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Pamala Wiepking, Februari 4th 2004.

Problem

What are the motives, causes and influences of philanthropic behaviour? And how can government policy, through the charitable deduction on income taxes and through direct grants to charities affect the amount of philanthropy in the economy.

Theory

Economic is founded on the view that people are self-interested. So, why would someone gives away his money? This happens if someone believes that giving to charity is the best thing to do with that money at that time.

One possibility for that is that people desire more of the service provided by the charity. A second reason is that individuals may be getting something directly from the charity in exchange for their contribution. A third reason could be that individuals get some internal satisfaction - a warm glow - from giving to their favoured charity, and the more they give, the better they feel. 


It seems that warm glow is in fact a core economic motivation for giving (Andreoni, 1993). But people also give out of different reasons, such as religious duty, from pressure at work or from friends, or as a signal of social status (Rose-Ackerman, 1996). 

Results

Who gives?

- higher household income, more likely to donate, and to donate more (Giving and volunteering in the United States, Independent Sector 1995), but there is a U-shape when % of giving in respect to income is considered. Explanation: those with low incomes are young people who expect their incomes to be rising, or the U-shape may be due to the composition of the types of charities people give to, since lower income people tend to give significantly more to religious causes. 

- Older people give more often and a larger amount of their income to charity than younger people.

- Same for higher education.

Taxes and giving, government grants, and conclusion

This part I did not summarize, because it was not interesting for my own research. 

Except for: 

Giving by the very wealthy (p.12), considers that people use two forms of tax savings: they deduct and they save up to give large gifts at once (maybe for recognition).
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Pamala Wiepking, February 4th, 2004

Just from the abstract you can conclude that:

"The inference from standard models, which ignore interdependence of preferences, are not likely to be misleading."

As I am (at the moment) not interested in the interdependence of preferences (e.g., donors considering the donations of others before deciding whether or not and how much to donate themselves), I skip this article momentarily.

Abstract (Document Summary) 

Many economists and social scientists have conjectured that individual gifts of charity may be interdependent. An empirical exploration is presented of how an individual's charitable contributions may be affected by the giving of others in a reference group of similar individuals. Modest evidence of interdependence of preferences is found through these reference groups, although the aggregate effects are not large. Hence, it is concluded that the inferences from standard models, which ignore interdependence of preferences, are not likely to be misleading. 
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Using five-year panel data, this study examines the various dimensions

of the variability of individual charitable contributions at all income

levels: the variation in the generosity of individuals and the variability

of the individuals' giving over a five-year period. The study finds

considerable variability of both kinds. One finding is that the variability

of generosity is substantially greater at the higher income levels.

Another finding is that variability is substantially less pronounced

by observing a five-year period of an individual's generosity than by

observing annual behaviour. One consequence is that a relatively small

proportion of donors account for a large proportion of total giving. The

popular reputation of the wealthy for generosity is actually due to the

exceptional generosity of a minority rather than widespread generosity

among the wealthy. Differences in generosity and variability of giving

over time are both more pronounced among high-income donors.

Results of the study have implications for research on charitable

giving, for predicting the effects of tax policy changes on giving, and

for fund-raising.
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Pamala Wiepking, June 3rd 2004 

Summary

Problem
Why do people act for the public good? 

Theory and hypotheses
There are four answers to the question why people act for the public good. Each of these answers is based on a different motive. Following Lewin (1951) motives are goal-directed forces, and in this context it is important to distinguish among instrumental goals, ultimate goals and unintended consequences.

An instrumental goal is sought as a means to reach some other goal.

An ultimate goal is sought as an end in itself.

An unintended consequence is a result of acting to reach a goal but is not itself sought as goal. 

It is the ultimate goal that defines a motive: each different motive has a unique ultimate goal.

The four motives are:

Egoism
A motive is egoistic if the ultimate goal is to increase the actor's own welfare. A number of self-benefits can be the ultimate goal of acting for the public good: gaining material, social and self-rewards (e.g., monetary reward, praise, esteem enhancement) and avoidance of material, social and self-punishment (e.g., fines, censure, guilt, shame). 

John Stuart Mill: we will give our own happiness preference until, through education, we learn the sanctions for doing so.

Collectivism
Collectivism is motivation with the ultimate goal of increasing the welfare of a group or collective. Two theories:

-
social identity theory: acting for the group rather than for oneself

-
self categorization theory: recasts group identity in terms of self definition at the group level (one sees oneself as a partner, team-member, New-Yorker, etc.). With self-definition recast in this way, acting for the group becomes another form of acting for oneself. Collectivism than becomes a special case of egoism.

--> Useful for my research: People belong to groups and these groups have preferences to what to donate (and this can be income related).

