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The Market for Charitable Giving

John A. List

hrough good and bad economic times, charitable gifts have continued to

I roll in largely unabated over the past half century. In a typical year, total

charitable gifts of money now exceed 2 percent of gross domestic product.

Moreover, charitable giving has nearly doubled in real terms since 1990, and the

number of nonprofit organizations registered with the IRS grew by nearly 60 percent
from 1995 to 2005.

The market for charitable giving primarily revolves around three major players:
Donors provide the resources to charities. Charitable organizations develop strate-
gies to attract resources and allocate those resources. Finally, the government decides
(among other issues) on the tax treatment of individual contributions, the level of
government grants to various charities, and what public goods to provide itself.

This study provides a perspective on the economic interplay of these three
actors. I begin by exploring data on aggregate giving patterns: How much is given
annually? Who gives? Who are the recipients of these gifts? Focusing on gifts
of money in the United States, I find that since 1968, growth in charitable gifts of
money roughly doubled the growth of the Standard & Poor’s 500. One interesting
pattern that emerges concerns the cyclical nature of giving: while individual gifts
are responsive to the economic environment, they are much more sensitive to
economic upturns than to downturns. This relationship has led to charitable
gifts significantly outpacing the S&P 500 over the last decade. I then turn to an
exploration of facts that have emerged from the early years of research in this
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area. For economic theorists, one feature of this line of research is that it has
lent insights into the types of models that predict giving behavior. In this sense,
work in this area can inform modeling of systematic deviations from a purely self-
interested framework. In addition, this work has proven informative about models
of persuasion and more generally permits measurement of key parameters to help
construct economic theories of giving.

For policymakers, a recurring issue concerns the benefits and costs of proposed
policies. For example, would changes in the tax treatment of charitable contribu-
tions lead to more or less giving? In this spirit, some empirical evidence suggests
that governmental proposals to limit the tax deductibility of individual charitable
contributions would fall entirely on charities themselves: taxpayers would cut
their gifts by roughly the increase in their tax bill, reducing charities’ receipts by
an equivalent amount.! This finding suggests an interesting conclusion—on the
margin, taxpayers are spending $1 for every $1 given to charity. Another question
of import to policymakers revolves around how government grants to charitable
organizations influence the charitable sector. Although we might reasonably
expect charities that receive public funds to provide higher levels of service, there
is empirical evidence suggesting that publically funded charities are no more likely
to provide better service.

For those who work in charitable institutions, research on what motivates people
to give and how to design mechanisms to generate the greatest level of gifts has
been instructive. For example, securing funds privately in the form of seed money
and matching grants before the public drive begins turns out to be an effective way
of increasing donations. Furthermore, long-run fund-raising success depends on
incentives used to attract first-time donors.

A Primer on the Charitable Sector

It is useful to start by considering the charitable sector as a whole. What are
the legal requirements for being a charitable organization in the United States?
How do firms in this sector compare to for-profits or governmental agencies?
Answers to questions like these provide a basis for understanding the scope of
charitable activities.

The legal requirements for a charitable organization are outlined by sections
501(c) (3) and 508(c) and 509(a) of the Internal Revenue Code. Legal qualifica-
tions require that a nonprofit organization be “organized and operated exclusively
for one or more exempt purposes.” This law requires that a nonprofit be set up
as a corporation, trust, or unincorporated association and directed by documenta-
tion that permanently limits its purpose to the one or more tax-exempt purposes

! For example, Feldstein and Clothfelter (1976).
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that is responsible for its status as a nonprofit organization. The law also prohibits
nonprofits from engaging in a number of activities, including but not limited to:
participating in political campaigns at the local, state, and federal levels; substantial
lobbying; benefiting a private shareholder or individual with its earnings; pursuing
private interests; participating in activities unrelated to its tax exempt purposes; and
acting or intending to act illegally.

Nonprofits that meet such requirements include, but are not limited to:
churches; schools; organizations that provide medical and/or hospital care; orga-
nizations whose financial support comes substantially from publicly supported
organizations, governmental units, and/or from the general public; organizations
whose support is not more than one-third gross investment income and more than
one-third from contributions, memberships, and other activities directed towards
their tax-exempt purposes; and organizations supporting other legally declared
public charities. A nonprofit that derives its status from being publicly supported
must continue to demonstrate public support for its existence to maintain its legal
status as a charitable organization.

There aren’t many venues that allow us to compare behavior by for-profits,
nonprofits that solicit charitable giving, and governmentrun organizations. One
excellent example is Duggan (2000), who compares the responsiveness by orga-
nizations from each of these three groups to a government incentive program for
the poor. In particular he looks at how California hospitals reacted to a change in
state Medicaid funding. California created the Disproportionate Share Program
in 1990 to encourage hospitals to offer treatment to the poor. The program
offered hospitals substantial payment if hospitals treated above a certain threshold
of low-income patients. He finds that for-profits and nonprofits responded to the
incentives by giving additional treatment to the least costly indigent patients,
while governmentrun organizations were not nearly as responsive to the incen-
tives. He also finds that the extra revenues generated by for-profits and nonprofits
from the program were invested in financial assets rather than used to improve
care for the poor.

There are at least two ways to interpret Duggan’s results. One is to applaud the
nonprofit hospitals for being more responsive to incentives than the government-
run hospitals. A second interpretation would point out that nonprofits could be
more adept at rent-seeking behavior than government-run groups. One would
expect such responsiveness to carry over to provision of the public good. In
that vein, Karpoff (2001) finds that governmentrun Arctic explorations were
slower to adopt newer technologies and suffered from poor leadership structures
compared to their private counterparts. In addition, Dewenter and Malatesta
(2001) compare performance of firms before and after privatization. They find
that in the run-up to privatization the governmentrun firm begins to improve
performance. Clearly, this first-order question of the relative efficiency of for-
profits, nonprofits, and government-run organizations remains open, and further
research needs to be conducted.
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Aggregate Giving Patterns: Who, What, and Where?

People typically help worthy causes in two ways: giving money and volunteering
time. Volunteerism in the United States is an important and growing component
of charity. However, in this article, I will focus on gifts of money by U.S. citizens to
charitable causes. Although I focus on gifts of money from individuals, it should
be noted that charitable donations arise from four central entities: individuals,
bequests, corporations, and charitable foundations. Each provides considerable
resources, but the most significant is by far individual givers, who comprise more
than 75 percent of total gifts given annually. The second biggest source, founda-
tions, is typically responsible for roughly 12 percent of all donations; bequests and
corporations make up the remainder, roughly 6.5 percent each. Given changing
demographics, bequests seem likely to be a growing share of charitable giving in
the future.

provides a time series of individual charitable giving from 1968-2008,
along with the Standard & Poor’s 500 stock index for comparison. The data on char-
itable giving is largely based on IRS Form 990 (a tax exemption form that nonprofits
complete), as compiled by the Giving USA Foundation, which publishes and analyzes
trends in charitable giving by source of contribution and by type of recipient. The
foundation also econometrically adjusts its estimates based on information from
other research institutions. Recipients are categorized as religious organizations,
educational institutions, human services charities, health charities, public and social
organizations, and arts and culture. shows dramatic growth in the chari-
table sector, as giving of money reached a 2007 high of $314 billion (in real 2008
dollars), or more than 2 percent of GDP. Charitable giving as a percentage of GDP
has climbed steadily since the mid-1990s, from roughly 1.5 percent to more than
2 percent today. Charitable giving has increased significantly more in percentage
terms than the broad S&P stock index over this time period, with the gap signifi-
cantly widening in the past several years.

To what extent do changes in the stock market co-vary with changes in charitable
giving? A simple regression of the percentage changein charitable giving regressed on
the previous year’s percentage change in the Standard & Poor’s 500 indicates that
nearly 40 percent of the variance in percentage changes in total charitable giving is
accounted for by variation in the previous year’s percentage change in the S&P 500.
Thus, over this time period, a simple regression model that includes only a constant
term and one year of lagged percentage change in the S&P 500 explains 40 percent
of the variation in the changes in charitable giving for the currentyear. In this calcu-
lation, a 1 percent increase in last year’s S&P 500 is correlated with a 0.19 percent
increase in charitable giving this year.

The simple regression hides an interesting fact about the relationship between
charity and the economy, however. To highlight this relationship, shows the
relationship between percentage changes in charitable giving and lagged percentage
changes in the Standard and Poor’s 500. Comparing the right-hand line, a best-fit for
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Figure 1
Real Charitable Giving and the S&P 500 Index over Time
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Sowrces: Data on trends in charitable giving is from Giving USA Foundation. Sharon Bond provided me
with a timeline on uses and sources of charitable giving as of 2009. Historical S&P 500 prices are from
Yahoo! Finance. Nominal values are adjusted to 2008 U.S. dollars using Consumer Price Index data
from the IMF.

Notes: The Giving USA Foundation publishes and analyzes trends in charitable giving by source of
contribution and by type of recipient. Recipients are categorized as religious organizations, educational
institutions, human services charities, health charities, public and social organizations, and arts and
culture. Giving USA’s annual estimates are based largely on IRS Form 990 (a tax exemption form that
nonprofits complete), but the foundation also econometrically adjusts its estimates based on information
from other research institutions.

data where changes in the S&P 500 are positive, to the left-hand line, which is fit to
data where the changes in the S&P 500 are negative, it appears that charitable giving
is sticky downwards. That is, individual givers are significantly more responsive to
macroeconomic improvements than to macroeconomic declines as defined by the
S&P 500. The relationship of charitable giving to several other aggregates—GDP,
consumption expenditures, and unemployment—shows a similar relationship.
Why might we expect an asymmetric relationship between the economy and
charitable giving? If during economic downturns, charitable giving becomes more
valuable to recipients—that is, dollars are more valuable to a cause—then an
income effect that decreases donations to charity may be significantly countered
by a substitution effect towards the more valuable commodity of charitable giving.
Given the observed relationship in this might suggest that with positive
economic shocks, the difference in size between income and substitution effects is
much greater than for cases of negative economic shocks. Why the net effect is not
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Figure 2
Changes in the S&P 500 versus Changes in Charitable Giving from 1970 to 2009
with Trendlines
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Source: Data on charitable giving is from Giving USA. S&P 500 data is from Yahoo! Finance. See
for details.

identical for economic upturns and downturns might require certain nonlinearity
assumptions or a deeper behavioral explanation.

One alternative is that charitable gifts are sticky downwards because of social
pressure to maintain past giving levels. Generally, solicitors for annual gifts seek
to improve on past gifts from donors, or at least not step backwards. One fund-
raising handbook urges readers to remember that “‘Secure the gift, renew the
gift, upgrade the gift’ is the watchword of the annual fund” (Rosso, 2003). Serving
to reinforce this notion is the fact that many large gifts are contracted years in
advance, making it difficult to change the trajectory when times become diffi-
cult. Certainly, these explanations need not operate independently, as they (and
others) may interact to create the observed relationship from the data (List and
Peysakhovich, 2011).

Composition of Dollar Gifts: Who Receives?

provides a glimpse of where the dollars of individual givers were
directed in 2006, a fairly typical giving year. Interestingly, 61 percent of contribu-
tions by U.S. households were to religious causes. Yet, giving remains broad-based,
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Table 1
Breakdown of U.S. Household Giving in
2006 by Recipient Status

Recipient status Percentage given
Religious purposes 61%
Help people in need 10%
Combined purposes 10%
Health care/Medical research 5%
Educational purposes 5%
Youth and family services 2%
Environmental organizations 2%
Arts 2%
Neighborhoods 1%
International peace organizations 1%
Other 2%

Source: Giving USA Foundation and the Center on
Philanthropy at Indiana University (2010).

as nearly 50 percent of households give to more than one cause annually. These
remaining gifts are commonly directed to the poor, health care/medical research,
educational purposes, and combined purposes.

Along with the growth in charitable giving, the number of nonprofit organi-
zations has also expanded. The number of tax-exempt, nonprofit organizations
registered with the IRS grew by nearly 60 percent from 1995 to 2005. In 1995, nearly
181,000 charitable, religious, and nonprofit organizations registered with the IRS;
by 2005 the number grew to more than 286,000 such organizations. To my knowl-
edge, the entry and exit patterns of charitable organizations have not been studied,
and represent a potentially fertile area of research.

Because religious giving dominates the charitable giving landscape, I dig a level
deeper into religious giving. To do so, I obtained data from empty tomb, inc., a Chris-
tian service and research organization that provides churches with both a financial
discipleship strategy and information about church giving patterns. I obtained data

from 11 denominations over the period 1921-2007, as summarized in Figure 3A—CF

?The empty tomb organization obtains a large portion of their data on membership from the Yearbook of
American and Canadian Churches, supplementing these figures with data they themselves obtain directly
from individual denomination offices. Definitions of membership and related terms vary widely across
churches, but tend to be remarkably consistent within one church over time. In addition, the numbers
reported represent “the actual dollar records included in reports submitted by pastors and lay congrega-
tional leaders to their own denominational offices” (empty tomb, p. 3). Data used from the empty tomb
report includes Appendix Tables Bl and data received on April 16, 2010 through correspondence with
the authors. More information about empty tomb, inc. can be found at (http://www.emptytomb.org
/about.html).
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Figure 3
Trends in Giving at Denominations

A: Per-Member Giving for 11 Denominations, 1921-2007
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shows that total member giving from 1921-2007 rose from roughly $150
per member in 1921 to $700 per member in 2007. Yet this marked increase in
giving over time hides the fact that giving as a percentage of income is actually
lower in 2007 than in 1921, as seen in This graph also reveals that since
the late 1960s, giving has been roughly constant as a fraction of income.
shows that since 1968, total giving to the available denominations has increased
from roughly $12 billion to almost $25 billion in 2007 (in 2000 dollars). Combined,
the three graphs of inform us that, even in the face of declining church
membership, giving to religion is on the rise, although giving as a percentage of
income is stagnant.

