its donoc pulth two-way
communication and balanced effects:

Whereas fund raisers practicing one of the three asyneadanodels

believe that donors benefit from making a gift prirtyabecause the

charitable organization benefits, those practicing tleeviiay symmetrical

model identify prospective donors’ needs and negotiatphhenthropic

exchange so that benefits flow both ways, as welb#isoser into society

(i.e., the exchange is nquid pro quo which differentiates it from a

market exchange. (Kelly, 1995b, p. 116)
Kelly (1995a) quantitatively tested the four models with franders [N=296], finding
evidence that the models characterize fund-raising waditbver time and that all four
remain in use, with the majority of charitable organ@agipredominantly practicing the
press-agentry model (although the extent of its usesvaased on the focus of the fund-
raising program, that is, annual giving or major giftsyt$dor validity also supported
the models, but indicated that they are not as céyefelineated in practice as in theory.

The research pointed to a mixed model, with some prawetitsy for example, holding
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symmetrical concepts but practicing a two-way asymmeétmoael of fund raising as a
result of organizational self-interest. In such findirtgey, research paralleled the
literature review by J. E. Grunig and L. A. Grunig (1992) thahébthat while the public
relations models “can be reliably measured ... are valichd .de exist in real
organizations, [those] organizations do not practice thgetagurely ... many us[ing]
different models for different situations and differpragrams” (p. 297).

In a quantitative study [N=30] of public historically Blaaklleges and
universities, Tindall (2007) found support for Kelly’s assignnadrihe four public
relations-based models to fund raising, as well as foixad-motive model of fund
raising. Incorporating both symmetrical and asymmetricaidies, this model is
designed to achieve both short- and longer-term goals maleding the flexibility
necessary to adopt communication styles necessapetafic environments and
situations. Similarly, Murphy (1991), drawing from literatoregame theory, had
described the mixed-motive model of public relations as lgngpgether “the seeming
conflict between asymmetric (pure competition) and symmdure common interest)
models, in that it preserves the central importanamefs own interests, yet
acknowledges the power of opposing viewpoints” (p. 127). Alghgoractitioners may
benefit from a two-way symmetrical or mixed-motive moalefund raising, Tindell
(2007) found, as Kelly (1995a, 1995b) had, that the press agentisl m@mployed
more often than the two-way symmetrical model, paridylin relation to fund raisers’
age and experience, with asymmetric practices stemmingtjadliefitom a desire to

represent the organization in as positive a manner apos
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Kelly (1995a) argued, however, that the predominant use @irdss-agentry
model of fund raising can damage the credibility of chhté organizations because the
model “manipulates donor publics with emotional propagandastimatt necessarily
truthful” (p. 125). In conducting the second phase of rebean her survey data of fund-
raising practitioners, this time focusing on the fundingidehavior of charitable
organizations, Kelly (1995b) found that the dominant doalwvithin charitable
organizations determines how fund raising is practicedlamlis selecting the “oldest
and least ethical model of fund raising” (p. 133). This praciands in contrast to her
findings that the two-way symmetrical model of fundsirag is the only model that
correlates both positively and significantly with fatamber of dollars raised.

In relation to the appropriation of public relations ribleory for her
reconceptualization of fund raising, Kelly (1991) calledftdure studies to determine
differentiation of manager and technician roles antié@ument how much fund-raising
practitioners contribute to organizational effectiveneghich may prove to be relatively
little” (p. 510). Kelly (1998) later renamed two of Broom amdit®’s (1979) role
classifications—communication facilitator and communaatechnician—as liaison and
technician to facilitate their use within the fund-nagsfield and also assigned the
parsimonious roles of manager and technician to fund-raisingtpraers. Fussell
(2006) found that fund raisers do identify with these primakys of technician and
manager, “reinforc[ing] the idea that fund raising isibset of public relations” (p. 20).

Kelly’s (1991) theory of donor relations encompasseshnmare than a
reconceptualization of fund raising as a public relatgpeialization, including a

conceptual demarcation of charity and philanthropymbener in which fund raising
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should be evaluated, and the delicate balance that mashimyed in terms of
organizational autonomy through the management of intendepeies with donors,
based on assumptions that all sources of donors agitahave the potential to affect
organizations’ autonomy negatively. Bringing fund raising thie domain of public
relations on both the macro- and mesolevels, she argoekis to protect organizational
autonomy by shifting the primary purpose of fund raising fraisimg money to
managing relationships with donors. On the micro-leved,described the fund-raising
process as consisting of four steps involving researdhivatidn, solicitation, and
recognition. The process, she claimed, is similar tgthmic relations formula of
research, action, communication, and evaluation.

Kelly (1998) later proposed an expanded fund-raising procsftes;ting steps
outlined in a formula termed ROPES, for Research, Obgx;tProgramming,
Evaluation, and Stewardship. This added fifth step is ofquéati importance in
managing relationships with donors because it “providessenéial loop back to the
beginning of fund raising” (p. 391), involving reciprocity, resgibfe gift use, reporting,
and relationship nurturing. Advocating that stewardship atigiships be part of public
relations programs for all organizational publics, KE#Q01) quantitatively tested the
ROPES model and found that survey participants—membehe dfdsociation of
Fundraising Professionals who hold a Ph.D., therefowdirig to represent senior fund-
raising practitioners—and their staff members closdlgiothe ROPES process.
ROPES’ inclusion of evaluation of all fund-raising obiews is especially important,
Kelly (2001) argued, because “it incorporates measuremebtsiotiollars raised and

relationships built” (p. 109), an integral step in moving fuaging into a relationship
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management model.

Kelly (1991) intended the reconceptualization of fund raiam@ specialization
of public relations to prompt such change in fund-raisingtp@ moving it toward a
primary focus on the management of relationships with ot her bookEffective
Fund-Raising Manageme(it998), she specifically called for the structural aligntred
public relations and fund raising within a public relations depant practicing
“integrated relationship management” (p.380). Although Fengy(s884) had earlier
advocated relationships become the key unit of study wathiotic relations, Kelly
(1998) did not cite specific scholarly work on relationshgnagement, undoubtedly
because much of the initial research on current relship management theory was
under way at the timEffective Fund-Raising Managemevas published. However, it is
clear this growing field of public relations scholarshipresents the model Kelly
envisioned for the public relations unit incorporating fundingi as a specialization.
Kelly’s (2000) explication of stewardship as the fifthpsie the ROPES process for
public relations activities cites a range of pivotal adn relationship management
theory by such scholars as Ledingham, Bruning, Broom, .a@ad@runig. Advised in his
dissertation by Dr. Kelly, Waters (2007a) conducted a swaagyng non-profit hospital
donors and fund-raising staff at those institutions gidytio determine whether the
relationship dimensions of trust, control mutuality, fatition, and commitment,
outlined in the scholarly literature of relationship mgament, can be used to assess
relationships between non-profit organizations and dohissesearch also used
coorientation methods to measure both sides of theoredhip as a method of advancing

relationship management theory. And Kelly, Thompson Vaaters (2006) used a
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relationship management-based coorientation study tomiegshospice-physician
relationships related to patient referrals. Moreoved|ys (1998) seminal text on fund
raising focused on various techniques and processes with tehicild and enhance
organization-donor relationships. As Kelly (2000) noted ienexicing the need for
relationship cultivation to be the principal aim of pub&éations practice, the importance

of “existing relationships has long been acknowledgddnd raising” (p. 282).

The Relationship Management Perspective

Stemming partly from Ferguson’s (1984) call for relationskopise the primary
unit of analysis in public relations research, relatigmsnanagement has continued to
gain increasing attention, particularly since the 1990s. Grimnig (1993), for example,
argued that public relations should focus not only on symhadisorganizational
“image,” but also on managing behavioral relationshipgh@igh the phrase
“relationship management” has been used widely in thatiire, J. E. Grunig [2006]
advanced a well-reasoned argument “that it is not realbgible to ‘manage’
relationships,” [p. 167] and that the efforts involved adyuaipresent management of
processes leading to outcomes, such as relationshipketé¢dore advocated use of the
phrase “relationship cultivation strategies” [p. 167]. Iis fummation of research on the
excellence model of public relations, J. E. Grunig [2006] wartbalescribe the
relational approach, including cultivation strategies,ths heir to the models of public
relations and the two-way symmetrical model, in patac [p. 168].)

Following the definition advanced by Cutlip et al. (1985) of putdlations as the
management of mutually beneficial relationships, Ehling (199&)rdeed the shift to
relationship management as a pivotal conceptual chamgacapt that Kelly (1998)

34



suggested serve as a model under which fund raising wouldssfigty function as a
specialization of public relations. Based on the two-gyaymetrical communication
underpinning of many definitions of public relations, relatiopshanagement derives
from a relational perspective that posits the outcofredfectively practiced public
relations as positive public relationships (Ledingh2@@3). The relational perspective
can be employed to outline the function of publictietss within organizations
(Ledingham & Bruning, 1998), may “serve as a platform to gtnderetical inquiry and
professional practice” (Bruning & Ledingham, 1999, p. 158), avdrces public
relations as taking place within the four-step manageprm@aess of analysis, planning,
implementation, and evaluation (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998).

Relationship management focuses research and practiga putblic relations on
organizational relationships with interdependent publictherdimensions on which
those relationships are built, and on determining tleztsfthose relationships have on
both organization and publics (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). Esdigrthe overarching
management of relationships between an organizationisamierdependent publics, the
relationship management perspective changes the midgmbla relations from a
primary goal of swaying public opinion to a focus on “buatglinurturing, and
maintaining organization-public relationships,” or OPReuihg & Ledingham, 1999,
p. 158). Relationship management displaces the traditwsalof public relations as
primarily a communications function, substituting insteat@ception of it as a
management function that employs communication sficly (Ledingham & Bruning,
1998). Relationship management defines public relations tetrims of what it does, but

what it is; further, it advances an integrative approaatothceptualization of public
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relations by borrowing from the scholarly literatufesoch fields as mass media,
marketing, interpersonal communication, social psyahgland interpersonal
relationships (Ledingham, Bruning, & Wilson, 1999).

Citing a need to develop a common understanding of theepbo€
“relationship,” Broom et al. (1997) reviewed literature frtva fields of interpersonal
communication, psychotherapy, interorganizational iaiahips, and systems theory to
propose that relationships can be studied as “phenodistnact from the perceptions
held by parties in the relationship” (p. 95), have measumableerties, can be
distinguished from their antecedents and consequencegarwvikages through which
the parties meet interdependent needs, and may lead, athengesults, to loss of
autonomy or the achievement of mutual goals. Addressinigefudefinitional needs,
Ledingham and Bruning (1998) proposed that an OPR be describiez “atate which
exists between an organization and its key publics in whielactions of either entity
impact the economic, social, political and/or culturallvoeing of the other entity” (p.
62). They further delineated the “ideal” organization-publiati@nship as a state “that
provides economic, social, political, and/or cultural bitsnéd all parties involved, and is
characterized by mutual positive regard” (p. 62). In terhtg@anizational effectiveness,
J. E. Grunig et al. (1992) described the organization-pubétioeship as providing a
concept central to excellence theory.

Ledingham (2003) fashioned an overall relationship-based defirior public
relations on four key developments within research aadtioe: Recognition of the
centrality of relationships; reconceptualization of puldiations as a management

function; discernment of the myriad organization-puldi@tionships and their effect on
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attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors; and development®in@eels. Citing Ehling,
Ledingham (2003) proposed that relationship management shatis fgom
communication processes to relationships changes, vedisunement focused on
relationship-related objectives rather than communinaf@ciencies. He advanced the
tenet that “effectively managing organizational-publiatienships around common
interests and shared goals, over time, results in ruhdarstanding and benefit for
interacting organizations and publics” (p. 190). Hung (2005) defir&igsas arising
“when organizations and their strategic publics are inpeEnd@ent, and this
interdependence results in consequences to each otherghaizations need to manage
constantly” (p. 396). That is, relationship management regsjaicknowledgement within
the organization that it can affect the lives of theghin its publics and that members of
those same publics can affect it (Bruning & Ledingham, 199@Jog, an underpinning
of the two-way symmetrical model of communication, theasomes crucial, although
both parties must be willing to engage in it. Describingctialenges inherent in a
dialogic approach, Kent and Taylor (2002) outlined a rafgenets on which dialog
might be built.

In the relational perspective, public relations servevéosee practices that
represent exchanges between the organization and itsgpubkchanges that provide
building-blocks for relationships” (Bruning & Ledingham, 1999160). Bruning,
DeMiglio, and Embry (2006) cited work by such scholarslabdaut, Kelley, and
Littlejohn to note that social exchange theory delinetitese exchanged resources as
either costs or rewards, with each partner having an &atmecof the other that, when

met or exceeded, results in satisfaction over tlaioekship; dissatisfaction occurs when
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the opposite is true. In accord with this view of relagioip management, Wilson (as
cited in Ledingham & Bruning, 1998) argued that the focus ofipudlations should be
on “the development ofélational responsibility (p. 57, italics in original). Similarly, J.
E. Grunig (2000) proposed that public relations balance orgmmaatendencies toward
marketing or competitive perspectives by injecting caltabon into decision processes.
If focused solely on exchange relationships and unwillingutiol sommunal
relationships, organizations may “incur greater costs fiegative publicity, unfavorable
legislation, and other costs that result from noncomahtelationships” (p. 42).

A key attribute of relationship management is that grsfipractitioners the ability
to use quantitative means to identify and track relationstapges over time (Bruning &
Ledingham, 1999). Rather than relying on the assumptiomitlatrafted messages will
solve public relations issues, relationship management fogusgram development and
evaluation not on communication produced, but on the measunt of:

Perceptual, symbolic, relational, and behavioral outsome The shift

from message manipulation to initiating, developing, antveting

mutually productive relationships is important because ttesfof

program evaluation shifts from measuring the disseminatio

communicated messages to determining the influences that zatanal

activities have on key public members’ perceptions of tharozation-

public relationship, as well as determining the outcomesgznizational

activities on key public members’ behaviors. (Bruning & Leta,

2000, p. 87)

38



Bruning and Galloway (2003) therefore argued that scholars anid peibtions
practitioners must develop measures that provide benckroérklationship attitudes
toward the organization by key publics. With such benchsgmiactitioners can create
public relations programs that effectively enhance ctigaélic members’ opinions and
evaluations of, as well as behaviors toward, the orgamizaQuantitative analysis of
change is possible because, as Bruning and Ledingham (21@6d) fthe organization-
public relationship has been shown to influence key public mesnberceptions and
behaviors in multiple industries” (p. 92).

Among efforts to quantify OPRs, Ledingham and Bruning (1998gwed
scholarly literature from fields such as interpersoaktions, marketing, and social
psychology to list 17 relationship dimensions, among thast,tcommitment,
investment, interdependence/power imbalance, comfortreltional dialectics,
cooperation, mutual goals, social bonds, structural bondsa@daptation. Focus groups
refined the dimensions to trust, openness, involvemeargsiment, and commitment.
Their quantitative research based on the results fdwatdhese relationship dimensions
differentiated those who would stay with the organizatieaye it, or who would be
undecided about it in a competitive situation. As pathefsame research of customers
of a three-state telecommunications company, Bruning adchgham (1998) reported
that the organization-public relationship influences corsgwatisfaction. Bruning and
Ledingham (1999) found that public relations campaigns focusethloancing
perceptions of these dimensions tended to result in publch@rs assessing the
relationship dimensions positively. Findings suggested thighfozational involvement

in and support of the community in which it operates cgemeder loyalty toward an
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organization among key publics when that involvement/supp&rtown by those key
publics (Ledingham and Bruning, 1998, p. 63, italics in original).

Expanding their research into relationship dimensions, Bguand Ledingham
(1999) created a multi-dimensional OPR scale, beginningthathelationship
dimensions of trust, openness, commitment, involvemedtjravestment, and adding to
them a number of dimensions postulated through other sshalark, including
reciprocity, mutual legitimacy, and mutual understandingirTiesearch allowed them to
conceptualize organization-public relationships around priofesis personal, and
community relationship dimensions, recommending that puélations operate to create
strategies to “maximize the benefit experienced by botlegart each of these types of
relationships” (Bruning & Ledingham, 1999, p. 165). Managemetiteopersonal
relationship, they noted as an example, could involversthat build trust between the
organization and key publics; the investment of time,@nend feelings in interactions;
and the demonstration of interest in members of key muiovell as commitment to
meeting individual needs. Bruning and Ledingham (2000) foundotiidic members’
perceptions of the professional, personal, and commreldtionships they have with an
organization influence their evaluation of satisfactoti the organization. The results
prompted expansion of the Ledingham and Bruning (1998) propataliganizations
manage relationships with key publics and then communicatenvolvement through
use of a five-step “SMART public relations program” involving®cMap, Act, Rollout,
and Track (p. 92). Based on a study of bank customers, Bruning (@@@€)scored the

need for organizational investment in relationship-buildingndyng that “public
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relations practitioners cannot expect to build lastingtieiships by adopting a ‘one-size
fits all' orientation when communicating with key pubhiembers” (p. 444).

In addition, Bruning (2002) found satisfaction with communitgt parsonal
relationships was substantially related and satisfaetith professional relationship was
moderately related to the decision made by college stuttergturn to an institution for
additional years of schooling or to transfer to anotiméversity. The research was
noteworthy because it provided a link between relationshtpags and actual behavior
as opposed to research that had correlated relatiortstudes with intent. With a focus
on expanding the Bruning and Ledingham OPR scale to takecobairat the factor of
commitment found within personal relationships, Bruning ando@aly (2003) recast
the dimensions of organization-public relationships asecewt on anthropomorphism,
community improvement, personal commitment, comparga@iternatives, and
professional benefit/expectation attitudes. They argusdbtiganizations focused on
creating anthropomorphic relationships—those in whichaedents imbue the
organization with attributes associated with persons—itase $0 develop traits typically
associated in interpersonal-relations literature watisf/ing personal relationships.

In another line of research, Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999}exiea relationship
measurement scale based on the quantitative assesdmsirindicators of relationships,
identified as control mutuality, trust, satisfactionpeoitment, exchange relationships,
and communal relationships. Initial testing of the sctdmonstrated that it provided
good measures of relationship perceptions. J. E. Grunig (20G) thatt trust and
control mutuality—“the belief by each party in a relasbip that they have an adequate

degree of control over behaviors of others that affemmtin a relationship” (p. 41)—are
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critical to collaborative relationships. In additidve identified communal relationships
“as particularly relevant as an outcome of symmdtpadlic relations” (p. 42). Later, J.
E. Grunig (2002) advanced qualitative research guidelines to iasasgessing OPRs.
Huang (2001) expanded these measurement efforts by construbtiWy, @he
organization-public relationship assessment, a cross-alfive-item scale that
incorporates four dimensions derived from Hon and J. E. Gruf1i§%9) work—trust,
control mutuality, relationship satisfaction, and relagioip commitment—and adds a
fifth dimension reflecting Eastern culture, face asebf. Results of research on OPRA
upheld propositions that relationships have more than emany feature and measures
should take into account multiple dimensions. Similakiyn (2001) created a scale
measuring relationship quality by including information froneeesh in interpersonal
communication, public relations, and relationship marketing.

In an effort to link relationship management more fulith excellence theory, J.
E. Grunig and Huang (2000) added to Broom et al.’s (1997) researchdigplag a
three-stage model of organization-public relationships s relational antecedents,
strategies to create and nurture relationships, and outcaitie sndicators suggested to
monitor program progress as well as long-term effed¢tey Rlso suggested perfecting
their one-party indicators and then moving toward a cotai®nal approach to measure
relationships. They wrote that, “in addition, a third-parbserver can measure the
perceptions of both parties and compare the two” (p. 4%p. éoncerned that most
studies tended to focus on the public’s perception of the @ag@m-public relationship
but ignored the organization’s viewpoint, both Seltzer (2008)\daters (2007a)

advanced the coorientational approach to measuring OPRs, subgsdar back as
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Ferguson’s (1984) original call for relationships to be theary focus and unit of
analysis within public relations practice.

In addition to the exchange and communal relationshgtsHon and J. E. Grunig
(1999) described, Hung (2005) identified additional types of ORRsding
exploitative, manipulative—sometimes used in conjunctigh media relations—
symbiotic, contractual, and covenantal, described aswvinReferencing the role power
plays in relationships, Hung (2005) described research jpanis’ concerns that
communal relationships might not be truly altruistic \wete, rather, long-term exchange
relationships, and called attention to participantsidifties in identifying just one type
of relationship; instead, they referenced their orgaioiag’ various relationships as
“intertwined” and existing in different forms “in accord&with the purpose of
behaviors” (p 404).

Further research on relationship management has takaiety of forms. Yang
and J. E. Grunig (2005) demonstrated the effects on reputditiba outcomes of
organization-public relationships, which were described gritiee representations of
the organizations in the minds of the organizations’ pubiica.longitudinal study of
relationships involving banks and activist publics, Dougall (2@@&anced a framework
for tracking organization-public relationships “that & himited to the perceptions of a
few individuals captured at only one or several pointsne” (p. 176). And the
relational perspective has been incorporated into stofliesw OPRs are constructed
through online media. Vorvoreanu (2006) developed a researclt@rbased on Web-
site experience analysis, integrating communicationreader-response theory with

OPR research. Len-Rios (2001) advanced new methodologyddration of
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organization-public relationships, with emphasis on thenerdnvironment, through the
use of rules theory. Relational strategies also bae® shown to mitigate perceptions of
a crisis when employed as part of an organizational bldg,“the perceived state of
crisis decreas[ing] as communication increased and gegrdo the organization itself”’
(Sweetser & Metzgar, 2007, p. 342).

