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. Introduction

Nonprofit organizations have different relationships with their publics than corporations (Fussell Sisco, Pressgrove, &
ollins, 2013). Nonprofit organizations address societal issuessuch as animal welfare, poverty, or homelessness (Boris &
teuerle, 2006). Many nonprofit organizations work with small budgets and staffs, which often affects how public relations
ctivities are conducted and enhances the attractiveness of social media.

Online resources such as social media and websites are not used to their full potential in the nonprofit sector (Waters
 Lord, 2009). An inability to convey what the nonprofit organization does in a meaningful way  online might be the cause

Patel & McKeever, 2014). Often held to a high standard (Doh, 2006), nonprofits can hurt their reputation as well as their
elationships with donors online and offline with their social media practices. Damaged relationships with donors severely
inder the operations of nonprofit, local animal welfare organizations that rely heavily on individual donations and are not
ffiliated with a national organization (Caroline Radom, personal communication, 2014).

Social media can help amplify organization-public relationships through its ability to facilitate immediate feedback from
embers of key publics (Bowen, 2013). This study explores the role of control mutuality in social media engagement as
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

 means of providing insight for social media strategy creation for nonprofit organizations such as local animal welfare
rganizations.
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2. Literature review

2.1. Reputations

Reputations are “perceptual representations of a company’s past actions and future prospects” (Fombrun, 1996; p. 72).
Reputations provide organizations with competitive advantages (Fombrun, 1996), and as such, should be considered for their
financial implications for donations. Reputations represent what an organization stands for, or its values, and establish per-
formance standards for customers, donors, shareholders, vendors, and other relevant publics (Fombrun, 1996). Consistency
in communication and action afford members of key publics the ability to accurately assess the organization to determine
if the organization has met  or exceeded expectations (Fombrun, 1996).

An organization’s ability to engage in dialogue with its key publics and listen to their concerns and feedback is particularly
important to managing perceptions about an organization (Fombrun & Rindova, 2000). The ability to listen and exceed
publics’ expectations is a fundamental component of reputation management (Fombrun & Rindova, 2000). Through listening
and adjusting business practices accordingly, organizations can maintain a good reputation (Fombrun & Rindova, 2000).

2.2. Organization-public relationships

Thirteen years after Ferguson’s (1984) call for further study of organization-public relationships, Broom, Casey, and
Ritchey (1997) examined relationships as a concept, highlighting the need for a universal definition for relationships. Broom
et al. (1997) contended that organization-public relationships had antecedents and outcomes. Furthermore, Broom et al.
(1997) asserted that organization-public relationships consisted of perceptions and expectations, as well as linkages based on
needs of both parties. Broom et al. (1997) noted that the process of forming and maintaining organization-public relationships
required measurement, which further highlighted the need for a universal definition.

Organization-public relationships have different dimensions. Ledingham and Bruning (1998) defined organization-public
relationships as “the state which exists between an organization and its key publics in which the actions of either entity
impact the economic, social, political and/or cultural well-being of the other entity” (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998, p. 62).
Ledingham and Bruning (1998) contended that there were five dimensions of organization-public relationships: trust, open-
ness, involvement, investment, and commitment. Acknowledging previous works of J. Grunig, some scholars contended that
effective relationships are mutually beneficial for all parties − organizations and their respective publics (Bruning, DeMiglio,
& Embry, 2006; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). Ledingham and Bruning (1998) contended that relationships flourished when
there was balance, commitment, openness, and trust in the relationship.

Some scholars focusing on online organization-public relationships argue that the Internet allows organizations to have
a more balanced relationship with key publics by fostering understanding (Hallahan, 2006). Hallahan (2006) argued orga-
nizations need to be committed to and knowledgeable about the use of online media. Furthermore, Hallahan (2006) argued
that there were organizational, system-based, and user-specific antecedents, which included commitment, accessibility,
and pre-existing relationships with the organization, to creating organization-public relationships online. Hallahan (2006)
noted that the process of creating organization-public relationships online included building awareness and adoption, facil-
itating cognitive learning, creating opportunities for interaction, as well as impression formation. Consequences of creating
online-public relationships include fostering knowledge of the organization, positive attitudes toward the organization,
communication activity, as well as repetitive behaviors such as purchases (Hallahan, 2006).