Altruism
Altruism is motivation with the ultimate goal of increasing the welfare of one or more individuals other than oneself. The most commonly proposed source of altruistic motivation is emphatic emotion. Feeling empathy for a person in need evokes altruistic motivation. Empathy is mostly felt for: a) friends, kin, or similar to us; b) to whom we are emotionally attached; c) for whom we feel responsible; d) whose perspectives we adopt. 

Principalism
Principalism is motivation with the ultimate goal of upholding some moral principle, such as justice or the utilitarian principle of the greatest good for the greatest number.
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Meta-analyses were performed on research investigating the foot-in-the-door phenomenon. A total of 120 experimental groups were examined, as well as a subset of the research considered to be pure tests of the foot-in-the-door hypothesis. The statistical combinations were consistent in indicating that the phenomenon, although replicable, is weak and not nearly as robust as assumed. Nearly half of the studies either produced no effects or effects in the wrong direction. The common self-perception explanation was found to be imprecise in leading to clear predictions; nevertheless, data were presented that have implications for the theory. A number of potentially mediating variables were examined. New theorctical development and clarification
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Origins and consequences of charitable confidence are investigated with the Giving in

the Netherlands Panel Survey 2002-2004 (n=1,246). Charitable confidence is higher among

the higher educated, children of volunteers, younger age groups, those with more faith in

people, those who are aware of standards of excellence for fundraising organizations, and

among persons with altruistic and joy-of-giving motives for philanthropy. In a regression

analysis, the relationship of confidence with philanthropy is found to be moderately strong.

The relationship is strongest for donations to organizations that deal with social problems that

are difficult to solve, like poverty, illness, and violation of human rights. Beliefs about

program spending and irritation about fundraising campaigns confidence partly explain why

confidence matters for philanthropy, especially for those with altruistic motives for giving.
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Summary 
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Problem

Main question: To what degree do variables known to influence general donor behaviour affect people's preferences for giving to a particular type of charity?

Sub-question 1: What is the role of personal values and certain individual tendencies as key determinants of a person's choice?

Subquestion 2: What are significant links between personal values and organisational values that an individual most admired?

Theory and hypothesis

(Marketing) literature shows that four main characteristics influence donating behaviour in general:

a)
An individual's demographic factors: age, income, occupational status, number of children, social class, educational attainment (Fenton et al, 1993; Schlegelmilch et al., 1997; Sargeant, 1999).

b)
an individual's empathic predisposition: whether a person is religious, his self-esteem, compassion, and the sense of social responsibility, feelings of guilt about not giving to charity, the helper's high: pleasurable emotions of calmness, self-worth and physical warmth resulting from making a donation.

c)
an individual's social involvement: membership of a network, society, political group, social movement or religious, artistic or scientific community (Lohmann, 1992; Ostrower, 1995).

d)
The charity's (brand) image: the perception that the charity is efficient, the degree of similarity between the donor's and a charity's beneficiaries 

The only direct research so far that investigated donations to particular types of charity was done by Schlegelmilch and Tynan (1989). No signifcant differences in preferences were observed with respect to any of the segmentation variables employed in the study.

Indirectly, Frisch and Gerard (1981) noted how psychological congruence between a particular charity and a person's self-image could stimulate donations to that charity. Stroebe and Frey (1982) remark that the external image that a person wishes to project might also affect giving behaviour in these respects (for example conspicuously donating to causes the visible support of which will improve donor's standing within his social group). Furthermore, Radley and Kennedy (1995) suggested that poor people were more likely to give to the needy because they are better able to empathise with the latter's predicament and conversely, the rich might be more willing to donate to wider environmental and ecological causes (?). Reed (1998) showed that high income people were least likely to support homelessness and children's charities, but most likely to give to Third World and environmental issues. The reverse was true of the poorest consumers. Hunter (1993) states that 'personal sympathy with a type of charity and an awareness of its objectives were important factors in determining whether some respondents gave to them'.  

Personal values are 'organised sets of preferential standards used in making selections of objects and actions, resolving conflicts, and defending choices made or proposed'.

Organisational values are defined as what its members regard as important.

No specific hypothesis.

Data and measurements

N=250, Great Britain, questionnaire. 

Charities are: Cancer care (MacMillan Cancer Relief Organisatio), Animal welfare (RSPCA) and Human rights (Amnesty International).

People were forced to choose between the three charities.

Independent variables: 

- values (Kahle's List of Values, 1983)

- materialism (Chiagouris and Mitchell's scale, 1997)

- individualism (Banet's Inventory of Self-Actualising Characteristics, 1976)

- empathy (Davis, 1983)

- whether or not the respondent heard a great deal about the concerning charity

- impression of concerning charity (favourable or not, 5 point scale)

- overall attitudes towards charities (efficiency, helper's high, religious)

- general health and personal experience with cancer

- having a pet animal

- Do you think measures to obstruct the abuse of human rights should be funded by the government rather than private charity?

