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Abstract 

An extensive literature in economics, public administration, sociology and fiscal studies 

examines the ‘crowding-out’ hypothesis that citizens compensate declining government 

contributions to charitable organizations by increasing their donations. We asked a large sample 

of the Dutch population how they would respond to a more or less sizeable reduction of 

government subsidies to nonprofit organizations in a variety of sectors. We explore whether 

correlates of giving also predict the willingness to substitute declining government contributions 

and which mechanisms are driving changes in donation behavior. We find support for the Civic 

Voluntarism Model, predicting that citizens with more (financial) resources, who receive more 

solicitations for contributions and who are more strongly engaged in nonprofit organizations in 

the past are more willing to increase donations when government subsidies are declining. 

Furthermore, we find that the principle of care, solicitation and perceived positive social norms 

are positively related to the willingness to compensate lower government subsidies to nonprofit 

organizations. 
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Introduction 

How do citizens respond to declining government subsidies for nonprofit organizations? 

Will they increase their donations to compensate for lower government support, or do they 

follow the government’s example by lowering their donations as well? Which groups of donors 

are willing to give more when the government is lowering subsidies and which groups are 

donating less? Which mechanisms are driving changes in donor behavior? These are the 

questions we answer in the current paper.  

Our research questions are motivated by a wide array of studies dedicated to the 

crowding-out hypothesis, stating that higher government contributions lead to a decrease in 

donations from private donors. Research on this relationship has been published in academic 

journals in the fields of economics (Andreoni, 1993; Andreoni & Payne, 2003; 2011a; Eckel, 

Grossman et al., 2005; Khanna & Sandler, 2000; Khanna, Posnett et al., 1995; Meier, 2007; 

Okten & Weisbrod, 2000; Payne, 1998; Sav, 2010; Smith, 2007), public administration (Bönke, 

Massarrat-Mashhadi et al., 2013; Borgonovi, 2006; Brooks, 1999; Brooks, 2000a; Brooks, 

2000b; Brooks, 2003) and fiscal studies (Dokko, 2009) as well as in more specific voluntary 

sector journals (Horne, Johnson et al., 2005; Sokolowski, 2013). Although most crowding-out 

research does not test for moderating effects the relationship between government support and 

private levels of giving is likely to vary systematically with individual characteristics of donors 

and their motivations for giving. In the current paper we examine which socioeconomic 

characteristics of donors and which mechanisms determine their responses to changes in 

government subsidies.  

 Nonprofit organizations are facing important challenges with economic downturn and 

governments having less fiscal room to achieve goals in society. The voluntary sector may adopt 

a new role, with less reliance on government subsidies and more market-oriented marketing 

strategies. It is uncertain to what extent nonprofit organizations succeed in receiving more 

revenues from private donations when income from government subsidies decrease. 

In the academic debate the relationship between government contributions and private 

donations is studied from different angles and with different research designs, not yielding 

conclusive results. While some studies find no evidence at all for the crowding-out effect 

(Brooks, 1999; Horne, Johnson et al., 2005), a few studies find mixed evidence (Brooks 2000a; 

Hughes, Luksetich et al., 2012; Okten & Weisbrod, 2000). Some studies find partial crowding-
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in, when higher government contributions lead to higher private donations (Brooks, 2003; 

Khanna, Posnett et al., 1995; Khanna & Sandler, 2000; Smith, 2007; Sokolowski, 2012). Another 

group of studies finds evidence for (partial) crowdingout (Andreoni, 1993; Andreoni & Payne, 

2003; 2011a; 2011b; Dokko, 2009; Payne, 1998; Vesterlund, Wilhelm et al., 2008). Some 

researchers have begun to study the mechanisms that may explain crowding-out by responses of 

nonprofit organizations. A decrease in subsidies could lead organizations to undertake more 

efforts in fundraising (Andreoni & Payne, 2003; 2011a; 2011b; Hughes, Luksetich et al., 2012). 

On the other hand, Schiff (1990) argues that subsidies could serve as a ‘seal of approval’ 

indicating an organization’s efficacy and trustworthiness, encouraging private donations to this 

organization. Because of a lack of data only a few studies examined differences between 

individuals in responses to changing subsidies. Luccasen III (2012) finds no individual 

differences in psychological traits, socioeconomic status and ethnicity in a crowding-out 

experiment. In another experimental design Eckel & Grossman (2004) show that religious and 

non-religious people do not differ in their responsiveness to matching and rebating. The lack of 

tests of individual heterogeneity with large study samples is an important lacuna in crowding-out 

research. 

To contribute to the crowding-out literature we ask how characteristics of citizens in the 

Netherlands are associated with their responses to reductions in government subsidies to 

nonprofit organizations. Previous crowding-out studies have assumed that all citizens react alike 

to changes in third party contributions. Given the large variation in charitable behavior within 

populations we think it is likely that responses to changes in third party contributions will vary 

systematically with characteristics of individual citizens. Our basic assumption is that 

characteristics that are associated with higher donations will also be associated with the 

willingness to give more when government subsidies are declining. With a large sample of 

survey data from the Dutch population we are able to examine individual heterogeneity in 

willingness to increase donations in the case of government budget cuts. 
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Theory and hypotheses 

Civic voluntarism 

We base our answer to the question which characteristics of donors determine their responses to 

changes in government subsidies for nonprofit organizations on the Civic Voluntarism Model 

(Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995) and reviews of the literature on philanthropy (Bekkers and 

Wiepking, 2011a; 2011b; Wiepking and Bekkers, 2012). The Civic Voluntarism Model explains 

civic voluntarism – citizens’ voluntary contributions of money and time to public and club goods 

– with three requirements: (1) resources: citizens need resources to contribute; (2) engagement: 

citizens need to be motivated to contribute; and (3) recruitment: citizens must be aware of 

opportunities and need to receive invitations to contribute. While this model was designed to 

explain variation in the absolute levels of American citizens’ political activity in the form of 

contributions of time and money to political organizations, the validity of the model is much 

broader. It can also be used to explain variation in contributions to non-political organizations 

and among citizens outside the United States of America. Musick and Wilson (2008) 

demonstrated the importance of resources, engagement and recruitment for volunteering in a 

variety of nonprofit organizations in the United States; Bekkers (2005) demonstrated the 

importance of the three requirements for donations to nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands. 

Here we use the model to explain changes in levels of donations to nonprofit organizations in the 

Netherlands facing cuts in government support.  

The basis for our hypotheses is the assumption that the degree to which the three  

requirements for civic voluntarism are met determines the response to declining government 

support for nonprofit organizations. So if citizens are more aware of government budget cuts, 

receive more invitations to contribute, have more resources at their disposal and are more 
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strongly motivated to contribute, they will increase their donation levels. Conversely, if citizens 

are less aware, receive fewer invitations, have less resources and are less strongly motivated they 

will increase their donation levels less strongly, or will even decrease their contributions.  