Measurement of organization-public relationships online, especially perceived relational strategies such as conversa-
tional human voice and communicated relational commitment, may  help heighten perceptions of relational outcomes
(Kelleher & Miller, 2006; Kelleher, 2009). Kelleher and Miller (2006) argued that “communicating with a sense of humor,
admitting mistakes, treating others as human, and providing links to competitors” formed conversational human voice (p.
399). Kelleher and Miller (2006) found that perceptions of relational strategies on websites and blogs were highly corre-
lated with perceptions of relational outcomes such as trust, satisfaction, control mutuality, and commitment. Findings from
Kelleher and Miller (2006) lend to further study of organization-public relationships in different online contexts such as
social media.

2.2.1. Organization-public relationships in the nonprofit sector
Over the years, the study of organization-public relationships and relationship management in the nonprofit sector has

been prolific (Waters & Bortree, 2010; Waters, 2008, 2009, 2010; Waters, Burnett, Lamm,  & Lucas, 2009; Waters and Lord,
2009).

Keeping members of key publics informed on a regular basis is crucial for nonprofit organizations in maintaining rela-
tionships. O’Neil (2008) asserted that a nonprofit organization’s communication efforts with its donors affected perceptions
of trust, satisfaction, and commitment. Assertions made by O’Neil (2008) highlighted how important public relations tactics
are in relationship management.
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

Accurate assessments of organization-public relationships allow nonprofit organizations the ability to tailor public rela-
tions efforts. Waters (2009) examined the role of symmetrical and asymmetrical communication in the nonprofit-public
relationships. Waters (2008) asserted that aligned perceptions in organization-public relationships allowed nonprofit orga-
nizations to be more effective in their communication efforts and relationship management. Furthermore, Waters (2009)
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ontended that knowing the strengths and weaknesses of the public relations practitioner’s nonprofit organization allowed
or greater focus on opportunities and areas for improvement in organization-public relationships.

Some organization-public relationship scholars (Waters & Lord, 2009) noted that nonprofit orgnaizations are quite good
t incorporating relationship cultivation strategies onto organizational websites. While that may  be the case for one online
ommunication channel, Waters et al. (2009) noted weaknesses with nonprofit organizations’ relational approaches to social
edia. Nonprofit organizations aspired to be transparent and open with members of key publics on social media, but did

ot take advantage of opportunities for interactivity (Waters et al., 2009), which may  indicative in a lack of knowledge or
nderstanding of social media strategy (Patel & McKeever, 2014) or online relationship management.

Dialogue is central to online organization-public relationships with key stakeholders such as donors and major donors
Waters, 2010), as well as volunteers (Waters & Bortree, 2010). Waters (2010) argued that relationship cultivation strategies
ffected donors and major donors who donates more than $10,000 differently, particularly when it came to building trust.
urthermore, Waters (2010) posited that increased dialogue with donors and major donors may  have a positive impact
n donor loyalty. Waters and Bortree (2010) insisted that nonprofit organizations should look for ways to include key
takeholders because of their effect on relationship quality perceptions of satisfaction and commitment to the nonprofit.

.2.2. Relationship outcomes
In their foundational white paper, Hon and Grunig (1999) discussed the outcomes resulting from relationship manage-

ent antecedents, or strategies. These relationship outcomes included: truth, satisfaction, control mutuality, commitment,
s well as exchange and communal relationships. Trust was  defined as “one’s party’s level of confidence in and willingness
o open oneself to the other party” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3). Satisfaction was defined as “the extent to which each party
eels favorably toward the other because positive expectations about the relationship are reinforced” (Hon & Grunig, 1999,
. 3). Control mutuality was defined as “the degree to which parties agree on who has the rightful power to influence one
nother” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3). Commitment was  defined as “the extent to which each party believes and feels that
he relationship is worth spending energy to maintain and promote” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3). Exchange relationships
ere described as “one party gives benefits to the other only because the other has provided benefits in the past” (Hon &
runig, 1999, p. 3). Communal relationships were described as “both parties provide benefits to the other because they are
oncerned for the welfare of the other” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3).

.2.3. Relationship quality
When both parties in an organization-public relationship perceive greater satisfaction, the relationship may  be perceived

s mutually beneficial. Bruning, DeMiglio, and Embry (2006) argued that when respondents perceived mutual benefit in
heir relationship with an organization, this provided a competitive advantage for the organization. Members of key publics
hose expectations have been met  or exceeded may be more satisfied (Bruning et al., 2006). Bruning et al. (2006) posited

hat assessments about relationships led to assessments about reputations, which places prominence on fostering positive
elationships.

