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Abstract


Motivators and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs, is a study of Canadian donors, and the identification of motivations and barriers to philanthropic giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.


The study consists of a review of the literature on motivations and barriers to giving in general and by entrepreneurs specifically, as well as a contextual look at general giving trends in Canada and a review of key definitional concepts for the term entrepreneur.  Additional qualitative research was conducted consisting of twenty key informant interviews across North America and three focus group sessions conducted in three Canadian cities (Calgary, Winnipeg, and Toronto).  The culmination of the study was a national quantitative base-line survey involving 1,203 respondent donors. 


The study examined the specific factors that affect the (a) giving of a next gift, (b) increasing a gift amount, (c) giving an ‘ultimate’ gift, (d) refusing to make a specific philanthropic gift, and (e) ceasing to give to a non-profit organization.  The data gathered in the national survey is statistically valid +/- 3.5%, 19 times out of 20.  The study included segmentation by gender, region of the country, income levels, education levels, and level of giving.  While the survey allowed for the data to be collected and sorted based on a number of demographic variables (including age, gender, household income, education level, philanthropic giving level, region, etcetera), the analysis of the data in this study was done principally on entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.


Five key characteristics of entrepreneurial behaviour were identified and defined.  This definition was applied to the national survey to identify and segment entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs.  These characteristics included the ability to identify opportunities; the ability to pursue opportunities; the ability to find/lever new resources; the ability to make decisions on the direction of the enterprise; and the willingness to accept risk.

Key findings in this study included:

1. The more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor group has, the more likely that group is to respond highly to motivators to a) give their next gift, b) increase their philanthropic giving, and c) to make an ultimate philanthropic gift.
2. The top five motivators for giving the next gift by entrepreneurs are

( vision and mission of the organization,

( helping those in need,

( giving back to the community,

( accountability of the charity, and

( gift makes a difference.

3. There are no significant differences in barriers to giving.  Entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors alike are equally apt to be dissuaded from supporting an organization.  Once the donor has become turned off by the organization or cause, they tend to react with the same intensity, to the same degree and to the de-motivators.
4. Entrepreneurial donors report they will give their next gift, in order, to the following sectors:  health, education/research, social services, and religion.  Non-entrepreneurial donors will give their next gift, in order, to the following sectors: health, religion, social services, and then to education/research.
5. The top four motivators for increased giving to a charity by an entrepreneurial donor are

· financially able,
· cause consistent with personal values,
· quality and reputation of charity, and
· performance of charity.
6. High-end donors, that is those giving $10,000 plus per year, are more apt to have given a gift during the past seven days.

7. The more a donor gives per year, the greater the chances are that they made a gift during the past week.

8. The top three motivators for making the ultimate gift by entrepreneurs are belief and trust in organization, charity demonstrates results and desire to make a difference.
9. The two top reasons donors stop giving to charity are reliability and loss of credibility.
10. The more donors give on an annual basis, the more likely they will know where their next gift will go.  Conversely, the less donors give on an annual basis, the less likely they will know where their next gift will go.
11. There is a measurable unasked capacity in the bequest market.  While 11% of entrepreneurial donors report they have given a gift in their will, a further 28% indicate they are willing to give a gift in their will.
Table of Contents

Colloquium Approval Form
i

Final Paper Approval Form
ii

Dedication
iii

Acknowledgments
iv

Abstract
vi

Table of Contents
ix

List of Figures
xiii

List of Tables
xvi

Chapter 1 Introduction

Purpose
1

Problem Statement
3

Background
3

Significance
4

Scope
4

Definition of Terms
6

Chapter 2 Literature Review

Introduction
10

Trends Affecting Philanthropy
10

General Motivational Factors
16

Entrepreneurial Motivational Factors
47

Definitions of Entrepreneur
56

Summary
61

Chapter 3 Methodology 

Introduction
76

Literature Review
76

Key Informant Interviews
77

Focus Groups
79

Baseline Survey
80

Chapter 4 Key Informant Interviews

Introduction
83

Definitional Characteristics
84

General Motivational Factors
87

Transaction – Relation Fundraising
90

General Barriers
94

Entrepreneurial Motivational Factors
96

Entrepreneurial Barriers
98

Summary
99

Chapter 5 Focus Groups

Introduction
102

Focus Group Participants
102

Focus Group Discussions
104

Motivators for Giving
105

Motivators for Increasing a Gift
108

Motivators for Giving for the First Time
109

Motivators for Giving your Largest Gift to Date
112

Barriers to Giving
113

What Causes Donors to Decrease or Stop their Giving 
117

Summary
118

Chapter 6 Baseline Survey

Introduction
121

What is an Entrepreneur?
124

Demographics of Donors, EPS Donors, and NEPS Donors
127

Age 
127

Marital status
129

Education
132

Household income
140

Giving levels in the past year
143

Motivations and Barriers to Giving
145

Motivators for donors to give their next gift
145

Motivators for increasing a donor’s giving
157

Motivators for refusing to give to charity
164

Motivators for deciding to stop giving to charity
173

Motivators for giving the ultimate gift
181

Frequency of Giving
191

Last time giving a charitable gift
191

Identification of Variables that Distinguish EPS from NEPS Donors
195

Summary
198

Chapter 7 Conclusions and Recommendations

Introduction
209

Motivations and Barriers to Giving
210

Models
215

Definition of Entrepreneur
216

The Five Questions
218

Motivators for donors to give their next gift
218

Motivators for increasing a donor’s giving
219

Motivators for refusing to give to charity
220

Motivators for deciding to stop giving to charity
222

Motivators for giving the ultimate gift
223

Frequency of Giving
225

Variables that Distinguish EPS Donors from NEPS Donors
226

Recommendations for Further Study
228

Recommendations for Practitioners resulting from the Study
229

Summary
230

References
232

Appendix A Key Informant Interviews
240

Appendix B Key Informant Questionnaire
243

Appendix C Focus Group Screening Script
245

Appendix D Focus Group Interview Script
246

Appendix E Survey Questionnaire
250

Appendix F Outcomes of Survey Calls
262

List of Figures

Figure 2.1
Asset Growth in Private US Foundations
15

Figure 2.2
Reasons for Making Financial Donations
17

Figure 2.3
Reasons for Not Donating More/Not Donating
19

Figure 2.4
Octagon of Human Desires
20

Figure 2.5
How Philanthropic Messages Affect Donor Motivations
22

Figure 2.6
Key Messages of Non-Profit Organization to Donor
24

Figure 2.7
Comparisons of Donor Motivations Against 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
26

Figure 2.8
Empirically Based Model of Personal Donorship
27

Figure 2.9
What Information would most Motivate you to Give
31

Figure 2.10
Reasons for Supporting Causes/Groups
32

Figure 2.11
Canadian Paradigm of Virtuous Philanthropy
34

Figure 2.12
Canadian Paradigm of Vulgar Philanthropy
36

Figure 2.13
Canadian Paradigm of Virtual Philanthropy
38

Figure 2.14
Ranking of Motivational Factors to Entrepreneurial Giving
48

Figure 2.15
Entrepreneurial Culture Influencing Philanthropic Decisions
49

Figure 2.16
Paradigm of Silicon Valley Philanthropy
51

Figure 4.1
Classification of Types of Gifts and Respective Motivators
by the Magnitude and Timing
89

Figure 4.2
Transaction and Relationship Fundraising Model
90

Figure 4.3
Forms of Relationship Giving compared to the
Motivational Pyramid of a Donor
92

Figure 6.1
Donors of Next Charitable Donation by Charity Classification
136

Figure 6.2a
Comparison between Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS)
and Entrepreneurial donors (EPS) Motivators for giving the Next
Charitable Gift (First Tier Motivators in Priority Order)
146

Figure 6.2b
Comparison between Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) and
Entrepreneurial donors (EPS) Motivators for giving the Next


Charitable Gift (Second Tier Motivators in Priority Order)
146

Figure 6.3
Comparison between Entrepreneurs (EPS) and 


Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS) Responses for the


Top Four Motivators for Giving the Next Gift
149

Figure 6.4
Comparison between Entrepreneurs (EPS–5) and Non-Entrepreneurs
(NEPS 0-2) Responses for the Top Four Motivators for Giving
the Next Gift
150

Figure 6.5
Comparison of Entrepreneurs (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 3-4) and (NEPS 0-2) Responses for the Top Four Motivators for Increased Giving
161

Figure 6.6
Comparison of Entrepreneurs (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 0-2) Responses for The Top Four Motivators for Increased Giving
162

Figure 6.7
Reasons for Refusing to Give Based on Mean Score Responses
171

Figure 6.8
Motivators for Refusing a Gift by EPS-5 and NEPS 0-2
172

Figure 6.9
Motivators for Refusing a Gift by Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 0-2), (NEPS 3-4) and Entrepreneurs (EPS-5)
173

Figure 6.10
Motivators causing Donors at Various Entrepreneurial Levels to Stop Giving
179

Figure 6.11
Motivators causing donors at the various Entrepreneurial levels 
(NEPS 0-2) and (EPS-5) to Stop Giving
180

Figure 6.12
Motivations for Giving the Ultimate Gift based on 3 varying 



Degrees of Entrepreneurship
190

Figure 6.13
Motivators for Giving the Ultimate Gift based on 2 varying 



Degrees of Entrepreneurship
190

Figure 6.14
Percentage of Donors Who Have Given in the Past Week, Month, Year, 

and Two Years
194

List of Tables

Table 2.1
Active and Passive Motivators
30

Table 2.2
Seven Faces of Philanthropy Segmentation
41

Table 2.3
Identification Model
44

Table 2.4
Pay-Back Sect
54

Table 2.5
General Motivational Factors to Philanthropic Giving
63

Table 2.6
General Barriers to Philanthropic Giving
65

Table 2.7
Motivators to Largess (Increased Giving)
65

Table 2.8
Barriers to Largess (Increased Giving)
66

Table 2.9
Motivational Factors for Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs
66

Table 2.10
Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs
68

Table 2.11
Definitional Criteria for Entrepreneurs
73

Table 4.1
Definitional Characteristics of Entrepreneurs Mentioned by Key Informants
84

Table 4.2
Definitional Characteristics of Philanthropy Mentioned by Key 
Informants
85

Table 4.3
General Motivational Factors to Giving Mentioned by Key
Informants
87

Table 4.4
General Barriers to Giving Mentioned by Key Informants
95

Table 4.5
Motivational Factors to Giving for Entrepreneurs Mentioned by Key Informants
96

Table 4.6
Barriers to Giving for Entrepreneurs Mentioned by Key Informants
98

Table 5.1
Demographic Breakdown of Focus Group Participants
103

Table 5.2
Motivators for Giving as Expressed by Focus Group Participants
106

Table 5.3
Motivators for Increasing Gifts as Expressed by Focus Group 
Participants
108

Table 5.4
Motivators for Giving First Gift as Expressed by Focus Group
Participants
111

Table 5.5
Motivators for Giving Largest Gift as Expressed by Focus Group Participants
113

Table 5.6
Barriers to Philanthropic Giving as Expressed by Focus Group Participants
115

Table 5.7
Why Donors Decrease their Gift Amount or Stop Giving Altogether
118

Table 6.1
Comparison of Mean Scores of Entrepreneurial Characteristics of Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial
Donors (NEPS)
126

Table 6.2
Ages of Donors, Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) and
Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) participating in the Baseline Survey
127

Table 6.3
Relationship between Marital Status and Levels of Annual
Philanthropic Giving by Donors
130

Table 6.4
Relationship between Marital Status and Household Income among Donors
131

Table 6.5
Comparison of Education levels of Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS)
132

Table 6.6
Relationship between Levels of Education and Donor Giving Level
134

Table 6.7
Comparison of Education levels of Donors and the Charitable Sector to which Donors plan to give their Next Philanthropic Gift
138

Table 6.8
Comparison of Annual Income Levels of Donors (DNRS), 
Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial
Donors (NEPS)
140

Table 6.9
Relationship between Annual Household Income and Annual Donor


Giving levels
142

Table 6.10
Relationship between Giving Levels of Donors (DNS), Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) and Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) relative to Degree of Entrepreneurship
143