 

Mechanisms in resources, engagement, and recruitment 

Further support for our hypotheses comes from a recent review of the literature on 

philanthropy, which identified eight mechanisms as the major drivers of philanthropy (Bekkers 

& Wiepking, 2011a). The civic voluntarism model includes several of these mechanisms. 

Recruitment of citizens refers directly to the mechanism of solicitation. Citizens who 

receive more solicitations inviting contributions to an organization tend to increase their donation 

levels.  

Resources influence giving through the mechanism of costs. For citizens with a higher 

financial capacity an increase in their donations of a certain amount represents a smaller 

proportion of their expenditure budget. Also a higher financial capacity lowers the costs of 

donating for citizens in progressive income tax systems that allow deduction of charitable 

donations. 

Engagement with the cause can be a result of the mechanisms altruism, reputation and 

psychological benefits. Depending on the mechanism that gives rise to engagement reductions in 

government subsidies for nonprofit organizations will either lead citizens to increase their 

donations, or not. In the classical crowding-out literature, the mechanism of altruism is the 

foundation for the hypothesis that citizens will crowd out government subsidies for nonprofit 

organizations. It is assumed that citizens will reduce their donations when they learn that others 

are contributing to a cause because the contributions of others are already enabling the 
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organization to reach their objectives. Citizens who are highly engaged with a certain cause will 

then redirect their giving towards other organizations working for the same cause. A reduction of 

government support for a specific organization will lead donors motivated by altruism to 

increase their donation levels. In contrast, citizens motivated by impure altruism will not easily 

change their giving behavior in response to changes in government support. The assumption in 

this prediction is that changes in government support do not affect the psychological or social 

rewards obtained by giving.  

It is important to underline that also non-altruistic motives such as a concern for one’s 

social reputation or a concern for one’s self-image can lead citizens to increase their donation 

levels when they learn about a reduction in government support for a cause they support. 

Citizens who contributed to a cause out of reputational concerns – anticipating social rewards for 

contributing or hoping to avoid punishment in the form of disapproval – will be forced to explain 

why they do not increase their giving to that cause in times of an increased need for 

contributions. The same reputational concerns that motivated giving to a certain cause can also 

motivate increasing the level of donations to that cause after a reduction in government support, 

if giving to that cause is still socially rewarded. A similar line of reasoning predicts that 

psychological benefits motivate increased donations: the joy of giving that donors experienced 

upon an initial donation will also motivate further contributions.  

 

Interactive effects of resources, engagement and recruitment 

How do the three requirements for civic voluntarism interact? The three requirements are 

to some extent independent conditions that increase giving. Even if citizens are not aware of 

budget cuts they may still respond to increased levels of solicitation. An increased level of 
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donation will then be the result. Also if citizens have more resources at their disposal they may 

increase their donation levels despite being unaware of budget cuts. At the same time, however, 

there may be interactive effects of the three requirements such that the effect of increased 

awareness is to some extent dependent on the number of solicitations, the amount of resources 

and the motivation to contribute. These interactive effects could be negative as well as positive. 

So the three requirements are not fully independent of each other but may both compensate as 

well as reinforce each other. Because there is no strong theoretical basis for such interactive 

effects we merely explore them and do not test specific hypotheses. 

Also it is possible that resources, engagement and recruitment influence each other. We 

display our reasoning below. It is likely that citizens receive more solicitations to contribute 

when they have more resources at their disposal, because organizations will prefer to attract 

support from more resourceful donors. The level of engagement with a certain cause is likely to 

increase the awareness of budget cuts, because organizations are likely to inform their donors of 

changes in the level of government support they receive.  

 

  Engagement     

Resources      Change in 

contribution

    Recruitment   

Figure 1. Causal model of changes in contributions based on the Civic Voluntarism Model 
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Data and methods 

 

Participants 

We test our expectations using data from the 2012 wave of the Giving in the Netherlands Panel 

Survey. All 1,448 participants in the GINPS12 participated in the experiment. 

 

Materials  

In addition to the standard questions on giving, prosocial values, attitudes and sociodemographic 

characteristics included in the GINPS, the 2012 wave included a scenario experiment designed to 

capture the responsiveness of citizens to changes in government subsidies for nonprofit 

organizations. Participants in the experiment first read a general introduction: “The government 

has announced further budget cuts. It is not yet clear where cuts will be made and how severe 

they will be. We will now show three areas. You also see the proportion of the support the 

government now gives to these areas that may be cut.” Then the online survey software selected 

a sector in which nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands are actively raising funds: religion, 

health, international relief and development, environment, nature, animal protection, education 

and research, culture and arts, sports and recreation, and public society benefit. Participants were 

shown their response to a previous question about the amount their household donated to 

nonprofit organizations in that particular sector and were shown a potential cut in subsidies to 

organizations in this sector: 5%, 10%, 20% or 33%. An example is: “With your household you 

donated €100 to health in the past year. If the government cuts 5% in this area, how would you 

react?” Participants could respond “I will give the same as last year”, “I am willing to give more” 

or “I will also give less”. In the latter two cases, the participants answered the follow-up question 
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“What will be the new amount?” Participants that did not report donations by their household in 

a particular sector received the question “With your household you did not donate to [sector] this 

year. If the government cuts 5% in this area, how would you react?” Participants could respond 

“I will give the same as last year” or “I am willing to give more” – giving less than nothing is 

impossible.  

The 1,448 participants responded to three scenarios, hence the total number of 

observations is 4,344 scenarios. Unfortunately, the survey experiment design instructions for the 

fieldwork agency included a sentence that led to a non-random allocation of scenarios over 

respondents. Participants who had donated to nonprofit organizations in three or more sectors 

(52% of all GINPS12 respondents) responded to scenarios about three randomly selected sectors 

in which they had made donations. The remaining participants, who had donated to organizations 

in fewer than three sectors, responded to scenarios about randomly selected sectors. This non-

random distribution of sectors over respondents complicates inferences for the total population in 

the Netherlands. We return to this issue in the discussion section. 

 

Measures 

Descriptive statistics of variables used in the analyses are shown in Table 1. We have 

four dependent variables. The first is the response to a general statement about the willingness to 

increase donations in response to government cutbacks: “If the government cuts back on 

nonprofit organizations I will give more myself”. This statement was included in the module on 

attitudes towards nonprofit organizations. Respondents indicated their agreement with this 

statement on a 1 (disagree completely) to 5 (agree completely) scale. The respondents indicating 
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agreement (4) or complete agreement (5) were collapsed into a dichotomous variable general 

willingness to give more.  

In addition to this general statement, we analyze the responses to the scenarios about 

cutbacks. Participants responded in 5.9% of all 4,344 scenarios that they would be willing to give 

more, and in 8.4% of the scenarios that they would give less after government cutbacks. 12.8% of 

the participants reported a willingness to give more in at least one of the scenarios about 

cutbacks. The two measures of willingness to compensate for reductions in government support 

are strongly correlated. Among those who agreed or agreed completely with the statement that 

they would be willing to give more when the government reduces support for nonprofit 

organizations 52% responded to at least one of the scenarios about cutbacks in specific sectors 

that they would be willing to give more. Among those who did not agree with the general 

statement only 11% responded to at least one of the scenarios about cutbacks in specific sectors 

that they would be willing to give more (χ2 = 100.7, df = 1, p < .000). 

