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ADDENDUM A: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

1 INTRODUCTION

Due to the compilation format of this thesis, it is impossible to report all the findings within
one or two articles. This addendum contains details of the data analysis and interpretation in

support of abbreviated versions found in the articles of the thesis.

For the empirical results of this study, qualitative partially structured interviews and two
corresponding surveys were used. The partially structured interviews resulted in initial
findings and informed the design of the survey questionnaires. The term ‘corresponding
surveys’ is used because the two surveys set out to measure the stakeholder relationship
between corporate donors and the NPOs who receive funding from them by using
corresponding items (survey questionnaires included in Addendum B and C), some of which
are identical and some similar (specifically where contextual differences made it impossible

to use identical items).

The Hon and Grunig (1999) relationship questionnaire was adapted to form two separate
guestionnaires and the newly formulated items added to each questionnaire. After pilot
testing and review by an expert panel, the two corresponding surveys were conducted — one
survey among CSI staff members and the second among managers of NPOs. The sample
for the NPO survey was randomly drawn from the Prodder NGO Directory of 2008. The
Prodder NGO Directory was chosen for accessibility reasons — firstly, the directory itself was
available to the researcher and secondly, all the NPOs listed in the directory were said to
have internet access and e-mail addresses that were necessary for the online completion of

the questionnaire.

The sample of CSI representatives proved to be challenging and because of difficulties in
accessing this population, the researcher reverted to using both purposive, convenience and
snowball sampling methods including accessing contact details from the 2000 and 2012
Trialogue CSI Handbook, a client list from a Black Economic Empowerment consultant firm,
and internet searches focused on obtaining contact details for CSI representatives of South
African organisations listed on the Johannesburg Stock Exchange. A total of 106 NPO

respondents and 67 CSI respondents responded to the two surveys.

The data of the two surveys were analysed with two aims in mind, the first being the
definition of contextual relationship indicators for this specific relationship and the second

being the description of this relationship. Contextual relationship indicators were defined by
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means of an exploratory factor analysis at construct level and reliability testing of the factor
groupings for both sets of survey results. The factor groupings were named and described
as contextual relationship indicators for both parties in the relationship. The relationship was
subsequently described using the contextual relationship indicators and the items that
measured the perceptions of the survey respondents on those items. The process can be

visually displayed as shown in Figure 1.

 Explore the latent relationship constructs
*Name the factor groupings
« Retain items that meaningfully group together for reliability analysis

AN

« Ascertain internal consitency of the factor groupings
* Retain items/groupings with acceptable reliability scores as the constructs for
measurement

» Redefine relationship indicators based on the remaining constructs

AN

« Describe the corporate-community relationship based on redefined relationship
indicators

Figure 1: Process of data analysis and interpretation

As the first phase of data analysis and interpretation, exploratory factor analysis was used to
explore the latent constructs of control, trust, commitment and other relational realities for
corporate-NPO relations within the context of CSI funding. Factor analysis was conducted
separately for the two populations (parties in the relationship) and the results used to group
together related items/variables about the constructs in the relationship in order to ascertain

how the respondents define the relationship constructs.

For each relevant construct (based on relationship theory and the qualitative findings) a
separate exploratory factor analysis was conducted. Because the constructs were all latent
and interrelated, it is understandable that some variables/items loaded onto more than one
factor or were not meaningful where they loaded. The decision where such variables/items

would be grouped was done on the basis of meaningfulness in the opinion of the researcher.
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Items that cross-loaded onto too many factor groupings or where a decision could not be
taken as to where the cross-loading variable should be grouped, such items were removed

for the purposes of further analysis (Hair, Black, Rabin & Anderson, 2010:119).

After the first interpretations (naming of the factor groups), the researcher considered
literature and the qualitative findings to further explore these named sub-constructs. This
done, the researcher proceeded to reliability testing of the newly grouped items before
redefining the constructs of control, trust, commitment and other relational realities for this

context.

2 FACTOR ANALYSIS: DONOR SURVEY

A factor analysis for the donor survey was done for each of the four relationship indicators
relevant to this relationship and the factor groupings were interpreted as the starting point for
the redefinition of contextual relationship indicators. The process and findings are discussed

in the subsequent sections.

2.1 Perceptions of control

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkim (KMO) value of 0.738 indicates that the correlations were adequate
for conducting factor analysis. Bartlett’s test is highly significant at 0.000 indicating that factor
analysis is appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations were acceptable and

the factor analysis could commence.

The communalities indicate the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All communalities are above 0.5 and are therefore reasonable. The
number of factors that could be considered were determined by using those Eigenvalues

that were larger than 1.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 5 factors. These 5 factors cumulatively
accounted for 67.225% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at

least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Control acceptable (Table 1).
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Factor 1: Control mutuality

Item 43:

Item 42:

Item 41:

Item 44:

Item 39:

Item 27:

Item 38:

Table 1: Pattern matrix for control

Iltem Construct: Control
Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
43 918
42 .868
41 .693
44 (Negative item) .670
39 .656
27 .535
38 493 452
33 .892
37 .765
28 742
40 (Negative item) -.656
34 .888
29 T77
32 591
30 .538 440
36 .810
35 413 .706
26 1.035

We have some sense of control over our relationship with the [NPOs]

The [NPOs] provide us with enough say in the decision-making process

The [NPOs] really listen to what we have to say

The [NPOs] won't cooperate with us

The [NPOs] believe that our the opinions are legitimate

We have influence on the decision-makers of the [NPOs]

The [NPOs] and my company are attentive to what we say to each other
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Factor 2: Acceptance of donor dominance
Item 33: We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] because we provide the money

Iltem 37: We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] because we must comply with

governance regulations
Item 28: We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs]

Item 40: The [NPOs] have a tendency to throw their weight around

Factor 3: Sustainability and responsibility
Iltem 34: We try to secure sustainability for the [NPOs]

Iltem 29: When we interact with the [NPOs], we try to go about our powerful position in a

responsible way

Iltem 32: It is partly our responsibility to make sure that the [NPOs] participate in decision-

making in our relationship

Item 30: The [NPOs] hold enough power in their relationships with us for them to be able to

raise their concerns

Factor 4: Perceptions on the future independence of [NPOs]
Item 36: Independence from donors is an important long-term goal for the [NPOs]
Item 35: In the future, the [NPOs] will be able to survive without donors like us

The fifth factor loaded with only one item, item 26. This item was removed on the basis that it

is an outlier.

The first group is classified as control mutuality. In this group all but one of the
items/variables of the Hon and Grunig (1999) questionnaire were grouped together to form a
general impression of the aspects attentiveness, interest and control within the relationship.
This grouping together of previously separate sub-constructs of relational control could

indicate that control as previously defined is only one aspect of a much bigger picture when
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it comes to corporate-NPO relationships in this context. Both the qualitative findings and
literature on the subject indicate the complex nature of this specific relationship (Huesca,
2008:189; Servaes, 2008:15; Van Dyk & Fourie, 2012a:214).

The second group is named acceptance of donor dominance. All the items/variables reflect
sentiments regarding donor dominance. From the literature, dominance and a power
imbalance in favour of donors were reported numerous times (cf. Newell, 2005:543; Padaki,
2007:70; Rossouw, 2010). The dominance of the donor in this relationship was also very

clear from the qualitative findings in this study.

The third grouping is named sustainability and responsibility as all the items/variables
indicate perceptions about the responsibility donors show in their relationships with NPOs
and their intention to secure sustainability for NPOs. The importance of sustainability and
responsibility is not difficult to argue as sustainable development and the responsibility of
corporate companies in this quest are frequently noted in the literature (loDSA 2009:9; JSE,
2010; Lekorwe & Mpabanga, 2007:6).

The fourth group comprises two items/variables about future independence from donors for
the NPOs and was named perceptions on the future independence of NPOs. Sustainability
(and possible donor independence) has long been a topic of discussion in the development
sector, but the topic is a bone of contention without clear indication whether the current
economic systems allow for such a possibility (Helmig et al., 2004:108).

2.2 Perceptions of trust

The KMO value of 0.850 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett's test is highly significant at 0.000 indicating that factor analysis is
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations were acceptable and the factor

analysis could commence.

The communalities indicated the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All communalities are above 0.5 and are therefore reasonable. The
number of factors that were considered was determined by using those Eigenvalues that are
larger than 1.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 5 factors. These 5 factors cumulatively
accounted for 77.093% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at

least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Trust very acceptable (Table 2).
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Table 2: Pattern matrix for trust

Item Construct: Trust
Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
10 .963
9 .955
24 .926
6 .922
11 729
15 .694 .516
14 .663
20 .611
13 .609
8 .554
21 401
18 1.040
19 .876
23 .456 .485
22 .844
16 .831
12 .995
7 729
17 (Negative item) 883

Factor 1: Trust on the basis of integrity and intention

Item 10: The [NPOs] are fair in their relationship with us

Item 9: The [NPOs] are honest with us

Item 24: The [NPOs] do their best to keep their promises to us

Item 6: The [NPOs] treat us fairly and justly

Item 11: The NPOs can be relied on to keep their promises

Item 15: The [NPOs] strive to be successful in their endeavours

Item 14: The [NPOs] do not mislead their donors

Item 20: The [NPOs] have the ability to serve the communities in which they work

Item 13: The actions of the [NPOs] speak of justness in their relationship with us
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Item 8: Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of the [NPOS]

Iltem 21: The [NPOs] have the ability to accomplish what they say they will do

Factor 2: Trust on the basis of skills
Item 18: The [NPOs] can be left to work unsupervised
Item 19: | feel confident about the skills of the [NPOs]

Item 23: The [NPOs] are known to be successful at the things they try to do

Factor 3: Willingness to let the other make decisions
Iltem 22: We are willing to allow the [NPOs] to take decisions that could affect us

Item 16: | am willing to let the [NPOs] make decisions for us

Factor 4: Consideration of the other party
Item 12: Our donors take our opinions into account when making decisions

Item 7: Whenever the [NPOs] make an important decision, | know it will be concerned with

us

The fifth factor loaded with only one item, item 17. This item was removed on the basis of it

being an outlier.

The first group was classified as trust on the basis of integrity and intention. The group
consists of 11 items/variables, but all of the items seem to be about integrity and good
intentions. The attempt to ‘do good things’ was true for both parties in the corporate-NPO
relationships in CSI. The corporate company intends to contribute to the community
(Rossouw, 2010) and the NPO devotes its existence to doing good (Smillie, 1997:563;
Tandon, 2000:319).

The second group related to the theme of trust on the basis of skills because the three

items/variables were about supervision, skills and ability to be successful. Competence has
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been defined by Hon and Grunig (1999) as a sub-construct of trust, but the qualitative
findings in this study indicated that the context of NPOs requires an adapted view on the
ideas of competence as the skills of NPOs and the competence of the staff cannot be judged
on the same level as in the corporate sector. NPOs have limited access to skilled staff (Ban,
Drahnak-Faller & Towers, 2003:133; Brown & Kalegaonkar, 2002:238) and are likely to be

dependent on volunteers for certain functions (Hager & Brudney, 2004:11).

The third group was classified as willingness to let the other make decisions because both
items/variables refer to the willingness to surrender some decision-making power to NPOs
within this relationship. When considering this grouping with the perceived power imbalances
described in the qualitative findings, it is meaningful to consider decision-making power as a

sign of trust in this relationship.

The fourth group was named consideration of the other party. Once again centred on
decision-making, the concern and consideration of the other party are central to both
items/variables in this group. Related to relinquishing decision-making power to the other
party, consideration for the other party when making decisions is equally meaningful as an

indicator of trust.

2.3 Perceptions of commitment

The KMO value of 0.787 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett's test was highly significant at 0.000, indicating that factor analysis was
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations looked good and the factor

analysis could commence.

The communalities indicated the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All but two of the communalities are above 0.5 (the two lower are 0.457
and 0.444) and are therefore reasonable. The number of factors that were considered was
determined by using those Eigenvalues that are larger than 1.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 4 factors. These 4 factors cumulatively
accounted for 60.803% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at
least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Commitment acceptable (Table
3).
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Table 3: Pattern matrix for commitment

Iltems Construct: Commitment

Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
61 .922
53 776
51 .625
49 439
46 .800
47 .674
58 .629
57 .627
50 .798 -.561
55 .703
59 .582
52 .557
54 .460
48
56(Negative item) .918
45 -.513 498 .570
60 (Negative item) 446 510

Factor 1: Desire to relate and maintain the relationship

Item 61: The [NPOs] are trying to maintain a long-term commitment to us
Item 53: The [NPOs] want to maintain a relationship with us

Item 51: | would rather work together with the [NPOs] than not

Item 49: The [NPOs] we fund are committed to their causes

Factor 2: Loyalty and importance of the other party
Item 46: We commit to long-term (longer than three years) funding
Iltem 47: | feel a sense of loyalty to the [NPOS]

Item 58: Compared to other stakeholders, | value my relationship with the [NPOs] more
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Item 57: There is a long-lasting bond between us and the [NPOs]

Factor 3: Obligation to relate
Item 50: We fund the [NPOs] because we try to adhere to governance requirements
Item 55: The causes served by the [NPOs] determine how committed we are

ltem 59: When we interact with the [NPOs], we keep compliance to governance

requirements in mind
Item 52: It is important to comply with the regulations that guide corporate social investment

Item 54: Corporate companies should contribute to the society in which they operate

Factor 4: Affective commitment
Item 56: | could not care less about the [NPOs]
Item 60: | have no desire to have a relationship with the [NPOs]

Item 48 did not load high enough (higher than 0.4) to be included, and item 45 loaded onto

too many factors. Both items were removed for further analysis.

The first group for the construct Commitment consisted of 4 items/variables and was
classified as desire to relate and maintain the relationship. Three of the four items/variables
covered the theme of maintaining a long-term relationship. The length of the funding
term/commitment proved to be a loaded subject in the qualitative part of this inquiry
(especially from the view of NPOs), so it was understandable that these issues would be
grouped and separated from other relational sub-constructs. Literature also problematises
the limited funding terms of donors (Battilana & Sengul, 2006:198; Tufte & Mefalopulos,
2009:46). This last item (49) was less meaningful with this group than the others and should

be removed.

The second group consists of four items/variables and the group was named loyalty and
importance of the other party. This theme covered in this group was centred on perceptions
about the long-lasting bond and commitment, sense of loyalty, and importance of corporate-

NPO relationships. Similar to the sub-construct above, views on a long-lasting bond and
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loyalty was the theme here. What distinguishes this grouping from the one above is that this
covers the perceptions of the donors about their own commitment whereas the first-named

group measures their opinion of the NPOs in this regard.

The third group was classified as obligation to relate. The themes in this group are
adherence to governance requirements and requirements that guide CSI, the need for
corporate companies to contribute to society and whether the causes served by the NPOs
determine the commitment of the donor. From the literature it was undeniable that
obligations towards normative guidelines and legislative requirements leave donors with little
choice other than to contribute to their communities (IoDSA, 2009; JSE, 2010; South Africa,
2007; South Africa, 2009). The issue of compliance also generated varied and intense
responses in the qualitative inquiry, making this grouping on the theme understandable

within this context.

The fourth group consisted of two items/variables and was classified as affective
commitment. The themes covered in this group are caring about NPOs and the desire to
have a relationship with NPOs. Affective commitment is a part of the Hon & Grunig (1999:3)
definition of commitment. It could very well have a place in this specific relationship, but the
gualitative findings led the researcher to believe that affective commitment will take a back
seat to other commitment themes. The entire fourth group (items 56 and 60) was removed
for the purposes of further analysis.

2.4 Perceptions of relational realities

The KMO value of 0.623 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett's test was highly significant at 0.000, indicating that factor analysis was
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations looked good and the factor

analysis could commence.

The communalities indicate the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All but one of the communalities are above 0.5 (the one lower was
0.492 was retained because it was very close to 0.5) and are therefore reasonable. The
number of factors that were considered was determined by using those Eigenvalues larger
than 1.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 8 factors. These 8 factors cumulatively

accounted for 72.381% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at
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least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Relational realities very

acceptable (Table 4).

Table 4: Pattern matrix for relational realities

Iltems

Construct: Relational realities

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

Factor 6

Factor 7

Factor 8

69

1.035

79

931

80

.781

64

.699

71

.850

72

.798

74

.788

78

-.502

68

.806

87

.716

62

.688

73

.628

67

.588

.562

86

426

.525

85

521

-.458

70

911

65

.879

83

-.459

77

.875

76

.787

63

.881

66

406

460

81

.894

82

.501

75

.932

84

-.413

.618

Factor 1. Own transparency

Item 69: The [NPOs] are free to access our financial reports

Iltem 79: We are financially transparent to the [NPOS]
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Item 80: We openly share information with the [NPOs]

Item 64: We expect the [NPOs] to disclose other sources of funding to us

Factor 2: Other transparency

Item 71: The [NPOs] are truthful about funding issues
Item 72: The [NPOs] are open about their real situation
Item 74: The [NPOs] share information openly with us

Item 78: The goal of my company and the goal of the [NPOs] are different

Factor 3: Accommodation

Item 68: When we fund a [NPO], we support the goals of that [NPO]

Item 87: The different needs of the [NPOs] are greater than what we can satisfy

Iltem 62: We try to take the realities of the [NPOs] into account when we interact with them
Item 73: We are open about our situation with the [NPOs]

Item 67: The [NPOs] and funders can work together when it comes to social development
Item 86: We are always truthful with the [NPOs] about funding-related issues

Item 85: The different needs of the [NPOs] seem never-ending

Factor 4: Profit/output demands of the donor
Item 70: The [NPOs] realise the fact that we try to make as much profit as possible
Item 65: The [NPOs] understand that it is important for us to be profit-driven

Item 83: The [NPOs] seem to overpromise on their output in their funding applications
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Factor 5: Expenditure reporting requirements
Item 77: We require the [NPOs] to report all the details of how our funding was spent

Iltem76: We require the [NPOs] to be transparent regarding their operational expenses

Factor 6: Understanding differences
Item 63: The [NPOs] understand the realities of the corporate world

Item 66: Both parties in a corporate-[NPO] relationship understand the difference in

organisational goals between them

Factor 7: Internal constraints for NPOs

Item 81: The [NPOs] themselves are the main cause of time constraints when it comes to

implementing funded projects

Item 82: The [NPOs] are slow when acting on promises made to us

Factor 8: Funding cycle constraints
Item 75: Funding cycles influence the time the [NPOs] have when they implement projects

Item 84: Funding cycles hamper the implementation of development programmes by the
[NPOs]

The first group was named own transparency. Three of the four items/variables in this group
cover themes of donor transparency regarding financial and other information. Truth and
transparency of financial and other information were themes in the qualitative analysis and
the suggested inclusion of the theme in the quantitative instrument stemmed from those
qualitative findings. It is understandable and meaningful that donors group items relating to
their own transparency and their expectations of transparency together. The last
item/variable (64) is about donor expectation for NPOs’ transparency. Although item 64
loads high enough, it seems to be grouped here because the respondents interpreted the

guestion differently than intended. The researcher intended this item to show expectations
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from donors regarding NPO activities while respondents grouped it with financial
transparency issues regarding donors. In order to separate the two parties in the relationship

and only retain items pertaining to that, this item was removed.

