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Explaining Gender Differences in Charitable Giving: the Dutch Case 

As women are becoming more and more independent in the labor market, they are increasingly 

important actors in economic life. In philanthropy, too, the role of gender is discussed more 

intensively in recent years. What are the gender differences in charitable giving? Do men and 

women differ in the likelihood and level of donations they make, and do they direct their 

donations to different causes? If so, why? These are the questions we seek to answer in the 

current paper.  

In several studies from the UK and the US, women are found to be more likely to donate 

money and to donate a higher amount than men (e.g. Mesch et al. 2002, Mesch et al. 2006, 

Mesch et al. 2011, Piper and Schnepf 2008). The most recent Women Give report shows that 

older single female-headed households donated more often and higher amounts than their male 

counterparts (Women’s Philanthropy Institute 2012). Other studies, however, contradict that 

females are leading in philanthropy. For example, Bolton and Katok (1995) find no gender 

differences in an experimental design, Lo and Tashiro (2012) find no gender differences with 

survey data, Sokolowski (1996) shows that charitable donations of women are lower than those 

of men, and Bekkers (2007, 2010) finds that men are more likely to give to health and their alma 

mater. In sum, the relation between gender and giving is far from clear (Wiepking and Bekkers 

2012; Mesch 2009).  

Why do the findings of previous research on gender differences in giving vary so strongly 

from study to study? A first reason is that the results may depend on the research methods used: 

men and women may react differently in experimental settings and surveys, for example because 

women are more sensitive to demand characteristics in experiments. Unfortunately, however, 

there is no clear-cut difference in the gender difference in giving between studies using survey 

data and experiments. While experiments offer a controlled setting in which gender differences 

in mechanisms that drive charitable giving can be tested, we are more interested in the natural 

variance in giving as it occurs in men’s and women’s giving patterns over the course of a year. 

Therefore we use survey data on charitable giving in the past calendar year in the current paper.  

A second reason why previous studies have yielded mixed results is that they have 

examined different types of giving behaviors. Gender differences in preferences for giving to 

specific causes could explain why the results are different. For example, several studies find that 
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women are more likely to give to human services while men are more likely to give to nature 

conservation (Wiepking and Bekkers 2012: 221). In the current study we examine total giving in 

the course of a calendar year, fully aware that the gender differences may be very different from 

sector to sector. We collapse all giving because theories explaining gender differences have not 

distinguished different sectors. Existing theories assume that gender differences work pretty  

much the same for donations to different sectors. Obviously this assumption should be tested at 

some point. We return to this issue in the discussion. 

A third reason for the mixed findings is that the context in which research is carried out 

plays a role. Previous studies of gender differences in giving have taken place in a single context, 

mainly in the US and the UK. Countries vary in many ways that could affect giving by women, 

e.g. with respect to the structure of their labor markets, welfare state arrangements and religion 

(or culture generally). One contribution of the current study is that we supply evidence on gender 

differences in giving from a national context other than the United States or the United 

Kingdom: the Netherlands. It should be kept in mind though that the differences in the ‘giving 

culture’ in the Netherlands (and other national characteristics) and the culture of philanthropy in 

the US and the UK may produce different gender differences in giving.  

Finally, the inclusion of different sets of variables besides gender affects the estimates of 

the gender differences. Regression models controlling for income and education yield different 

estimates of the gender difference in giving than models without these variables. We think that 

variables included in analyses of giving such as income and education should not be regarded as 

mere ‘controls’ but as variables that suggest mechanisms explaining why gender differences in 

giving occur. Following this logic we derive hypotheses on gender differences in giving in the 

theory section below. A second contribution is thus that we test explanations of gender 

differences in charitable giving.  

 

Theory and Hypotheses 

The starting point for the explanation of gender differences in the current paper is that 

H1: Women are more likely to donate and donate higher amounts than men. While previous 

studies have yielded mixed results, the typical result of studies with a research design similar to 

the current paper – relying on survey covering total amounts donated in the course of a calendar 
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year – is  that women are more likely to give and give more (Mesch et al. 2002, Mesch et al. 

2006, Mesch et al. 2011).  