- average donor behaviour

Method: binominal logistic regression

Results

·
People who supported animal welfare were:

Hedonistic, empathic, valued having warm relations with other people, low educated. Their overall impression of the animal welfare organisation RSPCA was highly favourable and they believed that animal welfare should be funded by the state. They have a per animal.

·
People who supported cancer were:

Negatively hedonistic, valued warm personal relationships, valued achievement and inner self esteem and were highly empathic. Females and people with many children were overrepresented.

·
People who supported human rights were:

Hedonistic, materialistic, male, older and better educated, They valued achievement and were individualistic.

Interesting is that 'knowing someone very near to me has/had cancer' had no influence on choosing cancer as a charity! The researchers explain this by the fact that everyone knows someone with cancer.
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Two hundred members of the public were interviewed in

high street and railway station locations in central London

to ascertain the considerations that encourage them to

donate generously to a disaster relief fund-raising appeal.

It emerged that the major fund-raising triggers involved

media representations of the indigency of aid recipients,

portrayals of people helping themselves, and highly

emotive advertising imagery. Although they were

potentially patronising and demeaning to disaster victims,

such depictions seemingly exerted powerful influences on

donation decisions. Factors discouraging donations

included media reports of unfair aid distributions, warfare

or internal insurrection, and inefficiency in the relief

operation. Combined fund-raising efforts covering several

organisations were viewed more favourably than

individual charity initiatives. State endorsements of

particular campaigns exerted little influence. Some but

not all of the variables known to determine levels of

donations to charity in general also explained the

incidence of donations to disaster relief appeals.

However, people with young children gave to disaster

appeals more frequently than the rest of the sample,

contradicting previous findings in the general

(non-disaster) charity fund-raising area.
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Recognition of the multi-cultural nature of the Canadian population has led

companies across a wide array of business domains to reach beyond their traditional bases

of support to focus on hitherto untapped communities as potential markets for their goods

and services. Competitive conditions within the voluntary sector have pushed nonprofits

along this same path. However, no systematic Canadian research reports on the attitudes,

social norms, benefits sought, expectations, opportunities, experiences, or behaviors of subcommunities

in the voluntary sector. This paper examines philanthropic behavior by religion

using data from the Statistics Canada 2000 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and

Participating. The paper compares and contrasts the voluntary and philanthropic behaviors

of the Canadian population across religious groups; compares and contrasts the motivations

for and perceived impediments against such behaviors; and articulates and examines a model

that traces the influence of religion on voluntary and philanthropic behavior in Canada’s

multi-cultural society.
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as the more wealthy.
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Problem

What are the motives for charitable donations (specifically donations to the English National Opera, the ENO)?

Theory

Economic literature has offered three different reasons for charitable contributions:

1. Donations are a form of altruism, in the sense that individuals care about other people's utility, or warm-glow, individuals simple get satisfaction from donating money to worthy causes (Andreoni, 1989).


This research: motives beyond the public/private good motive. weak  

2. Donations can be the price individuals are willing to pay for a private good or service. Similarly, donations can also improve the donors social status (Harbaugh, 1998).


This research: donating to get access to fringe benefits.

3. Donations are also a way to finance a public good. While it would be logical to free ride, if individuals feel that their contribution is necessary for the good to be produced, they may free ride only partially (Andreoni, 1988).


This research: donating to finance the fixed costs required to stage new productions.

Hypotheses

1.
Attendance is positively related to the probability to become a donor and to the amount donated.

2.
There is a substitution effect between donations and consumption: the larger is the amount donated, for a given income, the smaller is the amount spent to attend.

3.
Income is positively related to the probability to become a donor and to the amount donated.

4.
The probability to become a donor and the amount donated are positively related with the preferences for new performances.

5.
The positive correlation between the amount donated (or the probability to become a donor) and the preference for new performances is stronger for individuals buying expensive seats than for individuals buying cheap seats.

6.
Individuals who donate the bare minimum to be in a specific donation class are the most sensitive to the consumption of fringe benefits of that class.

7.
The probability to donate enough to have access to a higher donors' class is positively correlated with the preference for fringe benefits. Moreover, this correlation is stronger for individuals buying only cheap seats than for individuals buying expensive seats.

Data en methods

Dataset of ENO, an UK registered charity. Merging between data from box office and fundraising department. Accounts for 36,098 donors and 284,451 nondonors.

Advantage: both consumption and donation can be observed, as well as non donors. ENO stages 18 operas a year, a total of 190 performances. 

Model: Potential donors take decisions knowing both the impact of their donations on the fringe benefits that they would be able to obtain and on the production decision of the charity. Donations beyond these two motives are interpreted as motivated by altruism.

Methods: 
- regression analysis (becoming a donor) and (how much to donate).



- Probit analysis

Results

Descriptive:

The public good motive is important. 

Seats: For individuals buying cheap seats the public good motive is less relevant than the private good one. Individuals buying expensive seats seem motivated by both, but the private good seem less important for them. 