Table 6.11
Top 5 Motivators to Giving the Next Philanthropic Gift relative to the Degree of Entrepreneurship of the Donor
148

Table 6.12
Motivational Ranking for Giving Next Gift by Entrepreneurial Donor (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donor (NEPS)
151

Table 6.13
Ranking of Entrepreneurial Donor (EPS) versus Non-Entrepreneurial Donor (NEPS) Motivators for Giving the Next Philanthropic Gift based on Mean Score Differences
154

Table 6.14
Comparison of Order of Priority of Motivators for Entrepreneurs to Give their Next Gift versus the Difference of Mean Scores between Entrepreneurs (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS)
155

Table 6.15
Comparisons of Mean Scores related to Motivators for
Increased Giving
158

Table 6.16
Top Four Motivators to Increased Giving relative to degrees of Entrepreneurship
160

Table 6.17
Comparison of Motivational Priorities for Increasing the Amount of Giving based on EPS Mean Difference and EPS Rank Order
163

Table 6.18
Comparisons of Mean Scores related to Motivators for Refusing to 
Give to Charity
167

Table 6.19
Comparison of Motivational Priorities for Refusing or Turning 
Down an Opportunity to Give a Gift to Charity based on EPS Mean Difference and EPS Rank Order
169

Table 6.20
Comparisons of Motivational Mean Scores Related to Donors’ 
Decision to Stop Giving to a Charity
176

Table 6.21
Top Five Donor Motivations to Stop Giving relative to Degrees of Entrepreneurship of the Donors
178

Table 6.22
Reponses to an Open Ended Question Regarding Motivations for 
Giving the Ultimate Gift
182

Table 6.23
Comparisons of Motivational Mean Scores related to Donors’ 
Decision to Give the Ultimate Gift to Charity
185

Table 6.24
Comparison of Motivational Priorities for Giving the Ultimate 
Gift to Charity based on EPS Mean Difference and EPS Rank Order
187

Table 6.25
Motivators for Giving Ultimate Gift Relative to the Degree of Entrepreneurship of the Donor
188

Table 6.26
Duration of Time since Donor’s Last Gift to Charity
192

Table 6.27
Relationship between the giving Level and When the 
Last Gift was Given
193

Table 6.28
Entrepreneurial Giving Respondent Attributes Defining  Entrepreneurs and Non-Entrepreneurs
196

Chapter 1

Introduction

Purpose

Discovering, appreciating, and applying factors that motivate someone to give philanthropically is a fundamental responsibility of fundraising practitioners.  While endeavouring to find out what motivates a person to give, those involved in the process will begin to build the context around which that person may be solicited to invest philanthropically in a cause.  In building this context, the fundraiser is always conscious about emphasizing the compelling and urgent nature of the financial needs (opportunities for investment) of the charity or non-profit institution, while reinforcing the linkages between these needs and the interests of the prospective donor. 

The role a fundraiser plays as a conduit between needs and interests is vital to successfully complete the philanthropic transaction to the full satisfaction of both the donor and the organization.  The inability to fully discover, appreciate and apply the motivations of prospective donors against a range of institutional needs will impede this conduit role, and hamper the securing of a gift.  Understanding the motivations and barriers to giving, therefore, is a critical element in the ability to secure and maximize philanthropic gifts.


Donor segmentation is an important tool used in preparing a program designed to discover the motivations of a prospective donor.  Fundraising practitioners are familiar with segmenting prospective donor populations by traditional demographic and psychographic factors of frequency of giving, size of gift, geographic residency, age, and lapsed giving history.  With the advent of sophisticated databases, segmentation strategies have also become more sophisticated. 

In conjunction with the current dramatic growth of information technology, and the pending explosion of the bio-technology sector, entrepreneurial activity has enjoyed a correlated expansion of its own.  Increased attention focused on not only the entrepreneur has raised the question about the degree to which entrepreneurs should be treated as a separate segment of the population for the purposes of cultivation within the development process. 


One of the biggest challenges for fundraising practitioners is trying to predict future behaviour of prospective donors.  This study, unlike many other studies, will examine a donor’s perspective of how they plan to behave in the future.  If fundraisers can anticipate the future through a donor’s eyes, they can be more successful in interacting with prospective donors.  The better practitioners can become in predicting behaviour of donors, the better they will be in predicting how donors will respond in certain situations, allowing the practitioner and volunteer to better anticipate the donors’ needs.   Therefore, the purpose of this study was to embark on an examination of motivators and barriers to future giving, rather than an examination of motivations and barriers to giving in the past.


This study provides practitioners with an opportunity to take the new knowledge learned and apply it immediately.  It will apply to the development and implementation of cultivation, solicitation, and stewardship strategies for building stronger relations with both entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.  

In addition to its immediate applicability, the study has given researchers the satisfaction of adding to a limited body of knowledge on entrepreneurial giving.  From a Canadian perspective, this study creates a national body of knowledge upon which to conduct future research.  The present culture embraces philanthropic practice particularly in the areas of giving time and talent, if not treasure.  The new knowledge will help to extend the culture of giving to an important segment of the donor population, namely entrepreneurs.

Problem Statement

There is a need to understand what motivates Canadian entrepreneurs to give philanthropically, and what impedes their motivation to give philanthropically, to the third sector.

Background

Canada, along with the rest of North America, is enjoying a renaissance of the entrepreneur.  As Canadian fundraisers, it is natural that both researchers would be drawn to this study.  Both are affected daily by the following entrepreneurial growth factors in their environment:

1. Both researchers live in a country with the second highest level of start-up activity for business in the world, second only to the US level of start-up activity.  At any point in time, 6.8% of the Canadian adult population is starting new businesses versus 8.5% of the US adult population (Reynolds, Hay, Camp, 1999, 15).  

2. Both researchers live in a country that has more self-employed citizens per capita than the United States.  At any point in time, 15% of Canadians are self-employed earning more than half of their income from their own businesses, compared to 12% in the US (Canadian Institute of Management, Fall 1990).

3. Both researchers live in a province (Alberta) with the highest percentage of entrepreneurial donors of any province in Canada.  

Significance

This is a unique study.  A thorough search of the traditional literature and Internet sources revealed no other related research.  This is a statistically significant piece of research.  The results are accurate +/- 3.5%, 19 times out of 20.   The size of sample was only limited by the funds available to conduct the research. 

The results of this research not only add significantly to a limited body of knowledge on entrepreneurs in Canada, but also provide the first national study in Canada to investigate general motivations and barriers for giving for both entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.

Scope

This is a random study of the national Canadian population of 35 million people.  While the study explores entrepreneurs within the Canadian fabric and culture, this study was influenced by the North American environment and is applicable outside of Canada.  The qualitative research, upon which the survey questions were created, was made up of a literature search and data gathered in other English-speaking nations.  Just as the initial qualitative research was conducted from sources outside of Canada, so too will the survey results be of interest to practitioners in other countries in the English-speaking world.  

The methodology used to gather data was based on qualitative research through which specific motivators were identified for testing quantitatively.  While a legitimate methodology, the resulting close-ended questions limit the quantitative results to only those motivators and barriers presented to the donors surveyed.  At the same time, however, the qualitative research conducted was thorough.  The motivational and barrier options presented to the donors were the most important and significant. 

This is not a study of social entrepreneurship, nor is it a study of entrepreneurial investment or venture philanthropy.  It is not a study focussed on major gift donors specifically.  This is a study based on a random survey of the Canadian donor population consisting of both high-end and low-end donors.  While people may think about “.com folks” and millionaires as entrepreneurs, that is not what this study is about.  It is a study reflective of the marketplace, across the full spectrum of donors and degree of entrepreneurial characteristics.

The survey was conducted over a two-month period in March and April of 2000.  It provides a first-time baseline study, designed to be revisited a number of times, to evaluate the evolution of both thought and attitude by both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors, and their motivations and barriers to giving philanthropically in Canada. 

The survey population consisted of individual donors, not businesses.  It did not categorize entrepreneurs by business sector, nor did it determine the level of business income.  The data gathered from the survey provides information well beyond the parameters of this report.  It allows for the analysis of motivations and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, as compared to gender, geographic region, philanthropic sector, age, household income, ownership of business, level of education, and level of giving. 

The study is limited to the extent that the definition of entrepreneur involved five key characteristics (ability to identify opportunities; ability to pursue opportunities; ability to lever/find new resources; ability to make decisions in their immediate enterprise; and the degree of comfort in assuming risk).  However, the research of entrepreneurial characteristics was thorough, and complied to generally accepted definitions on the nature of entrepreneurs.   

Definition of Terms

Barrier:  an obstacle or circumstance preventing someone from making a donation (F.G. Fowler and H.W. Fowler).

Cultivation: the process of engaging and maintaining the interest and involvement of (a donor, prospective donor, or volunteer) with an organization’s people, programs, and plans (Cherry & Levy).

Demographics:  the use of demographic data (Cherry & Levy).

Demography:  the science that deals with the characteristics of a population, including size, density, growth, distribution, and vital statistics such as age, sex, marital status, family size, education, income, and occupation (cf. Psychography, Cherry & Levy).

Donation:  an unconditional transfer of cash or other assets to an entity in a voluntary, non-reciprocal transfer by another entity (Cherry & Levy).

Entrepreneur: a resourceful, visionary, energetic, creative individual who accomplished a brave effort in the hope to create a change, an innovation inside the life-quality s/he relates (F.G. Fowler & H.W. Fowler); someone who strongly exhibits five characteristics: ability to identify an opportunity, ability to pursue opportunities, ability to make decisions over the direction of an enterprise, the ability to find/lever new resources, and the willingness to assume risk.

EPS Mean Difference:  the gap of the mean motivational score for entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors; the result of a gap analysis for any given indicator

Fundraiser: a person, paid or volunteer, who plans, manages, or participates in raising assets and resources for an organization or cause (Cherry & Levy).

Hyperagency: enhanced capacity of wealthy individuals to establish or control the conditions under which they and others live (Shervish, 1997, 89).

Largesse: size of gift.

Motivational Factor: that which impels a person to the action of making a philanthropic gift (Cherry & Levy).

Non-Profit Organization: an organization that provides services or benefit to the public without financial incentive (Cherry & Levy).

Philanthropy: love of human kind, usually expressed by an effort to enhance the well being of humanity through personal acts of practical kindness or by financial support of a cause or causes (Cherry & Levy).

Psychographics:  the use of psychography (Cherry & Levy).

Psychography: the history, description, or classification of a consumer or a prospective donor or donors that is based on their activities, life style, interests, and behavioural and personal traits, owing to such things as a financial circumstance, a local environmental disaster, etc.  (cf. Demography, Cherry & Levy).

Segmentation: the process or act of subdividing such as donor lists or prospect lists into smaller groupings with similar characteristics (Cherry & Levy).

Ultimate Gift:  the largest gift that a donor can make within their current financial situation, which is a stretch gift.


Virtual Philanthropy:  a pattern of donor behaviour based on a combination of social-motivated and self-motivated ideologies.  This pattern believes in the irrelevance of the traditional forms of donations and government partnership in charity.  It is oriented on achieving maximum social, private, and financial effect through a transaction model which is aimed at satisfying the interests of the donor, both self-motivated and socially-motivated.  Donors are motivated by altruistic, egotistical and pragmatic factors.  Their expectations are to achieve social change but to also achieve some income benefit and public recognition.   While the cause is reflective of the donor's self-interests, it is ultimately solving problems in society and enhancing the charitable objectives of the non-profit organization being supported (Bromley, 1996, February 12).


Virtuous Philanthropy: a pattern of donor behaviour, based on altruism, desire for problem solving, finding solutions and expectations for the social effectiveness of the charity's programs.  The ideology of the donor is motivated by true altruistic factors.  Their expectations are to achieve some social effectiveness (that is, make the world a better place; cure cancer; feed the hungry), and the cause is focused on problem solving (Bromley, 1996, February 12).


Vulgar Philanthropy: a pattern of donor behaviour based on egoism, pragmatism, self-concentration, having expectations to reach economic efficiency by minimizing tax and other income reduction through charitable gifts, and therefore lacking social meaning. With vulgar philanthropy, the ideology of the donor is motivated by egotistical and pragmatic factors.  Their expectations are to achieve income benefits and public recognition, and the cause is relative of their self-interest (Bromley, 1996, February 12).