The second group was classified as other transparency. Once again, three of the four
items/variables meaningfully grouped around the theme of openness and truthfulness
regarding funding and the sharing of information. The qualitative inquiry found that donors
perceive NPOs as being rather untruthful. Linking also to the grouping above, it is
understandable and meaningful that views on the transparency and truthfulness of NPOs are
grouped together as goal differences and items about the ‘real’ situation of NPOs and
openness on the side of NPOs are meaningfully linked, but in an effort to separate the
issues of differences between the parties and perceptions about a specific party, item 78 will

be removed.

The third group was classified as accommodation as the themes of support, consideration
and satisfaction of needs were central to most of the items/variables in this group. The
literature covers various constraints that could lead to conflict in this relationship and the
gualitative findings underline the perception that the corporate organisations and NPOs are
‘from two different worlds’. It is, therefore, understandable that accommodation, support and
different needs are relevant in this relationship. Two items/variables (73 & 86) that were
grouped here were considered as themed similarly to the first group in the factor analysis
(donor transparency) and in order to avoid duplicating or clouding the different groups, these

items wer removed.

The fourth group that was named was profit/output demands of the donor. The
items/variables that grouped together to form this group all concern the profit-driven nature
of the corporate donor and the output of funded projects. Because corporate companies and
NPOs are perceived to be worlds apart in terms of context, the for-profit nature and
accompanying demands of outputs and results of corporate companies featured in the

gualitative findings.

The fifth group centred on expenditure reporting requirements. The requirements regarding
funding reports and operational expenses are the aspects covered by the items/variables in
this group. Relating to the output demands of donors described below, their requirements in
terms of reporting (specifically expenditure reporting) are meaningful in the corporate-NPO

relationship in the context of CSI.
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The sixth group was classified as understanding differences. Understanding the differences
between the realities of the two parties in this relationship was the main theme of this group.
Linking to the grouping accommodation, the theme of this group is meaningful for this
relationship as the perception conveyed in the qualitative inquiry where NPOs reported
feeling mostly misunderstood (their limitations and challenges) and the corporate companies

highlighting challenges of working with NPOs.

The seventh group was named internal constraints for NPOs. Consisting of two
items/variables, this group was named because both variables centred on the theme of
constraints in the relationship caused by the NPOs. The resource constraints and limited
capacity in terms of human resources (Boafo, 2006; Brown & Kalegaonkar, 2002:235) were
mirrored in the qualitative findings where participants (specifically on the part of the donors)
reported that NPOs promise outcomes on their funding application without having the

capacity to deliver on those promises.

The last group was classified as funding cycle constraints. Both items/variables in this group
cover the theme of constraints and influence of corporate funding cycles on the
implementation of programmes by the NPOs. Just as internal problems on the part of NPOs
have been reported in the qualitative work, the limitations set by the donors have been
reported by participants in the qualitative inquiry. The limitations of timelines and budget year
cycles are also reported in the literature on challenges in the CSI environment (Tandon,
2000:327; Rossouw, 2010).

2.5 Conclusion

Based on the exploratory factor analysis, Table 5 summarises the items in each group and
those items that should be considered for removal as the respondents did not meaningfully
group them with other factors.
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Table 5: Factor groupings after factor analysis (donor survey)

Construct Sub-construct Items Items to be
removed
Control Control mutuality 43, 42, 41, 44, 39, 27, 38
Acceptance of dominance 33, 37, 28, 40
Sustainability and responsibility 34, 29, 32, 30
Perceptions on the future independence of NPOs 36, 35
(Unnamed) 26 26
Trust Trust on the basis of integrity and intention 10,9,24,6,11,15,14,20,13,8
21
Trust on the basis of skills 18,19,23
Willingness to let the other make decisions 22,16
Consideration of the other party 12,7
(Unnamed) 17 17
Commitment Desire to relate and maintain the relationship 61, 53, 51, 49 49
Loyalty and importance of the other party 46, 47, 58, 57
Obligation to relate 50, 55, 59, 52, 54
Affective commitment 56, 60 56, 60
(Did not load) 48 48
(Loaded onto many) 45 45
Realities Donor transparency 69, 79, 80, 64 64
NPO transparency 71,72,74,78 78
Accommodation 68, 87, 62, 73, 67, 86, 85 73,86
Profit/output demands of the donor 70, 65, 83
Expenditure reporting requirements 77,76
Understanding differences 63, 66
Internal constraints for NPOs 81, 82
Funding cycle constraints 75, 84
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3 FACTOR ANALYSIS: NPO SURVEY

The factor analysis for the NPO survey was done for each of the four relationship indicators
relevant to this relationship and the factor groupings were interpreted as the starting point for
the redefinition of contextual relationship indicators. The process of analysis is discussed in

the subsequent section.

3.1 Perceptions of control

The KMO value of 0.792 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett’s test was highly significant at 0.000 indicating that factor analysis was
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations looked good and the factor

analysis could commence.

The communalities indicate the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All but two communalities are above 0.5 (the lower ones are 0.496 and
0.486 and were accepted because of their closeness to 0.5) and are therefore reasonable.
The number of factors that were considered was determined by using those Eigenvalues

larger than 1.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 5 factors. These 5 factors cumulatively
accounted for 64.858% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at

least 50% of the variance making the solution for the factor Control acceptable (Table 6).
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Factor 1: Control mutuality
Item 43:
Item 41:
Item 39:
Item 30:
ltem 42:
ltem 27:
Item 44:

Item 34:

Table 6: Pattern matrix for control

Items Construct: Control
Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
43 .837
41 .830
39 .799
30 767
42 704
27 .693
44 (Negative item) .656
34 .613
31 .784
26 .679
25 .522 .518
29 .639 .503
28 745
33 .590
40 (Negative item) 441 -.494
36 .899
35 -473 .692
32 77
37 455 -.495
38 494

We have some sense of control over our relationship with our donors

Our donors really listen to what we have to say

Our donors believe that our opinions are legitimate

We hold enough power in the relationship to be able to raise our concerns

Our donors provide us with enough say in the decision-making process

We have influence on the decision makers of our donors

Our donors won't cooperate with us

Our donors try to secure sustainability for us
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Factor 2: Acceptance of donor dependence
Item 31: We cooperate with our donors because we want to secure future funding
Item 26: We are dependent on our donors for survival

Item 25: Our donors hold a powerful position in our relationship

Factor 3: Donor dominance

Item 29: When our donors interact with us, they try to go about their powerful position in a

responsible way

Item 28: Our donors dominate their relationship with us

Item 33: Our donors dominate our relationships because they provide the money
Item 40: Our donors have a tendency to throw their weight around

Factor 4: Perceptions on the future independence of [NPOs]

Item 36: Independence from donors is an important long-term goal for us

Item 35: In the future, the [NPOs] will be able to survive without donors like us

Factor 5: Unnamed

Item 37: It is partly the responsibility of our donors to make sure we participate in decision

making in our relationship with them

Iltem 32: Our donors are dominant in our relationships because they must comply with

governance regulations
Item 38: We and our donors are attentive to what we say to each other

The first factor grouping for the construct Control was classified as control mutuality. Here
the theme of day-to-day control was covered. It included being attentive to each other,
considering the other, giving the other party some power and cooperating with each other.

Including many of the Hon and Grunig (1999) items on control mutuality, this grouping
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together of previously separate sub-constructs of relational control could indicate that control
as previously defined is only one aspect of a much bigger picture when it comes to
corporate-NPO relationships in this context. Both the qualitative findings and literature on the
subject indicate the complex nature of this specific relationship (Huesca, 2008:189; Servaes,
2008:15; Van Dyk& Fourie, 2012:214).

The second group was classified as acceptance of donor dependence. All three
items/variables grouped together are about dependence on the donor and power on the side
of the donors. From literature about donor relations as well as the qualitative findings of this
study, the dependence on donor funding (and resulting dependence on the donors
themselves) are a central theme (Newell, 2005:543; Padaki, 2007:70; Rossouw, 2010).

The third group was classified as donor dominance. Related to the previous group, the
themes that dominate the items/variable in this group are about the dominance of the donor
and how the donors are perceived to handle their power in the relationship. All the
items/variables reflect sentiments on donor dominance. From the literature, dominance and
a power imbalance in favour of donors are reported numerous times (Newell, 2005:543;
Padaki, 2007:70). The dominance of the donor in this relationship is also very clear from the
qualitative findings in this study.

The fourth group was classified as perspectives about the future independence of NPOs.
The two items/variables that were grouped together to form this sub-construct are both
opinions about future independence. Sustainability (and possible donor independence) has
long been a topic of discussion in the development sector. However, the topic is a bone of
contention without clear indication whether the current economic systems allow for such a
possibility (Helmig et al., 2004:108).

The last group remained unnamed because the aspects cannot be meaningfully grouped for
this factor. The reasons for this could be many — most possibly the formulations of all of
these issues were unclear and/or double-barrelled, thus causing some inconsistent

responses. This matter still needs to be explored in future research.

3.2 Perceptions of trust

The KMO value of 0.873 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett’'s test was highly significant at 0.000 indicating that factor analysis was
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations look good and the factor

analysis could commence.
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The communalities indicate the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All but three communalities are above 0.5 and are therefore
reasonable. The three communalities that were lower are 0.252, 0.402 and 0.461. Two of
these items were acceptable considering their closeness to 0.5, but the communality of item
18 (0.252) was too low and this item was removed. The number of factors that were
considered was determined by using those Eigenvalues larger than 1. In this case 4 factors

were retained. These 4 factors cumulatively accounted for 63.607% of the variance.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 4 factors. These 4 factors cumulatively
accounted for 67.225% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at

least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Trust acceptable (Table 7).

Table 7: Pattern matrix for trust

Iltems Construct: Trust
Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

10 1.014

6 916

9 .806

8 .673

11 .608

24 .603

14 .505

7 490

13 481

20 .964

21 914

23 743

19 .650

15 .643

18 416

16 .952
22 .756
12 .520 .565

17 (Negative item) .906
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Factor 1: Trust on the basis of integrity and intentions

Item 10: Our donors are fair in their relationship with us

Item 6: Our donors treat us fairly and justly

Item 9: Our donors are honest with us

Item 8: Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of our donors
Item 11: Our donors can be relied on to keep their promises

Item 24: Our donors do their best to keep their promises to us
Iltem 14: Donors do not mislead [the NPOs] they fund

Iltem 7: Whenever our donors make an important decision, | know they will be concerned

with us

Iltem 13: The actions of our donors speak of justness in their relationship with us

Factor 2. Competence

Item 20: Our donors have the ability to do well in their business

Item 21: Our donors have the ability to accomplish what they say they will do
Item 23: Our donors are known to be successful at the things they try to do
Item 19: | feel confident about the skills of our donors

Item 15: Our donors strive to be successful in their endeavours

Factor 3: Willingness to let the other make decisions
Item 16: | am willing to let the donors make decisions for us
Item 22: We are willing to allow our donors to take decisions that could affect us

Item 12: Our donors take our opinions into account when making decisions
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The fifth factor loaded with only one item, item 17. This item was removed.

The first group was classified as trust on the basis of integrity and intentions. The group
consisted of 9 items/variables, but all of the items are themed around integrity and good
intentions. The attempt to ‘do good things’ is true for both parties in the corporate-NPO
relationships in CSI. The corporate company intends to contribute to the community
(Rossouw, 2010) and the NPO devotes its existence to doing good (Smillie, 1997:563;
Tandon, 2000:319).

The second group was classified as competence. This group was classified as such
because the themes covered by the items/variables all relate to the competence of the
donors as perceived by the NPOs. Much like the sub-construct competence as defined by
Hon and Grunig (1999), this grouping represents the perceptions of the skills and overall
competence of the donors, since donors, unlike NPOs, have no excuse for incompetence,

and it is not surprising that the Hon and Grunig (1999) items/variables were included in this

group.

The third group was classified as willingness to let the other make decisions because all
three items/variables refer to the willingness to surrender some decision-making power and
how decision-making is viewed. When considering this grouping with the perceived power
imbalances described in the qualitative findings, it is meaningful to consider decision-making
power as a sign of trust in this relationship.

3.3 Perceptions of commitment

The KMO value of 0.724 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett's test was highly significant at 0.000, indicating that factor analysis was
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations look good and the factor

analysis could commence.

The communalities indicate the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All of the communalities are above 0.5 and are therefore reasonable.
The number of factors that were considered was determined by using those Eigenvalues
larger than 1. In this case 5 factors were retained. These 5 factors cumulatively accounted
for 65.517% of the variance.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 5 factors. These 5 factors cumulatively

accounted for 65.517% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at
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least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Commitment acceptable (Table
8).

Table 8: Pattern matrix for commitment

Items Construct: Commitment

Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
61 .956
57 784
46 .725
53 .697
48 .621
56 (Negative item) .950
60 (Negative item) 752
47 .515
51 442
58 .831
59 .719
52 .686
50 512
54 .849
49 757
45 712
55 .702

Factor 1: Desire to maintain a long-term relationship

Item 61: Our donors are trying to maintain a long-term commitment to us
Item 57: There is a long-lasting bond between us and our donors

Item 46: Our donors commit to long-term (longer than three years) funding
Item 53: Our donors want to maintain a relationship with us

Item 48: Our donors are committed to the causes we promote

Factor 2: Affective commitment and desire to relate

Item 56: | could not care less about our donors
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Item 60: | have no desire to have a relationship with our donors
Item 47: | feel a sense of loyalty to our donors

Item 51: | would rather work together with our donors than not

Factor 3: Compliance commitment
Item 58: Compared to other stakeholders, | value my relationship with our donors more

ltem 59: When our donors interact with us, they keep compliance to governance

requirements in mind

Iltem 52: It is important for our donors to comply to the regulations that guide corporate social

investment

Item 50: Our donors fund us because they try to adhere to governance requirements

Factor 4: Cause commitment
Item 54: Corporate companies should contribute to the society in which they operate

Item 49: We are committed to the causes we promote

Factor 5: Conditions for commitment
Item 45: The funding terms to which our donors commit are determined by our needs

Item 55: The cause we serve determines how committed our donors are

The first group was classified as desire to maintain a long-term relationship as all the
items/variables covered perspectives on a long-term commitment. The last item/variable
(item 48) deviates slightly from the rest, but the perception on commitment from donors to
the cause of the NPO can easily be argued to imply a long-term commitment (as the cause

will not disappear in one year). The length of the funding term/commitment proved to be a
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loaded subject in the qualitative part of this inquiry (especially from the view of NPOSs). It is
therefore is understandable and meaningful that these items were grouped together by

respondents.

The second group was named affective commitment and desire to relate. The theme
covered in this group perceived care from the donors and the desire to work with donors.
Affective commitment is a part of the Hon and Grunig (1999) definition of commitment. From
literature and the qualitative findings it could be safely deduced that NPOs are dependent on
their donors and it is therefore understandable that they display opinions about their desire

to relate, as well as the care they take in their donor relationships.

The third group was classified as compliance commitment as three of the four
items/variables cover the theme of commitment because of compliance to governance/CSI-
requirements. The first item/variable covers the aspect of comparative value. It is
understandable that respondents linked the value of their relationship with NPOs to issues of
compliance and this grouping could be an indication that the value of this relationship lies in
the compliance — this sentiment also visible in the qualitative findings — but as a matter of
clarity, only the three items pertaining to compliance were retained in this group. Compliance
to governance requirements and CSl-related legislation were considered as an important
characteristic of this relationship in the qualitative inquiry and the researcher therefore
separated compliance matters from that of value.

The fourth group consisted of two items/variables and was classified as cause commitment
as both items/variables related to the societal contribution/cause that is the goal of this
relationship.

The last group within the construct of commitment was classified as conditions for
commitment. The two items/variables that loaded onto this factor cover two determinants of
funding — the needs of NPOs and the causes served by the NPOs. In development literature
is it clear that the work NPOs do is driven by the needs of their communities (Du Plessis &
Steyn, 2005:4; Jacobson & Kolluri, 1999:268). It is therefore meaningful that they group

issues relating to their needs, cause here.

3.4 Perceptions of relational realities

The KMO value of 0.737 indicates that the correlations were adequate for conducting factor
analysis. Bartlett’'s test was highly significant at 0.000 indicating that factor analysis was
appropriate for this factor. The results from both calculations look good and the factor

analysis could commence.
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The communalities indicate the degree to which each item/variable contributes to the
component solution. All of the communalities are above 0.5 and are therefore reasonable.
The number of factors that was considered are determined by using those Eigenvalues
larger than 1. In this case 7 factors were retained. These 8 factors cumulatively accounted
for 69.983% of the variance.