The explanations we test in the current paper are based on a summary of previous 

research on philanthropy (Wiepking and Bekkers 2012), suggesting four mechanisms that may 

explain the relation between gender and giving. The mechanisms involved are solicitation, 

reputation, costs, and values. We present the hypotheses on these mechanisms graphically in 

figure 1. The model is a simplified version of the models we test below. 
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Figure 1. Four mechanisms explaining gender differences in giving 

 

Prosocial values 

The hypothesis on prosocial values we will test is: H2. Females give more to charitable 

causes than males because they have stronger prosocial values than males. This hypothesis is 

based on a wealth of research in personality psychology showing that females are more likely to 

describe themselves as caring and empathic persons. 'It has long been thought that altruism, 

which generally refers to prosocial behavior involving some cost to the self, is a trait more highly 

developed in women than in men' (Mills et al. 1989: 604). According to the stereotype, women 

are more caring in general, and more willing to sacrifice oneself for the sake of others. Based on 

American’s Changing Lives (ACL) survey data, Wilson and Musick (1997: 706) find that 
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'women are more likely to attach value to helping others, which encourages helping behavior'. 

Women judge differently about moral dilemmas (Skoe et al. 2002), feel more concerned and 

responsible for the well-being of others and are less materialistic (Beutel and Marini 1995). 

Analyzing survey data from the Midlife in the United States (MIDUS) survey, Einolf (2011) 

shows that women have stronger prosocial values. This could be a convincing explanation for 

differences in giving because prosocial values are good predictors of charitable giving. Persons 

who describe themselves as caring and empathic are more likely to report making donations to 

charitable causes (Bekkers, 2006; Einolf, 2009; Wilhelm and Bekkers, 2010).  

We distinguish two traits that enhance prosocial behavior: empathic concern and the 

principle of care. Empathic concern refers to the 'warm glow' of giving, and the extent to which 

people feel compassionate about others in trouble. Empathy is correlated with spontaneous 

helping, but also with planned altruistic behavior like volunteering and charitable giving (see 

Wilhelm and Bekkers 2010). The principle of care is rather a moral belief that it is good to help 

fellow human beings. Wilhelm and Bekkers (2010) show that both traits are stable predictors for 

different kinds of helping behavior, and that the principle of care mediates the relation between 

empathy and helping. If women are more empathically concerned and endorse the principle of 

care more strongly, these traits might explain a good part of the gender difference in giving: men 

and women differ in giving behavior because they have different motivations to give. Mesch et 

al. (2011) find that empathic concern and the principle of care partly mediate the relation 

between gender and giving, but that there still is an unexplained gender difference when 

controlling for these two traits: controlled for empathic concern and the principle of care, women 

are more likely to donate and donate higher amounts than men. 

On the other hand, values might be weaker motives to give for women than for men. This 

argument is related to the reputation mechanism and states that women are more sensitive to 

social cues. Schwartz (2010) argues that people with a tendency to conform to social norms, act 

less in line with their own values than people who are not that sensitive to the social 

environment. Values are just one of many reasons to give and, regardless of what values one has, 

females may weigh their personal ideas less heavily than men because they let their decisions to 

a larger extent depend on what (they think) others deem appropriate. So, we additionally expect 
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H3. The relationship between prosocial values and giving is weaker among females than among 

males. 

 

Reputation 

The hypothesis on reputation we will test is: H4. Females give more to charitable causes 

than males because they perceive higher social pressure to make contributions. This hypothesis 

is based on the argument that charitable giving is supported by social norms, and that these 

norms are applied more strongly to females than to males. Generally speaking, charitable giving 

is a socially desirable form of behavior. When the opportunity to donate money arises, the 

presence of others who are aware of the norm creates an incentive for individuals to conform to 

that norm. Eagly (2009) and Croson and Gneezy (2009) argue that women are more likely than 

men to adopt gender-specific role stereotypes that encompass caring and giving behavior. Given 

the stereotype of women as being more empathic and caring it is likely that women will perceive 

higher social pressure to donate. 

In addition, males and females may differ in their sensitivity to social influence. Females 

not only experience higher social pressure, they may also react more strongly when facing social 

pressure (Croson and Gneezy 2009). Thus, we expect that H5. Females give more when they 

experience social pressure than males. 

