THE PRIMAL FUNDRAISER
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Primal fundraisinP
delivers practica
value with external
identity: This is
totally worth it!
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Into the rabbit hole

GDAGSY (KS
presence of the primal
vision monomyth across
culture and time, It Is
reasonable to conclude
that there are powerful
structuring forces within
the human psyche that
Incline it to cast the
meaning of human
existence, suffering, anc
healing Iin these three
part primal vision

US NI ade

Professor Jim Dillo

Dillon, J. J. (2010). The primal vision: The psychological effects of
creation myth. Journal of Humanistic Psychology, 50(4)4%5 507.
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The Collected Works of C. G. Jung, ed. Herbert Read, Michael | pi.

Fordham, and Gerhard Adler (20 vols; London: Routledge ¢¥8%3
Volume XVIII, para. 1228.
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psychology can be
viewed as two sides of
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If ethologists have
been engaged in an

extraverted
exploration of the _
I NOKS (& LIS o
: -Psychiatrist
Natural selection (etholog Anthony Stevens

and the Jungian archetyp

Stevens, A. (2001)ung: A very short introduction.
[Kindle Edition]. Oxford University Press. p. 52.
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Why jump In?
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An attractive story
and universal myth

A The steps of
identity
enhancement

A The steps of an

ideal donor
experience
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Original Identity —|Challenge — Victory — Enhanced Identity

The Primal Fundraiser Chapters

- 1. Primal fundraising and subjective _
Step 1: similarity'L OY "t AT S 0KSYH

Connect with 2. primal fundraising and yeciprocal

original alllances. QY gA UK UKSYH
. : 3. Primal fundraising and cgpacity for _
identity reciprocity’L QY 6A UK ,UKSY
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4. Relationship Is the foundation of )
primal fundraisingL QY g A UK U K
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5. Primal fundraising leads with a gift;/_
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Important to them!




Original Identity]— Challenge — Victory —|Enhanced Identity

Steps 2 & 3.
Present a The Primal Fundraiser Chapters
6. Impact, gratitude, and reciprocity In
challenge primal fundraisingl can make a
that wins a difference!
i /. Heroic donation displays in primal
V|ctory Lunbdraising:l can be your hero,
apy!

8. The heroic donation audience In
primal fundraisingl need a hero!




Original Identity — Challenge — Victory|— Enhanced Identity

The Primal Fundraiser Chapters

Step 4. 9. Prilmal furr]\d(;aising de(ljveriI practical
- value with identity and audiencd:his
Deliver an Is totally worth it!
enhanced 10.The power of community in primal
identity fundraisingL QY y 20 <Zdzal
sharing!

11.Social norms in primal fundraising:
People like me make gifts like this!

12 Primal fundraising delivers
transcendent value with internal
identity: | believe In this!
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Primal
fundraising
and
subjective
similarity
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Professor Russell Jam
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In fundraising,
story works

Story works better than
formal descriptions,
facts, or figures

Story works better than
non-story
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story works

_ A story becomes the
R2y 2NXda au?z
donoridentifies with
Its characters and

values

[dentity €= Victory




ROBERT McKEE

SUBSTANCE, STRUCTURE,
STYLE, AND
THE PRINCIPLES OF
SCREENWRITING

AWARD-WINNING METHODS FROM
HOLLYWOOD'S MASHERNOF THE CRAFT -Robert McKee
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My Cost < (Their Benefit X Our Simila

Natural origins

Hamilton, W. D. (1964). The genetical evolution of social
behaviour. [lJournal of Theoretical Biology(1], 17#52.


http://users.ox.ac.uk/~grafen/cv/WDH_memoir.pdf

| | Y AT
model
matches
some

findings

BenNer, A., McCall, B. P., Stephane,
M., & Wang, H. (2009). Identity and
in-group/out-group differentiation in
work and giving behaviors:
Experimental evidence. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization,
72(1), 153170; Rushton, J. P. (1989).
Genetic similarity, human altruism
and group selectiorBehavioral and
Brain sciences, 12), 503518.