Kelly (2000) argued that the overall “public relations predesncomplete
without stewardship” (p. 289) as part of relationship managerdespite the prevalence
of the press-agentry/publicity model Kelly (1991, 1998) and offeegs, Tindall, 2007)
identified within fund-raising practice, the idea of manggielationships with donors
has gained adherents, sometimes under the bannetadidinghip fund raising”
(Sargeant, 2001). Hall (2002), for example, summarizededearch of Kelly and other
scholars in advocating a relationship model for fundngigithin community colleges.
O’Neil (2007) surveyed donors to a food bank and found that letege organization-
donor relationships affect behavior, revealing an agdonibetween strong relationships
and years of support, willingness to recommend that otheegt&lto the organization,
and happiness to maintain giving, though no clear link wasd between relationship
and amounts of donations. However, she surveyed onlgide®f the relationship—
donors—and recommended, similar to Seltzer (2006), thaefukgearch focus on
perceptions of the relationship by both parties. In liité what suggestion, Waters’
(2007a) coorientation study uncovered differences in peocepof the relationship
between fund raisers and donors, with fund-raising pi@utrs evaluating relationship
dimensions and cultivation efforts more positivelyrtligd the donors, demonstrating a

need for enhanced communication.
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Sargeant (2001), in an extensive quantitative study of daviths the United
Kingdom, similarly found that quality of service is impantan keeping donors from
lapsing, as is feedback, which was described as informingrd@s to how their
contributions were used and, particularly, how donatedsfimgroved the lives of those
within the beneficiary group. Enhancing both of thesébaties, Sargeant (2001) argued,
involves a relationship-based approach that provides the dathochoices around
communication from the organization. MacMillan, Mon®igney, and Downing (2005)
found that donors described knowledge of the efficienofisikeeir gifts and of the
positive effects those gifts had on intended recipiastsionmaterial benefits” derived
from the relationship (p. 809).

Several studies have investigated the relational pergpaatterms of fund
raising on the Internet. Sargeant, West, and Jay (2007) fuoh attributes as
accessibility, accountability, interaction, educatiord ampowerment significantly
related to the number of new donors a Web site caacatSargeant et al. (2007)
guestioned, however, the extent to which relational aspédhternet fund-raising sites
would be used to enhance organization-donor relationshgasibe donors newly
acquired through a Web site were subsequently developed thilwaghmail and other
means. And Waters (2007b) found that non-profits classidas tier in the
Philanthropy 400 list tended to provide prospective donors withmation on their
missions and yearly goals, as well as annual reportgranddiate, electronically
generated receipts for giving. Second-tier organizations mere inclined to view
electronic interactions with donors as part of an exgbaalationship rather than a

method of developing or enhancing the organization-dondiaiedip.
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|deas for Consideration:
Symmetry, Contingency, and the State of Relationships

The symmetrical model on which Grunig and others have ethexcellent
public relations is built is not, however, without itgics, who often argue that the
approach is “unrealistic or idealistic” (J. E. Grunighhite, 1992, p. 45). Mackey (2003)
cited Leitch and Neilson who wrote of the “absurdity'believing that interaction
between, as an example, an oil company and unskilled vgarka developing region of
the world could be “symmetrical just because the intenads symmetrical in form. It is
even more absurd to suggest the reverse, that the itaractcan be symmetrical ... if
the workers are willing to compromise” (p. 2). Writing francritical perspective, Roper
(2005) argued that efforts at symmetry can, in fact,dgemonic, with concession and
negotiation employed to maintain a dominant power positie noted that J. E.
Grunig’s (2001yealignment of the four models of public relations intoixeaf motive
model constituted acknowledgement that:

It is to be expected that any organization that practigesnetrical

communication is doing so in order to satisfy their][sien interests as

well as those of their [sic] publics. This would imply mnaitsatisfaction

rather than sacrifice on the part of one party. (p. 70)

Typically, she wrote, compromise tends to favor corgoirsterests and may lessen
critical stakeholders’ negotiating power.

Holtzhausen (2000) similarly found that consensus can“bmol to maintain
power” (p. 93), arguing for a postmodernist reconceptualizatigoublic relations as a

locus for the development of practitioners as “orgdmral activists” (p. 104). In a
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rather vituperative article, Dover (1995) called the IABZ&lence project “a disastrous
waste of ... funds ... [and] of minimal significance to tealmworld of practitioners” (p.
38), claiming that the project’s original purpose of linkingnoaunication success to
measurable bottom-line results for organizations wasusadd by J. E. Grunig’s focus
on advocating an earlier-introduced symmetry theory.

Leichty and Springston (1993) cited measurement problerhsowéntitative
research previously conducted on the four public relatiordetapdetermining that
reliability coefficients for the constructs were helminimum recommended reliability
levels. They argued as well that improvements madesineliability of three of the four
measures through the use of fractionation scales byGruaig and L. A. Grunig (1992)
probably reflected “a social desirability artifact” (thty & Springston, 1993, p. 330).
They also questioned data provided to establish the cnteailidity of the models,
noting that their analyses suggested only two distinct madi@isblic relations practice:
one-way and two-way, akin to what J. E. Grunig and LGAInig (1992) had by then
reconfigured as craft and professional public relations feo8emilar to the reasoning
behind Cameron’s (1997) contingency theory, Leichty and Spoind4993) took issue
with the presumption, without empirical evidence, tihr@anizations conduct public
relations in a single way across time and varietyulfiics, noting that “early work on
public relations models explicitly adopted a contingencgmh@erspective ... but
abandoned [it] in favor of the ‘two-way symmetrical mbidebest’ position” (p. 333).
Moreover, they argued that if public relations is to tedwously a focus on relationship
management with attention paid to how organization-puelationships develop,

change, and are maintained, “the ‘one best model' paggian unfortunate one ... [and
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efforts should be made to] distinguish ... between thedpptoach’ which isnost
desirableand the PR style which most appropriate under the circumstancgs 334,
italics in original). Adding some weight to this emplsasn a mixed-motive approach,
Sha (2004) developed a link between the mathematical N&eTiterorem, which
demonstrates that symmetry exists simultaneously witsarvation, and the
symmetrical model of public relations. Sha’s (2004) reseanderscored “the reality ...
that neither the organization nor its publics ever corapleelinquishes its own goals to
satisfy those of the other party” (p. 409).

Aware of practitioners’ discounting of symmetry theofgrits lack of
pragmatics,” David (2004, p. 185) advanced a 3P model, for profed values, practice,
and pragmatics. In that model, “shared expectationsoar@eptualized as an alignment
and optimization of individual, organizational, and sbesues, with symmetry as the
driving force” (p 186); recommendations for practice arae th@awn partially from
contingency theory (Cancel, Cameron, Sallot, & Mikkob997). Somewhat similarly,
Heath (2006) advanced the fully functioning society theopudlic relations, arguing
that a third era of public relations best practices arehrel has arrived. Excellence in
public relations communication and excellence in managertabty advanced by J. E.
Grunig and his associates” (p. 98), represented the firgbénods. Heath’'s (2006)
theory postulated that individuals and organizations wishatcerfrewarding decisions
in the face of risks posed by uncertainties that requiightened decision-making ...
[arrived at] through shared meaning that rests on intetfane$eof information, weighing

of values, and consideration of policy” (p. 99).
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Developing a view of public relations as reflecting cukstgles based on a
model-of-history conceptualization advanced by J.M. O’MalRistinguished Professor
of Church History at Weston Jesuit School of Theold&®ypwn (2006) argued that “the
symmetry theory of public relations is actually an stdrical heuristic that justifies a
belief system that legitimizes public relations” (p. 20#)e four models of public
relations, which the author described as designed teteflsupposed rapid evolution
from “the origin myth of P.T. Barnum” to the exaaice concept based on symmetry,
derive from “historically oriented errors [that] haveir source in the drive toward
professionalization” (p. 207). This drive, he argued, contifidygard Bernays’ attempt
to distance public relations from propaganda. The issuayB(2006) wrote, is that “if
propaganda is not the evil twin of public relations, it fiyan the ointment” (p. 208).

While the Deatherage and Hazleton (1998) research cite@ alemonstrated that
worldviews are significant predictors of perception of puldiations effectiveness, their
work also found only mixed support for several excellenceryheelated hypotheses as
well as the “unexpected finding” that:

The empirical relationship between the worldviews ... wasstatistically

significant. That is, agreement with a symmetricalldxoew did not

necessarily predict disagreement with beliefs conngrtiie asymmetrical

worldview ... It may be necessary to recognize in the thebexcellence

what has been acknowledged for a long time in the stupgrsuasion

and attitude change. That is, frequently individuals mdgahsubscribe

to beliefs, attitudes, or values, and exhibit behaviortsaiteinconsistent

on their face ... What we would need to ask in public reiatis why and
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under what conditions would an organization vary indiseaence to

worldviews. (p. 68)
In analyzing their findings, they noted that perhaps prgsstey and persuasion are not
necessarily asymmetrical. “Publicity may in fact beduas an ethical and legitimate
means for making publics aware of information” (Deatherag¢a&leton, 1998, p. 69).
Their recognition that organizations vary in worldviewselation to situational factors
may be construed as pointing to the same considerakiahied Cameron (1997) and his
associates to develop a contingency theory of accomimadat

Arguing that the practice of public relations derives faenmextensive range of
factors including antecedent conditions through currematsitnal opportunities,
Cameron (1997) and Cancel et al. (1997) advanced a continpeacy posited on the
belief that organizations tend to take an “it dependsicetaoward how they respond to
various publics. Noting that “it’s time to question thea@awnf our field that symmetrical
communication is widespread, feasible, effective andreritly the most ethical
approach,” Cameron (1997, p. 27) advocated a contingenay tied expands on
symmetry theory but also identifies factors that quals applicability. While terming
the four models of public relations advanced by Grunig andthemarkably robust
and sound concepts,” Cancel et al. (1997, p. 38) nevertlyglessoned the utility and
value of shoehorning what they termed a complex and field into “four boxes known
as the four models of public relations. Even wors@remulgate one of the four boxes as
the best and most effective model not only torturesehéty of practicing public

relations but has problems, even as normative theorB3p.
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Like Leichty and Springston (1993), Cancel et al. (199¢&ddihe “weak data” (p.
37) supporting the four models. They further questioned symradtagus on
accommodative behavior even though some publics mighhberally repugnant” (p. 38)
and argued that the four models do not adequately take intoleai®on power
differentials between publics and organizations. Moredbely cited the potential for
confusion caused by excellence theory’s suggestion that palatons practitioners, in
combining the two-way symmetrical and asymmetrical modeds; serve both as
advocates for their organization and an organizationalgBich a suggestion, they
wrote, does not take into account competing interestdvedon some organization-
public conflicts. Overall, the scholars argued that ezoek theory “must be elaborated
upon and qualified to become a more mature and comprehémsory, while remaining
normative in purpose” (Cameron, Cropp, & Reber, 2001, p. 242).

Drawing on work by such scholars as Hellweg (as citedaincel et al., 1997),
Murphy (1991)—who had cited the difficulties inherent in pure Wway-symmetry and
advocated the refinement of “the concept of symmetnoraunication along less
rigorous lines that include shades of behavior along amranti ranging from conflict to
cooperation” (p. 124)—and others, Cancel et al. (1997) develbpezbnhtingency theory
of accommodation. The theory represents an organizatiesponse to a public, or
stance toward it, as taking place along a continuum frore accommodation to pure
advocacy. “Between advocacy, which means arguing fe'sawn case, and
accommodation, which means giving in” (Pang, Jin, & Came20607, p. 8) are a range
of organizational stances that reflect varying degreasladcacy and accommodation in

dealing with publics. Cameron (1997) argued that “this contingunore sensitive and
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easier to use in measurement, better to find predictive \lfactors that lead to greater
or lesser degrees of accommodation. Where you end upsacottitinuum depends on a
welter of factors” (30). While excellence theory temaptescribe an organization’s
stance toward a public, contingency theory:

Holds that identifying excellence is not so simple ... Wetralvgays ask

what is going to be the most effective method at agiwee. True

excellence in public relations may result from pickihg &ppropriate

point along the continuum that best fits the curreetinef the

organization and its publics. (Cancel et al., 1997, p. 35)

Cameron’s contingency theory therefore attempts tdéwstand the dynamics, within
and without the organization, that affect an accommueelatiance” (Cameron, Pang, &
Jin, 2007, p. 136).

Based on an extensive review of public relations liteeatexcellence theory,
grounded theory, and observations, Cancel et al. (1997) @tvammatrix of more than
80 factors that can affect “the location of an orgammaon that continuum at a given
time regarding a given public” (Cancel, Mitrook, & Caommrl1999, p. 172). To test the
theory, Cancel et al. (1999) conducted interviews with I8l and upper-level public
relations practitioners, finding universal agreement amamdy participants with the
advocacy-accommodation continuum. The study refinedategorization of factors,
initially divided into internal and external, along teonal lines reflecting what were
termed predisposing and situational variables.

Predisposing variables help to shape organizational prestigpotoward

relationships with publics; “these variables exist be@r@rganization enters into a
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situation or interaction with a particular externabpc” (Cancel et al., 1999, p. 177) and
thus position the organization at a particular locasilomg the continuum before a public
interaction. Situational variables arise from thaiatinteraction of the organization with
a particular public; these variables “influence how aganization shifts its stance
towards an external public as the situation plays qut1{7), causing changes in the
predisposed stance and therefore the organization’sdaaati the continuum. Among
the predisposing variables found to be well-supported by tleanmes were
organizational size, corporate culture, public relatiaxxess to the dominant coalition,
business exposure, individual characteristics of key indopexsons, and dominant
coalition decision-making power and enlightenment. Suppoitigatisnal variables
included potential or obvious threats, potential costseaefits for the organization
resulting from choosing various stances, characterigtitt®e external public,
characteristics of the external public’s requestsaimd, and urgency of the situation. In
addition, the research suggested that the stance efjanization may not move if
situational variables are not powerful enough to pietga move or if various
situational variables cancel the effects of otheraldeis. Cameron et al. (2001) added to
this aspect of contingency theory by delineating instawtesi accommodation is not
possible because of “proscriptive variables” (p. 247), inalmdonflicts among multiple
publics and legal, moral, or regulatory constraints.

Yarbrough, Cameron, Sallot, and McWilliams (1998) succégsasted “real-
world” use of the contingency theory by studying its applidg to conflictive situations
arising during the summer 1996 Olympic Games in Atlanta, gi&edfindings noted that

“conflict management is complex and subtle ... [and tH&tBve and ethical public
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relations is possible at a range of points on a cominoifiaccommodation” (Yarbrough
et al., 1998, p. 53). Shin and Cameron (2005) studied the sorsetom#ictive views of
journalists and public relations practitioners. Rebeop@r and Cameron’s (2003) review
of the hostile takeover of one corporation by anotbeealed the need for public
relations practitioners to have a seat at the domicw@adition table and, of interest for
this research, revealed that the public relations funetmspartly successful because it
was not encroached upon by another unit, in this cadegakdepartment. Continuing to
test the theory’s applicability to practice, Mitrodarish, and Seltzer (2008) found that
the public relations and related programs of a baskdthatthise moved along the
continuum from advocacy to accommodation within anretfmsecure public funding for
a new or renovated sports arena. And Pang, Cropp, and@a(@806) extended the
contingency theory to intra-organizational conflict, gaalg the manner in which such
factors as corporate culture, access to the dominanti@eahnd enlightenment of the
dominant coalition affected a communication departmafittsts to implement a
regional crisis master plan.

In the interest of parsimony, Reber and Cameron (200@&xdtssales reflecting a
construct built on five themes of the 86 variables: rgtlthreats and the characteristics
of the external public, organization, public relations depant, and dominant coalition.
With four of the five groupings having strong alphas, thearebers argued that the
findings demonstrated “the theoretical soundness ofrugericy” (Reber & Cameron,
2003, p. 443). They found organizational and external-public ctesistics as the most
influential situational variables and senior-managermhbatacteristics, particularly

public relations’ role within the dominant coalition, asyplg a pivotal role in public
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relations practice. To further the effort at parsimddiyin, Cameron, and Cropp (2006)
guantitatively tested the 86 variables, grouping them int@dt®fs on two dimensions,
five on external and seven on internal. Among extereileBtional research including
Shin, Park, and Cameron’s (2006) survey that identified alb&@ingent variables as
being influential to public relations practice in South Kotlian and Cameron (2006)
developed a scale that determines the stance of an agamiZoperationalized as the
degree of accommodation or the willingness of taking acoodations toward publics in
varied situations” (p. 424). Exploratory and confirmatogtda analyses produced a
stance scale that grouped ten degrees of accommodatdwantypes of stance
enactment: action-based accommodation, ranging frolditg the public’'s demands to
agreement to try solutions suggested by the public, and qualigtdric-mixed
accommodation, ranging from expressing regret or apologiaiagrmitting wrongdoing.

Of note in terms of the models included within Kell{d®91) theoretical
conceptualization of fund raising is contingency theary’

Disentanglement of stance from clusters of strateapestactics that

follow from a given stance. Stance drives strateglytantics in public

relations, but is not synonymous with a style of comwation. For

example, an organization may decide to be munificentrebagublic,

using one-way communication to announce a new healthfqiavorkers.

One-way communication may be typically associatetl winipulation

or propagandizing, but in this instance offers informatiblpemefit to a

key public. (Cameron et al., 2007, p. 137)
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The flexibility of stance provided by contingency theorgtsmtinuum may be useful in
refining Kelly’s theory of donor relations to createdarstanding of the organization-
donor relationship as located along that continuum, vemiploying the various models
of fund raising outlined by Kelly (1991, 2000, 2001) or refined alamgsli. E. Grunig
(2001) proposed, to build relationships and to communicatedeibrs based on
organizational stance at a given moment.

In response to contingency theory and to the variatisiems of symmetry
theory, J. E. Grunig (2001) argued that scholars had inacgurateinstructed his theory.
Symmetrical public relations, he wrote, does not occarutopian situation in which
“‘competing interests come together with goodwill to resoheir differences because
they share a goal of social equilibrium and harmony. &athtakes place where groups
come together to protect and enhance their self-intéfgst$8). In fact, J. E. Grunig
(2001) noted that within his new two-way model of public retet, represented by a
continuum with a symmetrical win-win zone in the middiel asymmetric positions at
either end—one pole for the organizational position, therdor the public’s—“the
difference between the mixed-motive and two-way symostmodels disappears. In
fact, describing the symmetrical model as a mixed-motiveegasolves the criticism
that the symmetrical model forces the organizatioratwifice its interests for those of
the public” (p. 25). J. E. Grunig (2001) agreed that contingdreyy served as “an
elaboration of the symmetrical model” (p. 16), though Rarag. (2007) wrote that
contingency theory may have begun as an elaboratqu@adification of excellence

theory but has, in the decade since, “come into its eawth,emerged as an empirically
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tested perspective that the complexity in strategic conication could not be reduced to
excellence theory’'s models of excellence” (p. 2).

While advancing complexity theory as a vehicle through whidblic relations
research might build on the uncertainty she argued uasi¢hle field, Murphy (2000)
described Cameron’s (1997) contingency theory as lying aibes“extreme end of ...
uncertainty-based theories” and questioned the feasibflityorking with “some seven
dozen variables” (p. 449). Yet she also elaborated ostéte of accommodation, key
concepts within both symmetry and contingency modelsphbpgnthat:

Both sides, organizations and publics, make decisions about how

accommodative to be, based on a wide range of variaddiesling trivial

ones; they make these decisions nonrationally and irgtendy ... as

much through instinct or guesswork as through strategyfer sel

consciousness. Eventually, from this complex processemeerge a

stable state in which the demands of both sides achaaace,

comparable to the ‘moving equilibrium’ of symmetrical pulbétations.

However, complexity theory views the emergence obaajlequilibrium

as ... serendipitous ..(p. 451)

Complexity theory’s focus on local adaptation, while enaresult of uncertain factors,
nevertheless bears considerable resemblance to comyndpeory’s “it depends”
position (Cancel et al., 1997).

The relationship management perspective also hastitsciMackey (2003)

underscored issues some researchers have with theaimecatiure of the various

dimensions of relationships, but further argued that oglatiip management may be an
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“instrumental procedure ... an approach to mapping a multittideys public relations
may be ‘done’ rather than a way to get to the esseih@sy normative notion of what
public relations ‘is’ or should be” (p. 4), in spite efationship management scholars’
contention that the focus provides a theoretical undemyg for public relations
(Ledingham, 2003). Moreover, Mackey (2003) wrote that relatigp management may
simply represent reconnection with a “goodwill” aspdqgbublic relations still found in
some definitions of the field but dismissed by scholacabse “goodwill can serve many
purposes, not all of them necessarily ‘symmetrical5p.

Chia (2006) claimed that relationship management scholare tiending
“thinking about relationships ... failed to provide sufficiertly the constantly varying
nature of relationships” (p. 2). Noting that Hon and Grunig (196@@wledged the
diversity and situational nature of relationships as ag&lihe complexity of the
exchanges involved in two- and multi-party exchanges, Chia (2006gd that
relationship management scholars have focused on measelatignal attributes at the
expense of coming to terms with the multiple dynamicetionships. Business
relationships, she noted, have similar characterigiiggerpersonal ones but can be even
more dynamic or complex because of interactions inrglindividuals and teams or
varying levels of management. She noted that:

The contribution of relationship scholarship from psyolggland business

is one that public relations scholars may have consldarethey appear

to have diverted their attention to measure and defira istessential to a

relationship and what constitutes a relationship ... Pubatioas

scholars need guidelines for effective management ofaeddtips even
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whey [sic] they may be challenging and difficult. Atfgting to measure

relationship properties and developing endless lists atioakhip

gualities is attempting to define and measure the immeasutable

guantify the subjective and to pin down measurable reldtaspects of

complex, dynamic relationships. (pp. 10-11)

Recently, however, some relationship management sshslah as Bruning, Dials, &
Shirka (2008), have expanded their focus along what appeastmitar lines, testing

the role of dialogue in organization-public relationshigseif quantitative research
suggested that “organizations facilitate relationships bestigh a dialogic process” (p.
29) that requires the organization to engage the public througmanication.