Participants reporting they would give more or less were asked how much they would 

give in the new situation – i.e. with the government subsidizing more or less. Participants who 

reported they would be willing to give more on average replied that they would give € 115  (an 

increase of 49% on average). Participants who reported they would give less on average reported 

giving € 23 (a reduction of 31% on average). 

The number of areas in which donations were made is a variable counting the number of 

areas in which donations were made in the past calendar year (2011). Responses ranged from 0 

(no donations made) to 10 (donations in all areas mentioned in the questionnaire). On average, 

the respondents reported donations in 3 different areas.  
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The total amount donated was obtained by summing the amounts donated in the past 

calendar year as reported after the questions on donations in the 10 areas and any donations to 

‘other’ areas. Participants who reported having donated in a certain area but who did not report 

an amount were treated as zeros. We created two separate variables distinguishing the amount 

donated to religion (religious giving) and the amount donated to other organizations (secular 

giving). The amounts were log-transformed after adding 1 to avoid taking the log of zero. 

The response to the question “Do you consider yourself as belonging to a church or 

religious community” was used to create a dichotomous variable not religious (73%). 

Participants responding ‘yes’ to this question were then asked “Which church or religious 

community is that?”. Responses to this question were coded into three dichotomous variables: 

Catholic (11%), Protestant (12%), and other religion (3%). 

Frequency of church attendance is obtained by recoding responses to the question “How 

often do you visit the church / mosque / temple lately?”; hardly ever (0, 78%), once or several 

times per year (recoded as 1, 11%), once a month (recoded 12, 3%), two or three times per 

month (24 times per year, 1%), once a week (52 times per year, 5%), more than once a week 

(104 times per year, 3%). 

From the responses to the question on the highest level of education achieved we created 

three dichotomous variables: primary education (primary school, lower secondary education, 

34%), secondary education (middle and higher secondary education, 40%), and tertiary 

education (higher vocational education, university, 27%). 

Household income was measured with a series of questions on the respondents’ income 

and the spouses’ income (if present) from paid work, welfare, unemployment state benefits, other 

benefits, pensions, loans, alimony, business, and wealth. Respondents not willing to disclose an 
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exact value were offered brackets; midpoints were then used to compute total income. Average 

household income was €27,000 per year. Five income quintiles were created: the bottom quintile 

(up to €13.2k), the second quintile (up to €21k), the third (up to €28.8k), the fourth (up to 

€38.4k) and the top quintile (up to €840k). 

Current financial security is measured with the question “How financially secure do you 

feel on a scale from 1 (financially insecure) to 10 (financially secure)?” Expected financial 

situation is the response the question: “What do you expect the financial situation of your 

household to be in the coming 12 months? (1) Will be much better; (2) Will be better; (3) About 

the same; (4) A bit worse; (5) Much worse”. Expected household expenditures are measured with 

the question: “Please think about the coming 12 months. Do you think that the expenditures of 

your household (1) will be much higher than income; (2) will be higher than income; (3) will be 

about equal to income; (4) will be lower than income; (5) will be much lower than income.” 

Financial future is the sum of the responses to expected financial situation and expected 

household expenditures. Perceived finances is a factor score with Eigenvalue 1.464, explaining 

73.2% of the variance in current financial security and financial future. The alpha coefficient for 

the two variables is .612. 

The principle of care is the average score of responses to four statements expressing the 

moral principle that one should help people in need (Wilhelm & Bekkers, 2010): (1) “People 

should be willing to help others who are less fortunate”; (2) “Everybody has the responsibility to 

help others when they need assistance”; (3) “It is important to help others, also when they are 

very different from us”; (4) “Personally helping people in trouble is important to me”. Response 

categories ranged from 1 (disagree completely) to 5 (agree completely). The alpha coefficient for 

the reliability of the four items is .881. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics (Source: GINPS12, n=1,478) 
 Scale m SD

General willingness to give more 0 - 1 0.0465 0.2106

Give more in scenario 0 - 1 0.0589 0.2355

Give less in scenario 0 - 1 0.0840 0.2775

Give more in at least one scenario 0 - 1 0.1279 0.3341

Adjusted amount giving less in scenario (€) 0-550 23.0348 3.7115

Adjusted amount giving more in scenario (€) 1-2100 115.6752 19.3714

Adjusted amount giving less in scenario (%) -100-2400 -31.4653 251.2658

Adjusted amount giving more in scenario (%) -91.67-900 48.8943 82.2581

Female 0 - 1 0.5000 0.5000

Prewar birth cohort 0 - 1 0.0974 0.2966

Born after 1980 0 - 1 0.2534 0.4306

Metropolitan area 0 - 1 0.1645 0.3709

Respondent has a partner 0 – 1 0.6787 0.4671

Not religious 0 – 1 0.7349 0.4416

Catholic 0 – 1 0.1131 0.3168

Protestant 0 – 1 0.1164 0.3208

Other religion 0 – 1 0.0309 0.1731

Frequency of church attendance  0 – 104 6.3806 20.5172

Primary education 0 – 1 0.3354 0.4723

Secondary education 0 – 1 0.3964 0.4893

Tertiary education 0 – 1 0.2682 0.4432

Math test 0 – 10.9 1.6762 1.3136

First income quintile 0 – 1 0.2031 0.4025

Second income quintile 0 – 1 0.1996 0.4000

Third income quintile 0 – 1 0.2032 0.4025
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Fourth income quintile 0 - 1 0.2025 0.4020

Fifth income quintile 0 - 1 0.1917 0.3938

Income from wealth 0 - 1 0.0774 0.2673

Home owner 0 - 1 0.5306 0.4992

Current financial security 1 - 10 6.1500 1.9780

Expected financial situation 1 - 5 2.4000 0.9520

Expected household expenditures 1 - 5 3.1500 0.8350

Financial future 2 - 10 5.5506 1.4305

Perceived finances -2.97 - 2.95 0.0000 1.0000

More than three solicitations 0 - 1 0.0765 0.2659

Number of donation areas  0 - 10 2.9159 2.0303

Amount donated in past year (ln) 0 – 9.60 3.6471 2.0971

Religious giving (ln) 0 – 9.39 1.1132 2.1247

Secular giving 0 – 9.13 3.3392 1.9545

Principle of care 1 - 5 3.5060 0.6752

Joy of giving 1 - 5 2.9866 0.6588

Perception of need -3 - 3 1.2756 1.5582

Knowledge about need 0 - 3 0.8452 0.7508

Social pressure 1 - 5 2.9866 0.6588

High charitable confidence 0 - 1 0.3020 0.4593

High confidence in government 0 - 1 0.2194 0.4140

 

The joy of giving is the average score of responses to three statements expressing the 

intrinsic reward that people experience by giving: (1) “Giving to charity gives me more pleasure 

than buying something for myself”; (2) “I become happier by giving a gift to someone else”; and 

(3) “By giving to charity I become happier”. Response categories ranged from (1) disagree 
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completely to (5) agree completely. The alpha coefficient for the reliability of the three items is 

.739. 

