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Abstract 

 

How Disaster Relief Organizations Solicit Funds: The Effects of Disaster Presence, 

Message Framing, and Source Credibility on an Individual’s Intention to Donate. 

 

Hilary Jennet Schlimbach, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor:  Keri K. Stephens 

 

This exploratory study examined the interaction and effect of message 

characteristics, organizational credibility, and the presence of disaster on intention to 

donate to a Disaster Relief Organization (DRO). The Elaboration Likelihood Model and 

the Theory of Planned Behavior were used to theorize and test participant’s message 

processing and donation behaviors. The study design incorporated random assignment 

into one of eight conditions. Findings reveal (a) participants have a higher donation 

intention when a disaster is present, (b) negative framing, when compared with positive 

framing, yielded the highest intention to donate when a disaster was present, (c) when no 

disaster is present, participants expressed a higher intention to donate to a highly credible 

DRO over a DRO that lacked credibility, (d) perception of DRO credibility is mediated 

by presence of a disaster, and (e) social media is being used in addition to more 
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commonly found traditionally mass media for information during a disaster. In summary, 

this study extends previous research on processing and donation behaviors by examining 

the interaction of message characteristics and source credibility both during a disaster and 

without a current disaster. The study contributes to the growing body of research on 

disaster donations by incorporating social media use.  

 

Keyword(s): communication; social media; disasters; credibility; disaster relief 

organizations; framing; NGOs 
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Chapter One: An Introduction and Study Purpose 

Disasters around the world are becoming more and more frequent. According to 

Von Braun, Vlek, and Wimmer (2002), the number of recorded natural disasters has 

increased in the second half of the 20th century. The Center for Research on 

Epidemiology of Disasters CRED found that natural disasters killed a total of 30, 773 

people and caused 244.7 million victims worldwide (CRED, 2012). According to CRED 

(2012), the economic damages from natural disasters were the highest ever registered, 

with an estimated US $366.1 billion in 2011.  

This worldwide disaster escalation increases the need for comprehensive disaster 

research on preparation, response, and recovery. Disaster research is an extensive and 

widely examined topic. Scholars have in particular concentrated on communication prior 

to, during, and after disasters.  Effective communication involves understanding and 

leveraging several elements including: characteristics of the sender and the receiver, the 

type and features of the communication medium, the task and strategic goals 

(Timmerman, 2003).  Disasters impact accessibility to media, audience reactions, and 

urgency, which complicates message communication (der Heide, 1989: Mark & Semaan, 

2008; Tierney, Lindell & Perry, 2001).  Good communication during a disaster is 

imperative for disseminating information regarding public safety, agency coordination, 

public support, and relief and response efforts.   

Donations are often a public response to disasters that both organizations and 

researchers use as a measurement of success. Der Heide (1989) found that people provide 

monetary donations to others affected by a disaster. Researchers have studied the effects 
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of multiple source and message variables—such as credibility, medium, identity, framing, 

and urgency—on donation behaviors (Aaker & Aktsu, 2009; Das, Kerkhof, & Kuiper, 

2008, Grabner-Krauter & Kaluscha, 2003; Kulkarni, 2009; Smith & McSweeney, 2007).  

In addition, the effects that disasters have on an audience may impact donation behavior.  

Disasters can create disruption in communicating messages. In addition, this disruption in 

routine causes changes in audience responses and reactions (Mark & Semaan, 2008).  

Previous research has examined the disaster impact on individuals in different areas 

including:  communication, response, coordination, community, resilience, and 

psychological factors (Kaniasty & Norris, 1985; Mark & Semaan, 2008; Staub & 

Vollhardt, 2008; Tierney et al., 2001). These studies have repeatedly found that disasters 

tend to increase altruistic behavior in individuals, create an emergent sense of 

community, and influence victims to use new media for disaster-related information 

(Mark & Semaan, 2008; Tierney et al., 2001). These response changes may impact 

donation message appeal effects on audiences during a disaster.   

This study sets out to examine how different communicating aspects, specifically 

message framing and source credibility, impact public donation behavior during a 

disaster.  This study will first explore current disaster response trends impacting donating 

including organizational responsibilities and issues, new communication technologies, 

and messaging. A comprehensive theoretical and literature review focusing on message 

processing and donation behavior will follow. Based on the Elaboration Likelihood 

Model (ELM) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) theoretical framework and 

previous research findings, four hypotheses are presented concerning the relationships 
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between the three independent variables—disaster  presence, source credibility, and 

message framing—and the dependent variable, intention to donate. A full experimental 

study was then conducted and analyzed. The study’s analyses and findings are then 

discussed for meaning, implications, limitations, and future research directions.  

DISASTER RESPONSE ORGANIZATIONS 

The global disaster increase means increased devastation and disaster relief need. 

Multiple entities facilitate relief efforts. These entities include governmental agencies, 

non-governmental organizations, or NGOs, and individuals (der Heide, 1989). Agencies 

and organizations depend on public cooperation and support to communicate and 

coordinate response efforts. Effective response plan execution requires organizational 

focus on external communications to public officials, civilians and mass media (Kendra 

& Wachtendorf, 2003). These agencies are the message source for communicating 

response efforts and donation opportunities. Therefore, they have a great responsibility to 

be as accurate and accountable as possible.  As previous disasters have exemplified, the 

public will scrutinize every disaster response organization’s credibility and effectiveness 

following a disaster (Ahlers, 2006).  

Unfortunately, the rising disaster frequency and intensity increases the 

opportunity for organizational relief effort issues.  These issues extend to government 

agencies, NGOs and individuals. The intense public scrutiny organizations experience, 

however, can also serve as a catalyst to examine and improve disaster planning. After 

FEMA’s response to Hurricane Katrina in 2005 received widespread criticism, FEMA 

released a report conceding the criticism was warranted. As part of the explanation for 
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the poor response effort, FEMA cited manpower problems, a decline in natural disaster 

planning (as attention was focused on possible terrorist scenarios), and confusion over the 

roles and responsibilities of disaster response officials (Ahlers, 2006).   

Relief efforts encompass government interests and response as well as an 

individual’s desire to give during a disaster. The studies suggest that individuals 

contribute money and resources, as well as volunteer. According to Der Heide (1989), 

during a disaster, civilians near the disaster area become involved in search and rescue, 

provide first aid, food, shelter, and comfort. Individuals living farther away send food, 

clothing, medical supplies, and money (der Heide, 1989). However, sometimes this desire 

to help exacerbates the already existing issues surrounding response communications. 

According to der Heide (1989), the assistance inundation that occurs during a disaster is 

often unsolicited. This unsolicited aid leads to the response greatly exceeding the needs 

of the stricken community. This excess can further complicate response effort 

coordination (der Heide, 1989).  Beyond governments and individuals, one of the most 

complicated disaster response sectors is NGOs.   

Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 

Non-governmental organizations, or NGOs, as they will be referred to for the 

remainder of the paper, face multiple communication and coordination issues when 

orchestrating and responding to disasters. First, the NGO role in disaster response lacks a 

clear definition. This uncertain role causes many complications in the relief effort. 

According to Teegan et al. (2004), there are two main sectors of organizations: public 

(the state/government) and private (the market/firms). NGOs create a third sector, known 
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as the independent sector. Debate and investigation have attempted to clarify NGO roles 

for some time. The UN defines NGOs as: 

Any non-profit, voluntary citizens’ group which is organized on a local, national 

or international level. Task-oriented and driven by people with a common interest, 

NGOs perform a variety of services and humanitarian functions, bring citizens’ 

concerns to Governments, monitor policies and encourage political participation 

at the community level. They provide analysis and expertise, serve as early 

warning mechanisms and help monitor and implement international agreements. 

Some are organized around specific issues, such as human rights, the environment 

or health (Doh & Yajizi, 2009, 4). 

 

For the purposes of this paper, we will use a simpler definition provided by 

Teegen et al. (2004): 

NGOs are private, not-for-profit organizations that aim to serve particular societal 

interests by focusing advocacy and/ or operational efforts on social, political and 

economic goals, including equity, education, health, environmental protection and 

human rights (pg. 466).  

 

There are several NGO subcategories. Advocacy NGOs work on behalf of others 

who lack the voice or access necessary to promote their own interests; operational or 

service oriented NGOs provide critical goods and services to clients with unmet needs 

(Teegan et. al, 2004). A disaster relief organization, or DRO, as they will be referred to 

for the remainder of the paper, falls under the sub-category of service oriented NGOs 

(Yaziji & Doh, 2009). Identifying each NGO’s role in relief efforts is just the first step to 

eliminating confusion and complications.  

Regulating NGOs and DROs 

Monitoring and regulation of NGOs has also been limited and inconsistent, 

leading to accountability and credibility issues. This inconsistency creates complications 

for the public and NGOs. Past research has stressed the need for developing a distinct and 
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credible NGO accountability regime that strengthens and defines their societal role 

(Jepsen, 2005). Concerns about NGO accountability have increased over the past two 

decades. A series of highly publicized scandals coupled with rapid, global NGO 

expansion have eroded public confidence in nonprofit organizations (Gibelman & 

Gelman, 2001; Young, Bania, & Bailey, 1996). According to Doh and Yajizi (2009), 

international NGOs increased 400 percent from 1990 to 2000. In 2001, the total United 

States independent sector size was estimated at 1.4 million organizations, with revenues 

reaching nearly $680 billion, and roughly 11.7 million employees (Doh & Yajizi, 2009). 

NGO expansion combined with rising disaster frequency has spawned increasing 

competition and corruption issues.  

For example, during an unexpected emergency, existing organizations often 

cannot meet the increased need and resource demands. According to Whaites (2000), 

when disaster demands cannot be met, new organizations may evolve spontaneously to 

fill the gap Whaites (2000), found these newly formed organizations are often very 

informal in nature and may quickly disband when the immediate crisis is over. A 

recognized emergency can become the aid agency equivalent of  a  sharks' feeding  

frenzy; each  aid agency, new and established, attempt to  take  it’s  share  of  public  

support. According to Brown and Kalegaonkar (2002), the combination of sparse 

resources and NGOs discounting non-financial resources causes some of this aggressive 

competition. In addition, too many competing interest groups within a common space can 

divert attention away from an NGO’s social purposes (Teegan et al., 2004).  
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New NGO expansion and NGO regulation issues, combined with increasing 

disaster frequency and intensity, makes coordinating disaster relief efforts exponentially 

more difficult. Understanding effective and efficient ways to communicate donation 

opportunities during a disaster is becoming increasingly important.  

New Communication Technologies 

In the past decade, new communication technologies have emerged that change 

the way disaster organizations solicit donations from the public. Recently, emerging 

technologies have opened up new fundraising and growth opportunities for nonprofits. 

The emergence of “Donate Now” buttons, social networking sites, -- such as Twitter and 

Facebook-- and “texting” donations has created widespread altruistic giving during 

natural disasters and emergency events. Sharif Youssef, the founder and CEO of 

iGivefirst, says “People are often inspired to give when they are moved by something 

they see or read. The success of giving campaigns during natural catastrophes such as 

Hurricane Katrina or the Haiti earthquake is a testament to that impulse” (Huffman, 2012, 

p.1). However, a distinct difference exists between communication medium choice for 

donations to service oriented NGOs, such as DROs, and other NGOs. 

A previous study revealed donors donate to advocacy NGOs with traditional 

media, such as the postal service or mail (Schlimbach, 2012). In addition, the findings 

suggesting that people donated to a DRO using newer media such as a website, social 

media, donate now button, or text messaging (Schlimbach, 2012). The findings 

suggesting that people use different communication media to donate prompted the current 
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investigation focused on the different message effects communicated through those 

media on donation behaviors during a disaster.  

Message Characteristics 

DROs must identify the most influential and persuasive message types to 

facilitate the most successful donation campaign. Extensive bodies of literature have 

researched how certain message characteristics impact donation behavior. Kulkarni 

(2009) examined how emotional and rational message appeals in public service 

announcements affected intention to donate.  das, Kerkhof and Kuiper (2008) found 

message urgency, and possibly framing, influenced individual’s intention to donate. Liu 

and Aaker (2008) used different temporal question arrangements (ask-time versus time-

ask) to measure effect on donation intention. Aaker and Akutsu (2009) assessed the 

flexible aspects of identity and messages to advance the psychology of giving through a 

theoretical framework. LaTour and Manrai (1989) manipulated normative and 

informational pressure in messages and measured the donation effects.  As seen in 

previous research, there are many message elements that have been manipulated to 

identify the most successful donation message.  

In addition to a plethora of message characteristics, these communication 

campaigns can also be relayed to audiences through multiple technologies and media. 

Many new communication technologies, such as SMS and Twitter, relay messages using 

short units of information. By design, a “tweet” only accepts 140 character messages. 

Senders must convey all necessary information succinctly when using this medium. 
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Effectively soliciting donations using these new media requires a concise, persuasive 

message conveying all pertinent information.  

These communication media mandate that messages are crafted with brevity and 

immediacy, limiting the construction of message appeals. Senders must, therefore, pay 

extra attention to message characteristics that will successfully influence the receiver. 

One message characteristic that has been extensively studied is framing. Levin, 

Schneider, and Gaeth, (1998) found that the way information is labeled or framed in a 

message may significantly influence receivers’ judgments and decisions. Message 

framing is an extensively used cue, motivating persuasion, attitude change, and 

behaviors; it can also be applied to messages with a range of length (Levin et al., 1998). 

Framing can, therefore, be a useful donation message structure, while remaining within 

new communication technology’s confines. Senders can manipulate message framing 

without impacting the amount of information used to express the message. Message 

framing allows senders to increase message impact while using new communication 

media that encourage brief and immediate messages. 

Utilizing messages about donation opportunities, this study will examine the role 

that perceived DRO credibility, disaster presence, and message framing play in donation 

behavior.  This study will help us to better understand how donation decisions are made 

and the factors that impact those decisions. The findings of this thesis contribute useful 

and applicable information about how better to communicate disaster relief donation 

opportunities in the face of ever-growing disaster events. 
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The next chapter of this study reviews and applies the theoretical frameworks of 

the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) to 

organize and predict relationships between persuasive messaging and behavior.  A review 

of social cognitive theory and Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM) augment the 

predictions and the study design. A literature review examining the three independent 

variables that impact message processing; message framing (positive or negative), source 

credibility (none or high), and the presence of a disaster will follow the theoretical 

review. Hypotheses based on the independent variables interactions and associations with 

the theoretical foundations are outlined in Chapter Three.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS 

Two main theories navigate the processing, perception, and behavioral impact of 

an individual’s decisions. The first pertains to incentivizing an attitude change and is 

called the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM). The second theoretical framework is the 

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). The TPB Model is used in this study to determine the 

influence of attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control on DRO 

donation intentions. Additionally, two theories, Social Cognitive Theory and Extended 

Parallel Process Model (EPPM), augment the basis of the hypotheses and condition 

choices in the current study. 

Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) 

ELM is a general theoretical framework, developed by Petty and Cacioppo 

(1986), for understanding and categorizing the basic processes underlying the 

effectiveness of persuasive communications. The categories are based on an elaboration 

likelihood continuum. Elaboration refers to the extent to which a person thinks about the 

issue relevant arguments contained in a message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). The ELM 

was developed to understand the cognitive processes that impact one’s attitude towards 

persuasive messages. Petty and Cacioppo (1986) argued that numerous factors determine 

information processing, including involvement, motivation, distraction, source 

credibility, need for cognition, and relevance. Along the elaboration likelihood 

continuum, people process a persuasive message in two distinct routes, central or 

peripheral. The processing route choice is based on personal involvement in a 
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communication message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Central route information processing 

involves logical thought processing of communication messages. Ultimately, this 

processing results in attitude change. These people are highly involved in the 

communication campaign argument and are motivated to scrutinize the message carefully 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Central route processed messages are at the high end of the 

elaboration continuum. On the other hand, in the peripheral route, people are less 

motivated to process arguments. They are more likely to be attracted by other heuristic 

cues such as tone of the message, creative element or model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

Peripheral route processing falls towards the low end of the elaboration likelihood 

continuum. There are different variables that affect which processing route people chose, 

such as involvement and self-relevance.  