New productions: The public good motive donors are those who have a preference for new productions.

Large donors: The private good motive is less important for large donors. Pure altruism is a stronger motive for large donors.

Explanative: 

Hypotheses confirmed: 
1, 2 (for those who buy cheap tickets), 3, 4, 5, 6

Hypotheses rejected: 
2 , 7
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Problem

What (psychological factors) determine(s) a person's attitude towards, or indeed monetary donation towards charity?

And what is the relation between attitudes towards charitable giving and attitudes towards people with disabilities?

1.
What is de relationship between Belief in a Just World (BJW) and attitudes towards disability?

2.
What is the relationship between BJW and preferred charity giving?

3.
What is the relationship between BJW and attitudes to charity?

4.
What is the relationship between two measures of BJW: Rubin and Perplau (20 items, 11 just and 9 unjust world items; 1975) and Dalbert et al. (6 items; 1989)? 

Theory

Both attitudes are related because they concern beliefs about 'less fortunate others'. The Just World Hypothesis (BJW) states that people blame victims of misfortune for their own fate. The Rubin and Peplau Just World Scale (1975) is based on items on authoritarianism, religiousness, belief in the Protestant work ethic, internal locus-of-control beliefs, the tendency to admire political leaders/social institutions and the tendency to have negative attitudes towards the underprivileged (and some other psychological demographic factors (Furnham & Procter, 1989).

Data en methods

184 volunteer members of university psychology department subject panels, 135 female (73 %!), mean age 23 years, 76 % unmarried. High mean education, but non-students.

Questions:

1.
Interaction with disabled persons scale (Gething, 1991) 20 items (alpha 0.72)

2.
Attitudes to charity:

a.
Preferred type of charity: rank 16 different types of charity, 8 foreign, and 8 in own country (general adults, education, animals, religious, environmental, children, political, and medical)

b.
Attitudes toward charity: 20 statements, 10 positive, 10 negative, 5 point scale (group discussions!)

Factors that emerged:

i.
Inefficiency of charitable giving (variance 18,4%; alpha 0.73)

ii.
Efficiency of charitable giving (variance 13,6%; alpha 0.69)

iii.
Cynical giving (variance 7,3%; alpha 0.61)

iv.
Altruistic giving (variance 6,4%; alpha 0.49)

v.
Purpose of charity (variance 5,29%; alpha 0.61)

3.
JWB scales

Rubin and Perplau (1975):
11 just world items alpha 0.74





9 unjust world items alpha 0.50

Dalbert et al. (1989):
alpha 0.82

Correlates :


R & P just world
R & P unjust world
Dalbert et al.

R & P just world

0.04
0.71

R & P unjust world
0.04



Dalbert et al.
0.71



Results

1. The more one beliefs the world is just, the less one is comfortable interacting with disabled people.

2. Rubin & Perplau:

Just world correlates (significantly) positive with political parties at home and negative with medical charities in other countries.

Unjust world correlates (significantly) positive with adults in own country and negative with animal charities in this country.

   Dalbert et al.:

Scale correlates (significantly) positive with political charities in own country and environmental charities in other countries and negatively with adults in this country and medical charities in other countries.

3. See 'questions' in the methods section.

4. See 'questions' in the methods section.
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Problem

P1) What are the advances in our understanding of charitable behaviour achieved by economic analysis and what are the sociological accounts with respect to this subject?

P2) Does a sociological approach of understanding charitable behaviour complements and clarifies the economic approach, thereby achieving interdisciplinary synthesis, or do these two approaches challenge and contradict each other, exposing fundamental oppositions between two disciplines?

Theory

Economic analysis (neoclassical microeconomics) of charitable giving

How can economists address the paradox of giving, whereby people choose to make themselves poorer in order to make someone else richer?

-
charitable giving is non-rational and lies therefore beyond the reach of microeconomic analysis.

-
Introduce ancillary assumptions in order to reconcile the contradicting evidence with the core tenets of neoclassical microeconomics: different notions of utility are introduced that are not limited to material gain (e.g., in its simplest form an interpersonal caring relationship between donor and recipient (Arrow, 1981).

-
The "pure public good model of altruism". This model relies on three assumptions:

1.
Individuals are utility maximizers.

2.
Each donor's decision about her own gift takes as given the donations by others (the zero-conjectures Nash assumption).

3.
The output of the donations is a pure public good, and is available to all, whether or not they contributed.

Andreoni (1989) demonstrated that as the size of the population rises, these assumptions result in both the proportion of the population donating and the average donation decreasing towards zero, leaving only the richest to make a donation. Not a very likely situation.

