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Uitslag vooraanmeldingsfase:   
De domeincommissie heeft uw aanvraag beoordeeld en adviseert u om uw Vici-vooraanmelding niet uit te 
werken tot een volledige aanvraag.  
 
 

 
Toelichting beoordelingsrapport: 
 
De hieronder genoemde punten per criterium zijn opmerkingen van leden van de 
beoordelingscommissie. De weging van het totaal aan punten door de beoordelingscommissie als 
geheel ligt ten grondslag aan het eindoordeel over de aanvraag. 
 

 
De beoordelingscommissie heeft uw voorstel beoordeeld op de volgende criteria: 
 

1. Kwaliteit van de onderzoeker 
 

• Recognised international expert on Philanthropy. Recent output is limited however as 
evidenced by the fact that 4 of the listed top 5 publications are more than 10 years old. Also 
other refereed articles are mostly dated, and only few appeared in international (ISI) 
journals. Supervision experience is limited.  

• Very strong publication output with 64 articles. The applicant appears to be a highly cited 
specialist in an important subfield. Track record is more limited in terms of PhD supervision 
and (international) academic leadership as evidenced for example by Editorial positions. 
Strong record of societal engagement and (unpaid) Advisory work. 

• This researcher has been very successful in policy-oriented research, which does not 
necessarily mean he is a good researcher. His track record is mixed. Given the high amount 
of research grants it is surprising that he worked with so few PhD students. This new line of 
research is not really new following his earlier research  

• The applicant is a clear authority in the field of philanthropy studies. He has an impressive 
track record regarding grants and scholarships. His experience supervising PhDs, however, is 
rather limited. His publication list appears to be good but not impressive.  
 

2. Kwaliteit, innovatief karakter en wetenschappelijke impact van het 
onderzoeksvoorstel 

• The added value of the project lies in the combination of theoretical perspectives, of which it is 
unclear why the cultural and psychological angles are missing. Another positive aspect is the 
international data collection. The project seems ambitious but feasible, partly because part of 
the data are already in. The project combines survey data with experiments. 

• One key question that arises from the proposal is the definition of philanthropy: the countries 
with low rates of giving as mapped in Figure 1 are countries where presumably the demands of 
family ties are substantial, especially in terms of caring for and financially supporting the 
elderly and extended families or kinship networks. This does not seem to count toward the 
assessment of individuals’ willingness to devote ‘money, time and resources to the benefit of 
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others,’ (2a1) which raises a question about the definition of philanthropy / prosocial behavior 
and the way in which a boundary is drawn between philanthropy and social care (‘mantelzorg’) 
and family support.  

• The ambition of the proposal is rather narrow and focused around the question “Why do people 
differ in charitable giving?” For a VICI proposal one would expect a wider context of research 
beyond a single question. How does the research contribute beyond giving answer to this 
question? In what sense is the proposed research innovative in academic, as opposed to 
applied, research? There is ample explanation of the empirical research, which appears to be 
solid, but scant discussion on the wider theoretical contributions. Drawing hypotheses from 
various theories is not the same as contributing to further development. 

• The maps in the proposal gives a completely biased picture of the the art of giving. The 
problem is that the data underlying this research are very much coloured by the context in 
which the instrument is made. West Africa is very low in giving behaviour, but almost 
everybody is Muslim and give alms, though not in a institutionalized manner, which is different 
in Indonesia where Muslims give more often to Islamic institutions/ charities. The differences in 
giving measures therefore do not depend on a difference in propensity of giving but the 
institutional context and the organization of the charity sector, which is completely ignored in 
Beckers framework. In the Netherlands we have ANBI status. in other countries there are other 
regulations. How to tackle this problem with this research approach is not made clear. 

• The objective of this research is to map the prevalence and drivers of philanthropy on a global 
scale (145 countries). The project builds on the applicant’s previous work (funded by the 
Ministry) and will take the project of mapping global giving to a new scale. Though the 
upscaling is itself innovative, the continuation of previous efforts raises a question concerning 
the innovative nature of this project, especially in terms of its conceptual/theoretical promise 
and originality.  

• The theoretical promise is in the development of a new set of hypotheses about the drivers of 
charitable giving, but it would have strengthen the pre-proposal if the set of social and/or 
institutional mechanism that might drive such new hypotheses had already been discussed. 
Questions could be raised about the project’s capacity to deliver (conceptual) contributions 
beyond what is called the subfield of ‘philantropic studies’ i. 
 

3. Kennisbenutting 
• The proposal has a very practical approach and might indeed be relevant for stakeholders in the 

charity business. The applicant has a very good track record in this regard. Yet, it is harder to 
identify spillovers beyond this select group. 

• Clearly, a number of important contacts and networks have already been established. Working 
papers and a website with data are important pathways to valorisaton. It is less clear how 
audiences will actually be reached through this website, especially beyond the applicant’s existing 
contacts. is it important to build partnerships and reach out to audiences in (some of) the non-
Western countries that are studied? 

• All kinds of other fields are related to 'giving' as relevant areas of knowledge utilisation, but the 
link is unclear. 

• The applicant argues effectively that the research will also make contributions to other disciplines. 
The dissemination activities and sharing of data are well-considered. However, it is not entirely 
clear what kinds of insights will result from the studies, and why further empowering charity 
organizations, irrespective of their societal contributions, is always and a priori a good thing. 
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