Feedback from key publics may  positively affect the quality of organization-public relationships (Bruning, Dials, & Shirka,
008). Programs and strategies crafted by practitioners employing dialogue should be encouraged (Bruning et al., 2008).
runing et al. (2008) contended that involving members of key publics in campaign creation and message development was
eneficial, providing heightened effectiveness of organizational communication. Assertions by Bruning et al. (2008) revealed
he need for including dialogue to improve the effectiveness of organizational communication and quality of organization-
ublic relationships.

.3. Control mutuality

Some scholars have argued that providing more opportunities for control mutuality through dialogue may  foster more
eciprocity and potentially, strengthen organization-public relationships (Bowen & Sisson, 2015). In order to provide more
pportunities for control mutuality, an understanding of control mutuality is necessary. This researcher aims to enhance
urrent discussions of control mutuality in public relations by drawing upon different areas of academia such as interpersonal
ommunication, risk communication, social and organizational psychology, and nonprofit management.

.3.1. Interpersonal communication
From the interpersonal communication discipline, control mutuality was  defined as, “the extend to which relational part-

ers agree on who has the right to determine relational goals” (Canary & Stafford, 1993; p. 238). Control mutuality consisted
f two types of control: unilateral and bilateral control (Stafford & Canary, 1991). Unilateral control was  characterized by
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

ne party having more power in a relationship than the other party, resulting in domineering behaviors (Stafford & Canary,
991). Stafford and Canary (1991) likened bilateral control to control mutuality in that both parties in a relationship par-
icipated equally in decision-making. Furthermore, Stafford and Canary (1991) argued that control mutuality, or bilateral
ontrol, was indicative of stability in relationships.

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007
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2.3.2. Risk communication
Risk communications scholars have studied control mutuality in terms of decision-making (Garvey & Buckley, 2010;

Gurabardhi, Gutteling, & Kuttschreuter, 2005; Palenchar & Heath, 2006, 2007). Gurabardhi et al. (2005) defined control
mutuality as “the interaction between the parties in the risk decision-making process and their mutual influence rather
than simply unidirectional control of one stakeholder over the other” (p. 501). Gurabardhi et al. (2005) argued that control
mutuality consisted of symmetrical communication, dialogue, and feedback from key publics. Garvey and Buckley (2010)
expanded on Gurabardhi et al. (2005) by arguing that control mutuality requires “dialogic communication, multiple commu-
nication flows, and wide stakeholder participation” was as necessary as dialogue (p. 956). Furthermore, Garvey and Buckley
(2010) argued that information exchange facilitated through control mutuality helped shape opinion.

Control mutuality has been equated to shared control (Palenchar & Heath, 2006). Palenchar and Heath (2006) noted
that control is a widely studied variable in risk communication. Palenchar and Heath (2006) argued organizations should
recognize that key stakeholders want input in organizational decisions in times of uncertainty. Dialogue in community
decision-making might result in increased perceptions of individual control (Palenchar & Heath, 2006). Palenchar and Heath
(2006) noted that organizations and risk communicators should participate in the communication process and “seek to
help people control their lives rather than challenge that sense of control” (p. 152). Community decision-making through
dialogue is a process of clear and transparent communication and negotiation (Palenchar & Heath, 2006, 2007), which may
be what Palenchar and Heath (2006) referred to as shared control. Additionally, Palenchar and Heath (2007) argued that
collaborative community decision-making, in addition to community outreach efforts, were one ethical method of building
trust with key stakeholders.

2.3.3. Social and organizational psychology
Control mutuality has been studied by scholars in social and organizational psychology for its role in discussions of

psychological ownership. McIntyre, Srivastava, and Fuller (2009) argued that control mutuality was  equivalent to internal
locus of control in which individuals felt more control over their environment. Mclntyre et al. (2009) postulated that control
mutuality could be used to foster psychological ownership in organizations. Psychological ownership is “the state-of-mind
where the individual feels as if the target of ownership (whole or part thereof) is his/her own” (McIntyre et al., 2009, p.
383). Interestingly, assertions made by Mclntyre et al. (2009) suggested that heightened control mutuality might lead to
heightened psychological ownership. Heightened control mutuality and heightened psychological ownership may  have
implications for nonprofit organization donations.