Therefore, the three assumption have been adjusted:

1.
Relax the utility maximizing assumption.

a.
Introduce a moral rule of reciprocity (Sugden, 1984).

b.
Or introduce the Kantian principle in which the obligation to donate is not conditional on others, but which requires an individual to donate the amount that she believes others should contribute (Harsanyi, 1980).

c.
Introduce the principle that people have two sets of principles; one for themselves and one for their group (Margolis, 1982).

d.
Or: social evolution favours the survival of populations in which individuals have other-regarding as well as self-regarding traits (Piliavin and Charng, 1990; Ben-Ner and Putterman, 1998).  

2.
Relax the Nash-assumption.

a.
Limit the free-rider options.

3.
The assumptions that the output of donations is a pure public good can be relaxed.

a.
The "impure altruism" approach assumes that the donor gains utility not just from the total charitable output derived from everyone's contribution, but also directly from the act of donating - the process utility approach (Andreoni, 1989).

b.
The "synthetic joint supply" approach focuses on charitable purchases, where buying a good for private consumption entails making a charitable donation of a proportion of the price (Posnett and Sandler, 1986).

These relaxations have not been tested because of the lack of micro data about preferences. Further economic research on charitable behaviour therefore focused mainly on crowding out and the effects of tax incentives.

Sociological analysis

- I skipped pages 203-208 about sociological theory in general -

According to Halfpenny, the sociological analysis of charitable behaviour is not very structured and has not much to offer.

Following the three economic principles, sociological theory offers the following:

1.
preferences are extended to include intangible psychological needs or emotional gratification as well as material wants, so that rationally maximizing one's one self-interest will involve giving insofar as the intangible benefits outweigh the material costs (Wineburg, 1991).

2.
Self-interested utility maximizing is supplemented or replaced by an alternative calculative device: altruism (Frank, 1996).

3.
The market is supplemented or replaced by an alternative device for coordinating the actions of individuals e.g., reciprocity (social anthropologists, Sahlins, 1974).

In sociology, there is also a qualitive approach, which used framing. Conclusions from this approach are that "giving is normalized as they are drawn into a philanthropic milieu with a shared set of understandings that support donative activity" (Sokolowski, 1996). 

Complementary or contradictory?

Neoclassical economic theory and sociological rational choice theory complement each other, the qualitative sociological is contradictory to both these theories.
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Problem

What do we know about the people who give money to nonprofit organisations in America?

1)
How do Americans distribute their philanthropic gifts among different types of organisations?

2)
How does personal income effect philanthropic effort?

3)
How do other personal characteristics effect philanthropic effort?

4)
How much does tax deductibility affect the amount individuals give to philanthropic causes?

5)
How has donors' propensity to give changed over time?

Theory en hypotheses

-

Data

1962: IRS (how did itemizers distribute their gifts in this year?)

1978-1981: two "Gallop suveys" (asked random samples of Americans how much they gave to various causes in 1978 and in 1981 (undersampled the rich).

Results

1)
p. 322 Table 18.1: most goes to churches (62 - 68 %)

2)
p. 322 - 325 The relation between the percentage of income given to charity and income is U-shaped: the poor and the wealthy give the largest percentage of their income to charity. Jencks gives a history of literature on the relation between income and charitable efforts (p. 324). The explanation for this relation is " paying your dues" and "giving away your surplus" (p. 324).

3)
p. 326 - 328 age: Older people give more. Two reasons: cohort and more generous when older.

family structure: married couples give more than singles and married couples with dependents give even more. Explanation: Living with others makes you care, and having children exposes you to more situations in which you have the opportunity to give.

gender: no conclusive evidence.

ethnicity and religion: no conclusive evidence on ethnicity, for religion: Protestants give 52 to 87 % more than Catholics.

education: one year of schooling accounts approx. for 5 % more giving.

community ties: no relation.

community characteristics: people living in median sized cities give most (250.000 < 1 milion), those in small cities least (< 250.000).

family background: no conclusive evidence.

4)
p. 328-332 price elasticity is - 1.25. The rich are more influenced by tax incentives. Price elasticity changes between different causes: price elasticity of churches is - 0.5, and the price elasticity of education and health is  -2.0. 

5)
p. 332- 336 trends in time follow tax policy and recession.
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Problem

Which factors influence the public to repeatedly intend to give time, money and blood (helping behaviours)? And how are these helping behaviours related?

Theory and Hypotheses

A model involving: values and personal norms, personality characteristics, past behaviour, and other long-term characteristics of the individual, combined with consistent social forces in the individuals world. 

Role Identity Theory

- past behaviour

- perceived expectations

of significant others 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)

Past research

- personal knowledge of importance 

blood donations to recipients

- modelling donations by parents

- perceived expectations

- personal norms/feelings of obligation

Relation giving time, money and blood:

- giving time and money are closely related (Independent Sector, 1994)

- Blood donors may have stronger internal (perhaps moral) motivations (personal norms), because of feelings of obligation.