Altruistic sharing
Increases with
similarity In
ABehavior

Al ocation
AAppearance
APolitical views
AReligious views

ASportsteam
loyalty

AMusic

preferences
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Similarity Is subjective

Important similarities aredentity-defining similarities




Subjective feelings
determine effects o
objective similarity

N
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more when the pictured
hurricane victims matched
their own race

A¢K2aS | ya
Of 2a4S€é¢ 2NJ
did the opposite

Pictures with
black victims

Pictures with '
white victims 3

FiGURE |. THE PicTURE MANIPULATIONS

Fong, C. M., & Luttmer, E. F. ?2009) What determines giving to Hurrice
Katrina victims? Experimental evidence on racial group loyalty. Americ
Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 1(28B4



Similarity
with charities

ldentity connections
with the charity can
also motivate a gift




Similarities with
In experiments,

fundraisers beople are more

compliant if the
requester shares
the same

A Birthday

A Fingerprint
similarities

A First name

Burger, J. M., Messian, N., Patel, S., del Prado, A., & Anderson, C. 4). What a coincidence! T
efl#e%ts of mcwpélnta? sﬂnllarlty on compl?and%ersonallty and Social Psychology BuIIetl&%CBMB.



Similarity with
fundraisers

A study of 27 years of major
gift proposals at a major
research university found
when female major gift
prospects were solicited by
female fundraisers, they

* Were more likely to give
* Gave larger amounts, and
ﬁdg?ﬂ?é’él%u%h%é’%v%eé‘;p%éﬁﬂ%“Sﬂé’ﬁtS‘B% VinG pratices 1 * Were more likely to make
Di of Missou@iolumbia. i

MRS GITOR= R TArL subsequent gifts




N : : : Alumni were more
Similarity with fundraiser ikely to give to

student callers who
shared their same

A Field of study

A First name, or
even

A First letter of
their first name

ekkers,.R. (2010). Geor ives to geology Jane: The name letter effect and incidental similarity cues
E} uno{ralgné. Int rnat?on%??ournal of Non rofﬁ and Voluntary Sector Markettljng, 15(2&,81)72 Y



Similarity
with
fundraisers

In one
experiment, If
an education
project was led
by a teacher
g AUK UKS
first name,
giving doubled

Munz, K., Jun

Cq, M., & Alter, A. (2017). Charitable giving to teachers with the same name: An implicit e%otism field
experiment. ACR North American Advancds. http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/v45/acr_vol45 10243

0.pdf



A fundraiser can

Fundraising and Reference and
remind donors of

subjective similarities similarities

Shape perceived
similarities through
Socratic Inquiry

Build perceived
similarities through
donor experiences

Match giving
options with

Identity-defining
similarities




Uncover the
RZ2Y 2 NX
identity-
defining
factors by
asking and
listening

Challenge

Identity € Victory




Influencing identity A Discuss values

defining factors A Discuss life story
connections

2 o W 8l A Build similarities
AN through donor
) . ama experiences
b ] In experiments, asking

about the importance
of causes or recalling

" life story connections
P B with them increases
p ‘ support
nce hatingational ReV|e on Public and No proflt Market ng,371§393411 James, R. N,, Il| 6()2015).

m s, R. N, Ill. ﬂ Inc e smg charjtable donatlonmtentl ns W|t1h Rrellmlnagl I|£TJ]ort
TEI am|I¥ tr|bﬁte nc |tab quest gving: 4 nex erlment testo the effect frg ers on gn intfedtppmiit Management and L eadera |p 9: James, R.'N., . (201
SINO International Journal of VVoluntar ganizatio 2 981011

ues I qul



The power of
a dza €

Helping people or
organizations like
adzag Aa O2°
but donors
subjectively define

O0KAA& &dzaé



Primal
fundraising
and
subjective
similarity

L QY
them!

Professor Russell Jam
Texas Tech University
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Challenge
Z \
[dentity))€— Victory

In fundraising, Al am like them

identifying with Al am with them
others Is powerful



Ha mIt , W. D (196%] The gen of socia
behaviour.Jo retic IB I g3(,17 1752

Natural origins of glvmg |
| amlikethem
My Cost < (Recipient Benefit X Our Similarit




Axelrod, R., & Hamilton, W. D. (1981).
The evolution of cooperation.
Science, 2](&489%, 139a1396;
Trivers, R. L. (1971). The evolution of
reciprocal altruismThe Quarterly
Review of Biology, 46), 3557.
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Natural origins of giving:
| amwith them

Reciprocal altruism and alliances can lead to giving
even among unrelated others




Each must choose before knowing what the other player will do.

