
I would like to thank all five reviewers for their careful consideration of my proposal ‘Global Giving’. 
All reviewers were thoughtful and showed thorough understanding of the research field. Three 
reviewers (R3, R4, R5) gave a final score of A+, noting no or minor weaknesses. R2 scored an A, 
commenting primarily on the expected impact and feasibility to achieve this. R1 scored a B, mainly 
commenting on the number of countries studied. I will address the concerns of the five reviewers 
point-by-point below. 

Quality of the researcher 
I am grateful that the reviewers unanimously rated the quality of my past performance as a leading 
researcher in the field, evaluating my track record in research publications as belonging to the top 
10% or even the top 2% (R5). Reviewers comment on my ‘strong and almost unique track record’ 
(R2) and consider me to be ‘one of few researchers that is able to conduct this research’ (R1). 

R2 identifies the importance of recruiting a small cohort of new doctoral students, and binding them 
into a cohesive research team as crucial for the success of the research. I fully agree. Through the 
CGG, I am connected to directors of research institutes on philanthropy around the globe, putting 
me in an excellent position to recruit the best candidates. Furthermore, I am highly committed to my 
students and to team performance in general. I will be assisted by an experienced postdoc as co-PI. 
Just like the other reviewers I am confident that I can successfully lead and supervise the team. 

Quality of the proposed research 
R1 is concerned that the research will only cover 31 countries. This is an unfortunate 
misunderstanding, since we will in fact analyze existing microdata from all 145 countries covered in 
the Gallup World Poll (GWP). Via one of the members of the CGG, Matthew Bennett from the 
University of Birmingham, I have access to these data, ensuring that the research will ‘have a major 
impact’ and ‘change research on philanthropy’, as R1 noted. The 80k budgeted for international 
collaboration is not for the survey data collection in WP3, which is budgeted separately (Global 
Giving Survey, 293k), but for the experiments to be conducted in WP4.  

A further concern of R1 and R2 was that countries in Africa and countries with a Muslim majority are 
not included in the Global Giving survey. These were unfortunate omissions indeed. A year ago, it 
was not possible within the current budget to collect new microdata in Africa and in Muslim majority 
countries, where representative population samples were very expensive. Meanwhile, data 
collection in South Africa, Saudi Arabia, and Indonesia have become feasible at a reasonable price. 
Therefore I have included these countries in the research plan. Before the fieldwork we will reassess 
the feasibility to include further countries in Africa and with a Muslim majority. Meanwhile, the 
majority of countries in Africa and countries with a Muslim majority are included in the GWP data 
that we will analyze in WP2. This allows us to study how volunteering and charitable giving are 
related to informal giving practices across the world. 

Related to this is the concern of R3 that countries where giving is more informal will be represented 
as less generous. We will be careful to avoid this impression. As mentioned on page 14 and 19 of the 
proposal, Global Giving measures both formal and informal giving. They may be substitutes. This is in 
fact one of the hypotheses we will test in the analysis. I have set up the CGG specifically to give other 
cultural perspectives a voice in research on philanthropy. The consultation of an international 
advisory board (unpaid, but compensated for travel from the conference budget) and the behavioral 
definition of charitable giving, a voluntary transfer of money, further reduce the cultural bias. This 



also addresses R3’s concern about the differential meaning or significance of 'stranger' in different 
cultural contexts. This is indeed a limitation of the GWP data that we repair in WP3 and WP4. 

The primary concern of R2 is the worry that the ‘offer of both practice-led and theoretically-led new 
knowledge’ is ‘too generous’. Indeed my ambition is high, because this is exactly what my vici 
proposal is all about. Moreover, as all the other reviewers noticed, I have demonstrated past 
performance in both practice-led and theoretically-led research, also internationally. I therefore 
agree with R4, who writes: “these explanations and evidence of prior work are important in 
mitigating concerns about the risks of such an ambitious project”. The proposal takes philanthropy 
research to a global scale, and with it we take the lead in this field of research, from the 
Netherlands. 