- Time donors are more strongly influence by perceived expectations (because of face to face meetings with recipients)

Data

Telephone interview, 15 minutes, random-digit dialing. 1989 National Charity Survey (NCS89). N=1002, 87 % completed the interview. Household member >19 selected randomly. 65% female, 55% married, and 85% white, 14 years of educ.

Dependent: behavioural intentions to give blood, money or time. "How likely do you think it is that you will donate blood (time/money) in the next twelve months?"

Zwaktebod!

Independent: others expectations (perceived expectations): "many of the people who important to me expect me to donate …" 1) blood 2) money 3) time. Scale 1-4.

Parents behavior (modeling) see question above for parents

Past receipt of help "have you received…" 1) blood 2) social service?

Personal norm  "How many times during a year do you think a healthy person should give blood?" Scale 0-5. comparative questions for money (7 categories) and time (6 categories).

Past behaviour question about giving blood, money, and time in the last year.

Role identity 2 statements like: "blood (money/time) donation is something I rearely think about"

Results and conclusion

Except for 'modeling', all of the correlations are stronger between the domains of money and time, than between blood donation and either of the others.

See models p. 285.

Important: the past receipt of blood/money/time did not influence past behaviour or intentions to donate. All other variables are significant.

Relation between blood/money/time

'Perceived (other's) expectations' have a larger influence on the intention to donate time than on the intention to donate blood or money.

'Personal norms' have a larger influence on giving blood, than on giving money and time. Both confirm hypotheses.

'Past behaviour' is a more important predictor of giving blood than to contribute time.

The influence of social relationships on giving time should be studied.
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Problem
What are (empirically spoken) motivations for gift-giving by older individuals?

Theory
Important factors considered by donors when making a donation: benefits of the recipient (altruistic), own satisfaction (agonistic), importance, self-esteem, recognition, status, distinction.

Exchange theory is used as a theoretical framework for identifying rewards older adults seek through giving. Money, material possessions, discretionary time, and skills are proposed as sources of social power that older adults may use to secure greater social interaction, as well as a source of personal esteem and psychological well being.

Older people experience less social interaction than younger people, due to psychological declines (loss of stamina) and age-related role losses (death of spouse, retirement, etc.). Older people also possess a less positive self-image due, in part, to lack of control and self-determination. Consequently, social interaction, esteem, and personal control are relatively more valuable to older people and therefore the social and esteem benefits of gift giving are larger for older people. 

H1: Social interaction motivations for gift-giving are positively related to gift giving behaviour.

H2: Esteem enhancement motivations for gift-giving are positively related to gift giving behaviour.

H3: Control motivations for gift-giving are positively related to gift giving behaviour

Note PW: H3 is interesting, could also be used for the poor (H1 and H2 also): giving gifts entitles them to a 'voice' in the decisions made by the receivers, especially with respect to how monetary gifts will be used. Schwartz (1967: 94) states: "… it is generally true that men maintain ascendancy (overwicht) by regulating the indebtedness of others to them." Gift giving enhances control. The people who believe that gift giving increases their self-determination, as well as their ability to compel present or future actions of the recipients, will be more inclined to give gifts to nonprofit organisations (p. 112). à maybe this can be combined with 'trust' (in government). The poor may feel abandoned by the government and have little trust in them. They might use donations to philanthropic causes as an alternative strategy to influence society in ways they believe are necessary.

Method
Snowball technique, metropolitan statistical area in a Midwestern state, 676 hand delivered write in questionnaires, 550 (81 %) were returned by mail. People under 50 were dropped, leading to N=240. Characteristics seem fairly representative.

Motivations were measured by asking people whether specific reasons (motivations) applied in their decision to donate to: a) charities for the needy; b) religious organisations; c) health charities; d) environmental/animal charities; e) other charities.

Motivations were constructed using pre-tests leading to 10 (0-5 point scale) statements:

Social interaction (a=.76): get the opportunity to meet new people; obtain greater respect from others; show others that I am a good person.

Esteem-enhancing motives(a=.78): increase my social status; obtain greater respect from others; show others that I am a good person.

Control motives (a=.90): Insure my thoughts and opinions will be considered; express my opinions regarding the decisions and actions of organizations or social causes; determine the actions taken by organisations; influence how organisations allocate their resources among various social causes.
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Summary

Definition of the problem

How can philanthropy be studied as a social relation of giving and getting between donors and recipients?

With donors and recipients, the authors mean to include the chain of donor-side and recipient-side agents that represents and carry out the wishes, concerns, and interests of two ultimate actors at either end of the chain of interaction. They speak of recipients as organisations that provide services for clients and consumers or that advocate for social change. In contrast, they speak of donors as individuals who give money to support these organisations. 

This approach makes sense since over 80 % of donors are individuals, where virtually all legally recognized tax-exempt recipients of these contributions are organizations.

-----> recipient strategies were developed from what is known about donors and from the trade literature on fundraising.