This study will provide a summary of information gathered through a literature review, focus group interviews, key informant interviews, and baseline survey, and will outline general conclusions and specific recommendations for both areas of further study, as well as practical applications resulting from this study.

Chapter 2

Literature Review

Introduction


A review of the related literature is presented under the following headings:

1. Trends affecting philanthropy,

2. General motivational factors,

3. Entrepreneurial motivational factors, and

4. Definitions of entrepreneur.

There are many different motivational factors and barriers for giving identified in the literature.  This review will identify some of the most important findings on motivational factors and barriers to giving philanthropically, and will examine some of the general philanthropic trends in the marketplace affecting these factors.  In addition, this review will examine what has been written on motivating factors and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs, and will explore how the literature defines entrepreneur.

Trends Affecting Philanthropy

Before looking at the motivational factors for giving, it is helpful to look at the profile of Canadian giving and Canadian donors.  This study begins by looking at the profile of giving in Canada.  According to the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating produced by Statistics Canada, almost eight out of ten (78%) Canadians made a financial donation to charitable or non-profit organizations between November 1, 1996 and October 31, 1997, for a total of $4.45 billion.  The average annual Canadian donation was $239 (Statistics Canada, 1997, 16).  Close to half (47%) of the total dollar value of all Canadian campaign donations came from just 5% of donors – in all, 25% of the donors contributed 80% of all financial donations given (Canadian Centre for Philanthropy Fact Sheet #1).

In terms of charitable giving, Canadians give more money to support religious organizations than any other type of organization.  Canadians contributed 51% of the total of all donations, or $2.26 billion to religious organizations, even though these organizations received only 15% of the total number of all charitable donations (Statistics Canada, 1997, 19). 

In the US, overall charitable giving in 1998 climbed to a new high of over $143 billion.  According to Nancy Raybin, chair of the American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel Trust for Philanthropy, individuals in North America contribute far more than do corporations.  Recent figures suggest over 13 times more in the United States (Raybin, 1997, 6) and in excess of six times more in Canada  (Sharpe, 1994, 26).  Yet, reported individual giving is but a small percentage of total personal spending.  Sharpe found that individual charitable giving is only 2 percent of personal expenditure in Canada’s national economy (Sharpe, 1994) and the Statistics Canada report (1998, 21) found that no more than 16 percent of respondents budgeted to support charitable or non-profit causes.

While it is clear that individuals provide the majority of support to charitable and non-profit organizations, and while overall giving has been increasing, the percentage of giving as a portion of personal income has been decreasing over time.  In other words, people are giving less of what they are making.  Since 1994, individual American charitable giving has remained relatively constant at 1.6% of personal income.  This percentage has gradually decreased from its high of 2.1% in 1967 and 1.8% in 1972 (Burlingame, 1998, 7-8).  The continued decline of donations by individuals as a percentage of overall giving, coupled with the increasing number of charitable and non-profit organizations, could translate to lower average gifts for all.  

Spontaneity is an important precursor when examining motivations for giving.  As stated above, only 16% of Canadians decided in advance how much money they would donate to organizations.  In addition, only 20% decided in advance which organizations they would support, and these donors accounted for 32% of all donations (Statistics Canada, 1998, 21).  The majority of Canadians simply do not plan their donations beforehand.  This has important implications for fundraising activities for charitable and non-profit organizations, as it shows that most donors are spontaneous and give less than those that budget for their giving.  Those who think about giving, give more.  

Repetitive giving also influences charitable giving.  Forty-four percent of donors in Canada give to certain organizations regularly, and they account for 65% of all donations made.  Individuals who varied the type of organization that they supported accounted for 55% of all donors and 34% of all donations. “Donations do not, in general, appear to be locked in to a cause, nor are they, in general, budgeted.  On the other hand, organizations that have attracted loyal and regular donors are likely to benefit from their tendency to make larger donations than their more spontaneous counterparts” (Statistics Canada, 1998, 21).  In other words, those that plan their giving, give more.


The trend showing philanthropic performance in comparison to the overall economy is also important to understand.  A recent study released by the Indiana University Center of Philanthropy shows that three key indices in the United States have dropped relative to what is going on in relation to the larger economy.  In 1998, the Philanthropic Giving Index, which measures the success of certain fund-raising methods, declined 1.9% in a six-month period to 87.1%.  The Expectations Index, which measures attitudes on future US giving, fell 2.8% to 87.9% during the same six-month period.  And the Present Situation Index, which reflects the present position of charitable activity, fell from 87.3% to 86.2% in the same six-month period (Burlingame, 1999).

Research and accountability are also important trends affecting motivations for giving.  More donors are conducting research prior to making a gift decision, and then expecting accountability afterwards, and prior to the next giving decision.  A recent survey conducted in May of 1999 by the Fidelity Investment Charitable Gift Fund confirmed these donor expectations of charities, including that donors expect charities to measure results carefully and provide a full accounting of their work in written reports.  This US survey reported that almost two-thirds said they always or sometimes conduct research on a charity before making a donation, with one-third following up with the organization to see if their gift is being used effectively (Marchetti, 1999).  In the words of John Tirman, “Nothing more obsesses foundation officers than results.  How to measure results, what in fact are good results, and what results can be expected in the short term - - those questions are the daily dance partners of the grants officer, and the music never stops” (Tirman, 1998).

 
In preparing to examine the motivations for entrepreneurial philanthropy specifically, it is important to understand the general level of entrepreneurial activity in our society.  With an active entrepreneurial culture, Canada’s level of start-up activity is second only to the US level of start-up activity.  Data collected by the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor shows that at any point in time, 6.8% of the Canadian adult population is starting new businesses versus 8.5% of the US adult population (Reynolds, Hay, Camp, 1999, 15).    Both Canada and the United States place a relatively high value of personal independence in the pursuit of opportunity, when compared with other countries.  Though Canada has a conservative image, the Canadian Institute of Management suggests that Canada is one of the most entrepreneurial nations in the western world.  Its journal, the Canadian Manager, states that “Canada has more self-employed citizens per capita than the United States”.  It points to a study showing that 15% of Canadians who are self-employed earn more than half of their income from their own businesses, compared to 12% in the US (Canadian Institute of Management, Fall 1990).


Another important indicator of entrepreneurial philanthropy is the level of giving by independent foundations, including family foundations.  In 1997, total giving by this sector in the US increased by 24.5%, on top of a 15.5% increase in 1996, making these the two strongest consecutive years on record.  Asset growth was also strong with an increase from $226 billion in 1996 to $282.6 billion in 1997, as indicated in Figure 2.1.


The question of who will replace the current cadre of donors engaged in charitable and social change activity is another key factor, and is explored in a study commissioned by Craver, Mathews, Smith & Co.   According to this 1998 US study of 708 donors, donors to charitable and social change organizations are aging, yet their thinning ranks are not being filled by the generation that follows – the baby boomers.  “This new generation will not only double the current senior population by 2030, but also stand to inherit some 10 trillion dollars from their parents. With their sheer numbers, their economic clout, and their potential involvement in community activism as more boomers retire early, this generation’s prospects for providing the financial wherewithall and ‘manpower’ to fuel the work of progressive causes and human service organizations is [image: image1.wmf]0
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Figure 2.1.  Asset Growth in Private US Foundations (Foundation Giving, 1999).

The study goes on to show that unlike their parents and peers just a decade ago, “today’s baby boomers have less confidence in government and accord politics a less central role in their life.  They tend to look instead toward social change groups, including community-based organizations, to make meaningful progress on the issue they care about most”.  So the potential exists for non-profits to capitalize.  


There is also increasing attention being paid to how the private, public and non-profit sectors can work together to focus on finding solutions to socio-economic problems.  The 80’s trend of simple collaboration towards delivering programming, to address the symptoms of societal problems, has expanded to include multiple sector partners that address root causes of societal difficulties.  In July 1999, a roundtable discussion, sponsored by the US–based Council on Foundations, brought focus on how multiple sector partners could work together to address root problems and find potential solutions.  This gathering consisted of Silicon Valley entrepreneurs, government officials, foundation and non-profit leaders, and members of the media to examine approaches that can help solve chronic social problems.  It included an evaluation of the rise in venture philanthropy and its potential impact on non-profit organizations. This exploration of new entrepreneurial partnerships and models worries some, as Lisa Sobrato-Sonsini, President of the Sobrato Family Foundation stated, “I get scared when I think of entrepreneurs wanting to invest in new things … that they might forget about the old-line causes” (Philanthropy News Digest, 1999).


Post-secondary educational institutions are also partnering with the public and private sectors to explore creative solutions as well.  The recent establishment of the Canadian Centre for Social Entrepreneurship in November of 1999 at the University of Alberta business school, signalled a desire by leading citizens to explore creative ways for the public, private, and non-profit/voluntary sectors to work together.  By pioneering social entrepreneurship, the Centre hopes to address the voluntary sector’s need for increased accountability, management capability, alternative sources of income (capacity building), and more effective governance.  The mission of the Centre is to introduce and encourage entrepreneurial thinking and approaches in matters of social interest in the voluntary, private and public sectors.

General Motivational Factors 

In preparation for the comparison of motivators and barriers to giving between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, a literature review was conducted to determine what had been written on individual motivations and barriers to philanthropic giving for the population in general.   
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In the 1997 National Survey on Giving, Volunteering and Participating, produced by Statistics Canada, donors were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with six different reasons for giving to charitable organizations.  In this survey, most people’s charitable giving appears to be motivated by a sense of altruism.  Most donors (Figure 2.2) agreed that the reasons for their giving are related to feeling compassion towards people in need (94%), and wanting to help a cause in which they personally believe (91%).   

Figure 2.2.  Reasons for Making Financial Donations (Statistics Canada, Catalogue #71-542-XIE, 23).

A majority of donors (65%) also indicated being touched by the cause the organization supports.  They may, for example, have an illness or know someone with an illness that an organization supports, or they may have been involved with the organization as a youth.  A majority (58%) also donated because they feel they owe something back to their community.  Somewhat fewer donors (34%) gave to fulfil religious obligations or beliefs, and a very small minority (11%) stated that they gave to obtain a credit on their income taxes.

As for barriers, and this is one of the few references found in the literature review, donors were asked to state whether they agreed, or not, with a number of reasons for not donating more, while non-donors were asked about the reasons why they do not donate at all.  Figure 2.3 shows that both non-donors and donors were more likely to indicate financial reasons for not donating or not donating more.  Sixty-six percent of non-donors and 54% of donors agreed that the reason they do not donate, or donate more, to charitable organizations is that they would like to save their money for their own future needs.  Sixty-seven percent of non-donors and 49% of donors agreed that they would prefer to spend their money in other ways. 


The two most frequently reported reasons for not donating more were also the same for donors and non-donors.  A relatively small percentage in each group agreed that they do not donate, or do not donate more, because it is too hard to find a cause worth supporting (16% of non-donors and 11% of donors).  An even smaller percentage agreed that they do not donate, or donate more, because they do not know where to make a contribution (10% of non-donors and 7% of donors).


It is interesting to note that donors were more likely than non-donors to cite concerns about charitable and non-profit organizations as reasons for not donating more.  For example, a higher percentage of donors agreed that they did not donate more because they did not like the way in which requests were made or they think that their money would not be used efficiently.  Donors were also more likely to agree that the reason they did not donate more is that they also give money directly to people rather than through [image: image9.wmf]0.0
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Figure 2.3.  Reasons for Not Donating More/Not Donating

(Statistics Canada, Catalogue no. 71-542-XIE, 24).
Other commentators believe that understanding the motivations (and barriers) of donors to philanthropic giving begins by understanding the motivations of those asking the donors for their gift.  Michael Maude believes that motivations for giving can also be examined within the context of looking at factors external to the donor, but which affects their decision and motivation to give or not.  In his paper on motivation contained in Fund Raising Management (October 1997 and November 1997), his discussion on motivational drives for giving is separated into two basic themes: the motivation of the donor, and affects on the donor by the motivations of the person doing the fundraising. 