Following dialogue and the resulting awareness of public ndeel®rganization must
design programs or similar efforts that respond to puljpeetations. The study’s results
also “suggest that the practice of public relations needsrtinue exploring techniques
for personalizing organization-public interactions. Fardften relationship building
activity has adopted a ‘one size fits all’ strategy’Z$).

The present research project focusedumd-raising encroachment of public
relations, an examination of the organizational strestof public relations and fund
raising, and practitioner acceptance of Kelly’'s (1991) regptualization of fund raising
as a specialization of public relations within a relatomsnanagement-based public
relations department. However, questions about the pulditoregs models on which
Kelly partially based her theory of donor relationgoncerns over the nurturing and
measurement of relationships were germane to this damised on gaining a better

understanding of practitioner response to Kelly’s suggestidnsdiscussion
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surrounding excellence models of public relations was bicpdar interest because
Kelly (1991) reconceptualized fund raising along similar mod2isqual note is
contingency theory’s refinement of excellence theonywhich Kelly (1991, 1998) based

much of her groundbreaking work.

Theoretical Framework: Systems, Boundary-Spanning, and Bridging

The public relations model of relationship management atigh'&€€1991) theory
of donor relations represent necessarily broad coneaptencorporate within them a
number of theoretical constructs including resource depeedérory—in which
relationships form in response to an organizational neeg$ources (Broom et al.,
1997)—norm of reciprocity, social exchange theory, povede, theory, and public
relations excellence theory. Of perhaps greatest irapogtto a study involving the
potential intersection of Kelly’s theory and organizasibstructures is systems theory.
“Useful components of [this] perspective include itsrdigciplinary nature [and] its
assumptions about the interconnectedness of the syitdesupsystems, and its
suprasystem” (L. A. Grunig, 1989).

Kelly (1991) emphasized the importance of this perspectihertoheory by
noting that “contrary to conventional wisdom ... relatioips [between charitable
organization and donors] are best understood not as benevalisiness, or pseudo
relations, but as interdependencies of groups and organgatitinn an environment”
(p. 173). Such interdependencies, she argued, involve an exgitacgss requiring
negotiation and management on the part of the orgamzaiow well the organization
manages those interdependencies, a task in this caseealsprimarily by its
professional fund-raising practitioners, may affectdiganization’s ability to define and
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pursue its goals, a state represented by the concept ofzatgznal autonomy (J. E.
Grunig et al., 1992).

Systems theory also has played a pivotal role iéwelopment of the
relationship-management perspective, as Broom et al. (199%g@ out:

Systems theorists base their definitions of systemthe central notion of

interdependence or relatedness of elements. Simifaopmwsitions of

systems theory, relational communication scholars sigigat mutual

adaptation forms the essence of all interpersonaiactien ...

Relationships represent the exchange of transfer ohmaftoon, energy or

resources. Therefore, attributes of those exchangeansfers represent

and define the relationship. At the level of organizatioblpsystems,

the attributes of linkages among the participants desttrébeclationships

within the system as well as the structure of théesys(pp. 93-94)
Adding to the conceptual link between relationship managearehsystems theory, J. E.
Grunig et al. (1992) argued that the nature of organization-pnatditionships is central
to the theory of public relations excellence and orgaioizal effectiveness, a framework
that grows out of systems theory:

Theorists such as Katz and Kahn [1978] ... turned topam-systems

perspective. That perspective recognized that organizatienstar-

dependent with other organizations and groups in their envirdnthen

also recognized that these other systems influence bahgeals

organizations choose and the extent to which they cath tmese goals.

(p. 67, italics in original)
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As Kelly (1998) succinctly emphasized, “A consequencepehsystems is
interdependence” (p. 325).

Systems theory adds another important component t@kkt@nship-
management model in that some systems theoristv&¢hat relationships can be
described in terms of relational attributes independgtiteoperceptions of the parties
involved in the relationship, although many studies have@radlconcepts of
relationships that combine relationship qualities indeperafgudrticipants with
participants’ subjective perceptions (Broom et al., 199Mz&g2006) extended this
perspective by adapting an earlier model proposed by Broomazidrjas cited in
Seltzer, 2006) to advance a coorientational approach tgzanaidganization-public
relationships. This approach, in keeping with the interdepeneke described within
systems theory, is important “because it suggests tloa¢mities ... can hold similar
attitudes about an issue of common concern, and yetldt@nship between them can
still be considered a ‘poor’ relationship (and vice vergp)12). The nature of the
relationship, Seltzer (2006) asserted, “rests on shared maé4pi 13).Waters (2007a)
similarly advanced and tested a coorientational apprmactationship management.

Dozier and L. A. Grunig (1992) pointed to another intersedigiween the
relational perspective and systems theory, describintyitege between the two-way
asymmetrical and two-way symmetrical models of publiati@hs and an organization’s
open-systems orientation, positing, however, that ddysymmetrical model advanced
within most conceptualizations of relationship managenmehides the concept of
organizational change, involving internal processes ortates; in response to

interdependencies with external publics. Acknowledging sntelndependencies and,
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again, keeping with a two-way relational perspective dlipuelations, J. E. Grunig
(2006) underscored the proposition “that individuals, organizst and publics should
use communication to adjust their ideas and behaviorgse tf others rather than to try
to control how others think and behave” (p. 156). In lindwipen-systems theory,
public relations contributes to organizational effectiveitesagh its use of
communication to manage relationships with publics, irptbeess occupying what is
termed a boundary-spanning role (J. E. Grunig et al., 1992ynhs t& this role, Reber
and Cameron (2003) found while developing contingency-theatgsthat 50 percent of
survey respondents [N=91] strongly agreed that public oelis a bridge-building
profession, with many also agreeing that “bridge buildirgvisays the best public
relations practice” (p. 443). Yet, congruent with contirmyetiieory, respondents also
cited instances in which such bridge-building might be prtddbor constrained.

Kelly (1991) expanded on the concept that public relationgipoaers straddle
the boundary between an organization and interdependent gnailiesorganization’s
environment to posit that fund raisers hold similar rdagawing on J. E. Grunig and
Hunt’'s use of Esman’s typology of the linkages betweeorganization and specific
publics that are critical to its survival (as cited inliKel991, p. 308)—elaborated as part
of the rooting of public relations within systems theoryeli(1991) argued that fund
raising is equally concerned about linkages with interpatietr systems because of the
potential for interactions that can threaten organiratiautonomy

This concept of the fund raiser in a boundary role,\K@lb91) wrote,
emphasizes the position fund-raising practitioners lshoccupy in helping to determine

if or how much organizational autonomy is lost or gained aesult of the process of
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seeking and accepting gifts. Because the excellence mibpleblic relations (J. E.
Grunig, 1992) holds that public relations advances organizatifaatieeness by
identifying the publics in the organization’s internal or exa¢environment that may
limit or enhance organizational autonomy and theretsraliility to pursue its goals,
Kelly (1991) argued within her theory of donor relationg thad raising should be
reconceptualized as a specialization of public relatiesause such a view would also
serve to protect or enhance organizational autonomy.

Describing systems theory as the foundation for theegmnal framework she
developed for fund raising within her theory of donor retajdelly (1998) advanced
that systems theory:

Explains how fund raising impacts society, why charitabgoizations

have the function, and what contribution the functizakes to the

effectiveness of such organizations. In other wordsesystheory

provides the ‘reason for being’ of fund raising and legitines the

practice. (p. 325)

In this model, donors become an enabling public with ressufat the organization
needs to be successful; donors in turn look to the orgamza which they have
contributed for a range of returns, engaging in a segi@hange, though one different
from thequid pro quoof the marketing-based exchange because some of thg$ehe
the organization-donor exchange “spill over into sotigkelly, 1991, p. 160).

In studying the use of evaluation of public relations ¢iffeaess as a method to
stem encroachment, Laborde (2005) also discussed theegttensbetween systems

theory and public relations excellence, including publidieia’ role in managing
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interdependent relationships. He argued, however, thaetagstheory, as applied in a
public relations context, has limitations ... fail[ing]docount for systems that de-value
[sic] communication” (p. 3), such as encroachment. “¥ertellence theory as applied
has limitations—namely, it fails to explain how t@imtain public relations’
independence” (p. 1). It can be argued that Dozier and Lréni(1992), L. A. Grunig
(1989), and J. E. Grunig (2006) do address this issue in discussingeltical and
horizontal structures for the public relations departmeaommending a flexible,
“dynamic horizontal structure” (Dozier & L. A. Grunig, 1992,402) in which public
relations may agilely work with other organizational fumes, typically in a matrix
arrangement, to help those functions build relationshifis their stakeholders. In the
excellence model, this arrangement is described as tetwlenggender collaboration
rather than competition for resources, which may serngem encroachment. J. E.
Grunig (2006), in fact, emphasized the importance of struetileeping public relations
from being subordinated to another management functionhwiyipically result[s] in
attention only to the stakeholder category of inteie@ghat function” (p. 160). The result
of this subordination typically is asymmetrical commmation, which research “has
consistently shown is not an effective strategyctdtivating relationships” (p. 160).

Yet “the reality of interdependence means that organizahave relationships
with outside stakeholders ... whether they want suchisakttips or not .... Building
relationships—managing interdependence—is the substance af paidtions” (J. E.
Grunig et al., 1992, p. 69). As noted, Ledingham and Bruning (1998)draposed a
definition of what they term the ideal organization-pubdiationship: “the state that

exists between an organization and its key publics thatgegswconomic, social,
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political, and/or cultural benefits to all parties involvadd is characterized by mutual
positive regard” (p. 62). Ledingham (2003) significantly acbesl the relationship
management perspective by proposing that it serve as eabdme®ry of public relations.
Based on a literature review, he argued that the conceplatibnship management is
consistent with dominant constructs in the field inahgdsystems theory and the two-
way symmetrical model of public relations.

Finally, despite the linkages between open-systems tlaeoirpoth relationship
management and the theory of donor relations, Doziet.aAdGrunig (1992) wrote that
organizational dominant coalitions are not likely tord@public relations structures
simply “to achieve some optimum form suggested by systeewmy. The present
structure satisfices; it meets the minimum needb@bt/erall organization” (p. 410). The
scholars thus viewed open-systems theory as normativeueygested a number of
power-control processes, elaborated within the concéptsvronmental scanning,
network centrality, and pseudoplanning, with which public i@tatpractitioners can
reconsider open-systems theory. The power-controppetise, they argued, takes into
consideration that organizational environment and oth&sriaémit the choices of the
dominant coalition in terms of organizational structlwederstanding such factors may
help practitioners to advance the appropriate structureimtigapower necessary to
stem encroachment of public relations or to advance aafig@ublic relations as

relationship management, with fund raising as a speaiaiz

Research Questions
This exploratory, qualitative study examined whether and faod-raising
encroachment has occurred within various charitable orgammsats well as the
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perceived effect of that encroachment. Of corollatgrest was how the public relations
and fund-raising functions are defined from an organizatjpergpective, as well as how
they are structured administratively. Further, thearseinvestigated how both senior
public relations and fund-raising practitioners responded ly'&¢1998) assertion that
fund raising is a specialization of public relations anthe suggestion of relationship
management as the basis for a relational-focused pelditons department in which
fund raising operates as a specialization and is therefofonger a locus from which
encroachment of public relations occurs.

The research expanded on Kelly’s early study of publations practitioners (as
cited in Kelly, 1991), which found that “a majority of publelations practitioners
believe an equal, cooperative, but separate relationsthpfuvid raising is the ideal” (p.
332). In that view, they concurred with Cutlip (as cite&ally, 1991) who advocated a
“separate-but-equal” structure for the two functions (p. 33éause organizational
structure can play a role in public relations’ autonony emcroachment of its function
(see, e.g., the discussion in Bowen, 2006), the study stughtierstand whether public
relations and fund-raising practitioners would proffer wangt about a structural
alignment or suggest alternative methods by which to stenoachment. A goal was to
learn whether public relations practitioners agreed wety{1994) that “encroachment
on the fund-raising function by public relations may tee @anly complete defense to
fund-raising encroachment” (p. 21)

Finally, despite findings that the relationship managemeel offers the ability
to measure perceptions of the organization-public relatiprashivell as changes within

it (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999), that personal relationshifih wrganizations are highly
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associated with publics’ evaluation of satisfaction (8guning & Ledingham, 2000;
Bruning, Dials, & Shirka, 2008), and that the model might proaifflamework from
which to practice both public relations and fund raising l{i<&/998, 2000), questions
remained over practitioner knowledge of or willingnessdopa the model.
The following broad research questions were thereforedhos
RQ1: Has fund-raising encroachment occurred and what concerns, if any,
does it or its potential to occur raise among both public relations and
fund-raising practitioners?
RQ2: What organizational structure, if any, do public relations and fund-
raising practitioners believe represents the “ideal” for public redats
and fund raising, particularly in terms of protecting against
encroachment?
RQ3: In what ways do public relations and fund-raising practitioners
accept or not accept the postulate that fund raising is a specialization of
public relations?
RQ4: In what ways, if any, do public relations and fund-raising
practitioners believe relationship management offers a theoretical
underpinning for a public relations practice in which fund raising is
reconceptualized as a specialization of public relations?
RQ5: How do recent elaborations to public relations excellence theory,
such as contingency theory, offer a refinement of the theory of donor

relations, largely based on the excellence model?
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RQ6: What are the characteristics or professional training practitioners
believe are needed by leadership of a relationship-focused public relations

department that includes fund raising as a specialization?
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology

Depth Interviews

The method chosen for this research was the semtstedodepth interview.
This approach was selected because of its ability toinékeonsideration varying
perspectives on a specific topic. Newcomb (1991) advised thidpia interviews can be
employed to increase the amount of information obta@sedell as to broaden points of
view, adding that depth interviews can serve as “heudstiices” (p. 101) that not only
provide additional information and broaden perspectivesalbatcreate new questions
for additional research participants while providing dagd thay be used for historical
comparisons should interview subjects be involved im,la¢dated research. Such
openness to additional information and questions informenhtid¥eview process
employed in this research, as initial interviews helpefthe-tune later questions or
deepen areas of inquiry to gain more understanding ircpkntiy pertinent areas, such as
the proposed reconceptualization of fund raising as aadetion of public relations.
Moreover, as Hung (2005) noted in citing Patton, “qualitattuelies are especially
suited for purposeful sampling in that researchersiblieeto select information-rich cases
that will fully inform the questions under study. Thereftine size and selection of
specific cases depend on the study’s purpose” (p. 402).

These facets of the depth interview underscore “whagrisaps the interview
technique’s greatest strength—the gathering of more comp®wkenformation than
might be possible in participant observation” (Newcot#91, p. 101). Berger (1998)

emphasized that through depth interviews the researitbarabtains “unexpected
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information that other forms of research might nietdver” (p. 57), although he also
referenced the sometimes-daunting challenge of dealifgtigtamount of information
such interviews can produce. The depth interview offepanopriate method through
which to gain a more nuanced understanding of the intersdmtween fund raising and
public relations, an intersection Kelly (1991) proposed beerdeeply explored.
Although they expressed reservations about the universidamfity of the typology,
Jankowski and Wester (1991) cited Zelditch and Denzin asdwngva useful correlation
of data-collection techniques with types of informationthat typology, interviewing is
generally considered an “efficient and best form” fenducting research on
“institutionalized norms and statuses” (p. 60). Refergno&search that shows a
discrepancy between data gained through interviews anddddahavior observed
through participant observation, they argued for trianguiadr, at least, careful
matching of the research methodology with each resgaopbct in terms of subject and
the inquiry’s purpose. Because this research involved orgmmgagpread across the
United States and focused on organizational structure, pemgti organizational role,
and encroachment, as well as opinions on theoretiodéls related to interaction of
public relations and fund raising, participant observatios mgd practical, nor ideally
suited to developing the type of understanding sought.

To that end, Pauly (1991) emphasized that qualitative résé&argsed on
symbolic persons or events “clears a space in whichegearcher can tell his or her
story” (p. 12). Qualitative researchers “justify this ggdere by noting that humans’
workaday sense of ‘the typical’ is literary ratherrtmathematical” (Pauly, 1991, p. 2).

Similarly, the participant-selection process Holtzhausmad Voto (2002) used for depth
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interviews was undertaken “merely to ensure equal repeggendf practitioner voices,
and not for the conventional postpositivist benchmantgof” (p. 64). This approach
meshed with Pauly’s (1991) contention that “quantitateésearch guarantees the
probable validity of its results by choosing a sampée #lequately stands for some
larger population. For the qualitative researcher, ‘reptasgeness’ is itself a discourse”
(p. 12).

Depth interviews also function well “to understand tbeplex behavior of
members of society without imposing aamprior categorization that may limit the field
of inquiry” (Fontana & Frey, 1994, p. 366). Qualitative reseaHung (2005) noted in
citing Rubin and Rubin and Gubrium and Holstein, “is a wafynd out what others feel
and think about their world” (p. 400). More to the point of phesent research, Creswell
(2003) wrote that “qualitative research studies appear asl jgpanoramic views rather
than micro-analyses” (p. 182). Newcomb'’s (1991) suggestian ekplanatory
framework including such delineations as organizational strestand group and
individual dynamics provided a useful overview for considedata from interviews of
senior fund-raising and public relations practitioners, vemal to represent divergent
worldviews as well as extent of knowledge of and théalegrounding in modes of
organization-public relationship-building or public relationsdeis (Kelly, 1991).

Gaining a better understanding of such views and percepsiam&eeping with
the aims of qualitative research. Practitioners ofitpiade research, as Pauly (1991)
elaborated, are quick to emphasize that “meaning, rdtaereffects, influences,
functions, or information, ithe fundamental problem of communication” (p. 2). Based

on assumptions derived from the contention that theafdhis research was to uncover

72



the manner in which meaning is constructed relative tsttlagegic roles of public
relations and fund raising, research attention showlasfon “how groups use cultural
artifacts to assert and sustain a version of reaityculate and celebrate a sense of
identity, and disguise or flaunt styles of dominatiortantrol” (Pauly, 1991, p. 3). With
power playing a role in encroachment (Lauzen, 1990), uncowrasg versions of
reality and identity becomes particularly importantisldpproach also aligns with the
goals of qualitative studies as Geertz (1973) emphasizad fthick description” essays:
“Analysis, then, is sorting out the structures of digation ... and determining their
social ground and import” (p. 9).

Quantitative research has been conducted on relatiomsiipgement (e.qg.,
Ledingham & Bruning, 1998) and on encroachment of public oglstfie.g., Kelly, 1994;
Lauzen, 1992a, 1992b), elucidating several reasons encroacteoers, ancluding
manager role-enactment, imperialism by another orgaormdtunit, organizational
structure, gender, and perception of the public relationsoufinction by senior
managers. In addition, early qualitative research (asgejted in Kelly, 1991; Lauzen,
1990) was undertaken to determine extent of encroachmentayrtteel groundwork for
more extensive quantitative surveys.

More research was needed, however, to determine if p@ftditons practitioners,
especially in light of the earlier findings and relatedammendations that might be used
to end encroachment, still face encroachment of theation. Should that be the case,
additional research could help to explicate more fotlgt least for a wider range of
charitable organizations the reasons public relations poaetis continue to face fund-

raising encroachment or why they “permit” fund-raisingoeeres to perceive public
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relations as a supportive, technical function existing priyner serve the donor
population as opposed to a strategic management functiosdd on relationships with
all organizational publics. More importantly, there wtte| if any, research on whether
knowledge, understanding, acceptance, or utilization afelagionship-management
paradigm by public relations and fund-raising practitiomeight serve to stem fund-
raising encroachment of public relations by shifting worldgie@nd perspectives toward
a public relations function focused on overall managemeait organization-public
relationships, including those involving donors. Finally,iXel(1991) suggestion of an
introspective study of the structural relationships betvpedatic relations and fund
raising and of practitioner acceptance of the model pexpbyg her theory of donor

relations called for qualitative research.

Sample

Participants for this research were chosen from gnpaiblic relations and fund-
raising practitioners in the range of charitable orgaiomatthat comprise Lutheran
Services in America (or LSA), one of the larger noafipsocial service networks in the
United States. A survey of LSA members, which had a 52 peregponse rate and
provided data for 2002, revealed that annual revenues of responember
organizations were $8.2 billion, with revenue total fonambers estimated at $10.8
billion (Dale, 2004). By contrast, a more recent listihigtop 100" non-profit
organizations in the United States showed no entry\asghannual income, ranked for
2005, higher than that figure (Hrywna, 2006). Jill Schumansjgeat/ CEO of Lutheran
Services in America, however, cautioned that such casger are of “apples to
oranges” and that some other non-profit groups, if linkedasityy would present larger
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figures (J. Schumann, personal communication, Februa2008). Nevertheless, the
LSA network represents one of the more significant plerg of charitable health care
and social services in the United States.