 

Solicitation 

The hypothesis on solicitation we will test is: H6. Females give more to charitable causes 

than males because they receive a higher number of requests for contributions. This hypothesis 

is based on the observation that the majority of donations to charitable organizations in the 

Netherlands occur in response to an invitation to contribute (Bekkers, 2005). In the current 

dataset, slightly over two thirds of all donations reported by the respondents having been made 

over the two week period preceding the time of survey were made in response to solicitations. 

Only 6% of the respondents who had not been asked to donate during that period made 

spontaneous donations. Differences between males and females in the chances of receiving 

invitations – if there are any reliable differences – may then explain differences in donation 
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behavior. A previous study on the relationship between solicitations and giving and volunteering 

behavior (Bekkers, 2005) shows that indeed females receive more requests to contribute.  

In addition, males and females may differ in their likelihood to comply with requests for 

contributions. If females are more likely to comply with requests for charitable contributions 

than males, they will be more likely to donate even if they receive an equal number of 

solicitations. Croson and Gneezy (2009) argue that women are more likely than men to adopt 

gender-specific role stereotypes that encompass caring and giving behavior that make them more 

responsive to requests for helping behavior. According to this reasoning, we expect that H7. 

Females give more when confronted with a request for charitable contributions than males. 

 

Costs 

A final set of hypotheses that we test in the current paper concern the costs of giving. The 

hypothesis we will test is that H8. Females give less than males because they have lower income 

and wealth than males. In the Netherlands, the objective material costs of giving are constant for 

the overwhelming majority of the population. While the Dutch tax code allows tax payers to 

deduct donations to registered charitable organizations from their income before taxes, very few 

households pass the threshold of 1% of income. As a result, the tax price is unity for more than 

nine out of ten households in the Netherlands (Bekkers & Mariani, 2009). The subjective costs of 

giving however vary considerably between households depending on the level of resources 

available. The financial resources generated by human and social capital of individuals facilitate 

their giving (Bekkers, 2006). Resources make it possible to give: earning a higher salary, owning 

a home and the feeling of financial security lowers the subjective costs of giving. Even in today’s 

fairly egalitarian society, men and women still differ with respect to levels of economic 

resources like income and education. Men generally earn higher salaries than women. If men are 

found to give higher amounts, this is likely to be an income or education effect (Einolf, 2011).  

Also, men and women may judge their financial situation differently. Wiepking and 

Breeze (2012) show that financial perceptions are important correlates of philanthropic behavior. 

If females perceive their financial situation less positively than males this could provide an 

additional explanation why females give less than males. 
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Our final hypothesis concerns the differential effect of costs on males and females. In an 

experimental design, Andreoni and Vesterlund (2001) find that donations of men are more price-

elastic. ‘When the price of giving is low, men appear more altruistic, and when the price is high, 

women are more generous’ (Andreoni and Vesterlund 2001: 306). This leads to H9. Females 

give less than males when income and wealth increase. 

 

Data and methods 

To test our hypotheses we use data from the 2010 wave of the Giving in the Netherlands 

Panel Survey (GINPS), a representative sample of Dutch households (N=1,692).1 The units of 

analysis are households, including both singles and couples. This might blur gender effects 

somewhat, because most couples make financial decisions together and the husband typically 

decides over larger donations (Andreoni et al. 2003; Wiepking and Bekkers 2010). As Mesch et 

al. (2002) show, the result is that the gender gap in giving is bigger among singles than among 

married people. We have decided to include all respondents in the analyses to sketch a 

comprehensive picture of giving in the Netherlands. Future analyses could be carried out 

separately for singles and couples. Note that the variables on requests and donations in the two 

weeks preceding the survey are on individual giving instead of household giving. Furthermore, 

respondents in the GINPS mostly recall donations they decided on (Bekkers and Wiepking, 

2011a), so the respondent’s gender is in fact related to the donations that are mentioned.  