An additional concern of R2 is that the proposal is ‘building on previous research’ rather than 
‘establishing a wholly new field’. The thorough and positive evaluations of the other reviewers 
indicate that this concern is not warranted. Indeed I build on previous research, which is a clear 
advantage rather than a shortcoming, as R4 and R5 say. Furthermore, as R1 and R5 note, in Global 
Giving we bring new theoretical and conceptual approaches to the field that thus far was dominated 
by a US perspective. The US ‘crowding-out’ perspective is clearly inaccurate for the rest of the world 
and particularly for Europe, where we see that government funding is crowding-in charitable giving. 
Another theoretical contribution is the institutionalization perspective. Previous research based on 
conditions prevailing in the US has farsightedly ignored differences in the regulation and 
professionalization of philanthropy in other parts of the world. In a recent study co-authored with 
CGG members, drawing upon the IPD that we will also use in WP1, we have elaborated this concept. 
Building upon this study, global giving will demonstrate how the institutionalization of philanthropy 
affects charitable giving and other forms of generosity. This includes the influence of recent global 
political changes that R2 identified. 

In addition to the theoretical contributions, as all other reviewers note, the research will greatly 
extend the empirical evidence base on philanthropy by collecting data and studying practices of 
giving in a large number of countries around the world. The concern of R2 about the balance of data 
sources is addressed by the use of multilevel regression models that combine microdata from 
surveys and context data collected in WP3. In addition, we will conduct survey and behavioral 
experiments. Hence the qualifications that Global Giving will make a “significant methodological 
contribution” (R4) and “will drive and define research for at least a decade” (R1). 

R2 stresses the role of citizens establishing their own philanthropic foundations and asks how their 
influences are taken into account. I very much concur and consider the increasing numbers of 
foundations to be an important indicator of the institutionalization of philanthropy and the 
organization of the charity sector that we collect as a context factor in WP2, and include in WP3.  

Both R2 and R4 ask questions about the coordination of the project. R2 asks how research standards 
will be ascertained and verified. I have gained experience in these matters by participating in several 
EC-funded consortia. As R3 noticed, my contribution to the FP7-funded EUFORI project was 
important in the coordination of fieldwork in 27 countries with very different conceptual and legal 
definitions of philanthropy. As in these projects, we will first rely on country experts from the CGG to 
identify differences in conceptualization of ‘giving’, and add culture-specific examples to a core of 
identical questions in different countries.  



Knowledge utilization 
The reviewers evaluate knowledge utilization to be “well developed”, with “insights of immediate 
relevance” (R3), based on “strong academic and networking links” (R2). R4 asks how international 
partnerships will be managed and how knowledge usage by non-academic stakeholders will be 
realized. International academic partners in the CGG will contribute to the design and translation of 
the survey. The data collection in WP3 itself will be done from the international office of Kantar 
Public (formerly TNS) in Brussels. We will organize knowledge usage by non-academic stakeholders 
by enlisting non-academic country experts in the CGG as we have done in the PhiSi project, a follow-
up of the EUFORI project. For PhiSi we convened an international conference in Amsterdam to 
discuss the legal barriers and practical implications of the EUFORI results and recommendations. The 
stakeholder experts discussed these in their respective organizations. The postdoc takes a leading 
role in this effort, in close consultation with me. The fact that the European Commission and its 
emissary Robert-Jan Smits is currently working side-by-side with R&I foundations in Plan S and its 
Open Access strategy is evidence of the impact that EUFORI and PhiSi have had. 

Finally, R5 identifies an important implication of making the data available that we will collect in this 
project: ‘researchers from around the world will be able to conduct their own research and test 
theories on determinants of giving using this data set’. This remark shows that R5 has thought 
through the advantage of Open Science: it accelerates discovery. This is exactly the reason why I 
advocate sharing data. 