2.3.4. Nonprofit management
In the nonprofit literature, some scholars have likened control mutuality to mutual influence as it pertains to policy

creation and fundraising (Sargeant & Lee, 2004), whereas other scholars (Waters & Bortree, 2010; Waters, 2010) equate
control mutuality to balance of power.

Some nonprofit scholars have equated control mutuality to mutual influence (Sargeant & Lee, 2004). Sargeant and Lee
(2004) defined mutual influence, or control mutuality, as “the extent to which the donor feels that their views have been
influenced or shaped by the nonprofit and the extent to which they believe that they might in turn influence the policy
of that organization” (p. 617). Assessments of donor behaviors stemmed from examinations of “relationship investment,
mutual influence, communication acceptance, and forbearance from opportunism” (Sargeant & Lee, 2004; p. 617). Findings
from Sargeant and Lee (2004) suggest that control mutuality, or mutual control, may  have implications for how nonprofit
organizations should approach relationship management with their donors, as well as policy creation.

Some nonprofit public relations scholars have moved away from the term ‘control mutuality’ to discuss power in rela-
tionships, particularly the balance of power (Waters & Bortree, 2010; Waters, 2010). Grounding arguments in Ferguson’s
(1984) suppositions about perceptions of power in relationships, Waters (2010) and Waters and Bortree (2010) argued that
nonprofit organizations have as much power as donors in the donor-nonprofit organization relationship, particularly in
terms of fundraising. For example, Waters and Bortree (2010) noted nonprofitorganizations can deny accepting donations
as much as a donor can withdraw financial support from the nonprofit organization. Waters and Bortree (2010) argued that
in healthy organization-public relationships in the nonprofit sector there must be a balance of power.

2.4. Social media

Social media research in public relations has focused on different social media typologies (Valentini & Kruckeberg, 2012),
early adoption and measurement challenges (Kim & Johnson, 2012), relationship building (McCorkindale, 2012), as well as it
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

implications on corporate reputations (McCorkindale & DiStaso, 2013). Furthermore, according to longitudinal, social media
use studies conducted by Wright and Hinson (2012, 2014), social media use is rapidly increasing among public relations
practitioners, as well. Social media is typically thought of as “open source (i.e. publicly accessible) media sites on the internet
that accept user-generated content and foster social interaction” (Stacks & Bowen, 2013, p. 30).

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007
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.4.1. Social media in nonprofit sector
Social media research in the nonprofit sector has centered on ethical analysis of nonprofit organizations’ social media

olicies (Messner, 2014), effective Twitter practices (Guidry, Saxton, & Messner, 2015), organizational message strategy (Cho
 Schweickart, 2015), and the use of stewardship in visuals (Kim & Keeler, 2015).

For the purpose of this study, social media use by a nonprofit organization’s key publics such as donors and volunteers
ay  be a means for making them feel invested in nonprofit organizations (Lovejoy & Saxton, 2012; Lovejoy, Waters, &

axton, 2012; Nah & Saxton, 2013). Continued donations and frequency of donations has a relationship with how vested
 donor feels about their nonprofit organization and its operations (O’Neil, 2008). Findings from O’Neil (2008) indicated
hat donation frequency and control mutuality had a positive relationship. Furthermore, O’Neil (2008) posited that “trust,
ommitment, satisfaction, control mutuality, and communal relationship” were significantly impacted by donors’ happiness
o recommend the nonprofit organization to others. Implications from O’Neil (2008) allude to the power of social media to
how donors what the nonprofit organization does with financial donations and how it operates.

.4.2. Social media engagement
Some scholars argue that social media engagement consists of three types of activities – consumption, contribution, and

reation (Muntinga, Moorman, & Smit, 2011; Tsai & Men, 2013). Tsai and Men  (2013) contended that consumption was  the
owest level of social media engagement since it consisted of reading comments and viewing pictures and videos. Contri-
ution, a moderate level of social media engagement, consisted of asking and answering questions on an organization’s
ocial media (Tsai & Men, 2013). Tsai and Men  (2013) contended that creation was  the highest level of social media engage-
ent since it consisted in “publishing and sharing videos and pictures. . .that others can consume and contribute to” (Tsai

 Men, 2013). Findings from Tsai and Men  (2013) suggested that organizations should foster opportunities for symmetrical
ommunication to engage respondents who may  have low levels of social media engagement, or consume social media
ontent.