We have three dependent variables: (1) whether or not the respondent reports donations 

of the household in the past calendar year (2009); (2) the frequency of donating; (3) the total 

amount donated. Donations may be made on a regular or irregular basis, and to a wide variety of 

causes. The GINPS measures giving using an extensive ‘Method – Area’ module, distinguishing 

29 methods used to donate, and 10 categories of recipient organizations (‘sectors’) to which 

donations may have been made. The method questions serve as prompts that help respondents 

recall as many donations as possible. Households in which the respondent reported donations to 

at least one sector in the year 2009 are classified as donors. The amount donated is the sum of all 

amounts donated in all sectors during this year. Missing values are recoded to 0 to lose as little 

information as possible.  
                                                            
1  We excluded respondents from the oversample of Protestants in the first wave of the survey (n=73). 
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One of the questions in the GINPS is “How frequently have you donated money to 

charitable causes in the past 12 months?”, with answer categories “Never”, “Once”, “At least 

three or two times”, “Once a month”, “Once a week” and “More than once a week”. The 

categories are recoded into the approximate number of donations in a year (respectively 0, 1, 3, 

12, 52 or 75) so this measure of donation frequency can be treated as interval variable. 

Our main independent variable is the respondent’s self-reported being female (0/1). 

Empathic concern is measured with four statements: “I often feel concerned for people 

who are less fortunate materially than me”, “Other people’s problems do not usually bother 

me” (reverse coded), “Other people’s misfortune does not usually bother me” (reverse coded), 

and “I am often touched by what other people go through”. Response categories are on a 1 to 5 

scale, from ‘totally disagree’ to ‘totally agree’. A reliability analysis shows the statements form a 

decent scale (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.79). 

The principle of care is also measured by four items: “People should be prepared to help 

others who are less fortunate materially than themselves”, “People who have problems must 

learn to look after themselves and not be dependent on others” (reverse coded), “People must 

take care of themselves and not worry so much about others” (reverse coded), and “Personally 

helping people who have problems is very important to me” (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.88), with 

response categories again on a 1 to 5 scale, ranging from ‘totally disagree’ to ‘totally agree’. 

We include five measures of financial resources. The first measure is the yearly 

household income, computed by taking the sum of the respondent and the partner’s income from 

wages, alimony or state benefits. The second measure is home ownership, a dichotomous 

variable coded 1 if the respondent reports owning a house. The third measure is the value of the 

house according to the Dutch tax law (residential home value). The fourth measure is the level of 

subjective financial security on a scale from 1 (not secure at all) to 10 (very secure). The fifth 

measure is the level of education. We include two dummy variables, one for having completed 

one of the higher levels on secondary education (HAVO/VWO) or vocational education (MBO), 

and one for having a college or university degree (HBO or WO). The reference category is 

primary education or lower vocational education (LBO). 

An important source of social pressure and solicitations for contributions is one’s social 

network. Social ties are important in recruiting people into charitable activities and shaping their 
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attitudes towards these activities (Sokolowski 1996). Also, having a larger network increases the 

chances to be asked for gifts, which in turn raises donations (Bekkers and Wiepking 2011b). If 

women have larger networks than men this could create the social conditions that lead them to 

donate more. One study indeed found that networks are correlated with giving and mediate 

gender effects (Brown and Ferris 2007). In the GINPS, social networks are measured by a 

position generator instrument based on Lin & Dumin (1986), naming 21 occupations in which 

people may know a family member, friend or acquaintance. Respondents score 1 for each of the 

three roles in which they know a person with that occupation, and the sum of all roles is the 

measure of the size of the social network. Consequently, the highest possible score on the 

network variable is 21 x 3 = 63. 

We include two variables to measure the solicitation mechanism in giving. One variable 

is a dichotomous variable coded 1 for respondents reporting at least one method of having 

received requests for charitable contributions in the past two weeks preceding the survey, using a 

list of 15 methods. The other is the number of methods in which respondents report having 

received solicitations in these two weeks. 

Religion is an important predictor of giving behavior. Self-reported affiliation with the 

Catholic or Protestant church, or another religious group are included as control variables. 

Age in years at time of interview is also included as one of the control variables. Finally, 

a dummy variable measures whether or not a respondent has children. 

 

Analytical strategy 

 The strategy to test the hypotheses is as follows. We start with bivariate analyses of 

gender differences in the incidence of giving, the frequency of donating, the amount donated, 

and the proportion of income donated. Next we conduct regression analyses, adding blocks of 

variables reflecting the four mechanisms, and controls. In the first block we add the variables 

measuring prosocial values. In the second block we add the variables measuring financial 

resources. In the third block we add the variables measuring solicitations. In the fourth block we 

add the variables measuring reputation. In the fifth and final block we add interactions between 

gender and selected variables measuring prosocial values, solicitation, costs, and reputation. 
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics (GINPS10, not weighted) 

 N Mean Std.dev. Min. Max. 