Maude suggests that the motivations of the fundraiser are important in order to understand the motivations of the donor.  He states, “In order to motivate donors to invest significantly in our organizational missions, we must be motivational – meaning that we must be motivated ourselves and excited about our organizations.” (Maude, October 1997, 18).   Maude suggests Maslows’ pyramid of human needs be used to understand motivations for giving.  Figure 2.4 shows a model can be created based on Maude’s discussion.  It shows that a fundraiser’s motivational framework is based on the satisfaction of eight primary desires: the desire for activity, meaning, recognition, achievement, competence, affiliation, power, and ownership.  
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Figure 2.4.  Octagon of Human Desires.

Maude believes that by examining the details behind the desires shown in Figure 2.4 we can begin to understand what internal factors motivate fundraisers, and the affect this will in turn have on motivating donors.  


While the influence of these motivational factors may appear to be secondary, or removed from other primary donor motivations, other commentators have found it important to refer to the influence that the professional fundraiser has on motivating a gift.  Carolotta G. Swarden states that, “Basically people give because it makes them feel good, makes them look good, or they support the mission or they are asked in the right way by the right person” (Swarden, 1996, 25).  In an article published in the Non-Profit Times, Swarden focuses on the relational aspects of stimulating positive response from prospective donors within planned giving or annual fundraising campaigns.  While some authors recognize that pragmatic market segmentation is important “in order to improve long-term value of the donor-NPO relationship and therefore achieve higher retention/gift renewal rates” (Squires, June 1997, 28-20), Swarden believes that it is the general psychology of the fundraiser, appealing mostly to the philanthropic nature of a certain personality more than anything else, that motivates giving.   ‘Asking in the right way, by the right person’ can be interpreted as a direction to find an optimal solution to make a psychological impact on the potential donor through the content, message and style of the fundraising campaign and its transmitters – fundraisers. 

A hypothesis can be made that a conscious message of the non-profit organization, through its fundraiser, can have a strong, weak, or moderate form of control over prospective donors.  This impacts motivation.  The affect of this impact can also change depending on the life circumstances of the fundraiser and the prospective donor.  Therefore, it would appear important to address and implement key philanthropic messages from the fundraiser that take into account all psychological aspects of the prospective donor's personality.  These messages form the relationship between fundraiser and prospective donor, and that develops a motivation for the prospective donor to get involved in the organization and potentially make a gift.
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Figure 2.5.  Mallabone/Myers Model of the Affect of Philanthropic Messages on Donor Motivations.

Figure 2.5 illustrates the rules necessary for successful transmission of philanthropic messages by fundraisers, which in turn motivates donors to give.  These messages include:

1. Appeal to past positive emotions of the individual regarding the NPO – exploration of the magnitude of further relationship.

2. Appeal to the emotions and sense of the individual regarding particular problem.

3. Appeal to the logic of the individual in viewing particular case – professionalism and scientific grounds, quality of the inputs and outputs.

4. Appeal to the aesthetic and ethic world of the individual – art of presentation and personal charm of the fundraisers, personalization of the donation.

5. Appeal to the originality and ego of the donor  - usage of the various tools of acknowledgment.

6. Appeal to the sense of reality of the individual – relevance of the program to individual, its real implications, indicators or symbols of reality.

7. Appeal to the life circumstances and changes of the individual – timing is important.

Other commentators are not convinced about the role of the fundraisers in affecting motivations for prospective donors.  Don Squires, in his article All About Donors, believes that the act of making a gift is based solely on the donor’s internal need: “There are certainly times in the lives of donors when the act of giving reflects an internal need to be connected more strongly to institutions they support” (Squires, April 1997, 34).  He insists on the idea that non-profit organizations cannot affect the internal drives of the donors and cannot explain their behaviour as logic, because the basic motivators are unconscious.  “You see the in-and-outness even in weekly giving programs!  Such lapses do not mean that the donor has made a conscious decision not to support you, they simply mean that some other priority has claimed his or her attention, for now” (Squires, April 1997, 34).  Squires asserts that it is not possible for non-profit organizations and their fundraisers to affect influence on a prospective donors internal motivations.  “What specifically is causing disinterest is not our business; our task is to know and accept that the in-and-out phenomenon is constant in every donor base.  It’s a rare donor who does not miss a campaign or two from time to time” (Squires, April 1997, 34).  
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Figure 2.6.  Key Messages of  Non-Profit Organization to Donor.

Squire argues that since we cannot directly affect the internal drives of prospective donors, non-profit organizations should concentrate on the tools that cause the internal motivators of donors to act in the response of non-profit messages.  Figure 2.6 illustrates how to affect donor motivation through the crafting of key messages from the non-profit organization.

Building on Carlotta Swarden’s notion of ‘asking in the right way by the right person’, Margaret Guellich discusses the issue of enforcing and activating two key motivators of the prospective donor: cause and timing.  Guellich states, “Two factors always arise when I lead a brainstorming session about ‘why people give’ and ‘why people don’t give’.  First, in order for people to give, they must have some interest in your cause.  Second the timing must be right” (Guellich, 1996).  Guellich goes on to state that while these two factors might not be in priority order they do account for reasons why prospective donors are among the 1 percent who give or the 99 percent who do not.  From her discussion, we can conclude that a product-cause strategy and a timing strategy need to be developed in order to motivate a prospective donor to react to a fundraising message crafted from a non-profit organization.

Other researchers have also referred to Abraham Maslow’s hierarchy when looking at donor motivation.  In 1989, Bob E. Golberg, former Director of Planned Giving for Mankato State University summarized various examples of donor motivation based on Maslow’s theory (see Figure 2.7). 

In her article entitled Why Donors Give, Joan Mount also refers to Maslow.  She suggests that donors give in anticipation of a psychological reward.  “We can speculate that donating to causes that one considers worthy offers a way to feel useful and is even a form of self-actualization (Maslow).  Involvement springs from expected satisfaction” (Mount, 1996).  Mount speculated on the concept of self-actualization while formulating a model on donorship.  Mount’s findings initially identified six key donor motives from a survey conducted in 1987 among 545 alumni at Laurentian University, a relatively new publicly financed Canadian university.  These motives for giving were labelled (a) joy of giving, (b) public recognition, (c) commemoration, (d) tax incentive, (e) nostalgia, and (f) help for the needy.  


Based on these predictors, Mount went on to create an Empirically Based Model of Personal Donorship (Figure 2.8) listing five key variables to predict an individuals’ largesse (size of gift): (1) Involvement, derived from the primary belief that involvement, through donating, springs from expected satisfaction; (2) Predominance, based on the degree to which the prospective donor ranks the cause in their personal hierarchy of philanthropic options - Mount states that this predominance ranking can result from either the degree of severity (that is, urgency) perceived in the cause, or by some enhanced social standing resulting from being a supporter; (3) Self-Interest, clearly linked
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Figure 2.7.  Comparisons of Donor Motivations Against

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory (Golberg).
to the advantages resulting from tax credits; (4) Means, derived from the research findings that those with wealth appear to be more prone to make financial contributions; and (5) Past Behaviour, which is based on the finding that those who have given in the past are more apt to give than those who had not given in the past.
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Figure 2.8.  Empirically Based Model of Personal Donorship (Mount, 1996).

Jerold Panas, a leading commentator and writer on non-profit activity in the United States, completed a large US survey (n=1,082) of health, religious, recreational, education, and cultural organizations in 1984.  Panas asked respondents to evaluate a list of 22 motivating factors, giving a rating of 1-10 for each, 1 being low and 10 being high.  His research findings, published in his book Mega Gifts lists belief in the mission as the number one motivator for why people give ($1 million plus), amongst both average donors (7.9) and major gift donors (9.6), (Panas, 1984, 230-231).  

Amongst the average donors, other motivating factors identified included having a great interest in a specific program within the project (7.6), respect for the institution locally (6.9), and serving on the board of trustees (6.9).  Amongst major gift donors other top motivators included community responsibility and civic pride (8.1), fiscal stability of the institution (7.4), and respect for the institution locally (7.0).  The least important motivators listed for why people give, amongst both average and major gift donors, were feelings of guilt (2.7 for average donors and 1.3 for major gift donors), and the appeal and drama of the campaign materials requesting the gift (4.1 for average donors and 2.3 for major gift donors).  

It is interesting to note that Panas’ results showed agreement on the relative ranking of motivators amongst average donors and major gift donors, on each end of the scale, while there were some interesting variances within the scale.  For example, the findings show that for major gift donors fiscal stability of the institution is a relatively important motivator for a gift (7.4), yet with average donors it ranks as the third lowest motivator (4.2).  Another interesting difference can be observed with tax considerations as a motivator, with major gift donors listing it as their third lowest motivating factor (2.3) while average donors list this relatively high at 6.3.

Some similarities in motivators can be found in other major studies, including the Cooperative Research Consortium’s Survey Report (CRC Survey Report) produced by the Canadian Institute for Social Research, at York University in Canada.  This large survey asked respondents (n=1428) to rank the level of importance of a particular motivator for making a charitable donation against four ratings: very important, somewhat important, not very important, and not important at all/not rated.  The findings revealed that the largest percentage of respondents chose belief in the organization as a very important reason for making a charitable donation (67%), matching the findings in the Panas survey.  At the other end of the spectrum, the smallest percentage of respondents chose income tax credit (9%) as a very important reason for making a charitable donation, also matching the Panas findings.

While the results from the Canadian-CRC Survey Report matched the American-Panas results for either end of the motivational spectrum, there are significant differences amongst some of the motivational factors being evaluated in each country.  In the Canadaian-CRC study, feeling compassion towards people in need and knowing someone, or being affected by the cause supported by the organization were identified as very important reasons for the second and third largest percentages of respondents.  Neither of these two motivating factors were listed amongst the 22 possibilities on the American-Panas survey.  

Out of the 12 factors listed on the Canadian survey and the 22 factors listed on the American-Panas survey, only seven were common factors.  Five factors on the Canadian-CRC Survey Report were not identified on the American-Panas survey (including might need help in the future, and giving is a habit), and 15 factors identified on the American-Panas survey were not identified on the Canadian-CRC survey (including respect for institution locally, has an adult history of being involved, and regard for volunteer leadership).


In the December 1998 issue of Fund Raising Management, Robert F. Hartsook provided a comprehensive list of 77 reasons why people give to organizations.   While no attempt is made to evaluate these various reasons for why people give, or to rank them in any hierarchy, the list is a valuable reference to show the incredible variety in reasons for why people give.  Hartsook states, “We often ponder why some organizations seem to always get the gift and others do not.  Is one organization more important than the other?  No.  Is one more vital than the other? No way!” (Hartsook, December 1998).  If we look closely at this list, we can see that some are main points and some are subordinate, and many are complementary, depending on the classification.  Using some discretion, we can group and segment these 77 motivations along either active or passive lines, as outlined in Table 2.1.