Motivational Variables 

The ELM states that high elaboration occurs only if people are both motivated and 

able to central route process a message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Two important 

motivational variables are outcome involvement and self-relevance. According to 

Johnson and Eagly (1989), outcome relevant involvement represents the motivation to 

preserve one’s view of self and one’s belief systems. Highly value-involved people strive 

to conduct themselves in a manner consistent with these beliefs and principles (Johnson 

& Eagly, 1989). Therefore, outcome-relevant involvement is likely to be associated 

positively with information seeking (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). People seeking 

information pay greater attention to mass media coverage (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). This 

information seeking also motivates people to stay more informed and process mass media 
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information about issues (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Another motivational variable 

affecting involvement is self-relevance. Self-relevance occurs when people expect the 

issue to have personal relevance to their own lives (Apsler & Sears, 1968). 

These two motivational variables, outcome involvement and self-relevance, must 

exist and apply to message arguments for a person to engage in high elaboration. Cho and 

Boster (2005) evaluated different involvement types and their applications in 

communication messages. According to Cho and Boster (2005), Petty and Cacioppo 

(1986)’s experiments evaluating the ELM followed an involvement standard almost 

exclusively referring to “a condition that has ‘future consequences’ for the subject” (p. 

254). When the perception that important future consequences are at stake elicits 

involvement, people pay more attention to messages and process them more extensively 

(Cho & Boster, 2005). Other research has also linked people with high outcome-relevant 

involvement engaging in greater elaboration levels and paying more attention to 

persuasive messages (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Perse, 1990).  Outcome-relevant involvement 

motivates in-depth information processing and subsequent cognitive processing. Attitude 

change is facilitated when messages contain strong, logical arguments that are pertinent 

to the issue at hand. However, when the arguments presented are less compelling and 

lack issue relevant cues, involvement diminishes attitude change (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1981). A message’s self-relevance or outcome relevant involvement level affects 

people’s processing motivation and elaboration likelihood level. High elaboration occurs 

when involvement motivates people to preserve a personal belief or value.  
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Issue Relevance 

People can only central route process the message if they are both motivated and 

able. Ability concerns a person’s engagement in issue relevant thinking. Issue relevance 

is when the message’s arguments appropriately align with a person’s issue expectations 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Issue-relevant elaboration typically results in the new 

argument or one’s personal translation of the arguments being integrated into the 

underlying belief structure for the attitude object (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). High 

elaboration can only occur if people find the message’s arguments both issue relevant and 

affecting a personal belief that involvement has motivated them to preserve. This study 

focuses on the importance of issue relevance and outcome and self-relevant involvement, 

motivating individuals to centrally route process messages about charitable relief 

donations. 

In testing ELM, Petty and Cacioppo (1986) cite that it is necessary to specify 

arguments that the vast majority of the specifiable population finds compelling rather 

than specious. Part of the choice behind using ELM in donation behaviors research, is the 

view that altruistic behavior is a societal moral norm. As a societal norm, donation 

arguments supporting helping and donations are more compelling. Social cognitive 

theory helps explain transferring a societal issue, such as donating to those in dire need, 

to one of personal value and self-relevance.  

Social Cognitive Theory 

Social cognitive theory explains the learning process that shapes individual 

behavioral intention beliefs (Bandura, 1994). Social cognitive theory cites two beliefs as 
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influential determinants of behavior; self and outcome efficacy (Cheung & Chan, 2000). 

Self-efficacy is an individual’s perceptional belief in his or her own efficacy concerning a 

behavior (Bandura, 1994). Outcome efficacy concerns an individual’s beliefs about the 

efficacy to the outcome of a behavior (Cheung & Chan, 2000). Social cognitive theory 

reflects on the individual beliefs of specific altruistic and moral behavior as well.  

Moral obligation is a particularly important belief to moral and altruistic behavior 

(Roats, Shepherd & Sparks, 1995). It refers to an individual's belief in the relevance of an 

act to morality, which represents concern for other people's well-being (Thogensen, 

1996). According to social cognitive theory, moral obligation beliefs are an important 

form of internalization reflecting societal moral norms (Bandura, 1991; Bandura et al., 

1996). As a result, people shift helping from a societal norm to a personal value (Omato 

& Snyder, 1995).  

As a recognized societal norm, arguments concerning helping the needy are both 

compelling and relevant. Researchers have cited altruistic and pro-social behavior as 

integral to the society’s survival as well (Cheung & Chan, 2000). In addition, social 

cognitive theory implies that people feel an amplified pressure to donate as need 

increases (Cheung and Chan, 2000). Increasing audience perceptions that important 

future consequences are at stake raises involvement (Cho & Boster, 2005). This 

involvement then motivates issue relevant thinking.  People are able to engage in issue 

relevant thinking when the arguments align with their expectations (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986). Arguments for helping align with the personal values internalized from society’s 

moral norms (Omato & Snyder, 1995). Donation behavior affecting motivational and 
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issue relevant variables leads to higher elaboration, contingent on the individual’s 

perception of pressure and prior attitudes. The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 

provides a theoretical framework for examining people’s perceptions of social pressure 

surrounding a behavior, behavioral control, and attitudes toward a behavior, as behavioral 

determinants.  

Theory of Planned Behavior 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) states that the direct determinants of an 

individual’s behavioral intention are attitude toward performing the behavior, subjective 

norms associated with the behavior, and perceived control over the behavior (taking into 

account situations where one may not have volitional control over a behavior) (Smith & 

McSweeney, 2007). The TPB model identifies three areas determining behavioral 

intention; attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Attitude is a 

combination of behavioral beliefs, or the expectation of the outcomes of performing the 

behavior, and the weighted evaluation of these outcomes (Smith & McSweeney, 2007).  

Attitude toward a behavior is both an ELM and TPB model dimension. In both 

models, attitude operates as a behavioral evaluation. Persuasive messaging can influence 

attitude. According to ELM, issue relevant thinking and therefore, high elaboration 

occurs only if a person’s attitude toward the issue is positive. Petty and Cacioppo (1986) 

found that attitude change, occurring as a result of peripheral route processing, is not a 

sufficient behavioral indicator. Central route processing, however, induces a more 

enduring attitude change than peripheral route processing (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 
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Therefore, attitude change only reveals true behavioral intention when an individual is 

motivated to process the message through central route processing. 

The second two determinants of the TPB framework, subjective norms and 

perceived behavioral control, are personal to each individual. These determinants are 

also harder to influence through persuasive messaging. The subjective norms are defined 

as an individual perception of the extent significant others think they should perform the 

behavior and a person’s motivation to comply with these norms (Smith & McSweeney, 

2007). Perceived behavioral control concerns factors that would inhibit or facilitate 

performing the behavior weighted by the expected impact if these factors were present 

(Smith & McSweeney, 2007).  The TPB Model associates these determinants and 

expressed behavioral intention strength with the likelihood that the behavior will actually 

be performed. Next, we apply the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM) to 

comprehensively understand perceived threat and efficacy on message characteristics and 

behavior. 

Extended Parallel Process Model 

According to the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM), there are at least two 

message elements that viewers will make judgments about: perceived threat and 

perceived efficacy (Witte, 1994). Perceived threat refers to a message viewer’s 

perceptions of threat severity and his or her personal threat susceptibility. According to 

this model, perceived threat determines how strong a response an individual will have to 

a message. No perceived threat will not lead to action or avoidance but rather no 

responses at all. Perceived efficacy refers to an individual’s likelihood perception that a 
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given response action deals with the threat and their ability to perform the action. Thus, 

taking protective actions are most likely under conditions of high threat combined with 

high efficacy.  Gleicher and Petty (1992) found that people use high efficacy expectations 

as a basis for their attitudes. High efficacy statements suggest an effective solution to the 

threat. Therefore, individuals feel that carefully evaluating the message is not necessary 

(Gleicher & Petty, 1992). The authors suggest that, in fact, people fear finding some 

contradicting evidence and may avoid careful message processing (Gleicher & Petty, 

1992). On the other hand, when efficacy expectations are questionable, people carefully 

scrutinize the message to seek reassurance (Gleicher & Petty, 1992). 

In the past, researchers have found a link between perceived efficacy and framing 

in message processing and persuasion.  Gleicher and Petty (1992) found that when people 

do not carefully process messages, they equally favor the message recommendations 

regardless of argument quality. For instance, during Fleicher and Petty (1992)’s study, 

high efficacy conditions revealed crime watch attitudes were equally favorable in the 

strong and weak arguments conditions. Rothman et al., (1993), found similar results 

using high efficacy and positive and negative framing conditions to predict cancer 

prevention behaviors. High efficacy alleviating careful message processing needs, 

suggests that framing effects disappear in high efficacy situations.  

Block & Keller (1995) also found that attitudes and intentions to follow the 

recommended behavior are not significantly different for positively framed messages and 

negatively framed messages in high efficacy conditions. Low efficacy messages will be 

used in this study to ensure participants’ high efficacy perceptions do not influence 
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framing effects. The next section of this chapter examines the definitions and previous 

findings of the three independent variables; disaster presence, source credibility, and 

message framing. The literature review examines specific applications of the independent 

variables in this study (both in isolation and interaction) as they relate to donation 

behavior. ELM and TPB dimensions are then applied to the previous literature to predict 

four hypotheses.  

PRESENT STUDY 

The Presence of a Disaster 

Disasters 

According to CRED, a disaster is defined as: 

A situation or event which overwhelms local capacity, necessitating a request to a 

national or international level for external assistance; an unforeseen and often 

sudden event that causes great damage, destruction and human suffering (2011, 

pg. 7).  

 

There are five types of natural disasters: geophysical, meteorological, 

hydrological, climatological, and biological (CRED, 2011). Geophysical events are those 

originating from solid earth such as an earthquake or volcanic eruption.  Meteorological 

events are events caused by short-lived/small to meso scale atmospheric processes such 

as tropical storms. Hydrological events are events caused by deviations in the normal 

water cycle and/or overflow of bodies of water caused by wind set-up such as a flood or 

avalanche. Climatological events are events caused by long-lived/meso to macro scale 

processes, such as extreme temperature, drought, or wildfire. Biological events are 

disasters caused by the exposure of living organisms to germs and toxic substances such 
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as an epidemic or insect infestation (CRED, 2011). On average, geophysical events 

account for 9% of natural disasters per year, meteorological events account for 27.1% of 

natural disasters per year, hydrological events account for 50.7% of natural disasters per 

year and climatological events account for 12.9% of natural disasters per year (CRED, 

2011).  Due to the distribution of natural disaster subgroup occurrence, this study will 

focus on geophysical, meteorological, hydrological and climatological events.  

A disaster is defined as both an unforeseen and overwhelming event. These 

characteristics contribute to a high uncertainty level surrounding disasters. As reviewed 

earlier, the ELM posits that people must be motivated to process messages carefully. The 

uncertainty of a disaster situation can foster this motivation. According to Fredrickson 

(1985), highly uncertain decisions motivate increased information processing. When 

presented with an uncertain problem, decision makers comprehensively analyze the 

situation and search more widely for information (Fredrickson, 1985). In addition, 

disaster uncertainty not only motivates people’s increased information processing but 

also higher involvement. Hughes et al. (2008) found that during an emergency, the public 

engaged in high involvement as an adaptive behavior. The ELM cites high involvement 

as a motivating variable for the high elaboration likelihood.  

The disruptions caused by disasters are far reaching and can be immense but can 

also yield unexpected individual and community responses. Disaster response and 

reaction may be counterintuitive to the chaos and physical damage disasters cause. 

(Douty, 1972).  Previous disaster research has discovered that in a disaster people 

conduct self-organized search and rescue, administer first aid, provide shelter and other 
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resources and focus on long-term recovery (Shklovski, Palen, & Sutton, 2008). Disaster 

sociologists consider disasters to be a unifying force creating emotional solidarity and 

mutual helpfulness (der Heide, 1989).   

Sympathy and Altruism 

Sympathy arousal for disaster victims may influence the unification disasters 

create. Sympathy is a key aspect of appealing to altruism. According to Russell and 

Mentzel (2001), being confronted with someone in need prompts several responses.  

Initially, people examine the plight and attempt to determine the cause and whether the 

casual factors were internal or external (Russell & Mentzel, 2001). Sympathy usually 

results when an observer attributes the victim’s plight to uncontrollable factors (Russell 

& Mentzel, 2001). Sympathy is an emotional response that instigates helping behavior 

(Russell & Mentzel, 2001). Bennett and Kottasz (2000) found that an external and 

survivable disaster is the most effective for evoking a sympathetic response.  

In addition, a flood of donations frequently pours into the impacted area during a 

disaster (der Heide, 1989). Donations aiding disaster victims are often given through 

Disaster Relief Organizations (DROs). These organizations collect disaster preparation 

donations and disaster response donations. Disaster preparation and disaster response 

fostering different needs and norms may impact donation campaign success.  

Amplified Need 

Modern societies rely on public charity donations to support poor people in a 

local context and the international context (Eayrs & Ellis, 1990). According to Cheung 

and Chan (2000), society’s survival is seemingly dependent on helping and pro-social 
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behavior. Presumably, helping behavior is relevant to the whole society and sustains 

societal concerns about altruism, morality, and well-being (Cheung & Chan, 2000). 

According to social cognitive theory, individuals internalize and transfer society’s 

altruistic and moral norms to a personal value (Omato & Snyder, 1995).  

When a disaster is present, there is a higher donation need which can affect 

personal responses. According to Cheung and Chan (2000), need for donation reflects 

one's awareness that donation is necessary for helping poor people.  A person’s 

awareness contributes to an intention to donate money (Diamond & Kashyap, 1997). 

From a social cognitive perspective, the need represents a stimulus to trigger response. 

Devastation from a disaster increases need and may impose added pressure on people, 

instigating donations. Amplified moral obligation pressure, may increase an individual’s 

perception of greater future consequences and personal relevance surrounding disaster 

relief (Cheung and Chan, 2000; Cho & Boster, 2005). Self-relevance is the most 

important motivational variable encouraging people’s central route processing and high 

elaboration likelihood (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Elaboration levels influence which 

message characteristics are relied on for attitude change and action (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986). This study will examine how message framing affects people’s message 

processing under different conditions.  

Framing Solicitation Messages 

Message framing is identified as influencing persuasion under systematic 

processing (Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990). An organization must communicate a 

message to prompt a response. Soliciting donations requires DROs to communicate a 
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message to potential donors. This study will examine if the message framing, either 

positive or negative (also known as gain/loss), impacts a message receiver’s intention to 

donate. Positive framing is operationalized as messages focusing on positive attributes or 

benefits gained through following the message’s recommendations (Maheswaran & 

Meyers-Levy, 1990). Negative framing is operationalized as messages focusing on 

negative attributes or benefits lost by not following the message’s recommendations 

(Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990). 

Types of Framing 

Framing presents different decision makers with one or two equivalent value 

outcomes; one outcome is presented in positive or gain terms, and the other is presented 

in negative or loss terms (Chang & Lee, 2009). Several framing tactics have been 

extended to uses in the charity-solicitation literature, emphasizing donation requests 

(Schibrowsky & Peltier, 1995).  

Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth (1998) used an extensive literature to identify three 

consistent framing types: attribute, risky choice, and goal framing. Attribute framing is 

when an object or event’s characteristic serves as the framing manipulation focus (Levin 

et al., 1998). The effect is measured by comparing the attractiveness ratings for a single 

item. The framing works to address the item’s evaluation (Levin, et al., 1998).  

Risky choice framing is when the potential outcomes, involving options of 

differing risk levels, are described in various ways (Levin, et al., 1998).  In risky choice 

framing, a hypothetical decision scenario with two choice options or prospects is used; 

one is a riskless or sure thing prospect and the other is a two-outcome, all-or none, risky 
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prospect in which the probabilities are specified numerically (Levin, et al., 1998). This 

type of framing is measured by comparing choice proportions for the two prospects 

across frames.  

Goal framing occurs when an action or behavior goal is framed. With goal 

framing, in particular, the issue may be framed to focus attention on its potential to 

provide a benefit or gain (positive frame) or on its potential to prevent or avoid a loss 

(negative frame) (Levin, et al., 1998). Both frames should enhance the issue evaluation. 

Goal framing addresses which goal type is the more powerful enhancer (Levin, et al., 

1998). For the purposes of this research, we adopted a goal framing manipulation of 

negative and positive messages.  

Charitable donation can be promoted through positively framed messages (e.g., 

“With your help, an unfortunate child can have an opportunity for a bright future”) or 

negatively framed ones (e.g., “Without your help, an unfortunate child will remain living 

in the dark”) with the same goal (i.e., donation behavior promotion) (Chang & Lee, 

2009). Previous studies have suggested that both positive and negative frames will 

enhance the evaluation of the issue as compared with information presented neutrally. 

This study will explore which goal framing type increases persuasion to donate. 

Connecting framing back to processing, Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy (1990) found that 

when people are carefully evaluating information there is direct evidence that negative 

information is more effective than positive information.   
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Disasters and Framing 

Integrating the message characteristics with disaster presence further impacts a 

receiver’s processing and behavior. Research has found that negatively framed messages 

raise an individual’s self-relevance and sympathy (Chang & Lee, 2009). Self-relevance is 

an important motivational variable influencing issue relevant thinking. In addition to 

influencing motivational variables, negative framing can also increase the sympathy 

level. Previously research has identified sympathy as key to altruistic appeals and helping 

behavior (Russell & Mentzel, 2001). Therefore, the heightened need and increased 

pressure to donate during a disaster, combined with negative framing’s sympathy and 

increased self-relevance arousal, means a receivers’ intention to donate would be raised. 

Another factor affecting message evaluation and processing is source credibility. 

According to McCroskey (1997), no message is received independently from its source 

or perceived source. Therefore, message processing cannot be examined without also 

examining the source and in turn, its credibility.  

Source Credibility  

Many source credibility studies focus on a source’s perceived ability (expertise) 

or motivation (trustworthiness) to provide accurate and truthful information (Hu & 

Sundar, 2010).  Corporate credibility is the extent to which consumers, investors, and 

other constituents believe in a company's trustworthiness and expertise (Fombrun, 1996). 

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), source credibility affects the probability that a 

message claim will be accepted. In general, a message delivered by a high credibility 

source will be accepted more readily and is more likely to lead to greater attitude change 



 

 

 26 

(Schulman and Worrall, 1970). Since the DRO is the message source in this study, we 

will be applying the corporate credibility definition to disaster relief organization 

credibility.  

A DRO’s perceived ability to perform, or expertise, is crucial during a relief effort 

donation campaign. In Bennett and Kottasz, (2000), the authors examined factors that 

discouraged individuals from donating to a DRO, during a disaster. The study found that 

one prominent factor included a belief that the relief operation was inefficient (Bennett & 

Kottasz, 2000). Additionally, crisis research revealed a connection between the impact of 

information and donation on soliciting donations. Russell and Mentzel (1990) found that 

potential donors must believe and be confident that their aid is actually going to reach the 

victims and improve their circumstances. Russell and Mentzel (1990) cite this as the most 

important part of appealing to altruism. The belief that a disaster relief organization is 

inefficient affects both altruism and credibility.  

NGO and DRO Credibility 

The immense growth of NGOs, in the past 20 years, has both advantages and 

disadvantages. According to Haynes, Barclay, and Pidgeon (2008), there have been 

growing concerns about credibility and accountability in NGOs over the past 20 years. A 

series of highly publicized scandals have eroded public confidence in nonprofit 

organizations and increased NGO accountability concerns (Haynes et al., 2008). In 

addition, disaster make establishing trustworthiness and expertise increasingly 

complicated. DROs will spontaneously form to fill gaps increasing competition and 

distracting DROs from their main social purpose (Whaites, 2000). Successfully obtaining 
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public donation, requires DROs to use persuasive issue relevant messages. These 

messages must also demonstrate their ability to successfully complete recovery 

objectives.  

The DRO credibility perception varies between disasters, audiences, and news 

sources. Ronan, Paton, Johnston, and Houghton (2000) examined emergency information 

during volcanic eruptions in New Zealand. According to Ronan et al. (2000)’s findings, 

although some agencies were perceived as more credible than others, no single agency 

was found to have a monopoly. In addition, different people recognized different 

agencies as the best information source (Ronan et al., 2000). The widespread dispersion 

of information about giving, offers potential donors opportunities to choose between 

DROs.  After Hurricane Katrina, news sources, such as NPR, released lists of 

organizations accepting donations (NPR, 2005). USAID also organized a public list of 

aid agencies accepting donations and assistance for Japan’s earthquake and tsunami 

victims in 2011 (USAID, 2011). Many potential donors read these lists with no prior 

knowledge of the organizations. The media referrals may influence an individual’s 

organizational credibility perception. These unknown variables, however, makes an 

individual’s assessment of organizational credibility largely reliant on the individual’s 

information seeking capacity.  

In a disaster, information seeking largely shifts to mass media. According to 

Tierney, Lindell, and Perry (2001), during a disaster, mass media becomes the most 

salient source of information for most people. Mass media news coverage during a 

disaster, according to der Heide (1989), has two influential functions for public response 
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to disaster relief organizations: stimulating donations around the country and facilitating 

future funding or donations. Unfortunately, media reports, though usually persuasive, are 

not always accurate. 

Mass media news coverage can cause complications during a disaster. Many 

complications arise from media personnel’s impaired decision making. A disaster affects 

most people’s decision making processes, usually in the omission of steps (der Heide, 

1989). The increased urgency during a disaster raises public demands for immediate 

information (der Heide, 1989). If officials cannot provide media with the information, 

often, the media will release media reports assembled from partial facts or unofficial 

sources (der Heide, 1989). According to FEMA (1984a), media reports frequently fail to 

include qualifiers about uncertain information during a disaster, and inadvertently, 

express inaccuracies. These missteps and inaccuracies can greatly impact the credibility 

of disaster responders (Kreps, 1980). The impending urgency and limited time can also 

lead to media referrals of DROs that are not actually credible. Usually, the media will 

recant any inaccuracies found, however, according to der Heide (1989), the media-

imposed time factors make it very difficult to reverse a decision already made and 

announced. Therefore, a media source DRO referral can be perceived as more credible 

than it actually is. This perception can have repercussions for message processing as well.  

Peripheral Cues 

Especially in peripheral route processing, how people perceive organizational 

credibility is an integral attitude predictor (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Without high 

involvement and relevance, the ability to centrally route process a message will be much 
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lower (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). In a low involvement condition, receivers tend to rely 

on peripheral cues (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Research has found people’s response and 

persuasion varies with involvement levels (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). ELM demonstrates 

the factors that impact high effort and low effort information processing and its’ effects 

on persuasion and attitude change. One ELM factor affecting processing is source 

credibility (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  

Source credibility is always treated as a peripheral cue (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

Since disaster presence increases need and personal relevance, the motivation to central 

route process would be higher. People focus less on peripheral cues when central route 

processing messages (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). When there is no disaster, lower 

motivation may influence individuals to peripheral route process messages. In peripheral 

route processing, people focus more attention on source credibility and other peripheral 

cues. Hovland and Weiss (1952) found that when subjects attributed material to a high 

credibility source as compared to a low credibility source, there was no significant 

difference in the amount of factual information acquired.  Therefore when recipients 

peripherally route process a message the source credibility will influence evaluation and 

decision making more than those who centrally route process.  

 These previous research findings about disaster presence, DRO credibility, and 

message framing were applied to the theoretical foundations of the ELM and TPB, 

leading to the formation of four hypotheses outlined in the next chapter.  
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Chapter Three: Hypotheses 

Based on the evidence provided above, I integrated the theoretical foundations 

and previous research to create four factor-dependent hypotheses. These hypotheses are 

based on predictions of involvement level and processing. As we reviewed earlier, issue 

and self-relevance greatly impact an individual’s ability and motivation to process a 

message. When an issue is of higher self-relevance, participants are more involved and 

scrutinize messages more carefully. Increased need and amplified pressure from moral 

obligation beliefs facilitated a prediction that individuals will have higher self-relevance 

and therefore, motivation to central route process a message, when a disaster is present. 

Thus, decisions in these conditions will be based on logical reasoning instead of 

peripheral cues. Based on previous research and the TPB model, prior attitude, perceived 

behavioral control, self-efficacy, and agreement with the cause will influence the 

prediction’s outcome, measured by intention to donate. In addition, since negative 

framing has been found to impact receiver’s sympathy and self-relevance levels, 

individuals will process negatively framed messages with higher elaboration than 

positively framed messages. I also posit that the impact of the framing condition will be 

greater in conditions where there is a disaster (high involvement). Lastly, in high 

involvement conditions (disaster present), since there will be less reliance on peripheral 

cues, source credibility should have less impact on message persuasion and intention to 

donate.  

The interaction of the independent variables when there is no disaster present will 

also be examined. Decreased need and relevance, when a disaster is not present, 
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facilitated the prediction that individuals will be less motivated to centrally route process 

the message in those conditions (low involvement). Instead, individuals will resort to 

peripheral route processes and rely more heavily on peripheral cues, such as source 

credibility, to process the message.  The outcome of this prediction, measured by 

intention to donate, is that when no disaster is present, participants will pay more 

attention to source credibility, yielding higher intentions to donate when the source is 

highly credible. Additionally, certain variables could arouse higher self-relevance levels 

when no disaster is present, such as negative framing and past disaster experience. The 

evaluation of these assumptions will be assessed with four hypotheses linking the ELM 

framework with the TPB model. To assess the motivation and likelihood of elaboration 

that these conditions cause in processing, participants intention to donate will be 

measured with scales assessing attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral 

control.  Based on these propositions, I propose four hypotheses for this study: 

HYPOTHESES 

Hypothesis One 

Participants exposed to a condition with a disaster present will express a higher 

intention to donate to the DRO than participants who are exposed to a condition that does 

not have a disaster present. 

Hypothesis Two 

Participants in a condition that does not have a disaster present will express a 

higher intention to donate to the DRO when the message is received from a highly 
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credible source, than participants in a condition that does not have a disaster present who 

receive the message from a source with no credibility.  

Hypothesis Three 

Across all conditions, participants will express the lowest intention to donate in 

the condition that exposes participants to a positively framed message from a source with 

no credibility when there is no disaster present. 

Hypothesis Four 

Participants in conditions with a disaster present, who receive a negatively framed 

message, will express a higher intention to donate than participants in conditions with a 

disaster present receiving positively framed messages.  

Research Question 

In addition to these hypothesis, there are several bivariate relationships that could 

elaborate how the theories and control variables used in this study work in a disaster 

context.  Since this is an exploratory study, I ask the following broad research question to 

allow me to describe the additional relationships. 

Research Question One 

 What bivariate relationships best inform the theories used in this study and 

contribute additional understanding to a disaster context? 
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Chapter Four: Methods and Measurements 

PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN 

Following approval by the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of   

Human Subjects (IRB), participants were recruited using the Human Intelligence Task, 

or HIT, program on Amazon Mechanical Turk (see Appendix A).  HIT represents a 

single, self-contained task that a participant can work on, submit an answer, and collect a 

reward for completing. As a requester, I submitted the link to the survey and experiment 

on the website which automatically recruits participants. The HIT link led respondents to 

an online survey utilizing Qualtrics. Additional participants were recruited through 

snowball sampling (see Appendix B). For these participants, an email announcement was 

forwarded containing a link to the same online survey. This additional participant 

recruitment was approved by the IRB through an amendment.  

The design of the study was in three parts (see Appendix D). There was 1) an 

initial demographic survey, 2) an exposure to one of eight experimental conditions and 3) 

a final survey assessing outcomes.   

The initial demographic survey asked participants to identify their age, sex, 

race/ethnicity, region of the United States, income, and comfort level with technology. 

The survey also asked the participants if they had experienced a disaster. If participants 

responded yes, (n = 51), they were asked to select the disasters they had experienced 

from the following types:  Hurricane, Tornado, Fire, Earthquake, Flood, Bomb, or 

Other. Additionally, the initial survey asked participants to select all of the information 

sources they used to gather communication and information about disasters [newspapers 
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online and in-print, magazines online and in-print, social media (Facebook, Twitter, 

etc.), television news media, pop culture (films, television, etc.), e-mail, blogs, discussion 

with others, direct experience, other, or unknown]. 

Initially, the study had a total of 158 respondents. After eliminating those with 

incomplete data, there were 124 surveys that were used in analysis. There were 31 (25%) 

male participants and 93 (75%) female participants. The age range was from 20 to 69 (N 

= 124) (M = 38.77, SD = 14.28). Of all the participants 108 (87.1%) identified themselves 

as White/Non-Hispanic, 9 (7.3%) as Asian, 8 (6.5%) as Hispanic, 1 (.8%) as 

Black/African-American, and 1 (.8%) as Other. The participants represented various 

regions of the United States with 70 (56.5%) from the Northeast, 24 (19.4%) from the 

Southeast, 14 (11.3%) from the Southwest, 12 (9.7%) from the Midwest, and 4 (3.2%) 

from the Northwest. Of the 124 viable participants, 33 (26.6%) identified an income of 

below $30,000, 47 (37.9%) identified an income of between $30,000 and $80,000, 14 

(12.7%) identified an income of between $80,000 and $150,000, 27 (21.4%) identified an 

income of above $150,000, and 3 (2.4%) did not indicate an income. Fifty-one (41.1%) 

of the participants had experienced a disaster, 68 (54.8%) had not. Of the 41.1% who had 

experienced a disaster, 40(32.3%) experienced a hurricane, 11 (8.9%) experienced a 

flood, 10 (8.1%) experienced a tornado, 4 (3.2%) experienced an earthquake, 4 (3.2%) 

experienced a fire, 3 (2.4%) experienced “other” disasters (including 9/11) and 1 (.8%) 

experienced a bomb. 

Due to the 2x2x2 design of the study, there were eight experimental conditions. In 

each condition participants were exposed to three pages of content. Condition 1 (n = 15) 
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involved the presence of a current disaster, with a positively framed message from a 

highly credible source. Condition 2 (n = 16) involved the presence of a current disaster, 

with a negatively framed message from a highly credible source. Condition 3 (n = 15) 

involved a positively framed message from a highly credible source in the absence of a 

disaster.  Condition 4 (n = 16) involved a negatively framed message from a highly 

credible source in the absence of a disaster. Condition 5 (n = 15) involved the presence of 

a current disaster, with a positively framed message from a source that lacked credibility. 