Interestingly, when performing a regression exercise in the spirit of but
using data on religious giving, I find that percentage changes in giving to religion
are nearly constant when plotted against percentage changes in the Standard and
Poor’s 500. This finding suggests that giving to religious causes is largely unaffected
by economic times. Yet, percentage changes in giving to other major areas—such
as education—follow a sharp trend around percentage changes in the S&P 500.
More specifically, variation in changes in the S&P 500 can explain approximately
51 percent of the variance in changes in educational giving but only 10 percent of
the variance in religious giving.

Such data patterns suggest that religious gifts may be motivated by something
different than motivations underlying gifts to other charitable organizations. More
research is necessary, but motives such as social insurance and ensuring a peaceful
afterlife might be two factors influencing giving to religious causes. For instance,
it might be the case that people give to churches so that in times of need they can
more readily receive church services or help from fellow churchgoers.

Composition of Donors: Who Gives?

Who gives to charity? Just about everyone: Sullivan (2002) estimates that
89 percent of Americans give to at least one charitable cause per year. When one
looks more carefully at the data, however, this conclusion might be overstated.
provides summary statistics describing average charitable contributions of
donors with various characteristics. In these data, we see that, on average, house-
holds gave about $2,120 to charity in 2004. These data also suggest that two-thirds
gave donations to charity in 2004.

In general, shows that a household is more likely to give as its income
increases. For example, when household income is above $130,000, more than
90 percent of households give, whereas fewer than 40 percent of households earning
$20,000 or less give. Likewise, those with a higher education give at significantly
higher rates than high school dropouts.

Intriguingly, giving as a percentage of household income is U-shaped. House-
holds with incomes between $20,000 and 40,000 give 5 percent of their income to
charity. As incomes grow to about $75,000, gifts fall to 2 percent of income, but
then rise slightly to 3 percent. Though I have limited data on the donations of the
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Table 2

Decomposition of Giving by Various Demographics

Average
Average amount
Average amount given
amount Donation given by those % households
given as % of by those who gave  who donated
% households by those household who gave to secular  to more than
who donated — who gave income to religion causes one cause
All households 67% 2120 4% 873 548 49%
Total family income ($)
under 20,000 37% 747 12% 194 83 21%
20,001-40,000 58% 1,408 5% 560 259 40%
40,001-60,000 71% 1,651 3% 854 321 51%
60,001-75,000 79% 1,980 3% 1,060 505 57%
75,001-100,000 83% 2,053 2% 1,029 679 64%
100,001-130,000 91% 2,775 3% 1,601 915 73%
> 130,000 93% 4,644 2% 2,104 2,196 82%
Age of head of
household
Up to 25 yrs 38% 591 3% 95 128 20%
26-35 yrs 58% 1,398 2% 472 335 36%
36-45 yrs 63% 1,666 2% 594 464 47%
4660 yrs 73% 2,578 4% 1,120 775 55%
61-75 yrs 77% 2,401 5% 1,240 619 61%
76+ yrs 75% 2,601 12% 1,391 577 61%
Race of head of
household
African-American 48% 1,650 1% 601 195 29%
Hispanic 50% 956 2% 350 137 26%
Other race 1% 2,242 1% 962 641 54%
Highest education of
head of household
0-8 yrs of schooling 46% 1,806 6% 743 88 27%
9-11 yrs of schooling 43% 1,192 5% 383 133 26%
12 yrs of schooling 60% 1,465 5% 630 255 39%
Some college 73% 1,979 3% 949 500 52%
College 83% 2,622 3% 1,121 1,055 68%
More than college 84% 3,764 6% 1,736 1,426 75%
Gender of
household head
Male 70% 2,422 4% 1,059 642 52%
Female 59% 1,253 6% 423 319 43%

Source: The Center on Philanthropy Panel Study (COPPS) Module of the Panel Study of Income

Dynamics (PSID).

Notes: Data restricted to respondents for whom donations were bigger than $0. Also, the data drops
households without a positive income and excludes family units not asked the giving, volunteering,
and attendance questions. Data was weighted using family weights to avoid overrepresentation of low-

income families.
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wealthiest members of the population, the Center on Philanthropy (2007b) has
reported that among those with net worth between $1 million to $5 million, the
average donation to charity in 2005 was more than 5 percent of average income.

What might be causing this U-pattern of giving? The usual explanation is that
poor households tend to give to religious causes. This is indeed part of the story:
as shown by the data in religious giving represents a substantial fraction
of giving for low-income households but a lesser fraction for wealthy households.
Another proposed explanation in the literature is that younger people with low
current incomes expect their wages to rise in the future, which makes the current
charitable gifts more affordable. But this does not seem to be the case if one
considers the data on age of giver in the middle panel of

Another explanation for a U-shape in charitable giving is that a large fraction
of the high-percentage donors reporting low incomes are wealthy. When one looks
more closely at giving by donors in the bottom income class, it is largely driven by the
5 percent of households that contribute one-tenth or more of their after-tax income.
Many of these high-commitment households are high-asset, retired members of the
population who are in effect making their contributions out of accumulated wealth
rather than out of current income (James and Sharpe, 2007). Taken together, these
data patterns suggest that although fewer poor households give money to charity
compared to other income classes, the ones that do contribute give much more as
a percentage of income than any other income class.

also reveals that even though high-income givers are giving less of
their household income, the total amount is substantial: households with incomes
exceeding $130,000 give more than $4,500 annually to charity. This begs the ques-
tion: how much do the mega-wealthy give? Havens and Schervish (1999) show that
households in the top 4 percent of the income distribution provided over 40 percent
of the total charitable contributions in 1995. Furthermore, they report that the
households in the highest 1 percent of the income distribution (annual income
above $250,000 in 1994) provided 33 percent of the total charitable dollars in 1995.
Auten, Clotfelter, and Schmalbeck (2000) note that the wealthiest 1.4 percent of
decedents are responsible for 86 percent of charitable giving from bequests. A more
recent figure comes from a Bank of America “High Net Worth Philanthropy” study of
giving conducted by the Center for Philanthropy at Indiana University in 2005, which
found that the wealthiest 2.3 percent of givers gave 56.5 percent of total donations.

Interactions of the Three Major Players

Three main players populate the ecosystem of charitable giving: governments,
charities, and individuals. Much of the economics literature on philanthropy focuses
on the interactions between these groups. This section provides a perspective on
what we have learned from this literature and where the important questions lie
ahead. The interested reader should also see Andreoni (2006a).
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The Government and Charitable Organizations

The tasks that government chooses to take on will affect the tasks that chari-
table organizations choose to embrace (Roberts, 1984). For example, before the
1930s, charitable institutions focused on providing assistance to the poor, but as
the government took on that role, charitable institutions handed off the task. As
Cloward and Epstein (1965) write, “Once publicly supported income maintenance
programs came into existence, following the depression, private agencies began
to refer economically deprived clients [to public agencies], thus conserving their
resources for other services.”

A more subtle manner in which government affects the charitable sector is
through grants. Many charitable organizations receive a significant fraction of
their revenues from government grants. (Charitable organizations sometimes also
generate revenues by providing a good or service. For example, nonprofit hospi-
tals raise funds but also charge patients for the care that is provided.) From 1988
to 2005, government grants to charitable organizations have more than doubled
in real terms, rising from just under $60 million to almost $120 million in 2006
dollars. A growing component of government grants has been in the area of health,
education, and social services: these components represented 32 percent of federal
spending in 1965 and 66 percent in 2004.

The question of how such grants influence charitable organizations is an
important area of research. For instance, if government grants crowd out private
giving, then the grants might not be as productive as they seem prima facie.

The interplay of government grants and fund-raising is also of importance to
economists interested in determining the motives for giving. If people give money
to a charitable organization purely for the purpose of funding the provision of a
desired good or service, then under typical assumptions, government grants should
crowd out at least some portion of giving. But, if people instead give because of the
“warm glow” associated with the act of giving, then classic crowding out is likely to
be much less significant.

However, measuring the effect of government grants on fund-raising is difficult.
Ideally, a scholar would like to examine the extent of a charitable organization’s
fund-raising over time with random variation in its amount of government grants,
but such data have yet to surface. The main approach to analyzing crowding out is
to use regression analysis to simulate such an ideal experiment.

In a clever set of papers, Andreoni and Payne (2003, 2009) shed insights in
this area by making use of naturally occurring data and an instrumental variables

? Another approach is to use laboratory experiments. Eckel, Groosman, and Johnston (2005) run a set
of experiments in which subjects are given a certain amount of money to allocate to themselves or to
a charitable organization. In one treatment, they are told that a certain amount of money is going to
be given to the charity by the experimenters. In the second treatment, subjects are told that the same
amount of money will be given to the charity by the experimenters, but also that that amount of money
has been “taxed” from the amount of money that they can allocate. In this experiment, they find nearly
complete crowd-out from the “taxation.”
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approach. Andreoni and Payne (2003, 2009) explore the simple question of how
government grants affect a charitable organization’s expenses on fund-raising.
They use a panel data set on two types of charitable organizations: i) arts organiza-
tions, which tend to receive a small amount of revenue from government grants
and a large amount from fund-raising; and ii) social services organizations, which
receive a large amount of revenue from government grants and a small amount
from fund-raising. Then they take this approach one step further: First, they
increase the number and types of organizations they examine by including chari-
table organizations involved in “human service, children and family related service,
poverty, housing and food related, and other types of social service.” Second, they
explore the extent to which a government grant decreases funds raised because
of classic crowd-out (donors feel they already paid for this service through their
taxes) and the extent to which decreases in funds raised are a result of lower
expenditure on fund-raising (fund-raising crowd-out). They find that a $1,000
increase in government grants leads to a significant drop in charitable contribu-
tions. More specifically, they report that charitable contributions decrease by $772
as a result of reduced fund-raising expenditures, but that the grant actually brings
in an additional $45 because of classic “crowding in.” As discussed later, crowding
in can be the result of donors viewing the government grant as a positive signal
of quality. In terms of why overall charitable contributions decline, Andreoni and
Payne (2003) report that for the arts organizations, a $1,000 government grant
decreases fund-raising expenditures by $265 (or 50 percent), and for social services
organizations, a $1,000 government grant decreases fund-raising expenditures by
$54 (or 35 percent).

While this literature is only beginning to scratch the surface of one aspect of
the interplay between governments and charitable organizations, it provides a sense
of the richness of unresolved issues within this area. Social scientists have much
to do in exploring a body of empirical evidence on the interplay of government
spending and charitable organizations—from industrial organizational issues of
entry and exit of charities to classic public finance work.

The Government and the Individual

Soon after the 1913 Revenue Act, which introduced the income tax, the
Revenue Act of 1917 included a stipulation that charitable gifts are tax deduct-
ible. These two Revenue Acts have shaped the relationship between tax policy and
individual giving.

The Revenue Acts provide two avenues for the government to alter the effec-
tive “price” of giving. First, a taxpayer in the 28 percent marginal tax bracket who
itemizes deductions faces a “price” of 72 cents for a $1 donation, because charitable
gifts of money are tax deductible. If the government decides to raise the taxpayer’s
rate to, say 35 percent, then the taxpayer faces a lower price of giving, now 65 cents
for a $1 donation, which might through a substitution effect stimulate more gifts (of
course, there is a countervailing income effect because the individual now has less
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income celeris paribus). Second, the government can change the rate of tax deduct-
ibility of donations directly—perhaps by limiting the tax deductibility. For example,
the Obama budget proposal released early in 2010 planned to lower the itemized
deductions rate to 28 percent among the high-income households who otherwise
face a 35 percent marginal tax rate.!

Research into the effects of the tax system has explored how such price changes
might affect charitable giving. A first consideration is whether price changes have
been sufficient over time to identify price effects, and they clearly have. For example,
the top marginal income tax rate reached a high of 90 percent during World War
II, but tax reforms of 1981 (Economic Recovery Tax Act) and 1986 (Tax Reform Act
of 1986) reduced the top marginal rates significantly for wealthy families. The top
marginal rate was 28 percent in 1988-1990. Tax changes in the Bush I and Clinton
administrations raised tax rates, while the Bush II tax cut brought the top rate back
down to 33 percent.

Complementing the variation in marginal tax rate changes are changes in the
charitable deduction caps. For example, a donor can deduct gifts to public chari-
ties only up to 50 percent of taxable income, and gifts to private foundations only
up to 30 percent of taxable income. For researchers, changes in tax deductibility
represent another source of variation that can affect giving.

When policymakers consider giving tax breaks for charitable gifts, they are at
least implicitly considering the issue of whether the marginal cost (foregone tax
revenues) is less than the marginal benefit (increased dollars of giving). In a simple
world, the answer will be yes if the price elasticity of giving is less than negative
one—that is, if giving is price elastic. As Andreoni (2006a) notes, this has led the
literature to assess the price elasticity against the “gold standard” of —1.5

An early empirical example is due to Taussig (1967), who explored data from
nearly 50,000 individual tax returns in the 1962 Treasury tax file. While the work was
rudimentary, it set the stage for the seminal work of Feldstein and Clotfelter (1976),
who relied on Federal Reserve Treasury data that included both itemizers and non-
itemizers to compute a price elasticity of giving. Between the different datasets and
with various empirical specifications, the authors found price elasticities between
—-1.1 and -1.5.

Feldstein and Taylor (1976) conducted a similar study using the 1970 Trea-
sury tax file. Their sample consisted of 15,000 itemizers, and they accounted for
state tax laws in computing the tax price of giving. In addition, they made a serious
attempt to account for gifts of appreciated assets. Across several empirical specifica-
tions, they found price elasticities consonant with those reported in Feldstein and

*The Center on Philanthropy (2009) has calculated the one-year impact of the proposed changes. Their
estimates suggest that this will result in a $1.63 billion reduction in charitable giving in the first year alone.
® For useful discussions of the identification issues facing such work, see Triest (1998), Clotfelter and
Steuerle (1981), Clotfelter (1985, 1990), Steinberg (1990), and Andreoni (2006b).
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Clotfelter (1976). Overall, both of these early seminal studies found price elastici-
ties that suggested giving was price elastic.