Based in Baltimore, Maryland, Lutheran Services in Ao@eprovides a
networking function as well as several administratind policy-related services to
nearly 300 independent, though Lutheran-affiliated, health aad social service
organizations located throughout the United States an@atibbean. LSA-member
organizations provide services including hospitals; hosmcdenursing care; disaster
response; senior living accommodations; advocacy; and predoarohildren and
families such as counseling, foster care, and adoptimselorganizations represent an
important range of charitable non-profits in that tihiagy in size and scope from single-
service organizations working in one community to natignalips operating multiple
and sophisticated health-care services such as rehatnilitatd long-term care facilities
and hospitals. According to its Web site (www.lutheravises.org/AboutLSA.asp), the
network annually serves more than one in 50 persoigmits national service territory.
LSA-member organizations share characteristics sinulidse of charitable non-profits
nationwide in responding to fiscal and other issues, asifiéerby a Johns Hopkins
Center of Civil Social Studies report as part of its Nrwafit Listening Post Project
(Salamon & Geller, 2007). Identified common issues inctifdeitable fund raising in
the face of shrinking budgets to meet human-service nsedttecruitment and
retention, marketing to generate fee income, the neezhfotal investment, and the
ability to adopt new technologies to improve servidevdey (Salamon & Geller, 2007,

Schumann, 2007).
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Charitable health-care and social service organizati@ns gelected for this
study because such organizations typically depend on fisidg#o help underwrite the
amount of benevolent care provided to clients and be¢hagaublic relations function
within such organizations may be susceptible to convergenhewdncroachment by
other disciplines, particularly fund raising, as a restthe institutions’ funding streams
and reliance on external sources of funding, often dofielly, 1991). In addition, these
types of charitable organizations were selected becausgpravious studies concerning
encroachment of public relations have focused on the @dit-pector (e.g., Laborde,
2005; Lauzen, 1992a, 1992b) or, in the case of fund-raising encroaatinpeiblic
relations, on educational and cultural institutions, agcKelly's PRSA-member study
(as cited in Kelly, 1991), though other studies of non-profjanizations (Kelly, 1993b,
1994) included human-service organizations among respondentserk-itrtias been 15
years since Kelly’s seminal work on fund-raising encroaaftrnof public relations; a
guestion arises of how changes in either field sinee thay have increased or decreased
the incidence of fund-raising encroachment or affected argamnal structures related
to both public relations and fund-raising units.

The LSA subset of charitable organizations was chosesefeeral reasons.
Because this research focused only on the LSA populatdbwas qualitative in nature,
results cannot be generalized to charitable organizaticiesal. However, because of the
diversity of the LSA-member organizations, study restdts be used to posit directions
for future, additional research on the interaction leetwpublic relations and fund raising
within charitable institutions, particularly around the aseelationship management and

its potential impact on fund-raising encroachment. Thebezship role of the LSA
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Communicators Network indicates many of its orgamegtimaintain both public
relations and fund-raising operations, which made theal @adidates for study. In
addition, the scope of the national network provided tyaneterms of geographic
breadth, service scope, organizational size, and program tqmuepriate for a
comprehensive study (Dale, 2004). Further, the researchey&saB® of experience with
and employment by a member organization provided readysatcesiblic relations and
fund-raising officials within the LSA network and an a@sess of the issues these
charitable organizations face, including fund-raising eratroent of public relations.
This access and knowledge helped to inform the quality ahtBeview process,
although this knowledge, it could be argued, increased the pdfentreflexivity. That

possibility was acknowledged by the researcher and is reljgarteore detail below.

Discussion Guide Development

The discussion guide was developed to focus on several breas related to
organizational structure, models of practice includinge&nce and contingency
theories, fund-raising encroachment of public relatioglationship management, and
Kelly’'s (1991, 1998) theory of donor relations, including itsgased reconceptualization
of fund raising as a specialization of public relationh@ugh following a
predetermined sequence of broad questions, the discussi@wasdleveloped in such a
way as to allow the researcher and participants to explirious areas of inquiry as
required by responses to specific questions. Probes voduded as part of the
discussion guide, but numerous questions not on the guise duoing the interview
process and were asked. At times, this process providedrforea“dialogic” approach
(as cited in Holtzhausen & Voto, 2002) to the interview greater depth of findings.
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The discussion guide was pre-tested with two public relagactitioners not
included in the sample and minor adjustments made. 8rhe guestions, though worded
slightly differently to reflect participants’ primaryganizational responsibilities, were
asked of both fund-raising and public relations practitionarsases in which other
researchers had developed indices of an item or pragctdey study, these indices were
included in the discussion guide, although sometimes tewrfibr clarity, important in
helping to translate theory to practitioners often undgocusd to the academic
terminology. As such, questions within the discussion gdiides from prior research as
found in Broom and Smith (1979), Dozier (1998), Ferguson (198&),@runig and
Hunt (1984), Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999), Kelly (1991, 1994, 1995a, 1998)aandrn.
(1990, 1991, 1992a, 1992b). The following broad topics informed deveidmhtne
discussion guide (see Appendix for the complete diszuggiide) and provided the
framework for the interviews:

* To whom do the senior public relations and fund-raising pi@aéirs report?

* How are the public relations and fund-raising departmemtsrastratively
structured and how do they interact?

» Has senior management ever promoted an individual &pnofession other
than public relations, moved an individual laterally frardepartment other
than public relations, or hired an individual from a pssfen other than
public relations, to manage the public relations department?

* What role—technician or manager—does the senior publicaefati
practitioner enact?

* Does the organization place more importance on one paN@icanother?
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Does the organization define success in fund raising piimarterms of total
dollars raised or in terms of the development and maamee of
relationships?

How is public relations defined and how is its role e of fund raising
defined?

Under which model(s) (as defined by J. E. Grunig and Hunt [1£x&#]
refined by Kelly [1991]) do senior practitioners believe the ipulelations
and fund-raising departments operate?

Does excellence theory or contingency theory seepo$e a more effective
theoretical underpinning and, potentially, a more accuegtieesentation of
practice, for the relationship management department seggegthe theory
of donor relations?

Are relationships defined as the primary unit of analysesvaluating the
effectiveness of organizational public relations progranid@mal-raising
programs? In what ways? Moreover, do practitionerg laavunderstanding
of the relational paradigm?

Do senior practitioners believe fund raising is a speeabn of public
relations? If so, why? It not, why?

Does a relationship-management model of practice provigerework for
the restructuring of fund raising as a specialization ofipuelations? In what
ways?

What effects do practitioners in both fields beli@eveeconceptualization of

fund raising as a specialization of public relations woulcer@vtheir
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operations and would such a reconceptualization be “addegtas Kelly
(1991) suggested it may not be?

* Do practitioners believe there are ways to stem faaglng encroachment of
public relations other than, as Kelly (1994) proposed, “publaticeis
encroachment” on fund raising through reconceptualizatidunal raising as
a specialization of public relations?

Responses to questions developed to address these topigsyiloa range of

probes both within the discussion guide and suggested byipantistatements,
provided the primary units of analysis from which the kkesaf this study were drawn,

including directions for potential future research.

Interview Procedure

Interviews were conducted with 16 senior fund-raising and udlations
practitioners from member-organizations of the Luth&arvices in America network.
Eight of the participants were the most senior publatiehs practitioner within their
organization; eight were the most senior fund-raisingtppi@eer. Each participant self-
identified as the most senior practitioner within hiher organization; all but one have
more than five years of practice in their respectiwiel$, many with more than 15 years’
experience. A number of the practitioners are cedtibieaccredited within their
respective fields, CFRE for Certified Fund Raising Exeeusind APR for Accredited in
Public Relations. Titles of participants included vice giesi, director, executive
director, and chief development officer; no one wititla below the organizational level
of director was asked to participate. To obtain the widesadth of diversity among
participants in terms of organization size and geographatibn, the 16 practitioners
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represented 16 different organizations from nearly albregof the United States with
the exception of the Far West, the result of locetiof size-appropriate LSA-member
organizations.

Participants were recruited in two ways. A messagepleaed on the LSA
Communicators Network electronic bulletin board exptaj the research and seeking
voluntary participants. Perhaps because the network irsvaNienited number of
communications professionals within LSA, only one initedponse was received. A
senior fund-raising practitioner responded to the adveréisgrexpressing interest in the
subject and in participating in the research; he latdrngtv because of time constraints.
All other participants were recruited by e-mail anddalup telephone calls that
explained the purpose of the research, its confidentiat@anterview requirements, and
timeline. All but one person, who was going to be oubwin during the interview period
but expressed interest in the project, contacted imthisner agreed to participate in the
research. (See Table 1 for participant demographics.)

Potential participants were selected for contact baseteoresearcher’s desire to
represent both geographic and, to the extent possible, pagantsize diversity within
the study, although one criterion was that the organizsselected had to be sufficiently
large to have both public relations and fund-raising prawéts. Participants represented
organizations with regional (that is, an area withgingle state or portions of two or
more adjoining states), statewide, multi-state (thatastiguous states), and national
service territories (that is, having services in mantestapread across the United States).
Organizational services ranged from programs for thodedisabilities and a variety of

services for children and families, including foster Garé adoption, through senior
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living accommodations, health care, in-home servicesistnies to prisoners and their
families, disaster response, and programs for refugeesramigrants. The size of
participants’ organizations, measured in terms of annual bsidgeiged from $7 million
to $284 million. Annually, the organizations serve from 1,008qes to more than
100,000 persons.
<Insert Table 1 about here>

To assist in the recruitment process, the communictorctor for Lutheran
Services in America provided lists of both public relagiand fund-raising practitioners
within LSA-member organizations. Titles on the list &ased to narrow potential
participants to the most senior practitioners; organiaatigveb sites were then studied
to determine whether the organization had both functlbmsas not possible through
these reviews to determine the organizational structypalaic relations and fund
raising, important so as not to bias the research threelghtion of only organizations
that had combined departments, an indicator of fund-raisimpa&cttment. While three
participants were recruited based on personal knowleddpemf by the researcher, a
member of the LSA Communicators Network, or becausehhd expressed interest in
the subject during informal discussions at an LSA CommtonsdNetwork meeting in
Baltimore in 2006, the researcher had no knowledge of paeticular organizations’
public relations and fund-raising structures.

Explanatory e-mails were sent to participants, along avitesearch consent form,
which each participant was asked to sign. The focuseofdsearch also was reviewed
during initial telephone contact and additional informapoovided as requested. All

participants were guaranteed anonymity. Because particip@nésspread across many
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regions of the United States, all interviews were coratlibly telephone and, with
participants’ permission, were recorded. Each intervasted between one and two
hours, with the majority taking just slightly morethone hour. Follow-up e-mails were
sent to and responses received from three participantsitions a response, seek
clarification or expansion of an answer to a particqlastion, or to gain additional

demographic data.

Analysis of Findings

The recorded interviews were transcribed, with the quiaktalata collected in
the form of the interview transcripts. Answers to etb&nded questions were recorded
on spreadsheets, tabulated, and percentages calculatedd@nwere analyzed using
the constant comparative technique as described by WianmmdeDominick (2003). This
four-step process involves assignment of units of analygsovisional categories,
refinement or elaboration of those categories, aadititovering of themes and
relationships among the various categories. Finally, datai@plified and integrated
into a potential theoretical structure. Data from amsv@the open-ended questions
specifically related to the primary RQs were grouped utidgrquestion. Each unit was
then analyzed to highlight recurring themes or sub-themesecorded to note cards,
which were then grouped and in some cases recorded toaalsipeet, again related to
the RQ. This arrangement helped the researcher to vigarmmwithin overall responses
and to juxtapose those themes with several of theetktdosed-ended question. For
example, as past research has demonstrated, did theedatdo show that technician
role-enactment by the senior public relations practitiovees more prevalent in those
situations in which the senior fund-raising practitiongeressed lack of acceptance of
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the proposed reconfiguration of fund raising as a spedializaf public relations?
Careful attention was paid to record data separatelyublic relations and fund-raising
practitioners so that conclusions might be drawn reggrttie two groups. The
comparative process began after the first severaviates were completed; findings

from each new interview were then compared as anatysegued.

Reflexivity

Because qualitative researchers believe they can oewgsletely separate
themselves from their own culture, background, and regudtssumptions (Jensen &
Jankowski, 1991), the present researcher’s background anteexes, as well as
possible effects on the study, need to be disclosed. As/a@3(ublic relations
practitioner who has worked several times within offibeaded by fund-raising
practitioners as well as within a separate-but-equal depattstructure, the researcher
has experienced a successfully integrated operatiotraising encroachment of public
relations, and a separate-but-equal structure.

While it can be argued that these experiences could #ffecesearcher’s
interpretation of fund-raising encroachment or informatibtained through the
interviews, it was also this experience that promptedinitterest in definitions of
public relations as well as the theoretical foundatfongund raising and fund-raising
encroachment of public relations. The researcher usédolpein- and closed-ended
guestions to obtain data, the latter of which provided iné&ion on fund-raising
encroachment that required no interpretation. Furthemesearcher continually re-
evaluated any personal interpretations during data analydisiorked diligently to be
aware of his perspective. Finally, a member check wagadivith three of those
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interviewed to validate information reported and recordetie interview transcriptions

as well as later interpretation of data.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Findings

Analysis of the interview transcripts uncovered a numlbénemes related to the
six research questions. An overarching theme was delinaatiée dichotomy between
practitioners’ desire to collaborate for organizationateas and concern among them
and dominant-coalition members over the recognized etd¢&scroachment of public
relations. Sub-themes, and units of analysis, includedhiza@#nal hierarchy,
organizational power, dominant-coalition inclusion, digfins of public relations
success, definitions of fund-raising success, fund-raisodeis, public relations models,
role enactment, and structural placement of public relatiathin the organization. The
three additional major themes were conceptualizatidaraf raising as a specialization
of public relations, perceptions of public relations, ardihdge from theory to practice.
Sub-theme units of analysis included resource constraiatstitioner acceptance of
fund-raising reconceptualization, relationship focus, andipulations knowledge.

Findings are described below, grouped by research-question topic.

Fund-Raising Encroachment

As noted above, Kelly’s (1994) quantitative research onitellide organizations
found fund-raising encroachment in 23% of the organizastmdied (N=175), with an
additional number (13%) encroached by another functiorealier qualitative study of
cultural and educational non-profit organizations (aslaneKelly, 1993b) had
“documented the subordination of public relations in amaihg proportion of those
organizations” (Kelly, 1994, p. 2), calculated at 40% ofrdspondent organizations
(N=184). An additional qualitative study, in this case of 1&itable organizations in
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two states, documented fund-raising encroachment of puldidores in 37% of the
participating organizations (as cited in Kelly, 1994). Aina¢dipdating those findings,
the present study found just slightly under one-third (31P#)eparticipating
organizations demonstrating fund-raising encroachment ofqodséitions. Of the 16
participant organizations, five reported a structure definddraksraising
encroachment—that is, the public relations function waisb@rdinate office within a
larger fund-raising department and was overseen by the seai@ager of fund raising,
in all cases a person whose primary role is fundmgiddecause it was qualitative in
nature, the present research is best compared witii¥Kegllalitative study of 19
charitable organizations rather than the larger quangtatwmple. While the present
findings represent a slight decrease from Kelly's figtine rate of encroachment tends to
indicate that fund-raising encroachment remains an issuéd public relations field.

Only one organization reported a structure in which the-farging function
operated within an overall public relations departmettipabh that structure had
changed several years ago when fund raising was mowed s#parate-but-equal
department. The senior public relations practitioner ihdhganization explained the
impetus for the change:

The director of fund raising made a plea [to the CE@] she felt that to

help with her donors, she really needed that directdiribe CEO to help

cultivate those higher-end donors ... that position aswed ... that line,

but it may have been more of a personal, ‘I feel nky i®important

enough to report directly to the CEO.’ | think that's whatame down to.

87



The public relations practitioner noted, however, thatstihucture was being reviewed
with a possibility of placing the fund-raising functiorckawithin the public relations
office. “We’re looking at it again ... because of that ...apeg-with-one-voice
concern,” she said. If that structure is re-establistiedorganization would be the only
one among the 16 participating organizations in which furgingis structurally
positioned and administered as a specialization of puations. At this time, however,
it is one of the 11 organizations in the sample havipgrsge-but-equal structures.

In addition, 11 of the 16 participating organizations repomted-raising
encroachment of public relations had occurred in the pa&t.pfimary reasons were
given for the change to the current separate-but-ectaksor the two functions,
indicating that existing structures could easily change apeesenting the potential for a
sudden increase in fund-raising encroachment of publicoedatThe interrelated
reasons involved a broadened focus for public relations alesire not to have public
relations goals totally subordinated to those of funsirrgi Both reasons, however, were
reported as arising from the personally held perceptiobglafs of the organizations’
CEO or other members of the dominant coalition, fadtwascould change as leadership
changes. For example, one organization’s senior fuisdigapractitioner, who oversees
an organizationally related foundation, said that:

When | came here 10 years ago, communications ... reporthd t

foundation and was supervised by my predecessor, the vicdgnieor

philanthropy ... When | assumed this position ... we talked abant

decided at that point it would be better to have thatipase reporting to

someone else so that it would be in a sense a mguerate emphasis, so
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it would not be seen totally as fund raising or interprétéally as fund

raising.
Similarly, a senior public relations practitioner, who poengly reported to fund raising
and therefore experienced encroachment, said that eingeho separate departments for
public relations and fund raising arose as the resultrdirereasing responsibilities in
the marketing and communications pieces that were indepeotiadvancement.”
Reflecting the vagaries of organizational structure,f@rgbublic relations practitioner,
who also until recently had reported to her organizaticarsos fund-raising manager
and therefore experienced encroachment, was transitgingturally to report to
another administrator simply as part of training fot genior executive.

Other structural changes stemmed from decisions made BE®Ge One senior
public relations practitioner reported that public relatand fund raising:

Were under a single administrative silo .... When [a néf&D came in ...

he emphasized that he really wanted the two—the conwamions and

development areas—separate ... in a nutshell, it boiled dowe fact

that if ... they were under one unit ... he felt the trend ld/te that

eventually all communications would become development

communications and he wanted a broader view.
The same practitioner noted that a subsequent CEO withorganization also favored
the separate-but-equal structure for the same reasothekmublic relations practitioner
reported that fund-raising encroachment in her organizatided when the senior fund-
raising practitioner left and organizational senior leddprplaced the public relations

department under the chief operating officer. “I honesiilykt it works better this way,”
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she said, “because we ... have so many needs to servievibatd not make sense to fall
under fund raising because our scope is so much bigger.” ¥#tearpublic relations
practitioner emphasized the role the CEO can playhiether fund-raising encroachment
of public relations occurs. When a new CEO joined her orgtion, she said:

He changed the function to two—director of developmentdamedtor of

church and public relations—because he could see ... thinge'tvere

getting done in communications ... simply because the emptieasisd to

go toward development—and that’'s a necessity, certainly-hdfelt that

by putting them into two different areas, that would enbdmath parts.
The potential issues with such changes occurring agsodt of CEO decision were
underscored by the practitioner who had gained a separaténdepiaas the result of her
increasing responsibilities. If a new CEO joined the orgéinizand emphasized donors
over all other organizational publics, “and said, forrepke, ‘1 want our newsletter to be
much more fund raising-focused than it is,” then | wouldtsaand say how high do you
want me to jump, because she’s the boss.” Structuragelsahat occur primarily as the
result of CEO decisions underscore the potential ingtabiflithe separate-but-equal
structure as a method for eliminating fund-raising encroachwi public relations.

Several factors identified in prior studies as contmiguto or occurring as the
result of encroachment of public relations (see, eayzéen, 1990, 1991, 1992a, 1992b;
Kelly, 1993a, 1993b, 1994) were also found within the present slidyut one of the
16 participating organizations’ senior fund-raising practitismeport directly to their
organizations’ president/CEQO; the sole exception workaricorganization in which both

the senior fund-raising and public relations practitionepsrt to a vice president whose
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primary focus is mission integration but who is neith@érral raising nor a public
relations practitioner. By contrast, six of the 16asngations’ public relations
practitioners report directly to the president/CEO. Wwelf the 16 organizations’ senior
fund-raising executives are included in the organizationalmint coalition, with a
thirteenth fund-raising practitioner included “occasionallyfor certain committee
meetings.” Further, in all three remaining organizatioims,administrative structure is
such that the senior public relations practitioner alexeduded from dominant-coalition
participation, so in those cases neither the fundaasractitioner nor the public
relations practitioner is part of the dominant coafitiln just six of the 16 organizations
is the senior public relations practitioner a member @tibminant coalition. This
number indicates that even in some situations in wiielpublic relations department
has not been encroached by fund raising, the senior palaitons practitioner lacks a
seat at the “decision-making table.”

Finally, in each of the five organizations in which fenagsing encroachment of
public relations is occurring, the senior public relationgfitianer enacts the technician
role; this information was obtained by self-report or pption of the fund-raising
executive in those organizations in which the senior publations practitioner was not
interviewed. In just five of the 16 organizations does theosgniblic relations
practitioner enact primarily the manager role, indieperhaps of the smaller public
relations departments that exist within many charitalil@mzations; only two of the 16
organizations have public relations departments with ni@ne four staff members and
those two departments have extended responsibilitiggdoluction of service-related

training materials and direct sales of senior living anoodations.
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The Structural Relationship

Senior fund-raising and public relations practitioners veémixed opinion on
whether there is an “ideal” or preferred organizatiatalcture for public relations and
fund raising and what that structure might be. In resptmadiether he thought an ideal
model existed, one of the participating fund-raising pliecgtrs said:

Here’s one of my closely held beliefs—that therevgagis more than one

way to do something right. | think there are a lot ofetéht

organizational structures that would work well if you ég@eople that are

cooperative and collegial in their relationships. Our oigion [which

has separate-but-equal public relations and fund-raising degas]

works quite well, in my opinion, and if | ran the wordyrobably would

not change it. But I'll acknowledge that there are otis@ys that other

organizations do it and perhaps equally as well.
Only one of the eight participating fund-raising practitisn&rongly advocated a
combined unit in which public relations is subordinate &ftimd-raising function,
despite fund-raising practitioners’ consistent statesghat one of the goals of public
relations is to serve in a supportive role to fund mgisifwo of the eight public relations
practitioners, one of whom works within an encroachdaipuwelations office, expressed
some preference for an integrated department, thougstnooigly. Only one of the 16
practitioners, a public relations executive, identifiethewut prompting the model
advanced by Kelly's (1991, 1998) theory of donor relations,hitkvfund-raising is a
specialization of a larger public relations departmentldix@d the details of that model,
however, six of the eight fund-raising practitionexpressed varying levels of support
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for it, discussed more fully below in the section dgigresponses to Kelly’s (1991)
claim that fund raising is a specialization of publi@ateins.