High charitable confidence is a dichotomous variable obtained by recoding ‘quite a lot’ 

(4) and ‘very much’ (5) to the question “How much confidence do you have in charities in the 

Netherlands?” 

Perception of need and knowledge about need are two variables created from responses 

to four questions testing the participants’ knowledge about societal needs: (1) What proportion of 

the Dutch population lives in poverty?; (2) What proportion of the world population lives in 

poverty?; (3) What proportion of the Dutch population suffered from depressive symptoms in the 

past year?; (4) Which disease is the most common cause of death among the Dutch? In the first 

three questions the participants were asked to mention a proportion. The correct proportions 

according to the Statistical Office (question 1 and 3) in the Netherlands and the OECD (question 

2) are 5%, 33%, and 10%, respectively. For each of these three questions we recoded the 

proportions mentioned by the participants into three categories: an underestimation (-1), a correct 

answer (0) and an overestimation (1). The sum of these values is the perception of need variable, 

ranging from -3 to 3. The fourth question was a multiple choice question, with options (a) 

Alzheimer’s disease; (b) Cancer; (c) Respiratory diseases; (d) Cardiovascular diseases; and (e) 

Kidney diseases. According to the Statistical Office in the Netherlands the correct answer is 

cancer, causing 31% of deaths, closely followed by cardiovascular diseases (29%). Knowledge 

about need is the number of correct answers in response to all four questions. 

The number task variable is obtained from the participants’ choices in a series of five 

number series questions. In each question participants read a series of numbers and were asked to 

select the number which would be the number to follow from a set of four alternatives. For each 
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question the time the participants took to solve it was measured in seconds. The total time the 

participants spent solving the five questions in minutes was used to obtain the number of correct 

answers provided per minute. On average, the respondents were able to solve 1.7 questions 

correctly per minute. 

Social pressure is the average response to four statements about the social norm on 

philanthropic behavior in the respondent’s social network: (1) “In my social environment it is 

perceived as self-evident to volunteer”; (2) “Everybody should volunteer at least once in his 

life”; (3) “Everybody should donate to charitable causes”; (4) “In my social environment it is 

perceived as self-evident to donate to charitable causes” and (5) “Many people I know would 

appreciate it if I increased donations to charitable causes”. Response categories ranged from (1) 

disagree completely to (5) agree completely. The alpha coefficient for the reliability of the five 

items is .778. 

 

Methods 

To test the hypotheses on resources, recruitment and engagement we report cross-tabulations and 

regression analyses of the willingness to increase donations after government cutbacks, measured 

in two ways: with a general question and with the three responses in the scenario experiment.  

To test whether the willingness to contribute more varies by sector and the level of 

government cutbacks we report regression analyses with fixed effects on individuals. The fixed 

effects model specification rules out potential effects of participant characteristics as a result of 

non-random allocation of scenarios to participants in the experiment. 
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Results 

Vast majority is not responsive to changes in government subsidy 

A vast majority of GINPS respondents disagreed with the general statement about the 

consequences of government cutbacks for private giving: 14% disagreed completely with the 

statement “If the government cuts back on nonprofit organizations I will give more myself”, and 

45% disagreed. A large minority (37%) neither disagreed nor agreed. The remaining 5% agreed 

(4.4% or agreed completely, 0.2%).  

The results of the scenario experiment are consistent with these responses. Participants 

responded “I will give the same as last year” in 86% of the scenarios. In 8% of the scenarios 

participants responded “I will also give less”. In the remaining 6% of the scenarios participants 

responded “I am willing to give more”. In 28% of the scenarios to which the participants 

responded that they would give less their contribution declined to zero. Relative to their 

donations in the previous year the average decline is 36%. In the scenarios to which participants 

responded that they would be willing to give more the average increase is 48% of the previous 

amount. Thus the increase in donations among the somewhat smaller proportion of participants 

willing to increase donations is somewhat higher than the decrease among the proportion of 

participants likely to decrease donations. These results suggest that the net effect of government 

cuts is nil. Across all scenarios to which participants responded that they would change their 

contribution these numbers cancel each other out: the average change is a decline of near zero 

(€2, or 0.2% of previous amounts donated). In sum, reductions of the level of government 

subsidy are not likely to lead to changes in donations by citizens. 
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Crowding-in is more likely than crowding-out in most sectors 

The scenario experiment shows that in most sectors the participants responding they are willing 

to give more are outnumbered by participants responding they will give less in response to 

government subsidy cuts (see Figure 2). Only for animal protection, arts and culture and 

environment the proportion of citizens willing to give more is higher than the proportion saying 

they will donate less. These could be sectors in which a crowding-out effect may occur. In the 

other sectors, however, there are more citizens saying they will give less than citizens saying 

they are willing to give more.  

 

Figure 2. Incidence of responses to government cutbacks in the Netherlands by sector (source: 

GINPS12) 

 

The net effect of cuts, however, depends not only on the prevalence of willingness of 

citizens to give more and the tendency to reduce donations, but also on the changes in the 

amounts that respondents will give. We computed the net effect by first subtracting the new Euro 
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amounts that participants mentioned (after they responded to a scenario that they would change 

their donation levels by giving less or more in response to government cutbacks) from their 

donation levels in the past year. The difference is the change in contributions. Then we divided 

the change in the amount donated by the amount donated in the past year. Figure 3 shows that 

the net effect is positive for nonprofit organizations working to preserve nature, for arts and 

culture organizations, and for animal protection organizations: amounts donated to organizations 

in these sectors would increase by 6.0%, 3.5%, and 2.8%, respectively. For health and 

environmental organizations the effects are near zero. The other nonprofit organizations should 

expect losses in donations as a result of declining contributions by citizens. Donations to religion 

could decline by 3% in response to government cutbacks. 

 

 

Figure 3. Net effects of government cutbacks on amounts donated in the Netherlands relative to 

previous donation levels by sector 
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Resources matter, especially for responses to cutbacks in specific sectors 

The analyses we conducted reveal support for the hypothesis that citizens with more resources 

are more willing to increase their donations to nonprofit organizations after government 

cutbacks. The evidence most clearly supports this hypothesis in the analysis of the responses in 

the scenario experiment. The willingness to increase contributions after government cutbacks in 

at least one of the scenarios experiment increases from 8% among those with lower levels of 

education to 19% among those with higher education (college/university). For the general 

willingness to increase contributions the difference is much smaller: the figures are 4% and 6% 

for lower and higher levels of education, respectively. The respondents with middle and higher 

secondary education rank in between. The association of the level of education with the 

willingness to contribute more in the scenario experiment is significant (χ2 = 25.2, df = 2, p < 

.000), the association with the general willingness to contribute more is not (χ2 = 2.9, df = 2, p = 

.234). 