Based on an extensive review of the literature, opportunities emerged for further evaluation of the control mutuality
imension of organization-public relationships. The following research questions are presented:

RQ1: To what extent to donors feel that they have control mutuality in their relationship with their local animal welfare
rganization?

RQ2: To what extent do donors engage with their local animal welfare organization on the organization’s social media
latforms?

RQ3: How are relationship outcome variables, specifically control mutuality, associated with social media engagement?

. Method

An online survey of donors was conducted to collect data about their perceptions and attitudes towards their relationship
ith their local animal welfare organization (Shoemaker & McCombs, 2003). Attitudes and perceptions regarding animal
elfare organization-donor relationships illuminated how local animal welfare organizations could tailor their social media

fforts. The online survey method employed in this study is consistent with previous studies examining relationship quality
nd relationship management in organization-public relationships in the nonprofit sector (Bortree, 2011; O’Neil, 2008;

aters, 2008).

.1. Survey design

Based on a cross-sectional design (Shoemaker & McCombs, 2003), this online survey used closed-ended questions and
ne open-ended question (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Based on an extensive literature review, survey items were adapted
nd modified from previously established scales: trust, commitment, control mutuality, and satisfaction (Hon & Grunig,
999), as well as social media engagement (Tsai & Men, 2013). Relevant demographic questions were also included at the
nd of the survey instrument.

The survey instrument was shown to one content expert and one methodology expert to detect inconsistencies or prob-
ems with the instrument. Cognitive interviews with two doctoral students and a former colleague were conducted to assess
urvey directions, format, and scale items. Reliability measures found in the adapted scales (Hon & Grunig, 1999; Tsai & Men,
013) were used in this study.

.1.1. Measurements
Trust (� = 0.90) was measured using three adapted items from Hon & Grunig (1999). Commitment (� = 0.86) was  measured

sing two adapted items from Hon and Grunig (1999). Control mutuality (� = 0.92) was measured using four adapted items
rom Hon and Grunig (1999). Satisfaction was measured using one adapted item from Hon and Grunig (1999). Hon and
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

runig (1999) reported the reliability of the satisfaction scale as � = 0.89. Social media engagement (� = 0.75) was measured
sing adapted items from Tsai and Men  (2013), including reading, commenting, asking, answering, and uploading. For social
edia engagement, respondents could answer 0 = Never, 1 = Daily, 2 = Weekly, and 3 = Monthly. For data analysis purposes,

esponses were re-coded as 0 = No or 1 = Yes as dichotomous variables.

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007
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3.2. Sample

Online survey links were distributed by five nonprofit animal welfare organizations to their donor publics (n = 1076).
Individuals who received a link to the online survey had donated to their local animal welfare organization in the past five
years. Individuals who received the online survey link may  or may  not “like” or follow their local animal welfare organiza-
tions on social media. Demographic information was  not provided by the participating local animal welfare organizations,
but findings from demographic items on the survey instrument provided more clarity and were consistent with other stud-
ies (Neumann, 2010). Neumann (2010) argued that “the typical animal welfare volunteer is female, White, pet-owning,
heterosexual, employed, childless, married or partnered, Democrat-leaning, between the ages of 40 and 59, has an income
between $50,000 and $99,999, and is Protestant” (p. 351). Email addresses of the individuals who received the online survey
link were collected through the local animal welfare organization’s previous public relations efforts.

Participating nonprofit animal welfare organizations were purposively selected based on population density and geo-
graphic service areas. Participating local animal welfare organizations were located in larger cities and tended to have
1900–11,000 individuals who ‘liked’ or followed their organization on social media.

3.3. Data collection and analysis

The online survey was  built in Qualtrics, and links to the online survey were distributed in three email invitations by the
five nonprofit animal welfare organizations as part of their privacy policies. Before the online survey was  sent out into the
field, IRB approval was obtained.

When all five local animal welfare organizations’ donor email address databases were combined, the sample frame totaled
14,747, which meant that this study had a 7% response rate – marginally lower than typical online survey response rates
(Dillman et al., 2009). Data collection was staggered over a two-month period to accommodate the peak fundraising period.
To help increase response rates, four modest incentives of $25 PetSmart gift cards were raffled to respondents who  chose
to provide their email address at the end of the survey (Dillman et al., 2009). Communicating random selection offset any
social desirability bias attributed to the monetary incentive. Data collection limitations are discussed later in this study.