A fund-raising practitioner with nearly 20 years of expece outlined the
uncertainty with which some of the practitioners appindae structural relationship
between the two functions:

| go back and forth ... | would suppose that, if there warileal

situation, it would be one where the two departmentseparate,

however with a very, very strong connection betweertwo. You

cannot,cannot do fund raising without the marketing communications.

And | think that communications always should carry thelfraising

piece. And what | mean by that—there should not be, alslext asks or

solicitations, in every piece. But certainly | thinkrdeshould be a

comment any time there is a general statement aboatdghaization, the

services we provide ... about benevolent care and thehatléoénevolent

care plays in our ministries.

Echoing that uncertainty, another of the fund-raisingfgraners said that she prefers an
integrated unit so that the two functions communicateemeadily, yet she added that “I
don’t think that one being on top of the other is re@éal ... | think if one were to be
the parent, so to speak, of the other, | don't thinkithabuld be as effective for either.”
Emphasizing the importance of having both functions veglfesented in the dominant
coalition, another senior fund raiser noted that fibeson in charge of marketing and

public affairs/public relations is my peer ... and that setemgork just fine.”
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Although Kelly (1991, 1998) had advanced several cautions regaadiaparate-
but-equal structure for fund raising and public relations;uectire that allows for the
potential of future fund-raising encroachment of public refetiand does not reposition
the two functions in an overall relational paradighere was strong support (75%)
among the fund-raising practitioners and nearly as gtsapport (62%) among the
public relations practitioners for the separate-but-equattsire. Based on the need for
the organization to have “communications and marketing ... saemgfund-raising
practitioner said that:

The ideal situation would be to have PR/communicationétiag, that

whole communications piece, as a separate entitywhakl be equal to,

on the same level as, senior fund-raising. So it woukbb@&one at the

table ... with resources under that senior decision-maker.

Another fund-raising practitioner who strongly suppogeparate-but-equal public
relations and fund-raising departments did so with a taxefdected in her current
organizational structure. Although her organization hasragpdepartments, the fund-
raising staff includes a communications professional desticgptecifically to support
fund-raising efforts, although with a dotted-line relatlipgo the communications
office. In reflecting on this structure, the fund-ragsexecutive said that:

| think that our structure is really ideal. We not onlydaemebody who

is integrally involved in the PR and communication andketamng issues

around advancement and how we need to listen to whatevemsight be

shared about a consumer and figure out how a donor neigihe to that

story and then want to be a part of that story, but grenk you also then
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gain a lot by having a separate communication departmeis khaking

at the overarching needs of an organization because Ivhiakcan

happen and what probably does happen at some agenciesithgou

spend your time and energy and effort worrying about thextaoehing

communication story with so many different audiencas #ne listening or

you have that targeted just towards donors and stakehald@ngpou might

lose track of where your priorities are.
In addition, she said the structure had the effectcbfaimg the amount of technical
support required of the communications office by the fursirrgidepartment, allowing
the public relations function to devote more resourcegiteice programs and strategic
initiatives. Conversely, a public relations executeparted that his office recently had
hired a staff member exclusively to support the fund-raising depatt “The
communications aspects of development—in other wortiserié are brochures to be
done, online giving, any of the communications aspectsettilo£ome through the
communications department,” he said. “But other than thattwo functions are
separate.”

One of the public relations practitioners captured thaghts of four of the other
participating communications executives on organizationattstre when she said that:

| think it's better separate but equal ... From my past épee, |

definitely do not think that public relations should faltlenfund raising

[because] ... priorities continue to ... [focus on] developtreand

obviously in a not-for-profit, that’s still important—bather things
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couldn’t get done because of timing issues or whatever sedan my

experience, | would not have it that way.
The manner in which public relations has historically sugobfund raising through
tactical efforts including publications, Web sites, anéatimail underlay the connection
three of the public relations practitioners described fuitidl raising. That connection
prompted one public relations practitioner, who provides aleig of technical support
to fund raising, initially to express, but then reconsidapport for an integrated unit:

| think that it would be very harmful to the organizatiorhave them [not

be interrelated] ... | think the fact that we're sepamajast because of the

way [our organization] has evolved ... Were | to leave ... my

recommendation might be that they hire a directquuiiic relations ...

who reports to the advancement VP, although now téay that | don’t

think 1 would do that. I think that the person in my position, regessllof

the title, should report to the CEO. | think that’s intpat. | think that

was an improvement in my job situation, to have sgreater

independence and autonomy; it gave me more decision-makiity. dbil

also helped me with the field, to not always be perceagean arm of the

advancement office ... [and to] be seen as somebodyswvhnore a

resource to them.
She elaborated that because of a primary focus omggeesntributions, the fund-raising
function was not always viewed by program staff membeesr@source to them in doing
their jobs, even though fund raising sought financial sugpothose same programs. As

a result of their assistance with editing, publicatiod Web production, and relationship
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cultivation with various audiences, public relationdfstembers, she said, were viewed
as more of a resource. Reflecting somewhat simsaiess, another public relations
practitioner, operating within an encroached departmaiat,as earlier separation of the
public relations and fund-raising functions into two departmieatisoccurred because:

There was a feeling out in the field, especially amdwegpastors, that the

only time they ever heard from us was when we wanteceynanthere

was a general impression that all communications sffeere geared

around raising money. And there was much more to the aagam than

that and we needed to get the word out about who we arglreatdve do.

A subsequent CEO, however, placed public relations back fmkkraising within that
organization.

Of the five practitioners (31%)—two in fund raising ancethin public
relations—who did not recommend the separate-but-equalsteutvo—one from each
field—offered no opinion on organizational structure beyondexd for the two functions
to collaborate on strategy. A public relations practitiqgreferred an integrated office
without specifying organizational hierarchy because in mmployment she had
experienced separate offices that did not collaboraaeegically. “We can’t work at
cross-purposes,” she said. The other two senior pragtise—one from each field—also
preferred integrated departments, but with opposite hiees.chhe fund-raising
practitioner strongly believed that public relations/esras a supportive function to fund
raising and belongs within the fund-raising department, whéepublic relations
practitioner advocated a model similar to that advancegetly’s theory of donor

relations, in which fund raising operates as a speataiz of public relations.
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While the fund-raising practitioner did not cite a magted believes is “ideal,”
she said that:

| think the fund raising function has to have oversightesfain

communications aspects of the organization and if | hadher give it up

totally or supervise it, | would choose to supervise it . minexperience,

the public relations professionals | have worked withehast been

trained in the nuances of development and often areomofortable in the

development role, whereas most development profedsiare

comfortable with both communications and asking for support
Of the two supporting the integrated department, the pubfitioas practitioner had
supervised the fund-raising function until her organizatifumsl raiser sought a separate
office so that she could report directly to the CE@ tnus, the fund raiser argued, link
donors with the CEO. Nevertheless, the public relatastitioner said:

We’'re looking at [putting fund raising back under public relas] again

... [so that] we [are] really saying the same thing [in mgssk... that's a

concern ... [and] when | look at the results from fuading and total

dollars raised ... we can relate back to the public relagéinsts and not

necessarily fund-raising efforts.
In that structure, she said, the fund-raising functionld/oeport to the public relations

executive. The structure, she added, had worked well ipatste

Fund Raising: A Specialization of Public Relations?
Kelly’s (1991, 1998) theory of donor relations reconceptudlioed raising as a
specialization of public relations. Yet, Kelly (1991) wrttat an issue with the theory
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was potential lack of practitioner acceptance of thaiméguration. The present research
addressed that question and found that six of the eightr $ana-raising practitioners
agreed with the reconceptualization, although four of tegpnessed minor to moderate
initial reservations with it. At the same time, gractitioner who demonstrated the most
opposition to the concept that fund raising is a speaiain of public relations also
indicated interest in the potential of the theory anidwestigating its implementation
and benefits. Fewer than half of the eight fund-ngigiractitioners (37%) agreed with
Kelly’s suggestion that fund raisers would not accepteleenfiguration. Although
Kelly’s concern over acceptance of fund raising as eialmation of public relations
was directed toward fund-raising practitioners, theteugiblic relations executives were
asked the same questions about the reconceptualizatioot. te eight public relations
executives immediately agreed that fund raising is a dizatian of public relations,
with a seventh practitioner reporting general agreemveéntthe concept but expressing
doubts about implementation in practice. One public celatpractitioner said that a vice
president of fund raising and public relations for whom tlaetgioner had worked at
another organization “always said fund raising is just pulations for donors. And |
always thought that was a good definition.” Unlike thedfwraising practitioners, only
one of the eight public relations practitioners belkikftend-raising executives would
accept the reconfiguration of fund raising as a speciaizaf public relations, and that
person said fund-raising practitioners would neverthelestheseconfiguration as a
way to solidify encroachment:

| think what you'd see ... is an expectation that fund-ngisi needs will

trump other responsibilities that the PR departmentFasexample,
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whenever they want a new Web page up or e-mail regastrédr fund

raising, they want it up now!
The result, she said, would be an immediate “tensigorionities.”

The fund-raising vice president with nearly 20 years of megpee said that the
reconceptualization would “have a very positive effectiee overall agency, and a
positive effect on both public relations outcomes and-faming outcomes,” although
she cautioned that public relations practitioners wouleg® Willing to accept the
change if “the fund-raising piece was in-your-face fuaiding and always perceived as a
solicitation.” Moreover, she added, public relations’ fooascommunication and
relationship cultivation would benefit the reconfigureddiuraising department because:

You've got to get the word out about the organizationgthed that it is

doing, all of those statistics and measurable outcomascaiot do fund

raising without that story because what does not workiarg is begging

in fund raising. People do not want to contribute theietitalent, or

resources to sinking ships. But they do want to be par ofganization

that is really making changes for the better in teldv
One senior fund-raising practitioner, also with nearly@8érs’ experience, said that she
did not initially agree that fund raising is a special@abf public relations, but added
that:

| see how it could be. | understand the model and | likedéa. | would

find it hard to implement in an organization such as miadee I've had

people working here for 20 to 30 years in certain models| Bodlerstand

and | like the theory.
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She did not believe other fund raisers would readily@cite idea:

| would see a long and arduous battle on implementing dnegeh |

would see success once it was implemented and | woukbsee

wonderful things happening during the implementation. Some gosd-cr

training ... good communication and exchanging of ideas, strategies

between kind of public relations-specific things and funsimgispecific

things. [However,] ... most of the places where | hawveked, fund

raising is king because of that money you can seangasurable ...

that’s a negative piece of public relations ... it's hardeddfine why we

need it, how it works, and how it is successful or netsws fund raising

is very easy to know that it's successful.

Her comments were echoed by several public relatiomsifwaers who complained that
organizational senior leadership often did not understamdloe public relations as
highly as fund raising because of a focus on the immethetene attributed to fund-
raising efforts, a focus they described as short-sightegnfor fund-raising practitioner
confirmed their concern: “I see most of our supervisod @manager-level leaders as
having a kind of immature understanding of public relations—ahakeir marketing and
public relations issues can be solved by a press release.”

Several of the public relations executives cited reasanasto that given by the
20-year fund raiser for fund-raising practitioners’ potéidiek of acceptance of fund
raising as a specialization of public relations. Fumskra would not be open to the idea,
said one public relations practitioner, “if they're goingnir being the dominant to being

the one that’s not dominant. | don’t think they’'d beyveappy about that.” Another
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public relations practitioner noted that fund-raising praiasals would not be likely to
accept the reconfiguration because “fund raisers view iiblei as more closely related to
sales than PR and | personally think it's not—I think thlenection is more directly
related to PR than sales,” comments that refleeragsss made by Kelly (1991, 1998)
that fund raising is more closely allied to the develogroémutually beneficial
relationships than the exchangdationship characterized by sales and marketing.
Another public relations executive noted that he thougid-faising practitioners

“would have [a] concern with ... not having that direcp@ssibility to the president or
CEO. I think they may feel that their job is less impat because they would be grouped
under PR.” Another public relations practitioner said thatchange would “be perceived
on the development side ... that [it] devalues their wonkeanl don'’t see it that way.”

A fund-raising practitioner with nearly 30 years of expece initially responded
that he did not believe fund raising is a specializabiopublic relations, because “the
skill sets involved in doing the two are different; tbet ®f conceptual frameworks out of
which the professionals come are different.” As la@ded more about the theory of
donor relations, he said that:

| can see how that would work ... I think if it's reconfigurédttway, you

probably would have a longer history of proven techniques fre

public relations side than we have in the resource deneat/fund-

raising side, so you would have more tested theoriegfly to the

process.

And if Kelly’s theory, he added, “led to the raising ofr@manoney and better stewarding

of relationships with donors, | think they [fund rajenould see that as important.”
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The chief development officer who disagreed that furging is a specialization
of public relations and agreed with Kelly that fund-raigangctitioners would not accept
the reconceptualization argued that fund raising is npeeialization of public relations
because it could exist without the public relations function:

If I had to eliminate one function or the other, | woelsninate the public

relations function. Typically, the not-for-profiggse unable to survive

without their philanthropy or are unable to make the juramfgood to

excellent quality of care without the philanthropy. Andréfore in a

limited-resource environment where, if you had to pick @ntne other, in

my view the primary function is the development funct#nd the PR is a

support of that.

She said that although she understood how the modelomasptualized, she
believed it could exist only in theory.

| guess in an academic environment, maybe | could seeghmant that

you need relationships with donors, you need relationsthitpsyour

consumers, you need relationships with your employsesbecause

those are all relationships, that makes them all pudlitions. | can

understand how that model could be designed, but in terhmewoft

works out in practice, those things aren’t weighed eguait they don’t

require equal amounts of time, nor do they require edubssts ... From

my perspective, the employee piece, the communicatnahsemployees

piece is just a teeny-tiny little piece of what we dmean we do have an

internal newsletter that tries to be a kind of a n@b@oster and a little
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communications piece, but most of our communicatioasandled by ...

[an intranet] ... so we do not view the employee retatipiece really as a

significant public relations function ... Certainly the pptions of

employees are critical to an organization’s ability torapgesmoothly and

effectively. However, in our organization, communicasiavith

employees are largely the responsibility of admiatsiis, through our

operations channels, not the responsibility of a cem¢hpublic relations

and development function that has to prioritize itetim
This focus on one public at the potential expense of qthergever, seems to align with
the issues researchers have demonstrated occur wibi@nrplations is encroached by
another organizational function.

The fund-raising practitioner who has a communicatwogessional within her
department responded that she had never thought of funtrasa specialization of
public relations, but noted that “I could look at it thatwader structure, she argued,
could be viewed as a helpful modification on Kelly’sdab

| almost think that the model that we’re using is sonaveimilar to

maybe what [Kelly] is suggesting in that we do have dmdg who's

ultimately responsible for the overall publics and imduyg,the pieces of

pie that they would not be responsible for initialtysolely would be that

relationship [with] the donors. And so | think ... the motdhalt we're

using is almost [like that suggested by Kelly]—that thatatioeof

communications is focused on the public audiences of oiraz holders

more so than advancement would be, or the consumdicgaimi the
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referral sources. And the piece of the pie that weldvbe more

responsible for would be that relationship [with] the dorsod that's

really what completes the pie. And then | think going thiat with an eye

always going back to that relationship work.

The focus on relationships, she said, is “what tiesah#ack together.”

A fund-raising practitioner expressed “fascination” with toncept of fund
raising as a specialization of public relations, sayima le would love to see the model
operational in “the real world.” He added that the reephaalization would provide for:

More of a global [view] and for fund raising | think moreaogjlobal

responsibility in terms of our various audiences. |meamy primary

audience is prospects and donors and perhaps [the chaaigd us more

sensitive as an organization to the other audiences ¢haeed to respond

to. You know, | really rather like [the model] ... and dfig§smake me

more effective in bringing [in] money? Well, | think itgivably would.

He added, however, that “organizational inertia” would nthkemodel potentially
difficult to implement in practice. Yet, with the whel's expanded focus on relationship
cultivation, “the proof is in the pudding, and if we betyirsee that there are
organizational changes that make us more successfuhgirg money in the door ...
those things are going to gain an audience.”

A public relations practitioner cited the positive change$elieved the
reconceptualization would bring to public relations:

| think it would be a big part in broadening people’s percepifquublic

relations. | think that is very narrowly viewed by lead#p and managers
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and ... even down at the staff level, it's very much peezkas an ability

to get a story in the newspaper ... or some recognizable mvelit, and |

think it's a much more strategic and broad relationship-drefart, and |

think that if you were able to establish a system whend faising

became an extension of that, by the very nature offthatvould broaden

people’s awareness of that, and | think people in thadmaffice

[would] become more aware of the value of PR beyondaned
He noted that relationship-building efforts could evemine such administrative
departments with their key publics.

Kelly’'s (1991, 1998) reconceptualization of fund raising apexialization of
public relations was partly developed as a model by whiemdofund-raising
encroachment of public relations. However, five of tlgghepublic relations practitioners
and three of the eight fund-raising executives said t@neeptualization of fund raising
might not end encroachment but could, instead, potentigtitutionalize it. One public
relations practitioner, with 23 years of experiencel gzt if the structure were:

Not led properly or developed properly, it clearly could regehat role

and cause the fund-raising function to take over, ank the key ... not

only would be the leader, but the CEO ... because if yatlnigaoute the

CEO’s plugged into it ... but just like the CEO could overtéa@ sales

dip ... I think that there are going to be ... risks [thatiifd-raising results

initially change], they would blame the process ... andgne it time to

work.
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Another public relations executive said that eventuallgdose of the high emphasis in
not-for-profits on the fund-raising piece ... | think [furalsing] would just become so
dominant that ... everything [else] would fall by the waysideother public relations
practitioner noted that “we’d have to be careful weiot always just trying to get every
dollar for our efforts ... you'd have to watch the bako€ telling our story and telling
our story only in a way to try to get every dollar.”lIStnother public relations
practitioner said that:

Absolutely [institutionalization] would happen and the dor

encroachment would disappear because it would no longer hé¢hste

way, but it would absolutely be that. | say that only lheeal00 percent of

my history ... has demonstrated that that’s what happengdiadoesn’t

have to happen, but | would expect it.
One public relations director offered a personal observaéihat she believed illustrates
the issue with eventual encroachment within a combined unit

One of the things that I think is symptomatic ... is theleton of ALDE

... the Association of Lutheran Development Executivasi¢h

represented] ... two groups coming together [the other wdsutiheran

Public Relations and Development Guild], and public relati@ssjust

kind of gone by the wayside. | would attend their confezefinally |

stopped attending and | [wrote to them], you don't offer pukellations

things; it's all primarily development and, in fact, ithgpcoming

conference offers very few public relations-related wooks as opposed

to the multitude of fund-raising workshops offered ... so asvwere

107



talking about this, all of a sudden | thought about thatrozgéion and |

thought, that’s exactly what would happen ... it's Assa@mbf Lutheran

Development Executives; there’s no public relationhard at all, even in

their name, so | guess | see what’s happened with AaH&hat would

probably happen if we were put in the same group.

One fund-raising practitioner, who preferred a sepanatetpual structure for the
two functions, agreed with these public relations priaattrs that the integrated model
Kelly (1998) proposed would not necessarily end fund-raising aobment. Instead, she
recommended both functions report to the CEO with seddine relationship between
them. Her rationale was that “you can very separadywhat fund raising is spending
and bringing in and ... what resources you need.” Severditgyaers within both fund
raising and public relations commented that the primarytevayd fund-raising
encroachment, outside a stable separate-but-equal strigettine two functions, rested
on the leadership of a potentially integrated unit in wiictd raising has been

reconceptualized as a specialization of public relatidissussed more fully below.

Relationship Management: A Foundation?

If there was one area in which the disconnect betwesary and practice seemed
most evident, it was in relationship management. Althougih jpoblic relations and fund
raising practitioners expressed strong support for theae#d paradigm and described
numerous ways in which they attempt to focus on orgaaizgiiblic relationships, they
had little, if any, knowledge of relationship managemerd theory, the identified
dimensions on which relationships are built, or how tigaization-public relationship
might be measured. Every practitioner expressed intierés¢ survey tools used to
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measure organization-public relationships, as well asaming more about relationship
dimensions, but cited a lack of personnel or financialueses to be able to use such
survey mechanisms or to concentrate time on explohleglimensions that could lead to
better relationships. Nevertheless, because Kell\98&) proposed reconceptualization
of fund raising as a specialization of public relatiorsgg®n a relational base, it was
important to examine the public relations and fund-raipiagtitioners’ views on
relationship cultivation as a method of practice, a$ agetlata on how, in fact, they
practice their respective work.