Philanthropy as a social relation

The social relation between donor-side and recipient-side contains identifiable patterns of interaction:

·
Both parties give and get as a condition for establishing and maintaining the social relationship

·
The relation between the two parties is not an equal one. The extent to which the parties have an active choice differs. Donors occupy positions that give them substantially more active choice than recipients about how to define philanthropic transaction and how to take part in it.

Philanthropy works through normative demands: affective instead of effective. It is also supply- (or donor-)driven. Consequences are:

·
Donor ascendancy

o
Normative demands offer little immediate extrinsic reward or sanction to a potential donor.

·
Recipient influence
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This paper provides the first empirically based marketing model of the perceptions of givers and the resulting impact on donations. Within

nonprofit marketing there is a considerable amount of extant research to support the view that both extrinsic and intrinsic variables can be

used to separate givers and non-givers to nonprofits. However, they are less useful in explaining the level of support that will be offered.

Perceptual factors may offer more utility in this regard. Structural equations models are presented based on a survey of over 1300 donors that

link a series of perceptual determinants to the level of the average donation to a specific organization. The potential mediating roles of trust

and commitment are also explored. Trust appears unrelated to the direct benefits that accrue to donors as a consequence of their gift. Rather,

trust (and indirectly, commitment) is predicated on the perceived benefits supplied to beneficiaries and the manner in which the impact of

these benefits is communicated back to donors.
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Summary

Problem

Recent literature suggests that there is an u-shaped relation between income and donations (Independent Sector). Both the poor and the rich donate most. The researchers intend to show that this relationship is false. Their question: 

Do the poor (lower-income households) pay more than the wealthy (higher-income households)?

Methodology

Data: Gallup Survey 1990 and 1992 (cases only included if respondent was head of the household and income was reported; N1990=2,253 and N1992=2,112).

Thirteen categories of household income:

< $ 7,000; $ 7,000 - $ 9,999; $ 10,000 - $ 14,999; $ 15,000 - $ 19,999; $ 20,000 - $ 24,999; $ 25,000 - $ 29,999; $ 30,000 - $ 34,999; $ 35,000 - $ 39,999; $ 40,000 - $ 49,999; $ 50,000 - $ 59,999; $ 60,000 - $ 74,999; $ 75,000 - $ 99,999; > $ 100,000. 

Macro results

·
Contributions by households at different income levels

o
Rich donate larger amounts (of total contribution)

·
Average contribution of households at different income levels

o
Rich donate larger amounts (in an absolute way)

·
Percentage of total contributions made by the highest income quintile compared with those in the lowest income quintile

o
Rich donate most (of total contribution)

·
Comparison of the share of total contributions made by each income category with its share of total income

o
U-shape!

Note: authors are very preoccupied in proving the rich donate more than the poor. Of course, in an absolute way the rich donate more. But that should not be considered. One has to look at the relative donations. The fourth measure does this, but than the authors draw conclusions that do not reflect the data…. Because they don't want the results they get.

Micro results

·
The u-shape

o
When only donors are considered, u-shape pattern occurs. But there are more high-income donors than low-income donors (whether or not they donate), thus when all respondents are considered, the u-shape disappears: all households donate the same percentage of their income.

Eeeeh…. May I interrupt…. This is really bad science….. I don't even want to comment on this.
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Abstract

A unique dataset on exact giving by individual households for the support of a rural health facility is used to eximine the determinants of charitable giving, including the role of altruism. We examine whether a household's decision to give or not give and the amounts it gives are influenced in the same or different ways by the household's characteristics and economic circumstances. We also examine whether an household's 'altruistic history' affects its current giving decisions.

Problems

P1: Are the household's decisions about whether to give or not give and the amount it gives influenced in the same or different ways by the household's characteristics and economic circumstances?

P2: Does a household's 'altruistic history' affects its current giving decisions?

Theory and hypothesis

Bergstrom et al. (1986) have developed theoretical results that "show that decisions about giving at the extensive margin (whether or not to give at all) may be influenced in different ways than decisions at the intensive margin (how much to give) by the same variables." (p. 109)

H1: Both the decision to give and the level of giving are determined by the same process by estimating Tobit models and Heckman two-step models of voluntary giving.

"Econometric results indicate that altruism positively influences a household's decision to give but does not effect the size of the gift." (no ref.; p. 109), not stated, but functions as H2.

Models

Almost all models of charitable giving assume that there is independence between some household's utilities and those of others. There are different altruism models:

Pure altruism models: Roberts (1984) and Warr (1982). According to this model altruistic households care only about the consumption levels of recipients and not about the levels of their own gifts. These models imply complete crowding out (every private dollar spent on philanthropy is a dollar less spent by government on the same cause: PW), because donations are regarded as pure public goods. 

Impure altruism models: Feldstein (1975a) and Andreoni (?, PW). These models assume that households derive utility from the act of giving as well as from the welfare of recipients. This leads to incomplete crowding out.