A principle component analysis was conducted for each construct with an oblique rotation
(Promax rotation). The factor analysis yielded 7 factors. These 7 factors cumulatively
accounted for 69.983% of the variance. In practice a robust solution should account for at
least 50% of the variance, making the solution for the factor Relational realities acceptable
(Table 9).
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Table 9: Pattern matrix for relational realities

Items Construct: Relational realities

Factor 1 | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

Factor 6

Factor 7

72 .953

86 911

71 .894

74 .875

68 442 409

79 .981

76 .835

77 776

80 .655

69 .622

73 454 .545

64 418

A74

65 1.003

63 742

70 .730

62 .697

81 -.923

67 .654

82 -.648

83 .755

87 .693

85 490

75

.844

84 .530

423

78

757

66

-.407

Factor 1: Other transparency

Iltem 72: Our donors are open about their real situation

Item 86: Our donors are always truthful with us about funding-related issues
Item 71: Our donors are truthful about funding issues

Iltem 74: Our donors share information openly with us

Item 68: When donors fund us, they support our goals
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Factor 2: Own transparency

Iltem 79: We are financially transparent to the donors

Item 76: Our donors require us to be transparent regarding our operational expenses
Item 77: Our donors require us to report all the details of how our funding was spent
Item 80: We openly share information with our donors

Item 69: Our donors are free to access our financial reports

Item 73: We are open about our situation with our donors

Item 64: Our donors expect us to disclose other sources of funding to them

Factor 3: Profit/output demands from donors

Item 65: We understand that it is important for our donors to be profit-driven

Item 63: We understand the realities of the corporate world

Item 70: We realise the fact that our donors try to make as much profit as possible

Item 62: We try to take the realities of the corporate world into account when we interact with

our donors
Factor 4: Internal constraints for NPOs

Item 81: We are the main cause of time constraints when it comes to implementing funded

projects
Item 67: Donors and [NPOs] can work together when it comes to social development

Item 82: We are slow when acting on promises made to our donors

Factor 5: Insatiable needs

Item 83: We overpromise on our output in funding applications
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Item 87: Our different needs are greater than what our donors can satisfy

Item 85: Our different needs seem never-ending

Factor 6: Funding cycle constraints
Item 75: Funding cycles influence the time we have when we implement projects

Item 84: Funding cycles hamper the implementation of our development programmes

Factor 7: Understanding goal differences
Item 78: Our goals and the goals of our donors are different

ltem 66: Both parties in a corporate-[NPQO] relationship understand the difference in

organisational goals between them
The last factor loaded only with one item (Item 78). This item was removed.

The first group was classified as other transparency. The themes covered by the
items/variables in this group are mainly about openness and truthfulness on the side of the
donors. Truth and transparency of financial and other information were themes in the
gualitative analysis and served as a motivation for the inclusion of the theme in the
guantitative instrument. The last item is about donors supporting the cause served by NPOs.
It is understandable that the NPOs grouped the characteristic of supportiveness together
with characteristics of openness and transparency, but in order to keep the items on donor
transparency (as indicated in the qualitative findings) clear, this last item was removed.

The second group was named own transparency. All the items/variables in this group are
about the openness and transparency of the NPOs or the requirements of openness and
transparency of the donors for the NPOs. The qualitative inquiry found that donors perceive
NPOs as rather untruthful. Linking to the grouping above, it is understandable and

meaningful that views on the transparency and truthfulness of NPOs were grouped together.

The third group consisted of four items/variables and was named profit/output demands of
donors. This theme is the perceived understanding and accommodation of the profit-driven

nature and other realities of the corporate world. The literature covers various constraints
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that could lead to conflict in this relationship and the qualitative findings underline the
perception that the corporate organisations and NPOs are ‘from two different worlds’. It is
therefore understandable that accommodation, support and different needs are relevant in

this relationship.

The fourth group consisted of three items/variables and was classified as internal constraints
for NPOs. This group consisted of two items/variables that ask about the perception of NPO
regarding internal constraints that are possible causes for the implementation of required
development work. The other item/variables state that donors and NPOs can work together.
As internal constraints on the part of NPOs emerged as a leading concern of participants in
the qualitative inquiry and the literature also suggests that constraints in the environment of
NPOs challenge and constrain them (Boafo, 2006; Brown & Kalegaonkar, 2002:235), the
items on internal constraints were retained while the item about working together was

removed from subsequent analyses.

The fifth group centred on the theme of insatiable needs on the side of the NPO and the
items/variables in this group cover the aspects of overpromising on funding applications and
the vastness of the needs of NPOs. In development literature is it clear that the work NPOs
do is driven by the needs of their communities (Du Plessis & Steyn, 2005:4; Jacobson &
Kolluri, 1999:268). It is therefore meaningful that they grouped issues relating to their needs
here.

The sixth group consisted of two items/variables and covered the theme of funding
constraints. The two items/variables were meaningfully grouped as the limitations set by the
funding cycles on the donor-side were reported by participants in the qualitative inquiry. The
limitations of timelines and budget year cycles are also reported in literature on challenges in
the CSI environment (Tandon, 2000:327; Rossouw, 2010).

The seventh group was classified as understanding goal differences. The two
items/variables in this group are about recognising goal differences and giving a general
opinion on whether the parties in the relationship realise the goal differences. Linking to the
grouping accommaodation, the theme of this group is meaningful for this relationship as the
perception was conveyed in the qualitative inquiry where NPOs reported feeling mostly
misunderstood (their limitations and challenges) and the corporate companies highlighted

challenges of working with NPOs.
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3.5 Conclusion

Based on the exploratory factor analysis, Table 10 summarises the items in each group and

those items that should be considered for removal as their grouping are less meaningful.

Table 10: Factor groupings after factor analysis (NPO survey)

Construct Sub-construct Iltems Items removed
Control Control mutuality 43, 41, 39, 30, 42, 27, 44,
34
Acceptance of donor dependence 31, 26, 25
Donor dominance 29, 28, 33, 40
Perceptions on the future independence of NPOs 36, 35
(Unnamed) 37,32, 38 37,32, 38
Trust Trust on the basis of integrity and intention 10, 6,9, 8,11, 24, 14,7,
13
Competence 20, 21, 23, 19, 15, 18 18
Willingness to let the other make decisions 16, 22, 12
(Unnamed) 17 17
Commitment Desire to maintain a long-term relationship 61, 57, 46, 53, 48
Affective commitment and desire to relate 56, 60, 47, 51
Compliance commitment 58, 59, 52, 50 58
Cause commitment 54, 49
Conditions for commitment 45, 55
Realities Donor transparency 72, 86, 71, 74, 68 68
NPO transparency 79, 76, 77, 80, 69, 73, 64
Accommodation 65, 63, 70, 62
Internal constraints for NPOs 81, 67, 82 82
Insatiable needs 83, 87, 85
Funding cycle constraints 75, 84
Understanding goal differences 78, 66
(Unnamed) 78 78

Based on the groups that emerged from the exploratory factor analysis, reliability testing was

conducted to ascertain the internal consistency of the factor groupings for both populations.
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Cronbach’s Alpha values of 0.6 and upward were considered acceptable internal
consistency (Abu-Bader, 2011:12; CCS, 2011:40) specifically because a diversity of
constructs made up of mostly latent variables were measured (Field, 2009:675). Also, for
some factors that emerged from the exploratory factor analysis, only two items were grouped
into a factor. In two of these cases a Cronbach’s Alpha value lower than 0.6 was considered
acceptable as Field (2009:675) indicated that a reliability analysis on very few items may
reveal a lower Cronbach’s Alpha value. Field (2009:675) does not specify how low an
acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha value for a factor grouping of only two items may be, but for
the sake of this study, no values lower than 0.5 were accepted. A Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.5
(for two items)/0.6 (for three and more) are considered acceptable, a value of more than 0.7
is considered good, more than 0.8 is considered very good and higher than 0.9 is considered

excellent.

4 RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE DONOR SURVEY

Reliability analysis was conducted for each factor grouping that resulted from the exploratory

factor analysis.

4.1 Perceptions of control

Group 1: Control mutuality

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 43, 42, 41, 44, 39, 27 and 38) was
0.855, indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3 indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The deletion of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Acceptance of dominance

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the second group (items 33, 37, 28 and 40) was 0.214,
indicating a very low internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of items 33, 37 and
28 are higher than 0.3, indicating that all three these items correlate well with the overall
scale for this group. The item-to-total correlation of item 40, however, is negative and this
item is removed. The deletion of item 40 increased the Cronbach’s Alpha value to 0.770
making it an acceptable internal reliability. The reason item 40 decreased the internal
consistency in this group, is the negative phrasing and metaphorical language. The use of
the simplest and most straight-forward language should be considered for investigations

where complexity is part of the specific context.
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The removal of item 40 did not change the grouping of the factor analysis and the three

items in this factor grouping still reflect perceptions about donor dominance.
Group 3: Sustainability and responsibility

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 34, 29, 32 and 30) was 0.741,
indicating an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this

group. The deletion of no items resulted in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 4: Perceptions on the future independence of NPOs

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fourth group (items 35 and 37) was 0.091, indicating a

very low internal consistency. Both items in Group 4 were removed from further analyses.

The formulation of both items 36 and 37 are complex and could be considered double-
barrelled. They were formulated in this manner in an attempt to measure perceptions on
future independence, but including issue of long-term goals of NPOs (item 36) complicated
the item to such an extent that it proves unreliable. For the refinement of this instrument, it
should be considered to keep the items as simple as possible and allow the respondents to

respond to one clear issue per item.

Group 4 were a valid factor grouping, but proved unreliable as it was formulated for this

survey.
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4.2 Perceptions of trust

Group 1: Trust on the basis of integrity and intention

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 10, 9, 24, 6, 11, 15, 14, 20, 13, 8 and
21) was 0.947, indicating an excellent internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of
all the items are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall
scale for this group. The deletion of no items substantially increased the Cronbach’s Alpha
value, although the deletion of item 15 could increase the Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.950. This

increase is not considered dramatic and both values remain excellent.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Trust on the basis of skills

The Cronbach’'s Alpha value for the second group (items 18, 19 and 23) was 0.839,
indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items are
higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The deletion of item 23 increased the Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.855. This increase is not

considered dramatic and both values remain good.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 3: Willingness to let the other make decisions

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 16 and 22) was 0.794, indicating an
excellent internal consistency for a group consisting of only two items. The item-to-total
correlations of both the items are higher than 0.3 indicating that all the items correlate well

with the overall scale for this group.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 4: Consideration of the other party

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fourth group (items 7 and 12) was 0.765, indicating an
excellent internal consistency for a group consisting of only two items. The item-to-total
correlations of both the items are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well
with the overall scale for this group.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
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4.3 Perceptions of commitment

Group 1: Desire to relate and maintain the relationship

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 61, 53 and 51) was 0.767, indicating
an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all three items are higher
than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group. The
removal of item 61 will increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value to 0.771. However, this increase

is not considered dramatic and both values remain acceptable.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Loyalty and importance

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 46, 47, 58 and 57) was 0.735,
indicating an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The removal of item 46 will increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value to 0.755, but this

increase is not considered dramatic and both values remain acceptable.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 3: Obligation to relate

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 50, 55, 59, 52 and 54) was 0.543,
indicating an unacceptably low internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of two of
the items are lower than 0.3, indicating that these items (item 50 and 55) should be
removed. The removal of item 50 increased the Cronbach’'s Alpha value to a more
acceptable 0.618. The second reliability analysis determined the Cronbach’s Alpha value
after the removal of both problematic items was 0.765, indicating an acceptable internal
consistency. All the item-to-total correlations of all the items were higher than 0.3, indicating
that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group. Further removal of items
would not have increased the Cronbach’s Alpha value.

The formulation of items 50 and 55 is most possibly problematic — it seems that both items
simplified a complex matter to the point where the items were not a reliable measure for
commitment in this relationship by narrowing reasons for commitment down to two very
specific aspects — the cause served by the NPO and compliance with governance

requirements. It should be considered in future research to formulate more ‘open’ statements
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such as “Adhering to governance requirements is important when considering CSI spend” or

“We are committed to specific causes” when refining the questionnaire for future research.

The removal of items 50 and 55 did not change the grouping of the factor analysis and the
three items in this factor grouping still reflected perceptions about the obligation of corporate

companies to relate to NPOs as part of CSI.

4.4 Perceptions of relational realities

Group 1: Own transparency

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 69, 79 and 80) was 0.856, indicating a
good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items are higher than 0.3,
indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group. The deletion of

no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Other transparency

The Cronbach’'s Alpha value for the second group (items 71, 72 and 74) was 0.800,
indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items are
higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The removal of item 71 will increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value to 0.825. However,

this increase is not considered dramatic and both values remain good.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 3: Accommodation

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 68, 87, 62, 67 and 85) was 0.684,
indicating an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The removal of item 85 will increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value to 0.700 and
although the increase is not dramatic, reaching the 0.700 mark is enough reason to remove
item 85. The Cronbach’s Alpha value for items 68, 87, 62 and 67 is then 0.700, indicating a
better internal consistency than before.

Even though item 85 is not negatively phrased, it is possible that some respondents
experienced the item “The different needs of NPOs seem never-ending” as negative, while

other experienced it as a positively phrased sentence. The word ‘never’ could be confusing

223



and for the refinement of this instrument, the item could be reformulated to read “The

different needs of NPOs are vast.”

The removal of item 85 does not change the grouping of the factor analysis and the four
items in this factor grouping still reflect perceptions about accommodation of the other party

in this relationship.
Group 4: Profit/output demands of the donor

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fourth group (items 70, 65 and 83) was negative,
indicating a problem with one or more of the items in terms of coding or formulation. The
item-to-total correlation of item 83 with the overall scale of the group is also negative,
indicating that this is the problematic item. Although the formulation of the item is not
negative, it is clear that “The NPOs seem to overpromise on their output in their funding
applications” is complex and double-barrelled. If item 83 is removed, the Cronbach’s Alpha
value increases to an acceptable 0.708 and an item-to-total correlation is found of more than
0.3 for both items.

Iltem 83 did not correlate well with the overall scale and lessened the Cronbach’s Alpha
score, possibly because the item is complex and could be considered double-barrelled. “The
NPOs seem to overpromise on their output in their funding applications” contains three
different aspects — overpromise, output and funding applications. The respondents were
possibly unsure on which aspect they were required to focus.

The removal of item 83 does not change the grouping of the factor analysis (instead it
strengthens the interpretation) and the two remaining items in this factor grouping still
reflects perceptions about the profit-driven nature of corporate companies.

Group 5: Expenditure reporting requirements

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fifth group (items 77 and 76) was 0.601, indicating an
acceptable internal consistency considering that the group only consisted of two items. The
item-to-total correlations of both the items are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items

correlate well with the overall scale for this group.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
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Group 6: Understanding differences

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the sixth group (items 63 and 66) was 0.526, which is low.
However, it is regarded as acceptable internal consistency considering that the group
consisted of only two items. The item-to-total correlations of both the items are higher than

0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.

Group 7: Internal constraints for NPOs

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the sixth group (items 81 and 82) was 0.555, which is low.
However, it is regarded as an acceptable internal consistency considering that the group
consisted of only two items. The item-to-total correlations of both the items are higher than

0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 8: Funding cycle constraints

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the eighth group (items 75 and 84) was 0.376, indicating an
unacceptably low internal consistency. Both items in Group 8 were removed because they
were regarded as lengthy and complex. In the refinement of this instrument it should be
considered to reformulate these items as shorter and simpler statements about funding
cycles, such as “Funding cycles influence the CSl-process”, instead of including the
implementation of projects as a specific aspect.

Funding cycle constraints were a theme in the qualitative inquiry and Group 8 was a valid
factor grouping, but proved unreliable as it was formulated for this survey.

45 Conclusion

Based on the exploratory factor analysis, reliability tests and, where necessary, literature
and the qualitative results, the final list of retained items and the factor groupings they
formed were retained as valid and reliable measures of stakeholder relationships between
corporate donors and recipient NPOs (from the perspective of the donors). The factor
groupings were used as the sub-constructs for each relationship construct that deductively
formed the redefined relationship indicators and contextual elements that define this specific
relationship. Table 11 summarises the items, factor groups and constructs.
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Table 11: Summary of the constructs, factor groups and items retained in the donor survey

Construct Groups retained after reliability analysis Items Cronbach’s
Alpha
Control Group 1: Control mutuality 43, 42, 41, 44, 39, 27, 38 0.855
Group 2: Acceptance of dominance 33, 37,28 0.770
Group 3: Sustainability and responsibility 34, 29, 32, 30 0.741
Trust Group 1: Trust on the basis of integrity and intention 10,9,24,6,11,15,14,20,13,8,2 0.947
1
Group 2: Trust on the basis of skills 18,19,23 0.839
Group 3: Willingness to let the other make decisions 22,16 0.794
Group 4: Consideration of the other party 12,7 0.765
Commitment Group 1: Desire to relate and maintain the relationship | 61, 53, 51 0.767
Group 2: Loyalty and importance of the other party 46, 47, 58, 57 0.735
Group 3: Obligation to relate 59, 52, 54 0.765
Realities Group 1: Donor transparency 69, 79, 80 0.856
Group 2: NPO transparency 71,72, 74 0.800
Group 3: Accommodation 68, 87, 62, 67 0.700
Group 4: Profit/output demands of the donor 70, 65 0.708
Group 5: Expenditure reporting requirements 77,76 0.601
Group 6: Understanding differences 63, 66 0.526
Group 7: Internal constraints for NPOs 81, 82 0.555

5 RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE NPO SURVEY

5.1 Perceptions of control

Group 1: Control mutuality

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 43, 41, 39, 30, 42, 27, 44 and 34) was

0.884, indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items

are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
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group. The deletion of item 34 could increase the Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.891. This increase

is not considered dramatic and both values remain good.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Acceptance of donor dependence

The Cronbach’'s Alpha value for the second group (items 31, 26 and 25) was 0.669,
indicating an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this

group. The deletion of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 3: Donor dominance

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 29, 28, 33 and 40) was negative,
indicating a problem with one or more of the items in terms of coding or formulation. The
item-to-total correlation of item 40 with the overall scale of the group is also negative,
indicating that this is the problematic item. Although the formulation of the item is not
technically negative, it appears that “Our donors have a tendency to throw their weight
around” was formulated in such a way that respondents may have been confused. The use
of metaphorical language could have contributed to the low reliability of this item and such
language should ideally be avoided. The reliability analysis was conducted a second time
(without item 40) and the new values indicated that item 29 also shows a negative
correlation with the overall scale (-0.027). However, the removal of item 29 leaves the
Cronbach’s Alpha at a much higher 0.809. The item-to-total correlations of the remaining two
items (item 28 and 33) are both higher than 0.3, indicating a good correlation.