Although the public relations models on which Kelly basedfined-raising
models have since been refined (see, e.g., J. E. GrunigA&Grunig, 1990, 1992; J. E.
Grunig, 2001) and Kelly’'s fund-raising models have been extetalmcorporate a
mixed-motive model (Kelly, 1995a; Tindall, 2007) and grouped ethrtician and
managerial roles (Fussell, 2006), the original typologie= @ffrelatively easy way to
assess the predominant focus of an organization’s appmaciblic relations and fund
raising. Consistent with a number of other studies (eagizen, 1991, 1992a, 1992b;
Kelly, 1991, 1993a, 1993b, 1994), this research found both public relatm fund-
raising practitioners operating within predominantly asymicetmodes, despite stated
admiration for symmetrical relationships. While moisth@ public relations officers,
either by self-report or the perception of the fundirg practitioner in those
organizations in which the senior public relations execwtize not interviewed,
indicated they use a mixed-motive approach, four of the 16 panceived as primarily
practicing the press agentry/publicity model designed to obtadhia attention. Half of

the 16 organizations’ public relations departments gengredistice the public
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information model, often characterized as functioningraerganizational journalist.
Two of the remaining four organizations reported using thes@gentry/publicity and
public information models equally. The two other organizatiodicated use of the two-
way asymmetrical approach. One, based on its employohémtus groups and other
research to create communication vehicles, seemeldadhat approach, but the second
organization, represented by a public relations practiti@i®o reported that:

We just don’t have the resources to spend a whole krnefor energy

listening to the publics and defining what they want. We try t@gein

the field and talk to our pastors, we talk to the emplsya®l talk to

families and so on, but it's very informal.

The statement calls into question her response todlakels or, alternately, the method
by which the models were explained to her. Subsequent camimethe practitioner
tended to support the idea that the organization employs i&-mfbkmation model.
Overall, an approach based on symmetrical relationahilgi#bg was rarely used.

The fund-raising practitioners reported a greater use@inay relationship
building, generally in terms of major donor relationshgrs approach Kelly (1998)
indicated was typical. A quarter of the 16 organizationsdifyreport of the fund-raising
practitioner or by stated perception of the public relatjoractitioner in those
organizations in which the senior fund raiser was notvi@eed, practice primarily the
press agentry/publicity model of fund raising, described@asisk of emotion to generate
a donor response. The same number, four, indicated prealothise of the public
information model of fund raising, characterized as pingidruthful and accurate

information about organizational needs to solicit a doasponse. Two organizations
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reported primarily using the press agentry/publicity and publarmmétion models
equally. One organization indicated it equally allocate@ftorts among the press
agentry/publicity, public information, and two-way symnedtimodels, while another
organization employed the same models but in a 40-40-20 coniaguréhe remaining
four organizations reported what they believed was aratvaixed-motive approach. A
fund-raising practitioner in one of those organizationsmilgsd his use of the four
models:

First of all, with our major donor relationships, ya® absolutely try to

employ two-way communication where the needs of thedoare high

on the list of satisfiers for us. But | would say thdand] it doesn’t

amount to the majority of the money—but we [also] sbamot of time

and energy on direct-mail fund raising, and those, yowkifiges and

tens and twenty-fives and fifties are important. Celyaqually important

is bringing in people at the bottom of the pyramid amding them up, in

which case we use an emotion-based tactic. As fahap{blic-

information model], we certainly always try to commuiéca a truthful

way and teach people about the work that we do and this tiest are out

in the community. You know, so it’s difficult—I guess ias to pick

one, the emotional-based fund-raising plays a promineminaur

strategies for sure, but | wouldn’t discount that enlightertiroe the two-

way communication, either.
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He added that the organization also occasionally uses-aay asymmetrical approach
by doing research into which methods or subjects persuadesdorgive or to give
higher amounts or more frequently.

Although a predominant focus in both public relations and famsing on one-
way methods of communicating is generally not in keepinly adoption of a relational
approach, the practitioners reported widespread interasidisome movement toward a
relationship-based practice. For example, Kelly’s (2000, 206lineation of four key
stewardship-related steps in a relational approach to &aisidg was lauded by the fund-
raising practitioners, several of whom recounted thesvimyvhich they currently follow
the outlined approach. Those steps are defined as retyprd@racterized at the fund-
raising level as showing gratitude and meeting the needisnoirs; responsibility,
defined as keeping your word; reporting, informing publics and detnabing
accountability to publics affected by or that may affeetdrganization; and relationship
nurturing, which involves keeping publics at “the forefronthef organization’s
consciousness” (Kelly, 2000, p.286). In line with that apprpanh of the fund-raising
practitioners characterized her organization’s focuséasg concerned about
developing friends first and then funds later.”

Another of the fund-raising practitioners described hgaization’s
relationship-based method of working with donors:

| think it's being grateful for what you have, following¢ligh on what

you said you were going to do and the manner in which yoluysai were

going to do it, the integrity of your organization, whickcatomes down

to being accountable. Sharing outcomes and being honegteuitte;
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sometimes it’'s being honest about things that happennwithr

organization that you might not necessarily be proud ofyddul think

that that's the kind of relationship [with which] ... youndauild ... trust

with a donor or stakeholder—if they know that you'rengptio share with

them things that you’re not proud of, or things that younasking on, or

shortcomings you may have as an organization.
Another fund-raising practitioner said that focusing oalationship-based approach can
be challenging, but vital to the organization in the lomgté&She said that:

There is a dichotomy within fund raising that makesxiremely difficult

because on the one hand you are constantly pressusedgdhe dollars

in and yet you know that the only way to bring the dolians to be on

the schedule of the donor, which means they set theftanees, they set

the decision-making and if you try to change that and ... ¢caké&ol ...

you will ultimately lose.
Although several practitioners, both within fund raising @ublic relations, said their
organizations primarily define fund-raising success agasing numbers of dollars
raised—one fund-raising executive said that “how | lods@atcess] is about the
relationship. How they [the dominant coalition] lodktas about the dollar’—a number
of others cited a focus on building relationships as araigator of success. One fund-
raising practitioner said that:

Success is ... when you’re able to connect that donbrwtiat it is that

they really are passionate about, with a particularicethat ... they

really feel most interested in and then just kind epping back and
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watching those two come together ... and then seeing hdwthtdonor
and the service are enriched through that relationshigthehit be a
financial contribution or whether they become a vadentor whether they
become engaged in advocating for that service ... And s wiljthe
relationship] ... is so complex that we really don’t knehat the impact
of particular [donor] meetings might be ... because wenttignk that
they really aren’t that engaged in our organization becdesehaven't
decided to volunteer or they didn’t make an immediate louft then a
couple of years later we find out that they died ang &k us this

massive gift, but yet they did it in a quiet, humble way

Relationship-building also represented a key effort foiptlitaic relations practitioners.

One executive described longer-term work his office hgglemented:
As a Lutheran social ministry organization ... we had yda#icome
disenfranchised from the local synod for a varietyeasons ... we had a
very pro-active public relations relationship-building effovith pastors
and congregations] ... and by a variety of measures hawdregeendous
change ... to the positive. And that does not come throutite measure
of dollars donated or units sold, but | think it's beemiacal piece to

establish ourselves as ... credible.

Too often, he said, constituencies that do not directécfund raising or sales are

overlooked. “In this case we [focused on them] and it veag successful.” Efforts to

build more symmetrical relationships extended beyondwamcation to actions in the
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interests of publics. One senior public relations pracgtiatescribed a step her
organization had taken to address the needs of its supporters:

We have offered things like a service of managing [coradi@gs’]

endowments for them ... we [already] get a good returnankiind of

share that with others ... as an individual congregatimy, tion’t have

those kinds of dollars, but if they came in with oursyttvould get our

return, which is much better than they would get on them.
The effort, she said, arose from seeking “ways thatavedo something for them instead
of the old model of always going to the churches, we ngedeed, we need; trying to
look at it ... [as] what can we do for you?”

Overall, findings showed a high level of support for praagigublic relations
and fund raising in a relationship-cultivation model, btieliawareness of the theoretical
underpinning for that approach or of the various tools reBees have developed for

practitioners.

Refining the Model: Contingency Theory

Kelly (1991, 1998) built her theory of donor relations on putdiations
excellence theory, a major tenet of which is the radive model of two-way symmetrical
communication and relationships. Although the particiggpublic relations and fund-
raising practitioners expressed high regard for the goagmimetrical communication,
they reported near-universal support for the elaborafitimeatheory advanced by
Cameron’s (1997) contingency theory of accommodation. iShait to say they were
familiar with either concept on a theoretical lexathough the symmetrical approach to
communication was recognized by several public relatiomstioponers. Rather, when
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both were explained to the practitioners, contingencyryheas more highly supported
as a better representation of actual practice thantporgvay symmetrical public
relations, by both public relations and fund-raising priactdrs; 14 of the 15
practitioners with whom discussions allowed more esttenexploration of contingency
theory expressed preference for the model. In additiweetfund-raising practitioners
independently cited a fund raising-specific applicationamtingency theory that might
demonstrate a proscriptive variable specifically rel&befdnd raising.

One fund-raising practitioner said that the continuuthiwicontingency theory
helped to explain communication stances her organizaia@stwith varying publics:

The theory’s very right and | will give you an examplewe provide ...

refugee and immigration services. Public relations-wtsg not

something—and this is not my personal opinion or stratégg/id the

organization’s—this is not something that we communicate abtmit

externally, except with one particular audience, antdishautheran

congregations because they are very friendly and suppatihat

particular project. So we do not purposely do externainconications for

anything about the refugee program unless there’s an issioe in

community ... so we keep that quiet except for that parti@udience,

Lutheran congregations ... fund raising-wise, | would like liot@ore

about the refugee program; PR-wise, program people woultbliket

talk about it, because it tends to bring up negative issube i

community.
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While acknowledging that both excellence and contingermyridss advance two-way
symmetrical relationships as their goal, a public relatExecutive said, “Is the reality
more along that advocacy-to-accommodation continuunppssed to a true two-way
symmetry and relationship? | think my answer would be, lygénk that’s the reality.” A
public relations practitioner said the theory was heligfiler theoretically as she
reviewed several projects her organization had undertakaituhting a “detox facility”
in a neighborhood, “we actually decreased the scoperate so that the community
would be more comfortable” with the facility. No winswsituation was possible, as the
community would have preferred not to have the servigethe contingency theory
described well, she said, the way in which the organizatigted in its stance from
advocacy to accommodation. Another public relations pi@aer, reflecting on
contingency theory, readily offered an example frompnactice:

Something came to my mind that happened in our organizatiothaind

was to build HUD 202 housing in a community. To give you the

background on it, the city representative, administr&i@mme to us, asked

us to come to do this. As we’re going through this processvamare

sending information out ... trying to hold public meetingsxpl&n it ...

because there wasn't any of this housing in this communaynee

received a tremendous amount of negatives. There were things going

on ... there was a misconception of what HUD 202 for semeeant and

so we tried to address all of those things but in thenendithdrew ... we

were going along with it the whole time as we were gaando this; it

was just a matter of getting [the public] to understand/éthee ... but
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actually coming to a point where the public or the comtgusgemed so

embittered that we did not want to be part of that.

The theory, she said, helped to explain within her publitioms practice the change
within the organization’s stance from initial advocéaythe project to accommodation
of the public’s view, especially in light of the positiradationship the organization
sought as a community service-provider.

Other research has demonstrated the soundness and ajiylichbontingency
theory. The focus of these discussions with practit®nas to determine the extent to
which they found it reasonable to suggest incorporatigheotheory within Kelly's
donor relations theory. To this point, three fundirggractitioners independently
offered a situation in which contingency theory seemauatdoide a theoretical
underpinning for their—and consequently their organization’ssrest toward a donor, in
such cases representing a specific public in relationshiptiae@ organization. Kelly
(1991, 1998), in fact, had described the same issue occurmmganization-donor
relationships. One of the three practitioners expthine

Our philosophy here is donor-focused philanthropy, and theit\slry,

very important emphasis on what [the donor] is irges@ in and the donor

designates. However, we would never get to the point whar@onor

wanted to do something and had the resources to do that higidwa to

do [something] contrary to our mission ... or not really | blest interests

of the agency to do at a particular time, [that] weilda.. accept that gift

... | know someone who wanted to give us a million dollaiena point to

build a particular facility ... providing certain serviceslanwas not in
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our interest to do it at that time; there were otlesds [in] which the

individual was not interested, and we had to say, no thank y
Reflecting on contingency theory, another fund-raisiragfitioner realized “there are
times when ... we can’t take a donor’s gift or contributi@cause of what they might be
asking us to do with it.” Still another fund raiser noteak the and his staff would enter
negotiations with a donor in “an advocacy position bubabty wouldn’t be reasonably
forthright in expressing that position, but at leagsheanto a negotiation with a position
in mind and [recognize the need] to accommodate as thessgiisolgoes along,”

provided accommodation was possible given the nature offthe g

The Relational Department Leader

The 16 senior fund-raising and public relations practitiodelimeated a number
of characteristics, as well as the professional tmginof the leader who might oversee the
integrated “relationship management” department Kelly (199§jested, a public
relations department in which fund raising operates ae@adization. Practitioners
agreed with Kelly’'s (1998) recommendations regarding cressitg and listed required
education as including public relations, fund raising, brand gemant, strategic
planning, and the theoretical and practical aspects diorship management. One fund-
raising practitioner, for example, noted that:

| think that person would have to have training in both publetions and

fund raising and have an understanding of ... how both oétaffsct or

shape the individual or the business or the organizatairytiu are trying

to develop the relationship with ... in addition to having techrskdis ...
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they would absolutely need ... a fantastic understandingt@rfpersonal

relations.

Another fund-raising executive agreed that the leader wogldreetraining in both
fields, but cited “research-based planning” as even more fengoStill another fund-
raising practitioner described an understanding of medatioe$ as necessary.

In terms of the proposed department’s potential for-itamsing encroachment
emphasized by several public relations practitionersfuomekraising executive said the
leader would not need to have a background in fund raisibg arfund-raising
practitioner, but would “certainly have to be open to how gould be most effective ...
looking at relationships. | mean it’s ultimately abthdse relationships.” A public
relations practitioner advocated that the leader knmwwnaunications theory. Another
public relations executive said the leader should havesit #®me fund-raising
experience or knowledge; “otherwise, | don'’t think thed-raising professionals ...
would respect the leadership.” She cautioned, howeverthinddéader would require
primarily a public relations perspective. “Otherwise,” shél, the department “would
just be a different name for fund raising with PR g@gege of it.” Still another public
relations practitioner was more specific about the publations requirement for leading
the relationship management department:

It would have to be somebody who had headed up public redaiod had

a good 10 or 12 years of experience and the appropriate education

certification, master’s degree or whatever, in PR.iBwbuld have to be

somebody with a strong track record not only in PRwtlt [this]

symbiosis or symbiotic relationship ... with advancement.

120



Another practitioner said that “it would probably be dif to find somebody with all
those skills, but | would think an emphasis in public reteg with experience in
developing relationships” would be critical.

Overall, practitioners cited the need for CEO and dontioaalition commitment
to the model, as well as an emphasis on collegiatity cooperation within the
relationship management department. Three of the pulditanie$ practitioners and two
of the fund-raising executives called for the leader tehbremost, strong public
relations skills and experience to ensure a focus atioeships with all organization
publics at the expense of none. Underscoring their powieaf, a public relations
practitioner described her subordinate role within hgaoization’s fund-raising office,
citing the effects of encroachment as the reasorfftivad while the two functions were
separated. So | think, yeah, there’s a danger of it filegiated department] being

communications as just the handmaiden of the fund saiser
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CHAPTER FIVE
Discussion and Conclusions

This qualitative research encompassed six primary aimsfirshevas to learn
whether, within the group of participating organizationagdfuaising encroachment of
public relations had occurred and, if so, to what extens gbal updated research first
conducted some 15 years ago. The second goal was to exaganeational structures
related to public relations and fund raising and to determhmeblic relations and fund-
raising practitioners believed a particular model fumsimore effectively than others,
especially in defending against encroachment of public relaby fund raising. The
third goal was to determine whether fund-raising practit®aecepted Kelly's (1991)
contention that fund raising is a specialization of put@iations. To expand inquiry into
this topic, the opinions of the participating public relas practitioners also were sought.
A fourth aim was to explore with practitioners whettrery agreed with Kelly (1998)
that relationship management theory would serve as a mmbdedctice for an integrated
relational unit in which fund raising functions as a splexation of public relations. The
fifth aim was to examine how recent advances in publations research might
elaborate on the ways in which Kelly conceptualized postiof her theory of donor
relations on public relations excellence theory. Finallgixth and related area of inquiry
involved discussions on the professional background and tbas#cs practitioners
believed are needed by the leader of a potential “reldtijpmsanagement” department, if
such a moniker may be proffered.

Although the research focused primarily on the broad tangas of the

organizational structure of fund raising and public relatifunsd-raising encroachment
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of public relations, and Kelly’s reconceptualization afduaising as a specialization of
public relations, it was important as well to understandraber of related items,
including practitioners’ participation in the organizatiodaminant coalition, role
enactment of the senior public relations practitionerd,erceived use of models of
public relations and fund-raising behavior. In the fifthean€&inquiry, related to Kelly’'s
(1991, 1998) use of excellence theory in constructing theytldéalonor relations, it was
incumbent to develop a better understanding of practisdonesponse to the pre-eminent
focus of that theory—two-way symmetrical communicatiegarded as the normative
model for practice and argued to be the most effective thincheapproach to public
relations (e.g., J. E. Grunig & L. A. Grunig, 1989)—against cticencerns about or

elaborations of the excellence model, in particutartingency theory.

Overview of Findings

In summary, this study found fund-raising encroachment bligtelations to be
occurring in the research sample at a rate roughly c@hblgato that documented by
three studies Kelly conducted approximately 15 or more yegrsBecause of its
gualitative nature, the present research is best compatteelly’s qualitative study of
19 charitable organizations. The level of fund-raising@mchment found in this study—
31%—compares to 37% found in that case. Two additional studi€sllyy one
gualitative and one quantitative, documented encroachmguoibd€ relations by fund
raising in 40% and 23% of the participating organizations. Tésept findings re-
emphasize the need for public relations to develop oringviace defenses against
encroachment because fund-raising encroachment of pulblions has been shown to
tend to (1) assign public relations to a tactical rathan strategic role, (2) make public
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relations a supportive function serving the communicgpiamduct needs of the fund-
raising department, (3) remove senior public relations pi@wrs from inclusion in their
organizations’ dominant coalitions, and (4) focus publiciaia efforts primarily on the
donor public, at the potential expense of other key orgammedtstakeholders. As Kelly
(1991) and other scholars have argued, that focus on one mahi@slthe organization
open to crises involving other strategic publics that haegthential to constrain
organizational autonomy.

Within the 16 participating organizations, 75% of the fundungipractitioners
and 62% of the public relations practitioners cited a sepdmat-equal structure for the
public relations and fund-raising departments as their peefetructure and, by
extension, the best current defense against encroachimotdification of this structure
was described by two practitioners, one each from trekfaising and public relations
disciplines. This modification involved having a communarat professional dedicated
solely to the needs of the fund-raising department.drcéise of the structure cited by the
fund raiser, that professional was located within thnelfraising department and reported
to the senior fund-raising practitioner, but also had seddihe relationship to the
organization’s public relations officer. In the secondecése public relations
professional dedicated to communication-related fund-ragmiogcts was based in the
public relations office and supervised by the senior publicioemexecutive while
working closely with fund-raising executives. Both praatiers indicated that this
structure provided the fund-raising department with the conuatians support it

sought, while also allowing the public relations departmefddas on overarching
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organizational needs and issues. The structure also alfowedordination of messages
and consistent branding.

Two primary concerns arise, however, over the separgtequal structure for
the fund-raising and public relations departments. Theiditsiat the structure does not
tend to lead to reconceptualization of fund raising as @aation of public relations
and therefore does not put into practice Kelly’s (1991, 1888)ry of donor relations,
which among other tenets described fund raising as thegmaneat of the relationship
between an organization and its donors rather thamdine tactical definition of raising
financial resources for an organization. The seconderarrevolves around the stability
of the separate-but-equal structure. As several publicaieéaand fund-raising
practitioners described, that structure within their org&ioiza was sometimes put in
place by a chief executive officer worried that enchoaent would, as several
practitioners noted, lead to an emphasis on the donoccpwititi little regard to other
organizational needs and stakeholders. As CEOs or dominalittons change, so, too,
can that separate-but-equal structure that has, todimf guarded against fund-raising
encroachment of public relations. Underscoring this ladgtaddility, findings showed
that public relations departments in a majority of theigipating organizations had
experienced fund-raising encroachment in the past.

Kelly (1991) reconceptualized fund raising as a specializatigrublic relations
partly as a defense against fund-raising encroachment.udovamly one of the 16
practitioners identified without prompting a structureiinmo that advanced by Kelly,
in which the fund-raising function is located within eglar public relations department.

Contrary to Kelly’s contention that an issue with trexory of donor relations would be a
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lack of practitioner acceptance of the model, six ofetight fund raisers in the research
sample described some level of support for the reconcegattiah of fund raising, while
an equal number of the public relations practitioners idiately agreed with the idea.
Moreover, only three of the eight fund-raising prastigrs agreed with Kelly that, in
general, fund-raising practitioners would reject the ithed fund raising is a
specialization of public relations. Perhaps more encougdgithose who would
advocate Kelly's model, only one of the eight fundsirag practitioners expressed strong
support for the encroachment model, in which public relatie assigned a subservient
and supportive role to fund raising and is tasked with exeagagammunication-related
products and events for donors.