Such empirical results soon became the industry norm—for example, Feenberg
(1987) uses cross-sectional data and employs differences in state tax rates as the
source of variation in the price of giving. He finds a price elasticity estimate of
—1.63. Clotfelter (1985) presents an excellent early literature review on this topic
and points out that the consensus price elasticity is around -1.3.8

In the 1990s, economists began using richer datasets and the magnitude of
the price elasticity became murkier. In particular, the literature started to rely on
comprehensive IRS tax data and utilized the tax reform of the 1980s to achieve
random variation in tax rates. The significant advantage of using IRS data over a
long time span is that it allows estimates of short-run and long-run price elasticities.
Prior studies had focused on a cross section of individuals observed at one point in
time. Such cross-sectional analysis might generate an average of various people’s
short-run and long-run elasticities, rather than isolating each effect. In one impor-
tant paper analyzing the comprehensive IRS data, Randolph (1995) used a panel of
U.S. federal tax returns running from 1979 to 1989. The panel followed 12,000 filers
and covered a period of two tax reforms: the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981
and the Tax Reform Act of 1986. Each tax reform provided necessary variation to
estimate price elasticities, especially for high-income taxpayers.

Randolph’s (1995) empirical model considers the effect of both current
and future prices and income in the “Almost Ideal Demand System” of Deaton
and Muellbauer (1980). By disaggregating permanent and transitory effects,
Randolph found that the permanent price elasticity was between —0.08 and —0.51
and that the transitory price elasticity was between —1.55 and —-2.27, depending on
the chosen specification. As noted, the consensus elasticities of the prior literature
fell between these permanent and transitory measures. Accordingly, this research
called into question the consensus view on price elasticities and, in particular,
suggests that the price elasticity that matters most may in fact be far closer to zero
than previously believed.

Auten, Seig, and Clotfelter (2002) tackle the same questions as Randolph
(1995) using the same data set, but spanning five more years, 1979-1993, and
including 20,000 filers. The approach of Auten, Seig, and Clotfelter is different
from Randolph’s in the sense that rather than relying on instruments to identify
permanent and temporary elasticities, they assume a constant elasticity with a log-log
regression. Combined with a certain parameterization of permanent and transitory

% The interested reader should see Clotfelter and Steuerle (1981), Clotfelter (1990), Steinberg (1990),
and Andreoni (2006b). The work of Clotfelter (1980) and Broman (1989) deserves special mention
here, as it is early work that questions the price elasticity measures. They use a first-differenced model
to estimate price elasticities of charitable contributions in the —0.24 to —0.33 range. In addition, Barrett,
McGuirk, and Steinberg (1997) implement a dynamic specification to estimate the price elasticity of
giving for middle-class taxpayers. Their result indicates a price elasticity of giving around —0.47.



172 Journal of Economic Perspectives

prices and incomes,? they report relevant permanent and temporary elasticities in
stark contrast to those of Randolph. Most importantly, they find results that suggest
the permanent price elasticity exceeds the “gold standard” of —1.

Related research due to Tiehan (2001), Joulfaian (2000), and O’Neil, Steinberg,
and Thompson (1996) sheds further light on this issue. Tiehen (2001) constructs a
cohort panel from a series of biennial survey data to estimate the income and price
elasticities of charitable contributions. His estimated price elasticity is —1.15, which
is higher than estimates in the literature using conventional taxpayer-specific panel
data, but lower than those using cross-sectional data analysis. O’Neil et al. (1996)
permit individuals in different income brackets to have different price elasticities.
Their results show the importance of allowing heterogeneity and highlight that
asset gifts are price-elastic for high-income groups.

This next result relates to the work on a tax problem faced only by the wealthy—
charitable bequests by those facing the estate tax. An estate tax return must be filed
if the recently deceased has $600,000 in gross assets. Joulfaian (2000) uses a panel
dataset of income tax returns and estate tax returns to estimate various elasticities.
He finds that the income tax price elasticity for charitable contributions is around
—2.8 and that the estate tax price elasticity for charitable bequests is somewhere
between —1.1 and —1.7. This work might best be viewed as a first step in analyzing
the complexity of the taxation choices faced by big ticket charitable contributors.
From a policy perspective, very little is known about how tax laws like the alternative
minimum tax, the estate tax, various tax shelters, and the levels of tax write-offs that
accompany each of these taxes affect charitable contributions.

Combining the totality of the evidence with the results on price elasticities
from the field experiments discussed below, I am left with the thought that there
is a fair amount of evidence, although not universal agreement, that charitable
giving is at least unitary price elastic if not price elastic, especially amongst the
high-income classes. This result suggests that if one were interested in stimulating
the charitable sector, one avenue is to enhance the tax deductibility of individual
charitable contributions.

The Individual and Charitable Organizations

The main drivers of most charitable organizations are donors. Whether
through gifts of time or money, donors guide the array, scope, and quality of goods
and services that the charitable organization provides. Perhaps not surprisingly,
then, charitable organizations spend an average of nearly $100,000 per year on
fund-raising (Andreoni and Payne, 2009). To put this number into perspective, the

7 Auten, Seig, and Clotfelter’s (2002) parameterization allows them to specify the covariance of income
and prices in between different periods as a function of the transitory and permanent elements
depending on the number of periods between the observed prices and incomes. Further, the assumption
that changes in marginal tax rates are not perfectly explained by income allows them to identify prices
effects separate from income.
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fund-raising to donation ratio typically is between 10 percent (for arts organiza-
tions) to 15 percent (for social service ones), but there is substantial variability. For
instance, Andreoni and Payne (2009) report that the average fund-raising to dona-
tion ratio is 12 percent, based on an average $787,000 in donation and $91,000 in
fund-raising cost. Yet, the ratios vary greatly depending on the types of charities: the
ratio for charities in the category of Food, Agricultural, and Nutrition is 2.7 percent;
for the Housing and Shelter category, 10 percent; and for the Human and Services
category, 15 percent.

In an effort to understand these yield ratios more fully and to deepen our
understanding of economic models applicable in this area, an active area of
research has developed within economics using field experiments. This research
has targeted why people give, what causes them to maintain their commitment to a
cause, and the factors related to their long-run giving behaviors.

An early natural field experiment,® completed by myself and David Lucking-
Reiley, tested the effects of seed money on charitable giving rates, while trying
to raise money for the University of Central Florida (UCF). This study (List and
Lucking-Reiley, 2002) explores if seed money works and why it might work. We
solicited contributions from 3,000 central Floridian residents who had previously
given to UCF. They were randomly assigned to six different groups of 500, with each
group asked to fund a separate computer costing $3,000. We used $5,000 in seed
funds, allocated across the six capital campaigns. For example, some households
received a mail solicitation that noted UCF had already secured $1,000 of the $3,000
goal and was asking solicitees to make up the shortfall to buy a computer. Other
households received a mail solicitation that stated that UCF had received $300 of
the $3,000 goal; still others, $2,000 of the $3,000 goal.

We found that seed money increased the average gifts of donors: more seeds led
to more money. More specifically, total contributions in the $1,000 seed treatment
were more than double those in the $300 seed treatment, and contributions in the
$2,000 seed treatment were nearly double contributions in the $1,000 treatment. In
addition, the results suggested that seed money worked because it provided a signal
of charitable quality to donors. Follow-up natural field experiments have replicated
the importance of seeds in stimulating charitable contributions (for example,
Rondeau and List, 2008)

Omne can use natural field experiments to explore price elasticities as well;
for this, we must consider the case where the seed donation is a matching grant,
that is, a donation conditional on other donations. In Karlan and List (2007),

® A natural field experiment tests subject response to treatments controlled by the experimenter without
the subject even knowing that they are in an experiment.

9 Theoretical work by Vesterlund (2003) and Andreoni (2006b), who model charities’ use of seeds as
an information device, provides intuition on how a charity can effectively use resources to further their
fund-raising efforts. Potters, Sefton, and Vesterlund (2005) provide laboratory evidence of the effect of
seeds. For a discussion of other natural field experiments, see Harrison and List (2004).
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my coauthor and I solicited contributions from more than 50,000 supporters
of a liberal organization, assigning households to either a control group or to
a matching-grant treatment group. Within the matching-grant treatment group,
individuals were randomly assigned to different matching-grant rates, ranging
from $1:$1 to $3:$1. In the $1:$1 group, for every dollar the individual donates,
the matching donor also contributes $1; hence, the charity receives $2. In the
$2:$1 group, for every dollar the individual donates, the matching donor contrib-
utes $2; hence, the charity receives $3. Accordingly, the price of giving changes as
the match rate changes.

We found that simply announcing a match increases the revenue per solicita-
tion considerably—by 19 percent. In addition, the offer of a match significantly
increases the probability that an individual donates—by 22 percent. However
larger match ratios—offering a $3:$1 or $2:$1 match rather than a $1:$1 match—
have no additional effect. The elasticity estimate of the price change from
the baseline to the treatment is —0.30. Our estimate is near the lower range of
the elasticity of giving with respect to transitory price changes reported in Auten
etal. (2002).

Other studies have also lent similar insights into the value of using a match.
For example, Meier and Fry (2004) explore interesting behavioral hypotheses using
smaller changes in matching in a dichotomous choice fund-raising experiment.
Students at the University of Zurich were given the option to donate to one, both,
or neither, of two funds: one for disadvantaged domestic students and one for disad-
vantaged foreign students. Meier and Frey (2004) ran a field experiment involving
600 subjects; some were offered as 25 percent match, and others a 50 percent
match, if they donated to both charities. They find that the 25 percent match does
not increase giving but the 50 percent does.

In a much different environment and context, Eckel and Grossman (2003)
use lab experiments to compare matching to an equivalent rebate of one’s contri-
butions in the context of a dictator game. They find that matching contributions
lead to significantly larger contributions than the rebate mechanism. Finally, in
Rondeau and List (2008), my coauthor and I also report evidence consonant with
the positive effects of having a match available. Raising money for the Sierra Club
of Canada, we find that households in a one-to-one match treatment contribute
significantly more than those households in the control, no-match group ($1,235
versus $945); but, the noisiness of the estimates precludes strong statements of
statistical significance.!

!9 Related work investigating why people give focuses on estimating the effects of gifts (Falk, 2006),
lotteries and auctions (Landry and Price, 2007; Carpenter, Holmes, and Matthews, 2008), and social
conformity (Meier and Frey, 2004; Croson and Shang, 2009). Further, Landry, Lange, List, Price, and
Rupp (2010) find that those incentives that signal charitable quality keep first-time donors engaged in
giving whereas those that do not signal charitable quality tend to have transitory effects. See List (2006)
for a survey.
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A first lesson that I take from this body of field experimental research is that it
has lent insights into the types of models that predict giving behavior. Indeed, these
studies have collected enough facts to help construct new economic theories of
giving. Simple models that treat individual contributions as if they are identical to
purchases of private goods should be reconsidered in light of the findings from this
literature. Additionally, work in this area that measures key parameters has provided
useful information for policymaking discussions.

For practitioners, understanding what motivates people to give, how to use
upfront monies efficiently to generate the greatest level of gifts, and learning
about appropriate ask strategies for the present and future are invaluable. In this
regard, consider that fund-raising consultants ubiquitously note that increases in the
matching ratio have noticeable power to influence future contributions. For instance,
Dove (2000, p. 15) reminds us that one should “never underestimate the power of a
challenge gift” and that “obviously, a 1:1 match—every dollar that the donor gives is
matched by another dollar—is more appealing than a 1:2 challenge . . . and a richer
challenge (2:1) greatly adds to the match’s attractiveness.” Such strong claims have
lead fund-raisers to make use of the perceived “extra” power of larger matching ratios.
For example, a recent $50 million challenge grant gift to Drake University, which was
among the 40 largest gifts in U.S. history to an institution of higher education by an
individual, was used to spur further gifts through 2:1 and 3:1 matching solicitations
(Dove, 2000). Such rules of thumb are largely anecdotal, as little scientific study had
been completed to examine such claims. Actually, the data point to the importance
of having upfront money, not that the match rate itself is important—directly at odds
with the anecdotes.

Discussion

At first glance, the market for charitable giving clearly has some oddities. On
the demand side and on the supply side, it is driven by a mix of altruism and more-
or-less enlightened self-interest. The federal government feeds it with tax breaks,
which suggests that it serves some public policy purpose. While I have discussed
some evidence on efficiency in the charitable sector, it is only narrowly understood.
More generally, it is difficult to answer simple queries of whether the quantity of
charitable contributions is too low or too high; whether extant resources are spent
on the “correct” mix of products; or whether the current tax incentives are too big
or too small.

Clearly, however, there are good reasons for decentralized provision of such
goods. First, ever-mounting budgetary difficulties of federal and state govern-
ments, and more generally of decentralized governments in a great number of
countries have generated a renewed and serious concern with the economic
strains of providing such goods. Second, it is difficult for federal authorities to
understand the benefits and costs of providing such goods in various localities.
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As de Tocqueville (1835, 1840 [2010]) observed over a century ago, “In great
centralized nations the legislator is obliged to give a character of uniformity

. which does not always suit the diversity of customs and districts.” Another
potential advantage of decentralized decision making is that localities can serve as
laboratories to foster innovation. Finally, such an approach can harness the power
of competition amongst charities.

As a point of comparison, it is instructive to consider the structure of the
charitable sector in the United States relative to other advanced countries, and
whether the differences in the size of sectors are best explained by tax deductibility
versus public provision (crowding out private provision) versus some third set of
factors. Governments’ systems of financing charitable organizations through tax
expenditures differ throughout the world. These differences manifest themselves
in governments’ direct contributions to charitable organizations, governments’ tax
exemption policies for the organizations, governments’ tax deduction policies for
those contributing to the organizations, and governments’ definitions of a chari-
table organization.

The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies has a wealth of research
investigating such differences. For instance, Salamon, Haddock, Sokolowski, and
Tice (2007), using data collected by the center in 2007, find that the percentage
of support for nonprofits coming directly from governments (excluding volun-
teers) ranges from 30.5 percent in the United States and 46.7 percent in the
United Kingdom to 76.8 percent in Belgium. Salamon and Flaherty (1996) provide
an outline of some of these international differences in financing organizations
through tax expenditures.