Dependent variables      

Donating (0/1) 1692 0.91 0.28 0 1 

Frequency of donating past year 1692 9.65 14.57 0 75 

Amount donated (€) 1692 206.24 427.52 0 5560.00 

Amount donated, donors only (€) 1483 245.15 450.53 1 5560.00 

Proportion of income donated (%) 1692 1.23 4.42 0 70.87 

Proportion of income donated, donors only (%) 1483 1.48 4.94 0 70.83 

Independent variable      

Female (0/1) 1692 0.51 0.50 0 1 

Prosocial values      

Empathic concern (1-5 scale) 1692 3.64 0.67 1.25 5.00 

Principle of Care (1-5 scale) 1692 3.56 0.67 1.00 5.00 

Costs      

Hh income (€) 1692 26900.34 14549.19 0 124200.00 

Own home (0/1) 1692 0.56 0.50 0 1 

Home value (€) 1692 137854.61 179225.37 0 2750000.00 

Middle education (0/1) 1692 0.41 0.49 0 1 

Higher education (0/1) 1692 0.25 0.43 0 1 

Financial security (1-10 scale) 1692 6.37 1.88 1 10 

Solicitation      

Network (no. of domains) 1692 9.30 5.57 0 37 

Being asked in past two weeks (0/1) 1692 0.60 0.49 0 1 

Number of solicitations in past two weeks 1692 1.24 1.56 0 12 

Reputation      

Social pressure (1-5 scale) 1692 3.00 0.76 1 5 

Control variables      

Roman-catholic (0/1) 1692 0.15 0.35 0 1 

Protestant (0/1) 1692 0.10 0.30 0 1 

Other religion (0/1) 1692 0.05 0.22 0 1 

Age (years) 1692 47.44 16.64 18 89 

Married/cohabitating (0/1) 1692 0.69 0.46 0 1 

Having children (0/1) 1692 0.44 0.50 0 1 
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Results  

 

Women give more frequently, but lower amounts 

Consistent with our first hypothesis the GINPS data show that women are more likely to report 

giving money to charities. Table 2 shows that 93% of the females donated during a year, versus 

89% of all men. Independent samples t-tests show that this difference is significant. Among the 

donating people, however, the average donation is higher for men: women donate 216 Euros 

versus 264 Euros among men, a significant difference. Men also give a significantly larger 

proportion of their income: male donors give 1.9%, female donors 1.2%. These results support 

our basic hypothesis on gender differences for the incidence of donating, but are in striking 

contrast to the hypothesis for the amount donated: women are more likely to donate but do not 

give higher amounts. In fact, they give lower amounts both in absolute Euros and as a proportion 

of household income. 

 

Table 2: Averages of dependent variables by gender 

 All (n=1692) Female (n=863) Male (n=829) T 

Donating 0.91 0.93  0.89 ** 

Frequency of donating past year 9.44 10.72 8.10 *** 

Amount donated 200.90 183.37 219.14 (*) 

Amount donated, donors only  239.30 216.42 264.14 * 

Proportion of income donated  1.29 1.01  1.58 * 

Proportion of income donated, donors only  1.55 1.19  1.93 ** 

 

Note: Averages are weighted on demographic characteristics. The fourth column shows significance levels of the t-

value in independent samples t-tests on the averages of males and females. For the amount donated and proportion 

of income donated among donors only, the sample size is n=1,483 (713 males, 770 females).  

(*) p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 
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Now we go on to test our hypotheses on gender differences. From the results in table 2 we may 

already infer that one hypothesis will receive considerable support, and that is hypothesis 8. This 

is the only hypothesis on a mediating effect that assumes that women give lower amounts than 

men. Hypotheses 1-7 all assume that women give more than men, which turns out not to be the 

case. Before we reject these hypotheses, however, we note that they should be interpreted ceteris 

paribus. The lower level of resources of women may reduce their giving so strongly that their 

stronger prosocial values, solicitation and social pressure may not be enough to offset the 

depressing effects of lower resources. 