Although practitioners within both fields demonstratetteliknowledge of
relationship management theory or awareness of thdasiyhaork surrounding
measurement of the organization-public relationship, theseawt@nsive support for
transitioning public relations and fund raising into a refatlonode of practice.
Practitioners cited a number of efforts and programshicimthey have attempted to
establish mutually beneficial relationships with orgatianal publics, frequently donors.
Such efforts are important if the model Kelly envisiof@da public relations department
incorporating fund raising as a specialization is to bergatpractice. Contrary to stated
goals of building relational practices, the researcimdoextensive use within both public
relations and fund-raising operations of an asymmetgatoach to communication and
donor solicitation. There seemed to be a general comefeel among the public relations
practitioners with use of the public information modaha@ng fund-raising practitioners,

there was some preference for the press agentry/pulshoithel, the result of a focus on
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using emotions to solicit a donor response, as welhdah@public information model
that describes organizational needs to donors. Fund-raisiciitipreers also reported use
of two-way symmetrical models of relationship buildingrtisalarly with longer-term

and larger donors. More effort to employ two-way comrmoaition practices would be
required for Kelly’'s model to serve successfully aslaimnship-based department in
which fund raising operates as a specialization of puélitions.

Practitioners also outlined the characteristics tleigved a leader of this
relationship management department would require, includsegareh capabilities, basic
fund-raising knowledge, brand management, strategic mamgeamd—noted by
several practitioners—an extensive background in and uaddisg of public relations.
Finally, practitioners expressed near-universal suppodoiotingency theory as a more
accurate representation of their practice than exwsléheory’'s prescription of
symmetrical relationships as always the most effe@na ethical. Several fund-raising
practitioners described specific instances in which wéained to be a proscriptive

variable was operating in their relationship with potemt@iors.

Theoretical Implications

This research found practitioner support for the portiolkediy’s (1991, 1998)
theory of donor relations in which fund raising is re@ptoalized as a specialization of
public relations in a public relations department committeelagionship management.
While only one of the 16 senior fund raising and public @tetipractitioners initially
identified the model as an ideal structure for the two ieeants, 12 of the practitioners
agreed, to varying extents, that fund raising is a sulbgetidic relations. Few of the
practitioners agreed with Kelly’s contention that fenadsing practitioners would most
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likely not accept her reconceptualization of fund rgjsiAlthough no agreement was
reached on the ideal organizational structure for pubkitiogls and fund raising, the
concept of fund raising as a specialization of publicimglat outlined as part of Kelly’'s
theory of donor relations, was supported.

The theory of donor relations is partially conceptualiaedeveral major tenets
of public relations excellence theory, including the noiveatnodel of two-way
symmetrical communication. Although practitioners exgedsadmiration for the goals
of symmetrical communication and reported numeroustsftorestablish two-way
relationships with publics such as donors, all but oneeopthctitioners with whom
contingency theory was discussed said it offered a amrerate representation of the
ways in which their organizations interact with publiesdiscussing his potential use of
the theory, a fund-raising practitioner referenced dewvedoyt of a neighborhood-based
halfway house for former prisoners. With neighborsu‘pegin in kind of an advocacy
phase but, ultimately, you really need to be accommaglatigiour relationships.” Three
fund-raising practitioners, moreover, independently ciedpplication of contingency
theory that might demonstrate a proscriptive variadlgted to fund raising.

Cameron et al. (2001) identified six proscriptive varialdias tan constrain an
organization’s ability to accommodate a public: moral comigtmultiple publics,
regulatory constraints, management pressure, jurisditissees, and legal constraints.
Among the 86 contingent variables that can affect garozation’s stance are the
external variable of “the public’s willingness to dilute dause/request/claim” (Cameron
et al., 2001, p. 258) and the internal threat of “economsg do gain from implementing

various stances” (p. 259). These two contingent variadeaell as the proscriptive
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variable of management pressure, which describes the ipbfentindiscriminate
adoption of accommodative public relations” (Cameroal.e2001, p. 248), also
described as “dominant coalition prohibit[ing] an accommedatiance” (Pang et al.,
2006, p. 376), could be applied to these fund-raising situatiomdjich negotiations

with a donor might result in alternative and mutuatigeptable uses of a donation the
organization could not otherwise accept. (The five othesqoitive variables, such as
moral issues, multiple publics, and legal, regulatory,jansdictional issues do not seem
to apply in this case.)

However, in fund-raising situations in which such negiotrest could not take
place as a result of the nature of the proposedtgtian be argued that the proscriptive
variable “management pressure” does not succinctly or admapsively describe the
issue of “mission fit” between a charitable organizatmd a potential donor. Non-
acceptance of the gift rests not so much on managgresgure or dominant coalition
prohibitions as on congruence of the potential gift and diowent with organizational
mission or ability creatively to expand that mission. YWbe extension of contingency
theory occurs to posit a proscriptive variable spedifidar fund raising or the existing
proscriptive variable of “management pressure” encompdbgesituation within the
fund-raising arena, findings from discussions with batidfraising and public relations
practitioners on contingency theory’s elaboration diligurelations excellence theory

suggest Kelly's theory of donor relations be revisitechtmiporate contingency theory.

Practical Implications
A challenge to this research arose from the genedablagractitioner awareness
of theories related to public relations and fund raidt@yv of the participating senior
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executives, if any, seemed to know of models of publi¢giogla or fund-raising practice
or of the theories of donor relations, public relatiersellence, or contingency. The
extensive scholarly research into organization-publi¢ioglgahips and the dimensions of
those relationships similarly represented largely urmerpl terrain for the practitioners.
While this challenge might be considered a limitatibe, tesearcher believes it served
more as an opportunity. Presented through carefully wiogdestions and detailed
discussions aimed at applying aspects of theory to pratiteesubjects under inquiry
elicited extensive interest and even some level of@xent among participants. A
senior public relations practitioner, in responding by e-toathe request for a member
check wrote that, “This is not only an accurate representbut a very engaging
read. When complete, | would love to share and disciubsmy CEO and VP of
Development.” Representing nearly 280 years of practitee fields of public relations
and fund raising, the 16 executives expressed a near-hungesdarch findings that
would improve their practice as well as provide affordaddearch tools to help them
understand or measure relationships between their organgzand various publics.
While several participants acknowledged a disconnect kettheory and
practice or argued that the various models and theoessmed represent an academic
ideal difficult to implement in the practitioners’ woyr nearly all of the senior executives
expressed a desire to learn more about the theorigb@ingotential benefits. Even the
chief development officer whose comments indicated $he, among the fund-raising
practitioners interviewed, was the most opposed to Ke(}991) contention that fund
raising is a specialization of public relations and wéensed to hold what might be

argued a narrow view of public relations (“Public relatiprafessionals,” she wrote in
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an e-mail response to follow-up questions to her intervieften enter their jobs because
they are ‘good writers’ and may have little or no foktmaining in either marketing or
development.”) said that “participating in this study haslenit possible for me to see a
different paradigm.”

From their depth interviews with public relations priaatiers over refinement of
variables within contingency theory, Cameron et al. (2p@ited out the “disconnect
between interviewees’ perceptions of their role and puélations theory ... [adding
that] this suggests that while theory attempts to providamaework for understanding
public relations, practitioners have little need for(jg”’ 255). Findings from the present
study underscored that disconnect, but did not reveal afased among the
practitioners for a theoretical framework if made asdsde and easily applied. Despite
the dearth of practitioner awareness of public relatzmasfund-raising theories and
related terminology, participants resonated with desenptof current theory and
advocated a better integration of theoretical modetls practice to make their work
more effective or to broaden their perspectives. “lly@ather enjoyed this; it was
stimulating,” said one of the fund-raising executives. &s\2006) position seems to
encapsulate the basic motivation for the presenarelse“Understanding the reality of
the practice today ... [will] help us deal with the appadistonnect that exists between
the public relations research literature and the pradjicel85).

If public relations is to assume a leadership role inagany or overseeing the
cultivation of all organization-public relationships, redjass of whether fund raising is
conceptualized as a public relations specialization, tisie@take concrete steps to

position itself for that strategic effort. Definitisof the practice and perceptions held of
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the field by others need to be systematically addressednt@nts from practitioners of
both public relations and fund raising underscored this iaddlic relations was rarely
defined as the strategic management of organization-peldisanships by practitioners
from either field, although one fund raiser did descittilas “the relationship between the
organization and the public—all the stakeholders and anytasivelated to that.” Many
of the descriptions defined the function as one devoted teasmg organizational
awareness. For example, one of the fund-raising poaits characterized it as
“heightening the awareness of the overall organizatmohtle individual programs in the
minds of our constituents.” A public relations practitioseemed to echo that approach,
saying, “The way | have always functioned is telling ¢dlhganization’s story to various
audiences in the way that they most want to heaSittiilarly, a fund-raising executive
characterized public relations’ role as “telling our gt@ommunicating the ... little
miracles that happen in and around [the organization]t@rspect and donor base
...and then there’s the occasional fire that needs pubeut.” Such comments
underscore a basically asymmetrical approach to pubdtioes.

Frequently, public relations was equated with marketingoresfund-raising
practitioner put it: “I guess | define it as internal anteexal communications, media
relations, marketing strategies—both advertising and magkéGeveral definitions,
however, were more encompassing. One of the fund-raiggautves said, “l guess |
think that public relations is really every visible asp#cgour organization.” Another
definition, however, underscores the asymmetrical ajgprdublic relations “would be,
| guess, the art of influencing the publics that we’re gtterg to move ... from maybe

slightly interested in us to become raving fans.” Anothad-raising practitioner said,
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simply: “I guess | would define it in terms of how our doand prospect base feels
about the organization.” Still another fund raiser oudimdat she expected from public
relations: “People have to know who we are and knowt wieado and care about what
we do, so that when we go and ask them to support whdo wibey are already aware of
us.” Several public relations practitioners tended to undezgbis supportive role for
their department:

| think [public relations is] a critical support for fundsiag. We help

them define and refine the message. It's not unusualfoiuad-raising

team to contact us and say, we need stories about tigisaproor | need

to go see a donor in this area and we want to sharetlsmg about ... [a]

program, and so we help them; we contact the programtfmigst that, so

that we have something heart-warming to share with oungpalteonors.

This overarching focus on the goal and tactics of ragmgreness, particularly
among donors, may arise because of the relativelyl simalof public relations staffs in
the study sample, a situation that tends to focus praeits on communication processes
and products such as newsletters, Web sites, and neasa®kes opposed to longer-term
strategic or two-way relationship-building efforts. Howevas noted, the LSA-network
organizations under study tend to be representative otaltle health care and social
service organizations in general. The trend toward ttedéhamong charitable
organizations may be widespread. While awareness-buildimgsend the production
of communication vehicles are staples of public relatiwark, the practice of
concentrating on communication tactics to the exclusfawo-way relationship building

will not assist the field in establishing itself as tiiganizational unit providing strategic
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management of all organization-public relationships. Lacknat role, the field remains
ripe for continuing encroachment. Any effort to solidifynare strategic role for public
relations must enable those outside the field to grasp pefditons’ potential to add to
organizational effectiveness if practiced in a relatlonanner.

In addition to advancing a strategic relationship-basedipeapublic relations
must demonstrate its contribution to the bottom lineewise, it will continue in some
organizations to lose resources and power to other depastnmetitis case the fund-
raising department. One senior fund-raising practitioner gndeed this situation, saying
that her organization’s dominant coalition:

Sees a direct relationship ... of money in, money outesdurces. If you

hire an additional person to do fund raising, they’re ggdinbring money

in. If you hire an additional person to do public relagiothey are not

going to bring money in. It's pretty cut and dried.

Public relations must demonstrate more readily th&tat, adds to organizational
effectiveness, including financial stability.

Although a majority of the fund-raising practitionerghe sample indicated
agreement with Kelly’s assertion that fund raising $pecialization of public relations
and that, generally, practitioners would accept thateptualization, three primary
issues remain. The first is the pressure from orgaaizatdominant coalitions, cited by
practitioners from both fields, to evaluate fund-raisuogcess in terms of dollars raised.
That focus may not allow for a greater emphasis taio@ship building, necessary if
fund raising is to be reconceptualized as a specializafipnblic relations. The second

issue revolves around organizational structure. Althoughipoaers may have
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expressed support for the theory of donor relations,jarityaalso advocated the
maintenance of separate-but-equal structures as theunestit defense against fund-
raising encroachment of public relations. That supporsdparate departments, however,
comes with awareness that CEO changes could bringwsteuthanges as well. Derived
from several specific comments, a sense among the palaions practitioners seemed
to be that for the department to function as designeseit®r leader would have to be
committed to relationships with all organizational publicsnsthing several
practitioners indicated might not be accomplished byaatpioner focused, by
experience, on donors. One fund-raising practitioner sgéonenderscore this point by
indicating that public relations practitioners would readicept the reconceptualization
of fund raising as a specialization of public relationsa kombined unit, she said, “I'm

not sure that they wouldn’t say, yeah, and how is [thi$¢rent?”

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Given the high number of tax-exempt, &)B)—that is, charitable—institutions
in the United States, totaled at more than 1.06 millioof 2006 (“IRS data book,”
2006), there is a need to generalize these updated findingaaindising encroachment
of public relations as well as new investigative data erptbposed reconceptualization
of fund raising as a specialization of public relatiortse €omplexity of non-profit
organizations, which are categorized by the AAFRC TrusPFalanthropy (now Giving
USA Foundation) (as cited by Kelly, 1998) as arts, cultamd, humanities; education;
health; human services; public/society benefit; andiogliginderscores this need.
Because of the qualitative nature of this research anslizb of the sample, results
cannot be generalized to a larger population. Thereftheugh Pauly (1991) claimed
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that “qualitative research is ... generalizable to thermgxteat some community of
readers considers a particular study representativevafea set of concerns” (p. 11),
future efforts on this inquiry should involve a quantitastedy of a larger number of
charitable organizations, not only to determine the cueeint of fund-raising
encroachment of public relations among that wider group,lboit@ continue the
investigation into fund-raising practitioner acceptance @fys reconceptualization of
fund raising as a public relations specialization.

In addition to investigating the broad topics of orgamzetl structure of fund
raising and public relations, fund-raising encroachment of pudliations, and
practitioner acceptance of Kelly’s contention thatdfuaising is a specialization of public
relations, the research involved discussions with pi@agits about their participation
within their organizations’ dominant coalition, role etmaent, and models of public
relations and fund-raising behavior. It is important to leagize that this aspect of the
research was not designed to assign a causal relapdretiareen such factors and
encroachment of public relations, as some earlier sthd@slone, but rather to place the
present research within the context of those previauBest, comparing present findings
with earlier research. Technician role enactment bythudic relations practitioners, an
emphasis by both fields on asymmetrical approaches tmaoroation, and a lower rate
of public relations practitioner involvement in the orgatianal dominant coalition, as
compared with the senior fund raisers’ participations&lp mirror the findings of earlier
research. And because Kelly (1998) suggested relationship nmaewigas a focus of
practice for the public relations department in which fumsimg operates as a

specialization, the research sought to determine poaers’ understanding of
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relationship management theory and whether they apgliaaonal approach to their
work. This portion of the research, it should be notes not designed to test aspects of
relationship management theory, measure any organizathic-pelationship, or
elucidate factors within that relationship.

Beyond the proposed quantitative studies of fund-raisingp@achment of public
relations and of fund-raising practitioner acceptandeedi’s theory of donor relations,
a number of additional topics for future research are stiggeA qualitative study of a
larger sample of senior fund-raising practitioners shouldnokertaken to gain their view
of the effects they believe the theory of donorti@fes would have on their practice. A
gualitative study should be conducted as well among fuisiigapractitioners to
examine their experience with public relations and why soraetitioners seem to view
public relations primarily as a supportive publicity-focused fimmctiesigned to help
them accomplish their goals rather than a stratesieague that could help them to
manage relationships. Finally, some level of resedrobld be conducted to measure
public relations practitioners’ knowledge of fund raising #retheoretical linkages

between the two fields.

Conclusions

As Pang et al. (2006) wrote, studies “grounded in the praaisoworld can add
rich layers of context to understanding how theory aadtfme can integrate” (p. 373). In
many respects, this research was focused on providingreodieum of that context as
it attempted to determine, among other inquiries, wheé€bdy's theory of donor
relations was “acceptable” to practitioners of fundingi@nd public relations and
whether, as asserted, it could end fund-raising encroat¢tuhpublic relations.
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Two key factors could be argued to stand in the way of treehworking as
envisioned, at least at this time—a ready acceptance by palations practitioners of
the technician as opposed to managerial role and fund-raisacgtioners’ tendency
toward emotion-based tactics, both demonstrated iprésent research. Those factors,
along with charitable organizations’ focus on the immiediaising of financial
resources, weigh heavily against developing a long-teatesfic focus on relationships
or on changing dominant-coalition perceptions that furglmgiis a more important
organizational function than public relations—a view sewvef#he practitioners said
existed within their organization—rather than part of a pulgliations department
charged with managing all organizational relationships$anach mutual benefit as
possible for both organization and publics.

The relationship management perspective is built ongaltof mutual benefit
for both organization and its key publics (Ledingham, 2003¢.daishe multi-
dimensional OPR scale developed by Bruning and Ledingham (199@nd&ated that
attitudes within the organization-public relationship cancafatisfaction (Bruning &
Ledingham, 2002) as well as actual behavior (Bruning, 2002) of puBkchaps of
greatest importance to organization-donor relationshipghadfien involve longer-term
cultivation, the length of time in a relationship inflaes perceptions of the dimensions
of the relationship as well as loyalty to the relatiopgLedingham et al., 1999).
However, Bruning and Ledingham (1999) wrote that “it is degtto conceptualize
relationship management; it is quite another to know whdb as a manager of the
organization-public relationship” (p. 167). Organizations, BrunipR) added,

typically are effective at communicating to memberstodtegic publics what is
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occurring within the organization, “but often fall shoftfulfilling key public member
relational communication needs (making the key public mefele¢they [sic] are valued
in the relationship)” (p. 45). To fulfill these needs vm®te, practitioners must be aware
of the type of relationship between the organization akelygublic, its nature, the
length of time the relationship has existed, and its custate. Based on the practice
research participants described, it seems as if Bruningedressing them.

Affecting satisfaction and actual behavior are key bentf adoption of a
relational perspective for both public relations and fuasimg, as Kelly (1998)
advocated. Moreover, for public relations practitiontgrs,relational perspective may
itself help to fend off encroachment. Bruning (2002) noted thiaet practitioners
embrace the idea of managing relationships, the rolelicpelations managers should
evolve from tactical coordinators of communicatiorsti@ategic managers of
organization-public relationships” (p. 44). Enacting the managle, after all, is
associated with a decrease in encroachment of publioredgKelly, 1993, 1994;
Lauzen, 1992a, 1992b). Until such time as the relational agipisavidely adopted,
fund-raising practitioners as a group are shown to agrééutidhraising is a
specialization of public relations and view themselvegsaasof a larger public relations
whole, and public-relations practitioners embrace theagerial role, a separate-but-
equal structure for the public relations and fund-raising rtieyests—despite that
structure’s inherent lack of stability—may be public relati@mdy current defense

against encroachment by fund raising.
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APPENDIX A

Table 1. Participant Demographics

Senior Fund-Raising Practitioners

Participant Years Gender PR FR Clients  ifbeyr Budget Empl. Accred
FRO1 19 F 2 7 12,000 Regional  $65 600 CFRE
FRO2 2.5 F 1 4 70,000 Statewide $9 300 None
FRO3 18 F 1 9 43,000 Statewide $15 400 CFRE
FRO4 8 F 1 1 15,000 Regional $7 125 CFRE
FRO5 6 F 4 14 40,000 Statewide $35 1,000 None
FRO6 29 M 14* 17 35,000 National  $850 24,000 Ph.D.
FRO7 18 F 15 25 1,000 Statewide $62 1,000 CFRE
FRO8 18 M 3 6 100,000+ Multi-  $100 2,500 None

State

Senior Public Relations Practitioners

Participant Years Gender PR FR Clients  ifbeyr Budget Empl. Accred
PRO1 31 F 3 7 12,000 Regional $75 1,700 APR
PR02 23 M 1 4 3,000 Regional  $45 700 None
PRO3 14 F 15 2.5 1,800 Regional $40 460 None
PRO4 28 F 3.5 12 35,000 Multi- $65 900 None

State
PRO5 8 M 16* 22 5,000 National  $137 3,000 None
PRO6 15 F 3 6 6,000 Multi-  $59 1,500 None
State
PRO7 23 F 5 21 72,000 Statewide $100 2,100 None
PRO8 18 F 4 5 2,300 Regional  $50 800 APR

Notes:Years is years of practice; PR, FR refer to departisizet organizational budget is in millions;
empl. refers to organizational employees.
*Number includes sales-related staff or production staféttucational training materials.
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APPENDIX B

Discussion Guide

Revisiting Fund-Raising Encroachment of Public Relations
In Light of the Theory of Donor Relations

TOPIC OVERVIEW:

Encroachment of public relations is defined as occurring veh@anager from a
department outside the public relations field manages thepalations department.
Encroachment has been found to occur from the marke#iggl, Ihuman resources, and
fund-raising departments.

In many cases, encroachment may precipitate a focuseoarganizational public at the
expense of others. Within charitable organizations, furgdagaencroachment of public
relations may result in a primary focus on the donor.

Concerned about encroachment, Dr. Kathleen Kelly, a wiiygrofessor, researcher,
and public relations and fund-raising practitioner, devel@t#ttoretical base for fund
raising, with models of practice patterned on similar n®developed several decades
ago for public relations. Part of this theoretical cangtrwhich she calls the theory of
donor relations, includes the reconceptualization ol faising as a specialization of
public relations, much the way investor relations canié&ed as a specialization of
public relations in the for-profit arena.