Governments’ policies regarding charitable organizations’ tax exemption
status vary as well. Favorable tax treatment can be limited primarily to organiza-
tions that exclusively serve charitable purposes, as they are in the United Kingdom;
whereas in the United States, all types of nonprofits discussed earlier are exempt
from income taxes.

Concerning tax deductions for charitable contributions, the United States
allows deductions for contributions to “public benefit organizations.” Likewise, the
United Kingdom allows deductions for contributions to organizations with exclu-
sively charitable purposes. In contrast, the French system offers deductions only for
contributions to a small set of “public utility corporations” selected by the French
government. Along with differences in what charitable organizations merit tax
deductions for contributions, differences in deduction limits exist across countries.
They range from a limit of 5 percent of income in Belgium to a limit of 35 percent
on gifts that are less than 25 percent of taxable income in Israel, compared to the
limit of 50 percent of income for individuals in the United States.

Such differences mightlead to the observed differences in charitable acts across
the globe. I made a considerable attempt to obtain comparable charitable giving
data across countries over time. In the end, the varied sources of information and the
inconsistent definitions of charitable giving and nonprofit organizations hindered
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this effort. There is one source—the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector
Project—that permits a glimpse at the size of the charitable sectors of various
economies. Based on this source, in terms of giving to charities defined as such, the
United States stands out as being the most reliant on private donations of money, at
roughly 20 percent of all revenues annually. Most other countries are well below this
amount. Andreoni (2006a) presents these figures and offers an excellent summary
of philanthropy more generally.

In summary, while far from conclusive, my perspective is that differences in
tax policies, unmeasured direct giving, national income distribution, and national
attitudes on whether the government or charities are responsible for satisfying
social needs explain an important part of the observed international differences
in charitable contributions. This is another area that begs for future exploration.
Another area in need of further work is whether the current tax structure in the
United States can be made more efficient. While it is beyond the scope of this study,
more carefully considering encouragement of charitable giving through the estate
tax, and exploring tax credits as a substitute for tax deductions seem apropos. As
one example, the state of Michigan currently uses a partial income tax credit for
donations to help the homeless. Of course, before such proposals are advanced,
empirical evidence on their efficacy through field experiments and analyzing natu-
rally occurring data makes sense.

Conclusion

Many economic facts concerning the charitable market remain unknown. The
literature has begun to address some of the important issues, but a first lesson that I
take from this body of research is that what we do not know dwarfs what we do know
about the economics of charity. This perspective pinpoints some of the areas where
economists have been able to speak to policymakers, provide theorists with empir-
ical facts, and give practitioners useful advice, but clearly more work is necessary.

I suspect that this line of research will continue to be a strong growth area. As
fund-raisers continue to recognize the value of experimentation, economists will
increasingly be called upon to lend their services. Likewise, as economists continue
to recognize the value of using naturally occurring settings as laboratories, such
domains will increasingly be used to generate new data sets.

m Thanks to Sharon Bond of Giving USA for providing me with time-series data on
uses and sources of charitable giving as of 2009. Excellent suggestions from the editors,
David Autor, James Hines, Chad Jones, and Timothy Taylor, significantly improved the
manuscript. Discussions with James Andreoni, Dean Karlan, and Steven Levitt greatly
improved the study. Alec Brandon, Iolanda Palmieri, and Yana Peysakhovich provided
excellent research assistance.



178 Journal of Economic Perspectives

References

» Andreoni, James. 1998. “Toward a Theory of
Charitable Fund-Raising.” The Jowrnal of Political
Economy, 106(6): 1186-1213.

P Andreoni, James. 2006a.”Philanthropy.” In
Handbook of Giving, Reciprocity and Altruism, ed.
Serge-Christopher Kolm and Jean Mercier Ythier,
1201-69. Amsterdam: North Holland.

» Andreoni, James. 2006b. “Leadership Giving in
Charitable Fundraising.” Journal of Public Economic
Theory, 8(1): 1-22.

» Andreoni, James, and A. Abigail Payne. 2003.
“Do Government Grants to Private Charities Crowd
Out Giving or Fund-raising?” American Economic
Review, 93(3): 792-812.

Andreoni, James, and Abigail Payne. 2009.
“Is Crowding Out Due Entirely to Fundraising?
Evidence from a Panel of Charities.” http://
econ.ucsd.edu/~jandreon/WorkingPapers
/andreoni_payne2.pdf.

Auten, Gerald E., Charles T. Clotfelter, and
Richard L. Schmalbeck. 2000. “Taxes and Philan-
thropy among the Wealthy.” Chap. 12 in Does
Atlas Shrug? The Economic Consequences of Taxing
the Rich, ed. J. B. Slemrod. New York: Russell Sage.

» Auten, Gerald E., Holger Seig, and Charles
T. Clotfelter. 2002. “Charitable Giving, Income,
and Taxes: An Analysis of Panel Data.” American
Economic Review, 92(1): 371-82.

» Barrett, Kevin, Anya McGuirk, and Richard
Steinberg. 1997. “Further Evidence on the Dynamic
Impact of Taxes on Charitable Giving.” National Tax
Journal, 1(2): 321-34.

Broman, Amy. 1989. “Statutory Tax Rate
Reform and Charitable Contributions: Evidence
from a Recent Period of Reform.” The Journal of
the American Taxation Association, Fall, pp 7-21.

’Ca.rpenter, Jeff, Jessica Holmes, and Peter
Matthews. 2008. “Charity Auctions: A Field Experi-
ment.” Economic Journal, 118(525): 92-113.

Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University.
2007a. “Patterns of Household Charitable
Giving by Income Group, 2005.” http://www
.philanthropy.iupui.edu/research/giving %20
focused%200n%20meeting%20needs %200f%20
the %20poor%20july%202007.pdf.

Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University.
2007b. “Bank of America Study of High—Net
Worth  Philanthropy.” http://www.philanthropy
.iupui.edu/research/portraits-donors-report
-dec-2007.pdf.

Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University.
2009. “How Tax Changes Might Affect Itemized
Deductions.” http://www.philanthropy.iupui.edu

/docs/2009/2009_TaxChangeProposal_White
Paper.pdf.

» Clotfelter, Charles T. 1980. “Tax Incentives
and Charitable Giving: Evidence from a Panel
of Taxpayers.” Journal of Public Economics, 13(3):
319-40.

Clotfelter, Charles T. 1985. “The Effect of Tax
Simplification on Educational and Charitable
Organizations.”  Conference Series; [Proceedings],
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, pp. 187-221.

Clotfelter, Charles T. 1990. “The Impact of Tax
Reform on Charitable Giving: A 1989 Perspective.”
In Do Taxes Matter? The Impact of the Tax Reform Act
of 1986, ed. ]. Slemrod, 203-35. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Clotfelter, Charles T., and C. Eugene Steuerle.
1981. “Charitable Contributions.” In How Taxes
Affect Economic Behavior, ed. H. J. Aaron and J. A.
Pechman, 403-37. Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution.

Cloward, Richard, and Epstein, Irwin. 1965.
“Private Social Welfare’s Disengagement from the
Poor: The Case of Family Adjustment Agencies.”
In Social Welfare Institutions: A Sociological Reader,
pp- 623-24. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

» Croson, Rachel, and Shang, Jen. 2009. “A Field
Experiment in Charitable Contribution: The
Impact of Social Information on the Voluntary
Provision of Public Goods?” FEconomic Journal,
119(540): 1422-39.

Deaton, Angus, and John Muellbauer. 1980. “An
Almost Ideal Demand System.” American Economic
Review, 70(3): 312-26.

DeWenter, Kathryn L., and Paul H. Malatesta.

»2001. “State-Owned and Privately Owned Firms:
An Empirical Analysis of Profitability, Leverage,
and Labor Intensity.” American Economic Review,
91(1): 320-34.

de Tocqueville, Alexis. 1835, 1840 [2010].
Democracy in America. 2010. Reprint edition.
Signet Classics.

Dove, Kent E. 2000. Conducting a Successful
Capital Campaign, 2nd ed. Jossey-Bass, San Fran-
cisco, CA.

» Duggan, Mark. 2000. “Hospital Ownership and
Public Medical Spending.” Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 115(4): 1343-73.

» Eckel, Catherine, and Philip Grossman. 2003.
“Rebate versus Matching: Does How We Subsidize
Charitable Contributions Matter?” Journal of Public
Economics, 87(3-4): 681-701.

» Eckel, Catherine C., Philip J. Grossman, and
Rachel M. Johnston. 2005. “An Experimental Test


http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F000282803322157098&citationId=p_4
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-0297.2009.02267.x&citationId=p_21
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jpubeco.2004.05.012&citationId=p_29
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0047-2727%2886%2990009-5&citationId=p_15
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F000282802760015793&citationId=p_7
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Faer.91.1.320&citationId=p_24
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2FNTJ41789261&citationId=p_8
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-0297.2007.02105.x&citationId=p_10
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F250044&citationId=p_1
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS1574-0714%2806%2902018-5&citationId=p_2
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355300555097&citationId=p_27
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-9779.2006.00250.x&citationId=p_3
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0047-2727%2801%2900094-9&citationId=p_28

of the Crowding out Hypothesis.” Journal of Public
Economics, 89(8): 1543-60.

empty tomb, inc. The State of Church Giving
through 2007. Complied by John Ronsvalle and
Sylvia Ronsvalle.

Falk, Armin. 2004. “Charitable Giving as a Gift
Exchange: Evidence from a Field Experiment.”
Economelrica.

» Feldstein, Martin, and Charles Clotfelter. 1976.
“Tax Incentives and Charitable Contributions in
the United States: A Microeconometric Analysis.”
Journal of Public Economics, 5(1): 1-26.

P Feldstein, Martin S., and Taylor, Amy. 1976.
“The Income Tax and Charitable Contributions.”
Econometrica, 44(6): 1201-22.

P Feenberg, Daniel. 1987. “Are Tax Price Models
Really Identified: The Case of Charitable Giving.”
National Tax Journal, 42(4): 629-33.

» Frey, Bruno, and Stephan Meier. 2004. “Social
Comparisons and Pro-Social Behavior: Testing
‘Conditional Cooperation’ in a Field Experiment.”
American Economic Review, 94(5): 1717-22.

Giving USA Foundation and the Center on
Philanthropy at Indiana University. 2010 “2010
Giving USA.” May be purchased at http://www
.givingusareports.org/storeestimates.php.

» Harrison, Glenn W., and List, John A. 2004.
“Field Experiments.” Journal of Economic Literature,
42(4): 1009-55.

Havens, John J., and Paul G. Schervish. 1999.
“Millionaires and the Millennium: New Estimates
of the Forthcoming Wealth Transfer and the Pros-
pects for a Golden Age of Philanthropy.” Report.
Boston College, Social Welfare Research Institute.

James, Russell N. III, and Deanna L. Sharpe.

»2007. “The Nature and Causes of the U-Shaped
Charitable Giving Profile.” Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 36(2): 218-38.

Joulfaian, David. 2000. “Estate Taxes and Chari-
table Bequests by the Wealthy.” NBER Working
Papers 7663.

» Karlan, Dean, and John List. 2007. “Does Price
Matter in Charitable Giving? Evidence from a
Large-Scale Natural Field Experiment.” American
Economic Review, 97(5): 1174-93.

P Karpoff, Jonathan M. 2001. “Public versus
Private Initiative in Arctic Exploration: The Effects
of Incentives and Organizational Structure.”
Journal of Political Economy, 109(1): 38-78.

» Landry, Craig, Andreas Lange, John A. List,
Michael K. Price, and Nicholas G. Rupp. 2010. “Is
a Donor in Hand Better than Two in the Bush?
Evidence from a Natural Field Experiment.”
American Economic Review, 100(3): 958-83.

Linder, Eileen. 2009. Yearbook of American and

John A. List 179

Canadian Churches 2009. Nashville, TN: Abingdon
Press.

List, John A. 2006. “Field Experiments: A
Bridge between ILab and Naturally Occurring
Data.” B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy,
6(2, Advances): Article 8.

P List, John, and David Lucking-Reiley. 2002.
“The Effects of Seed Money and Refunds on
Charitable Giving: Experimental Evidence from a
University Capital Campaign.” Journal of Political
Economy, 110(1): 215-33.

List, John A., and Yana Peysakhovich. 2011.
“Charitable Gifts are More Sensitive to Economic
Booms than Busts.” Working Paper.

Meier, Stephan, and Bruno S. Frey. 2004.
“Matching Donations: Subsidizing Charitable
Giving in a Field Experiment.” University of Zurich
Working Paper 181.

» O’Neil, Cherie J-» Richard S. Steinberg, and G.
Rodney Thompson. 1996. “Reassessing the Tax-
Favored Status of the Charitable Deduction for
Gifts of Appreciated Assets.” National Tax Journal,
vol. 49, pp. 215-31.

» Potters, Jan, Martin Sefton, and Lise Vester-
lund. 2005. “After You—Endogenous Sequencing
in Voluntary Contribution Games.” Journal of Public
Economics, 89(8): 1899-1419.

» Randolph, W. C. 1995. “Dynamic Income,
Progressive Taxes, and the Timing of Charitable
Contributions.” Journal of Political Economy, 103(4):
709-38.

» Rondeau, Daniel, and John A. List. 2008.
“Matching and Challenge Gifts to Charity: Evidence
from Laboratory and Natural Field Experiments.”
Experimental Economics, 11(3): 253-67.

P Ribar, David C., and Mark O. Wilhelm. 2002.
“Altruistic and Joy-of-Giving Motivations in Chari-
table Behavior.” Journal of Political Economy, 110(2):
425-57.

» Roberts, Russell D. 1984. “A Positive Model of
Private Charity and Public Transfers.” journal of
Political Economy, 92(1): 136-48.