_ Theydon'tgive

F4)'5] 1get O points |get 2 points
Nl a4"s] | get 1 point |get 3 points

The primagiving game
Giving Is costly for the donor, but both sides are better
off If both sides give

Boyd, R. (1988). Is the repeated prisoner's dilemma a good model of reciprocal altEitsoityy and Sociobiology(294), 211222.




The little game . ° Biologists find

. reciprocal altruis
that could  Sem . RS

vervet monkeys,
sea bass,
MINNOWS, gupples
- figwasps, tree
agl t't 20
plants, fish, birds
rats, and
LINK Yl

Wilkinson, G. S. 21984; Reciprocal food sharing in the vampi
bat. Nature, 308 (5955), 181; Seyfarth, R. M., & Cheney, D. L.
(1984). Grooming, alliances and reC|procaI altruism in vervet

Ola O6DFaltSNR&GSdza | OdASI (idzoY ‘ _J |They don’t give They give
partner Behaworal Ecology. 1(1)11 Dugatkin, L. A., &
ti th :
Ilf]osr%%%rlgg |r|\1/| Pegu&gg Mutual restraint in tree swallows: a test of the Tit for Tat mod ‘U lve l get 0 p0|nts I get 2 pOIntS
Science, 227 (4692 65; Carter G, Chen T, Razik I. (2020% The Theory of Rec Iproci

monke%s Nature, 308 (5959) 541; Axelrod & Hamilton at
Alfieri, M. (1992). InterpoFPuIatlona differences in the use of thddittat strate y du

OCc - -
SAGE Handbook of Evolutionary Psychology (editor: TShaé:keI ord). Sage; Carter, G. (2014). The recmm ﬂ glve | get 1 pOII’]t | gEt 3 pOIﬂtS

1394 |I|nsk| M Kul ing, D &Kettler R. &990) (Tt for tat:
oecilia reticulata. Evolutionary Ecology, 6(652Z89AXelrod
controversvy Animal Rehavior and Coanition™ 1(2) -28R




Raising money for a
neighborhood park

Nt e b Be Y B
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They don’t give, They give

| give oet 0 pC of= DC

ldon’tgive‘ O € DC oLz DC

. Everyone gives. A

beautiful park mean
property values go
up. Everyone wins.

L R2y Qi 3

others do. Property
values still go up, an
It costs me nothing!

. L.give, but others

R2Y Qud L
ot, but little changes

. Nobody gives and

nobody benefiis.
t NB LJS NI e
change.



The little game that could

With small variations, It
can model:

Impact

Gratitude

Publicity _
Threat or opportunity
‘ax deductions

Lead gifts

Matching gifts

New donor attrition
Recipient similarity
Advising against interes
Prospect development
Donor benefits

Crisis appeals

And more




Winning strategy: Giving mu with many rounds and

be seen by partners who arg many players, winning
oy : the game means
apble and willing to reciprocafy predicting reciprocity:

1. Audience capacit
a! N U0KS
NI OA LINE O

. Reciprocity
aAdyltay
willing to _
NI OA LINE O







But It IS ho act
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Are cows secretly doing
calculus?

A Grazing patterns can be predicted

| A Optimizing behaviors replicate;

thlnks but it Is how a cow acts

" using complex optimization calculus: *

. FLAfAY3 o0SKI OA2NE
| A/} fOdz dza Yl & y2a

f Sawalhah, .,
razing patterns on se
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The game predicts actions
(fast) not thinking (slow)

Aa/ I £ OdzZf F SR NBOAL
2FT0SY I LILISI NA _ WA
subconscious, and conteat LJS O A

Aawl GKSNJ GKFyYy NB{ &
control, many human prosocial

behaviors are fast, intuitive, and built
AYyuz 2dzNJ 0l aA0 SY

AawSlE azyAy3a 0KNEPRdz3
slow and difficult compared to the wa
insight is quickly gained about the
same logical problem framed as_a
aZzZOAlt SEOKIF y3S de

Carter, G. (2014). The reciprocity controvefsyimal
Behavior and Cognition(3), 368386.