The reason why item 40 decreases the internal consistency in this group is the negative
phrasing and possibly metaphorical language. The use of simpler and more straightforward
language should be considered when researching complex contexts. Iltem 29 could be
considered double-barrelled with the inclusion of three distinct parts in one statement:
“...when our donors interact with us”, “powerful position” and “responsible way”.
Respondents could possibly agree with one part, but not with the other(s). Simplified items

should be considered for the refinement of this instrument in future research.

The removal of items 40 and 29 did not change the groupings of the factor analysis (instead,
it strengthens the interpretation) and the two remaining items in this factor grouping still

reflect perceptions about donor dominance.
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Group 4: Perceptions on the future independence of NPOs

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fourth group (items 35 and 36) was 0.543, which is low,
but it is regarded as acceptable internal consistency considering that the group only
consisted of two items. The item-to-total correlations of both the items are higher than 0.3,

indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.

5.2 Perceptions of trust

Group 1: Trust on the basis of integrity and intention

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 10, 6, 9, 8, 11, 24, 14, 7 and 13) was
0.888, indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The deletion of no items will substantially increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value,
although the deletion of item 7 could increase the Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.889. This increase

is not considered dramatic and both values remain good.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Competence

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the second group (items 21, 20, 23, 19 and 15) was 0.883,
indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items are
higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this

group. The deletion of no items will increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 3: Willingness to let the other make decisions

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 16, 22 and 12) was 0.722, indicating
an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items are higher
than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group. The
deletion of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
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5.3 Perceptions of commitment

Group 1: Desire to maintain a long-term relationship

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 61, 57, 46, 53 and 48) was 0.811,
indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items are
higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The deletion of no items will substantially increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value,
although the deletion of item 46 could increase the Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.819. The deletion

of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Affective commitment and desire to relate

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the second group (items 56, 60, 47 and 51) was 0.782,
indicating an acceptable internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of all the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this

group. The deletion of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 3: Compliance commitment

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 59, 52 and 50) was 0.582, indicating a
too low internal consistency to be acceptable for 3 items. The item-to-total correlations of all
the items are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale
for this group and the deletion of item 50 increased the Cronbach’s Alpha value to a more

acceptable 0.614 (especially for a group with two items only).

The removal of item 50 did not change the grouping of the factor and the two remaining
items in this factor grouping still reflect perceptions about the compliance-driven commitment

from donors.
Group 4: Cause commitment

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fourth group (items 54 and 49) was 0.504, which is low,
but is regarded as acceptable internal consistency considering that the group consists of
only two items. The item-to-total correlations of both the items are higher than 0.3, indicating
that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this group.
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The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 5: Conditions for commitment

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fifth group (items 45 and 55) was 0.409, indicating an
unacceptably low internal consistency. Both items in Group 5 were removed for the

purposes of further analysis.

The formulation of items 45 and 55 is most possibly problematic. It seems that both items
simplified a complex matter to the point where the items are not a reliable measure for
commitment in this relationship by narrowing reasons for commitment down to two very
specific aspects: the cause served by the NPO and the needs of NPOs. It should be
considered to formulate more ‘open’ statements such as “Our donors adapt to our needs” or

“The causes we serve are important to our donors.”

Perceptions about the determinants of funding would have reflected a characteristic of this
relationship as reported on in literature and although the grouping was valid in this context,

the formulation was not reliable.

5.4 Perceptions of relational realities

Group 1: Other transparency

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the first group (items 72, 86, 71 and 74) was 0.902,
indicating an excellent internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of both the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this

group. The deletion of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.
The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
Group 2: Own transparency

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the second group (items 79, 76, 77, 80, 69, 73 and 64) was
0.831, indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of both the items
are higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this
group. The deletion of no items will substantially increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value,
although the deletion of item 64 could increase the Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.840. This increase
is not considered dramatic and both values remain good.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.
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Group 3: Profit/output demands of donors

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the third group (items 65, 63, 70 and 62) was 0.804,
indicating a good internal consistency. The item-to-total correlations of both the items are
higher than 0.3, indicating that all the items correlate well with the overall scale for this

group. The deletion of no items could result in an increased Cronbach’s Alpha value.

The reliability analysis confirmed the grouping of the factor analysis.

Group 4: Internal constraints for NPOs

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fourth group (items 81 and 67) was negative, indicating
a problem with the formulation or coding of the items. Both items in Group 4 were removed

for the purposes of further analysis.

Item 81 is most possibly double-barrelled as two aspects: “We are the main cause of time
constraints” and “constraints in implementing projects” are included in the item. It is possible
that respondents could not have known what was required. A simplified version of this item

or two items should be considered when refining this instrument.

Internal constraints on the side of NPOs are reported in the literature on NPO management
and were also evident from the qualitative inquiry. Although this factor grouping was valid in
this context, the items proved to be unreliable in measuring this aspect.

Group 5: Insatiable needs (new Group 4)

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the fifth group (items 83, 87 and 85) was 0.518, indicating a
too low internal consistency to be acceptable for 3 items. The item-to-total correlations of
item 83 are not above 0.3 and deleting this item will also increase the Cronbach’s Alpha
value to a slightly higher 0.536 (especially for a group with only two items).

Item 83 did not correlate well with the overall scale and lessened the Cronbach’s Alpha
value. The reason is possibly that the item is complex and could be considered double-
barrelled. “The NPOs seem to overpromise on their output in their funding applications”
contain three different aspects — overpromise, output and funding applications. The

respondents were possibly unclear on which to respond.

The removal of item 83 does not change the grouping of the factor analysis (instead, it
strengthens the interpretation) and the two remaining items in this factor grouping still reflect

perceptions of the needs of NPOs.
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Group 6: Funding cycle constraints

The Cronbach’s Alpha value for the sixth group (items 75 and 84) was 0.333, indicating an
unacceptably low internal consistency. Both items in Group 6 were removed from further

analyses.

The above-mentioned could be due to these items being lengthy and complex. In the
refinement of this instrument in future studies, it should be considered to reformulate these
items as shorter and simpler statements about funding cycles such as: “Funding cycles
influence the CSI process” instead of including the implementation of projects as a specific

aspect.

Funding cycle constraints were a theme in the qualitative inquiry and this grouping was a

valid factor grouping, but the items formulated for this survey were unreliable.
Group 7: Understanding goal differences

The Cronbach’'s Alpha value for the seventh group (items 78 and 66) was negative,
indicating a problem with the formulation or coding of the items. Both items in Group 7 were

removed for further analyses.

Item 66 is possibly the problematic item in this group with a long and complex statement,
“Both parties in a corporate-NPO relationship understand the difference in organisational
goals between them.” This item leaves room for agreeing or disagreeing with one or more
parts in the statement. Using more than one statement or simplifying the statement to clarify
meaning should be considered in the refinement of this questionnaire.

The importance of understanding the differences between the contexts of the two parties
was evident in the qualitative inquiry and although the factor grouping was valid, the

formulation of the items made the group an unreliable measure.

5.5 Conclusion

Based on the exploratory factor analysis, reliability tests and, where necessary, the literature
and the qualitative results, a list of items was retained as valid and reliable for the
measurement of stakeholder relationships between corporate donors and the NPOs that
receive their funding (from the perception of the NPOs). The factor groupings formed the
sub-construct for each relationship construct that formed the redefined relationship indicators
and contextual elements of each such indicator. Table 12 summarises the items, factor

groups and constructs.
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Table 12: Summary of the constructs, factor groups and items retained in the NPO survey

Construct Groups retained after reliability analysis Items Cronbach’s
Alpha
Control Group 1: Control mutuality 43, 41, 39, 30, 42, 27, 44, 34 0.884
Group 2: Acceptance of donor dependence 31, 26, 25 0.669
Group 3: Donor dominance 28, 33 0.809
Group 4: Perceptions on the future independence 36, 35 0.543
of NPOs
Trust Group 1: Trust on the basis of integrity and 10, 6, 9, 8, 11, 24, 14, 7, 13 0.888
intention
Group 2: Competence 20, 21, 23,19, 15 0.883
Group 3: Willingness to let the other make 16, 22, 12 0.722
decisions
Commitment Group 1: Desire to maintain a long-term 61, 57, 46, 53, 48 0.811
relationship
Group 2: Affective commitment and desire to relate 56, 60, 47, 51 0.782
Group 3: Compliance commitment 59, 52 0.614
Group 4: Cause commitment 54, 49 0.504
Realities Group 1: Donor transparency 72,86,71,74 0.902
Group 2: NPO transparency 79, 76, 77, 80, 69, 73, 64 0.831
Group 3: Accommodation 65, 63, 70, 62 0.804
Group 4: Insatiable needs 87, 85 0.536

6 REDEFINED RELATIONSHIP INDICATORS BASED ON RETAINED ITEMS

Based on the exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis, 60 items were retained in

the donor survey and 62 items were retained from the survey amongst NPOs. In the donor

survey, the 60 remaining items represent 4 factors and 17 sub-factors and the 62 items in

the NPO survey represent 4 factors and 15 sub-factors. These factors and sub-factors are

used to redefine the relationship dimensions for this relationship context.
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6.1 Control and power

Control and power as an element in the corporate-NPO relationship is in some respects
similar to the generalised idea of stakeholder relationships and in other respects unique to
this context. The first contextual element of the indicator control and power is control
mutuality. Simultaneously illustrating the differences and similarities, control mutuality is
defined here in the same way as for other stakeholder relationships. However, while this
aspect forms the total picture for the general stakeholder relationship it is only an element of

control and power in this context.

Mirroring the qualitative findings and literature on donor-recipient relations, the dominance of
the donor and the dependence on those donors are discernible contextual elements of the
indicator control and power in this relationship. The level of acceptance of their dominance
by the donors and the acceptance of donor dependence by the NPOs describes a part of the

control and power within this context.

For donors, concern with sustainability and responsibility in their relationship with NPOs
forms part of their perception of control and power. This contextual element centres on the
donors’ intention to help secure sustainability for the NPOs; the responsibility in terms of
their own power as well as their responsibility to ensure participation by the NPOs, forms

part of the element.

Linking to the donor-specific element of sustainability and responsibility, NPOs define the
control and power by also referring to perspectives on their possible future independence
from donors. This contextual element is unique to the view of NPOs and revolves around

their perception on donor independence.

6.2 Trust

Trust in this relationship is also a mixture of general stakeholder ideas and context-specific
aspects. The first contextual element to define the trust in this relationship is trusting on the
basis of integrity and intention. For both parties in the relationship it is important to consider

their own and the other party’s attempt at ‘doing good'.

The second contextual element of trust is trust based on the skills or competence of the
other party. The perception that the other party can work independently and has the ability to
be successful forms part of this element. While the competence of donors is defined similarly
to the description by Hon and Grunig (1999), the skills of NPOs are not viewed in the same
light, because the limitations in terms of access to skilled staff and infrastructure are different

for NPOs than for other stakeholders.
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The willingness to surrender decision-making power to the other party is another contextual
element of trust in this relationship. In addition, this willingness to let the other party make

decisions in the relationship is important to both parties for trust in the relationship.

For the donors, consideration and concern with the opinion of the other party is a distinct
contextual element of trust in the relationship. Consideration of the other party is also
centred on attitude during decision-making and links to the willingness to let the other party

make decisions.

6.3 Commitment

Unlike many elements of the indicators control and power and trust, the indicator
commitment was viewed differently by the two parties. While some similarities are evident,
the contextual elements for each party are unique. While donors seemed to view the desire
to have a relationship and the desire to maintain that relationship for a longer term as the
same element and appear to link loyalty to the importance of the other party, the NPOs view
the desire to have a long-term relationship as a separate element and other desires as part
of a more affective commitment. This difference goes to show that the dependence on donor
funding makes the NPOs more sensitive to the funding term while other aspects are

considered to be niceties.

Perceptions on the obligation to relate to NPOs constitute another contextual element of
overall commitment of the donors. The duty of corporate organisations to contribute to their
societies and adherence to governance requirements are at the core of the contextual

element obligation to relate.

For NPOs, on the other hand, the compliance of corporates to governance requirements and

commitment to their causes are viewed as separate issues of commitment.

6.4 Relational realities

The definition of the realities of this relationship by the two parties involved shows some
similarities as well as differences. Transparency is especially important in the donor-NPO
relationship and is demanded from both sides. However, both the perceptions each party
has of their own transparency and the transparency of the other party define the relational

realities.

The profit-making nature of the corporate donors is a unigue, but characteristic aspect and is
specifically important when contrasted with the non-profit nature of the NPOs. The pressure

on NPOs resulting from the profit-driven demands of the donor is a reality for corporate-NPO
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relations and dissonance about these demands could be the cause of conflict. Related to the
profit/output-demands donors see as part of the realities of the relationship are their
requirements as to how funding was spent by NPOs as well as their perceptions regarding

the shortcomings of NPOs — internal constraints due to lacking infrastructure and resources.

Contextual realities experienced by donor organisations include accommodation in the
relationship. With accommodation, aspects like feelings of support, consideration and
satisfaction are included. Linking to accommodation, donors also use the level of
understanding of the differences between the parties, to distinguish a good corporate-NPO

relationship from a bad one.

Further highlighting the context of corporate-NPO relationships, NPOs perceive their own
insatiable needs as one reality that defines their relationship with donors. The vast needs of
NPOs tie in with many other realities, such as understanding and accommodating

differences and the contrasting profitable nature of corporate donors.

7 DESCRIPTION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CORPORATE DONORS AND
THE NPOs THEY FUND

7.1 Introduction

After conducting an exploratory factor analysis and reliability testing, 60 items were retained
in the donor survey and 62 items were retained from the survey amongst NPOs. In the donor
survey, the 60 remaining items represent 4 factors and 17 sub-factors and the 62 items in
the NPO survey represent 4 factors and 15 sub-factors. These factors and sub-factors will
be used as the relationship dimensions and contextual elements of these dimensions for
describing the relationship between corporate donors and the NPOs who receive funding

from them.

In order to understand the relationship between corporate donors and the NPOs funded by
their CSI spending as experienced by the respondents of the two surveys, the frequencies in
response to each retained item in both questionnaires are discussed. The discussion is
presented based on the relationship dimensions and contextual elements for each
dimension for both parties in the relationship.

7.2 Relationship dimension: Control

The relationship dimension control is described in the following section. The discussion is
organised according to the contextual elements of control that emerged from the factor
analysis and reliability analysis of the data from the two corresponding surveys. The findings

are supplemented with qualitative data and relevant literature.
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7.2.1 Control mutuality (as a contextual element of control)

The element control mutuality emerged as an element of relational control from both
surveys. This element is similar to the definition of control by Hon and Grunig (1999:4) and
other stakeholder relationship theorists indicating that the conventional definition of control
mutuality is still relevant within this relationship, but that is not the only relevant element of

the more complex dimension of control (Table 13 and 14).

Table 13: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; control mutuality

Rank | Item N SD D N A SA
1 The [NPOs] won't cooperate with us 6 no|— 3 15 27 17
(Reversed) % | — 48 242 |435 |274

) The [NPOSs] believe that our the opinions are 61 n 1 2 15 39 4
legitimate % |16 [33 |246 |639 |66

3 The [NPOs] and my company are attentive to 62 n — 3 19 35 5
what we say to each other % — 48 306 56.5 81

4 The [NPOs] really listen to what we have to 62 n — 5 21 33 3
say % | — 8.1 339 |532 |38
. The [NPOSs] provide us with enough say in the 62 n — 6 22 34 -
decision-making process % _ 97 355 548 —
5 We have influence on the decision-makers of 61 n 3 17 21 20 —
the [NPOs] % a9 |279 [344 |328 |—

The top-ranked items on control mutuality with a level of agreement (Agree and Strongly

Agree) of more than 70% are:
— The [NPOs] won't cooperate with us (Reversed) — 70.9%
— The [NPOs] believe that our the opinions are legitimate — 70.5%

The lowest-ranking item on control mutuality with 32.8% of the respondents in disagreement

(Disagree and Strongly Disagree) is:

— We have influence on the decision-makers of the [NPOs]
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In their responses to the survey questionnaire, 54.8% (N = 62) of donors agreed that they
have enough say in decision making, 57% (N = 62) were in agreement that the NPOs listen
to their opinions and 70.5% (N = 61) perceived the NPOs to regard their opinions as
legitimate. The majority of donors also agreed that they and the NPOs they fund are

attentive to each other and that NPOs are cooperative (70.9% / N = 62).

Notwithstanding the general agreement with statements about control mutuality, the donors
were divided in their opinions about their influence on the decision-makers in NPOs with
32.8% in disagreement, the exact same number 32.8% in agreement and a large proportion

(34.4%) indicating neutral feelings about their influence on decision-makers.

The qualitative findings indicated a need for corporate donors to exert control in their
relationship with funded NPOs in order to comply with governance guidelines. Their
separated response to this one item could be an indication that they do not necessarily see
their control as influence, but rather as doing what is needed to realise their objectives. On
the whole, the donor respondents displayed positive perceptions of control mutuality within
the corporate-NPO relationships of CSI. Although it is only part of the more complex notion
of control within this relationship, the feeling of control mirrors the qualitative findings of this
study (Van Dyk & Fourie, 2012b:205). The divided response to the perception of donors
regarding their influence on NPOs reflects the perception that NPOs are autonomous to

some extent.
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Table 14: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; control mutuality

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 Our donors won't cooperate with us 88 n 1 1 13 43 30
(Reversed) % |11 1.1 148 |489 |341
) Our donors believe that our opinions are - n (o 3 12 62 10
legitimate % |o 34 |138 |713 |115
3 We hold enough power in the relationship to g7 n 1 4 14 62 7
be able to raise our concerns % 11 45 15.9 705 )
4 Our donors really listen to what we have to g7 n 1 10 18 51 7
say % |11 115 |207 |s586 |8
5 We have some sense of control over our 88 n 2 8 31 44 3
relationship with our donors % 23 91 35.2 50 3.4
6 Our donors provide us with enough say in the 87 n 1 13 30 41 2
decision-making process % |11 14.9 345 471 23
; We have influence on the decision-makers of 88 n 2 19 32 33 2
our donors % |23 216 |364 |375 |23
8 Our donors try to secure sustainability for us 87 " ° 23 20 % B
% 1103 |264 |23 402 | —

The top-ranked items on control mutuality with a level of agreement of more than 70% are:

— Our donors won't cooperate with us (Reversed) — 83%

— Our donors believe that our opinions are legitimate — 82.8%

— We hold enough power in the relationship to be able to raise our concerns — 78.5%

The lowest-ranking items on control mutuality with a level of disagreement higher than 20%

are:

— Our donors try to secure sustainability for us — 36.7%

— We have influence on the decision-makers of our donors — 23.9%

In response to the survey given to them, the NPOs were generally in agreement with

statements about control mutuality within their relationship with corporate donors. Of the
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respondents, 66.6% (N = 87) were in agreement that their donors listen to what they say and
82.8% (N = 87) believe that their opinions are regarded as legitimate. The majority felt that
their donors cooperate with them (83% / N = 88) and a large proportion were in agreement

that donors provide them with enough say during decision making (49.4% / N = 87).