Rosso, Henry A. 2003. “The Annual Fund:
A Building Block for Fund Raising.” Chap. 8 in
Hank Rosso’s Achieving Excellence in Fundraising,
ed. Eugene Tempel. San Francisco, CA: John
Wiley and Sons.

Salamon, Lester M., and Susan L. Q. Flaherty.
1996. “Nonprofit Law: Ten Issues In Search of
Resolution.” Working Papers of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, no. 20.

Salamon, Lester M., Megan A. Haddock, S.
Wojciech Sokolowski, and Helen S. Tice. 2007.
“Measuring Civil Society and Volunteering:
Initial Findings from Implementation of the UN


http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10683-007-9190-0&citationId=p_53
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F0022051043004577&citationId=p_37
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F338750&citationId=p_54
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F261212&citationId=p_55
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F324392&citationId=p_47
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0899764006295993&citationId=p_40
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0047-2727%2876%2990058-X&citationId=p_32
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1914255&citationId=p_33
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2FNTJ41789198&citationId=p_50
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Faer.97.5.1774&citationId=p_42
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2FNTJ41788702&citationId=p_34
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jpubeco.2004.02.008&citationId=p_51
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F318602&citationId=p_43
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F0002828043052187&citationId=p_35
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F262000&citationId=p_52
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Faer.100.3.958&citationId=p_44

180  Jowrnal of Economic Perspectives

Handbook on Nonprofit.” CCCS Working Paper
23, Center for Civil Society Studies, Johns Hopkins
Institute for Policy Studies.

P Steinberg, Richard. 1990. “Taxes and Giving:
New Findings.” Voluntas, 1(2): 61-7.

Sullivan, Aline. 2002. “Affair of the Heart.”

Barron’s, 82(49): 28-29.

» Taussig, Michael K. 1967. “Economic Aspects of
the Personal Income Tax Treatment of Charitable
Contributions.” National Tax Journal, 20(1): 1-19.

» Tichen, Laura. 2001. “Tax Policy and Charitable
Contributions of Money.” National Tax Journal,
54(4): 707-23.

» Triest, Robert K. 1998. “Econometric Issues in
Estimating the Behavioral Response to Taxation: A
Nontechnical Introduction.” National Tax Journal,
51(4): 761-72.

» Vesterlund, Lise. 2003. “The Informational
Value of Sequential Fundraising.” Journal of Public
Economics, 87(3-4): 627-57.


http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2FNTJ41792124&citationId=p_62
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.17310%2Fntj.2001.4.01&citationId=p_63
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2FNTJ41789367&citationId=p_64
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0047-2727%2801%2900187-6&citationId=p_65
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF01397438&citationId=p_60

This article has been cited by:

1. Lisa R. Anderson, Robert L. Hicks, Andrew Turscak. 2024. Cooperation in public goods experiments
with random and finite stopping rules. Journal of the Economic Science Association 10:2, 367-392.
[Crossref]

2.Bouke Klein Teeselink, Georgios Melios. 2024. Partisanship, political alignment, and charitable
donations. Public Choice 33. . [Crossref]

3. Matilda Owusu-Ansah, Bhekinkosi Moyo. 2024. Individual Giving in Ghana: A Self-Determination
Theory Approach to Giving. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations 104. . [Crossref]

4. Arpit Shah. 2024. Caste Inequality in Medical Crowdfunding in India. The Journal of Development
Studies 60:11, 1793-1811. [Crossref]

5. Thomas Aronsson, Olof Johansson-Stenman, Ronald Wendner. 2024. Charity, Status, and Optimal
Taxation: Welfarist and Non-Welfarist Approaches. Journal of Political Economy Microeconomics 2:4,
747-785. [Crossref]

6. Raphael Duguay. 2024. The Effect of Financial Audits on Governance Practices: Evidence from the
Nonprofit Sector. The Accounting Review 99:6, 157-189. [Crossref]

7. Arvid Erlandsson, Stephan Dickert. 2024. A Typology of Psychological Mechanisms Underlying
Prosocial Decisions. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly . [Crossref]

8. Huangjuan Liu, Huafang Li. 2024. When Perceptions Meet Motivations: Dynamic Donation
Decisions. Nonprofit Management and Leadership 146. . [Crossref]

9. So Yoon Ahn, Meiqing Ren. 2024. Gender Wage Gap, Bargaining Power, and Charitable Giving of
Households. Journal of Political Economy Microeconomics . [Crossref]

10.J. Richard Johnson. 2024. Identity’s Shadow Prices: The Case of Charity. Journal of Nonprofit &
Public Sector Marketing 36:4, 517-543. [Crossref]

11. Enda P. Hargaden, Nicolas J. Duquette. 2024. The U-Shaped Charitable-Giving Curve. Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 53:4, 1057-1073. [Crossref]

12. Thomas Aronsson, Olof Johansson-Stenman, Ronald Wendner. 2024. Optimal redistributive charity.
The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 105. . [Crossref]

13. Chao Wu, Mahyar Eftekhar. 2024. Does Volunteering Crowd Out Donations? Evidence from Online
Experiments. Manufacturing & Service Operations Management 26:4, 1542-1566. [Crossref]

14. Laura Grant, Christian Langpap. 2024. The Roles of Environmental Groups in Economics. Review
of Environmental Economics and Policy 18:2, 234-256. [Crossref]

15. Nathan W. Chan, Stephen Knowles, Ronald Peeters, Leonard Wolk. 2024. Cost-(in)effective public
good provision: an experimental exploration. Theory and Decision 96:3, 397-442. [Crossref]

16. Andreas Kotsadam, Vincent Somville. 2024. Wealth and charitable giving — Evidence from an
Ethiopian lottery. Journal of Development Economics 167, 103250. [Crossref]

17.Rose Anne Devlin, Michela Planatscher. Charitable Activities and ‘Wellbeing’ in Indigenous
Communities 96, . [Crossref]

18.John A. List. 2024. Optimally generate policy-based evidence before scaling. Nature 626:7999,
491-499. [Crossref]

19. Armenak Antinyan, Luca Corazzini, Milos Fisar, Tommaso Reggiani. 2024. Mind the framing when

studying social preferences in the domain of losses. Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 218,
599-612. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1007/s40881-024-00166-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-024-01215-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-024-00668-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2024.2383438
https://doi.org/10.1086/732128
https://doi.org/10.2308/TAR-2022-0525
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640241280983
https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.21634
https://doi.org/10.1086/732655
https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2023.2263438
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640231189451
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12573
https://doi.org/10.1287/msom.2022.0565
https://doi.org/10.1086/730902
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11238-023-09956-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2023.103250
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-3956823/v1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06972-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2023.12.024

20. Waverly Wei, Yuging Zhou, Zeyu Zheng, Jingshen Wang. 2024. Inference on the best policies with
many covariates. Journal of Econometrics 239:2, 105460. [Crossref]

21. Rune Jansen Hagen, Jorn Rattse. 2024. Strategic interaction in the market for charitable donations:
The role of public funding. Journal of Public Economic Theory 26:1. . [Crossref]

22. Vidhi Chhaochharia, Rik Sen, Jing Xu. 2024. Does Regulation-Induced Corporate Benevolence Create
Societal Impact? Evidence from the 2013 Indian CSR Reform. SSRN Electronic Journal 9. . [Crossref]

23. Ning Pan, Yucheng Wang, Yinxiao Wang, Chu A. (Alex) Yu. 2024. Two Hearts Tugging at One
Load: Air Pollution and Online Charitable Giving. SSRN Electronic Journal 130. . [Crossref]

24. Amin Sabzehzar, Gordon Burtch, Yili Hong, T. S. Raghu. 2024. The Efficacy of Need-Based
Attentional Interventions in Educational Crowdfunding. SSRN Electronic Journal 54. . [Crossref]

25. Esteban Jaimovich. The Intensive Margin of Altruism: Impact of Covid-19 on Charitable Giving in
England and Wales 25, . [Crossref]

26. Jan Schmitz, Manuel Grieder. Coordinated fundraising: Evidence from a randomized field experiment
172, . [Crossref]

27. Esteban Jaimovich. Pandemic Severity and Altruism: Evidence from Charitable Giving in England and
Wales 25, . [Crossref]

28. Carlo Gallier, Axel Ockenfels, Bodo Sturm. More Frequent Commitments Promote Cooperation,
Ratcheting Does Not 58, . [Crossref]

29. Debasis Mondal, Manash Ranjan Gupta. 2023. Private provision of public good and endogenous
income inequality. Indian Economic Review 58:2, 399-425. [Crossref]

30. Mehmet Asutay, Primandanu Febriyan Aziz, Banjaran S. Indrastomo, Yusuf Karbhari. 2023.
Religiosity and Charitable Giving on Investors’ Trading Behaviour in the Indonesian Islamic Stock
Market: Islamic vs Market Logic. Journal of Business Ethics 188:2, 327-348. [Crossref]

31. Casey J Wichman, Nathan W Chan. 2023. Preheating Prosocial Behaviour. The Economic Journal
133:655, 2844-2860. [Crossref]

32. Rajshri Jayaraman, Michael Kaiser, Marrit Teirlinck. 2023. Charitable donations to natural disasters:
evidence from an online platform. Oxford Economic Papers 75:4, 902-922. [Crossref]

33. Miguel Moya, Joaquin Alcadiz-Colomer. 2023. The different effects of income and educational level
on prosocial behaviour and related ideological variables ( Los diversos efectos del nivel de ingresos
y nivel educativo en la conducta prosocial y otras variables ideoldgicas relacionadas ). International
Journal of Social Psychology 38:3, 508-540. [Crossref]

34. Tova Levin, Steven D. Levitt, John A. List. 2023. A Glimpse into the world of high capacity
givers: Experimental evidence from a university capital campaign. Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization 212, 644-658. [Crossref]

35. Wilson Lin, Susan Feng Lu, Tianshu Sun. 2023. Worker Experience and Donor Heterogeneity:
The Impact of Charitable Workers on Donors’ Blood Donation Decisions. Manufacturing & Service
Operations Management 25:3, 939-957. [Crossref]

36. Hyeon Park. 2023. Giving and volunteering over a lifecycle. Review of Economics of the Household 21:1,
335-369. [Crossref]

37. Casey J. Dawkins. 2023. The geography of US homeownership tax expenditures. Journal of Housing
Economics 59, 101888. [Crossref]

38. Canice Prendergast. 2023. Organizational design for making a difference. Journal of Public Economics
218, 104817. [Crossref]

39. Christine L. Exley, Nils H. Lehr, Stephen J. Terry. 2023. Nonprofits in Good Times and Bad Times.
Journal of Political Economy Microeconomics 1:1, 42-79. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2022.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpet.12681
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4744386
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4792821
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4838321
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4847122
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4849150
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4942022
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5011600
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41775-023-00204-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-023-05324-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/ej/uead041
https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpad029
https://doi.org/10.1080/02134748.2023.2229171
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2023.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1287/msom.2023.1198
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-022-09602-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2022.101888
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2022.104817
https://doi.org/10.1086/721805

40. Simon Feeny. Charitable Giving for International Development: Insights from Behavioural Economics
and Other Disciplines 145-159. [Crossref]

41. Sarah Kisliuk, Kristina S. Weifimiiller. 2023. Social capital as a resource for prosocial donation
behavior? Quantitative evidence on the dark side of strategic networking. Social Sciences & Humanities
Open 8:1, 100573. [Crossref]

42. Xinghua Wang, Daniel Navarro-Martinez. 2023. Bridging the gap between the economics lab and the
field: Dictator games and donations. Judgment and Decision Making 18. . [Crossref]

43. Atul Kumar, Somnath Chakrabarti. 2023. Charity Donor Behavior: A Systematic Literature Review
and Research Agenda. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing 35:1, 1-46. [Crossref]

44. Matthew Pierson. 2023. Art in the Age of Tax Avoidance. SSRN Electronic Journal 1. . [Crossref]
45. Paul Pecorino. 2023. Matching as a Fund-Raising Device. SSRN Electronic Journal 91. . [Crossref]

46. Sebastien Duchene, Wael Bousselmi, Rassul-Ishame Kalfane, Patrick Sentis, Marc Willinger. Short-
Term Meditation Promotes Prosocial Investments During Financial Crises: A Laboratory Experiment
2, . [Crossref]

47. Thomas Aronsson, Olof Johansson-Stenman. 2023. Optimal Taxation and Other-Regarding
Preferences. SSRN Electronic Journal 17. . [Crossref]

48. Thor O Thoresen, Marius A K Ring, Odd E Nygéird, Jon Epland. 2022. A Wealth Tax at Work.
CESifo Economic Studies 68:4, 321-361. [Crossref]

49. Armenak Antinyan, Vardan Baghdasaryan, Aleksandr Grigoryan. 2022. Charitable giving, social
capital, and positional concerns. Journal of Bebavioral and Experimental Economics 101, 101929.
[Crossref]

50. Stephen Harrell, Andrew M. Simons, Peter Clasen. 2022. Promoting blood donation through social
media: Evidence from Brazil, India and the USA. Social Science ¢ Medicine 315, 115485. [Crossref]

51.Iris M. Bosa. 2022. The business of philanthropy: Challenges in measuring the value of cultural
giving. Financial Accountability & Management 38:4, 554-581. [Crossref]

52. Can Zhang, Atalay Atasu, Karthik Ramachandran. 2022. Partial Completion as a Nonprofit Strategy.
Manufacturing & Service Operations Management 24:6, 2962-2981. [Crossref]

53. Hanting Shen. 2022. Monetary Policy and Housing Bubble. BCP Business & Management 29,
281-283. [Crossref]

54. Jennifer Kuan, Jeremy Thornton. 2022. Nonprofit Organizations as Multisided Platforms. Academy
of Management Review 47:4, 600-616. [Crossref]

55. RAPHAEL DUGUAY. 2022. The Economic Consequences of Financial Audit Regulation in the
Charitable Sector. Journal of Accounting Research 60:4, 1463-1498. [Crossref]

56. Clive D. Fraser. 2022. Faith? Hope? Charity? Religion explains giving when warm glow and impure
altruism do not. The Manchester School 90:5, 500-523. [Crossref]

57.Kimberley Scharf, Sarah Smith, Mark Ottoni-Wilhelm. 2022. Lift and Shift: The Effect of
Fundraising Interventions in Charity Space and Time. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy
14:3, 296-321. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

58. Zareh Asatryan, David Joulfaian. 2022. Taxes and Business Philanthropy in Armenia. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization 200, 914-930. [Crossref]

59.Jonathan Oxley. 2022. Does additional mandatory reporting alter charity or donor behavior?
Examining the 2006 Pension Protection Act. Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 200,
738-751. [Crossref]

60. Daniela Grieco, Francesco Bripi. 2022. Participation of charity beneficiaries. Journal of Economic
Bebavior & Organization 199, 1-17. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-5546-4_8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2023.100573
https://doi.org/10.1017/jdm.2023.19
https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2021.1905134
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4391036
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4472548
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4531626
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4606987
https://doi.org/10.1093/cesifo/ifac009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2022.101929
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.115485
https://doi.org/10.1111/faam.12287
https://doi.org/10.1287/msom.2021.1031
https://doi.org/10.54691/bcpbm.v29i.2283
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2019.0216
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12417
https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12415
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20180679
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.20180679
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.20180679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2022.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2022.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2022.05.002

61.