The willingness to contribute more also increases with household income. Among 

households in the top quintile of the income distribution in the GINPS12 sample (incomes above 

€38.400) the willingness to increase contributions after government cutbacks in at least one of 

the scenarios experiment is 22%, vs. 11% among respondents from lower income households (χ2 

= 25.7, df = 1, p = .000). The difference is also significant for the general willingness to 

contribute (χ2 = 5.7, df = 1, p = .017), but less pronounced: 7% in the top quintile vs. 4% among 

respondents from lower income households. 

Home ownership – an important predictor of donating in the Netherlands – is also 

positively related to the willingness to increase donations. Among home owners 15% reported 
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willingness to increase contributions after government cutbacks in at least one of the scenarios 

experiment (vs. 10% of non-home owners). The difference is significant (χ2 = 8.0, df = 1, p = 

.005). The general willingness to increase donations was 6% among home owners vs. 3% among 

non-home owners (χ2 = 6.1, df = 1, p = .014). 

Finally, receiving income from wealth is also related to the willingness to contribute 

more after government cutbacks. Respondents reporting income from wealth were more willing 

to contribute more in the scenario experiment (19%) than respondents not reporting income from 

wealth (12%). The difference is significant (χ2 = 4.7, df = 1, p = .030). The difference is less 

pronounced for the general question (6% vs. 5%) and not significant (χ2 = 0.6, df = 1, p = .415).  

 

Donors targeted already are most willing to donate more 

Effective recruitment of potential donors is crucial for nonprofit organizations seeking donations 

to compensate for declining income from government subsidies. To increase effectiveness, 

nonprofit organizations should target those citizens who are most willing to donate. The results 

of our analyses of the willingness to increase donations in response to government cutbacks 

support the prediction that citizens who are currently targeted by nonprofit organizations are 

more likely to increase donations if asked. We find that citizens receiving a higher number of 

solicitations for contributions to nonprofit organizations are more willing to increase their 

contributions. Participants reporting that they have not received any solicitations for 

contributions to nonprofit organizations in the past two weeks are least likely to agree with the 

general statement about increasing donations (2%), while those who report having received four 

or more solicitations are most likely to agree with the statement (14%). Agreement among those 

at intermediate recruitment levels are 5% for those having received one solicitation, 7% for those 
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having received two solicitations, and 4% for those having received three solicitations. We also 

find a positive relationship between the number of solicitations received and the willingness to 

increase donations to specific nonprofit organizations measured in the scenario experiment. 

Participants who received no solicitations in the past two weeks are least willing to increase 

contributions after government cutbacks in at least one of the scenarios (12%). In contrast, 27% 

of the participants who received no solicitations in the past two weeks is willing to increase 

contributions after government cutbacks in at least one of the scenarios. Among the participants 

who received one, two and three solicitations in the past two weeks 10%, 13% and 14% is 

willing to increase contributions. These results suggest that Dutch citizens currently targeted by 

fundraising appeals of nonprofit organizations are more responsive to solicitations for increased 

contributions. 

 

Committed donors are more willing to increase donations 

The scenario experiment also provides clear evidence supporting the hypothesis that engagement 

is positively correlated with the willingness to increase donations after government cutbacks (see 

Figure 4).  In scenarios about all but one of the sectors in which nonprofit organizations are 

actively raising funds in the Netherlands donors of these organizations are more willing to 

increase their donations than non-donors. The exception is education and research, a rather 

uncommon cause for Dutch citizens to contribute to – only 7% of the participants contributed 

money to organizations in this sector in 2011. Half of those willing to contribute more are donors 

in this sector. In all other sectors donors are outnumbering non-donors among those who are 

willing to increase their contributions. The difference is largest for religion: the group of citizens 

willing to give more to religion is almost exclusively consisting of religious donors (96%). 
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Figure 4. Proportion of participants willing to increase donations that donated money in the past 

year by sector 

 

Resources influence willingness to contribute through engagement, not recruitment 

The bivariate results reported above should be interpreted with caution because resources, 

recruitment and engagement are correlated. A series of multivariate analyses shows that 

resources influence the willingness to contribute more in response to government cutbacks 

mainly through engagement, and not so much through recruitment. The relationships between 

education and income on the one hand and the willingness to contribute more in at least one 

scenario are reduced when the level of engagement with nonprofit organizations in the past year 

are included as controls (see Table 2, Model 3). The number of areas in which the household 

made donations and the amount donated in the past year are significant predictors of the general 

willingness and the willingness to contribute more in at least one scenario, respectively. While 

the associations between resources and the general willingness to contribute are less strong to 
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begin with (see Table 3, Model 1), they too diminish when controlled for the level of 

engagement with nonprofit organizations.  

 

Table 2. Logistic regression of the willingness to contribute more after government cutbacks in 

at least one scenario on resources, recruitment and engagement (source: GINPS12, n=1,478) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 Resources Recruitment Engagement

Female 0.86 0.85 0.84

Prewar birth cohort 1.02 1.01 0.85

Born after 1980 0.93 0.99 1.05

Primary education 1.00 1.00 1.00

Secondary education *1.68 *1.75 *1.66

Tertiary education **2.08 **2.10 *1.76

First income quintile 1.00 1.00 1.00

Second income quintile 0.91 0.96 0.93

Third income quintile 1.07 1.07 0.99

Fourth income quintile 1.29 1.32 1.18

Fifth income quintile *1.93 *1.93 (*)1.75

Income from wealth 1.32 1.29 1.17

Home owner 1.10 1.06 1.05

More than three solicitations ***2.54 ***2.27

Number of donation areas  0.97

Amount donated in past year (ln)  ***1.21

 

Controlling for the number of solicitations received, however, does not diminish the association 

between resources and the willingness to contribute more (see Model 2). This finding is 
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consistent with prior research on solicitation practices by nonprofit organizations in the 

Netherlands (Bekkers, 2005), which showed that the association between resources and 

donations cannot be explained by solicitations. 

 

Table 3. Logistic regression of the general willingness to contribute more after government 

cutbacks on resources, recruitment and engagement (source: GINPS12, n=1,478) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 Resources Recruitment Engagement

Female 1.04 1.01 0.89

Prewar birth cohort *2.05 (*)2.01 1.75

Born after 1980 0.59 0.67 0.72

Primary education 1.00 1.00 1.00

Secondary education 1.25 1.34 1.15

Tertiary education 1.43 1.42 1.03

First income quintile 1.00 1.00 1.00

Second income quintile (*)0.45 0.51 0.49

Third income quintile 0.62 0.63 0.56

Fourth income quintile 0.90 0.96 0.82

Fifth income quintile 1.13 1.16 1.01

Income from wealth 1.06 1.04 0.96

Home owner 1.41 1.31 1.19

More than three solicitations ***3.49 ***2.94

Number of donation areas   ***1.27

Amount donated in past year (ln)  1.12
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Values, reputation and efficacy are key mechanisms 

Beyond recruitment, the civic voluntarism model does not include mechanisms that drive 

philanthropic behavior. Our analyses show that prosocial values, reputation and efficacy are 

driving the responses of respondents to both the responses in the scenario experiment (see Table 

4) as well as the statement expressing a general willingness to contribute more after government 

cutbacks (see Table 5). Of particular interest are prosocial values, reputation, and the perceived 

efficacy of donations. 