The largest proportion believed that they have influence on the decision-makers (39.8% / N
= 88) and experience some sense of control (53.4% / N = 88) while a majority felt that they
have at least enough power to raise their concerns within this relationship (78.5% / N = 88).

Only 40.2% (N = 87) agreed that donors try to secure sustainability for them.

It is clear that the largest proportion of NPOs that responded to this survey have a generally
positive perception of control mutuality within their relationship with their corporate donors,
yet a comparatively large proportion of respondents were in disagreement with some of the
statements; 36.7% were in disagreement that donors attempt to secure the sustainability of
NPOs and 25% felt that they do not have an influence on the decision-makers of their

donors.

7.2.2 Acceptance of donor dominance (as a contextual element of control)

The element acceptance of donor dominance emerged as an element of relational control
from both surveys. This element reflects literature on donor-recipient relationships and
opinions about the implied dominance of the corporate donors were also evident in the

gualitative findings (Table 15 and 16).

Table 15: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; acceptance of donor

dominance
Rank Item N SD D N A SA
We dominate in our relationships with the n 6 29 12 13 —
1 [NPOs] because we must comply with 60 10 183 20 217 —
governance regulations %
We dominate in our relationships with the n 2 22 23 14 1
2 [NPOs] because we provide the money 62 % 32 355 371 226 16
We dominate in our relationships with the n 3 33 16 10 —
’ [NPOS] . % | 48 532 | 258 |161 | —
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All three items showed high levels of disagreement:

— We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] because we provide the money —
58.3%

— We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] — 58%

— We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] because we must comply with

governance regulations — 38.7%
All three items also showed 20% or more neutral reactions:

— We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] because we provide the money —
37.1%

— We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] — 25.8%

— We dominate in our relationships with the [NPOs] because we must comply with

governance regulations — 20%

The corporate donors who responded to the relationship survey indicated varying
perceptions about their dominant position with the NPOs they fund. The largest proportions
were in disagreement with the statement that they as donors dominate their relationship with
NPOs (58% /N = 62), that they dominate because they provide money to NPOs (58.3% /N =
60) or that they dominate because they are compelled by governance requirements (38.7% /
N=62). It can, however, not be ignored that more than 20% of respondents indicated a

neutral stance towards all the statements in this group.

The ambivalent survey results point to a difference in opinion about power and control within
the relationship and echo the problem of power relations in this context, as seen in the
gualitative results and literature (cf. Byrne & Sahay, 2007:71; Helmig et al., 2004:107; Hodge
& Piccolo, 2005:175).
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Table 16: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; donor dominance

Rank Item SD D N A SA
. Our donors dominate our relationships n 5 27 22 26 6
because they provide the money 86
% |5.8 314 | 256 [302 |7
Our donors dominate their relationship with us n 4 30 33 17 4
2 88
% |45 341 |375 |[193 |45

Both items from the NPO respondents also showed high levels of disagreement:

— Our donors dominate our relationships because they provide the money — 38.6%

— Our donors dominate their relationship with us — 37.2%

The largest proportion of NPOs (37.5% / N = 88) responded neutrally to the statement, “Our

donors dominate their relationship with us” while 34.1% were in disagreement and 23.8%

were in agreement. The exact same percentage of respondents (37.2% / N = 86) were in

agreement that donors dominate because they provide the money. From these responses it

is evident that the dominant position of donors was not accepted completely by NPOs.

Furthermore, the varied responses reflect the problematic nature of dominance and power in

the relationship as found in the qualitative findings in literature on donor relations (Van Dyk &
Fourie, 2012a:205; Van Dyk & Fourie, 2012b:360).
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7.2.3 Acceptance of donor dependence (as a contextual element of control)

Apart from perceptions on the dominant position of donors in the donor-recipient
relationships, NPOs grouped together items referring to their perceptions on donor

dependence (Table 17).

Table 17: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; acceptance of donor

dependence
Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. We are dependent on our donors for survival n 2 6 7 45 28
88
% 2.3 6.8 8.0 51.1 31.8
We cooperate with our donors because we n — 10 15 43 20
2 . 88
want to secure future funding % — 114 17 789 527
Our donors hold a powerful position in our n — 6 19 a7 15
3 . . 87
relationship % | — 69 | 218 |54 172

All three items about donor dependence had high levels of agreement from respondents:
— We cooperate with our donors because we want to secure future funding — 82.9%
— We are dependent on our donors for survival — 71.6%
— Our donors hold a powerful position in our relationship — 71.2%

Unlike the varied responses on statements regarding donor dominance, the vast majority of
NPOs (82.9% / N = 88) believed that they depend on their donors for survival and the
majority (71.2 / N = 87) were in agreement that their donors hold a powerful position in their
relationship with them. The dependence on donors and perceived power of donors in the
relationship with those they fund are also reflected in the 72.1% (N = 88) of NPOs who

cooperate with their donors in order to secure future funding.

When considering the findings for the element donor dependence and perceptions on donor
dominance it is concluded that these two concepts were viewed separately and
distinguished from each other by NPO respondents. Whereas they perceived themselves to
be dependent on donors and perceived donors to be powerful, they did not perceive the
donors as absolutely dominant in the relationship. The grouping together of items relating to

donor dependence is found only in the results of the NPO survey and not in the results of the
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corresponding donor survey. Dependence on donors is thus a distinguishable element of
control, based on the perception of NPOs, but not necessarily based on the perception of

donors.

7.2.4 Sustainability and responsibility (as a contextual element of control)

A contextual element that was viewed by the donor respondents as important for describing
control in their relationship with NPOs is concerned with sustainability and responsibility in
the relationship. This element was not defined in the same way by NPOs and it is argued

that this element is unique in the way donors described the relationship.

Table 18: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; sustainability and

responsibility

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
It is partly our responsibility to make sure that 62 n — 3 17 36 6
the [NPOs] participate in decision making in % — 18 74 581 97
their relationships with us
62 n — 3 21 30 8
2 We try to secure sustainability for the [NPOs]
% — 4.8 33.9 48.4 12.9
The [NPOs] hold enough power in their 61 n — 4 20 33 4
3 relationships with us, for them to be able to % — 66 328 511 66
raise their concerns
When we interact with the [NPOs], we try to go n 2 4 22 30 4
4 about our powerful position in a responsible 62 % 32 65 355 184 65
way

Though the largest proportion of respondents was in agreement with all of the statements in
this group, no items show agreement levels higher than 70% while for all items the neutral

option were selected by more than 20% of respondents:

— When we interact with the [NPOs], we try to go about our powerful position in a

responsible way — 35.5%
— We try to secure sustainability for the [NPOs] — 33.9%
— The [NPOs] hold enough power in their relationships with us, for them to be able to

raise their concerns — 32.8%

244




— It is partly our responsibility to make sure that the [NPOs] patrticipate in decision

making in their relationships with us — 27.4%

The largest proportion of donors was in agreement with statements about their responsibility
in the relationship and their opinions about sustainability and participation of NPOs. The two
statements that refer to power and control in the relationship (but are less strongly stated
than in previous elements) also yielded agreement by the largest proportion of respondents,
indicating that the donors felt that they are managing the power they have in this relationship

in a responsible way.

Although comparatively many respondents indicated neutrality, the largest proportion were
still in agreement with the statements, “When we interact with the NPOs, we try to go about
our powerful position in a responsible way” and “The NPOs hold enough power in their
relationships with us, for them to be able to raise their concerns.” The majority of the donors
(67.8% / N = 62) were in agreement that some of the responsibility of including NPOs in
decision making rests with them as the donors. Linking to the responsibilities donors agreed
on having in the context of this relationship, the majority of donors (61.3%/ N = 62) agreed
that donors try to secure sustainability for NPOs, thereby recognising their bigger
responsibility towards the developing society of South Africa (loDSA, 2009:11).

7.2.5 Perspectives on the future independence of NPOs (as a contextual element of
control)

The value placed on, and the confidence in the possibility of future independence forms the

last contextual element of control according to the NPOs (Table 19).

Table 19: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; perspectives on the

future independence of NPOs

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 Independence from donors is an important n 4 15 18 30 21
88
long-term goal for us % |45 |17 205 | 341 | 239
In the future, the [NPOs] will be able to survive n 13 36 23 11 3

without donors like us % 151 | 419 |267 |128 |35

Although the reactions from respondents were varied, large proportions of respondents were

in disagreement with the statements:
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— In the future, the [NPOs] will be able to survive without donors like us — 57%

— Independence from donors is an important long-term goal for us — 21.5%

Statements about independence from donors also solicited varied responses from NPO
respondents. While 58% (N = 88) were in agreement that independence from donors is an
important long-term goal, only 16.3% (N = 86) believed that they will be able to survive
without donors in the future. It is concluded that the NPOs would like to be independent from

donors, but do not believe that it is possible.

7.3 Relationship dimension: Trust

In this section the relationship dimension trust is explicated on the basis of responses of the
two corresponding surveys in order to describe the relationship between corporate donors
and the NPOs which they fund. The discussion is structured according to the contextual
elements of trust that emerged from the factor analysis and reliability analysis of the data.

These findings will be supplemented with qualitative data and relevant literature.

7.3.1 Trust on the basis of integrity and intention (as a contextual element of trust)

Within the well-known relationship dimension of trust, both the NPOs and donors grouped
items relating to integrity and intentions together. The items reflect a combination of Hon and
Grunig’s (1999) items on integrity, as well as newly formulated items on intentions as part of
trust in this relationship (Table 20 and 21).
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Table 20: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; trust on the basis of

integrity and intention

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 The [NPOs] strive to be successful in their 7 n 1 2 13 43 8
endeavours % 15 3 194 64.2 11.9
n — 1 18 39 9
2 The [NPOs] treat us fairly and justly 67
% — 15 26.9 58.2 13.4
3 The [NPOs] have the ability to serve the o7 n - 5 18 37 7
communities in which they work % | — 75 26.9 55.2 10.4
n — 4 20 37 6
4 The [NPOs] treat us fairly and justly 67
% — 6 29.9 55.2 9
n — 5 20 33 9
5 The [NPOs] are fair in their relationship with us 67
% — 7.5 29.9 49.3 13.4
n 1 9 21 30 6
6 The [NPOs] are honest with us 67
% 15 13.4 31.3 44.8 9
; The [NPOs] have the ability to accomplish 7 n - 4 27 33 3
what they say they will do % | — 6 403 493 45
8 Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of 7 n - 9 22 28 8
the [NPOs] % | — 134 | 328 |[418 [119
9 The [NPOs] can be relied on to keep their 7 n - 5 27 30 5
promises % | — 75 403 | 448 |75
10 The actions of the [NPOs] speak of justness in 7 n - 6 29 29 3
their relationship with us % _ 9 43.3 43.3 4.5

The top-ranked items on control mutuality with a level of agreement of more than 70% are:
— The [NPOs] strive to be successful in their endeavours — 76.1%
— The [NPOs] treat us fairly and justly — 71.6%

Despite the above agreement of a large proportion of respondents, for all but one item more

than 20% of respondents were neutral:

— The actions of the [NPOs] speak of justness in their relationship with us — 43.3%
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— The [NPOs] can be relied on to keep their promises — 40.3%

— The [NPOs] have the ability to accomplish what they say they will do — 40.3%

— Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of the NPOs — 32.8%

— The [NPOs] are honest with us — 31.3%

— The [NPOs] are fair in their relationship with us — 29.9%

— The [NPOs] treat us fairly and justly — 29.9%

— The [NPOs] have the ability to serve the communities in which they work — 26.9%
— The [NPOs] treat us fairly and justly — 26.9%

The integrity of NPOs was largely perceived by donors to be intact, considering their
relationship with each other. NPOs were generally perceived as being fair (62.9% / N = 67),
honest (53.8% / N = 67), just (47.8% / N = 67) and guided by moral principles (53.7% / N =
67). Although the largest proportions of respondents were in agreement with the statement,
the large number of respondents who indicated the neutral option that is interpreted as an
indication that the donors are not completely convinced of the integrity and intention of
NPOs.

Integrity, further explicated by perceiving the other party as being trustworthy in terms of
keeping promises (Hon & Grunig, 1999), also solicited agreement overall (although 29.9%
and 40.3% of respondents respectively reacted neutrally). The majority of donor
respondents, 64.2% (N = 67), were in agreement that NPOs do their best to keep promises
and 52.3% (N = 67) agreed that they can be relied on to keep promises. The latter is
possibly lower because it reflects actual reliability while the former reflects intended

reliability.

The intention and ability of NPOs were also regarded in a positive light by their donors as
76.1% (N = 67) were in agreement that NPOs strive to be successful, 65.6% (N = 67) were
in agreement that they have the ability to serve their communities and 53.8% (N = 67)
agreed that NPOs have the ability to accomplish what they promise to do.
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Table 21: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; trust on the basis of

integrity and intention

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
n 1 2 12 66 16
1 Our donors treat us fairly and justly 97
% 1 2.1 12.4 68 16.5
n 1 6 10 75 5
2 Our donors are fair in their relationship with us 97
% 1 6.2 10.3 77.3 5.2
3 Our donors do their best to keep their o5 n 1 2 14 66 12
promises to us % 1.1 2.1 147 |695 | 126
n 1 4 19 65 8
4 Our donors are honest with us 97
% 1 4.1 19.6 67 8.2
n 1 2 26 56 9
5 Donors do not mislead [NPOs] they fund 94
% 1.1 2.1 27.7 59.6 9.6
6 The actions of our donors speak of justness in 9% n 1 S 29 51 10
their relationship with us % 1 52 302 531 10.4
; Our donors can be relied on to keep their 97 n 2 8 26 54 7
promises % 2.1 8.2 268 | 557 |72
8 Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of 97 n 1 8 27 50 11
our donors % 1 8.2 278 | 515 |11.3
9 Whenever our donors make an important o5 n 2 13 31 44 5
decision, | know they will be concerned with us % 21 13.7 326 46.3 53

The top-ranked items on control mutuality with a level of agreement of more than 70% are:

— Our donors treat us fairly and justly — 84.5%

— Our donors are fair in their relationship with us — 82.5%

— Our donors do their best to keep their promises to us — 82.1%

— Our donors are honest with us — 75.2%
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The lowest ranking four items all show more than 20% neutrality:

— Whenever our donors make an important decision, | know they will be concerned
with us — 32.6%

— The actions of our donors speak of justness in their relationship with us — 30.2%
— Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of our donors — 27.8%

— Donors do not mislead [NPOs] they fund — 27.7%

— Our donors can be relied on to keep their promises — 26.8%

The NPOs generally perceive their corporate donors to be trustworthy on the basis of
integrity; 82.5% (N = 97) perceived their donors as being fair; 82.5% (N = 97) believed their
donors treat them fairly and justly; 75.2% (N = 97) believed that their donors are honest;
62.8% (N = 97) felt that their donors are guided by sound moral principles and 69.2% (N =

94) felt that their donors do not mislead them.

Regarding keeping promises, 62.9% (N = 97) of NPOs were in agreement that their donors
can be relied on to keep promises and 82.1% (N = 95) believed that their donors do their

utmost to keep promises that they have made.

These findings mirror the qualitative finding that when compared to other funders such as
government, corporate donors are reliable and are known for keeping to payment schedules

and other arrangements.

Although the majority — 51.6% (N = 95) — of NPOs at least agreed that donors consider them
in decision making, a large proportion (32.6%) reacted neutrally, indicating an uncertainty

whether they believed their donors will consider them when making important decisions.

The varied responses could serve as a confirmation of the qualitative findings that indicated
trust to be a much individualised dimension and that every relationship is unique in this

regard.

7.3.2 Trust on the basis of competence (as a contextual element of trust)

Another element that both donors and NPO respondents regarded as important enough to
define the indicator of trust is competence. Hon and Grunig (1999) also identified
competence as an element of trust, but some items included by both donors and NPOs refer

to ability and striving for success as well (Table 22 and 23).
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Table 22: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; trust on the basis of

skills
Rank Item N SD D N A
. The [NPOs] are known to be successful at the n — 5 25 34 3
. 67
things they try to do % | — 75 373 | 507 |45
| feel confident about the skills of the [NPOSs] n 1 12 31 30 3
2 67
% 15 17.9 313 44.8 45
The [NPOSs] can be left to work unsupervised n 2 17 18 27 3
3 67
% 3 25.4 26.9 40.3 45

The largest proportion of respondents was in agreement with the statements, but

comparatively large proportions were neutral:

— The [NPOs] can be left to work unsupervised — 37.3%

— | feel confident about the skills of the [NPOs] — 31.3%

— The [NPOs] are known to be successful at the things they try to do — 26.9%
For one item, more than 20% of the respondents were in disagreement:

— The [NPOs] can be left to work unsupervised — 28.4%

The largest proportion of donor respondents was generally confident about the
skills/competence of NPOs, with 49.3% (N = 67) in agreement with the statement. The
majority of donors (55.2% / N = 67) also felt NPOs are successful at their endeavours and
48.8% (N = 67) thought NPOs can be left to work unsupervised. It is interesting that a large
proportion of the respondents reacted neutrally or negatively to statements pertaining to the
skills of the NPOs. Therefore, while few respondents strongly disagreed, some ambivalence
is clear in the responses and it could not be concluded that the donors trust the skills of the
NPOs.