62.

63

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Alan TY Chan, Robert A. MacDonald. 2022. A Renewed Study on Charitable Giving Among
Canadians. Journal of Economics, Management and Religion 03:01. . [Crossref]
Sumin Lee, Vili Lehdonvirta. 2022. New digital safety net or just more ‘friendfunding’? Institutional

analysis of medical crowdfunding in the United States. Information, Communication ¢ Society 25:8,
1151-1175. [Crossref]

. Hyun Seok Yoon, Paul R. Armsworth. 2022. Timing land protection to exploit favorable market

conditions. Biological Conservation 270, 109566. [Crossref]

José Holguin-Veras, Trilce Encarnacién, Luk N. Van Wassenhove, Shaligram Pokharel, Victor
Cantillo, Johanna Amaya, Tricia Wachtendorf, Juanita Rilling. 2022. Reducing material convergence
in disaster environments: The potential of trusted change agents. Transportation Research Part E:
Logistics and Transportation Review 162, 102736. [Crossref]

Martina Vecchi. 2022. Groups and socially responsible production: An experiment with farmers.
Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 196, 372-392. [Crossref]

Takeshi Miyazaki, Ryo Ishida. 2022. Estimating the elasticity of taxable income: Evidence from top
Japanese taxpayers. Japan and the World Economy 61, 101116. [Crossref]

Avner Ben-Ner. The Dark Side of the Nonprofit Sector: Polarization in Contemporary Society
285-306. [Crossref]

Andreas Blicher, Rob Gleasure, Ioanna Constantiou, Jesper Clement. How Does the Content of
Crowdfunding Campaign Pictures Impact Donations for Cancer Treatment 61-71. [Crossref]

Yicheng Song, Zhuoxin Li, Nachiketa Sahoo. 2022. Matching Returning Donors to Projects on
Philanthropic Crowdfunding Platforms. Management Science 68:1, 355-375. [Crossref]

Raphael Duguay. 2022. The Effect of Financial Audits on Governance Practices: Evidence from the
Nonprofit Sector. SSRN Electronic Journal 48. . [Crossref]

Christine L Exley, Nils Haakon Lehr, Stephen Terry. 2022. Nonprofits in Good Times and Bad
Times. SSRN Electronic Journal 125. . [Crossref]

Marius Alexander Kalleberg Ring, Thor Olav Thoresen. 2022. Wealth Taxation and Charitable
Giving. SSRN Electronic Journal 42. . [Crossref]

Laura Grant, Christian Langpap. 2022. Create Differential Tax Deductions for Environmental
Nonprofits. SSRN Electronic Journal 100. . [Crossref]

Xiheng Jiang, Jianwei Xing, Jintao Xu, Eric Zou. 2022. Microgiving with Digital Platforms. SSRN
Electronic Journal 159. . [Crossref]

Bouke Klein Teeselink, Georgios Melios. 2022. Partisanship, Government Responsibility, and
Charitable Donations. SSRN Electronic Journal 91. . [Crossref]

Mingyao Xu. 2022. Spillovers in the Charitable Market: Evidence from Reputation Shocks. SSRN
Electronic Journal 172. . [Crossref]

Antinyan Armenak, Corazzini Luca, Fisar Milo$, Reggiani Tommaso. 2022. Mind the framing when
studying social preferences in the domain of losses. MUNI ECON Working Papers 77:11. . [Crossref]

Xiaoting Zheng, Jiayue Chen, Yipeng Li. 2021. The association between charitable giving and
happiness: Evidence from the Chinese General Social Survey. Quality & Quantity 55:6, 2103-2138.
[Crossref]

Judd B. Kessler, Corinne Low, Monica Singhal. 2021. Social policy instruments and the compliance
environment. Journal of Economic Bebavior ¢ Organization 192, 248-267. [Crossref]

Mackenzie Alston, Catherine Eckel, Jonathan Meer, Wei Zhan. 2021. High-Capacity Donors’
Preferences for Charitable Giving. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 50:6, 1262-1273.
[Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1142/S2737436X22500029
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2020.1850838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2022.109566
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2022.102736
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2022.01.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.japwor.2022.101116
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-98008-5_20
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-13064-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2020.3930
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3273502
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4004843
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4087955
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4134723
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4140867
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4189400
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4206456
https://doi.org/10.5817/WP_MUNI_ECON_2022-11
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01104-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2021.09.037
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640211003251

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

Paul Crosby, Jordi McKenzie. 2021. Should subscription-based content creators display their earnings
on crowdfunding platforms? Evidence from Patreon. Journal of Business Venturing Insights 16, €00264.
[Crossref]

Paolo Silvestri, Stefan Kesting. 2021. An Institutional Economics of Gift?. Journal of Economic Issues
55:4, 954-976. [Crossref]

Zhi Li, Pengfei Liu, Stephen K. Swallow. 2021. Assurance Contracts to Support Multi-Unit
Threshold Public Goods in Environmental Markets. Environmental and Resource Economics 80:2,
339-378. [Crossref]

Ina Ganguli, Marieke Huysentruyt, Chloé Le Coq. 2021. How Do Nascent Social Entrepreneurs
Respond to Rewards? A Field Experiment on Motivations in a Grant Competition. Management
Science 67:10, 6294-6316. [Crossref]

Scott Haveman, Colin O'Reilly. 2021. Tax policy and charitable giving: an evaluation of the Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act 2017 and its impact on charitable contributions. Journal of Public Finance and Public
Choice 36:2, 189-207. [Crossref]

Tatyana Deryugina, Benjamin M. Marx. 2021. Is the Supply of Charitable Donations Fixed? Evidence
from Deadly Tornadoes. American Economic Review: Insights 3:3, 383-398. [Abstract] [View PDF
article] [PDF with links]

Samantha J. Fede, Emma E. Pearson, Mike Kerich, Reza Momenan. 2021. Charity preferences and
perceived impact moderate charitable giving and associated neural response. Neuropsychologia 160,
107957. [Crossref]

Jonathan Meer, Benjamin A. Priday. 2021. Generosity Across the Income and Wealth Distributions.
National Tax Journal 74:3, 655-687. [Crossref]

Maximilian Linek, Christian Traxler. 2021. Framing and social information nudges at Wikipedia.
Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 188, 1269-1279. [Crossref]

Marcus Dittrich, Bianka Mey. 2021. Giving time or giving money? On the relationship between
charitable contributions. Journal of Economic Psychology 85, 102396. [Crossref]

Mairi Maclean, Charles Harvey, Ruomei Yang, Frank Mueller. 2021. Elite philanthropy in the United
States and United Kingdom in the new age of inequalities. International Journal of Management Reviews
23:3, 330-352. [Crossref]

Roman M. Sheremeta, Neslihan Uler. 2021. The impact of taxes and wasteful government spending
on giving. Experimental Economics 24:2, 355-386. [Crossref]

. Nicolas J. Duquette, Enda P. Hargaden. 2021. Inequality and giving. Journal of Economic Bebavior &

Organization 186, 189-200. [Crossref]

Michaela Neumayr, Astrid Pennerstorfer. 2021. The Relation Between Income and Donations as
a Proportion of Income Revisited: Literature Review and Empirical Application. Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 50:3, 551-577. [Crossref]

Vojtéch Barto$. 2021. Seasonal scarcity and sharing norms. Jjournal of Economic Bebavior &
Organization 185, 303-316. [Crossref]

Daniel M. Hungerman, Mark Ottoni-Wilhelm. 2021. Impure Impact Giving: Theory and Evidence.
Journal of Political Economy 129:5, 1553-1614. [Crossref]

Sungjin Kim, Sachin Gupta, Clarence Lee. 2021. Managing Members, Donors, and Member-Donors
for Effective Nonprofit Fundraising. Journal of Marketing 85:3, 220-239. [Crossref]

Gail M. Hoyt. 2021. Learning by Giving applied in an upper-level course on the Economics of

Altruism, Philanthropy, and Nonprofit Organizations. The Journal of Economic Education 52:2,
141-155. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2021.e00264
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2021.1982345
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-021-00588-4
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2020.3793
https://doi.org/10.1332/251569121X16202842687921
https://doi.org/10.1257/aeri.20200230
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aeri.20200230
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aeri.20200230
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aeri.20200230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2021.107957
https://doi.org/10.1086/714998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2021.06.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2021.102396
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12247
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-020-09673-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2021.03.030
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764020977667
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2021.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1086/713190
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242921994587
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220485.2021.1887031

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

Michalis Drouvelis, Benjamin M. Marx. 2021. Dimensions of donation preferences: the structure of
peer and income effects. Experimental Economics 24:1, 274-302. [Crossref]

Deborah Kelly, Adriana Vamosiu. 2021. Charitable giving to college athletics: the role of brand
communities in choosing how much to give. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 31:1, 1-22.
[Crossref]

OMAR AL-UBAYDLI, MIN SOK LEE, JOHN A. LIST, CLAIRE L. MACKEVICIUS, DANA
SUSKIND. 2021. How can experiments play a greater role in public policy? Twelve proposals from
an economic model of scaling. Bebavioural Public Policy 5:1, 2-49. [Crossref]

OMAR AL-UBAYDLI, MIN SOK LEE, JOHN A. LIST, CLAIRE L. MACKEVICIUS, DANA
SUSKIND. 2021. A rejoinder: ‘How can experiments play a greater role in public policy? Twelve
proposals from an economic model of scaling’. Bebavioural Public Policy 5:1, 125-134. [Crossref]

Zareh Asatryan, David Joulfaian. 2021. Taxes and Business Philanthropy in Armenia. SSRN Electronic
Journal 183. . [Crossref]

Julia Cage, Malka Guillot. 2021. Is Charitable Giving Political? New Evidence from Wealth and Income
Tax Returns. SSRN Electronic Journal 183. . [Crossref]

Ha Diep-Nguyen, Jun Yang. 2021. Trust in Crowdfunding: Experimental Evidence from a Fundraising
Campaign. SSRN Electronic Journal 56. . [Crossref]

Rune Jansen Hagen, Jorn Rattse. 2021. Strategic Interaction in the Market for Charitable Donations:
The Role of Public Funding. SSRN Electronic Journal 91. . [Crossref]

Marius Alexander Kalleberg Ring, Thor Olav Thoresen. 2021. Wealth Taxation and Charitable
Giving. SSRN Electronic Journal 42. . [Crossref]

Amanda E. Barnett, Teresa M. Cooney, Adam Shapiro. 2020. Patterns of Giving to Family and Giving
to Others in Midlife. Journal of Family and Economic Issues 41:4, 691-705. [Crossref]

Ernan Haruvy, Peter Popkowski Leszczyc, Greg Allenby, Russell Belk, Catherine Eckel, Robert
Fisher, Sherry Xin Li, John A. List, Yu Ma, Yu Wang. 2020. Fundraising design: key issues, unifying
framework, and open puzzles. Marketing Letters 31:4, 371-380. [Crossref]

Yi Yang Teoh, Ziqing Yao, William A. Cunningham, Cendri A. Hutcherson. 2020. Attentional
priorities drive effects of time pressure on altruistic choice. Nature Communications 11:1. . [Crossref]
Kurt P. Munz, Minah H. Jung, Adam L. Alter. 2020. Name Similarity Encourages Generosity: A
Field Experiment in Email Personalization. Marketing Science 39:6, 1071-1091. [Crossref]

Emily I. Nwakpuda. 2020. Major Donors and Higher Education: Are STEM Donors Different from
Other Donors?. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 49:5, 969-988. [Crossref]

William H.B. McAuliffe, Hannah Moshontz, Thomas G. McCauley, Michael E. McCullough. 2020.
Searching for Prosociality in Qualitative Data: Comparing Manual, Closed—Vocabulary, and Open—
Vocabulary Methods. European Journal of Personality 34:5, 903-916. [Crossref]

Michael Kummer, Olga Slivko, Xiaoquan (Michael) Zhang. 2020. Unemployment and Digital Public
Goods Contribution. Information Systems Research 31:3, 801-819. [Crossref]

Anne L. Roggeveen, Lauren Beitelspacher. 2020. Understanding and implementing CRM initiatives
in international markets. International Marketing Review 37:4, 735-746. [Crossref]

Debra J. Mesch, Una O. Osili, Jonathan J. Bergdoll, Tessa B. Skidmore, Jacqueline E. L. Ackerman,
Xiao Han. 2020. Giving Voice beyond Her Vote: How Women Used Charitable Giving to Create Social
Change after the 2016 U.S. Presidential Election. Nonprofit Policy Forum 11:2. . [Crossref]

Catherine Eckel, Begum Guney, Neslihan Uler. 2020. Independent vs. Coordinated Fundraising:
Understanding the Role of Information. European Economic Review 127, 103476. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-020-09661-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/08841241.2020.1731911
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2020.17
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2020.29
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3805616
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3881112
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3972418
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3996855
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4057536
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09680-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-020-09534-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17326-x
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1220
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764020907153
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2240
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2019.0916
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-04-2019-0121
https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2019-0054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2020.103476

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.
124.
125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

Maria Alonso-Ferres, Ginés Navarro-Carrillo, Marta Garrido-Macias, Eva Moreno-Bella, Inmaculada
Valor-Segura. 2020. Connecting perceived economic threat and prosocial tendencies: Thhe explanatory
role of empathic concern. PLOS ONE 15:5, €0232608. [Crossref]

Rachel Moore, Brandon Pecoraro. 2020. Macroeconomic implications of modeling the Internal
Revenue Code in a heterogeneous-agent framework. Economic Modelling 87, 72-91. [Crossref]

Anya Samek, Jason M. Cowell, Alexander W. Cappelen, Yawei Cheng, Carlos Contreras-Ibaez,
Natalia Gomez-Sicard, Maria L. Gonzalez-Gadea, David Huepe, Agustin Ibafiez, Kang Lee, Susan
Malcolm-Smith, Natalia Salas, Bilge Selcuk, Bertil Tungodden, Alina Wong, Xinyue Zhou, Jean
Decety. 2020. The development of social comparisons and sharing behavior across 12 countries.

Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 192, 104778. [Crossref]

Paige Olmsted, Jordi Honey-Rosés, Terre Satterfield, Kai MA Chan. 2020. Leveraging support for
conservation from ecotourists: can relational values play a role?. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 28:3,
497-514. [Crossref]

Matthias Sutter, Jiirgen Huber, Michael Kirchler, Matthias Stefan, Markus Walzl. 2020. Where to
look for the morals in markets?. Experimental Economics 23:1, 30-52. [Crossref]

Sébastien Roussel. Prosocial Behaviors 1-3. [Crossref]
Claudia Schwirplies. Private Ancillary Benefits in a Joint Production Framework 125-139. [Crossref]

# #. 2020. The Neural Basis of Cooperation in Social Dilemmas. Advances in Psychology 10:12,
1853-1860. [Crossref]

# #. 2020. A Review of Cooperative Behavior in Social Dilemmas. Advances in Psychology 10:12,
2099-2107. [Crossref]

Maria Boutchkova, Angelica Gonzalez, Sylvia Zhang. 2020. Is Sustainable Investing Driven by
Altruism: Evidence from Shocks to Philanthropy. SSRN Electronic Journal 97. . [Crossref]

Wilson Lin, Susan Feng Lu, Tianshu Sun. 2020. Persuasion, Donor Heterogeneity, and Workload:
The Impact of Charitable Workers on Donors’ Blood Donation Decisions. SSRN Electronic Journal
100. . [Crossref]

Can Zhang, Atalay Atasu, Karthik Ramachandran. 2020. Partial Completion as a Nonprofit Strategy.
SSRN Electronic Journal 10. . [Crossref]

Fangzhou Lu. 2020. Which Firm Should We Save During COVID-19, Distressed Firms or Socially-
Responsible Firms?. SSRN Electronic Journal 36. . [Crossref]

Jonathan Oxley. 2020. Does Additional Mandatory Reporting Alter Charity or Donor Behavior?
Examining the 2006 Pension Protection Act. SSRN Electronic_Journal 113. . [Crossref]

QIAN WENG, HAORAN HE. 2019. GEOGRAPHIC DISTANCE, INCOME AND
CHARITABLE GIVING: EVIDENCE FROM CHINA. The Singapore Economic Review 64:05,
1145-1169. [Crossref]

Bartek Chomanski. 2019. Massive Technological Unemployment Without Redistribution: A Case for
Cautious Optimism. Science and Engineering Ethics 25:5, 1389-1407. [Crossref]

Ahsan Habib, Hedy Jiaying Huang. 2019. Cost Stickiness in the New Zealand Charity Sector. The
International Journal of Accounting 54:03, 1950012. [Crossref]

Judd B. Kessler, Katherine L. Milkman, C. Yiwei Zhang. 2019. Getting the Rich and Powerful to
Give. Management Science 65:9, 4049-4062. [Crossref]

David A. Campbell, Ali Carkoglu. 2019. Informal Giving in Turkey. VOLUNTAS: International
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 30:4, 738-753. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2019.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104778
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1683184
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-019-09608-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-7883-6_710-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30978-7_7
https://doi.org/10.12677/AP.2020.1012216
https://doi.org/10.12677/AP.2020.1012235
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3575000
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3649800
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3684891
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3705473
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3711094
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217590818500212
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-018-0070-0
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406019500124
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2018.3142
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-019-00095-7

137.

138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

144.
145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

154.

155.

156.

Michael A. Insler, Bryce McMurrey, Alexander F. McQuoid. 2019. From broken windows to broken
bonds: Militarized police and social fragmentation. Journal of Economic Bebavior ¢ Organization 163,
43-62. [Crossref]

Emel Filiz-Ozbay, Neslihan Uler. 2019. Demand for Giving to Multiple Charities: An Experimental
Study. Journal of the European Economic Association 17:3, 725-753. [Crossref]

Hugo Valenzuela-Garcia, Miranda Jessica Lubbers, James Gordon Rice. 2019. Charities under
austerity: ethnographies of poverty and marginality in Western non-profit and charity associations.

Journal of Organizational Ethnography 8:1, 2-10. [Crossref]

Jan Schmitz. 2019. Temporal dynamics of pro-social behavior: an experimental analysis. Experimental
Economics 22:1, 1-23. [Crossref]

Iryna Khovrenkov. 2019. Does Foundation Giving Stimulate or Suppress Private Giving? Evidence
from a Panel of Canadian Charities. Public Finance Review 47:2, 382-408. [Crossref]

Matteo M. Galizzi, Daniel Navarro-Martinez. 2019. On the External Validity of Social Preference
Games: A Systematic Lab-Field Study. Management Science 65:3, 976-1002. [Crossref]

Francisco ] Quevedo, Andrea Katherine Quevedo-Prince. 2019. A Predictive Model for the US Non-
profit Market; A Macro to a Micro Perspective. Advanced Journal of Social Science 5:1, 1-9. [Crossref]

Sébastien Roussel. Prosocial Behaviors 1695-1698. [Crossref]

Sally Sadoff, Anya Samek. 2019. The effect of recipient contribution requirements on support for
social programs. Journal of Public Economics 169, 1-16. [Crossref]

Clive D. Fraser. 2019. Faith; Hope; Christian Charity? Religion Explains Giving When Warm Glow
and Impure Altruism Do Not. SSRN Electronic Journal 114. . [Crossref]

Ross D. Hickey, Bradley Minaker, A. Abigail Payne. 2019. The Sensitivity of Charitable Giving to
the Timing and Salience of Tax Credits. SSRN Electronic Journal 24. . [Crossref]

Yonas Alem, Hakan Eggert, Martin G. Kocher, Remidius D. Ruhinduka. 2018. Why (field)
experiments on unethical behavior are important: Comparing stated and revealed behavior. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization 156, 71-85. [Crossref]

Robert S. Taylor. 2018. Donation without Domination: Private Charity and Republican Liberty.
Journal of Political Philosophy 26:4, 441-462. [Crossref]

Mathias Ekstrom. 2018. Seasonal altruism: How Christmas shapes unsolicited charitable giving.
Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 153, 177-193. [Crossref]

Arthur C. Brooks. 2018. How Did the Great Recession Affect Charitable Giving?. Public Finance
Review 46:5, 715-742. [Crossref]

Gian Paolo Barbetta, Paolo Canino, Stefano Cima, Flavio Verrecchia. 2018. Entry and Exit of
Nonprofit Organizations. Nonprofit Policy Forum 9:2. . [Crossref]

Sara Konrath, Femida Handy. 2018. The Development and Validation of the Motives to Donate Scale.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 47:2, 347-375. [Crossref]

Matthias Sutter, Francesco Feri, Daniela Glitzle-Riitzler, Martin G. Kocher, Peter Martinsson,
Katarina Nordblom. 2018. Social preferences in childhood and adolescence. A large-scale experiment
to estimate primary and secondary motivations. Journal of Economic Bebavior ¢ Organization 146,
16-30. [Crossref]

Anthony T. Allred, Clinton Amos. 2018. Disgust images and nonprofit children’s causes. Journal of
Social Marketing 8:1, 120-140. [Crossref]

Sébastien Roussel. Prosocial Behaviors 1-4. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2019.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvy011
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOE-04-2019-076
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-018-9583-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142117730634
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2017.2908
https://doi.org/10.21467/ajss.5.1.1-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-7753-2_710
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2018.10.011
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3311081
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3333600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2018.08.026
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12154
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142117691604
https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2017-0036
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764017744894
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSOCM-01-2017-0003
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-7883-6_710-2

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

Stephen K. Swallow, Christopher M. Anderson, Emi Uchida. 2018. The Bobolink Project: Selling
Public Goods From Ecosystem Services Using Provision Point Mechanisms. Ecological Economics 143,
236-252. [Crossref]

Ernan E. Haruvy, Christos A. Ioannou, Farnoush Golshirazi. 2018. THE RELIGIOUS
OBSERVANCE OF RAMADAN AND PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR. Economic Inquiry 56:1,
226-237. [Crossref]

Mohamad Qutait. 2018. Review of Divine Economics Framework. SSRN Electronic Journal 97. .
[Crossref]

Clive D. Fraser. 2018. Faith, Hope, and Christian Charity: How Religion Explains Giving When
Warm Glow and Impure Altruism Do Not. SSRN Electronic Journal 114. . [Crossref]

Rachel Moore, Brandon Pecoraro. 2018. Macroeconomic Implications of Modeling the Internal
Revenue Code in a Heterogeneous-Agent Framework. SSRN Electronic Journal 125. . [Crossref]

Nicolas Duquette, Alexandra Graddy-Reed, Mark Phillips. 2018. The Extent and Efficacy of State
Charitable Contribution Income Tax Credits. SSRN Electronic Journal 43. . [Crossref]

Kurt Munz, Minah Jung, Adam Alter. 2018. Name Similarity Encourages Generosity: A Field
Experiment in Email Personalization. SSRN Electronic Journal 80. . [Crossref]

Raphael Duguay. 2018. The Economic Consequences of Financial Audit Regulation in the Charitable
Sector. SSRN Electronic Journal 95. . [Crossref]

Jonathan Meer, David Miller, Elisa Wulfsberg. 2017. The Great Recession and charitable giving.
Applied Economics Letters 24:21, 1542-1549. [Crossref]

Alvaro J. Name-Correa. 2017. Learning by fund-raising. Review of Economic Design 21:4, 291-316.
[Crossref]

Michele F. Margolis, Michael W. Sances. 2017. Partisan Differences in Nonpartisan Activity: The
Case of Charitable Giving. Political Bebavior 39:4, 839-864. [Crossref]

Renate Buijze, Christoph Engel, Sigrid Hemels. 2017. Insuring Your Donation: An Experiment.
Journal of Empirical Legal Studies 14:4, 858-885. [Crossref]

Mark Ottoni-Wilhelm, Lise Vesterlund, Huan Xie. 2017. Why Do People Give? Testing Pure and
Impure Altruism. American Economic Review 107:11, 3617-3633. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF
with links]

Bjorn Vollan, Karla Henning, Deniza Staewa. 2017. Do campaigns featuring impact evaluations
increase donations? Evidence from a survey experiment. Journal of Development Effectiveness 9:4,
500-518. [Crossref]

Yan Li. 2017. Is methodology destiny? Religiosity and charitable giving. International Journal of Social
Economics 44:9, 1197-1210. [Crossref]

Ola Andersson, Topi Miettinen, Kaisa Hytonen, Magnus Johannesson, Ute Stephan. 2017. Subliminal
influence on generosity. Experimental Economics 20:3, 531-555. [Crossref]

Marijke C. Leliveld, Hans Risselada. 2017. Dynamics in charity donation decisions: Insights from a
large longitudinal data set. Science Advances 3:9. . [Crossref]

Salman Ahmed Shaikh, Abdul Ghafar Ismail, Muhammad Hakimi Mohd Shafiai. 2017. Application
of wagf for social and development finance. ISRA International Journal of Islamic Finance 9:1, 5-14.
[Crossref]

Philipp Doerrenberg, Andreas Peichl, Sebastian Siegloch. 2017. The elasticity of taxable income in
the presence of deduction possibilities. Journal of Public Economics 151, 41-55. [Crossref]

Giovanna d’Adda, Valerio Capraro, Massimo Tavoni. 2017. Push, don’t nudge: Behavioral spillovers
and policy instruments. Economics Letters 154, 92-95. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.06.040
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12480
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3162020
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3164327
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3193142
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3201841
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3244125
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3273498
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2017.1319556
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10058-017-0207-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9382-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/jels.12166
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20141222
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20141222
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20141222
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20141222
https://doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2017.1377752
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-04-2016-0118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-016-9498-8
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1700077
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJIF-07-2017-002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2015.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2017.02.029

177.

178.

179.

180.

181.

Zdravko Paskalev, Huseyin Yildirim. 2017. A theory of outsourced fundraising: Why dollars turn into
“Pennies for Charity”. Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 137, 1-18. [Crossref]

Erik Petrovski. 2017. Whether and How Much to Give: Uncovering the Contrasting Determinants
of the Decisions of Whether and How Much to Give to Charity with Two-Stage Alternatives to the
Prevailing Tobit Model. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations
28:2, 594-620. [Crossref]

Chul Hee Kang, LEE SOO YEON, ###. 2017. A Study of Citizens’ Giving Behavior by Income
Level: Estimation of Probability and Amount of Secular Giving. Korea Social Policy Review 24:1, 1-31.
[Crossref]

Andreas Lange, Claudia Schwirplies, Andreas Ziegler. 2017. On the interrelation between the
consumption of impure public goods and the provision of direct donations: Theory and empirical
evidence. Resource and Energy Economics 47, 72-88. [Crossref]

Lisette Ibanez, Nathalie Moureau, Sébastien Roussel. 2017. How do incidental emotions impact pro-
environmental behavior? Evidence from the dictator game. Journal of Bebavioral and Experimental
Economics 66, 150-155. [Crossref]

182. Justin Krieg, Anya Samek. 2017. When charities compete: A laboratory experiment with simultaneous

183.
184.
185.