 

Table 4. Logistic regression of the willingness to contribute more after government cutbacks in 

at least one scenario on values, awareness, reputation and efficacy (source: GINPS12, n=1,478) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

 Values Awareness Reputation Efficacy

Principle of care **1.49 **1.50 1.23 1.18

Joy of giving 1.13 1.13 0.98 0.95

Perception of need 0.98 1.01 1.03

Knowledge about need 1.00 1.01 1.03

Social pressure ***1.75 ***1.59

High charitable confidence  ***1.79

High confidence in government  1.19

 

 

We find that the principle of care – the moral conviction that one should help people in need – is 

predictive of the willingness to contribute more in at least one scenario and strongly predictive of 

the general willingness to contribute more to nonprofit organizations after government cutbacks 
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(see Model 1 of Tables 4 and 5). This finding is consistent with predictions from recent research 

on helping people in need (Bekkers & Ottoni-Wilhelm, 2014). The joy of giving – a trait 

measure of the ‘warm glow’ people feel by giving to charity – is also strongly predictive of the 

general willingness to contribute more, but not of responses in the scenario experiment. 

 

Table 6. Logistic regression of the general willingness to contribute more after government 

cutbacks on values, awareness, reputation and efficacy (source: GINPS12, n=1,478) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

 Values Awareness Reputation Efficacy

Principle of care ***2.42 ***2.37 *1.73 *1.63

Joy of giving ***2.42 ***2.41 **1.97 **1.91

Perception of need 1.13 (*)1.18 (*)1.18

Knowledge about need 1.04 1.05 1.09

Social pressure ***2.53 ***2.35

Charitable confidence  ***2.12

Trust in government  0.86

 

The reputation people can build or maintain by the manifestation of acts of philanthropy 

is also strongly predictive of the willingness that the GINPS respondents reported to contribute 

more after government cutbacks. Participants perceiving more pressure to donate in their social 

networks are more likely to say that they will contribute more to nonprofit organizations that get 

less money from government subsidies. These participants are also more strongly endorsing the 

principle of care and report a higher joy of giving. As a result the association between the 

principle of care, the joy of giving and the willingness to contribute more to nonprofit 
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organizations is diminished when we control for the perceived social pressure to donate (see 

Model 3). 

A third mechanism that drives the willingness to contribute more to nonprofit 

organizations after government cutbacks is the perceived efficacy of nonprofit organizations. 

Respondents reporting more confidence in fundraising charitable organizations in the 

Netherlands are more likely to say that they are willing to increase their donations after 

government cutbacks in general as well as in the scenario experiment. Controlling for charitable 

confidence also diminishes the associations between prosocial values, social pressure and the 

willingness to contribute to some extent (see Model 4), though these associations remain 

relatively strong. 

Finally, a fourth mechanism, the awareness of need, hardly influences the willingness to 

contribute more to nonprofit organizations after government cutbacks. The willingness to 

increase donations in the scenario experiment is independent of how severe people perceive 

problems like poverty and depression to be, or how accurate their knowledge about these 

problems is. In the analysis of the general willingness to give more we find a weak and 

marginally significant positive relationship with the severity of perceived problems in Model 3 

and 4. On average, participants who perceive these problems to be more severe are somewhat 

more likely to be willing to increase contributions as participants who perceive these problems to 

be less severe, but the difference is small. In a more extensive analysis (see Appendix Table B) 

including indicators for religion and several demographic characteristics we find a somewhat 

stronger relationship. The finding of a weak relationship between awareness of need and giving 

is consistent with the observation that awareness of need is a necessary precondition for 
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philanthropy, but that it does not have a strong unconditional influence (Bekkers & Wiepking, 

2011a).  

 

Severity of budget cuts not related to the willingness to increase donations 

The analyses of the responses in the scenario experiment show that the severity of government 

cutbacks is not related to the willingness to increase donations in a straightforward way. For 

some reason the participants are more willing to increase contributions after 10% and 20% 

cutbacks, but not after 5% and 33% cutbacks. At the 10% cut level, respondents were also less 

likely to say they were going to give less than at the 5% and 33% level. We are not sure how to 

interpret these findings. 

The scenario experiment also shows that participants were more likely to say that they 

were willing to increase donations and less likely to say they were going to reduce donations in 

the second and especially the third scenario rather than the first (see Table 7). This result is 

somewhat puzzling. One speculative interpretation is that respondents are not used to thinking 

about philanthropy as an alternative source of funding for nonprofit organizations in addition to 

government subsidies. When they are asked a second and third question they, may have become 

a bit more accustomed to the idea.  

Finally, the regression analyses of responses in the scenario experiment confirms the 

findings in Figure 2 that the willingness to give more varies between sectors. Participants were 

most likely to say they would give more to animal protection (Model 1), and least likely to say 

they would give more to sports and recreation (Model 2). International assistance, the area in 

which the Dutch government is most prominently cutting subsidies at the moment, is the 

reference category in the analysis. The odds ratios for all sectors in Model 1 are below 1, 
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indicating that participants are more likely to say that they will give less when evaluating 

scenarios about international assistance than when evaluating scenarios about other sectors. 

Formal tests are significant for contrasts with animal protection, education and research, culture 

and arts, and sports and recreation. In Model 2 we find positive odds ratios for animal protection, 

religion, nature, health, culture and arts and public and society benefit, though only the first 

contrast is significant.  

In Model 3 of Table 7 we analyze the relative change in the amount donated in response 

to government cutbacks. All participants who said they would not change their donation level are 

included in the analyses as zeros. Participants who said they would give less or more and who 

mentioned an amount in the follow-up question are included in this analysis by dividing the 

difference between the new amount and the previous amount by the previous amount. 

Participants who did not report a new amount in the experiment or a previous amount in the 

question about giving in the past year are excluded. The reference category is religion in this 

model. 