In general the formal models of charitable giving imply that income, the price of giving relative to the price of other (private) goods, giving by others, government spending, and private benefits derived from giving all affect an individual's level of giving (p.110). 

Apart from the individuals level of giving, different utility functions of individuals lead to different attitudes towards giving (e.g., altruism). Whether an individual decides to give or not give depends on this attitude. Giving is therefore a two-step procedure:

G*=G(Z, v);

Where G=1 if G*>0 and G=0 if G*<0, and


D=D(X,u);

Which is observed only if G=1.

G = household gives (0-1) 

G* = latent variable in the first stage

D = household's level of donations

Z and X = vectors of explanatory variables

v and u = error terms

If Z and X and v and u are identical, and also G (.) and D(.) are identical linear functions, this estimation model collapses to a standard Tobit model (Green, 1990). Thus, the Tobit specification that has been used previously to model charitable behaviour by individual households is nested within the sample selection model. Then it is possible to test statistically whether a sample selection model is a better representation of the giving decision than a Tobit model.

(PW: these are a lot of assumptions that cannot possibly be true)

Data 

Individual household financial donations for the support of a small health care complex in Sweet Grass County in Montana. Fund drive launched in 1989, approx. 1 million dollar was raised under 1100 households (whole community) and civic organisations. 559 households made a donation (mean>1700 dollar (! PW); over half the household gave > 100 dollar). The health care complex facilitated the exact household donations, additional economic and demographic characteristics were gathered through a mail survey sent to 547 of the contributing households. Additional 100 non contributing households were selected and sent a questionnaire. Response was n=268 for the contributors and n=40 for the non-contributors. (PW very skewed distribution in yes/no giving). 

Dependent variables: 

DONATION how much is given by the household (over a period of seven years).

Predictor variables: 

altruism (two dummies national altruism CHARITY and religious altruism CHURCH: high or low altruistic attitude measured in form of previous contributions (time and money) to national charities or religious charities); 

household income INCOME (average hh income over the past three years in the categories (in thousands of dollars): 0-5, 5-10, 10-15, 15-20, 25-35, 35-50, 50-70, 70-100, and above 100 (assigned value 230,000); 

household price of giving the PRICE of the first dollar to charity. This is calculated one minus the household's marginal tax rate (federal and state tax). Households with taxable adjusted gross income were considered to be itemisers.

and: (main earner owns local) BUSINESS; (main earner works as) AGRI; (main earner works as) SELF-EMP; CHILDREN (number under 18) ; OVER65 (number over 65 in hh); HOUSESIZE (number of people in hh); ILLNESS (dummy for history of health problems hh members); VISITS (to the hospital last 12 months hh members).

Methods

Tobit estimation techniques:

DONATION = f(CHARITYi, CHURCHi, BUSINESSi; AGRIi; SELF-EMPi; CHILDRENi; OVER65i; HOUSESIZEi; ILLNESSi; VISITSi, PRICEi, INCOMEi, ei) reported in log-log specifications.

Heckman's two-step method (Heckman, 1979):

The first step:

Gi = ßZi + e1i (Gi is a dummy equal to 1 if the household makes a donation)

Regression in the second step:

(DONATION| Gi > 0) = ?Xi + ???i + e2i

in which ?is a vector of coefficients, ?? is a scalar coefficient, and ?i is the Heckman correction term required for consistent estimation. CHURCH and CHARITY are the indicators, which were omitted because they function as a screen for non-altruistic households. 

The standard errors of donations and ln(INCOME) were positively correlated, therefore all observations were divided by ln(INCOME). 

Results

Tobit: significant (p<.010) are: CHARITY, BUSINESS, AGRI, SELFEMP, OVER65, HOUSESIZE (-), INCOME.

Note that CHURCH is not significant.

Heckman: 

Step 1: significant is only CHARITY and OVER65.

Step 2: significant are BUSINESS, AGRI, SELF-EMP, VISITSand INCOME. (CHURCH and CHARITY were omitted in step 2 as indicator variables).

Conclusion

Giving to a hospital facility is predicted by previous donations to national charities, but not by previous donations to religious causes. Therefore the authors conclude that religious giving is motivated not by altruism, but by 'belonging'.

Income and the need for a hospital do not influence a households decision to give, but being OVER65 and previous donations to national charities do. The level of giving is determined by BUSINESS, AGRI, SELF-EMP, VISITS and INCOME. 

Given that the significance of the coefficients steps one and two of the Heckman model vary considerably, it seems likely that the implicit assumptions of the Tobit specifications are untenable (assumption tested to be right on p.123).

Remarks PW:

It seems that there are also problems with assumptions made by the Heckman two-step procedure. I will have to look into that. An alternative would be to test a model twice, once with logistic regression (giving 0-1 as dependent variable), once with OLS regression (only for Donation>0, continuous).
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