 

Women give more frequently because of stronger prosocial values 

As we learned from Table 2, women give more often to charities than men. Tables 3 and 

4 confirm this finding, with being female having a positive effect on both the incidence of 

donating (Table 3) and the frequency of making donations over the course of a calendar year 

(Table 4). In line with our hypothesis 2, women give more frequently because they have stronger 

prosocial values than men. Adding prosocial values to the model makes the gender coefficient in 

the regression of the donation likelihood (Table 3) and donation frequency (Table 4) much 

weaker: prosocial values fully explain why women give more frequently. In Table 3, adding the 

blocks of costs, solicitation and reputation does not reduce the gender difference any further.  

Interestingly, a part of the effect of the principle of care is mediated by social pressure. 

One interpretation of this finding is that persons with a stronger principle of care are expected to 

act in line with that principle by their environment, which in turn increases the social pressure to 

give.  

 Table 5 displays regression coefficients on the amount donated in a year. Females donate 

significantly lower amounts, and this is more strongly so when we take prosocial values into 

account. Empathic concern is mediated by age: women and empathic persons live longer, so they 

are able to donate higher amounts on later age. Empathic concern has in itself no significant 

effect on the size of a donation. One might argue that when a donor gives because of empathy, 

each gift is a good one; if, instead, a donor acts morally to help solve a particular problem or 

achieve a set of goals, the larger the donation the better. None of the interaction terms with 

prosocial values are significant and H3 is rejected. 
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Table 3: Odds ratios of donating (no/yes) to any charitable cause 

 Female Values Costs Solicitation Reputation Moderation 

Female 1.63 ** 1.13 1.15 1.18 1.20 2.16 

Empathic concern  1.74 *** 1.86 *** 1.76 *** 1.66 ** 1.48 

Principle of care  1.77 *** 1.79 *** 1.77 *** 1.41 (*) 1.20 

Secondary education   1.01  0.98 0.97 1.01 

Tertiary education   2.06 *** 1.95 * 1.88 (*) 2.04 * 

Household income (ln)   1.07 1.06 1.05 1.14 (*) 

Own home   0.92 0.82 0.77 0.83 

Home value (ln)   1.08 * 1.08 * 1.08 * 1.06 * 

Financial security   1.21 *** 1.17 ** 1.17 *** 1.11  

Network size    1.02 1.01 1.01 

Being asked    1.61 1.56 1.62 

Number of solicitations    1.62 * 1.61 * 1.62 (*) 

Social pressure     1.85 *** 1.87 *** 

Empathic concern * Female      1.28 

Principle of care * Female      1.23 

Income * Female      0.60 (*) 

Home value * Female      1.40 

Financial security * Female      1.35 

Asked * Female      0.76 

Solicitations * Female      1.18 

Social pressure * Female      1.04 

Catholic  2.51 * 2.47 * 2.06 (*) 1.90 (*) 1.88 (*) 

Protestant  4.71 ** 4.36 * 3.25 (*) 3.19 (*) 3.43 (*) 

Other religion  3.09 2.66 2.35 1.98 1.88 

Age  1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 

Married/cohabitating  1.18 0.85 0.81 0.90 0.89 

Having children  1.62 * 2.02 ** 1.87 ** 1.80 * 1.89 ** 

Nagelkerke R2 0.01 0.14 0.22 0.27 0.29 0.31 

Note: Sample size is n=1,692.  

(*) p < 0.1  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 
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Table 4: Unstandardized OLS regression coefficients on the frequency of donating 

 Female Values Costs Solicitation Reputation Moderation 

Female 2.52 *** 1.35 (*) 1.61 * 1.83 ** 1.92 ** 1.60 

Empathic concern  1.47 * 1.46 * 0.77 0.60 0.74 

Principle of care  2.61 *** 2.45 *** 2.17 ** 1.30 (*) 1.70 (*) 

Secondary education   2.12 ** 2.03 * 1.90 * 1.96 * 

Tertiary education   3.55 *** 3.23 ** 2.88 ** 2.90 ** 

Household income (ln)   - 0.15  - 0.25  - 0.27 - 0.20 

Own home   0.75  0.12 0.11 0.09 

Home value (ln)   0.01 0.00 - 0.01 0.01 

Financial security   0.51 ** 0.35 (*) 0.33 (*) 0.27 

Network size    0.08 0.05 0.05 

Being asked    3.72 *** 3.65 *** 3.25 ** 

Number of solicitations    1.40 *** 1.33 *** 1.02 ** 

Social pressure     2.07 *** 1.36 (*) 