The ambiguity in survey results echoed certain qualitative findings, namely that donors
sometimes question the competence and dependability of NPOs and this confirms literature
that identified the lacking infrastructure and other disparities between the corporate and

social development sectors (Boafo, 2006).
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Table 23: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; competence

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. Our donors strive to be successful in their n — 1 11 63 20
95
endeavours % | — 11 116 | 663 |211
Our donors have the ability to do well in their n — 2 23 51 19
2 . 95
business % | — 2.1 242 |537 |20
Our donors have the ability to accomplish n 1 3 22 57 10
3 : 93
what they say they will do % |11 32 537 613 108
Our donors are known to be successful at the n 1 3 23 58 10
4 . 95
things they try to do % | 11 3.2 242 |6L1 |105
| feel confident about the skills of our donors n 1 10 32 42 11
5 96
% |1 10.4 33.3 43.8 115

In four of the five items, more than 70% of respondents were in agreement with the

statements:
— Our donors strive to be successful in their endeavours — 87.4%
— Our donors have the ability to do well in their business — 73.2%
— Our donors have the ability to accomplish what they say they will do — 72.1%
— Our donors are known to be successful at the things they try to do — 71.6%

The success, ability and skill of donors represent their competence, and judged by the
NPOs, donors were largely perceived to be competent. Of the respondents of the NPO
survey, 73.7% (N = 95) were in agreement that donors are able to do well at their business
and 72.1% (N = 93) were in agreement that they can accomplish what they say they will.
Furthermore, 87.4% (N = 95) of NPO respondents were of the opinion that donors strive to
be successful in their endeavours and 71.6% (N = 95) perceived donors as being known to
be successful at the things they attempt. Of the NPO respondents, 55.3% (N = 95) were

confident about the skills of their donors.

The perceived confidence in the competence of donors is also visible in the qualitative
findings and while the qualitative findings question the competence of NPOs, donors were

generally regarded as being competent.
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7.3.3 Willingness to let the other make decisions (as a contextual element of trust)

Willingness to let the other party make decisions is another element of trust that emerged
from both surveys. Hon and Grunig (1999) included the item, “I am very willing to let this
organisation make decisions for people like me.” Formulations with a softer tone were
included to allow respondents to exhibit their willingness to allow the other party some

decision-making power without the finality of the initial formulation (Table 24 and 25).

Table 24: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; willingness to let the

other make decisions

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. I am willing to let the [NPOs] make decisions n 8 26 19 11 2
66
for us % | 121 |394 |288 |167 |3
We are willing to allow the [NPOs] to take n 5 32 17 12 —
2 66

decisions that could affect us % 75 285 258 182 —

The majority of respondents were in disagreement with both statements:
— We are willing to allow the [NPOs] to take decisions that could affect us — 56.1%
— | am willing to let the [NPOs], make decisions for us — 51.5%

From the responses of donors it is clear that they are unwilling to let NPOs make decisions
on their part (51.5% / N = 66) or take decisions that may affect them as donors (56.1% / N =
66). A large proportion of respondents (25.8% and 28.8% respectively) responded neutrally
to the statements, but generally the donors indicated that they are not willing to let NPOs

take important decisions in the relationship.

The responses make it clear the donors do not trust NPOs with decision-making power even

if that decision-making power is not absolute, as per the definition of Hon and Grunig (1999).
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Table 25: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; willingness to let the

other make decisions

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. Our donors take our opinions into account o n 2 14 32 41 5
when making decisions % 51 129 32 136 53
We are willing to allow our donors to take n 15 28 39 13 —
2 decisions that could affect us 9 % | 158 595 11 137 —
I am willing to let the donors make decisions n 17 45 26 4 1
3 93

for us % | 181 |479 |277 |43 2.1

The lowest ranking statements showed large proportions of the respondents in

disagreement:
— | am willing to let the donors make decisions for us — 66%
— We are willing to allow our donors to take decisions that could affect us — 45.3%
Relatively large proportions of the respondents also indicated a neutral stance:
— We are willing to allow our donors to take decisions that could affect us —41.1%
— | am willing to let the donors make decisions for us — 34%
— Our donors take our opinions into account when making decisions — 27.7%

Linking to the donor responses to similar items, NPOs judged trust in their relationship with
their donors based on the willingness of parties to let the other take decisions. From the
survey responses it is clear that NPOs are not willing to let donors make decisions for them
— 66% (N = 93), while fewer respondents (45.3% / N = 95) are unwilling to let donors make
decisions that may affect them. On the positive side, almost half of NPO respondents (48.9%

/ N = 94) felt that donors take their opinions into account when making decisions.

These results further emphasise the importance that some degree of autonomy is demanded

by the NPOs although it poses problems for the relationship with their donors.
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7.3.4 Consideration of the other party (as a contextual element of trust)

Whether the NPOs are concerned with the opinions of their donors when making decisions
was deemed important enough to distinguish from other elements of trust in the relationship

by the donor respondents (Table 26).

Table 26: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; willingness to let the

other make decisions

Rank Iltem N SD D N A SA
. The [NPOs] take our opinions into account n 1 12 22 27 4
. - 66
when making decisions % 15 182 |333 |409 |61
Whenever the [NPOs] make an important n 2 9 35 19 2
2 - - . 67
decision, | know it will be concerned with us % 3 134 522 284 3

The largest proportion of respondents was in agreement with the first items, but both items

indicated neutral responses:

— Whenever the [NPOs] make an important decision, | know it will be concerned with
us — 52.2%

— The [NPOs] take our opinions into account when making decisions — 33.3%

The donor respondents revealed varied reactions to statements concerning consideration in
the relationship. Of the 67 respondents, 47% were in agreement that NPOs take their
opinions into account when making decisions, but only 31.4% perceived NPOs to be
concerned with their donors when making important decisions. The majority of respondents
(52.2%) responded neutrally to the latter statement while 33.3% responded neutrally to the
former. Based on the findings it is clear that the donors do not specifically feel disregarded
by the NPOs, but they also do not feel confident about the consideration they are given from
NPOs.

7.4 Relationship dimension: Commitment

From the factor analysis and reliability analysis it was evident that the two parties in this
stakeholder relationship view the dimension commitment differently. Although there are
some similarities, none of the elements that the two parties grouped together are directly
comparable. The discussion that follows is presented according to the contextual elements
as seen by the respondents of the two surveys. Even before interpreting the descriptive data
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relating to the dimension of commitment, the fact that the two parties view this dimension in
different ways indicated a potential challenge in the relationship. As Hon and Grunig
(1999:38) predict, differences in perception by the two parties indicate gaps or problems in

the relationship, which would need to be addressed.

7.4.1 Desire to relate and maintain the relationship (as a contextual element of
commitment)

The perceptions of donors about the NPOs’ desire to relate to them as donors and maintain
the relationship with them emerged as the first contextual element of trust in the donor

survey (Table 27).

Table 27: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; desire to relate and

maintain the relationship

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 The [NPOs] want to maintain a relationship n — 3 12 37 10
. 62
with us % | — 48 194 |597 |1641
The [NPOSs] are trying to maintain a long-term n — 2 18 34 7
2 commitment to us 61
% — 3.3 29.5 55.7 115
I would rather work together with the [NPOs] n — 1 20 34 7
3 62
than not % | — 16 323 |548 |113

For one of the items, more than 70% of respondents were in agreement:
— The [NPOs] want to maintain a relationship with us — 75.8%

Based on the survey responses, it is evident that donors generally regard NPOs as being
committed to relating to their donors and to maintaining their relationship. NPOs were
perceived by 75.8% (N = 62) of the donors as seeking to maintain a relationship with their
donors and 67.2% (N

commitment to their donors. Judging the donor’s desire to relate to NPOs, 66.1% (N = 62)

61) were in agreement that NPOs try to maintain a long-term

were in agreement that they would rather work together with NPOs than not.

Within the context of this relationship (NPOs receiving life-giving funding from donors) is it
not surprising that NPOs are committed to working with and maintaining a relationship with

their donors.
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7.4.2 Loyalty and importance (as a contextual element of commitment)

A sense of loyalty from the NPOs, a feeling of loyalty (when comparing NPOs to other
stakeholders) and perceptions about the long-term nature of the relationship were combined
by the donor survey respondents to define this contextual element of the relationship

dimension commitment (Table 28).

Table 28: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; loyalty and importance

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. | feel a sense of loyalty to the [NPOs] o n — 3 14 36 9
% — 4.8 22.6 58.1 14.5
There is a long-lasting bond between us and n 1 5 17 31 7
’ the [NPOs] o % |16 8.2 279 |508 |115
We commit to long-term (longer than three n 4 17 11 23 6
’ years) funding o % |66 279 |18 377 |98
Compared to other stakeholders, | value my n — 9 29 18 6
4 relationship with the [NPOs] more 62 % — 145 768 ) 97

More than 70% of respondents were in agreement with this item:

— | feel a sense of loyalty to the [NPOs] — 72.6%

More than 20% of respondents indicated their disagreement with this item:

— We commit to long-term (longer than three years) funding — 33.5%

For the following three items, a reasonable proportion of respondents were neutral:

— Compared to other stakeholders, | value my relationship with the [NPOs] more —
46.8%

— There is a long-lasting bond between us and the [NPOs] — 27.9%

— | feel a sense of loyalty to the [NPOs] — 22.6%

This element of commitment, importance of the stakeholders and a sense of loyalty to them
solicited wide-ranging responses from donor respondents. Though the largest proportion

(37.7% / N = 61) of donors agreed that they commit to long-term funding, 27.9% disagreed
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and 18% were neutral. This goes to show that many donors do commit to long-term funding,
but many do not. Despite varied responses regarding long-term funding, the majority of
donors (62.3% / N = 61) were in agreement that there is a long-lasting bond between them
and the NPOs.

The responses to these two items combined indicated that the donors distinguish between
long-term funding and a long-term bond, indicating that some may not commit to long-term
funding, but do see the relationship with NPO as a long-term plan. Perceptions about the
loyalty of NPOs are mainly positive with 72.6% (N = 62) in agreement that they experience
loyalty from them. Although they largely feel a long-term bond with NPOs and experience
loyalty from them, the largest proportion of respondents (46.8% / N = 62) responded
neutrally, indicating that they do not specifically value the relationship more or less than

other relationships.

The duration of the funding term was a divisive issue in the qualitative interviews, where
parties agreed that funding cycles are generally annual and that funding for longer than
three years is unusual. The NPOs argued that funding terms hamper any possibility of
sustainability and corporate donors argued that the funding cycles are based on tax years.

7.4.3 Obligation to relate (as a contextual element of commitment)

The context of donor-NPO relationships implies the obligation to contribute to society and
that compliance to corporate governance codes and principles have a bearing on the

perceived commitment in the relationship (Table 29).
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Table 29: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; obligation to relate

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. Corporate companies should contribute to the o n — 1 5 28 28

society in which they operate % — 16 81 152 152
It is important to comply with the regulations n — 1 5 39 17

2 that guide corporate social investment 62 % — 16 81 62.9 574
When we interact with the [NPOs], we keep n — 2 11 39 10

3 compliance to governance requirements in 62 — 32 177 62.9 161

mind %

All of the items showed agreement from more than 70% of the respondents:
— Corporate companies should contribute to the society in which they operate — 90.4%

— Itis important to comply with the regulations that guide corporate social investment —
90.3%

— When we interact with the [NPOs], we keep compliance to governance requirements
in mind — 79%

From the responses of donors the importance of corporate governance and the social
responsibilities of corporate companies became apparent. A large proportion (90.4% / N =
62) of the respondents was in agreement that corporate companies should contribute to the
society in which they operate and 90.3% (N = 62) of the respondents were in agreement that
it is important to comply with regulations and codes of corporate social investment. Slightly
less, but still a majority (79% / N = 62) of donors felt that they keep these governance and

social investment guidelines in mind when interacting with the NPOs they fund.

The survey results supported the qualitative findings that indicated the obligation to relate to

each other features in the perceptions of commitment within this relational context.

7.4.4 Desire to maintain a long-term relationship (as a contextual element of
commitment)

Unlike the donor respondents who grouped together issues of loyalty and long-term
commitment, the NPO respondents grouped items on long-term commitment with the desire

to commit NPOs and the causes they promote (Table 30).
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Table 30: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; desire to maintain a long-

term relationship

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. Our donors are committed to the causes we n — 1 14 50 20
85
promote % | — 12 165 |588 | 235
Our donors want to maintain a relationship n — — 16 56 13
2 with us 85
% | — — 18.8 65.9 15.3
There is a long-lasting bond between us and n — 2 20 56 7
3 85
our donors % | — 24 235 | 659 |82
Our donors are trying to maintain a long-term n 2 8 25 44 5
4 commitment to us 84
% 2.4 9.5 29.8 52.4 6
Our donors commit to long-term (longer than n 14 32 20 18 1
5 three years) funding 85
% 16.5 37.6 235 21.2 12

In response to the top ranked items, more than 70% of respondents indicated their

agreement:
— Our donors are committed to the causes we promote — 82.3%
— Our donors want to maintain a relationship with us — 81.2%
— There is a long-lasting bond between us and our donors — 74.1%

The lowest ranked items showed that the majority of respondents (54.1%) were in
disagreement with the statement, “Our donors commit to long-term (longer than three years)

funding.”

Of the NPOs that responded to the survey, 51.4% (N = 85) were in disagreement with the
statement about their donors committing to funding for longer than 3 years while 58.4% (N =
84) at least agreed that donors are trying to maintain long-term commitment and 74.1% (N =
85) believed that there is a long-lasting bond between them and their donors. As with the
donors, the NPOs also seemed to distinguish between a long-term funding and a long-
lasting bond. Further aspects relating to the maintenance of the donor-NPO relationship
were perceived as being positive by the NPOs — 81.2% (N = 85) felt that donors want to
maintain the relationship with them and 82.3% (N = 85) were in agreement that their donors

are committed to the causes they promote.
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7.4.5 Affective commitment and desire to relate (as a contextual element of
commitment)

Whereas all four items for this contextual element were included in the Hon and Grunig
(1999) questionnaire, only two items of affective commitment and two items that reflect the
desire to relate to donors were included. Based on this grouping by NPO respondents, the
contextual element of affective commitment and the desire to relate are discussed (Table
31).

Table 31: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; affective commitment

and the desire to relate

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
I have no desire to have a relationship with our n — — 3 22 59
! donors (Reversed) 84
% — — 3.6 26.2 70.2
| could not care less about our donors n — 1 4 19 58
2 (Reversed) 82
% — 1.2 4.9 23.2 70.7
I would rather work together with our donors n — 1 5 44 34
3 84
than not % — |12 6 524 | 405
| feel a sense of loyalty to our donors n — 5 8 55 17
4 85
% — 5.9 9.4 64.7 20

All the items had an agreement level of more than 70%:

— | have no desire to have a relationship with our donors (Reversed) — 96.4%

— | could not care less about our donors (Reversed) — 93.9%

— | would rather work together with our donors than not — 92.9%

— | feel a sense of loyalty to our donors — 84.7%

When considering affective commitment from and towards their donors, 93.9% (N = 82) of
NPO respondents reacted that they care about their donors and 96.4% (N = 84) indicated
that they desire a relationship with their donors. Further showing their affective commitment
and desire to relate to their donors, the vast majority of NPO respondents (92.9% / N = 84)
were in agreement that they would rather work with donors than not. NPO respondents

clearly indicated that they feel a sense of loyalty on the part of their donors (84.7% / N = 85).
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Considering the position of NPOs within this relationship it comes as no surprise that NPOs

prefer to work with donors and feel a strong affection towards them.

7.4.6 Compliance commitment (as a contextual element of commitment)

Similar to the contextual element obligation to relate from the donor survey, the bearing
compliance to governance and CSl-guidelines has on the commitment of donors featured in

the responses of the NPO respondents (Table 32).

Table 32: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; compliance commitment

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
It is important for our donors to comply to the n — 1 14 44 23
1 regulations thfat guide corporate social 82 " — 12 171 537 8
investment
When our donors interact with us, they keep n — 2 26 48 8
2 compliance with goveTn:nce requirements in 84 " — > 31 571 95
min

In response to the first items, respondents indicated a level of agreement higher than 70%:

— It is important for our donors to comply with the regulations that guide corporate

social investment — 81.7%

Although the largest proportion of respondents were in agreement, a relatively large

proportion of respondents were neutral about the second item:

— When our donors interact with us, they keep compliance to governance requirements
in mind — 31%

Based on the two items grouped together to establish the NPO respondents’ views on
compliance-related matters, it is clear that they believed their corporate donors keep
compliance to governance requirements in mind when interacting with them (66.6% of 84
respondents in agreement) and that compliance to those requirements is important (81.7%
of 82 respondents in agreement). The context of this relationship in the South African CSI
environment as well as the qualitative findings is in line with the majority of responses that

commitment from the donors is partly dependent on their obligation to comply.
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7.4.7 Cause commitment (as a contextual element of commitment)

Two items were grouped together to form this contextual element of the dimension
commitment. One of these two items reflects perceptions of the commitment of NPOs to
their causes and the other reflects perceptions on the need for corporate donors to

contribute to societal causes (Table 33).

Table 33: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; cause commitment

Rank Iltem SD D N A SA
. We are committed to the causes we promote n — 1 1 15 66
83
% — 1.2 1.2 18.1 79.5
Corporate companies should contribute to the n — 4 2 30 48
2 L . 84
society in which they operate % — 18 52 357 571

For both items, the level of agreement from respondents was higher than 70%:
— We are committed to the causes we promote — 97.6%
— Corporate companies should contribute to the society in which they operate — 92.8%

There was general agreement among NPO respondents that corporate companies should
contribute to the societies in which they operate with 92.8% (N = 84) of the respondents in
agreement. The vast majority (97.6% / N = 83) of respondents saw themselves as being
committed to their own causes. If these two items are seen in unison it is apparent that
NPOs see themselves as committed and believe that commitment to their causes is an

obligation for corporate companies.