L0Qa K2g
SOSY @gKSY
make sense

A.dzi glFA0X 2F0
expecting any actual reciproci
or returned favors and they
certainly kngw the beneficiarie

I NBY QU NBTLt | S

A So, why are reciprocity and
similarity signals still
Important?

A (;hanéﬂng to amodern _
SYOANRYYSYLU £
the power of the ancient hard
wired signals




Ancient signals

still drive behavior
even If they no
longer make sense

Herringgull

chicks preferred a

hlg her'CO ntraSt Tinbergen, N., & Perdeck, A. C. .(1951). On the stimulus situat
striped metal rod AN S RS B hdviosr ), 196

02 LJ NByWD a
natural
UES



Ancient signals still Rapid wing fluttering attracts male
drive behavior butterflies but, in the lab, they prefer
even If they ng the superfast fluttering of a rotating

longer make sense cylinder to actual temales

Magnus, Dietrich. "Experimentelle Untersuchungen zur Bionomie und Ethologie des Kaisermantels Argynnis paphia L.(Le %%wmgptbsche
Ausloser von Anfliegereaktionen und ihre Bedeutung flr das Sichfinden der Geschlechter." Zeitschrift fur Tierpsycho(G§E8)1.5397426.




The ancient signals still
drive behavior even If they
no longer make sense

A Appeal letters with )
GSeSall2idaéd ISYSNFruUSK YZN
than three times the
donations of those with a
aLJ N} YA RE .

A Gift visibility works even if it
AAdy QUi NBI
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The reciprocal altruism game still matters

Modern fundraising still requires paying attention to the ancient sigr
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LQY 2 A
. SOl dza S
Important to
Me

Primal fundraising
and capacity for

reCi prOCity Professor Russell James

Texas Tech University




Primal question #:
Who Isableto
return a favor?

AWho is likely to have a
shared future with
me? (Who Is near me?
Who Is stable?)

A Who has strength (or
other valuable
resources) to share?

A Who can observe my
giving?



Each must choose before knowing what the other player will do.

_ Theydon'tgive

F4)'5] 1get O points |get 2 points
Nl a4"s] | get 1 point |get 3 points

The primagiving game
Giving Is costly for the donor, but both sides are better
off If both sides give

Boyd, R. (1988). Is the repeated prisoner's dilemma a good model of reciprocal altEitsoityy and Sociobiology(294), 211222.




They They
don’t give give

: lget0 | Iget?2

olee lgetl | lget3
give point | points

Theprima3 A Ay 3 3l YSQa dzy

Giving must be seen by partners who are able &
willing to reciprocate




They They
don’t give give

olee lgetl | lget3
give point | points

Oneround game = No future = No reciprocity possib

Giving must be seen by partneyBo are ableand
willingto reciprocate




They They
don’t give give

olee lgetl | lget3
give point | points

Invisible giving = No reciprocity possible

Givingmust be seerh)%/ partners who are able ant
willing to reciprocate



They They
don’t give give

olee lgetl | lget3

give point | points
GhywA3IKG &adl yRET b2 Fdzid
Giving must be seen by partneyBo are ableand

willingto reciprocate




. ' | get O | get 2
o = ” points  points
e = s lgetl |get3
L%?r:tg :)(g)lert] tZ; point points
44 lgetl |lget3
point points

’ TR - 1getO | lget?2

NS SVE B points | points
lget0 | lget2 ’ I lget1l | lget3
F(g)g;t; Fg:;tgs oo Ve point points

point points
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Capacity for reciprocity in the game £meetings? 107
% chance of 17

The number of future game meetin %% chance of 10



Capacity for
reciprocity in nature:
Do we have a future

a¢KS akKlIRz2zg 2%
makes It ecologically

rational for organisms to
cooperate, rather than

cheat or exploit each other.

In part, this is because an

act of defection now lowers

the probability of receiving

a stream of benefits in the _ ' S

FTdzidzNBE A+ 2y SQa LI NIy SNJI

responds to defeCtlon In Sznycer, D., Delton, A. W., Robertson, T. E., Cosmides, L., & Tooby, J. (2019). Th

7\ R CD é ecological rationality of helping others: Potential helpers integrate cues of recipier
need and willingness to sacrifidevolution and Human Behavior,(4)), 3445, 35.