Condition 6 (n = 16) participants and involved the presence of a current disaster, with a 

negatively framed message from a source that lacked credibility. Condition 7 (n = 16) 

involved a positively framed message from a source that lacked credibility in the absence 

of a disaster. Condition 8 (n = 15) involved a negatively framed message from a source 

that lacked credibility in the absence of a disaster. Participants were assigned to 

conditions randomly based on the Qualtrics information randomization tool. The 

distribution of participants to each condition ranged from 12.1% of the total to 12.9% of 

the total. 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

The three independent variables were: 1) presence of a disaster, 2) credibility of 

the DRO soliciting donations, and 3) the message framing. Each independent variable 

(IV) had two conditions.  

Current Disaster Manipulation  

Participants, randomly selected for a condition that involved the presence of a 

disaster, (Conditions 1, 2, 5, or 6), were primed with a brief prompt. They were prompted 
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with the following message about Hurricane Sandy (relief efforts were ongoing at the 

time of data collection for this study December 2012 to March 2013):  

Hurricane Sandy may have moved on – but millions are without power, 

transportation systems are crippled, more flooding is expected and your help is 

urgently needed. Many families returned home only to find their homes 

completely uninhabitable. They’ll need supplies to clean up their homes, a place 

to sleep at night while their roofs and windows are repaired, and food and water 

to keep them going until power is restored to their neighborhoods. Please read 

the following information and answer the all questions as if this Hurricane is 

occurring now. 

 

For participants randomly assigned to a condition that did not involve the current 

presence of a disaster (Conditions 3, 4, 7, or, 8), they were greeted with the following 

generic prompt: 

Disaster Relief Organizations (DROs) operate year round even when a disaster is 

not occurring, in preparation for future disasters. Please read the following 

information and answer the questions with this in mind.  

 

Source Credibility Manipulation 

The second independent variable, source credibility, was manipulated using 

language that explained it as a highly credible source or as a source that lacked 

credibility. This manipulation was based on the positive and negative reputation from 

Goldberg and Hartwick (1990). The spectrum was moved from positive and negative to 

positive and no reputation information. If participants were assigned to a condition with a 

highly credible source (Conditions 1, 2, 3, or 4), they viewed the second page of the 

experiment, which was a news source webpage (NPR), containing the following 

information about the Disaster Relief Organization (DRO) named RescueAid: 

Each year, the RescueAid immediately responds to about 70,000 natural 

and man-made disasters in the U.S., ranging from fires to hurricanes, floods, 
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earthquakes, tornadoes, hazardous materials spills, transportation accidents and 

explosions. 

People count on the RescueAid to help them in their darkest hour. In turn, 

the support of donors makes it possible for the RescueAid to fulfill its 

humanitarian mission. RescueAid disaster relief focuses on meeting people's 

immediate emergency needs caused by disaster. When more than 4 million people 

needed help following Hurricanes Katrina, Rita and Wilma in 2005, millions of 

people, foundations and corporations rose to the occasion and helped through the 

RescueAid. 

In the immediate aftermath of the storms, the RescueAid and its partners 

provided: 

-1,400 evacuation shelters for survivors across 31 states and the District 

of Columbia – serving nearly 450,000 evacuees 

-More than 68 million hot meals and snacks 

-Direct assistance that allowed more than 1.4 million families to purchase 

groceries, clothing, diapers and other basic needs. 

RescueAid 

247 West 37th Street, Suite 1201 

New York, N.Y. 10018 

212-967-7800 x108 

www.rescueaid.org 

 

If participants were selected for a condition that utilized a source that lacked 

credibility (Conditions 5, 6, 7, or 8), they viewed the second page of the experiment, 

which was a news source webpage (NPR), containing the following information about 

the Disaster Relief Organization (DRO), either named Hurricane Help (Conditions 7 or 8) 

or Hurricane Sandy Help (Conditions 5 or 6). Since data collection was ongoing during 

Hurricane Sandy recovery efforts, the two different names for DROs were used to help 

control unintentionally priming the presence of a disaster.  

Hurricane Help 

247 West 37th Street, Suite 1201 

New York, N.Y. 10018 

212-967-7800 x108 

www.hurricanehelp.org 

http://www.rescueaid.org/
http://www.hurricanehelp.org/
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Message Framing Manipulation.  

For the third IV, the message was framed either negatively or positively. For all 

conditions, participants viewed a third screen with a webpage tied to the DRO they had 

viewed on the previous page. This page contained the name of the DRO, a sentence about 

the destruction of hurricanes in general, and a message about the impact the individual’s 

donations would have on relief efforts. 

 Following Meyerowitz and Chaiken (1987), participants exposed to a positively 

framed message (Conditions 1, 3, 5, or 7), received the following message about 

donation: “Your donation may help provide a blanket to a family spending the night in an 

emergency shelter.” 

For participants exposed to a negatively framed message (Conditions 2, 4, 6, or 

8), the message about donation read as follows: “Without your donation, a family 

spending the night in an emergency shelter may go without a blanket.” 

Survey Completion Version Options 

The final survey was separated into two versions. The DRO that lacked credibility 

had a different name when a disaster was present than the DRO that lacked credibility in 

conditions with no disaster present. This was done to control for accidental disaster 

priming in the condition with no disaster present. Therefore, the question addressing 

which DRO was viewed varied between the two disaster conditions. The two final 

surveys were identical with the exception of the one manipulation question check. 

Version A was administered to participants in conditions with a disaster present, and 

version B was administered to participants in conditions with no disaster present. Of the 
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124 participants, 62 completed version A and 62 completed version B. The following 

sections outline the specific scales and measurements used to assess the impact of each 

variable manipulation.  

DEPENDENT VARIABLES  

Intention to Donate 

After viewing the randomly assigned experimental condition, a question on 

donating to the DRO was included to measure donation intention. The question was, 

“Would you be willing to make a donation to the DRO?”. Participants were asked to rate 

their answer to this item using a 5-point scale (1 = I would definitely not donate to the 

DRO, 5 = I would most definitely donate to the DRO) to indicate how strongly they were 

inclined to donate to the DRO, (N = 124), (M = 2.85, SD = 1.09). 

As the Theory of Planned Behavior outlined, there are three factors that influence 

whether an individual’s intention to perform a behavior is actually indicative of true 

behavior. The three factors are attitude toward the behavior, perceived control over 

preforming the behavior, and the subjective norms surrounding the behavior. Therefore, 

to measure consistency between intention to donate and actual planned behavior the 

measurements of Smith and McSweeney (2007), The 3 Indicators of Intention to Donate 

on Behavior- Theory of Planned Behavior, were used.  

Attitude Toward Charitable Giving 

The direct measure of attitude was assessed with eight semantic differential 

scales. Participants responded to the following question: “My making a monetary 

donation to a charity or community service organization in the next four weeks would 
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be”: unpleasant-pleasant, useful-useless, satisfying-unsatisfying, favorable-unfavorable,  

positive-negative, considerate-inconsiderate, pointless-worthwhile, bad-good. α = .93. (M 

= 5.23, SD = 1.12), (N = 124). 

Perceived Behavioral Control 

Perceptions of control over donating behavior was assessed with five items (e.g., 

“If I wanted to, it would be easy for me to donate money to the disaster relief 

organization” (1 strongly disagree to 7 strongly agree). α = .75. (M = 5.14, SD = 1.01), 

(N = 124). 

Subjective Norms 

Participants completed six items about the extent to which significant others think 

they should donate money to charitable organizations (e.g., “The people who are 

important to you expect you to donate money to disaster relief organizations?”) (1 

strongly approve to 7 strongly disapprove). α =.64. (M = 4.18, SD = .85), (N = 124). 

Efficacy 

The measurement for efficacy, which was adapted from Meyerowitz and Chaiken 

(1987), required participants to rate their agreement about self-efficacy and response 

efficacy on two 7-point scales: "Following the recommendations in this message is risky 

because I may not be able to help disaster victims even if I donate,"(self) and "Following 

the recommendations in this message is important in helping disaster relief."(response) (1 

strongly disagree to 7 strongly agree). α = .65.  (N = 124), (M = 4.2, SD = 1.31).   
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Control Beliefs 

The control belief scale had five items assessed using a 7-point Likert scale (1= 

not at all to 7 = very much) (Smith & McSweeney, 2007). Participants were asked to rate 

the extent to which each of the item barriers would prevent them from donating money to 

the disaster relief organization, (N = 124), (M = 5.07, SD = 1.26). Higher scores on this 

scale indicated more perceived barriers that were outside of the participant’s control. 

Higher scores per scale item indicated the power of those perceived barriers on 

preventing donating. The implication of this scale is that the fewer obstacles or 

impediments participants anticipate the more control they feel.  The items included: 

concern that the donation would not reach the needy, type of organization involved, 

approach style of the organization, lack of agreement with and/or belief in the cause, and 

willingness of the organization to accept smaller monetary amounts for donation. 

Concern that the donation would not reach the needy had the most perceived power in 

preventing donation. α = .76. (N = 124), (M = 5.38, SD = 1.59).  

Attention 

To evaluate participants attention to the cues in the message and reading, a 

multiple choice task, was used to make sure that subjects were aware of and paid 

attention to the statements containing how many people would be helped; thus, we asked 

subjects to circle the correct response (choices were: one family (1), many families (2), 

no families (3) ), (N = 124), (M = 1.56, SD = .70). The third check, in the form of a true 

(1) or false (2) question, was a recognition task that required subjects to indicate whether 
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the message stated a donation helping one or many families (N = 124),  (M = 1.35, SD = 

.48).
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Chapter Five: Results 

ANALYSIS 

Based on study design and hypotheses, the data was analyzed for significant 

relationships using a variety of statistical tests administered using SPSS. Initially, the data 

was inspected for missing values and incomplete responses. Due to the conditions of IRB 

approval for this study, participants were not forced to respond to any question. Because 

of this stipulation, there was a relatively high level of incomplete and unusable returned 

surveys. Out of 159 returned surveys, 124 were complete and used in analysis.  The 

reverse items in the scales were then recoded and averaged.  After these initial steps, 

multiple statistical tests were run to analyze the data including: frequencies, one way 

ANOVAs, reliability tests, bivariate and partial correlations, univariate analyses of 

variance, ANCOVAs, and linear regressions.  The results of these analyses as they relate 

to the hypotheses, manipulation checks, and scales of measurement are outlined below.  

RESULTS 

First, analyses were used to assess the success of the manipulation of the three 

independent variables (presence of a disaster, source credibility of the DRO, and framing 

of the message). ANOVA tests on the manipulation checks revealed that all 

manipulations were successful. 

Manipulation Checks 

Disaster Presence Manipulation Check  

An ANOVA revealed a successful manipulation of disaster presence or no 

disaster presence when conducting the study. To check for disaster presence, participants 
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were asked to rate their answer to the following questions using a 7-point Likert-scale (1 

= completely disagree to 7 = completely agree) to check which condition they were 

exposed to: “Did you answer these questions concerning a disaster happening in the 

future?”, or “Did you answer these questions concerning a disaster that is happening 

now?”. α = .67.  

 Participants in the disaster present condition rated answering the questions for a 

disaster occurring now significantly higher (n = 62), (M = 4.94, SD = 1.59) than those in 

the condition where there was no disaster present (n = 62), (M = 3.39, SD = 1.39), F (2, 

122) = 33.53, p < .001.  A bivariate correlation and linear regression were also run to 

confirm this manipulation. The results revealed a correlation between the presence 

condition and the presence check (Pearson’s r =.46, p =.01). A regression confirmed a 

linear relationship that the presence condition predicted the presence condition selected 

for the response survey by participants. The overall model was significant F (2, 122) = 

33.53, p < .001. The presence condition explained 22% of the variance in presence check, 

R
2
 = .22, indicating that participants in the conditions with a disaster present answered 

questions as if the disaster were occurring now and participants in conditions without a 

disaster present answered questions for a disaster that could occur in the future.  

Framing Manipulation Check 

A framing manipulation check following Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy's (1990) 

study asked subjects to rate the extent to which the DRO’s webpage stressed the negative 

implications of not following the behavior, on a 7-point Likert Scale (1 = did not stress 

the negative implications of not performing the behavior, 7 = did stress the negative 
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implications of not performing the behavior). The ANOVAs for each condition indicated 

a successful manipulation. Participants in the negatively framed condition rated the 

message as stressing negative implications (n = 62), (M = 3.46, SD = 1.29) more so than 

those in the positively framed condition (n = 62), (M = 1.77, SD = .86), F (2, 122) = 

16.87, p < .001.  

Source Credibility Manipulation Check 

Perception 

The ANOVA revealed a successful manipulation of the perception of source 

credibility in conditions as well. Participants in the high credibility condition rated the 

credibility average higher (n = 62), (M = 4.65, SD = 1.02) than those in the no credibility 

condition (n = 62), (M = 4.09, SD = .95), F (2, 122) = 9.55, p < .01. Perception of DRO 

Credibility was measured via the Corporate Credibility Scale developed by Newell and 

Goldsmith (2001). This was an eight-item, 7-point Likert scale with an agree/disagree 

response format. Four items measure corporate honesty or trustworthiness (e.g., "I trust 

the DRO."), and four items measure corporate expertise (e.g., "The DRO has great 

expertise."). α = .93.  

In addition, to check that participants responded about the correct DRO that they 

had viewed, a source check was administered as a multiple choice task (RescueAid = 1, 

Hurricane Sandy Help = 2, Hurricane Help = 5). Frequencies showed that in the high 

credibility condition, 98.4% (61) of participants correctly selected the DRO, RescueAid, 

(n = 62), (M = 1.05, SD = .38). In the no credibility condition with a disaster present, 

90.3% (28) of participants correctly selected the DRO, Hurricane Sandy Help, (n = 31), 
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(M = 2.00, SD = .45). In the no credibility condition with no disaster present, 90.3% (28) 

of participants correctly selected the DRO, Hurricane Help, (n = 31), (M = 4.77, SD = 

.81). 

Preliminary Analysis 

An analysis of the preliminary survey responses showed that when participants 

were asked to select how they receive information about disaster events: 79.2% (99) 

received information from television news, 76% (95) sought information from 

newspapers, 43.2% (54) received information from social media, 36.8% (48) received 

information from other people, 19.2% (24) received information from magazines, 16% 

(20) received information from email, 12.8% (16) received information from direct 

experience, 12% (15) received information from popular culture,  and 2.4% (3) received 

information from blogs.  

Attention 

The two checks to monitor attention and comprehension of the experiment 

revealed that 64% correctly identified that one family would be helped by a donation in 

the true/false scenario. In the multiple choice option, 55.2% correctly identified that one 

family would be helped by a donation.  

Hypotheses 

Multiple ANCOVAs and ANOVA analyses were used to explore the relationships 

predicted in the hypotheses of this study. The findings of those analyses are outlined in 

Table 1. Following the table, the findings for each hypothesis are elaborated on with 

specific results from the analyses.
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Table 1: Hypotheses and Results   

Hypotheses Results Control Variables 

H1: Participants exposed to a 

condition with a disaster present 

will express a higher intention to 

donate to the DRO than 

participants who are exposed to 

a condition that does not have a 

disaster present. 

Supported  Using self-efficacy, previous exposure to a 

Hurricane, lack of agreement with cause, 

and  perceived behavioral control 

as covariates, participants exposed to a 

condition with a disaster present expressed 

a higher intention to donate to the DRO 

than participants exposed to a condition 

that did not have a disaster present.  

H2: Participants in a condition 

that does not have a disaster 

present will express a higher 

intention to donate to the DRO 

when the message is received 

from a highly credible source, 

than participants in a condition 

that does not have a disaster 

present who receive the message 

from a source with no 

credibility. 