7.5 Relationship dimension: relational realities

The relationship dimension about the realities of this relationship and its context are
described in the following section. The discussion is presented according to the contextual
elements of relational realities that emerged from the factor analysis and reliability analysis
of the data from the two corresponding surveys. The findings are supplemented with

gualitative data and relevant literature.

263




7.5.1 Own transparency (as a contextual element of relational realities)

The element own transparency emerged as an element of relational realities from both
surveys. It is interesting that both parties in the donor-NPO relationship chose to group
together items that reflect perceptions of their own transparency and then items about the

transparency of the other party (Table 34 and 35).

Table 34: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; own transparency

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. The [NPOs] are free to access our financial n 8 16 7 22 7
60
reports % | 133 |267 |117 |367 |117
We openly share information with the [NPOs] n 1 12 22 23 3
2 61
% 1.6 19.7 36.1 37.7 4.9
We are financially transparent to the [NPOSs] n 2 12 20 24 3
3 61
% 3.3 19.7 32.8 39.3 4.9

For all of the items, more than 20% of respondents indicated their disagreement:
— The [NPOs] are free to access our financial reports — 40%
— We are financially transparent to the [NPOs] — 23%
— We openly share information with the [NPOs] — 21.3%
For two items, a large proportion of respondents also were neutral:
— We openly share information with the [NPOs] — 36.1%
— We are financially transparent to the [NPOs] — 32.8%

Close to 50% of the donors (48.4% / N = 60) were in agreement that NPOs are free to
access their financial reports, while a substantial 40% were in disagreement that this is
possible. Mirroring the respondents’ reaction on the openness of their financial statements,
44.2% (N = 61) believed that they (as donors) are financially transparent and 42.6% (N = 61)
felt that they share information openly with the NPOs while 32.8% and 36.1% were neutral

regarding these items.
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Based on the findings above, it is concluded that no outright claim of transparency on the

part of the donors was made by the respondents as substantial numbers for each item

responded neutrally or disagreed with statements about financial transparency (Table 35).

Table 35: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; own transparency

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. Our donors are free to access our financial n — — 0 29 49
78
reports % — — o 372 | 628
Our donors require us to be transparent n — — 2 43 33
2 . . 78
regarding our operational expenses % — — 56 551 123
We openly share information with our donors n — 2 2 38 35
3 77
% — 2.6 2.6 49.4 45.5
Our donors require us to report all the details n — — 7 41 30
4 of how our funding was spent 8
% — — 9 52.6 38.5
We are open about our situation with our n — 1 6 42 29
5 78
donors % — |13 7.7 538 | 37.2
We are financially transparent to the donors n — 2 5 39 32
6 78
% — 2.6 6.4 50 41
Our donors expect us to disclose other n — 5 11 48 16
7 . 80
sources of funding to them % — 63 138 50 0

More than 70% of respondents were in agreement for all the items in this group:

Our donors are free to access our financial reports — 100%

Our donors require us to be transparent regarding our operational expenses — 97.4%
We openly share information with our donors — 94.9%

Our donors require us to report all the details of how our funding was spent — 91.1%
We are open about our situation with our donors — 91%

We are financially transparent to the donors — 91%

Our donors expect us to disclose other sources of funding to them — 80%
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The NPO respondents also responded to items pertaining to their perception of their own
openness and the requirements of transparency and truthfulness of their donors. As could
be expected, the majority of NPO respondents — 91% (N = 78) — believed that they are
financially transparent, 94.9% (N = 77) thought that they share information openly with their
donors, 100% (N = 78) of respondents indicated that their donors are free to access their
financial reports and 91% (N = 78) believed that they are open about their situation when
interacting with their donors. Regarding the expectations of transparency and truthfulness
from their donors, 97.4% (N = 78) of respondents were in agreement that their donors
expect them to be transparent about their operational expenses and 91.1% (N = 78) of
NPOs perceived their donors to require of them to report on all funding spent and 80% (N =

80) said their donors expect them to disclose other sources of funding to them.

It is therefore concluded that the NPO respondents seemed very clear on their own
transparency and the vast majority perceived themselves to be totally open and transparent

with their donors.

7.5.2 Other transparency (as a contextual element of relational realities)

The element other transparency also emerged as an element of relational realities from both
surveys, indicating the need for both NPOs and donors to reflect on the truthfulness and
openness of the other party separately from their perceptions on their own transparency
(Table 36 and 37).

Table 36: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; other transparency

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 The [NPOSs] share information openly with us n — 6 27 27 1
61
% — 9.8 44.3 44.3 1.6
The [NPOs] are open about their real situation n — 7 28 24 2
2 61
% — 11.5 45.9 39.3 3.3
The [NPOs] are truthful about funding issues n 1 7 29 24 —
3 61
% 1.6 11.5 47.5 39.3 —
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For two items in this group, the largest proportion of respondents reacted neutrally about the

statements:

— The [NPOs] are truthful about funding issues — 47.5%

— The [NPOs] are open about their real situation — 45.9%

For the third item, the largest proportion of respondents was in agreement (45.6%), whereas

the proportion of respondents who reacted neutrally was also comparatively large; 44.3%.

Regarding the transparency of NPOs as perceived by their donors, the majority were neutral
when asked to respond to the statement, “The NPOs are truthful about funding issues” while
only 39.3% agreed with the statement. Almost the same majority as for the first statement
(45.9% / N = 61) reacted neutrally about the openness of NPOs about their real situation and
whether they feel the NPOs shares information openly (44.3% reacted neutrally). The
responses of the donors reflect that they are generally unconvinced that the NPOs are open
and truthful and the NPOs are possibly regarded as suspicious in this regard. These
responses contradict the transparency which NPOs claim to exhibit in their relationship with

donors.

Table 37: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; other transparency

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
. Our donors are truthful about funding issues n 1 3 26 40 8
78
% 1.3 3.8 33.3 51.3 10.3
Our donors share information openly with us n 2 7 21 39 8
2 77
% 2.6 9.1 27.3 50.6 10.4
Our donors are truthful about funding issues n 2 4 31 33 8
3 78
% 2.6 5.1 39.7 42.3 10.3
Our donors are always truthful with us about n 2 9 32 32 3
4 funding-related issues 8
% 2.6 11.5 41 41 3.8

The largest portions of the respondents were in agreement with all of the statements, but

relatively large proportions were neutral:

— Our donors are always truthful with us about funding-related issues — 41%

— Our donors are open about their real situation — 39.7%
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— Our donors are truthful about funding issues — 33.3%
— Our donors share information openly with us — 27.3%

When asked about the truthfulness of their donors, the majority of NPO respondents (52.6%
/ N = 77) believed that their donors are open about their real situation and 61% (77) thought
that their donors openly share information with them. It is worth noting that 61.6% (N = 78)
perceived their donors to be truthful about funding issues, while 48% (N = 78) felt that
donors are truthful at all times, implying that slightly more than 10% felt that donors are
generally, but not always, truthful. These results show that NPOs generally seem to believe
that their donors are truthful to some extent, but the majorities are certainly not

overwhelming, indicating that transparency from donors could pose problems for NPOs.

7.5.3 Profit/output demands from donors (as a contextual element of relational
realities)

Accommodation of the other party is specifically important in this relationship because of the
divergent natures of the two parties involved. It is therefore not surprising that the
respondents of both the donor and the NPO surveys grouped items about the profit-making
nature of corporate donors together. The findings are supplemented with qualitative data and
relevant literature (Table 38 and 39).

Table 38: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; profit/output demands of

the donor
Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 The [NPOs] understand that it is important for n 2 11 26 20 2
o 61
us to be profit-driven % 33 18 126 328 33
The [NPOs] realise the fact that we try to n 6 9 28 16 2
2 . . 61
make as much profit as possible % 98 178 759 262 33

For both items, the largest proportion of respondents was neutral about the statements:
— The [NPOs] realise the fact that we try to make as much profit as possible — 45.9%
— The [NPOs] understand that it is important for us to be profit-driven — 42.6%

As accommodating differences is an important aspect of donor-NPO relationships, the

perceptions on the profit-making nature of corporate companies, specifically the perceived
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understanding from NPOs, is an important part of this stakeholder relationship. The donor
respondents indicated that they generally cannot agree or disagree that NPOs understand
their profit-driven nature with 45.9% (N = 60) and 42.6% (N = 61) selecting the neutral

option.

Table 39: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; profit/output demands of

the donor
Rank Item N SD D N A SA
We try to take the realities of the corporate 80 n 1 2 6 60 11
world into account when we interact with our % 13 55 75 75 138
donors
We understand the realities of the corporate 80 n — 4 7 58 11
2
world % — |5 8.8 725 | 138
We understand that it is important for our 79 n — 6 6 51 16
3 y .
donors to be profit-driven % — 75 75 646 503
We realise the fact that our donors try to make n — 5 11 44 18
4 ) . 78
as much profit as possible % — 64 121 564 531

Responses to all of the items showed a level of agreement higher than 70%:

— We try to take the realities of the corporate world into account when we interact with

our donors — 88.8%
— We understand the realities of the corporate world — 86.3%
— We understand that it is important for our donors to be profit-driven — 84.9%
— We realise the fact that our donors try to make as much profit as possible — 79.5%

In the NPO survey respondents were also asked about their understanding of the profit-
making nature of their donors. NPOs generally believed that they understand the realities of
the corporate donors; 84.9% (N = 76), were in agreement that they understand the
importance for donors to be profit-driven, 86.3% (N = 80) felt that they understand the
realities of the corporate world, 79.5% (N = 78) realised that their donors try to make
maximum profit and 88.8% (N = 80) said they try to take the realities of the corporate world

into account when interacting with their donors. It is concluded that NPOs, just like the donor
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respondents, believe they understand their donors and take their realities into account during

interactions.

7.5.4 Accommodation (as a contextual element of relational realities)

The donors grouped together various items about how they accommodate NPOs in the
relationship. Items about the needs of NPOs, supporting their goals, working together and

taking realities into account make up this contextual element of relational realities (Table 40).

Table 40: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; accommodation

Rank Item N SD D N A
. The [NPOs] and funders can work together o1 n — — 11 39 11
when it comes to social development % — — 18 639 18
We try to take the realities of the [NPOs] into n — — 11 37 13
2 account when we interact with them 61 % — — 18 60.7 213
When we fund a [NPO], we support the goals n — 2 10 41 8
’ of that [NPO] o — (33 |164 |672 |131
The different needs of the [NPOs] are greater n — — 18 29 14
4 than what we can satisfy 61 % — — 595 175 >3

All of the items showed a level of agreement higher than 70%:

— The [NPOs] and funders can work together when it comes to social development —
82.9%

— We try to take the realities of the [NPOs] into account when we interact with them —
82%

— When we fund a [NPO], we support the goals of that [NPO] — 80.3%
— The different needs of the [NPOs] are greater than what we can satisfy — 70.5%

Donor respondents largely agreed with the statement that their funding of a NPO implies
their support of that organisation’s goals (80.3% / N = 61). The majority (82% / N = 61) were
in agreement that they try to take the realities of NPOs into account and 81.9% (N = 61)
were in agreement that NPOs and funders can work together for social development. It

seems as if donors try to accommodate, support and work together with NPOs, but the
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majority (70.5% / N = 61) think that the needs of NPOs are greater than what they can
satisfy. Overall, the majority of donors felt that they accommodate the NPOs by claiming to

support their goals, taking realities into account and working together with NPOs.

7.5.5 Expenditure reporting requirements (as a contextual element of relational
realities)

Donor respondents also grouped together items relating to their requirements of how NPOs
spent their funding. Accountability, transparency and detailed reporting are included in this

contextual element (Table 41).

Table 41: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; expenditure reporting

requirements

Rank Item N SD D N A SA
1 We require the [NPOSs] to be transparent n — — 8 42 10
. . . 60
regarding their operational expenses % — — 133 70 16.7
We require the [NPOs] to report all the details n — 5 16 28 12
2 of how our funding was spent 61
% — 8.2 26.2 45.9 19.7

One item had an agreement level of more than 70%:

— We require the [NPOs] to be transparent regarding their operational expenses —
86.7%

One item solicited a level of neutral responses of more than 20%:
— We require the [NPOs] to report all the details of how our funding was spent — 26.2%

Of the donor respondents, 86.7% (N = 60) were in agreement that they demand
transparency from NPOs about their operational requirements and a smaller but still
substantial majority of 65.6% (N = 61) were in agreement that they require reports on the
details of funding spent. It is not surprising that donors require the NPOs to be honest about

their operational expenses and how funding was spent.
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7.5.6 Understanding differences (as a contextual element of relational realities)

Another contextual element that was formed when the donor respondents grouped two items
together seems to centre on understanding differences between the two parties as part of
the dimension relational realities. The perception of donors about the NPOs’ understanding
of the corporate world and a general impression whether both parties understand each

other’s realities were included here (Table 42).

Table 42: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; understanding

differences

Rank Item N SD D N A
Both parties in a corporate-[NPQ] relationship n — 12 22 25 2
understand the difference in organisational 61 % — 197 36.1 1 33

goals between them

The [NPOs] understand the realities of the n 1 17 30 10 3
61

corporate world

Both items show varied reaction from respondents, with the relatively large proportions of

respondents reacting neutrally:

— The [NPOs] understand the realities of the corporate world — 49.2%

— Both parties in a corporate-[NPO] relationship understand the difference in

organisational goals between them — 36.1%

Also, responses to one item indicated that more than 20% of respondents disagreed:

— The [NPOs] understand the realities of the corporate world — 29.5%

As in the case with previously discussed aspects about understanding and accommodating
differences, close to half of the donors (49.2% / N = 61) responded neutrally to the
statement, “The NPOs understand the realities of the corporate world” with a substantial
27.9% disagreeing. The majority of donors at least agreed that both parties in the donor-
NPO relationship understand the differences between them; a large proportion (36.1% / N =
61) reacted neutrally. From these responses it is clear that the donors are not convinced that
the NPOs understand their reality, neither are they confident about their own understanding

(considering the second item asked about understanding in both directions).
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These results support the qualitative findings of this study, which indicated that the two

parties are worlds apart and show limited understanding for each other’s situations.

7.5.7 Internal constraints for NPOs (as a contextual element of relational realities)

Literature on NPOs indicates that they are hampered by various challenges such as limited
resources (Boafo, 2006), financial unsustainability (Hodge & Picollo, 2005:175) and
exposure to complex environments (Helmig et al., 2004:101). It is expected that the donors
indicate internal constraints of NPO to be one of the realities of this stakeholder relationship
(Table 43).

Table 43: Results from the donor survey for the contextual element; internal constraints for

NPOs

Rank Item N SD D N A SA

. The [NPOs] are slow when acting on promises n 2 23 27 8 1
61
made to us % |33 377 | 443 |131 |16
The [NPOs] themselves are the main cause of n 4 14 27 15 —
2 time constraints when it comes to 61 % 6.7 233 25 5 —
implementing funded projects

For both items, the largest proportion of respondents indicated the neutral option:

— The [NPOs] themselves are the main cause of time constraints when it comes to

implementing funded projects — 45%
— The [NPOs] are slow when acting on promises made to us — 44.3%
Relatively large proportions of respondents to both items also indicated their disagreement:
The [NPOs] are slow when acting on promises made to us —41%

The [NPOs] themselves are the main cause of time constraints when it comes to

implementing funded projects — 30%

From the qualitative data, the finding that NPOs themselves cause many of their operational
problems emerged. The survey responses indicate divergent views on this issue with the
majority (45% / N = 61) reacting neutrally to the statement about the NPOs being the main
cause of time constraints when it comes to implementing funded projects. Moreover, more

respondents were in disagreement than in agreement with the statement, showing that there
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was no clear consensus. Similarly, the largest proportion (44.3% / N = 61) of donors
responded neutrally when indicating whether they perceive NPOs as slow when acting on

promises made. A large proportion (41%) indicated that they do not feel that NPOs are slow.

7.5.8 Insatiable needs (as a contextual element of relational realities)

The dependence on donor funding and the inherent financial unsustainability imply that the
needs of NPOs are diverse. Their own perception of their various needs featured as a
contextual element of the dimension relational realities with two related items grouped

together in the factor analysis (Table 44).

Table 44: Results from the NPO survey for the contextual element; insatiable needs

Rank Iltem N SD D N A SA
Our different needs are greater than what our | 78 n 2 10 19 31 16
1 .
donors can satisfy % |26 128 | 244 | 397 | 205
Our different needs seem never-ending n 2 14 15 33 13
2 77
% 2.6 18.2 19.5 42.9 16.9

In response to one of the two items, more than 20% of respondents disagreed (although the

largest proportions of respondents indicated their agreement):
— Our different needs seem never-ending — 20.8%

When considering their own needs, 60.2% (N = 78) respondents thought that their needs are
greater than what donors can satisfy and 59.8% (N = 77) perceived their needs to be never-
ending. A relatively large proportion of NPO respondents (24.4% and 19.5% for the two

statements respectively) reacted neutrally.

These responses are in line with literature that suggests an implied unsustainability because
of dependence on outside funding. In addition, they also support the qualitative findings that
emerged from questions addressing various limitations in funding cycles and the working of

CSl to illustrate that the needs are often greater than the funding.
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7.6 CONCLUSION

In order to show the detailed process of data analysis and interpretation, specifically from the
guantitative survey data of two corresponding surveys, this addendum forms the background

to the arguments as reported in the articles of this thesis.

Exploratory factor analysis and reliability testing was used to test the initial findings from the
gualitative partially structured interviews and the researcher arrived at the contextual
elements that make up the relationship indicators for this specific relationship. The indicators
and contextual elements emerged as a mixture of existing relationship ideas and context-
specific measures that, when combined, give an indication of how this relationship should be

approached and measured.

Once the relationship indicators and contextual elements were confirmed, the relationship
was described, based on those indicators and elements. This description provides insight
into the relationship, as viewed by the parties in that relationship who participated in the
survey. Due to small samples selected by means of nonprobability sampling methods, the
results are not generalizable. However, the contextualised description of the relationship
(provided in this addendum) completes the interpretivist inquiry into the nature and realities

of the stakeholder relationship between corporate donors and the NPOs they fund.
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

Introduction: Instructions and clarification of terms

Thank you very much for your willingness to complete this questionnaire!