Capacity for : "\"
reciprocity in nature:{ " §
Passing strangers

and stable neighbors

ﬂ‘ &
— / : - ,;'/’:;:_i : \ \
\| : T o N /’\
= | ¥

FFSNBY

,
GCKSNBE FINB G662 1jdza aS
Kinds of interaction: those In ‘
neighboring territories where the

probability of interaction is high,

and strangers whose probability
2F FdzidzNB Ay USN Ou)\2y'

Axelr &
Ei Hannig FE& nglég?)
/ The evolutlon of
cooperation. Science,

211(4489), 1391396,
p. 1391.



Passing strangers and stable neight

A Without stable neighbors, repeated interactions are rare
A Without this shared future, reciprocal helping disappear

Axelrod, R., & Hamilton, W. D. (1981). The evolution of
cooperation. Science, 211(4489), 13B806, p. 1394

a X ljdzr A O
= mutualisms occur In coaste
~— and reef situations where
animals live in fixed home
-~ =/ ranges or territories. They
g seem to be unknown In the

O\ —8~ _ free-mixing circumstances c

UKS 2LISY

.......



In nature, sustainable
giving starts with a
shared future

This requires stable neighbors

A Ant colonies, which stay in one
place, have many reciprocal
relationships with other species

A Honeybee colonies, which often
NEt 20 0S2 R2YyQl

Axelrod, R., & Hamilton, W. D. (1981). The evolution of cooperation. Science, 211(4489)39690



Charity strangers or
charity neighbors?

What do game theory, fish, ants,
and bees have to do with
fundraising?

A In each case, sustainable giving_
aul NIa _oé FyagsSN
I aKI NSR ¥Fdzu dzNB K

ACKAAd Aad RATFTFSNBY
our message as far and wide as

L1JI23aA0f SHE



Steinberg, R., & Morris, D. (2010). Ratio discrimination in charity fundrai,sing%: The inappropriate use of cost
ratios has harmful sideffects.Voluntary Sector Review(1), 7795. p. 86Citing tg Sargeant, A. (2008).
Donor retention: What do we know and what can we do abouA

www.afpnet.com/content_documents/Donor_Retention_What_Do_C\i/?/gc_)rkr?évs.lfo%?raismg ARl (’x L lj lj é LJA O I f f
nonprofits two to three
times as much to recruit a
donor than they will give
oe ole 2% |
-Professor Adrian Sargea

A Approaching new
donors as strangers is
expensive

A Sustainability requires
building an ongoing
reciprocal relationship
and a shared future




Charity
neighbors

Aa9y3Il ISYSyY
aNBI I uAZ2yak
GO2YYdzy AU @ ¢
soclalemotional words

A But in the game, they
simplify to one thing: The
number of future
reciprocal interactions



Go see donors. Bring a gift.




Charity neighbors and
strangers In legacy givil

Almost a third of legacy society
members received no
communications from the charit
In their last two years of life

A Among these, half removed
their gifts to the charity

A For those who got at least on
communication, fewer than a
guarter removed their gifts

Wishart, R., & James, R. N, lll. (2021). The final outcome of charitable bequest %ift intentions: Findings and
implications for legacy fundraisinignternational Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketi6(4), e1703.



Nelghbor strength and
stability in nature

AUKS FoAfAGE (2
likelihood of continued Iinteraction Is
helpful as an indication of when
reciprocal cooperation is or Is not
adlof SXo LfftySaa
to reduced viability would be one
detectable sign of declining [future
Interactions]. Both animals in a
partnershlp would then be expected
02 0S02YS ftSaa O

Axelrod, R., & Hamilton, W. D. (1981). The evolution of cooperation. Scie
211(4489), 13911396, p. 1395.



Sharing works best

with a strong, stabl
partner

A In modern experiments,
people are more likely to
share with a higfstatus
player

A In indigenous tribes, high
status members receive
more gifts of food

Ball, S., & Eckel, C. C. (1998). The economic value of 3tagudournal of Soeio
Economics, 44), 495497;Hames, R. (2017). Recgprocal altruism in Yanomamo food
exchange. Idaptation and human behavn()pp 397416, at p. 398). Routledge.