186.

187.

188.

public goods. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics 66, 40-57. [Crossref]
Sébastien Roussel. Prosocial Behaviors 1-4. [Crossref]
Sigrid Hemels. Tax Incentives for Museums and Cultural Heritage 107-135. [Crossref]

Roy Chen, Yan Chen, Yang Liu, Qiaozhu Mei. 2017. Does team competition increase pro-social
lending? Evidence from online microfinance. Games and Economic Behavior 101, 311-333. [Crossref]

Venkat Kuppuswamy, Barry L. Bayus. 2017. Does my contribution to your crowdfunding project
matter?. Journal of Business Venturing 32:1, 72-89. [Crossref]

Giovanna d'Adda, Valerio Capraro, Massimo Tavoni. 2017. Push, Don't Nudge: Behavioral Spillovers
and Policy Instruments. SSRN Electronic Journal 95. . [Crossref]

Mathias Ekstrrm. 2017. Seasonal Social Preferences. SSRN Electronic Journal 101. . [Crossref]

189. Judd B. Kessler, Katherine L. Milkman, C. Yiwei Zhang. 2017. Getting the Rich and Powerful to

190.

191.

192.

193.

194.

195.

196.

Give. SSRN Electronic Journal 83. . [Crossref]
Sally Sadoff, Anya Savikhin Samek. 2017. The Effect of Recipient Contribution Requirements on
Support for Social Programs. SSRN Electronic Journal 68. . [Crossref]

Robert S Taylor. 2017. Donation Without Domination: Private Charity and Republican Liberty.
SSRN Electronic_Journal 36. . [Crossref]

Mohd Nahar Mohd Arshad. 2016. Determinants of charitable giving in Malaysia. Humanomics 32:4,
459-473. [Crossref]

K. Sudhir, Subroto Roy, Mathew Cherian. 2016. Do Sympathy Biases Induce Charitable Giving? The
Effects of Advertising Content. Marketing Science 35:6, 849-869. [Crossref]

Kimberley Scharf, Sarah Smith. 2016. Relational altruism and giving in social groups. Journal of Public
Economics 141, 1-10. [Crossref]

V. Kerry Smith, Sharon L. Harlan, Michael McLaen, Jacob Fishman, Carlos Valcarcel, Marcia L.
Nation. 2016. Using household surveys to implement field experiments: the willingness to donate to
food banks. Applied Economics Letters 23:13, 969-972. [Crossref]

Anna F. Clark, Sarah P. Maxwell, Aikaterini Anestaki. 2016. Bach, Beethoven, and benefactors:

Facebook engagement between symphonies and their stakeholders. International Journal of Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Marketing 21:2, 96-108. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2017.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-017-9828-2
https://doi.org/10.17000/kspr.24.1.201703.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2016.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2016.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2016.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-7883-6_710-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-832-8_7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.10.004
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2675498
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2939501
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2994367
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3043372
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3092709
https://doi.org/10.1108/H-01-2016-0007
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2016.0989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2015.1125423
https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1545

197.

198.

199.

200.

201.

202.

203.

204.

205.

206.

207.

208.

209.

210.

211.

212.

213.

214.

215.

Sara E. Helms-McCarty, Timothy M. Diette, Betsy Bugg Holloway. 2016. Acquiring New Donors.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 45:2, 261-274. [Crossref]

Ivana Stojcic, Lu Kewen, Ren Xiaopeng. 2016. Does uncertainty avoidance keep charity away?
comparative research between charitable behavior and 79 national cultures. Culture and Brain 4:1,
1-20. [Crossref]

Ilya O. Ryzhov, Bin Han, Jelena Bradi¢. 2016. Cultivating Disaster Donors Using Data Analytics.
Management Science 62:3, 849-866. [Crossref]

Ashwini Deshpande, Dean Spears. 2016. Who Is the Identifiable Victim? Caste and Charitable Giving
in Modern India. Economic Development and Cultural Change 64:2, 299-321. [Crossref]

Giovanna d'Adda, Valerio Capraro, Massimo Tavoni. 2016. The Not so Gentle Push: Behavioral
Spillovers and Policy Instruments. SSRN Electronic Journal 95. . [Crossref]

Emel Filiz-Ozbay, Neslihan Uler. 2016. Demand for Giving to Multiple Charities: Theory and
Experiments. SSRN Electronic Journal 117. . [Crossref]

Christina Jenq, Jessica Pan, Walter Theseira. 2015. Beauty, weight, and skin color in charitable giving.
Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 119, 234-253. [Crossref]

James J. Murphy, Nomin Batmunkh, Benjamin Nilsson, Samantha Ray. The Impact of Social
Information on the Voluntary Provision of Public Goods: A Replication Study 41-50. [Crossref]

Andreas Leibbrandt, Pushkar Maitra, Ananta Neelim. 2015. On the redistribution of wealth in a
developing country: Experimental evidence on stake and framing effects. Journal of Economic Bebavior
& Organization 118, 360-371. [Crossref]

Silvia Angerer, Daniela Glitzle-Riitzler, Philipp Lergetporer, Matthias Sutter. 2015. Donations, risk
attitudes and time preferences: A study on altruism in primary school children. Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization 115, 67-74. [Crossref]

Ardion Beldad, Jordy Gosselt, Sabrina Hegner, Robin Leushuis. 2015. Generous But Not Morally
Obliged? Determinants of Dutch and American Donors” Repeat Donation Intention (REPDON).
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 26:2, 442-465.
[Crossref]

Victoria Licuanan, Toman Omar Mahmoud, Andreas Steinmayr. 2015. The Drivers of Diaspora
Donations for Development: Evidence from the Philippines. World Development 65, 94-109.
[Crossref]

Renate Buijze, Christoph Engel, Sigrid Hemels. 2015. Insuring Your Donation An Experiment. SSRN
Electronic Journal 148. . [Crossref]

Duk Gyoo Kim. 2015. The Coin Strategy and Charitable Giving. SSRN Electronic Journal 100. .
[Crossref]

Tine Hjerno Lesner, Ole Dahl Rasmussen. 2014. The identifiable victim effect in charitable giving:
evidence from a natural field experiment. Applied Economics 46:36, 4409-4430. [Crossref]

Eric R. Larson, Alison G. Boyer, Paul R. Armsworth. 2014. A lack of response of the financial
behaviors of biodiversity conservation nonprofits to changing economic conditions. Ecology and
Evolution 4:23, 4429-4443. [Crossref]

Rupert Sausgruber, Jean-Robert Tyran. 2014. Discriminatory taxes are unpopular—Even when they
are efficient and distributionally fair. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 108, 463-476.
[Crossref]

Ning Gong, Bruce D. Grundy. 2014. The design of charitable fund-raising schemes: Matching grants
or seed money. Journal of Economic Bebavior & Organization 108, 147-165. [Crossref]

J. A. List, R. Metcalfe. 2014. Field experiments in the developed world: an introduction. Oxford
Review of Economic Policy 30:4, 585-596. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764015583120
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40167-016-0033-8
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2149
https://doi.org/10.1086/684000
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2718119
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2782143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0193-230620150000018002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2015.02.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2014.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-013-9419-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.05.010
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2674553
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2745071
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2014.962226
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1281
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2013.12.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2014.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grv005

216. Julio J. Rotemberg. 2014. Models of Caring, or Acting as if One Cared, About the Welfare of Others.
Annual Review of Economics 6:1, 129-154. [Crossref]

217. Frank Wijen. 2014. Means versus Ends in Opaque Institutional Fields: Trading oft Compliance and
Achievement in Sustainability Standard Adoption. Academy of Management Review 39:3, 302-323.
[Crossref]

218. Julio J. Rotemberg. 2014. Charitable giving when altruism and similarity are linked. Journal of Public
Economics 114, 36-49. [Crossref]

219. James Andreoni, Abigail Payne, Sarah Smith. 2014. Do grants to charities crowd out other income?
Evidence from the UK. Journal of Public Economics 114, 75-86. [Crossref]

220. James T. Edwards, John A. List. 2014. Toward an understanding of why suggestions work in charitable
fundraising: Theory and evidence from a natural field experiment. Journal of Public Economics 114,
1-13. [Crossref]

221. José Holguin-Veras, Miguel Jaller, Luk N. Van Wassenhove, Noel Pérez, Tricia Wachtendort. 2014.
Material Convergence: Important and Understudied Disaster Phenomenon. Natural Hazards Review
15:1, 1-12. [Crossref]

222. K. Sudhir, Subroto Roy, Mathew Cherian. 2014. Do Sympathy Biases Induce Charitable Giving? The
Persuasive Effects of Advertising Content. SSRN Electronic Journal 23. . [Crossref]

223. Nicola Lacetera, Mario Macis, Angelo Mele. 2014. Viral Altruism? Generosity and Social Contagion
in Online Networks. SSRN Electronic Journal 57. . [Crossref]

224. Renate Buijze. 2014. Tax Incentives as a Measure to Support the Arts in a Globalizing World. SSRN
Electronic Journal 35. . [Crossref]

225.Jan Schmitz. 2014. One Good Deed a Day?. SSRN Electronic Journal 8. . [Crossref]

226. Zdravko Paskalev, Huseyin Yildirim. 2014. A Theory of Outsourced Fundraising: Why Dollars Turn
into 'Pennies for Charity'. SSRN Electronic Journal 64. . [Crossref]

227. Michael Kidd, Aaron Nicholas, Birendra Rai. 2013. Tournament outcomes and prosocial behaviour.
Journal of Economic Psychology 39, 387-401. [Crossref]

228. Jamil Zaki, Jason P. Mitchell. 2013. Intuitive Prosociality. Current Directions in Psychological Science
22:6, 466-470. [Crossref]

229. Sarah Borgloh, Astrid Dannenberg, Bodo Aretz. 2013. Small is beautiful—Experimental evidence of
donors’ preferences for charities. Economics Letters 120:2, 242-244. [Crossref]

230. Ellen Garbarino, Robert Slonim, Carmen Wang. 2013. The multidimensional effects of a small gift:
Evidence from a natural field experiment. Economics Letters 120:1, 83-86. [Crossref]

231. Alvaro J. Name-Correa,, Huseyin Yildirim. 2013. A Theory of Charitable Fund-Raising with Costly
Solicitations. American Economic Review 103:2, 1091-1107. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with
links]

232. James Andreoni, A. Abigail Payne. Charitable Giving 1-50. [Crossref]

233.Bodo Aretz, Sebastian Kube. 2013. Choosing Your Object of Benevolence: A Field Experiment on
Donation Options*. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 115:1, 62-73. [Crossref]

234. Sherry Xin Li, Catherine C. Eckel, Philip J. Grossman, Tara Larson. 2013. Who's in Charge? Donor
Targeting Enhances Voluntary Giving to Government. SSRN Electronic Journal 22. . [Crossref]

235. Rupert Sausgruber, Jean-Robert Tyran. 2013. Discriminatory Taxes are Unpopular - Even When
They are Efficient and Distributionally Fair. SSRN Electronic Journal 85. . [Crossref]

236. Mikael Elinder, Oscar Erixson. 2012. Gender, social norms, and survival in maritime disasters.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 109:33, 13220-13224. [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-072413-113000
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2012.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2013.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2014.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)NH.1527-6996.0000113
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2409106
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2437463
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2443031
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2538410
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2617494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2013.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413492764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2013.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2013.03.031
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.2.1091
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.103.2.1091
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.2.1091
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.2.1091
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53759-1.00001-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9442.2012.01743.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2293407
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2362382
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1207156109

237.

238.

239.

240.

241.

Sara E. Helms, Jeremy P. Thornton. 2012. The influence of religiosity on charitable behavior: A
COPPS investigation. The Journal of Socio-Economics 41:4, 373-383. [Crossref]

Sara E. Helms, Brian L. Scott, Jeremy P. Thornton. 2012. Choosing to give more: experimental
evidence on restricted gifts and charitable behaviour. Applied Economics Letters 19:8, 745-748.
[Crossref]

Nicola Lacetera,, Mario Macis,, Robert Slonim. 2012. Will There Be Blood? Incentives and
Displacement Effects in Pro-Social Behavior. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 4:1,
186-223. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

Dean S. Karlan, John A. List. 2012. How Can Bill and Melinda Gates Increase Other People’s
Donations to Fund Public Goods?. SSRN Electronic Journal 8. . [Crossref]

Dean Yang. 2011. Migrant Remittances. Journal of Economic Perspectives 25:3, 129-152. [Abstract]
[View PDF article] [PDF with links]

242. Jason Cairns, Robert Slonim. 2011. Substitution effects across charitable donations. Economics Letters

243.

244.

111:2, 173-175. [Crossref]
Bruce D. Grundy, Ning Gong. 2011. Charitable Fund Raising: Matching Grants or Seed Money?.
SSRN Electronic_Journal 35. . [Crossref]

Nicola Lacetera, Mario Macis, Robert Slonim. 2011. Rewarding Altruism? A Natural Field
Experiment. SSRN Electronic Journal 96. . [Crossref]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2012.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2011.599784
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.4.1.186
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.4.1.186
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.4.1.186
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2102724
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.25.3.129
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.25.3.129
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.25.3.129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2011.01.028
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1103680
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1969506

	The Market for Charitable Giving
	A Primer on the Charitable Sector
	Aggregate Giving Patterns: Who, What, and Where?
	Composition of Dollar Gifts: Who Receives?
	Composition of Donors: Who Gives?

	Interactions of the Three Major Players
	The Government and Charitable Organizations
	The Government and the Individual
	The Individual and Charitable Organizations

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 100
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 72
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 72
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 300
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 72
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