Empathic concern * Female      - 0.16 

Principle of care * Female      - 0.47  

Income * Female      - 0.29 

Home value * Female      - 0.30 

Financial security * Female      0.21 

Asked * Female      0.52 

Solicitations * Female      1.23 

Social pressure * Female      1.10 

Catholic  2.94 ** 2.98 ** 2.03 * 1.71 (*) 1.66 (*) 

Protestant  8.37 *** 8.14 *** 6.42 *** 5.76 *** 5.70 *** 

Other religion  10.98 *** 10.91 *** 9.83 *** 9.19 *** 9.20 *** 

Age  0.04 (*) 0.06 * 0.05 (*) 0.04 0.04 

Married/cohabitating  1.59 * 1.29 1.17 1.41 (*) 1.48 (*) 

Having children  1.12 1.50 (*) 0.80 0.66 0.67 

R2 0.01 0.12 0.14 0.19 0.20 0.21 

Note: Sample size is n=1,692.  

(*) p < 0.1  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 
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Women give lower amounts because of lower economic resources 

Women have lower economic resources, and this explains a part of their lower giving. Having 

achieved tertiary education and financial security have significant effects on the likelihood and 

frequency of donating (tables 3 and 4). When these variables are taken into account, we see a 

bigger gender difference in the frequency of donating. This means that the costs mechanism 

suppresses gender effects: the gender gap seems smaller because economic resources make men 

give more often. 

Education, home value and financial security have significantly positive effects on the 

amount donated (table 5), mediating the negative female coefficient. There is evidence for H8 in 

the sense that women tend to give less often and lower amounts of money because of their lower 

levels of education and wealth. 

 In table 3, the odds ratio of ‘Income * Female’ is below 1 and significant on the 10% 

level, in line with H9: women give less when wealth increases. The other interactions are not 

significant so most evidence points at rejecting H9. 

 

Solicitation does not explain gender differences in giving 

People give when they are asked for it, and women are hypothesized to give more often because 

they are more frequently asked for it. Being asked and the number of solicitations indeed have a 

strongly positive and significant relationship with the frequency of making donations (table 4), 

but this does not mediate the gender difference; instead, the difference gets even larger when 

controlled for solicitation. This means that women give more frequently despite the lower 

number of solicitations received. 

 Solicitation has an interesting effect on gender differences in the amount donated. The 

negative gender coefficients in tables 5 and 6 are smaller when the solicitation block is included, 

which is contrary to the expectation. In table 5, two interaction terms are significant at the 10% 

level: females donate less money when they are asked for it, but donate higher amounts when 

they receive more requests. This paradoxical finding may suggest a non-linear relation.  
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Table 5: Unstandardized OLS regression coefficients on the amount donated, donors only 

 Female Values Costs Solicitation Reputation Moderation 

Female - 46.41 * - 62.94 ** - 53.43 ** - 49.32 * - 46.06 * 8.69 

Empathic concern  27.61 28.47 18.70  13.10 16.41 

Principle of care  19.74 *** 85.46 *** 81.56 *** 58.74 ** 71.34 * 

Secondary education   65.71 ** 60.51 * 55.52 * 54.75 * 

Tertiary education   137.78 *** 124.70 *** 114.22 *** 114.25 *** 

Household income (ln)   7.13 6.54 6.12 4.65 

Own home   - 64.48 - 79.30 - 77.27 - 74.37 

Home value (ln)   8.56 (*) 8.69 (*) 8.23 (*) 6.57 

Financial security   18.10 ** 16.19 ** 15.37 ** 13.62 

Network size    4.37 * 3.33 (*) 3.42 (*) 

Being asked    15.72 14.55 59.61 

Number of solicitations    23.44 ** 21.95 ** 8.56 

Social pressure     57.95 *** 56.65 * 

Empathic concern * Female      - 6.31 

Principle of care * Female      - 12.01 

Income * Female      4.15 

Home value * Female      17.56 

Financial security * Female      5.07 

Asked * Female      - 92.08 (*) 