Trussel, J. M., &
Parsons L. M.
(2007). Financial
reporting factors
affecting donations
to charitable
organizations.
Advances in
Accounting, 23
263-285; Parsons, L
M., & Trussel, J. M.
2008).
undamental
analysis of nofor-
profit financial
statements: An
examination of
financial
vulnerabllit
measuresResearch
in Government and
Nonprofit
égcountmg 1235

Ch arity Fmanmal data from thousands of charities show:

ACdzy RN} AdAy3 §dzO0OSaa A
strength GroAfAGe G2 O2YydAydzS

and Ah ritable services in_the event of gh_anged
Stablllty in S %)/'2 YAO OA NI)d zY a u
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Do large donations go to tf
neediest organizations?

AOver twothirds of all donations
over $1 million go to universities
that hold large endowments or
foundations thatarelarge
endowments

AEx: In 2019, nine of the ten largest
charitable gifts went to such
organizations

AOver a quarter of all charitable
beqguest dollars to education go to
just 35 of the wealthiest, oldest,
and most stable private schools

Coutts and Co. (201 5Coutts Million Pound Donors report, http://philanthropy.coutts. Com/en/reports/ZOlS/usﬂdaﬂaeis/ﬂnd&g/shtml
Yakowicz, W. (Dec. 29, 2019). The blggestlg)hllanthroplc |fts of 2019. Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/sites/willyakowicZ/29/20e -top-
10ph|lanthroplcg|ftsof -2019; Flelscher M (2007). Charitable contributions in an ideal estafatakaw Review 663 at 303.




Showing charity
strength and stabillity

Do we have a shared future
together?

A Charity strength and stability\
WOrks

A Just using permanence
language can work

A Building a strong, stable donor
community works

A Permanent endowments work

James, R. N. (2019). Encoura in% repeated memorial donations to a scholarship fund: An experimental test of permnande goas
t

anniversary,acknowledgevmen S. Philanthropy & Education, 2(228,; WadeBenzoni, K. A,, Tost, L. P., Hernandez, M., & LaRidk, . .
OHAMHULU® LuUuQa 2 e | YFTUOUSNI 2+ U0AYSY 5SIE0KZ fS3-000;Kank,Cl YR AYUSNHSY SNJI
S., & Vesterlund, L. (2010). The’effect of status on charitable giving. Journal of Public Economic Theory,-I381), 709




[ get”O Iget 2
peints | points

24 lgetl | lget3
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Do we have a shared When a charity wins the
. gy g
reCIprocal future tOgetherJ_? primakgiving game, i
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In nature, sustainable giving
to unrelated others require
some form of reciprocity

Reciprocity can be
a different size,
type, or time, but
sustainable giving
still requires
answering this:

Who Is able and

willing to return a
favor?




Who Isableto
return a favor?

AWho is likely to have
a shared future with
me [Who Is near
me? Who is stable?]

AWho has strength
(or other valuable
resources)?

AWho can see my

giving?



Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)

Friends? Who is
Helpful |Teammates? willing to

reciprocity |Colleagues? retumn f_ifav_o r
Who Is this

- ?
Neighbors? person
Community members? “QloNatl-¥/

S Relationship
defines
reciprocity
expectations




Relationship GU0KS WK2g¢g 02 Fdzy RNJ
. being classified as romance if
and giving 02 YLIzi SNE SOSNI RA AL
-Dr. Beth Breeze

Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)

Friends?
Helpful Teammates?
reciprocity [Colleagues?
Neighbors?
Community members?

Transactional |Merchants/customers?

Breeze, B. (2017). The New Fundraisers. Bristol, UK: Policy Press. p. 100



Relationship
problems

a¢StftAYy3a Tdz
WOodzA ft R NBT I |
(Burnett, 2002; Burk, 200300
Wit 20S Q U(Kitkak,l
2007) and to treat the
LINE OSaa Wi A]
O 2 dzNJ(GeKn’etlal2007
Is of limited value without
iInsights or examples of
precisely how this can be
| OKASOSRO®e

-Dr. Beth Breez

Breeze, B. (2017). The New Fundraisers. Bristol, UK; Policy Press.ng. 118. Citing to Burk DRn@@D3)tered Fundraisinghicago: Burk

and Associates Ltd.; Burnett, K. (2002 [199%
Herpt, J. eber PhllanthroEy: Unlockin
onn

. 2007ADC . . !
Without Fear: A Simple Guide to ecting

Jationship Fundraismq, ed., San Francisco: Jo
ro

: : : s.; Green, F., McDonald, B. and van
BExtraordln%% Gifts from Ordinary DoBttesva, ON: The FLA Group.; Pitman, M. (20058.
onors with What Matters to Them@®@feshville, SC: Standish and Wade Publishing.