Supported.  Participants that received a message from 

a highly credible source in conditions with 

no disaster present expressed a higher 

intention to donate than participants in 

conditions with no disaster presence who 

received a message from source with no 

credibility, when income, perceived 

behavioral control, and normative beliefs 

were used as covariates. 

H3: Across all conditions, 

participants will express the 

lowest intention to donate in the 

condition that exposes 

participants to a positively 

framed message from a source 

with no credibility when there is 

no disaster present. 

Not Supported.  A mean comparison of all conditions did 

reveal that the lowest intention to donate 

occurred in the condition where 

participants were exposed to a positively 

framed message from a source with no 

credibility when there is no disaster 

present. 

H4: Participants in conditions 

with a disaster present, who 

receive a negatively framed 

message, will express a higher 

intention to donate than 

participants in conditions with a 

disaster present receiving 

positively framed messages. 

Supported.  There was a higher intention to donate for 

participants who received a negatively 

framed message in a condition with a 

disaster present, than the intention to 

donate for participants who received a 

positively framed message in conditions 

with a disaster present, when the 

covariates of income, lack of agreement 

with the cause, monetary control beliefs, 

and previous Hurricane experience were 

applied. 
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Disaster Presence 

Hypothesis one predicted that the intention to donate in conditions with a disaster 

present would be higher than the intention to donate in conditions where a disaster was 

not present. This hypothesis was supported.  

The ANCOVA results indicate that factor interaction is not significant therefore 

the main effects of each factor and covariates can be more accurately interpreted. A 2x2 

analysis of covariance was conducted on intention to donate. The independent variable 

was the presence of a disaster (present versus not present). The covariates were self-

efficacy, previous exposure to a Hurricane, lack of agreement with the cause, and 

perceived behavioral control. After inclusion of the covariates of self-efficacy, previous 

exposure to a Hurricane, lack of agreement with the cause, and perceived behavioral 

control, participants in conditions with a disaster present expressed a higher intention to 

donate (n = 24), (M = 2.5, SD = .89), than participants in conditions with no disaster 

present (n = 16), (M = 2.44, SD = 1.21), F (2, 38) = 5.91, p = .02, power = .66, η
2
 = .15. 

Peripheral Cues- Source Credibility 

The second hypothesis addressed the effects of source credibility in conditions 

without a disaster present. Hypothesis two predicted that participants who received a 

message from a highly credible source in conditions without a disaster present would 

intend to donate more than those who received a message from a source that lacked 

credibility when there was no disaster present. This hypothesis was supported. 

The ANCOVA results indicate that factor interaction is not significant therefore 

the main effects of each factor and covariates can be more accurately interpreted. A 2x2 
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analysis of covariance was conducted on intention to donate. Independent variables were 

no disaster present and credibility (high credibility versus no credibility). The covariates 

were income, perceived behavioral control, and perceived social pressure. Perceived 

social pressure is comprised of the five items from the subjective norms scale that 

measure normative beliefs and motivation to comply. After the inclusion of the covariates 

of income, perceived behavioral control, and perceived social pressure, intention to 

donate varied significantly when participants received a message from a highly credible 

source when no disaster is present (n = 31), (M = 3.06, SD = .96)  from participants who 

received a message a source with no credibility when no disaster is present (n = 31) (M = 

2.65, SD = 1.25), F (2, 60) =10.96, p =.002, power = .90, η
2
 = .17.  

Interaction 

The third hypothesis involved the interaction of all three independent variables 

(message framing, source credibility, and disaster presence). Hypothesis three posited 

that participants in a condition without the presence of a disaster, who received a 

positively framed message from a source that lacked credibility, would have the lowest 

intention to donate of all groups. This hypothesis was not supported. However, when 

comparing means, an ANOVA revealed that participants in a condition without the 

presence of a disaster, who received a positively framed message from a source that 

lacked credibility expressed the lowest intention to donate (n = 16), (M = 2.63, SD = 1.2) 

when compared with all other conditions (n = 108), (M = 2.89, SD = 1.07), F (2,122) 

=2.66, p = .05.  
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Message Framing and Disaster Presence 

The last hypothesis examined the relationship between message framing and 

disaster presence. Hypothesis four predicted that participants who received a negatively 

framed message in a condition with a disaster present would intend to donate more than 

participants who received a positively framed message in a condition with a disaster 

present, regardless of source credibility. The hypothesis was supported. 

 The ANCOVA results indicate that factor interaction is not significant therefore 

the main effects of each factor and covariate can be more accurately interpreted. A 2x2 

analysis of covariance was conducted on intention to donate. Independent variables were 

the presence of a disaster and framing of the message (positive framing versus negative 

framing). The covariates were income, past exposure to a hurricane, lack of agreement 

with the cause and willingness of the organization to accept smaller monetary amounts 

for donation. After inclusion of the covariates of income, past exposure to a hurricane, 

lack of agreement with the cause and willingness of the organization to accept smaller 

monetary amounts for donation, participants who received a negatively framed message 

in a condition with a disaster present (n = 10), (M = 2.80, SD = .83) varied significantly 

from participants who received a positively framed message in a condition with a disaster 

present (n = 14), (M = 2.29, SD = .92), F (2, 22) = 7.40, p = .014 power = .73, η
2 

= .28.  

Research Question One 

While not hypothesized, several relationships between variables and factors were 

explored using bivariate correlations (see Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4) and were thus 

asked as a larger research question. To assess the meaning of some of these relationships, 
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linear regressions were run on significant relationships. I was especially interested in how 

the variables in this study linked with the theoretical framework used to guide this study. 

The findings of these tests are outlined below.
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Table 2: Bivariate Correlations among Variables (N = 124) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Age 1            

2. Region -.23
*
 1           

3. Income .59
**

 -.25
**

 1          

4. Disaster Exp. -.19
*
 .16 -.33

**
 1         

5. Intent to Donate -.07 .07 -.18
*
 .12 1        

6. Disaster 

Presence 
-.06 -.03 -.18

*
 .17 .007 1       

7. Presence Check -.03 -.04 .01 .09 .1 .46
**

 1      

8. Perc. Corp. 

Credibility 
-.16 .12 -.23

**
 .19

*
 .73

**
 -.02 .06 1     

9. Efficacy -.14 .02 -.21
*
 -.21

*
 .68

**
 .15 .14 .78

**
 1    

10. PBC  .14 -.03 .03 .06 .31
**

 -.09 .03 .20
*
 .23

*
 1   

11. Subject. Norms .03 -.11 -.03 .18
*
 .38

**
 .01 .06 .29

**
 .30

**
 .12 1  

12. PB Scale .05 -.08 -.08 .20
*
 .64

**
 -.01 .12 .52

**
 .54

**
 .66

**
 .64

**
 1 

 

*correlation is significant at the .05 level  

** correlation is significant at the .01 level 
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Table 3: Bivariate Correlations among Variables when a Disaster is Present (n = 62) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Income 1            

2. Past Disaster Exp. -.39
**

 1           

3. Intent to Donate -.28
*
 .09 1          

4. Self-Efficacy -.33
**

 .20 .64
**

 1         

5. Per. Corp. Credibility -.38
**

 .20 .67
**

 .71
**

 1        

6. Efficacy -.39
**

 .28
*
 .70

**
 .87

**
 .77

**
 1       

7. DRO  .17 -.08 -.06 -.23 -.21 -.22 1      

8. PBC -.20 .10 .29
*
 .35

**
 .21 .32

*
 .10 1     

9. Subjective Norms .01 .19 .26
*
 .20 .25 .32

*
 -.04 .13 1    

10. Attitude -.21 .13 .67
**

 .40
**

 .60
**

 .53
**

 -.17 .31
*
 .27

*
 1   

11. Control Beliefs .23 -.15 -.28
*
 -.46

**
 -.20 -.34

**
 -.08 -.16 .22 -.14 1  

12. PB Scale -.20 .20 .60
**

 .46
**

 .51
**

 .56
**

 -.06 .69
**

 .64
**

 .77
**

 -.05 1 

*correlation is significant at the .05 level  

** correlation is significant at the .01 level
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Table 4: Bivariate Correlations among Variables when a Disaster is Not Present (n = 62) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Income 1            

2. Past Disaster Exp. -.2 1           

3. Intent to Donate -.08 .16 1          

4. Self-Efficacy .11 -.01 .55
**

 1         

5. Per. Corp. Credibility -.08 .19 .79
**

 .68
**

 1        

6. Efficacy .05 .08 .69
**

 .89
**

 .81
**

 1       

7. DRO  -.08 -.16 -.19 -.22 -.33
**

 -.27
*
 1      

8. PBC .25
*
 .05 .34

**
 .26

*
 .19 .18 .09 1     

9. Subjective Norms -.07 .16 .50
**

 .14 .34
**

 .29
*
 .12 .12 1    

10. Attitude -.07 .24 .58
**

 .52
**

 .55
**

 .59
**

 -.19 .18 .40
**

 1   

11. Control Beliefs .13 .02 -.01 -.29
*
 -.17 -.22 .08 .11 .13 -.14 1  

12. PB Scale .06 .22 .68
**

 .47
**

 .53
**

 .53
**

 -.01 .632
**

 .66
**

 .79
**

 .03 1 

*correlation is significant at the .05 level  

** correlation is significant at the .01 level 
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Table 5: Bivariate Correlations among Variables for Participants with Past Disaster Experience (n = 51) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Self-Efficacy 1          

2. Intent to Donate .66
**

 1         

3. Presence .30
*
 -.05 1        

4. Per. Corp. Credibility .60
**

 .74
**

 -.1 1       

5. PBC  .22 .26 -.05 .11 1      

6. Efficacy .93
**

 .76
**

 .18 .72
**

 .19 1     

7. Subjective Norms .23 .55
**

 -.03 .39
**

 .01 .30
*
 1    

8. Attitude .62
**

 .76
**

 -.08 .67
**

 .24 .68
**

 .31
*
 1   

9. Control Beliefs -.45
**

 -.18 -.01 -.22 -.17 -.38
**

 .10 -.26 1  

10. PB Scale .54
**

 .78
**

 -.08 .58
**

 .64
**

 .59
**

 .60
**

 .79
**

 -.18 1 

*correlation is significant at the .05 level  

** correlation is significant at the .01 level 
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Intention to Donate and the Theory of Planned Behavior 

To measure intention to donate, four scales were used to produce conclusive 

indicators of behavior following the TPB. According to Smith and McSweeney (2007), 

the averages of the attitude scale, perceived behavioral control scale, and subjective 

norms scale should reveal a true intent for planned behavior. The intention to donate was 

correlated with all three scale measurements of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioral control combined (called the planned behavior scale or PB scale) (Pearson’s r 

=.64, p =.01). Individually, the results revealed there was a correlation between 

subjective norms and intention to donate (Pearson’s r =.38, p =.01), a correlation 

between perceived behavioral control and intention to donate (Pearson’s r =.31, p =.01), 

and a correlation between attitude and intention to donate (Pearson’s r =.62, p =.01). 

These results supported the use of the intention to donate scale as an indicator of actual 

behavior.  A linear regression revealed the response average of the combined PB scale to 

significantly predict the intention to donate. A regression confirmed a linear relationship 

that the PB scale predicted intention to donate. The overall model was significant F (2, 

122) = 32.75, p < .001. The PB scale explained 45% of the variance in presence check, R
2
 

= .45, indicating that participants’ attitudes toward the behavior, perceived behavior 

control of the behavior, and subjective norms surrounding the behavior were an 

indication of their intention to donate.  Attitude toward the behavior had the highest 

impact in predicting behavior (β =.52, p < .001), subjective norms had the second highest 

impact, (β =.19, p < . 01), and subjective norms had the lowest impact (β =.17, p < .05). 
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Efficacy 

The analysis revealed a strong correlation between efficacy and perceived 

credibility of the DRO (Pearson’s r =.78, p =.01).  There was also a correlation between 

efficacy and the intention to donate (Pearson’s r =.68, p =.01).  

Income 

  There was a negative correlation between intention to donate and income level 

(Pearson’s r =-.18, p =.05).  

Disaster Experience 

 Previous exposure to a disaster was negatively correlated with age (Pearson’s r = 

-.19, p =.01) and income (Pearson’s r =-.33, p =.01). Experiencing a disaster was also 

negatively correlated with subjective norms (Pearson’s r =-.18, p =.05), and attitude 

(Pearson’s r =-.19, p =.05). Previous exposure to a disaster was correlated with a 

decreased perception of credibility of the DRO (Pearson’s r =-.19, p =.05), and lower 

efficacy (Pearson’s r =-.21, p =.05). 

Specifically, an ANOVA revealed that, in conditions when a disaster was present, 

past experience with a hurricane indicated a significantly lower intention to donate (M = 

2.5, SD = .89) (n = 24), than the intention to donate when there was no past experience 

with a hurricane in condition with a disaster present (M = 2.5, SD = .89) (n = 24), F (2, 

60) = 2.42, p =.04, power =.52. 

Source Credibility 

In addition, the results revealed a correlation between credibility condition and the 

perceived credibility of the DRO (Pearson’s r =-.27, p =.01). Interestingly, when a linear 
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regression was performed, controlling for presence, the results revealed a significant 

correlation when a disaster is not present between credibility condition and the perceived 

credibility of the DRO (Pearson’s r =-.68, p =.01).  The overall model was significant F 

(2, 60) = 7.469, p < .01. The credibility condition when no disaster is present explained 

11% of the variance in the perceived credibility, R
2
 = .11. However, when the regression 

was run when there is a disaster present, the credibility condition no longer significantly 

predicts the perceived credibility of the DRO.  

The implications and meanings behind these results and findings of the data 

analysis will be discussed further below with possible theoretical explanations for the 

occurrences. 
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Chapter Six: Discussion 

This study tested the relationships between disaster presence, source (specifically 

DRO) credibility, and positive and negative message framing on intention to donate. The 

study results yielded support for three of the four hypotheses. The study showed that 

individuals have a higher intention to donate when there is a disaster present. Negative 

framing also prompted a higher intention to donate than positive framing when a disaster 

is present. When there is no disaster present, conditions with highly credible sources 

yielded a higher intention to donate than sources without credibility.  

Higher Elaboration and Disaster Presence 

Hypothesis one predicted that participants exposed to a disaster present condition 

will express higher DRO donation intentions than participants exposed to a condition that 

does not have a disaster present. Controlling for past hurricane experience, efficacy, and 

control beliefs, participants exposed to disaster present conditions expressed a 

significantly higher intention to donate than participants exposed to conditions with no 

disaster present. 

Higher elaboration due to personal relevance and issue relevant arguments, may 

explain higher participant donation intention during a disaster. The ELM outlines the 

influencer types and variables that can prevent effective persuasive messaging, including: 

outcome involvement, self-relevance, cognition level, and audience characteristics. 

Disaster presence may enhance elaboration likelihood through increased self-relevance 

and alignment with moral obligation beliefs.  Elaboration is the extent to which a person 

thinks about the issue relevant arguments contained in a message (Petty & Cacioppo, 
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1986). Issue relevance is when message arguments appropriately align with a person’s 

issue expectations (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). In this study, the donation messages 

supported pro-social and helping behavior. Altruistic behavior is considered a societal 

norm. Many researchers found that helping and pro-social behavior is seemingly 

necessary for the survival of human society (Cheung & Chan, 2000). Therefore, 

arguments supporting this behavior should align with participant expectations. 