	Table 2.1.  Active and Passive Motivators (Hartsook, December, 1998)

	Active Motivator
	Passive Motivator

	Implementation of change and impact of justice
	Gaining different types of business-related or financial benefits

	Implementation of the duty
	Habit to respond to a request 

	Relief of different types of guilt
	Allowed social interaction

	Responsibility to act and solve
	Allowed sharing of social position

	Act on the behalf of God
	Allowed social learning & training

	Implementation of philanthropic and giving nature
	Response to the different types of acknowledgement

	Implementation of punishment for social crime
	Response to the request to share 

	Demonstration of an active social position
	Allowed to share success, victory, and glory

	Action for the sake of family members or other loved individuals
	Allowed to participate in interesting dimension of life

	Self-realization
	Non-direct appeal to give

	Act of thanking and honouring
	Non-direct acknowledgement

	Association with social group and its leaders, showing the respect and will to belong
	Allowed association with valuable social groups

	Realization of the non-financial abilities and worth
	Preservation/validation of their world, values and beliefs

	Response to the culture, ethics, energy and personal characteristics of fundraisers 
	Response to a persuasive and persistent fundraising campaign

	Dramatic personal reason
	

	Originality, fascination and inspiration of the fundraising projects and ideas
	



Bruce Campbell, active researcher in this field, suggests that what motivates donors to give to a non-profit organization has changed over the past several years.  Campbell states, “several pieces of information commonly perceived by fundraisers as very important were ranked as less motivating than the financial data” (Campbell, 1998, 40).  In a US study of 800 donors, Campbell identified that of five common pieces of information used to gauge donor motivations, the order of the five choices has changed over time.  The five pieces of information the study asked donors included: 1) organizational mission, 2) success stories, 3) number of people served, 4) how donations are spent, and 5) services organizations performed.  “Several years ago, financial accountability would likely not have ranked nearly as important by donors as it does now.  It almost matches the importance that they place on the actual services that the organizations perform” (Campbell, 1998, 40-42).  Statistically, the breakdown for the five pieces of information is outlined in Figure 2.9.
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Figure 2.9.  What information would most Motivate you to Give?
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In early December of 1998, Craver, Mathews, Smith & Company (CMS) commissioned one of the more important pieces of research on charitable and social change giving in the US.  This qualitative and quantitative study included two focus group discussions followed by a full-length nationwide telephone survey of 708 current donors.  The study takes an in-depth look at donors to charitable and progressive social change organizations at the close of the 20th century, and was done as a follow-up to the benchmark donor study completed by the same group in 1990.  This current research allows for some basic comparisons between donors at the beginning and end of the decade.

Figure 2.10.  Reasons for Supporting Causes/Groups.
Based on the findings from the focus groups, eight reasons for supporting causes/groups were examined in the telephone survey (Figure 2.10).  Among the reasons examined, helping those in need (88%) and saving lives (79%) were identified by donors as the two most important reasons why support was provided to a particular cause or group.  The least important reasons for why support was provided was tax deduction (10%) and involvement in a hands-on way (37%).

Blake Bromley, an ideologist and wealth consultant in the Canadian fundraising sphere, attempts to derive a conceptually new understanding of donor motivation by introducing the terms virtuous philanthropy, vulgar philanthropy and virtual philanthropy.  From these concepts three major profiles of Canadian donors can be derived.  In his series of three articles, published in Canadian FundRaiser, Bromley identifies three trends that affect fundraising in Canada and there stimulates rethinking of what we believe to be true:

“The function and funding of charities must be understood in the context of society in which they exist.  Considering donor motivations in detachment from the economic, social and political environment of the donor is a futile academic exercise.  In Canada today it is absolutely necessary to factor in three contextual issues.  The first is that Canadians have a profound aversion to the elite patronizingly telling the average person what is good for him or her.  We are looking for real leadership, but are not content to have leaders simply pander to us.  The second is that there is a tax revolt rage among wealthy donors, which puts an entirely different spin on the issue of tax motivation.  The third is that people are not only concerned for, but also increasingly afraid of, the future of the social and educational fabric of Canada” (Bromley, February 12 1996).


The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines virtuous as “demonstrating moral excellence; conforming to a standard of right” (Merriam-Webster, 1974, 773).  Bromley argues that non-profit organizations are happiest when donor motivations are virtuous, altruistic and pure, and are committed primarily to contribute to the mission and cause for which the organization was established to support.  Based on his discussion, the paradigm of virtuous philanthropy can be defined as a pattern of donor behaviour based on altruism, desire for problem solving, finding solutions, and expectations for the social effectiveness of the charities programs.  With virtuous philanthropy, the ideology of the donor is motivated by true altruistic factors.  Their expectations are to achieve some social effectiveness (that is, make the world a better place; cure cancer; feed the hungry), and the cause is focused on problem solving.  Figure 2.11 illustrates this paradigm.
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Figure 2.11.  Canadian Paradigm of Virtuous Philanthropy.


The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines vulgar as “lacking cultivation or refinement; offensive to good taste” (Merriam-Webster, 1974, 778).  Bromley states, “The dividing line between virtuous and vulgar philanthropy is self-interest.  Virtuous philanthropy is pragmatic enough to accept self-interest if the donor is sufficiently upright and righteous.  If the self-interest is restricted to matters of ego and tax, charities attach no moral condemnation to deny the exemplary citizen full credit for virtuous philanthropy.  However, if the donor is vulgar, self-interest tips the scale to make his philanthropy vulgar.  For many, the epitome of vulgarity in philanthropy is a donation motivated by tax considerations” (Bromley, February 12, 1996).  For many, the growth of vulgar philanthropy has introduced fundraising programs that have little to do with philanthropy.  Sponsorship and charitable gaming are examples of this type of giving.  Based on Bromley’s discussions, we can define the paradigm of vulgar philanthropy as a pattern of donor behaviour based on egoism, pragmatism, self-concentration, having expectations to reach economic efficiency by minimizing tax and other income reduction through charitable gifts, and therefore lacking social meaning. With vulgar philanthropy, the ideology of the donor is motivated by egotistical and pragmatic factors.  Their expectations are to achieve income benefits and public recognition, and the cause is reflective of their self-interest.  Figure 2.12 illustrates this paradigm.  

Though the description of this type of philanthropy, synonymous to creative tax planning, seems to be negative, Bromley considers this philosophy the prevailing philosophy today, promising to form the future of fundraising. He considers voluntary charitable donations of the tax-oriented donor better than involuntary contributions to Revenue Canada.
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Figure 2.12.  Canadian Paradigm of Vulgar Philanthropy

“The challenge of the creative tax planner then, is to utilize tax fatigue to overcome donor fatigue and convert the taxpayer’s destructive tax revolt nihilism into constructive charitable contribution.  Given the option of passively remitting 50 cents to the bottomless pit in Ottawa or actively directing that 50 cents to a worthy community cause, many taxpayers will give the money to charity even though it means adding an additional 50 cents of their tax-paid money.  Fortunately, the tax rage and populism in Canada is not as ideological or heartless as that cultivated by Newt Gingrich.  There is some form of charitable Darwinism active in Canada and this is not in itself a bad thing” (Bromley, February 12, 1996).


The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines virtual as “being in essence or in effect though not formally recognized or admitted” (Merriam-Webster, 1974, 773).   Bromley speaks of a new paradigm, which combines the altruistic essence and charitable effect of traditional philanthropy, but which is carried out in forms that are not presently recognized as charitable by Revenue Canada.  Based on Bromley’s discussion, we can define a new paradigm of virtual philanthropy as a pattern of donor behaviour based on the combination of social-motivated and self-motivated ideologies.  This new paradigm believes in the irrelevance of the traditional forms of donations and government partnership in charity.  It is oriented on achieving maximum social, private and financial effect through a transaction model which is aimed at satisfying the interests of the donor, both self-motivated and socially-motivated.  A significant outcome of the new paradigm is an emerging organizational form of the virtual philanthropy - the private charitable foundation.


With virtual philanthropy, the ideology of the donor is motivated by altruistic, egotistical and pragmatic factors.  Their expectations are to achieve social change but to also achieve some income benefit and public recognition.  Finally, while the cause is reflective of the donor’s self-interests, it is ultimately solving problems in society and enhancing the charitable objectives of the non-profit organization being supported.  Figure 2.13 illustrates the new paradigm.


Bromley suggests this new paradigm will have an impact on future motivations and barriers to giving.  For example, donors within this new paradigm may want to fund solutions rather than services.  Those non-profit organizations that offer to provide solutions rather than focusing on delivering services, may successfully motivate future prospective donors.    Those non-profit organizations that offer opportunities to collaborate with other non-profit organizations, to find solutions, may remove future barriers to giving.


Examining the motivations of major gift donors was Thomas J. Reilly’s goal.  His US study included interviewing 30, million-dollar donors to find out what the single most important motivator was for supporting the University of Arizona.  Reilly used four motivational categories to explain the economic motivations for giving: altruism, profit maximization, direct benefits, and reciprocity.  His findings showed that out of the 30 major gift respondents (corporate and individual), 17 (56%) indicated that the single most
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Figure 2.13.  Canadian Paradigm of Virtual Philanthropy.
important reason for giving was altruism.  Eight respondents (27%) indicated profit maximization, five (17%) indicated direct benefits, and zero (0%) indicated reciprocity.  It is interesting to note that of the 17 individuals within the group of 30 major gift donors, 76% (all but four individuals) felt that altruism was the single most important reason that they gave.  All eight corporations (100%) identified profit maximization.

Reilly’s study found that altruism was the leading motivator for million dollar donors.  It is interesting to note that while altruism may be commonly defined as giving without expectation of personal gain, those respondents identifying altruism felt that they also benefited.  By helping society, the donors believed they helped themselves.  Corporations, not surprisingly, were most likely to see giving as a means of achieving improvements that would in turn bring about an indirect but profitable benefit.  Finally, Reilly found that the chance to receive an immediate direct benefit, and the expectation that a contribution would eventually produce some benefit for donors and their families seemed to be the least important motivators of the four.  

Another approach to looking at motivations and barriers is to look pragmatically at donors as customers.  The overlap between donor and customer is causing some non-profit organizations to take a second look at how they segment and communicate with their supporters.  LaVonne McIver reported in The Non-Profit Times on research conducted by the Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts in Washington, D.C.  Her research focused on identifying motivators and barriers to giving, and came up with an interesting profile of a donor called ‘customer’.  “It became an exercise in customer satisfaction.  Customers tend to buy products that work and when looking at a retention program you have to look at why they are staying or why they are not.  If your organization is doing what donors think it should be doing well, then your retention rate is going to be high” (McIver, 1995, 26).  

Interpreting the results of the survey and vision of the researchers allows us to define this donor profile as the following: Customer Donor – a donor whose basic motivation to giving is satisfaction with the results of the operation of the non-profit organization.  When the donor believes the non-profit organizations is doing its job well or generates a good product or package of products/benefits, the result is a consumption value for himself as well.  The psychological aspect is that the Customer Donor sees operations of the non-profit organization as a ‘product’ having specific features, brand name, etc.  The survey showed that donors are benefits driven and they care a lot about how the contributions are used.  The research findings showed that despite the altruistic motives of 50% of the respondents, the other 50% of the donors associated their giving with benefits, which the Center for the Performing Arts provided to them.

The concept of ‘customer donor’ is only one way to undertake donor segmentation.  The non-profit industry has used numerous ways to segment donors such as these: demographic segmentation, behavioural segmentation, psychographic segmentation, and motivational segmentation.  “The segmentation approach with the most relevance for non-profit organizations is the motivational segmentation approach” (Prince & File, 1994).   This type of segmentation approach requires identifying the major benefits that people look for in supporting a non-profit organization, and then finding the people who look for these benefits. 

	Table 2.2.  Seven Faces of Philanthropy Segmentation



	Donor Segment
	Percentage of Major Gift Donors
	Description of Motivating Factors

	Communitarians
	26%
	Largest segment represented in the population.  Give because it makes good sense.  Active philanthropy helps build strong communities.

	Devouts
	20.9%
	Prompted by religious reasons.  Often members of a local church, or religious movement.  

	Investors
	15.3%
	Often, affluent individual donors who balance the health of the non-profit cause against the health of their personal tax and estate.  Invest in a wide range of non-profits.  Most likely to support umbrella organizations such as community foundations.

	Socialites
	10.8%
	Usually consist of members of a local social network.  Look to be involved in events and not the practical operations of the organization.  Helping non-profits is fun.

	Repayers
	10.2%
	Tend to have benefited from the non-profit organization first, and then become donors second.  Feel strong loyalty.  Tend to focus on educational and medical causes.

	Altruists
	9%
	These donors do not care about self-interests.  Give generously to urgent causes.  Giving builds the moral imperative.  Usually take active roles in the organizations they support.  Tend to support social causes.



	Dynasts
	8.3%
	Tend to inherit their wealth.  Giving is something their family has always done.  Often seek to give to different causes than their parents.


Note:  The categories and descriptions contained in this table are found in the book

           The Seven Faces of Philanthropy (Prince & File).