Beyond creation of her theory of donor relations, Kally later suggests that the
reconceptualization of fund raising as a specializatigublic relations might be
achieved within an organizational department focused on loxe&edionship
management. Relationship management is a theory in ylaaning for and evaluation
of public relations activities hinge primarily on the staterganization-public
relationships. In relationship management, efforts feci®nly on communication
outputs—that is, on disseminating messages, developing pudigadoing media
relations, and so on—but also on creating measurablgebavithin the actual
relationship that exists between an organization andadatskey publics.

The current research effort has been designed to ingestighether, and to what extent,
fund-raising encroachment of public relations exists wisthsubset of the charitable
organizations within Lutheran Services in America. Prilpgthe research seeks to
understand whether Dr. Kelly’s suggestions concerning fusthga public relations, and
relationship management have “real-world” applicability.

INTRODUCTION:
Reiterate informed consent, voluntary nature of partiipaand ability to end

interview at any time.
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» Make potential participant fully aware that responstisoe taped for

accuracy of transcription. Is that acceptable? (If thatnk the person
for his or her time and end the process.)

Research approved by the Institutional Review Board of/thieersity
of Missouri-Columbia. Explain process should concerisea
Express appreciation for the participant’s having easlgmed the
informed consent document.

Discuss scope of research and next steps:

>

>

>

Participants are being selected from within the Luth&@arvices in
America network because of its size and reliance ontahba giving.
Participants have been selected based on their wdnkwit
organizations within specific geographies or size of orgaoizat
Participants include an equal number of fund-raising andgubli
relations practitioners.

In all cases, the senior practitioner has been askedttoipate.

Additional notes:
» Your opinions count. Be truthful. No right or wrong anssve

>

>

All comments will be anonymous. No one will be quoted byaar
described in such a way as to make the person identifiable.
Re-emphasize confidentiality (explained in informed-emhprocess)

» While several questions have straightforward answerst are

QUESTIONS:

designed to elicit your views on key questions surrounding-fu
raising encroachment of public relations, reconceptuaizaf fund
raising as a specialization of public relations, andlteery and use of
relationship management.

Explain interview is being recorded and then transcribades will
not be appended to the transcript; identifying organizatiomesawill
be marked as [omitted] in the transcript.

Public Relations/Fund-Raising Interaction & Structure

1. To whom does the senior public relations practitioner t@por

2. To whom does the senior fund-raising practitioner report?

3. How are the public relations and fund-raising departmemtsrastratively
structured?

4. If the two units are structurally related, what field esgnts the training and
background of the senior leader?

5. In what ways do the public relations and fund-raising deantsnnteract?
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Probe: Is this structure relatively new or long-standing

Probe: Are there any plans to change this structfises], ivhat are they? What
precipitated them?

Probe: Is one department, if separate, perceived assuppertive of the other?
Can one department exist without the other?

Probe: If one person is responsible for managemdmtbffunctions, what is the
estimated percentage of time accorded each function?

6. Do you believe there is an “ideal” structural relatltipsbetween public relations
and fund raising? Explain why you believe that way. Erplietails.

Indicators of/Potential for Fund-Raising Encroachment

7. Has senior management ever promardndividual from a profession other than
public relations to manage the public relations departmentfaiB>xgrcumstance.

8. Has senior management ever moved an individual latdralty a department
other than public relations to manage the public relatioparti®ent? Explain
circumstance.

9. Has senior management ever hieadindividual from a profession other than
public relations to manage the public relations departmentfaiBxgrcumstance.

10. For the senior public relations practitioner: Do you spend the majority of your
time on news releases, writing and/or designing publicatwrsng speeches,
taking photographs, and so on. OR ... do you spend the tyabsiour time
planning programs, scanning the environment, identifying publics ianutoxd
the organization, and making policy decisions that retagxternally oriented,
long-term strategic efforts.

Probe: Can you provide a percentage?

11.For the senior fund-raising practitioner: In your estimation, does the senior
public relations practitioner ... spend the majority of histimae on news
releases, writing and/or designing publications, writing spesediaking
photographs, and so on. OR ... on planning programs, scanning trenemamt,
identifying publics important to the organization, and makingcgalecisions
that relate to externally oriented, long-term strategfiorts.

Probe: Can you offer an estimated percentage of each?

12.The organizational dominant coalition is the senior-rgangent, decision-making
group that has power to make and guide strategic directidhd organization. Is
the senior public relations practitioner represented drgtioaip? Is the senior
fund-raising practitioner represented on that group?
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Probe: Why or why not, dependent on circumstances?

13.Which function do you believe the organizational dominaatitton believes is
more important to organizational success? Why do you leediswou do?

14.Which publics do you believe your organization deems as impsttant? Why?
Probe: What aspects of the way this public is treatdcerpau believe this?

Perceptions of Organizational Public Relations Models/Fund-Rising Models

15.How do you define/how do you believe your organization defsuecess in fund
raising?

Prompt: Do you believe it defines fund-raising success pilymarterms of total
dollars raised?

Prompt: Do you believe the organization defines succdssdhraising primarily
in terms of the development and maintenance of mutbalheficial relationships
with donors?

Prompt: If both, which is viewed as more important tacpied success in fund
raising? Why do you believe this?

16.How do you define public relations?

Probe: What most appeals to you about this definition? \Afigaits drawbacks?
Probe: Do you believe others within your organizatiomiaefine public
relations in the same way?

Probe: Do you believe this definition helps to guidewhs in which you practice
public relations organizationally?

17.How do you define public relations success or effectivengbi the
organization?

18.How do you define the role of public relations in term$uofl raising?
Prompt: How or in what ways do you believe these wvtions are interrelated?

19.1 am going to read four brief descriptions of the wayaich public relations
has sometimes been characterized. I'd like you to iteliwhich way or ways
best typifies how you conduct public relations.

* Do you spend the majority of your time promoting the oizgtion, with a
focus on seeking attention from the media?

* Do you operate more under what might be termed an “orafgomal
journalist” model, in which you seek to provide accuratehful
information about the organization to your various publics?

144



* Do you employ research to craft messages to be rnffertiee in gaining
public support for your organization, usually without any behavior
change on the part of the organization? The messageslly@re used to
persuade.

* Do you use employ what some call two-way communicatitma
conflictive situation, for example, bargaining, negotiatiugg conflict-
resolution efforts are used to bring your organization angublics into
some form of accord, sometimes, in fact, with thgaaization changing
in response to the needs or desires of its publics?

Probe: If mixed, percentage. Allow, also for a mixed-wegiapproach.

20.1 am going to read four brief descriptions of the waywlch fund raising has
sometimes been characterized. I'd like you to indicatehwway or ways best
typifies how you conduct fund raising.

* Do you use emotion-based messages and images to sodisianse to a
specific cause, as if often done in direct mail?

* Do you attempt to enlighten your publics with truthful imf@tion that
describes organizational needs?

* Do you attempt to persuade giving through dissemination of gessa
based on research?

* Do you attempt to obtain mutual understanding betweenrg@nization
and your donors, employing two-way communication with é¢ffec
balanced between both parties? Do you function soythatre as
concerned about what you do for the donor as the donata#or the
organization?

Probe: If mixed, percentage? Also, allow for a mixedastapproach.

21.The next question is probably the most theoretical.eSpublic relations scholars
believe that excellence theory, from which the foodels are derived, is
restrictive, particularly in terms of the fact threotway symmetrical model is
offered as always being the most effective and ethite.idea behind it is that
when an organization gives up something it wants, it \&th gain more of
something else it wants. The idea is to be in a twosyaymetrical relationship
at all times. In this model, you might act as a publiati@s practitioner, trying
to change the mind of the organizational dominant coaléa®much as the mind
of a public.

An alternative theory advances the concept that aliaoti®ens between an
organization and its various publics take place on a comtirhetween two
opposite points, advocacy—not legislative advocacherait essentially means
arguing for your case as an organization—and accommogatiaich you give
in to the public. One example I've used relates to aestikiat you might wish to
build in a neighborhood. Advocacy would focus only on tlganization’s
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needs—that is, we’ll build the shelter no matter wthatpublic wants or feels;
accommodation would give in to the public wish that goubuild the shelter.
Between those two points and along this continuum anmgerous factors—there
are 86 contingent factors, in fact—that can affecsthace or location of an
organization on that continuum at a given time regardigiven public,
involving different degrees of advocacy and accommodafibat is, your
position in relation to the public will change based m~as@ety of both internal
and external factors. As the situation changes, yositipo or stance may
change. Which theory, in your opinion as a practitioderyou believe provides a
more accurate representation of your actual practiceWda which model of
practice do you believe better typifies how you experiema@mnduct public
relations — the focus on two-way communication as ydwhe most ethical and
effective or the continuum between advocacy and acaxation?

Probes: Why? Do you believe that type of theory shoultdmporated into how
you practice, particularly in terms of how you managati@hships?

Relationship Management Understanding/Indicators

22.In what ways would you attempt to manage or cultivateiogiships?
23.What does the phrase relationship management mean to you?

24.There are a number of indicators that have been foymdsearchers in terms of
the organization-public relationship. One set describesdleanents that Dr.
Kelly has incorporated into her advocacy of relatiamaWwardship. These are, and
I'd like you to discuss your agreement or disagreement \&ith,an terms of
public relations and fund raising, and if you take any of teesgs and, if not,
would find them to be helpful:

a. Reciprocity, defined as “if you want to be helped by othgvs must help
them.” At the fund-raising level, it's been characted as showing
gratitude.

b. Responsibility, defined at the basic level as keeping ywaud—relational
responsibility.

c. Reporting—keeping publics informed, tied to demonstrating your
accountability to those publics that are affected by or afiegt the
organization.

d. Relationship nurturing: keeping publics at the forefront of the
organizational consciousness; one-way or two-way camuation.
Representation on advisory boards, etc.

25.Do you define relationships as the primary unit of anaiysévaluating the

effectiveness of your organizational public relations/fuaiding programs? In
what ways do you analyze efforts?
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Probe: Did you know researchers have isolated varigusrdiions of the
organization-public relationship?

26.Do you believe relationship-cultivation strategies fahe basis for
organizational public relations efforts? If so, in whatys? What do you do to
enhance relationships?

27.Do you believe relationship-cultivation strategies fahe basis for
organizational fund-raising efforts? If so, in what wayghat do you do to
enhance relationships?

28.If researchers provided survey tools to measure the sttie ofganization-
public relationship with a variety of publics, would you usemi2 Would you
have the resources (such as expertise) or funding theisetin what ways?

Indicators on Reconceptualization of Fund Raising

29.Dr. Kathleen Kelly wrote two books on fund raising and putdiations.
Essentially, she postulated a theory of donor relati@ngery comprehensive
theory that borrows from public relations scholarshgluding those models |
referenced and role theory. What partially led her tthdbresearch was some
earlier work on encroachment of public relations.

Encroachment occurs when the senior leader of the pelditons department is
also the manager of another department. For examgieaaihment by the
marketing function was documented in the early 1990sadroachment, public
relations often becomes a technical rather thategfiafunction focused on
supporting the unit under which it has been placed, suchrketing. Second, it
tends to remove public relations from a relationship Withdominant coalition
and, third, it focuses on the primary audience of the alabunit under which it
has been placed, at times ignoring other key publicsK&lly extended the work
on encroachment of public relations to fund raising. Saeagarch is
investigating further her assertion that fund raisirg specialization of public
relations, just as investor relations is a subset of putlations in the for-profit
world. In this reconceptualization, she says fund raisngally about the
management of relationships between donors and the pagjans, not
specifically about raising dollars. It would be reconceptedliwithin a public
relations unit focused on relationship management coratevitk all
organizational audiences. That’s a preface to the negff seestions. The first
one is ... do you believe fund raising is a specializatigrublic relations?

Probe: Why or why not?

30.What effects do you believe a reconceptualization iod ftaising as a
specialization of public relations would have on publiatiehs operations?
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Probe: Do you believe public relations practitioners wWdatcept” this
reconfiguration? If so, why do you believe this? If not, wby?

31.What effects do you believe a reconceptualization iod ftaising as a
specialization of public relations would have on fundirgy operations?

Probe: Do you believe fund-raising practitioners would épttthis
reconfiguration? If so, why do you believe this? If not, wby?

32.1f fund raising were reconceptualized as a specializatiqqublic relations within
an integrated department focused on relationship managentetttype of
training and/or experience do you believe the senior teddbis department
would need to have or acquire? Would it better if the pecaone from public
relations or fund raising?

Probe: What do you believe this person’s primary respibitis should be?

33.Do you believe such an integrated department would stedirfising
encroachment of public relations? If so, in what ways®t, why not?

34.Conversely, do you believe such an integrated departmght,nmstead,
unintentionally “institutionalize” fund-raising encroachrhef public relations?
If so, in what ways? If not, why do you believe that?

35.Do you believe there are ways to stem fund-raisingoaatiment of public
relations other than, as Kelly (1994) proposed, “publidiceia encroachment”
on fund raising, that is, through reconceptualizatiorunfifraising as a
specialization of public relations?

36.If fund raising and public relations were combined in a wut$ed on
relationship management, how do you think that combinedeoffmuld function?

37.Do you believe there are instances—for examplednss or similar event—
when the goals of public relations and fund raising mioghat odds? Can you
think of other, similar situations?

38.Were there any topics or thoughts that arose during tlessiatv that we did not
address? Were there other points that you would like to nake

Demographic Data

The following questions are designed for demographic purposes and categorization
as appropriate to the research. Again, please feel free not to answabanywhich
you feel uncomfortable.

* Years of practice.
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* Focus of practice.

* Gender.

o Title.

* Number of persons supervised.

* Primary responsibilities.

* Number of persons within the public relations department
* Budget, if available, for the public relations department.
* Number of persons within the fund-raising department.
* Budget, if available, for the fund-raising department.

» Size of organization in terms of persons served.

» Size of organization in terms of geographic spread.

» Size of organization in terms of budget.

» Size of organization in terms of numbers of employees.

* Accreditation in either public relations or fund raising?

Express appreciation for participation.
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APPENDIX C

Consent Form to Participate in a Research Study

Investigator's Name: William Swanger
University of Missouri Project #: 1115397
Date of Project Approval:

Tentative Study Title:
Reconsidering Fund-Raising Encroachment of Public Relations In Light of
Relationship Management Theory

Introduction
If there is anything you do not understand, please ask foficagion.

Encroachment of public relations is defined as occurring veh@anager from a
department outside the public relations field (such as magienanages the public
relations department. In many cases, encroachment reeyppate a focus on one
organizational public at the expense of others. Withimitelide organizations, fund-
raising encroachment of public relations may resulniowerarching focus on the donor,
with lessened or no attention paid to other strategic muthlet can constrain the
organization’s ability to achieve its mission.

Encroachment has been found to reduce the effectivehpabl@ relations by
diminishing its power or appropriating organizational res@jmeking its practitioners
primarily supportive communication technicians, or by blockingipublations
practitioners’ access to organizational dominant coalitigeserally, the organization’s
senior decision-making leadership).

Following several studies of fund-raising encroachment bli@telations, Dr. Kathleen
Kelly, a university professor, researcher, and publicioglatand fund-raising
practitioner, developed a theoretical basis for fundmgigart of what she calls the
theory of donor relations includes the proposed recondeatian of fund raising as a
specialization of public relations, much the way investtations can be viewed as a
specialization of public relations in the for-profit mae Dr. Kelly later suggested that the
reconceptualization of fund raising as a specializatigublic relations might be
achieved most readily within an organizational departn@used on overall
relationship management or cultivation.

Relationship management represents one of the mon& i@u& prominent theories of
public relations under which planning for and evaluation of publations activities
hinge primarily on the state of relationships betweerotbanization and its various
publics. Public relations efforts are focused not only anraanication outputs—that is,
on disseminating messages, developing publications, doing nedatians, and so on—
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but also on creating measurable positive changes withirelfgonships that exist
between the organization and each of its key publics.

WHY ISTHIS STuDY BEING DONE?

The current research effort has been designed to ingestighether, and to what extent,
fund-raising encroachment of public relations currentlytexisthin various charitable
organizations, as well as knowledge and acceptanceatibredhip-management
practices. Primarily, the research seeks to understaatherDr. Kelly’s suggestions
concerning fund raising and public relations have “real-wafaflicability.

This research, consisting of depth interviews, incluag @eople who choose to
participate. As a study participant you have the right tasakabout this interview
procedure so that you can make the decision whether ar patticipate. The
information presented here is simply an effort to make better informed so that you
may give or withhold your consent to participate in theeegch study. Please take your
time to make your decision.

You are being asked to take part in this study becausaiobgakground, leadership, or
other experience in public relations and/or fund raising.

In order to participate in this study, it will be necegga give your written consent.

How M ANY PEOPLE WILL TAKE PART IN THE StuDY ?

Approximately 18 to 20 people—both public relations and fundrgigractitioners—
from organizations within Lutheran Services in AmericH lag asked to participate in
this study.

WHAT ISINVOLVED IN THE STUDY?

Your comments and responses to a variety of questionbavittcorded and analyzed
with others’ responses to provide potential answers/ariaty of research questions
related to fund-raising encroachment of public relatiogiationship management, and
the interrelationship of public relations and fund raising.

Participation means you agree to be interviewed for appairly one to two hours on a
variety of subjects related to these research questfans answers will be recorded for
transcription. However, all responses will be kept dyrimonfidential and your individual
comments will be used in such a way as to minimize asgipility of connecting
individuals with their comments.

How LONG WILL | BE IN THE StuDY?

Your participation should consist only of the initialanned-consent discussion and then
the depth-interview session. It is possible you mayooeacted later for clarification of
your comments should a question arise during transcriptitmesis writing.
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You may stop participating at any time. Your decision to withdaw from the study
will not affect you in any way.

WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THE STUDY ?

There appear to be minimal risks to participation in thidystThe primary perceived
risk is that, should comments be linked with you and tlcosements are regarded as
negative toward a field such as public relations or furging, your reputation within
that field might be affected. However, it is the gofahis study not to provide
information that can be linked with any one individual. Rert the identity of those
making responses will be kept strictly confidential by thesstigator.

ARE THERE BENEFITS TO TAKING PART IN THE STUDY ?

The primary benefit for you is the satisfaction ofiaddo research that may make both
public relations and fund raising more effective or enaloi®iee seamless working
relationship between the two functions. In addition, yay tmecome more aware of
current research in the fields of public relations amdl fkaising.

WHAT ABOUT CONFIDENTIALITY ?

Information produced by this study will be stored in the stigator’s file and identified
by a code number only. The code key connecting your nangetdis information
about you will be kept in a separate, secure locationcrietion contained in your
records may not be given to anyone unaffiliated with thdysin a form that could
identify you without your written consent, except as neglby law.

The results of this study may be published in a journaled te teaching purposes.
However, your name or other identifying information waidit be used in any publication
or teaching materials without your specific permission.

Electronic recordings used for transcription purposesbeikrased following
transcription.

WHAT ARE THE COSTS?
There is no cost to you to participate in this study.

WHAT ARE MY RIGHTS AS A PARTICIPANT ?
Participation in this study is voluntary. You do not have to paricipate in this study.

WHoOM Dol CALL IF | HAVE QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS ?

If you have any questions regarding your rights as a patitip this research and/or
concerns about the study, or if you feel under any press@moll or to continue to
participate in this study, you may contact the Universitpissouri Institutional Review
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Board (which is a group of people who review the resedtthes to protect participants’
rights) at (573) 882-9585.

You may ask more questions about the study at any timegueéstions about the study,
contact:

William Swanger
Principal Investigator
swangerb@diakon.org
wshcf@mizzou.edu
(717) 795-0308

A copy of this consent form will be given to you to keep.

SIGNATURE

| confirm that the purpose of the research, the studyepiares, the possible risks and
discomforts as well as potential benefits that | mgyeeence have been explained to
me. | have read this consent form and my questionsibese answered. My signature
below indicates my willingness to participate in thisdst

Subject Date

SIGNATURE OF STUDY REPRESENTATIVE

| have explained the purpose of the research, the studgdgures, the possible risks and
discomforts as well as potential benefits and have aeshpiestions regarding the study
to the best of my ability.

Study Representative Date
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APPENDIX D
Recruitment Posting
LSA Communicators Network Yahoo Group

| am conducting thesis research for my master’'s degoeethe University of Missouri -
Columbia (School of Journalism; strategic communicefaxus). The work is tentatively
entitled “Fund-Raising Encroachment of Public RelationsoRsidered in Light of
Relationship Management Theory.”

The research will touch on the topics of ...

* Various structural alignments of fund raising and pulgliations,

» Fund-raising encroachment of public relations (partly ddfathe housing of the
public relations function in a unit whose senior managarfishd raiser [by training and
responsibility]),

» The view, initially proposed by Dr. Kathleen Kelly, tliahd raising is a specialization
of public relations, and

» Familiarity with and use of the public relations theof relationship management.

The research will consist of depth interviews, taking axprately one to two hours and
conducted by telephone, with both senior fund-raising and@rgddétions practitioners
from within LSA organizations (the “universe” for thisidy). Participants’ responses
will be kept confidential. The proposal and research lhaes approved, respectively, by
my thesis committee and the University of Missouri {u@wia Institutional Review
Board.

Most likely, | will be contacting various LSA organizas for participation, but am
extending this invitation to those within the LSA Commaiiecs Network who would
like to serve as initial contacts or who have particunterest in these subjects.

If you would like to participate in this research, pleesetact me as soon as possible, as
noted here:

William Swanger, APR
Vice President, Corporate Communications
Diakon Lutheran Social Ministries

E-mail: swangerb@diakon.org
Telephone: (717) 795-0308 or (mobile) (717) 579-9913

Thank you.

Bill Swanger
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