In addition, moral obligation beliefs may contribute to the participant’s higher 

intention to donate when a disaster is present. These beliefs are examined along the ELM 

dimensions of self-relevance. Self-relevance pertains to whether or not people find the 

disaster relief issue to have personal relevance and perceived individual future 

consequences (Cho & Boster, 2005). Similarly, outcome involvement motivates a desire 

to maintain personal values (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  

Disaster presence would increase self-relevance and involvement in two ways: 

serious consequences and amplified need. Moral obligation beliefs are internalized from 

societal norms. Individuals transfer helping behavior to a personal value (Apsler & Sears, 

1967). Disasters could increase audience perceptions that important future consequences 

are at stake (Cho & Boster, 2005). Secondly, disasters increase need. Social cognitive 

theory implies that increasing need amplifies individual pressure to donate (Cheung & 

Chan, 2000). People feeling increased pressure to preserve a personal value of giving, 

internalized from a societal moral norm, would increase their desire to donate during a 

disaster.  Increased self-relevance and issue relevant arguments would point to 

participants engaging in central route processing when a disaster is present.  
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In additional support of this explanation, when evaluating involvement levels and 

relevance to personal values, moral norms appear particularly useful for pro-social 

behaviors predictions (Oosterhof et al., 2009). Some researchers have investigated adding 

a dimension measuring individual internalized moral rules to the Theory of Planned 

Behavior (Parker, Manstead & Stradling, 1995).   

Beyond individual perceptions of moral norms applying pressure, an audience’s 

individual differences could explain any variances in this finding. Individual 

characteristics play a role in internalizing societal values as personal beliefs and thus, in 

donation behavior. In addition, the influence of personal past experience, both cognitive 

and behavioral, can impact people’s cognitive processes.  When elaboration likelihood is 

high, people access relevant associations, images, and past experiences from memory to 

elaborate on the message and ultimately, make a decision. Past experience correlations 

further supported disaster present conditions facilitating higher elaboration. When a 

disaster was present, past disaster experience was significantly correlated with intention 

to donate. In addition, when a disaster was present, participants’ donation intention levels 

were significantly different between those who had previously experienced a hurricane 

and those who had not previously experienced a hurricane. These findings suggest that 

when a disaster was present, participants did indeed access past experiences and use them 

to elaborate on the message and make a donation decision.  

Petty and Cacioppo (1986) found that behavioral, affective and cognitive 

experiences may serve as guides for an individual’s processing.  These experiences can 

influence the processing and reaction to a message as well. Bandura (1994)’s self-
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reactiveness assessment as part of human agency explains the connection between 

cognition, internalizing moral norms, and behavior.  Bandura (1994) found that moral 

standards do not function as fixed internal conduct regulators. Several moral 

disengagement mechanisms center on the cognitive reconstruction of the conduct itself 

(Bandura, 1994). Even if the moral standards are recognized as a value, people can 

cognitively restructure the conduct. For instance, creating exonerating comparison with 

worse inhumanities or dehumanizing the victims, can operate as a moral disengagement 

mechanism (Bandura, 1984). This mechanism would still allow the individual to maintain 

personal values, without donating. Another explanation could be individual belief 

differences.   

Individual beliefs are also integral to cognitive processing, involvement and 

altruistic behavior. Self-efficacy and perceived behavioral control are two beliefs linked 

through resilience. Resilience, according to Horne and Orr (1998), is a fundamental quality 

of individuals, groups, organizations, and systems as a whole to respond productively to 

significant change that disrupts the expected pattern of events without engaging in an 

extended period of regressive behavior. A person’s ability to adapt in a changing 

environment and endure minimal stress is crucial to enacting successful response behaviors 

during an emergency. During an emergency, one resilient behavior that the public engages in 

is high involvement (Hughes et al., 2008). Tierney, Lindell, and Perry (2001) found that 

altruistic behavior also increases as part of a resiliency behavior or reaction to a disrupted 

routine. If an individual cannot adapt, with minimal stress, the disruption of routines in a 



 

 

 63 

changing environment will affect their ability to cognitively process and handle situations 

effectively (Mallak, 1998).  

Self-efficacy and an internal control locus have been identified as individual 

characteristics that influence resilience (Staub & Vollhardt, 2008). People with higher 

efficacy and a higher internal locus of control tend to be more resilient (Staub & 

Vollhardt, 2008). Low self-efficacy may indicate lowered ability to enact resilient behaviors. 

Therefore, people with low self-efficacy would fail to engage in higher involvement and 

altruistic behavior during a disaster.  The perceived behavioral control scale measured 

people’s personal perceived degree of control over donating.  Staub and Vollhardt (2008) 

stated that these characteristics were identified as important moderators of pro-social 

behavior. Self-efficacy and perceived behavioral control, when used as covariates, increased 

the significance of disaster presence on donation intention. 

As a final note on the accentuation of individual differences in this particular 

hypothesis, an area for expansion of this work in future research that may prove to be 

very informative could be exploring agency in messaging.  

Perception of Source Credibility 

When I explored the bivariate relationships, I found that the relationship between 

the source credibility condition and the DRO’s perceived credibility exists only when 

there is no disaster. The lowered correlation between DRO credibility, perception of 

DRO credibility, and participant’s donation intention when a disaster is present, also 

supports disaster presence motivating participants to engage in higher elaboration or 

centrally route process. When people central route process a message, they focus less 
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attention on peripheral cues (i.e source credibility), to make a decision (Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1986). There was no relationship between the actual credibility condition and 

participants’ perception of DRO credibility. In addition, source credibility had no 

correlation with participant’s intention to donate when a disaster was present. These 

findings indicate participants did not rely on source credibility as a cue for making 

donation decisions. This implies that during a disaster, audiences are able and, in this 

condition, motivated to scrutinize the message more carefully. If this is indeed the case, 

DROs need to pay extra attention to cues that will persuade individuals engaging in 

higher elaboration to adopt the proposed behavior. Some of these cues include argument 

quality, message comprehensibility, and prior attitude (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

In general, in disaster present conditions, participants perceived DRO credibility 

higher across conditions than participants in conditions with no disaster present. Disaster 

uncertainty provides additional support for high elaboration and ultimately, impacts 

participants’ credibility perceptions. Disasters are highly unexpected and uncertain 

events. When people engage in high elaboration, they have an increased need for 

information (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  Fredrickson (1985) found that highly uncertain 

decisions motivate increased information processing. When presented with an uncertain 

problem, decision makers comprehensively analyze the situation and search more widely 

for information (Fredrickson, 1985). Tseng and Fogg (1999) found that the greater a 

user’s need for information, the more likely the user is to accept the information as 

credible.  
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These findings hold great importance for how DROs can establish credibility and 

compete for public support and resources during a disaster. During a disaster, actual 

credibility and credibility perception have lower impact on people’s donating decisions. 

This finding implies that donors are not distinguishing as clearly between DRO expertise 

levels. Therefore, people are not evaluating whether evaluation that a DRO can 

successfully execute a response effort. A DRO’s ability to successfully achieve the relief 

plans is very important in helping victims. The lack of DRO credibility evaluations, 

during a disaster, has penetrating ramifications for donors and disaster victims. Previous 

evidence of DROs failing to deliver acquired monetary donations to victims supports this 

assertion (Mullen, 2013). Additional support is found in empirical findings. Teegan et al. 

(2004) found that many newly emerged DROs lack the capabilities and organizational 

resilience needed to successfully implement their programs. If donors are not critically 

distinguishing between legitimate, capable DROs and less credible, even corrupt 

organizations, monetary donations may not reach disaster victims. These findings support 

the tangible need for creating a distinct NGO accountability system (Jepsen, 2005). 

Peripheral Route Processing 

Hypotheses two predicted that participants in a condition with no disaster present 

will express a higher intention to donate when a highly credible DRO is the message 

source, than participants in a condition with no disaster present when a DRO with no 

established credibility is the message source. This hypothesis was supported when 

income, perceived behavioral control and perceived social pressure were added as 

covariates. In persuasion research, an attitude toward the organization represents support 
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for the source or advertiser of the persuasive message.  In addition, when there is little 

involvement (no disaster), Petty and Priester (1994) found this support crucial to 

persuasion.  

Self (1996) found that one credibility perception step is that audience 

characteristics regulate which sources are perceived as credible. This step highlights the 

relational importance between the TPB’s personalized determinants -- subjective norms 

and perceived behavioral control – and credibility perceptions. A person’s subjective 

norms and perceived behavioral control are personal and harder to influence through 

persuasive messaging. Controlling these two variable items significantly strengthened the 

relationship between source credibility when no disaster is present and donation 

intention. 

Perception of Source Credibility 

This ELM explanation aligns with the support and predictions compiled from the 

literature review of this study. When a disaster is not present, participants expressing 

significant donation intention difference between high credibility DROs and no 

credibility DROs combined with the credibility condition significantly predicting DRO 

credibility perception levels, may indicate a higher reliance on peripheral cues for 

processing.   

A reliance on behavioral impacts associated with DROs provides additional 

support for participant’s peripheral route processing, in conditions without a disaster 

present. Cugelman (2009) found that low-involvement individuals were more influenced 

by their unconscious assumptions about what constitutes a credible source. Presumed 
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credibility arises from the assumptions of the perceiver (Cugelman, 2009). Object or 

source stereotypes commonly form credibility presumptions. An assumption, for 

example, that car salesmen are dishonest, leads to the credibility judgment to not believe 

any car salesman (Cugelman, 2009). The presumed credibility of NGOs varies between 

donation situations. The combination of a solicitation attempt without the presence of a 

disaster has been found to effect trust in an organization. Whaites (2000) found that that 

preventive advocacy can easily be seen as (or become) an attempt to play up a crisis as 

part of an appeal for funds, which would lower perceived credibility of a DRO even 

further.  Empirically, this study found that people perceived DRO credibility, in 

conditions with no disaster present, as significantly lower than the perceived DRO 

credibility, in conditions with a disaster present. This finding combined with the stronger 

relationship between actual DRO credibility and donation intention, when no disaster is 

present, indicates participant’s attention to this assumption during processing. These 

findings may imply people engaging in peripheral route processing when no disaster is 

present. Paying more attention to relevant peripheral cues such as source credibility and 

the behavioral impacts surrounding the source credibility, such as unconscious 

assumptions, are indicators of peripheral route processing and lower elaboration 

likelihood (Cugelman, 2009; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  

Lowest Intention to Donate 

Hypothesis three predicted that across all conditions, participants will express the 

lowest intention to donate in the condition that exposed participants to a positively 

framed message, from a source with no credibility, when there is no disaster present. This 
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hypothesis was not supported. A mean analysis did show that participants in a condition 

without a disaster present, exposed to a positively framed message from a DRO with no 

credibility, did have the lowest donation intention mean. However, this finding lacked 

enough significance to make a claim. The most likely explanation for this is small sample 

size. For each condition there were only 15 to 16 participants. The observed power of 

single conditions effect on intention to donate was very low. 

Negative Framing 

Hypothesis four assessed whether participants in conditions with a disaster 

present had a higher intention to donate when they received a negatively framed message 

compared to when participants in conditions with a disaster present received a positively 

framed message. The fourth hypothesis was significantly supported when covariates were 

applied. Addressing argument agreement, income, past experiences, and monetary 

barriers to donating, dramatically increased the significance and support for the finding 

that individuals exposed to a negatively framed message, during a disaster, have higher 

expressed donation intention levels than individuals exposed to a positively framed 

message during a disaster. Overall, this is consistent with previous research studies. 

Consumer research studies found negative framing more attention-grabbing and 

persuasive than positive information (Banks et al., 1995; Homer & Yoon, 1992).  

The ELM can also explain the impact of a disaster on framing. When a disaster 

was present, there was a significant difference between negative and positive message 

framing effects on people’s donation intentions. This finding supports the previous 

assertions that people are motivated to engage in high elaboration, when a disaster is 
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present. Previous research has found that when people are carefully evaluating 

information there is direct evidence that negative information is more effective than 

positive information (Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990). In addition, negative framing 

arousing sympathy can be linked to people’s higher donation intention. Chang and Lee 

(2009) found that negatively framed messages can arouse viewers’ self-relevance, 

consciousness, and sympathy. Negative message framing conveying the serious 

consequences, if no action is taken, facilitates this arousal (Chang & Lee, 2009). 

Consistent with Russell and Mentzel (2009)’s finding, sympathy appears to be integral to 

altruism. Sympathy is an emotional response. Sympathy usually results when a person 

attributes the victim’s plight to uncontrollable factors (Russell & Mentzel, 2001). 

Sympathy arousal instigates people to help (Russell & Mentzel, 2001). 

Prior attitude toward a behavior was used to control variance in this finding. Prior 

attitude toward a behavior is important in determining whether issue relevant thinking 

facilitates or inhibits attitude change. For message persuasion, Pallak et al. (1979) found 

that increasing involvement increases the probability of rejecting counter-attitudinal 

messages. Supporting this finding, Petty and Cacioppo (1986) found that people in high 

relevance groups are more familiar with the issue and may have more topic relevant 

knowledge. People’s higher familiarity and greater topic knowledge implies that these 

individuals may have a greater ability to process the message, as well as the greater 

motivation. Therefore, messages arguments presented with information that is 

inconsistent with the participants’ opinions, may motivate and enable them to generate 

counterarguments (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Supporting higher elaboration in disaster 
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present conditions, controlling for lack of agreement increased the significance of these 

findings.  

The negative framing findings support the previous findings concerning 

elaboration likelihood and message persuasiveness. This confirmation that, during a 

disaster, negative framing yields higher donation intention levels is an important step 

towards identifying the strongest and most effective disaster relief messages.  

Information Seeking on Social Media 

The findings also revealed individuals using new and interpersonal media, such as 

social media for information during a disaster. This is consistent with the previous study 

findings as well. Previous studies, with a more pointed focus on social media’s features 

and specific forums, may explain this trend.  

Previous studies’ findings about mass media trends, social media, and disasters 

offer support for this study’s findings. Disasters offer most dramatic characteristics 

reporters are encouraged to find, according to der Heide (1989). Disasters also have the 

additional advantage of great attention-grabbing (der Heide, 1989). One problem, during 

a disaster, identified by der Heide (1989), is that mass media is an entertainment 

business. The mass media’s entertainment dimension can hinder effective information 

dissemination and cause people to seek information elsewhere. Shklovski, Palen, and 

Sutton (2008)’s study, found people turned to social media during the California 

wildfires. Respondents reported that the 24-hour news coverage of the fires tended 

toward sensationalism and failed to provide the information they sought (Shklovski et al., 

2008). Additionally, Sutton et al. (2008) found that several local citizens and news 
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organizations used Twitter to provide updates about the fire. The Twitter service users 

judged this information to be more frequent and timely than official reports (Sutton et al., 

2008). These previous accounts cite people using new social media sources to 

supplement traditional mass media, during a disaster. A future research direction could 

explore why people are adopting social media as a supplemental information source over 

other ICTs and news sources. 

One explanation for people’s social media technologies’ choice is the increased 

interdependence and interaction the technologies offer. Disasters increase public 

involvement and altruistic behaviors. ICTs, especially social media, can bolster these 

behavior. Though the public’s high involvement during disasters is not new, ICTs makes 

their role more visible and broadens people’s participation scope (Hughes et al., 2008). 