The analysis shows that participants would donate about 4% more in response to a 10% 

cutback in government subsidies. At the 20% cutback level the increase is about 2%, and at the 

33% level the increase is about 3%. None of these changes are significantly different from the 

5% cutback level. In Model 3 the reference category is religion. We saw in figure 2 that cutbacks 

in the area of religion would lower donations by about 6%. Participants are less negative in their 

responses about cutbacks in the other areas, and significantly so in health, nature, animal 

protection, culture and arts, and sports and recreation. 
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Table 7. Fixed effects logistic regression of the willingness to contribute more after government 

cutbacks on scenario characteristics (source: GINPS12) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 Will give less Willing to give more Relative change €

First scenario 1.00 (REF) 1.00 (REF) --- (REF)

Second scenario ***0.40 ***2.16 -1.51

Third scenario ***0.17 ***2.69 1.44

Cut 5% 1.00 (REF) 1.00 (REF) --- (REF)

Cut 10% *0.56 *2.37 (*)4.13

Cut 20% 0.87 *1.93 2.00

Cut 33%  1.44 1.39 3.14

Religion 0.51 1.67 --- (REF)

Health 0.85 1.30 *5.51

International assistance 1.00 (REF) 1.00 (REF) 3.79

Environment 0.43 0.77 6.12

Nature 0.45 1.38 *7.29

Animal protection ***0.12 **3.19 **10.15

Education and research *0.17 0.91 6.74

Culture and arts *0.22 1.08 (*)7.49

Sports and recreation *0.24 (*)0.25 (*)6.33

Public and society benefit 0.61 1.11 4.85

Number of scenarios 537 510 4,140

Number of participants 179 170 1,430

(*) p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 
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The principle of care determines the level of crowding out 

Our final set of analyses, concerning the change in the intended amount donated in the scenario 

experiment after government cutbacks, shows that the principle of care is the only characteristic 

of respondents driving the relative change (see Appendix, Table C). Participants with higher 

scores on the principle of care increase their donations in response to the scenarios more so than 

participants with lower scores on the principle of care. This finding is consistent with the 

hypothesis that the principle of care measures an altruistic motive for philanthropy. It is striking 

that none of the other variables was correlated with the relative change. This suggests that the 

willingness to compensate government cutbacks at all is driven by other factors than the relative 

change in the amount. 

 

Conclusion 

In the present paper we sought to explore the socioeconomic correlates of the willingness to 

compensate declining government subsidies for nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands and 

the mechanisms driving changes in donor behavior upon declining government subsidies. We 

tested whether predictors of charitable donations are also predictive of changes in charitable 

donations upon reductions of government support for nonprofit organizations. The analyses 

provide considerable support for the predictions from the Civic Voluntarism Model on resources, 

recruitment, and engagement. Citizens in the Netherlands with more financial resources at their 

disposal, who are more frequently solicited for charitable contributions and who are more 

strongly engaged with charities are more likely to say they are willing to donate more when 

government subsidies to nonprofit organizations are reduced. This finding implies that the model 

does not only explain civic voluntarism at a given point in time, but also the willingness to 

change civic voluntarism.  
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While the Civic Voluntarism Model is a useful tool to derive a demographic and 

socioeconomic profile of citizens who are willing to compensate declining government subsidies 

to nonprofit organizations, it does not give much insight about the mechanisms that explain why 

the profile is the way it is. The solicitation received, while in itself strongly correlated with the 

willingness to compensate declining government subsidies, explains little of the variation in the 

socioeconomic profile of donors. This result is consistent with a previous study on mobilization 

of donors in the Netherlands (Bekkers, 2005). When it comes to the willingness of donors, the 

crowding out effect is not completely due to fundraising (Andreoni and Payne, 2011) – far from 

it. An almost equally sizeable group of citizens prefers to crowd in government support, and this 

preference is not determined solely by the mobilization strategies of nonprofit organizations. 

To explore the mechanisms that do drive the changes in donor behavior upon declines in 

government subsidies for nonprofit organizations we measured how compensation is related to 

awareness of need, reputation, values, and efficacy. We find that prosocial values, specifically 

the principle of care, are a key mechanism driving changes in donor behavior in response to 

declining government subsidies. Previous studies have speculated that the principle of care might 

constitute an altruistic motivation to help people in need (Bekkers and Ottoni-Wilhelm, 2014). 

The evidence reported here suggests that indeed it does. Below we sketch additional research 

that would be required to test whether this suggestion is accurate. 

In addition, we find evidence to suggest that reputation (social pressure) and concerns for 

efficacy are relevant mechanisms. Specifically, we find that citizens who perceive the social 

norms on giving in their social networks to be more positive are more likely to express a 

willingness to compensate declining government subsidies. This result is quite surprising from a 

classical perspective on crowding-out, which assumes that an altruistic concern for recipients 
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motivates citizens to donate more to compensate for others (i.e. the government) donating 

(subsidizing) less. We find that in addition to principled altruism (the principle of care) a 

perceived positive social norm on giving motivates crowding-out. We also find that higher 

charitable confidence, which goes along with a stronger belief in the efficacy of nonprofit 

organizations in solving social problems, is associated with a higher willingness to compensate 

declining government subsidies. Those who have more confidence in charities are more willing 

to give more, despite the government subsidizing less. Trust in government is not related to the 

willingness to give more.  

Finally, we find that measures of awareness of need are not correlated with the 

willingness to donate more. Apparently the mere cognitive awareness of social problems does 

not motivate citizens to step up their support for nonprofit organizations addressing these 

problems. 

 

Discussion 

Two specific characteristics of the current research pose potential limitations to its validity. First, 

we measured the willingness to compensate in two ways: with a general statement and a set of 

responses in scenarios describing more or less sizeable declines in government support for 

nonprofit organizations. While the willingness to give more in the scenario experiment is 

strongly correlated with the analyses of the general willingness to give more, we do find several 

discrepancies in the correlates of the two measures. The general willingness to give more is more 

strongly correlated with prosocial values, awareness of need, and social pressure than the 

scenario responses. The responses in the scenario experiment are more strongly correlated with 

measures of resources, including the level of education and income. This pattern suggests that 

participants react to the scenarios thinking more strongly about their financial capacity, while 
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their response to the general statement more strongly reflects their attitudes. At this point it is not 

clear which measure of the willingness to compensate for declining government subsidies 

provides the most valid measure of the actual response of citizens. A comparison of the self-

reported willingness to donate more with the change in the amounts donated would be required 

to test the validity of the questions we have used here. We plan to conduct such an evaluation 

using recently gathered data from the Giving in the Netherlands Panel Survey 2014. 