Based on agreements during the nonprofit organization recruitment process, participating local animal welfare organiza-
tion names were removed from quantitative and qualitative analyses. Significance in the inferential and descriptive analysis
was determined at p < 0.05. Beta coefficients equal or greater than 0.05 determined whether a regression was  meaningful
rather than just statistically significant (DeCotiis & Summers, 1987; Land, 1969).

Qualitative analysis of the one open-ended survey question used pattern matching (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) to group
qualitative comments by common theme and relationship variables (Hon & Grunig, 1999). Qualitative data analysis was
conducted using NVivo (Version 10). Per agreements with participating animal welfare nonprofits, organizations were de-
identified to protect confidentiality.

4. Findings

Findings from this study illuminated some intricacies of control mutuality and social media engagement for local animal
welfare organizations and their donor publics. Local animal welfare organizations are nonprofit organizations that rely
heavily on individual donations due to clauses in human-specific, government grants and have no affiliation with a national
organization (Caroline Radom, personal communication, 2014).

4.1. Respondent demographics

Respondents were predominantly female (84%) with fewer males (16%). Respondents tended to be older than 59-years-old
(31%) with other respondents being 50–58-years-old (25%), 42–49-years-old (20%), 34–41-years-old (11%), 26–33-years-
old (7%), and 18–25-years-old (6%). Respondents were overwhelmingly Caucasian (96%) with few respondents identifying
as African American (1%), Asian/Pacific Islander (1%), Hispanic (1%), and Native American (1%). Respondents had a B.A/B.S.
(34%), some college (31%), a M.A./M.S./MBA (19%), or high school or GED (9%). Respondents reported having annual incomes
of more than $100,000 (23%), $30,001–$40,000 (11%), and $50,001–$60,000 (10%). Donors tended to donate less than $100
(56%), $101–$200 (20%), or $201–$300 (8%).

Sixty-two percent of respondents identified their role with the local animal welfare organization as a donor. Although,
individuals who identified as donors also identified as adopters (27%), X2 (1, N = 1070) = 28.45, p = 0.00, volunteers (16%),
X2 (1, N = 1067) = 4.28, p = 0.04, and board members (2%), X2 (1, N = 1068) = 3.84, p = 0.05. This finding seems to suggest that
donors can hold several roles in their relationship with their local animal welfare organization.

4.2. RQ1: donors’ perceptions of control mutuality
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

Donors were asked about their perceptions of control mutuality in their relationship with their local animal welfare
organization. Donors agreed (40%) or strongly agreed (31%) that their local animal welfare organization and donors similar
to them were attentive to each other’s needs and concerns. Donors agreed (37%) or strongly agreed (31%) that their local

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007
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nimal welfare organization valued the opinions of donors like the respondent. Donors agreed (38%) or strongly agreed (27%)
hat they felt like they had some control over their interactions with their local welfare organization. Donors agreed (22%) or
trongly agreed (17%) that whether their local welfare organization gave them a say in the decision-making of the content
hared from its social media accounts.

‘Liking’ (or following) a local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms may  have implications for perception
f control mutuality. Respondents who ‘liked’ (or followed) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms
M = 15.04; SD = 3.95) and respondents who did not ‘like’ (or follow) their local animal welfare organization’s social media
latforms were significantly different, t(697.88) = 2.92, p = 0.07. Respondents who ‘liked’ (or followed) their local animal
elfare organization’s social media platforms perceived greater control mutuality than those who  did not.

.2.1. Qualitative
Donors, who perceived control mutuality, commented that their opinions and suggestions were valued by the nonprofit

rganization, which placed importance on listening. Comments of this nature also indicated that donors believed that
heir opinions and suggestions would have some impact on their relationship with the nonprofit organization. Donors who
erceived control mutuality were more likely to offer creative suggestions and ideas for solving perceived organizational
roblems. For example, one respondent was satisfied with their local animal welfare organization’s use of social media to
ighlight adoption successes, but pointed out that the nonprofit could leverage social media to increase adoptions through
osting pictures of animals in need of adoption:

I wish they would post more pictures of those that need to be adopted. Its great to see pictures of those that found
homes but it would also be great to see pictures of those that need homes as well.

Based on qualitative comments, perceived control mutuality may  be a means fostering greater social media engagement
ith donors.