Additionally, Tierney, Lindell, and Perry (2001) found that in emergencies, altruistic 

behavior increases as part of a reaction to a disrupted routine. Previous research supports 

that ICTs, with social media applications, are used for altruistic and information seeking 

purposes. These ICTs support peer-to-peer communication. Social media -- such as social 

networking applications, like Facebook, Flickr, and MySpace, and messaging services, 

like Twitter -- can serve as a new means for disaster survivors, curious onlookers, and 

compassionate helpers to find information and to assist others (Hagar & Haythornthwaite, 

2005; Hughes, Liu, Palen, Sutton, Hughes, & Vieweg, 2008; Palen & Liu, 2007; Palen, 

Sutton, Liu, & Vieweg, 2008; Palen & Vieweg, 2008; Schneider & Foot, 2004). The 

technologies’ social element features may explain this phenomenon. 
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Shklovski et al. (2008)’s disaster study found an evolution from individual 

practice toward shared, designated digital community information resources. The 

capabilities of these online services to replicate community behaviors and norms are 

especially important during a disaster. Research identified the emergence of new and 

“altruistic communities” formed during disasters (Kaniasty & Norris, 1985). During 

disasters, people mobilize to help themselves and each other. Often, these people turn to 

their communities for assistance. People’s increased community involvement and 

participation levels enhance community solidarity and morale during disasters, as well 

(Tierney et al., 2001). Previous researchers have identified increased social convergence 

as a community and participatory reaction to disaster (Fritz & Mathewson, 1957; Kendra 

& Wachtendorf, 2003). This social convergence usually takes place at the disaster’s 

physical site (Kendra & Wachtendorf, 2003). Palen et. al. (2008) found that this 

convergence can also been achieved online. Specifically, the internet allows people and 

information to converge around disaster events with increased speed. The internet also 

expands the distance from which people can participate in this social convergence (Palen 

et al., 2008).  

These new media offer faster, better, and more expansive ways to perform 

disaster related behaviors accompanying the emergent sense of community. How DROs 

integrate these new communication technologies into disaster relief campaigns is crucial. 

Grossman and Greckol-Herlich (2009), stated that almost every nonprofit sector 

dimension, from funding to measuring impact, is undergoing dynamic change. 

Furthermore, NGO social value is dependent on how well these organizations can adapt 
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to these changes (Grossman & Greckol-Herlich, 2009).  These new technologies offer 

great opportunities for DRO communication during disasters. One consistent disaster 

observation is that communication is inadequate (der Heide, 1989). Unfortunately, 

establishing what constitutes adequate communication, and why it is so difficult to 

achieve, is less clear (der Heide, 1989). Strategic communication impacts most disaster 

response aspects from warnings to inter-agency coordination. These findings offer 

disaster relief organizations some effective communication tools for soliciting donations, 

during a disaster. This will help DROs to alleviate some of the communication 

complications that disasters bring.  

Significant Relationships identified in Research Question One 

The analyses also revealed some unexpected and interesting findings concerning 

donation behavior. The findings revealed that people’s perception of DRO credibility is 

more strongly correlated with the actual DRO credibility condition when no disaster is 

present; with higher credibility sources yielding higher donation rates. In addition, the 

results confirmed traditional mass media sources as the most used information source 

during a disaster. However, the findings also revealed a high percentage of individuals 

using new and interpersonal media, such as social media, as information sources during a 

disaster. In addition, participants who identified having prior hurricane experience 

expressed a significantly lower donation intention. This variable was used as a covariate 

in examining all findings pertaining to conditions with a disaster present. The importance, 

meaning and implications of these findings are discussed below.  
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The Importance of Self Efficacy 

Previous research can help explain the correlational relationship between self-

efficacy and donation behavior that this study revealed. Bandura (1994) stated that unless 

people believe that unless their actions can produce desired results and forestall 

detrimental ones, they have little incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties. 

Meta-analyses attest to the finding that whatever other factors may operate as guides and 

motivators, efficacy beliefs play an influential role in human functioning (Holden 1991, 

Holden et al 1990, Multon et al 1991, Stajkovic & Luthans 1998). All beliefs are rooted 

in the core idea that a person’s actions have the power to produce effects. In addition, 

Cheung and Chan (2000) found that a person’s perceived self-efficacy can be seen as an 

underlying factor of donating behavior. This idea is expanding in the TPB to include 

control. 

A person’s beliefs about factors that either facilitate or imped behavioral 

performance weighted by the expected impact of these factors if they were present  

supports the TPB perceived behavioral control determinant (Smith & McSweeney, 2007). 

Second-hand information about the behavior, friends’ experiences, and other factors that 

increase or reduce the perceived behavioral performance difficulties can all influence a 

person’s control beliefs (Ajzen, 1991). However, Ajzen (1991) also found that a person’s 

control beliefs may be based in part on past experience with the behavior. This finding 

was supported in the current study. 

This study found that past experience correlated with self-efficacy. In this study, 

past experience was operationalized through disaster exposure. Participants who had 
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experienced a disaster had lower self-efficacy levels than participants who had not 

identified previously experiencing a disaster.  

Past Experience and Regional Similarities 

Interestingly, the findings found participants had a significantly lower donation 

intention level, in conditions with a disaster present, when participants had past hurricane 

experience. One possible contribution to this finding was that the study’s timing. This 

study coincided with Hurricane Sandy recovery efforts in the Northeast. Despite having a 

large percentage of participants from the Northeast, there was also no correlation between 

participant’s region and intention to donate. Hurricane Sandy’s use as the ongoing natural 

disaster prompt did not seem to impact local participants’ donation levels to hurricane 

victims. However, when past hurricane experience was used as a control, many other 

donation intention relationships, when a disaster was present, became more significant. 

These findings are important for two reasons; similarity and experience.  

The lack of correlation between region and intention to donate may reveal 

implications for similarity. Staub and Vollhardt (2008) found that individuals who have 

suffered themselves may become more easily aware of other people’s suffering. People’s 

experience with and, presumably, sensitivity to need situations causes this awareness 

(Staub & Vollhardt, 2008). Accordingly,  Vollhardt and Staub (2008)’s study about the 

Tsunami in South East Asia, found people who had suffered from traumatic life events 

were more aware of Tsunami news. This awareness mediated the positive relation 

between suffering and the perceived responsibility to help Tsunami victims (Vollhardt & 

Staub, 2008, Study 2).  Staub and Vollhardt (2008) found that perceived similarity greatly 
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influences need identification and recognition and responsibility to help. This increased 

perceived responsibility is supported with people who have past disaster experience, but 

not regional similarities. In this instance, regional similarity does not appear as a strong 

enough perceived similarity to influence the higher need recognition and responsibility to 

help.  This could be an avenue for future research as well.  

Participant’s lower donation intention, during a disaster, when a participant had 

experienced a hurricane could be related to efficacy. For participants with past hurricane 

exposure, their perceived efficacy level was significantly lower than the perceived 

efficacy level for participants who had not personally experienced a hurricane.  As 

mentioned earlier, perceived self-efficacy has been identified as an individual 

characteristic that influences resilience (Staub & Vollhardt, 2008). People with higher 

self-efficacy tend to be more resilient (Staub & Vollhardt, 2008). Lower self-efficacy, in 

this case, may imply lower resilience level for individuals who have experienced a 

disaster. If an individual cannot adapt, with minimal stress, the disruptions in a changing 

environment will affect their ability to cognitively process and handle situations effectively 

(Mallak, 1998). According to Bandura (1994), unless people believe their actions can 

produce desired results and forestall detrimental ones, they have little incentive to act or 

persevere in the face of difficulties. This belief could account for the low intention to 

donate. Participants that had previously experienced a hurricane, when placed in a 

condition with disaster presence, had lower efficacy and in turn, lowered intention to 

perform any action. The donation intention findings reverse when efficacy and past exposure 
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to a hurricane are used as covariates, during a disaster. This reversal attests to the effect of 

the variables on the donation behavior.   

Income and Donations 

Surprisingly, there was some negative correlation between income and intention 

to donate. However, when there was no disaster present, the relationship between 

participant’s donation intention and income no longer existed. This is consistent with the 

findings of Cheung and Chan (2000) that income, age, class, education and gender had no 

significant total effects on the intention to donate to the IRO and charity.  

A decreasing intention to donate as income level increases is in opposition to 

many previous findings. Yavas et al., (1981) found that socioeconomic variables appear 

to be good predictors of donation behavior. Other studies, as well, have generally found 

that higher socioeconomic status facilitates helping after disasters (Riecken & Yavas, 

1979; Sundel et al., 1978), especially financially (Kaniasty & Norris, 1995; Nelson, 1973; 

Nelson & Dynes, 1976). Despite randomly selecting participants for conditions, 

conditions with a disaster present contained participants with significantly higher income 

levels than participants in conditions with no disaster present. This uneven dispersion 

may have accounted for the surprising correlation.  

LIMITATIONS 

Time Elapse and Real Disaster Presence 

A potential limitation, but also unique study aspect, is the data collection timing 

coinciding with Hurricane Sandy relief efforts. The data was collected as ongoing 

recovery efforts were still occurring. However, the storm had already passed. These 
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temporal elements may have influenced the presence level felt. In addition, using a real 

world disaster may have affected issue relevance and elaboration likelihood. One 

elaboration factor, that a real world disaster would impact, is prior thinking. If a person 

has considered an issue many times in the past, it may be difficult to motivate the person 

to think about another message on the same topic (Petty & Capaccio, 1986).  The person 

may feel that all the arguments have been evaluated (Petty & Capaccio, 1986). According 

to Petty and Capaccio (1986), this would make it less likely that a person would process 

new arguments. Prior thinking could explain why people, who had previously 

experienced a hurricane, had a lower intention to donate, in conditions when a disaster 

was present. 

 Though a potential limitation, Hurricane Sandy’s use and timing with this study, 

addressed a common disaster research shortcoming.  Many times, the donation behavior 

observations are compiled a considerable time after the donation and chosen event have 

occurred. The unpredictable nature of disasters makes it difficult to study behaviors 

immediately, and in the presence of an actual emergency situation. Therefore, this study 

considers the ability to gather data, during the ongoing recovery and relief efforts of a 

natural disaster, an asset. 

Sample Size 

Unfortunately, this study’s sample size was less than ideal. Smaller sample size 

had the greatest impact on the exploration of differences between the three independent 

variables’ interactions. There were only 15 or 16 participants in each of the eight 

conditions. The condition size only directly impacted one hypothesis (Hypothesis 3). The 
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small sample size could contribute to lack of significant findings for hypothesis three. 

Though the sample size was small, it was relatively diverse and, actually, included a high 

percentage of participants who had experienced a disaster. This diversity and past 

experience added an additional level of depth to the findings.  

Use of the Website 

Using the internet to not only collect data but also as the source communication 

medium may have some implications on the results. In relation to source credibility 

perception, Internet information may benefit from a sort of presumed credibility (Wathen 

& Burkell, 2002). Many users assume that if someone expends the effort and financial 

resources to provide information on a Web site, than the information quality must be 

adequate (Feightner, Quintana, Marshall, & Wathen, 1999). However, other researchers 

have found a decline in Internet information’s perceived quality. This decline is based on 

a belief that the internet holds a vast amount of lower quality, unfiltered information 

(Eysenbach, 2000; Shon & Musen, 1999). Online transactions may also have some 

impact on donation behavior. Grabner-Krauter and Kaluscha (2003) have emphasized 

that individuals’ trust in electronic transactions -- such as online donations -- cannot be 

assumed.  

Despite these variables, using websites reflected many individuals’ common 

medium choice for donating. In a previous study surveying donating behaviors, a disaster 

relief organization’s website was the most used communication medium for donation 

(Schlimbach, 2012). In addition, Johnson (1999) concluded that the internet is the fastest 

growing communication medium in the world.  
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Distraction 

According to the ELM, using a dispersed online survey, that lacked environment 

control, may have impacted motivational factors. Distraction, for instance, is one variable 

that affects a person’s message processing abilities, in a relatively objective manner 

(Petty & Capaccio, 1986). Specifically, distraction interrupts the thoughts a message 

would normally elicit in a person (Petty & Capaccio, 1986). The distraction level was not 

evaluated or accounted for, in the data collection. Since the environment was not 

controlled, each participant’s distraction level would vary. This variable’s impact would 

also depend on the assigned experimental conditions. Distraction is an especially 

important thought disrupter when people are highly motivated and able to process the 

message (Petty & Brock, 1981).  On the other hand, if a person’s message processing 

motivation or ability is low, distraction should have little effect (Petty & Brock, 1981). 

Despite these uncontrolled effects, distraction may contribute to more applicable 

findings. In contrast, laboratory settings can create an artificially high level of attention 

(Block & Keller, 1995). Therefore, distraction may be a more realistic test type (Block & 

Keller, 1995).  

Prior Reputation 

Both DROs, in this study, were fictional, which may have served as a limitation. 

Creating the DROs allowed for better control of participant’s DRO credibility 

perceptions.  In support of this choice, the participant’s perceived DRO credibility was 

correlated with the source credibility condition. However, using unknown DROs could 

have additional impact on the findings. Familiarity, in some instances, influences the 
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reputation or credibility perceptions of an organization. Familiarity is correlated with 

increased expertise (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). For consumer organizational credibility, 

according to Laroche, Kim, and Zhou (1996), familiarity with a brand appears to 

influence consumers’ confidence in the brand. Consumer’s increased confidence affects 

their intention to buy that same brand. This affect could extend to other organizations, 

including DROs.  

In addition, prior knowledge of an organization may influence trust in a way that 

cannot be replicated during a disaster. During Hurricane Katrina, even with the expansive 

lists of participating relief effort organizations, more than half of the donations were 

given to the American Red Cross (Strom, 2006). This donation behavior could constitute 

part of “deep and constant engagement”. Vollhardt and Staub (2011) found that for 

individuals and organizations, trust often requires a ‘deep and constant engagement’. This 

deep and constant engagement is a give and take that builds faith in the others over time 

(Vollhardt & Staub, 2011). Further, this engagement cannot be established on the first 

day of a disaster (Vollhardt & Staub, 2011). In an attempt, to realistically contrast a 

newly formed DRO (as is often the case in disaster response), both DROs being 

previously unknown to the participants could have lessened the difference in participants’ 

credibility perceptions. 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

Urgency 

It is beyond the scope of this research to address all possible message 

manipulations in donation solicitation messages. However, the timing of Hurricane Sandy 
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relief proposed an interesting avenue of study with urgency. Urgency has been found to 

impact donation and possibly framing (das, Kerkhof & Kuiper, 2008). Colaizzi, 

Williams, and Kayson (1984) found that the greater the victim need, the more likely or 

more quickly people will help. It would be an interesting and applicable interaction to 

study how the presence of a disaster 1). would be communicated in a sense to convey 

urgency and 2). alone instilled a sense of urgency in potential donors.  Integrating this 

variable with message framing would be an excellent extension and addition to the 

measurements of this study. 

Resiliency 

As previous disaster research has indicated, resiliency affects individuals’ 

reactions and behaviors, during and after a disaster (Mark & Semaan, 2008; Tierney et 

al., 2001). This study included characteristics measures for some aspects – self-efficacy 

and control -- integral to resilience (Staub & Vollhardt, 2008). The study’s disaster 

presence findings demonstrated the impact that these characteristics may have on 

donation intention. A future research direction could include a full scale measure of all 

resilience dimensions. This measurement expansion would assess the resilience effects on 

donation behavior.  

Moral Norms 

Following measurement scales, moral norms could also be a dimension to include 

in future research expansion. Other researchers have indicated and, in some cases, tested 

a moral norm dimension as it applies to the TPB scale. Smith and McSweeney (2007), 

found that moral norms reflect personal responsibility feelings. The current scales 
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assessed in the TPB address direct perceived social pressure (Smith & McSweeney, 

2007).  Smith and McSweeney (2007) support this addition, citing that moral norms 

should have an independent effect on intention. Burgoyne et al. (2005) also found that a a 

person’s sense of obligation was an important to charitable giving. This dimension would 

also provide some insight into the discussions of Bandura (1994) on moral 

disengagement. Including a moral norms dimension in future donation behavior and 

disaster research could isolate and establish a concrete relationship between the 

individual characteristics and norm internalization that affect a person’s intention to 

perform a behavior.  