In the book The Seven Faces of Philanthropy, the authors explain their reasons for their motivational segmentation approach for US donors, “The relationship between donors and non-profit organizations can be considered one of social exchange.  Donors enter a relationship with a non-profit because they have certain motivations to do so.  The systematic study of these motivations is possible through the formal structure of a segmentation study in which those motivations themselves become the basis for segmentation” (Prince & File, 1994, 8).  This type of segmentation allows non-profit organizations to simplify human motivations to more easily apply a framework  to understand major donors.  Each segment represented in The Seven Faces of Philanthropy (see Table 2.2) represents a unique way that a particular donor group approaches philanthropy, and therefore their potential involvement with the organization.  

For example, in looking at the ‘Communitarian’ segment (Prince & File, 1998, 29), we can see that they will likely be motivated by having control over their involvement, participating actively on Boards or committees of the organization, and have a need for individual attention.  They are likely to use legal or financial advisors in making a donation and will carefully assess the non-profit organization before getting involved.  Naturally this type of donor segmentation has its limits and constraints, but understanding these segments can help non-profit organizations make sense of the complex motivations behind major clusters of prospective donors.

In studying general motivations for giving, the literature also looks at how important methodology of the ‘ask’ is to a person’s motivation to making a gift.  In the findings from the national survey on Giving and Volunteering in the United States (Giving USA, 1996, 4-103) conducted in 1996, the following were the most frequent reasons identified as ‘very important’ or ‘somewhat important’ by more than half of all respondents: being asked by someone they knew well (72%), because they volunteered at the organization (61%), and because they were asked by clergy to give (59%).  Of least importance to respondents were seeing an advertisement asking them to give (17.1%) or seeing a television commercial (16.9%).  A solicitor coming to the door was important (36.2%) to more than one-third of the respondents and receiving a letter (28.6%) or being asked to give through a telethon/radiothon (29.7%) was important to nearly three out of ten of the respondents.  Again we see that connection to someone already involved in the organization, or being involved in the organization yourself, as the primary motivators to deciding to make a financial contribution.

Paul Schervish also believes that association and connectivity are critical to motivating someone to make a charitable gift.  In 130 intensive interviews, he identified key factors that empower and motivate giving among millionaires.  Schervish summarizes the general conclusion derived from his research:  “Our findings are that the level of contributions depends on the frequency and intensity of participation, volunteering, and being asked to contribute.  Our findings also indicate that larger gifts are generated from those already making substantial gifts.  Taken together, our general conclusion is that charitable giving derives from forging an associational and psychological connection between donors and recipients” (Schervish, 1997, 97). 

In analyzing the original 130 interviews, Schervish summarized eight key determinants of charitable giving which he named the ‘identification model’.  These determinants are listed in Figure 2.3.

	Table 2.3.  Identification Model


	Determinant of

Charitable Giving
	Explanation

	Communities of Participants
	Groups and organizations in which one participates

	Frameworks of Consciousness
	Beliefs, goals, and orientations that shape the values and priorities that determine people’s activities

	Invitations to Participate
	Requests by persons or organizations to directly participate in philanthropy

	Discretionary Resources
	The quantitative and psychological wherewithall of time and money that can be mobilized for philanthropic purposes

	Models and Experiences from One’s Youth
	The people or experiences from one’s youth that serve as positive exemplars for one’s adult engagements

	Urgency and Effectiveness
	A desire to make a difference; a sense of how necessary or useful charitable assistance will be in the face of people’s needs

	Demographic Characteristics  
	The geographic, organizational, and individual circumstances of one’s self, family, and community that affect one’s philanthropic commitment

	Intrinsic and Extrinsic Rewards
	The array of positive experiences and outcomes (including taxation) of one’s current engagement that draws one deeper into a philanthropic identify


Shervish goes on to conclude that motivation for charitable giving is not a one-dimensional situation.  “The motives of donors of large gifts are both simple and complex.  What motivates the wealthy is very much what motivates someone at any point along the economic spectrum, but complexities of ability, spirituality, and association come into play in the making of major gifts” (Shervish, 1997, 85).  His review of the literature on giving and volunteering from 1987 to 1997 allowed for a review of the findings and its practical implications on charitable giving.  Three specific sets of findings were reviewed that directly related to the motivations of the wealthy.

The first set of findings revolves around the concept of ‘hyperagency’.  This concept refers to the “enhanced capacity of wealthy individuals to establish or control the conditions under which they and others live” (Shervish, 1997, 89).  As hyperagents, the wealthy can choose to do what they want to do, and can create a broad field of options from among which they will live and work.  Hyperagents have a tendency to be creators rather than just supporters of philanthropic programs.  Schervish finds that the concept of hyperagency therefore, is a key motivational vector in understanding those who are capable of making major gifts to non-profit causes.

The second set of findings deals with the concept of ‘identification’.  Shervish found that identifying with the cause is a key determining criteria used to determine the causes to which major contributions go.  A key motivation for giving is tied to one’s social-psychological process of personal identification.  Shervish states, “the key to care and philanthropy, is not the absence of self that motivates charitable giving but the presence of self-identification with others” (Shervish, 1997, 99).  Shervish has found that “donors contribute the bulk of their charitable dollars to causes from whose services the donors directly benefit.  It is not by coincidence that schools, health and arts organizations, and (especially) churches attract so much giving” (Shervish, 1997, 99).   This type of motivating factor is particularly effective because it builds on the strong identification between the donor and the cause.

The third set of findings deals with ‘association’.  Schervish found that more than financial ability, and more than moral suasion, the factor that most greatly affects the amount and type of charitable engagement is association with the cause.  A person’s social networks, invitations, identification with the cause, and association in the affected community, are more important factors in determining the type of level of giving, than how much money one has.  Schervish states that the “largest portion of giving and volunteering takes place in one’s own community and church and helps activities from which the donor is directly associated.  This means that the basis for higher giving and volunteering is in large part a function of the mix and intensity of the network of formal and informal associations both within and beyond one’s local community”, (Shervish, 1997, 101).  

Others, like Mr. Thomas J. Stanley, who has studied the wealthy and affluent for more than 20 years, and wrote the best seller The Millionaire Next Door, feel that people spend too much time trying to understand the complex psychological factors that motivate people to give.  “Why do people give?  Because someone asked them.  It’s so simple it’s frightening.” (Stanley, 1997).   In his research, Stanley found the one place that wealthy people definitely do not want their money to go is government.  A major barrier to giving for the affluent is an inherent distrust of large institutions.  “They are not happy about bureaucracy, whether it’s big government, big business, or big fundraising.  When all their other fears are taken care of, the only fear left is the fear of government taking away their money.  Most wealthy people will do anything to avoid giving it to the government” (Stanley, 1997).

Entrepreneurial Motivational Factors
We turn now to examine what the literature has to say about the motivations of entrepreneurial donors.  There are several important sources to consider when examining the question of entrepreneurial motivation.  Lisa M. Dietlin drew a number of conclusions from research conducted on giving patterns and trends at Michigan Technological University (MTU).  Firstly, Dietlin states that “non-entrepreneurial alumni made their first and largest gifts earlier to the University than those alumni who self identified as entrepreneurs” (Dietlin, 1999).  This raises questions about processes of identification and nature of cultivation and solicitation for entrepreneurial donors.  Should there be differences?  

Dietlin states in a second finding that, “the gift size of a non-entrepreneur’s first donation tends to determine the size of majority of his future gifts at MTU.  Conversely it needs to be recognized that an entrepreneur’s gifts vary greatly in size” (Dietlin, 1999).  Figure 2.14 illustrates the ranking of motivators to entrepreneurial giving identified on the basis of a weighted point average derived from the scale of 1 to 5 (resulting from the Dietlin Survey key informant interviews).

Figure 2.14.  Ranking of Motivational Factors to Entrepreneurial Giving (Dietlin 1999, December).
This chart illustrates significant differences in motivational reasons amongst MTU alumni for why and when entrepreneurial gifts are made, and suggests that careful attention may need to be paid to cultivation and solicitation strategies with other entrepreneurial givers.  

Another look at motivational factors by entrepreneurs was provided by research conducted by Susan Luenberger and the Silicon Valley Community Foundation.  These findings provide another view of the motivations of entrepreneurs and the barriers to their philanthropic investment.  The study consisted of interviews with 734 households that, aside from their homes, had assets exceeding $1 million.  The research found that Silicon Valley donors and entrepreneurs tend to support a small number of charitable causes and regard their gifts as an investment rather than an outright gift.  They want their gift to play a key role in helping the organization become a leader in its field.  “Such donors have shown little interest in serving on boards, participating in clubs for donors, or having their names attached to building or other facilities” (Luenberger, May 1999).

In Dietlin’s work, ten key informants were interviewed to ascertain their views on the question of whether or not entrepreneurial culture influences how philanthropic decisions are made.  From the answers to the key informant questions, we can derive two primary motivators for entrepreneurial giving, and one barrier.  The results are graphically represented in Figure 2.15.






Figure 2.15.  Entrepreneurial Culture Influencing Philanthropic Decisions (model

derived from data contained in Dietlin survey of key informants, 1999).

Similar to Bromley’s Paradigm of Virtual Philanthropy, Dietlin’s model shows that entrepreneurs expect to be able to initiate a solution to a philanthropic challenge in the community, and are motivated to seek that solution by using their money as a vehicle to bring about social change.  The barrier identified to entrepreneurial giving is that philanthropy remains secondary to ensuring the financial security of their family unit.  When asked whether philanthropy is given a normal portion of attention in an entrepreneurial culture, all respondents replied that it was not.  These findings seem to suggest a door is open to further positive exploitation of philanthropy amongst MTU entrepreneurs, and perhaps entrepreneurs in general.


Another series of findings on motivations and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs comes from research conducted on the culture of giving and volunteerism in Silicon Valley, California, by the Silicon Valley Community Foundation (Silicon Valley, 1998).  In the literature and public opinion, Silicon Valley is recognized as one of the most entrepreneurial, fast-growing and wealthy regions on earth, distinctly different from other regions in many ways.  The cult of entrepreneurship in Silicon Valley determines the life-style of this group, including non-profit organizations.  This review of Silicon Valley culture in giving and volunteerism gives us an important insight on the social and psychological background of the Silicon Valley population and the most crucial determinants of the philanthropic behaviour of this distinctive social group.


We would suggest that ‘entrepreneurship’ is a key word in explaining the paradigm of Silicon Valley’s philanthropy.  Entrepreneurship in the Silicon Valley appears to be based on the strong spiritual and charismatic leadership aura of the region, which is continuously empowered by the so-called ‘new entrepreneurs’.  Figure 2.16 is an interpretation of the paradigm of Silicon Valley Philanthropy.












Figure 2.16.  Paradigm of Silicon Valley Philanthropy.

In reviewing this paradigm, we see the major determinant for giving and volunteering in Silicon Valley is a particular pattern of ideology, which is formed by seven key core beliefs.  These core beliefs, which we call sects, are expressed in the highest form of the faith so that they become close to a religion and are exercised on a daily basis.  These seven sects are: Pay-back sect; Investment sect; Independence sect; Community Roots sect; Work sect; Actualization sect; and Leadership and Continuous Improvement sect.  Each sect affects philanthropic behaviour in a three-dimensional way: (a) expectations of philanthropy and philanthropic activities; (b) motivators for philanthropy and philanthropic activity that allow the expectations to be met, and (c) barriers to philanthropic activity, which prevent or restrict giving and reduce the likelihood that expectations will be met.  

As a whole, this ideology forms certain behavioural requirements or expectations for philanthropic activity in Silicon Valley.  The mechanism satisfying these expectations is established through a balance of motivators and barriers to giving.  These motivators and barriers to giving can be affected by internal or external sources, and therefore the equilibrium can vary depending on the set of barriers and motivators established.  Internal sources are primarily ideological and can have a negative or positive impact on giving behaviour.  External sources include the dynamics of various social groups, experiences from the interaction of different social groups, social and political processes, economic changes and philanthropic messages.  Each of the Silicon Valley’s seven sects contains factors that affect both motivations and barriers to giving for entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley.  From a further review of the Silicon Valley research, we can summarize the following nine fundamental principles affecting motivations and barriers to philanthropic giving:

1. Motivators and barriers are reciprocal.  If a barrier is identified, the reciprocal of the barrier is a motivator.  The same is true if a motivator is identified, the reciprocal of the motivator is a barrier.