.3. RQ2: donors’ social media engagement

Donors were asked about their social media engagement with their local animal welfare organization. Sixty-eight percent
f donors ‘liked’ or followed their local animal welfare organization on social media, where as 32% of donors did not ‘like’ or
ollow their local animal welfare organization on social media. Facebook (62%) and the organization’s website (28%) were
ey social media platforms that donors ‘liked’ or followed their local animal welfare organization.

In terms of consumption (low level engagement), donors read comments on their local animal welfare organization’s social
edia platforms daily (43%) or weekly (34%). In terms of contribution (moderate level engagement), donors commented on

heir local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms monthly (24%) or never (46%). Donors engaged in conversa-
ion by asking questions on their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms monthly (17%) or never (69%).
onors engaged in conversation by answering questions on their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms
onthly (17%) or never (70%). In terms of creation (high level engagement), donors uploaded pictures to their local animal
elfare organization’s social media platforms monthly (11%) or never (80%).

Respondents who ‘liked’ (or followed) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms donated more than
hose who did not. Respondents who ‘liked’ (or followed) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms
M = 2.45; SD = 2.51) and respondents who did not ‘like’ (or follow) their local animal welfare organization’s social media
latforms (M = 2.17; SD = 2.30) were significantly different, t(672.30) = 1.79, p = 0.04. Furthermore, respondents who ‘liked’
or followed) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms were more likely to donate in the future.
espondents who ‘liked’ (or followed) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms (M = 5.88; SD = 1.71)
nd respondents who did not ‘like’ (or follow) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms (M = 5.63;
D = 1.80) were significantly different, t(645.89) = 2.23, p = 0.01.

.4. RQ3: control mutuality & social media engagement

Regressions between relationship outcome variables and social media engagement were conducted for this study based
n an extensive literature review. The only statistically significant and meaningful regression was  between control mutu-
lity and social media engagement (p < 0.05) (DeCotiis & Summers, 1987; Land, 1969). The regressions between trust and
ocial media engagement (p = 0.19), commitment and social media engagement (p = 0.26), and satisfaction and social media
ngagement (p = 0.50) were not statistically significant.

Beta coefficients equal or greater than 0.05 determined whether a regression was  meaningful (DeCotiis & Summers, 1987;
and, 1969). As seen in Table 1, the beta coefficient for commitment (� = 0.11) was meaningful, whereas the beta coefficient
or control mutuality (� = 0.22) was meaningful and statistically significant. The regressions between trust and social media
ngagement (� = −0.13), and satisfaction and social media engagement (� = −0.07) were neither significant or meaningful
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

DeCotiis & Summers, 1987; Land, 1969).
Perceptions of control mutuality affected level of social media engagement beyond whether a respondent ‘liked’ (or

ollowed) their local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms. A one-way ANOVA revealed that respondents with
eightened perceptions of control mutuality were more likely to answer questions, F (16, 658) = 3.13, p < 0.001, ask questions,

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007
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Table  1
Regressions of relationship variables on social media engagement.

� SE t

Trust −0.13 0.09 −1.30
Commitment 0.11 0.08 1.13
Control Mutuality 0.22* 0.02 2.33
Satisfaction −0.07 0.08 −0.68
Adjusted R2 0.01

* p < 0.05.

F (16, 653) = 2.19, p < 0.01, and upload photos, F (16, 659) = 2.11, p < 0.01. Based on this finding, it seems that heightened
perceptions of control mutuality affected social media engagement, particularly contribution and creation activities (Men  &
Tsai, 2013; Muntinga et al., 2011).

4.4.1. Qualitative
Perceptions of control mutuality were indicative of whether donors offered suggestions for perceived problems with

their local animal welfare organization. For example, one respondent explained that leveraging pre-existing relationships
on social media would help with fundraising efforts:

They need to utilize volunteers more so when it comes to social media and fundraising. ...Our staff work so hard and
are so loyal to this shelter, that people like me  who volunteer are honored to work with our Shelter Manager and
entire staff.

Respondents also indicated that they were particularly satisfied with their local animal welfare organization’s social
media use as a means of sharing information with members of key publics. One donor described the type of information
that their local animal welfare organization shared, “Excellent organization; does a great job of utilizing social media to
announce events, needs, and adoption information.” Several donors indicated that they perceived social media as a credible
and effective tool for local animal welfare organizations. In one instance, a donor elaborated on why  social media was
effective:

I feel social media has been a wonderful platform for the organization to communicate to the public any emergent
or long term needs. Whether it is fostering or when they need assistance with providing food for the animals in the
shelter.