Second, the statements of the respondents analyzed here are self-reported intentions. It 

remains to be seen whether participants who are expressing the willingness to give more actually 

do so. The absolute level of the willingness to give more as expressed in the scenarios is likely to 

set an upper bound to the crowding-out effect because prosocial intentions tend to be more 

positive than prosocial behavior. The higher willingness to donate more of those receiving a 

higher number of solicitations for contributions suggests that nonprofit organizations can indeed 

influence the level of crowding-out that will occur through their fundraising activities. When 

nonprofit organizations do not effectively target those donors who are most willing to increase 

their levels of giving even further it is unlikely that a crowding-out effect will emerge at all.
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Table A. Logistic regression of willingness to contribute more in at least one scenario 
Scenario responses Demo-

graphics 
Religion Human 

capital
Finances Values Aware-

ness
Reputation Efficacy Recruit-

ment
Giving 

Female 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.85 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.77 0.77 0.79 
Prewar birth cohort 0.87 0.76 0.85 0.91 0.85 0.85 0.82 0.88 0.88 0.84 
Born after 1980 0.88 0.86 0.81 0.88 0.89 0.87 0.87 0.90 0.94 0.96 
Metropolitan area 0.83 0.92 0.87 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.80 
Partner 1.15 1.16 1.11 0.73 0.72 0.71 0.72 0.77 0.79 0.81 
Not religious  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Catholic  1.05 1.14 1.17 1.07 1.07 1.02 1.01 0.98 1.04 
Protestant  1.37 1.30 1.28 1.10 1.11 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.07 
Other religion  0.77 0.79 0.80 0.75 0.74 0.67 0.72 0.74 0.78 
Church attendance   ***1.01 ***1.01 ***1.01 **1.01 **1.01 **1.01 *1.01 *1.01 *1.01 
Primary education  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Secondary education  **1.85 *1.63 *1.59 *1.62 *1.59 *1.58 *1.62 *1.63 
Tertiary education  ***2.77 *1.89 *1.81 *1.87 *1.78 *1.71 *1.73 *1.69 
Number task  1.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 
First income quintile  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Second income quintile  1.01 1.02 1.02 1.06 1.07 1.09 1.06 
Third income quintile  1.21 1.23 1.22 1.23 1.23 1.19 1.14 
Fourth income quintile  1.64 1.64 1.65 1.64 1.59 1.57 1.49 
Fifth income quintile  **2.63 **2.68 **2.68 **2.68 *2.57 *2.48 *2.35 
Income from wealth  1.27 1.29 1.29 1.32 1.35 1.32 1.28 
Home owner  1.03 1.07 1.09 1.06 1.11 1.07 1.09 
Perceived finances  1.04 1.05 1.06 1.05 1.03 1.03 1.02 
Principle of care  *1.37 *1.37 1.22 1.18 1.15 1.14 
Joy of giving  1.16 1.15 1.07 1.03 1.02 1.03 
Perception of need   1.06 1.07 1.09 1.08 1.09 
Awareness of need   1.08 1.08 1.12 1.12 1.12 
Social pressure   *1.44 (*)1.34 (*)1.32 (*)1.31 
Charitable confidence   **1.67 **1.68 **1.64 
Trust  in government   0.90 0.91 0.91 
>Three solicitations   **2.00 **2.02 
#Donation areas   0.93 
€Religious giving (ln)   (*)1.11 
€Secular giving (ln)   0.99 
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Table B. Logistic regression of general willingness to contribute more  
General willingness Demo-

graphics 
Religion Human 

capital
Finances Values Aware-

ness
Reputation Efficacy Recruit-

ment
Giving 

Female 1.01 1.05 1.08 1.12 0.94 0.85 0.91 0.81 0.83 0.8 
Prewar birth cohort 1.64 1.56 1.83 (*)2.11 1.75 1.85 1.70 1.89 1.88 1.94 
Born after 1980 0.59 (*)0.55 (*)0.52 0.56 0.55 0.53 0.52 0.58 0.60 0.60 
Metropolitan area (*)1.77 *1.95 *1.94 *2.05 *2.07 *2.23 *2.31 *2.30 *2.28 **2.49 
Partner 1.36 1.38 1.35 1.06 1.10 1.13 1.16 1.30 1.37 1.27 
Not religious  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Catholic  0.44 0.46 0.45 *0.32 (*)0.32 *0.31 *0.29 *0.27 *0.27 
Protestant  (*)2.05 (*)2.01 (*)1.97 1.11 1.09 0.97 0.92 0.94 0.91 
Other religion  1.96 1.89 1.82 1.52 1.52 1.22 1.36 1.46 1.45 
Church attendance   1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Primary education  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Secondary education  1.31 1.13 1.07 1.09 1.12 1.08 1.11 1.05 
Tertiary education  1.62 1.21 1.08 1.11 1.05 1.00 1.04 1.01 
Number task  1.11 1.10 1.15 1.17 1.16 1.17 1.15 1.15 
First income quintile  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Second income quintile  (*)0.44 (*)0.41 (*)0.40 0.46 0.49 0.50 0.51 
Third income quintile  0.64 0.59 0.58 0.62 0.66 0.61 0.62 
Fourth income quintile  0.95 0.90 0.85 0.87 0.87 0.85 0.91 
Fifth income quintile  1.09 1.16 1.09 1.18 1.15 1.04 1.09 
Income from wealth  1.07 1.11 1.18 1.25 1.31 1.30 1.28 
Home owner  1.54 (*)1.88 *2.08 *1.99 *2.19 *2.04 (*)1.90 
Perceived finances  0.96 0.97 1.01 0.96 0.93 0.94 0.94 
Principle of care  ***2.47 ***2.45 *1.92 *1.83 *1.73 (*)1.67 
Joy of giving  ***2.83 ***2.79 **2.38 **2.32 **2.26 **2.10 
Perception of need   *1.26 *1.30 **1.31 *1.30 *1.29 
Awareness of need   1.10 1.07 1.12 1.13 1.15 
Social pressure   **2.21 **2.05 **1.97 *1.91 
Charitable confidence   **2.33 **2.36 **2.28 
Trust  in government   0.72 0.765 0.73 
>Three solicitations   *2.15 *2.07 
#Donation areas   *1.17 
€Religious giving (ln)   0.95 
€Secular giving (ln)   0.98 
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Table C. Random effects GLS regression of relative change in the amount donated 
Scenario characteristics   
Second scenario -1.505 
Third scenario 1.478 
Cut 5% (reference) --- 
Cut 10% *4.510 
Cut 20% 1.399 
Cut 33%  2.359 
Religion --- 
Health (*)4.97 
International assistance 2.876 
Environment 5.172 
Nature *7.658 
Animal protection **9.283 
Education and research 5.390 
Culture and arts (*)7.142 
Sports and recreation 5.045 
Public and society benefit 3.964 
Participant characteristics   
Female 1.00 
Prewar birth cohort -2.425 
Born after 1980 -3.985 
Primary education --- 
Secondary education -0.881 
Tertiary education -0.553 
First income quintile --- 
Second income quintile (*)-7.230 
Third income quintile -5.553 
Fourth income quintile -5.208 
Fifth income quintile -3.158 
Income from wealth 0.147 
Home owner -2.959 
Principle of care **7.451 
Joy of giving -2.713 
Perception of need -0.476 
Awareness of need -0.505 
Social pressure 0.427 
High charitable confidence 2.179 
Trust  in government 2.619 
>Three solicitations -1.740 
#Donation areas 0.156 
€Religious giving (ln) -0.596 
€Secular giving (ln) 0.143  
Number of scenarios 4,140 
Number of participants 1,430 
 
 

 