2. Reciprocity is not universal.  Though motivators and barriers are reciprocal, they do not necessarily apply equally with every situation, and in some cases the reciprocity may not apply.

3. Motivators encourage philanthropy.  Motivators generally help a donor move towards making a giving decision.

4. Barriers restrict philanthropy.  Barriers generally obstruct a donor’s ability or desire to move forwards to making a giving decision.

5. Motivators and barriers exemplify themselves externally and internally.  Motivators and barriers may exemplify themselves externally in the form of behaviours and actions.  Likewise, barriers may exemplify themselves internally as ideologies.

6. Expectations influence motivators and barriers.  Expectations prompt or initiate influence on motivators and barriers.


7. Motivators and barriers exist on a spectrum.  Positive and negative elements exist within each motivator and barrier.

8. Expectations versus requirement.  Expectations, when combined with motivators, ‘pull’ the donor towards a gift decision.  If requirements replaced expectations in the paradigm, they would ‘push’ donors towards a gift decision.

9. Influence impacts equilibrium.  Influence on either a motivator or barrier will impact the balance or equilibrium between the two.

By examining each of the seven sects in further detail, we can identify a key expectation for each sect, and extract specific motivators and barriers to giving respectively.  For example, the Pay-Back sect (see Table 2.4) is a belief in the importance of paying back as the basic rule of a good businessperson and citizen.  There is a belief if people give back to the community, they will improve the quality of life and make it a better place to live.  This sect is formed by the entrepreneurial traditions of the Silicon Valley population and general religious and humanitarian considerations.  Giving to charity is considered a payment for earlier services rendered by the community to the entrepreneurs, although they are entirely voluntary.  

“Silicon Valley is a region that believes it is important to contribute to the community.  More than 8 of 10 households give to charity, well above the national average.  Compared to the rest of the country, a higher proportion of Silicon Valley residents in every age group and at every income and education level give to charity.  We give a little over two percent of our income annually, comparable to the national average.  Seven of ten donors say that civic duty is at least somewhat important as a reason for giving, and about one-third say it is a very important reason.  Nine out of ten residents believe that charitable giving and volunteerism can help make Silicon Valley a better place to live.  Almost half of us feel giving and volunteerism can help "a great deal" and believe that it is "very important" for Silicon Valley to be "generous in giving and volunteering” (Silicon Valley, 1998, 5).

	Table 2.4.  Pay-Back Sect



	Expectation:  There is an expectation and ‘civic duty’ to give and volunteer in a community.  This expectation is important at every age, income level and level of education.

	Motivator
	Barrier

	If I give to community causes it will fulfill my civic duty
	I don’t have a sense of belonging here, therefore I am not going to give to the community

	If I give to charitable causes, it will help fulfill my obligation to give back 
	I have little sense of duty or obligation to the community

	If I give to charitable causes, I will serve as a role model for kids and future generations 
	I don’t believe I can affect future generations by my giving

	I have a moral duty to give back to the charitable causes because I am among the elite (fortunate) in the community
	I don’t belong to an elite or fortunate group and therefore do not need to give back

	I give back because I have been directly or indirectly the beneficiary or recipient of charitable help at an earlier time
	I have not been the recipient of help therefore I do not have the need to give back

	I give to charitable causes because I have a sense of responsibility shared with peers
	Apathy.  Civic duty is shared valued lacking in the community

	I give to charitable causes because I believe I can make a difference
	I do not believe I can make a difference

	I give to charitable causes because my business has been performing well
	My business is not performing well, and therefore I cannot give back to charitable causes

	I give to charitable causes because it makes me feel like I belong
	I do not feel like I belong to the community, and therefore do not give to charitable causes


Definitions of Entrepreneur
The word entrepreneur is referred to extensively in the literature.  The more the question of what 'entrepreneur' means was examined, the more it was evident that it means different things to different people.  The variance is so great that it suggests the existence of a serious communications problem among students of the subject.  The purpose of this section will be to review major entrepreneurial definitions, and to identify key concepts used to define the term entrepreneur.

In the 1964 edition of the Oxford Dictionary, entrepreneur is defined as “a person who is in effective control of a commercial corporation”.   This definition is in line with early concepts in society of what an entrepreneur is, and is primarily focused on ideas of management, supervision, and business.  Thirty years later, in the 1994 edition, entrepreneur is defined as “a resourceful, visionary, energetic, creative individual who accomplished a brave effort in the hope to create a change, an innovation inside the life-quality s/he relates to”.  The definition has changed significantly in the past 30 years.  Gone are references to business and commercial enterprises, and a focus on what the entrepreneur does, as we see focus paid to the emotional and intellectual characteristics of the entrepreneur as a ‘change-agent’.

Robert Hebert and Albert Link, in their comparative review of early and more recent views of entrepreneurship, identified twelve different perceptions from within the literature.  These twelve concepts have variously described the entrepreneur: (1) a person who assumes the risk associated with uncertainty, (2) a supplier of financial capital, (3) an innovator, (4) a decision maker, (5) an industrial leader, (6) a manager or superintendent, (7) an organizer or coordinator of economic resources, (8) a proprietor of an enterprise, (9) an employer of factors of production, (10) a contractor, (11) an arbitrageur, and (12) the person who allocates resources to alternative uses (Hebert & Link, 1982, 107-108).

The meaning of entrepreneurship has benefited from more recent academic analysis as well.  Several current writers hold, in effect, that entrepreneurship is little more than rational economic behaviour in an uncertain context.  Harold Demsetz, for example, states that “Entrepreneurship is little more than profit-maximization in a context in which knowledge is costly and imitation is not instantaneous” (Demsetz, 271-280).  T.W. Shultz writes that anyone can be an entrepreneur, and that workers, students, housewives, and consumers frequently act as entrepreneurs, and that “entrepreneurship is a pervasive activity in a dynamic economy” (Shultz, 1980, 437).  

One viewpoint that seems to garner strong agreement amongst commentators, referred to time and time again, centres around the belief that an entrepreneur must first perceive an opportunity.  This could involve an actual invention or innovation, or simply explore opportunities that on the surface do not appear to exist.  Most writers seem to agree that a creative idea, or realization of an unmet opportunity, is the crux of the matter.  Another view that seems to garner strong agreement is that an entrepreneur must not only perceive an opportunity but also exploit it.  

Where there appears to be some disagreement is over the degree to which entrepreneurship entails the bearing of risk.  There are wide bands within the spectrum of risk.  For some, the risk of losing one’s job is sufficient to be defined as an entrepreneur, while others believe the risk of bankruptcy is necessary.   Some argue that certain employees should be considered entrepreneurs while others provide the title only for those who are self-employed individuals.  Mark Casson belongs to this first group.  An entrepreneur, he states, is “ … someone who specializes in making judgmental decisions about the coordination of scarce resources” (Casson, 1982, 23).  “Included among such individuals are salaried managers” (Casson, 1982, 350).  Dennis Young would also include employees as entrepreneurs, apparently accepting the view that entrepreneurship is basically “… an organizing and promoting activity, which may be paid for by wages or other means …” (Young, 1983, 23).

Joseph Singer believes that no clear and concise definition of an entrepreneur has evolved, and has focused instead on the premise that ‘innovative accomplishment’ is the key determinant of entrepreneurial success.  His paper entitled, Differentiating the Entrepreneur: A Functional Personality Theory, focuses on the manner in which entrepreneurs convert opportunities into marketable ideas.  Peter Drucker contributes to this debate by defining innovation as, “… the specific function of entrepreneurship … it is the means by which the entrepreneur either creates new wealth-producing resources or endows existing resources with enhanced potential for creating wealth” (Drucker, 1985, 67-72).  Singer states that although the process of innovation is a key function of entrepreneurship, the order of uniqueness and originality falls into different types.  These range from the completely new and innovative to the newly applied replication of existing ideas, products, services and processes.  He goes on to identify 79 unique character traits that have been drawn from several prominent sources of research on entrepreneurs, which can be used to characterize entrepreneurs along varying points on the innovation spectrum.  

Gregory Dees also explores the evolution of the word entrepreneurship, in his paper entitled, The Meaning of Social Entrepreneurship.  He also summarizes the thinking provided by several contemporary writers in management and business, including Peter Drucker, and challenges the commonly held belief that owning a business and profit motive are primary factors necessary to define entrepreneurs.  While many commentators agree that owning or starting a business is a necessary or essential element to be an entrepreneur, Dees states Peter Drucker’s opinion that “starting a business is neither necessary nor sufficient for entrepreneurship … not every new small business is entrepreneurial or represents entrepreneurship” (Dees, 1998, 2).  

Dees also tackles another assumed requirement for many definitions of entrepreneurship – the profit motive.  He states that Drucker makes it clear early in his book on Innovation and Entrepreneurship, that “Entrepreneurship does not require a profit motive” (Dees, 1998, 2).  He points to the creation of modern universities, especially American universities, as an example of innovative entrepreneurship – one not motivated by profit.

Ray Smilor, the first person to hold the Marion Merrell Dow Chair in Entrepreneurship at the University of Missouri-Kansas City, writes that “the entrepreneurial process revolves around four key factors” (Smilor, 1997, 2).  Within the first key factor, Smilor goes on to talk about two key characteristics that are demonstrated within entrepreneurs: passion and pro-activity.  “Passion is the enthusiasm, joy and zeal that come from the energetic and unflagging pursuit of a worthy, challenging and uplifting purpose.  In the entrepreneur, it is described as the drive – the determined, optimistic and persistent desire to succeed at one’s own venture.  It is the ‘fire in the belly’ that makes the improbable possible” (Smilor, 1997, 2).  When talking about pro-activity, Smilor talks about the entrepreneur creating his/her environment by the decisions made and not the circumstances inherited.  “Pro-activity means that our behaviour is a function of our decision, not our conditions.  Rather than let a situation determine how they would act, proactive people act to change their situation” (Smilor, 1997, 2).  

Within the second factor of opportunity, Smilor makes the point that having creative ideas is not enough to be known as an entrepreneur, one must recognize and pursue opportunities.  “An idea is always at the centre of an opportunity, but not all ideas are opportunities” (Smilor, 1997, 3).  Smilor also speaks to the notion of creating one’s own opportunities, by being prepared.  “Opportunity springs from preparation.  This reflects the truth of the adage that ‘chance favours the prepared mind” (Smilor, 1997, 3).

Smilor describes capital as the third factor in the entrepreneurial process.  He believes that every entrepreneur, by definition, pursues opportunities beyond their current resources, resulting in the required elusive search for investment capital.  “The elusiveness stems from the diverse nature of the commodity and its sources of supply.  Yet, capital is a critical element for every entrepreneurial venture” (Smilor, 1997, 3).

The final factor, know-how, is described by Smilor as “the most critical factor in ensuring the continued success of an entrepreneurial venture” (Smilor, 1997, 3).  He speaks about the need for entrepreneurs to possess the ability, skill, and expertise to run an enterprise.


In another article entitled, Entrepreneurship and Philanthropy, Smilor provides a definition of an entrepreneur based on what an entrepreneur does.  “If the definition of an entrepreneur focuses on what he or she does, then, for me, the entrepreneur is a person who: pursues opportunity, acts with passion or purpose, lives proactively, leverages resources, and creates value” (Smilor, 1996, 3).

Summary
The literature indicates that overall the charitable sector is enjoying new record giving levels, with individuals contributing significantly more than corporations.  Yet giving, as a percentage of total personal spending and as a percentage of overall personal income, is declining in both the US and Canada.  We also see that spontaneity and repetition are important factors in giving—those Canadians who plan their donating beforehand and who are regular repetitive donors, tend to give more than their spontaneous less-loyal counterparts.  

Data on the level of entrepreneurial activity in Canada and the US show that like the US, Canada has a healthy and active entrepreneurial population.  Despite its conservative image, Canada ranks 2nd to the United States in terms of the percentage of adult population engaged in starting a new business at any point in time (Reynolds, Hay, Camp, 1999, 15) and has more self-employed citizens per capita, earning more than half of their income from their own businesses (Canadian Institute of Management, Fall 1990).