5. Discussion

Publics are quite vocal on social media (Bowen, 2013). When online resources such as social media are not used to their
full potential in the nonprofit sector (Waters & Lord, 2009), organization-public relationships do not have the ability to
flourish online, which can be damaging to donor relations for organizations dependent primarily on donations.

Findings from this study revealed that donors who ‘liked’ (or followed) their local animal welfare organization’s social
media platforms perceived greater control mutuality than those who did not. When donors perceived heightened control
mutuality, they were more likely to participate in social media engagement activities such as contribution and creation
on a local animal welfare organization’s social media platforms. Donors, who  perceived heightened control mutuality, also
noted that they felt that their suggestions and opinions were valued by their local animal welfare organization and would
have an impact on its operations. For example, donors encouraged local animal welfare organizations to use social media to
communicate about immediate needs of the organization. One donor commented:

I feel social media has been a wonderful platform for the organization to communicate to the public any emergent
or long term needs. Whether it is fostering or when they need assistance with providing food for the animals in the
shelter.

Organizations fostering control mutuality show that they care about their publics’ suggestions and opinions; thus, donors
are valued for more than a financial contribution. From a relationship management perspective, inclusion of donors in
decision-making on local animal welfare organizations’ social media through dialogue, or symmetrical communication, is
indicative of Taylor’s (2010) discussion of civil societies and their tolerance of different ideas. The role of dialogue in civil
societies (Taylor, 2010) is significant to discussions of control mutuality; control mutuality can be one means of fostering
a civil society. Control mutuality may  help make relationship management efforts participatory through the negotiation
of change, exchange of ideas, and shared control in a nonprofits’ relationship with donors. Given this assertion, control
Please cite this article in press as: Sisson, D.C. Control mutuality, social media, and organization-public
relationships: A study of local animal welfare organizations’ donors. Public Relations Review (2016),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007

mutuality may  also help create value for publics and enhance relational quality of the organization-public relationship.
Organizational culture may  play a role in whether a nonprofit organization fosters control mutuality in its organization-

public relationships (Bowen, 2004; Sriramesh, Grunig, & Dozier, 1996). Heightening control mutuality, especially in social
media, requires a commitment of the nonprofit organization to be open to suggestions and creative ideas from key publics

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.007
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uch as donors, as well as autonomy of the public relations professional to facilitate changes in its online relationship
anagement practices (Bowen, 2006; Holtzhausen, 2000).

.1. Practical implications

Openness and integrative strategies afford organizations and their publics the ability to share control in the organization-
ublic relationship, as well as on social media efforts equally. Openness strategies focus on dialogue and listening to “thoughts
nd feelings among parties involved” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 14). Integrative strategies are symmetrical approaches in which
all parties in a relationship benefit by searching out common or complementary interests and solving problems together
hrough open discussion and joint decision-making” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 16). Based on quantitative and qualitative data,
he following recommendations for local animal welfare organizations and their public relations professionals are offered
or creating openness and integrative strategies that promote control mutuality in social media efforts with donors.

. Ask for feedback on a regular basis;

. Incorporate dialogue into strategies to show you value opinions and suggestions;

. Implement suggestions on a regular basis;

. And, finally, provide decision-making opportunities.

Showing donors you value their opinions, as well as including donors in decision-making are crucial for donor retention
nd donation generation (O’Neil, 2008), as well as social media engagement.

.2. Limitations

Local animal welfare organization recruitment was  a significant limitation of this study. Since data collection was
onducted during peak fundraising periods, several local animal welfare organizations were hesitant or did not want to
articipate. Donor email fatigue and increased unsubscribe rates were also significant concerns. One animal welfare orga-
ization was concerned about mixed messages from sending a relationship management survey during fundraising season
nd, therefore, was removed from the study. New data collection should be conducted during non-peak fundraising period
o different local animal welfare organizations.

Lack of diversity among donors who responded to this survey was another study limitation. As previously reported,
espondents were predominantly female (84%) and overwhelmingly Caucasian (96%), which indicated that there were few
espondents who self-identified as male, African American, Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic or Native American.

.3. Future research

Future research should also focus on the ethics of control mutuality and its implications for social media practice in the
onprofit sector.
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