Strength of Regional Similarities 

The lack of relationship between region and donation behavior, in this study, 

offers an interesting future research direction concerning similarity. Staub and Vollhardt 

(2008) found perceived similarity affected helping behavior and altruism for traumatic 

event victims. Perceived similarity has been explored before for its’ effects on behavior 

and emotional implications (Staub & Vollhardt, 2008). In addition, the disaster features 

that evoke the most donation response have specific characteristics, such as being 

survivable and external (Bennett & Kottasz, 2000). In future research, exploring what 

specific types of similarities evoke more response during disasters could yield interesting 

results. In this study participants’ past experience with a disaster evoked a higher 

intention to donate. However, regional similarities to the proposed disaster victims did 

not impact participants’ donation intention. The range of similarities that cause increased 

relief response and similarity perceptions from people should be examined further.  
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Agency 

Agency is an element, discussed earlier, of moral disengagement (Bandura, 1994). 

Exploring the human agency interaction with the other study variables would be an 

interesting research extension. For instance, increasing or manipulating agency in the 

messages may affect the participants’ lowered self-efficacy during disasters. McGlone, 

Bell, Zaitchik, and McGlynn (2012) found strategic agency assignment can improve the 

effectiveness of flu vaccination materials. Attributing agency to either the virus itself or 

the human participant, shaped different transmission conceptions as attributable either to 

social contact within one's control or to active predator pursuit (McGlone et al., 

2012).Using this previous research to integrate agency with the current research could 

have impactful and interesting results for donor reactions and disaster relief behaviors. 
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Chapter Seven: Conclusion 

As natural disaster severity and frequency escalates, it is imperative to understand 

disaster impact on communicating donation relief messages. Improving these donation 

messages will allow DROs to enable faster victim response and recovery efforts. The 

NGO increase, raises the public need for higher DRO establishment standards, as well. 

Individuals vary in their ability and effort to assess DRO credibility during a disaster, and 

that further illuminates the need for additional research. These standards would also 

simplify the disaster relief process and streamline response donations. Effectively 

targeting audiences for donations has always been an important non-profit research area. 

New technologies, with shorter, faster messaging capabilities (i.e. Twitter), increases the 

importance of finding the most efficient message characteristics to solicit public 

donations. Studying ways to use social media during a disaster to gather information 

reveals additional research opportunities. DROs can harness social media’s increased 

speed and peer to peer communication features for outreach, information, and donations. 

In addition, negative framing is an operative way to elicit higher donation intention levels 

from people. Negative framing offers a more persuasive argument for potential donors 

without increasing information content. Adapting to changing environments is a large 

part of disaster response. DROs and NGOs need to work equally as hard at adapting to 

the changing technology and social environments. DROs adopting new communication 

media, using persuasive messaging strategies, and working with disaster reactions can 

effectively increase disaster relief donations.  
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In conclusion, disaster impact on donating is studied to improve response and 

recovery efforts. However, the disaster impact assessment interacting with other 

communication variables such as message characteristics, perceived DRO credibility, and 

media has important implications for donation behavior. This study revealed trends for 

disaster preparation and natural disaster response donation behaviors. Disasters cause 

communication breakdowns, disruptions, and shifts that impact response and recovery 

efforts. The more we understand about communication during disasters, the less impact 

those disruptions will have on public contributions to relief. Assessing message framing 

and DRO credibility effects, prior to and during disasters, is just one part of successfully 

integrating disaster impact into communication plans that facilitate greater support, 

recovery, and disaster aid donations.
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A: STUDY ADVERTISEMENT  
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APPENDIX B: SNOWBALL SAMPLING ADVERTISEMENT  

 

Hello, 

I am writing to you for help with a survey on Disaster Relief Donations. There 

will be a brief demographic portion, then you will need to read 3 short pages conveying 

disaster relief information, at the end you will be asked questions about the information 

and how you feel about donation. Anyone who is over the age of 18 can take this 

survey.  Once you have completed it, if you could forward this email to anyone you know 

who would be willing to take it as well I would really appreciate it. Thank you in advance 

for all your help! 

There will be no identifying data required for the survey.  The survey should take 

about 5 minutes to complete. By clicking on the enclosed link, at the bottom of the page, 

you will be directed to the survey.  All information disclosed will remain confidential and 

anonymous. I hope you will consider taking a few minutes to complete the survey to 

assist me with this project. 

Link to survey: https://utaustined.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_8eT3xh8MOvdn1WZ

https://utaustined.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_8eT3xh8MOvdn1WZ
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APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT 

Consent to Participate in Internet Research 
 Identification of Investigator and Purpose of Study 
  
You are invited to participate in a research study, entitled “How Disaster Relief Organizations Solicit 
Funds: The Effects of Disaster Presence, Message Framing, and Source Credibility on Individual’s 
Intention to Donate.”  The study is being conducted by Hilary Schlimbach and Dr. Keri Stephens, 
Department of Communication Studies of The University of Texas at Austin, 1 University Station 
A0900, Austin, TX 78712   512-471-5775, hilschlim@utexas.edu . 
  
The purpose of this research study is to examine what message and source characteristics are 
impacting donors’ intentions to donate to a disaster relief organization (DRO) both in the presence 
of and lack of a disaster.  Your participation in the study will contribute to a better understanding of 
the implications for the importance of message formatting, content, and communication during an 
emergency. It would also imply indications about the importance of peripheral cues and messaging 
in non-emergency situations. All of which could be furthered both in the practical and research 
world for DROs and emergency response efforts. Applying these findings would benefit not only 
victims of disasters but also DROs fundraising efforts and effectiveness. You are free to contact the 
investigator at the above address and phone number to discuss the study.  You must be at least 18 
years old to participate. 
  
If you agree to participate: 
·         The survey will take approximately 5 to 10 minutes of your time. 
·         You will complete a preliminary demographic survey, view either two or three website pages, 
and be asked to complete a response survey at the end.  
  
Risks/Benefits/Confidentiality of Data 
  
There are no known risks. There will be no costs for participating, nor will you benefit from 
participating.  Your name and email address will not be kept during the data collection phase. A 
limited number of research team members will have access to the data during data collection.   
 
 
Participation or Withdrawal 
  
Your participation in this study is voluntary.  You may decline to answer any question and you have 
the right to withdraw from participation at any time.  Withdrawal will not affect your relationship with 
The University of Texas in anyway.  If you do not want to participate either simply stop participating 
or close the browser window.  
  
Contacts 
If you have any questions about the study or need to update your email address contact the 
researcher. Prior, during or after your participation you can contact the researcher Hilary J. 
Schlimbach at 512-471-1602 or send an email to hilschlim@utexas.edu.  This study has been 
processed by the Office of Research Support and the study number is 2012-11-0005.” 
  
Questions about your rights as a research participant. 
If you have questions about your rights or are dissatisfied at any time with any part of this study, 
you can contact, anonymously if you wish, the Office of Research Support by phone at (512) 471-
8871 or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu 
  
If you agree to participate, please press next at the bottom of this screen. 
  
Thank you.    
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APPENDIX D: SURVEY 

Q1 Please write in your age: ________ 

Q2 Please indicate your sex 

 Male (1) 

 Female (2) 

Q3 What region of the country are you located in? 

 Northeast (1) 

 Southeast (3) 

 Midwest (4) 

 Southwest (5) 

 Northwest (6) 

Q4 Please indicate your race (you can select all that apply). 

 White/Non-Hispanic (1) 

 Black/African-American (2) 

 Hispanic (3) 

 Asian (4) 

 Native American/Pacific Islander (5) 

 Other (6) 

 Unknown (7) 
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Q5 Please indicate your income level range. 

 Below $30,000 (1) 

 Between $30,000-$80,000 (2) 

 Between $80,000-$150,000 (3) 

 Above $150,000 (4) 

 Unknown (5) 

Q6 On this scale of 1 indicating novice and 7 indicating complete expert, please rate your 

comfort level with technology. 

 1 Novice 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 

Complete 

Expert 

(7) 

Comfort 

Level With 

Technology 

(1) 

              

 

Q7 Have you ever experienced a disaster? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 Unknown (3) 
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Answer If Have you ever experienced a disaster?<o:p></o:p> Yes Is Selected 

Q8 What type of disaster was it? 

 Tornado (1) 

 Earthquake (2) 

 Bomb (3) 

 Flood (4) 

 Fire (5) 

 Hurricane (6) 

 Other (7) ____________________ 

 Unknown (8) 

Q9 What sources do you obtain the greatest amount of information concerning natural 

disasters? 

 Newspapers (online and in-print) (1) 

 Magazines (online and in-print) (2) 

 Social Media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.) (3) 

 Television News Media (4) 

 Pop culture (films, television, etc.) (5) 

 E-mail (6) 

 Blogs (7) 

 Discussions with Others (8) 

 Direct Experience (9) 
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 Other (10) 

 Unknown (11) 

Example Experimental Condition [Condition 1] 

 

Primed with Disaster Presence: Hurricane Sandy may have moved on – but millions are 

without power, transportation systems are crippled, more flooding is expected and your 

help is urgently needed. Many families returned home only to find their homes 

completely uninhabitable. They’ll need supplies to clean up their homes, a place to sleep 

at night while their roofs and windows are repaired, and food and water to keep them 

going until power is restored to their neighborhoods. Please read the following 

information and answer the all questions as if this Hurricane is occurring now. 
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Positive Framing Condition: Please look at/read the screenshot for the homepage of the 

Disaster Relief Organization (DRO), taking as much time as you require, then click the 

'next' button at the bottom of the page. 
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Response Survey 

Q1 Please rate your response on this scale (1 would definitely not donate,  5 

would definitely donate). 

 1 Would 

Definitely 

Not Donate 

(1) 

2 Probably 

Not Donate 

(2) 

3 Unsure 

(3) 

4 Probably 

Would 

Donate (4) 

5 Would 

Definitely 

Donate (5) 

Would you 

be willing to 

make a 

donation to 

this disaster 

relief 

organization 

(DRO)? (0) 
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Q2 How many people would be helped by your donation? 

 One family (1) 

 Many families (2) 

 No families (3) 

Q3 The disaster relief organization (DRO)'s website stated that your donation would 

provide one family with a blanket.  

 True (1) 

 False (2) 

Q4 Rate the extent to which the disaster relief organization (DRO)'s website stressed the 

negative implications of not performing the behavior. (1 did not stress the negative 

implications, 5 did stress the negative implications)  

 1 Did not 

stress the 

negative 

implications 

of not 

performing 

the behavior 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 Did stress 

the negative 

implications 

of not 

performing 

the behavior 

(5) 

1 The 

Disaster 

Relief 

Organization 

website... (1) 
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Q5 Which disaster relief organization (DRO) did you view a website for? 

 RescueAid (1) 

 Hurricane Sandy Help (2) 

 Other (3) 

 Unknown (4) 

 

OR 

 

Q5 Which disaster relief organization (DRO) did you view a website for? 

 RescueAid (1) 

 Hurricane Help (5) 

 Other (3) 

 Unknown (4) 
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Q6  Please respond to the following statements by rating the extent to which you agree with the statement (1 strongly disagree, 

7 strongly agree) 

 1. Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

2. Disagree 

(2) 

3. 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

4 Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree (4) 

5. 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

6. Agree (6) 7. Strongly 

Agree (7) 

The  disaster relief 

organization(DRO) has 

a great amount of 

experience (1) 

              

The  disaster relief 

organization(DRO) 

does not have much 

experience (2) 

              

The  disaster relief 

organization(DRO) is 

skilled in what they do 

(3) 

              

The disaster relief 

organization(DRO) has 

great expertise (4) 

              

The disaster relief 

organization (DRO) is 

honest (5) 

              

The disaster relief 

organization (DRO) 

makes truthful claims 

(6) 

              

I trust the disaster               
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relief organization 

(DRO). (7) 

I do not believe what 

the disaster relief 

organization (DRO) 

tells me (8) 
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Q7  Please respond to the following statements by rating the extent to which you agree with the statement (1 strongly disagree, 

7 strongly agree) 

 1. Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

2. Disagree 

(2) 

3. 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

4 Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree (4) 

5. 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

6. Agree (6) 7. Strongly 

Agree (7) 

Following the 

recommendations in 

this message is risky 

because I may not be 

able to help disaster 

victims even if I 

donate, (1) 

              

Following the 

recommendations in 

this message is 

important in helping 

disaster relief (2) 

              

If I wanted to, it 

would be easy for me 

to donate money to 

the disaster relief 

organization (3) 

              

I am confident that I 

could donate money 

to the disaster relief 

organization (4) 

              

For me to donate 

money to the disaster 
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relief organization is 

difficult (5) 

The decision to 

donate money to the 

disaster relief 

organization is 

beyond my control 

(6) 

              

Whether I decide to 

donate money to the 

disaster relief 

organization or not is 

entirely up to me (7) 
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Q8  Please respond to the following statements by rating the extent to which you agree with the statement (1 strongly disagree, 

7 strongly agree) 

 1. Strongly 

Disagree (1) 

2. Disagree 

(2) 

3. 

Somewhat 

Disagree (3) 

4 Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree (4) 

5. 

Somewhat 

Agree (5) 

6. Agree (6) 7. Strongly 

Agree (7) 

People expect 

me to donate 

money to 

disaster relief 

organizations. 

(1) 

              

I feel under 

social pressure 

to donate money 

to disaster relief 

organizations (2) 

              

People who are 

important to me 

want me to 

donate money to 

disaster relief 

organizations (3) 

              

Most people 

who are 

important to me 

think that I 

should not 

donate money to 
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a disaster relief 

organization. (4) 

You think that 

you should 

donate money to 

a disaster relief 

organization (5) 

              

I answered these 

questions 

concerning a 

disaster that 

could happen in 

the future. (6) 

              

I answered these 

questions 

concerning a 

disaster that is 

happening now. 

(7) 
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Q9 Please rate your response in completing the following statement on a scale of 1 

through 7. 

My making a monetary donation to the disaster relief organization would be: 

pleasant :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: unpleasant 

useful :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: useless 

unsatisfying :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: satisfying 

favorable :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: unfavorable 

negative :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: positive 

considerate :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: inconsiderate 

pointless :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: worthwhile 

bad :___1__:___2__:___3__:___4__:___5__:___6__:___7___: good 
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Q10 Please rate the extent to which each of the following barriers would prevent you from donating money to the disaster 

relief organization (1 not at all, 7 very much).  

 1 Not at All 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 Very 

Much (7) 

Concern that  

your donation 

would not 

reach the 

needy, (1) 

              

The type of  

organization 

involved (2) 

              

The approach 

style of the 

organization 

(3) 

              

Whether the 

organization 

was willing to 

accept smaller 

amounts of 

money (4) 

              

Lack of 

agreement 

with and/or 

belief in this 

cause (5) 
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Q11 On a scale of "not at all" to "very much" please respond to the following question: 

 1 Not at all 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 Very Much 

(7) 

When it 

comes to 

donating, 

how willing 

are you to do 

what your 

significant 

others wants 

you to do? (1) 
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Abbreviations 

 CB – Control Beliefs 

 DRO – Disaster Relief Organization 

 ELM – Elaboration Likelihood Model 

 EPPM – Extended Parallel Process Model 

 NGO – Non-governmental Organization 

 PBC – Perceived Behavioral Control 

 PSP – Perceived Social Pressure 

 PB Scale – Planned Behavior Scale 

 TPB – Theory of Planned Behavior 
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