What not to do

Acting withno reciprocity

Acting withtransactional
reciprocity

Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)
Friends?
Helpful Teammates?
reciprocity |Colleagues?

Neighbors?
Community members?




NoO reciprocity
means no giving

AReciprocity need not be
similar in amount, or
Kind, or timing

ABut without some kind of
reciprocity, giving to
unrelated others always
f2asSaT AlGQa
act

'y dzy VI G dzNd f
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Transactional reciprocity excludes genero
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: ‘ Anthropologist Raymond Hames explains,
Transactional] ¢ 9 i ky2 3N} LIKSNE & dzR¢
i i foragers(Mauss,1967)and Irish smallholders
ehavior In (Arensberg 1959)have long noted that
anthropology attempts to [strictly] balance exchanges are

Vd Vd
(]

UGF Vil Y2dzy G (2 SYRAY:

Hames, R. (2017). Reciprocal altruism in Yanomamao food excha dtation and human behaviltg‘}gp. 397416, at p. 411). Routledge. Citing to Arensberg, C. M. (1959). The Irish
countryman: An anthropological study. Gloucester, MA: P. Smith. Mauss, M. (1967). Essai suréhe @ift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Sodikes/ork: Norton.




Transactional behavior
INn primates

Zoologist Gerald Carter writes,

G{ AYAT I N (12 Kdz
nonhuman primates
cooperate in a more

contingent manner with less
0Z2ZYRSR LJ NIy SN

Carter, G.d(_2015 . Cooperation and social bonds in common vampire bat
(Doctoral dissertationUniversity of Maryland). p. 23



COLLECTOR'™S EDITION

Jack LEMMON saimeey MacLAINE reeo MacMURRAY

Transactional behavior
IN the movies

Cheating husband to mistress:

aL KIFIgS | LINBaSyi
know what to get you- anyway it's a
little awkward for me, shopping so

here s a hundred dollars go out and
0dzé @&2dzZNASf T az2yvysi

She starts crying, begins to take off
KSNJ) O2Fd FyR &l @aczs
AUQa LIFAR F2NdHoog



Transactional
behavior In
charities



Charity administrator > SQNB  INBI G
Therefore, people

worldview should give us things.

Because we deserve It.
0. SOl dza S ¢
great!)

Our part in a
relationship? Just keep
being our fantastic
selves!

And, oh yes, keep
reminding people how
wonderful we really are.




Breeze, B., & Jollymore, G. (2017).
Understanding solicitation: Beyond the g )
binary variable of being asked or not being |
asked.International Journal of Nonprofit and

D O n O r Voluntary Sector Marketing, 22), e1607. i
® Napcuy &

A Transactional norms are » _ ».
efficient, but they
contradict a sharing
relationship

A The key factor underlying
successful major gift asks
GCANRGOXZ (OKSE¢
within relationships of
trust rather than as a
result of a transactional
I LILIN2 | OK ¢

Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)

Friends?
Helpful Teammates?
reciprocity |Colleagues?
Neighbors?
Com iwunity members?

reciprocity |Strangers?




Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)
Friends?
Helpful Teammates?
reciprocity |Colleagues?
Neighbors?
Community members?

Transactional | Merchants/customers?
reciprocity [Strangers?

Tiny signals

Leading with formal, technical, financial, and contract terms sig
a transactional relationship




Tiny signals

Al KIy3Aay3
Uz af[ hzxLbD
donations by more than half

A Changlng a’donatlon bOX headll Lo.ved o?nes? (lover, spouse, close family)
-F N‘E Y a 5 h b ! ¢ L b D Helpful :’:::'::z.ltes?