The guestionnaire consists of two sections. The first section covers demographic information. The second section
contains statements about your relationship with community organisations.

Complete the questionnaire by clicking in the one space that represents your choice. A dot will appear in the space
once your choice has been made.

Remember the following points when you complete the questionnaire:

e There are NO right or wrong options

« If you cannot answer or are uncomfortable with a specific statement, you may leave it and continue with the
next statement

o The questionnaire is about YOUR PERCEPTION and should reflect YOUR VIEW

In the questionnaire you will see that various terms/phrases used. If you are unsure of what the term/phrase means in
the specific context of this survey, you can refer to the clarification below:

Donors: In this survey the term ‘donor’ refers to a company who provides funding/financial assistance to a community|
organisation as part of their corporate social investment practices.

My company (also: we, us, our, I): For the purposes of this questionnaire the ‘wefusfour/I" refer to you and the
company you represent in this questionnaire. Although the opinions contained in your responses are YOUR views as
an individual, you hold these views because of your work experiences and because of your involvement with the
company for which you work.

Community organisations: In the context of this survey the phrase ‘community organisations’ includes, but is not
limited to, non-profit organisations, non-government organisations, charity organisations and faith-based organisations|
who receive funding from your company as part of your company's social development contribution.

Corporate social investment: Although many related terms exist, corporate social investment (in this context)
could also mean corporate social responsibility, sustainability, community affairs and corporate governance practices
among others.
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

Section A: Demographic information

1. What is your gender?

O Female O Male

2. Which category below includes your age?

3. What is your position in the company?

| |

4, In which department do you work?

| |

5. How long have you been employed by the company?

Flease click in the appropriate space or type your answer in the allocated box.
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

SECTIONB

The following list of statements represents perceptions about the relationship between the company you work for and
the community organisations funded by your company's corporate social investment activities.

Please indicate the extent of agreement or disagreement by clicking in the one space that represents your choice.

Remember that:

e There are NO right or wrong choices
e You can only select one (1) option per statement
e You should indicate your view in general, so avoid focusing on only one community organisation

6. Section B1

Strongly . Strongly
. Disagree  Neutral Agree
disagree agree

The community organisations treat us fairly and justly

Whenever the community organisations make an important decision, | know it will
be concerned with us

Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of the community organisations
The community organisations are honest with us

The community organisations are fair in their relationship with us

The community organisations can be relied on to keep their promises

The community organisations take our opinions into account when making

decisions

The actions of the community organisations speak of justness in their relationship

with us

The community organisations do not mislead their donors

The community organisations strive to be successful in their endeavours
| am willing to let the community organisations, make decisions for us

It is important to watch the community organisations closely so that they do not take

advantage of us
The community organisations can be left to work unsupervised
| feel confident about the skills of the community organisations

The community organisations have the ability to serve the communities in which
they work

The community organisations have the ability to accomplish what they say they will
do

Ve are willing to allow the community organisations to take decisions that could
affect us

The community organisations are known to be successful at the things they try to do

The community organisations do their best to keep their promises to us

OO O O OO0 OOOO O OOOOO OO
OO O O OO0 OOOO O OOOOO OO
OO O O OO0 OOOO O OOOOO OO
OO O O OO0 OOOO O OOOOO OO
OO O O OO0 OOOO O OOOOO OO
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

7.Section B2

Strongl Strongl
] gy Disagree  MNeutral Agree oy
disagree agree

O
O

We hold a powerful position in our relationship with the community crganisations

The community organisations are dependent on us for survival

OO

We have influence over the decision-makers of the community organisations
We dominate in our relationship with the community arganisations

When we interact with the community organisations, we try go about our powerful

position in a responsible way

The community organisations hold enough power in their relationships with us, for

them to be able to raise their concerns

The community organisations cooperate with us because they want to secure future
funding

It is partly our responsibility to make sure that the community organisations
participate in decision-making in their relationships with us

We dominate in our relationship with the community organisations because we

provide the money
We try to secure sustainability for the community organisations

In the future, the community organisations will be able to survive without donors like
us

Independence from donors is an important long-term goal for the community
organisations

We dominate in our relationships with the community organisations because we

must comply with governance regulations

The community organisations and my company are attentive to what we say to

each other

The community organisations believe that our opinions are legitimate

The community arganisations have a tendency to throw their weight around
The community organisations really listen to what we have to say

The community organisations provide us with enough say in the decision-making
process

We have some sense of control over our relationship with the community
organisations

The community organisations won't cooperate with us

O O OO0O0 O O O OO O O O O OO0O
O O OO0O0 O O O OO O O O O O0O0O0
O O OO0O0 O O O OO O O O O OOOOO
O O OO0O0 O O O OO OO O O OO0O0O
O O OO00O0 O O O OO OO O O OO0
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

8. Section B3

Strongl Strongl
] gy Disagree  MNeutral Agree oy
disagree agree

The funding terms to which we commit are determined by the needs of the

community organisations

We commit ta long-term (longer than three years) funding

| feel a sense of loyalty to the community organisations

We are committed to the causes promoted by the community organisations
The community organisations we fund are committed to their causes

We fund the community arganisations because we try to adhere to governance

requirements

| would rather work together with the community organisations than not

It is important to comply to the regulations that guide corporate social investment
The community organisations want to maintain a relationship with us

Corporate companies should contribute to the society in which they operate

The causes served by the community organisations determine how committed we

are
| could not care less about the community organisations
There is a long-lasting bond between us and the community organisations

Compared to other stakeholders, | value my relationship with the community

arganisations more

When interacting with the community organisations, we keep compliance to

governance requirements in mind
| have no desire to have a relationship with the community organisations

The community organisations are trying to maintain a long-term commitment to us

OO O OO0 OOOOO OOOOO O
OO O OO0 OOOO0O OCOOOO O
OO O OO0 OOOOO OCOOOO O
OO O OO0 OOOOO OOOOO O
OO O OO0 OOOO0O OOOOO O
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

9. Section B4

Strongl Strongl
] gy Disagree  MNeutral Agree oy
disagree agree

We try to take the realities of the community organisations into account when we

interact with them
The community organisations understand the realities of the corporate world
We expect the community organisations to disclose other sources of funding to us

The community organisations understand that it is important for us to be profit-
driven

Both parties in a corporate-community organisation relationship understand the

difference in organisational goals between them

The community organisations and donors can work together when it comes to social

development

When we fund a community organisation, we support the geals of that community

arganisation
The community organisations are free to access our financial reports

The community organisations realise the fact that we try to make as much profit as
possible

The community organisations are truthful about funding issues
The community organisations are open about their real situation
We are open about our situation with the community organisations

The community organisations openly shares information about our relationship with
us

Funding cycles influence the time the community organisations have when they
implement projects

We require the community organisations to be transparent regarding their

operational expenses

We require the community organisations to report all the details of how our funding

was spent

The goal of my company and the goal of the community organisations are different
We are financially transparent to the community organisations

We openly share information with the community organisations

The community organisations themselves are the main cause of time constraints
when it comes to implementing funded projects

The community organisations are slow when acting on promises made to us

The community arganisations seem to overpromise on their cutput in their funding

applications

Funding cycles hamper the implementation of development programmes by the
community organisations

The various needs of the community organisations seem never ending

We are always truthful with the community organisations about funding-related

issues

O OO O OO OOOO O O O OCOOO OO O O O OO0 O
O OO O OO OOOO O O O OCOOO OO O O O OO0 O
O OO O OO OO0 O O O OCOOO OO O O O OO0 O

O OO O OO OOOO O O O OCOOO OO O O O OO0 O
O OO O OO OO0 O O O OO0 OO O O O COO O

The different needs of the community organisations are greater than what we can
salisfy
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Louise van Dyk - Donor survey

10. Section B5

Strongl Strongl
. &1 Disagree  Neutral Agree oy
disagree

| am happy with the community organisations we fund
Most donaors are happy in their interactions with community organisations

Generally speaking, | am pleased with the relationship community organisations
have established with us

Most donors enjoy dealing with the community organisations

Both the community organisations and we benefit from the relationship
The community organisations fail to satisfy the needs of donors like us
Donors are important to the community organisations

In general, | believe that nothing of value has been accomplished between the

community organisations and us

Community organisations do not especially enjoy giving others aid
Community organisations are very concerned about our welfare
Community organisations take advantage of donors’ goodwill

Community organisations succeed by stepping on other people
Community organisations help donors without expecting anything in return
Community organisations are not particularly complicit with us

Community organisations try to get the upper hand on their donors

Whenewver the community organisations give or offer something, they generally
expect something in retumn

Even though we have had a relationship with the community organisations for a
long time, they still expect something in return whenever they offer us a favour

The community organisations will compromise with us when they know that they will
gain something

O O O OCOOOOOOO OCOOOO OOO
O O O OCOOOOOOO OCOOOO OOO
O O O OCOOOOOO0O OOOOO OOO
O O O OCOOOOOO0O OOOOO OOO
O O O OOOOOOO0O OOOOO VOO

The community organisations take care of donors who are likely to reward them
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Louise van Dyk - Community organisation survey

Introduction: Instructions and clarification of terms

Thank you very much for your willingness to complete this questionnairel

The questionnaire consists of two sections. The first section covers demographic information. The second section
contains statements about your relationship with your corporate donors.

Complete the questionnaire by clicking in the one space that represents your choice. A dot will appear in the space
once your choice has been made.

Remember the following points when you complete the questionnaire:

e There are NO right or wrong choices

o [If you cannot answer or are uncomfortable with a specific statement, you may leave it and continue with the
next statement

« The questionnaire is about YOUR PERCEPTION and should reflect YOUR VIEW

In the questionnaire you will see that various terms/phrases used. If you are unsure of what the term/phrase means in
the specific context of this survey, you can refer to the clarification below:

Donors (also: our donors) - In this survey the term 'donor refers to a company who provides funding/financial
assistance to the community organisation you represent in completing this questionnaire and community
organisations in general.

Community organisations (also: us, we, our, 1) - In the context of this survey the phrase 'community
organisations’ (also: us, we, our, |) represents the community organisation you work for or represent in completing
this questionnaire. Although the opinions contained in your responses are YOUR views as an individual, you hold
these views because of your work experiences and because of your involvement with this specific community
organisation. ‘Community organisations’ include, but is not limited to, non-profit organisations, non-government
organisations, charity organisations and faith-based organisations who receive funding from corporate donors as part
of that donor's social development contribution.

Corporate social investment - Although many related terms exist, corporate social investment (in this context)
could also mean corporate social responsibility, sustainability, community affairs and corporate governance practices
among others.
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Louise van Dyk - Community organisation survey

Section A: Demographic information

Flease tick in the appropriate space or type your answer in the allocated box.

1. What is your gender?

O Female O Male O Other

2. Which category below includes your age?

3. What is your position in the organisation?

| |

4, In which department do you work?

| |

5. How long have you been employed by the organisation?
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Louise van Dyk - Community organisation survey

SECTION B

The following list of statements represents perceptions about the relationship between the community organisation
you represent in completing this questionnaire and the corporate donors that fund your activities by means of their
social investment.

Please indicate the extent of agreement or disagreement by clicking in the one space that represents your choice.

Remember that:

e There are NO right or wrong answers
e You can only select one (1) option
e You should indicate your view in general, so try not to think of only one donor if you have more

6. Section B1

Strongly ) Strongly
. Disagree  Meutral Agree
disagree agree

Qur donors treat us fairly and justly

Whenever our donors make an important decision, | know they will be concerned

with us

Sound moral principles guide the behaviour of our donors

Our donors are honest with us

©Our donors are fair in their relationship with us

Qur donors can be relied on to keep their promises

Qur donors take our opinions inte account when making decisions

The actions of our donors speak of justness in their relationship with us
Donors do not mislead community arganisations they fund

Qur donors strive to be successful in their endeavours

| am willing to let the donors make decisions for us

It is important to watch the donors closely so that they do not take advantage of us
Donors can be left to work unsupervised

| feel confident about the skills of our donors

©Our donors have the ability to do well in their business

Qur donors have the ability to accomplish what they say they will do
We are willing to allow our donors to take decisions that could affect us

QOur donors are known to be successful at the things they try to do

OOO0O0OOO0O0O0OOOOOOOO OO
0]0]0/0]0]/0]0/0/0/0/0]0]0/0/0/0/0N0]0,
0]0]0]0/0/0,0/010/0/0/0/0]00/0I0N0]e
0/0]0/0]0/0/0/0/0/0/0/0/0/0/0/0/0N0]0,
0/0]0/0]0]0]0/0/0/0/0]0]0[0/0/0I0N0]0,

Qur donors do their best to keep their promises to us
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Louise van Dyk - Community organisation survey

7.Section B2

Strongly ) Strongly
X Disagree  Meutral Agree
disagree agree

Qur donors hold a powerful position in our relationship
Ve are dependent on our donors for survival

We have influence on the decision-makers of our donors
Qur donors dominate their relationship with us

When our donors interact with us, they try to go about their powerful position in a
responsible way

Ve hold enough power in the relationship to be able to raise our concerns
We cooperate with our donors because we want to secure future funding

It is partly the responsiblity of our donors to make sure we participate in decision-
making in our relationship with them

Qur donors dominate our relationships b they provide the money

Qur donors try to secure sustainability for us
In the future, we will be able to survive without our donors
Independence from donors is an important long-term goal for us

Our donors are dominant in our relationships because they must comply to
governance regulations

We and our donors are attentive to what we say to each other

Qur donors believe that our opinions are legitimate

QOur donors have a tendency to throw their weight around

Qur donors really listen to what we have to say

Our donors provide us with enough say in the decision-making process
We have some sense of control over our relationship with our donors

Qur donors won't cooperate with us

0000000 OOOOO OO OOOOO
OO0O0O0O00O OOOOO OOO OOOOO
0000000 OOOOO OOO OOOOO
OO0O0O000O OOOOO OO0 OOOOO
OO0O0O00O0O OOOOO OOO OOOOO
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Louise van Dyk - Community organisation survey

8. Section B3

Strongly X Strongly
) Disagree  Meutral Agree
disagree agree

The funding terms to which our donors commit are determined by our needs
QOur donors commit to long-term ({longer than three years) funding

| feel a sense of loyalty to our donors

Qur donors are committed to the causes we promaote

We are committed to the causes we promote

Qur donors fund us because they try to adhere to governance requirements

| would rather work together with our donors than not

It is important for our donors to comply with the regulations that guide corporate
social investment

Qur donors want to maintain a relationship with us

Corporate companies should contribute to the society in which they operate
The cause we serve determines how committed our donors are

| could not care less about our donors

There is a long-lasting bond between us and our donors

Compared to other stakehaolders, | value my relationship with our donors more

When our donors interact with us, they keep compliance to governance

reguirements in mind

| have no desire to have a relationship with our donors

OO0 OOOO0O0O0O OCOOOOOOO
OO OOO0OO0O0O OCOOOOOOO
OO OOOOO0O0O OCOOOOOOO
OO OOOO0O0O OCOOOOOOO
OO OOOOO0O0O OCOOOOOOO

Qur donors are trying to maintain a long-term commitment to us
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9. Section B4

Strongly . Strangly
) Disagree  Meutral Agree
disagree agree

We try to take the realities of the corporate world into account when we interact with
our donors

We understand the realities of the corporate world
Qur donors expect us to disclose other sources of funding to them
We understand that it is important for cur donors to be profit-driven

Both parties in a corporate-community relationship understand the difference in

organisational goals between them

Donors and community organisations can work together when it comes to social
development

When donors fund us, they support our goals

Qur donors are free to access our financial reports

We realise the fact that our donors try to make as much profit as possible
Qur donors are truthful about funding issues

Qur donors are open about their real situation

VWe are open about our situation with our donors

Qur donors openly share information about our relationship with us
Funding cycles influence the time we have when we implement projects
Qur donaors require us to be transparent regarding our operational expenses
Qur donors require us to report all the details of how our funding was spent
Qur goals of and the goals of our donors are different

We are financially transparent to the community organisations

We openly share information with our donors

We are the main cause of time constraints when it comes to implementing funded
projects

We are slow when acting on promises made to our donors

We overpromise on our output in funding applications

Funding cycles hamper the implementation of our development programmes
Our various needs seem never ending

Our donors are always truthful with us about funding-related issues

Qur different needs are greater than what our donors can satisfy

OOO0O00O OOOOOOOOOOOOO0O0 O OOOO O
OOO0O00O OOOOOOOOOOOOO0O O OOOO O
OOO0000O OOOOOOOOOOOOOO O OCOOO O
OO0O0O00O OOOOOOOOOOOOO0O O OOOO O
000000 OOOOOOOOOOOOO0O O OOOO O
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10. Section B5

Strongl Strongl
. &1 Disagree  Neutral Agree oy
disagree

| am happy with our donors
Most community organisations are happy in their interactions with their donaors

Generally speaking, | am pleased with the relationship we have established with our
donors

Most community organisations enjoy dealing with their donors

Both us and our donors benefit from the relationship

Qur donors fail to satisfy the needs of community organisations like us
Community organisations are important to their donors

In general, | believe that nathing of value has been accomplished between us and

our donars

Donors do not especially enjoy giving others aid

Qur donors are very concerned about our welfare

Donors take advantage of community organisations' goodwill

Qur donors succeed by stepping on other people

Donors help community organisations without expecting anything in return
©Our donors are not particularly complicit with us

Our donors try to get the upper hand on us

Whenever our donors give or offer something, they generally expect something in
return

Even though we have had a relationship with our donors for a long time, they still
expect something in return whenever they offer us a favour

Qur donors will compromise with us when it knows that it will gain something

Qur donors take care of community organisations who are likely to reward them

OO0 O OOOOOOOO OOOOO OCOO
OO0 O OOOOOO0OO0 OOOOO OO
OO0 O OOOOO0OCOO OCOOOO VOO
OO0 O OOOOOO0OO OOOOO OO
OO O OOOOOO0OO OOOOO OO0
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