Solicitations * Female      44.85 (*) 

Social pressure * Female      0.89 

Catholic  33.85 40.32 28.09 19.82 18.55 

Protestant  409.10 *** 405.60 *** 383.24 *** 364.30 *** 364.25 *** 

Other religion  812.00 *** 813.82 *** 799.83 *** 782.36 *** 783.48 *** 

Age  3.18 *** 3.86 *** 3.77 *** 3.40 *** 3.37 *** 

Married/cohabitating  18.75 - 3.57 - 7.06 0.02 - 3.47 

Having children  20.28 36.29 28.52 25.02 24.48 

R2 0.00 0.31 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.36 

Note: Sample size is n=1,483.  

(*) p < 0.1  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 
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 Reputation does not explain gender differences in giving 

Women experience more social pressure, which is associated with higher giving. Including social 

pressure in table 3 does not change the gender effect and including it in table 4 does instead 

increase the gender coefficient.  

Neither does social pressure explain gender differences in the amounts donated. Social 

pressure has a significantly positive relationship with the total amount donated. Contrary to our 

expectations, the negative gender coefficients in the reputation models are lower than in the 

models without social pressure.  

The interaction variables are not significant: social pressure has an equally strong effect on men 

and women and H5 is rejected. 

 

Discussion and conclusion 

Recent publications have drawn attention to women’s philanthropy. In both the U.S. and the 

U.K., women are found to be more likely to give and to give higher amounts than men (Mesch et 

al. 2002, Mesch et al. 2006, Mesch et al. 2011, Piper and Schnepf 2008, Women’s Philanthropy 

Institute 2012). Possible explanations for this gender gap are women’s stronger prosocial values, 

their more frequent solicitations or their higher social pressure. Men, however, could give more 

because they possess more economic resources. This paper tested both the existence of a gender 

difference and the strength of different explanations in the case of the Netherlands.  

The Dutch case shows that gender differences in giving are not as straightforward as 

expected. Women are more likely to donate, but they do not donate higher amounts of money. 

Instead, males donate higher amounts. This finding is not new (e.g. Bekkers 2004, Sokolowski 

1996) but delivers interesting new evidence in the debate of the role of women in philanthropy.  

Women show higher levels of empathic concern and the principle of care, and these 

measures fully explain the gender difference in the probability to give. In contrast with earlier 

research showing an unexplained gender difference (Mesch et al. 2011), the higher likelihood for 

women to give to charities can be fully attributed to their stronger prosocial values. These values 

also explain why women give more frequent, although there is still a gender difference we are 

not able to explain. 
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While females give more often, men tend to give higher amounts. For the total amount 

people donate, the gender difference is even bigger when empathic concern and principle of care 

are taken into account. The most important explanation that men give higher amounts than 

women is the relative costs of giving: in general, men have achieved higher education and 

possess more wealth. The level of female giving can partly be explained because they are more 

likely to receive a donation requests and  because they perceive a higher social pressure, but the 

explanatory power of these mechanisms is not strong. 

 In sum, prosocial values prove to be strong explanations for gender differences in giving. 

More women than men donate money because they are more empathic and more caring than 

men. This also holds for the amount donated but for other reasons, men give higher amounts of 

money. The results in this paper shed a new light on the debate. As far as we know this is the 

first study dedicated to test mechanisms explaining gender differences in giving in the 

Netherlands. Because the Dutch welfare state has other arrangements than that of the US or the 

UK, the context in which charitable giving takes place is different. By explaining why women 

give more often in this context, the Dutch case is an important contribution to the literature on 

women’s philanthropy.  

Some issues are still unresolved. We have not been able to explain the gender difference 

in amounts given: men give higher amounts, even when all mechanisms are taken into account. 

Further research should test for alternative explanations. Also, when data is available, a cross-

country study on gender differences in giving and values would add much to our understanding. 

An analysis over time would be useful to be more sure of causal processes. We might also look 

for different effects among generations (see Women’s Philanthropy Institute 2012), or to the 

causes to which men and women like to give (as is done for Great Britain by Piper and Schnepf 

2008). Further research should examine gender differences in giving and values in other 

contexts, for different sectors and with more measures of prosocial values. 
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