K S | Rf A y é L] 2 (’x 5 reciprocity |Colleagues?
nearly doubled donations Neighbors?

Community members?

A Changing the box from either T e
round or square to hearshaped Cedptocty Bleangent
nearly doubled donations

DdzS3dzSy > by W 02063 |/ : S 5 A NE D 0 \ denée FomaFEidfield Suly. lqtérBtiogaRIdlihal af E@qmﬁ aﬁlds’Vql@an
Sector Marketing, 16(4), 37dy n T D dzS 3 : 0 K S urSahifaridu®ald: Ah €valuakos in & fielblFetting fSac@lIndluert g/ 6(4R J
Guéguen, N., Jacob, C., & Cha8ées, V. (2011). teeatrfor humanitarian aid. Social Marketing Quarterly, 17(4)1.2




Tiny signals

Alaska statewide giving
campaign:

At2a00F N

Ve

0S3ddSNJ
effect

At 2ad0l NR
KSI| NI ¢ a

g A
ATdY A
likelihood and size of
donations

List, J. A., Murph
fundraising appe

Y
al

J. J., Price, M. K., & James, A. G. (2021). An experimental test of
s targeting donor and recipient beneRtsture Human Behaviout-10.

Helpful
reciprocity

Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)
Friends?

Teammates?

Colleagues?

Neighbors?

Community members?

Transactional

reciprocity

Merchants/customers?

Strangers?




[ SU Qa
practical’

A2 SQUOS &S
what NOT to
do

A The next
lecture looks
at what TO DO
to build these

relationships
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Primal Fundraising Leads with a (
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~They  They
don’t give give

i lgetO | lIget?2

ke lgetl | lget3
give point points

81981 . The evolutic
), 139Q0.396.

They  They
don’t give give
lgetO0 | | get?2

| points | points
(LTl Igetl | Iget3 [Welolil
AV point | points S
They They
don’t give give
lgetO0 | | get?2
| points | points

idon't ITINEFTEN T he primal giving game:

([0 point points i

ey  mey] Tournament of Champions

don’t give give
lget0 | |get?2 One strategy always won _cO»
ROIES S Pl Lead with a gift,

I don’t INFTEERNTTE .
" point | points then act reuprocally‘ |

They  They
don’t give give

| get O
points

| give | give

Axelrod, R., & Hamilton, W. D.
of cooperation.Science211(448

| give

| give




Play the game

https://ncase.me/trust/

On

It's tournament time! Each character will now
play agdinst every other character: that's 10
paired matches, and 10 rounds per match.

Who do you think will get the highest tota/

score? Think carefully about it... and then
PLACE YOUR BETS:

o) )
((aniches ) (m )

(L& oo )




I

i )

How does game theory apply to
realworld fundraising?
Go see donors. Bring a gift.




. 3 Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)
/:‘ 53\ |Friends?
Helpful }\Teammates?
| reciprocity j /Colleagues?
- l \\&'\m“’ % Neighbors?
Community members?

Transactional |Merchants/customers?
f ' reciprocity |Strangers?

AThis is not transactional

- AThis is personal
Good giits Al care enough to know what you like

Al want to make you happy




Loved ones? (lover, spouse, close family)
Friends?
Helpful Teammates?
reciprocity |Colleagues?
Neighbors?
« |Community members?

Transactional) Merchants/customers?
 reciprocity, 7 Strangers?

ACash benefits reduce donations
AEXxplicit trades reduce donations

Bad gifts

Ariely, D., Bracha, A., & Meier, S. (2009). Doing good or doing well? Image motivation and monetary incentives in bebavally.prmerican Economic Review,(9p 54455. Newman, G. E.,
& Cain, D. M. (2014). Tainted altruism: When doing some good is evaluated as worse than doing no gdeslehalbgical science, (3% 648655.; Zlatev, J. J., & Miller, D. T. (2016). Selfishl
benevolent or benevolently selfish: When seiferest undermines versus promotes prosocial behavidnganizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes]l 13¥22.



A A charity can share valuable services wit
Valuable donqys but, ideally, sharing will create fev

V 2 U aC)zcaSgl{Nég 23045 63

f employees, social groups, or facilities.
gitts ALGQa NBOALINROIf 0dz