A review of the literature shows a great variety in the number of specific motivational characteristics and barriers to philanthropic giving.  There were many different ways presented to look at the question of donor motivation and barriers for giving.  While some common themes have emerged, like belief in mission, as having a predominant, although not exclusive hold as one of the primary motivational characteristics, there is ambiguity in the models and characteristics, making it difficult to draw any definitive conclusions.  

Within the context of ambiguity and lack of consensus however, a number of findings can be extracted.  There are factors that influence a person’s decision to give which are clearly internal, and emotional.  These include such motivational factors as altruism, a belief in the mission of the organization, a feeling of compassion for another human being, and a feeling that you owe something back to the community, etc.  Maslow’s hierarchy of needs was referenced several times as a model of comparison with motivations for giving in this area.  Barriers might include would prefer to spend money in other ways, or want to save money for future needs.  Much of the literature simply provides lists of different motivational factors and barriers, and one is left with the impression that the specific factors are unique to each individual.  When examining reference-frequency for specific motivational factors and barriers to philanthropic giving, the following summaries can be produced:

	Table 2.5.  General Motivational Factors to Philanthropic Giving

	Motivational Factors
	Frequency of Mention

	Person asking/because I was asked
	9

	Personally affected by the cause the organization supports
	9

	Help others in need/joy of giving
	7

	Hyperagency/power/influence (ability to control conditions under which they or others live); making a difference
	7

	Mission of organization 
	7

	Obligation/duty (religious or belief)
	7 

	Public Recognition
	7

	Tax considerations
	7 

	Association & connectivity to organization
	6

	Involvement and participation in organization (programs, leadership, volunteers)
	6 

	Benefit to donor
	5

	Cause
	5

	Community responsibility (civic pride)
	5

	Express agreement with an issue/demonstration of an active social position
	5

	Honour others (including memorial and commemorative)
	5

	Accountability of organization
	4 

	Example to others 
	4 

	Programs/services/activities of institution
	4

	Results/success stories
	4

	Altruism
	3

	Guilt
	3 

	Instinct or habit
	3 

	Institutional Leadership
	3 

	Feel ownership
	2

	Campaign materials/ideas
	2 

	Life circumstances of individual
	2

	Makes sense/has meaning
	2

	Match existing gift
	2 

	Might need help in the future
	2

	Moral imperative
	2

	Respect for institution 
	2

	Stability and visibility of organization
	2

	Family history
	1

	Involved in the fundraising campaign
	1 

	Nostalgia
	1 

	Organizational competence
	1

	Reciprocity
	1 

	Required to make a gift (punishment/crime)
	1


	Table 2.6.  General Barriers to Philanthropic Giving 

	Barrier
	Frequency of Mention

	Distrust large institutions (bureaucracy, big government, big fundraising)
	3

	Solicitation approach/method
	3

	Difficult to find a cause worth supporting
	2

	Give volunteer time instead of money
	1

	Prefer to give gift directly to people
	1 

	Prefer to spend in other ways
	1 

	Save for future needs
	1 

	Think the gift will not be used wisely
	1 


	Table 2.7.  Motivators to Largess (Increased Giving)

	Motivational Factors
	Frequency of Mention

	Finding a passion
	2

	Tax credits/estate planning
	2

	Benefit to self/company
	1

	Confidence that charity will use money wisely
	1

	Expected satisfaction
	1

	Family influence
	1

	Involvement
	1

	Means
	1

	Past Behaviour (previous donor)
	1

	Perceived severity of cause
	1

	Sale of business
	1


	Table 2.8.  Barriers to Largess (Increased Giving)

	Barriers
	Frequency of Mention

	Difficult to find a cause worth supporting
	2

	Need to save for future needs
	1

	Other priorities
	1

	Prefer to give money directly to people, not organizations
	1

	Prefer to give volunteer time instead of money
	1

	Solicitation approach/technique
	1

	Think the gift will not be used wisely
	1


	Table 2.9.  Motivational Factors for Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs

	Motivational Factor
	Frequency of Mention

	Association and connectivity
	5

	Altruism
	3

	Gift viewed as vehicle to implement social change/initiate solutions to society’s problems
	3

	Benefit to donor
	2

	Cause emulates personal goals
	2

	Close of major sale
	2

	Community responsibility/civic pride
	2

	Charity has innovative approaches to complex problems
	2

	Family connection
	2

	Gain social status
	2

	Stability of organization 
	2

	Tax considerations
	2 

	Ability for donor to exercise personal control
	1

	Career considerations
	1

	Connection with IPO (initial public offering)
	1

	Charity maximizes my investment
	1

	Charity is accountability
	1

	Charity builds my awareness/knowledge about a cause
	1

	Charity has a compelling vision
	1

	End of normal business year
	1 

	End of unprofitable business year
	1 

	End of very profitable business year
	1

	Help charity become a leader in its field
	1 

	Independence of charitable organization
	1

	Management of charitable organization
	1

	Obligation
	1

	‘On-line’ access to information about charity
	1

	Personal ties
	1

	Recognition that philanthropy is not accorded the attention that it should be accorded
	1

	Related to my professional association/workplace
	1

	Retirement
	1 

	Role model for others
	1

	Self actualization
	1


	Table 2.10.  Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs

	Barrier
	Frequency of Mention

	Charity has no vision of where it is going/no sense of purpose/not compelling
	3

	Charity is ineffective/inefficient
	3

	Cause is mundane, typical, process and symptom based without hope of long-term impact or societal change
	2

	Charity does not provide feedback on my investment
	2

	Competition from community foundations and charitable gift funds
	2

	Legal and policy issues
	2

	Poor management at charitable organization
	2

	Requirement to use third party advisors
	2

	Apathy
	1

	Business not performing well
	1

	Can’t affect future generations
	1

	Cause fails to capture my imagination
	1

	Cause not connected to my community roots
	1

	Cause does not challenge my giving ability, leadership, or engagement
	1

	Charity does not take control of its own destiny
	1

	Charity does not provide ‘on-line’ access to information
	1

	Charity failed to show me how they can make a difference
	1

	Charity has shown irresponsibility
	1

	Charity restricts independence of thought and action
	1

	Charity uses financial advisors to influence me
	1

	Connectivity to church
	1

	Doesn’t lead to self-actualization
	1

	Donor intent may not be honoured
	1

	Don’t believe I can make a difference
	1

	Don’t belong to an elite/fortunate group
	1

	Don’t share common interest with cause
	1

	Example of other entrepreneurs
	1

	Family involvement
	1

	Have not benefited from help
	1

	Having name attached to a building/facility
	1

	Lack of understanding of the process
	1

	Lack tradition of giving and volunteering
	1

	Loss of personal control
	1

	No connection with my work
	1

	No connection with my professional association
	1

	No sense of belonging to the community
	1

	Participating in donor clubs
	1

	Potential negative press coverage
	1

	Secondary to securing financial security for family
	1

	Succession issues
	1


Some commentators spoke about general external factors which influence a donors decision to give or not.  These authors provide insight into the theory that the successful transmission of a philanthropic message by a third party, including fundraisers, can in turn motivate donors to give.  Concepts like messaging, customer-donor, key information provided, solicitation technique, and market segmentation were provided as factors affecting donor motivation.  Other commentators are not convinced about the role of the fundraiser in affecting motivations for prospective donors and focused on ‘so-called’ fundamentals of cause and timing, arguing that for people to give, they must first have an interest and that the timing must be right.

 Several large studies were conducted which provided more scientific insight into motivational factors, and yet when compared against one another, they show a lack of consensus.  Some researchers found simple conclusions as a result of their study; others found complexity.    In one example of two large national surveys, one conducted in the US (Panas, 1984, 230-231) and the other in Canada (CRC Survey Report), the findings suggest that there are significant differences in motivational factors between the two countries; that calls for further investigation.  To what degree does national and societal cultural differences affect the motivations and barriers to philanthropic giving?

In other large surveys, new motivational concepts like hyperagency, connectivity, association, intensity of participation, and control over the environment were introduced, providing new areas for discussion and further research. 

Some findings discovered in the literature seem to go against present accepted paradigms.  Blake Bromley, a Canadian researcher and author, speaks of new paradigms that combine social-motivations with self-motivations, and speaks of the importance of tax considerations as primary motivators for philanthropic giving.  This appears to contradict the findings of Thomas J. Reilly, a US commentator who found the chance to receive an immediate direct benefit was the least important motivator to philanthropic giving.  The affect of tax considerations, amongst other egotistical and pragmatic factors, appears to warrant further investigation.

Some commentators reported different models in the literature, which examined the larger question of predicting motivations and barriers for giving.  Some models were extremely complex and others less so.  These included segmentation by passive and active motivational factors, behavioural factors, and psychographic and demographic factors.   Finally, other commentators, including Thomas J. Stanley, author of The Millionaire Next Door, felt that people spend too much time trying to understand the complex psychological factors that motivate people to give.  In his view the reason people give is simply because someone asked them.

Looking specifically in the literature at the motivations and barriers of entrepreneurs versus non-entrepreneurs provided some interesting findings.  Evidence was provided that entrepreneurs make their first and largest gifts to an institution after non-entrepreneurs, and that they support a small number of charitable causes and regard their gifts as an investment rather than as a gift.  When looking at non-entrepreneurs, it was found that the size of their first donation tends to determine the size of a majority of their future donations to a particularly institution.  

As with non-entrepreneurial philanthropists, there were many different motivating factors identified when looking at entrepreneurial philanthropists.  The frequency of several different types of motivational factors and barriers to philanthropy suggest that there may be a difference between what motivates an entrepreneur and a non-entrepreneur.  Some of the high frequency motivational factors identified for entrepreneurs included seeing their money as a vehicle to implement social change, initiating new solutions to philanthropic challenges, and the charitable organization encouraging direct relationships.  Specific frequently-referenced barriers for entrepreneurial philanthropy included charity has no vision, charity is ineffective and poorly managed, charity does not provide feedback on an investment, and charity is symptom-based and does not deal with long-term impact or societal change.  A review of the Silicon Valley research allowed for the creation of nine fundamental principles affecting motivations and barriers to philanthropic giving.  

The word entrepreneur is referred to extensively in the literature.  The degree of variance is so great on some of the definitional characteristics that it suggests the existence of a serious communications problem among students of the subject.  While no clear and concise definition has evolved, the literature suggests that innovative accomplishment, passion, opportunity and pro-activity are key determinants of entrepreneurial success. Table 2.11 provides a summary of frequency-of-reference for specific criteria necessary to define an entrepreneur. 

	Table 2.11.  Definitional Criteria for Entrepreneurs 

	Characteristic/Criteria
	Frequency of Mention

	Perceives opportunities/perceptive
	12

	Levers/secures new resources
	7

	Pursue opportunities
	6

	Decision maker
	5

	Willingness to assume risk
	5

	Analytical/intellectual/logical/observant
	3

	Energetic/enthusiastic
	3

	Creates/endows existing wealth/creates value
	2

	Friendly/agreeable/warm/cheerful
	2

	Passion
	2

	Adaptable
	1

	Arbitrageur
	1

	Committed
	1

	Confident
	1

	Conservative
	1

	Contractor
	1

	Dependable
	1

	Disciplined/controlled
	1

	Dominant
	1

	Effective
	1

	Efficient
	1

	Independent
	1

	Industrial leader
	1

	Involved
	1

	Modest
	1

	Organized
	1

	Patient/persistent
	1

	Persevering/determined
	1

	Profit maximizer/motive
	1

	Proprietor of an enterprise
	1

	Quick
	1

	Realistic/objective/practical
	1

	Scientific/systematic/painstaking
	1

	Sensitive
	1

	Sincere
	1

	Tactful
	1


Finally, after reviewing the key themes presented in the literature, and the frequency of mention for key criteria, the following five definitional characteristics have been identified as necessary to defining an entrepreneur, and are the basis for the definition used in our research and national baseline survey.  We have determined that these five characteristics are all essential components for our definition of entrepreneur: 

1.  Ability to identify an opportunity

2. Decision to pursue an opportunity

3. Possess decision making ability and/or control over an enterprise

4. Willingness to assume risk

5. Ability to lever/find new resources

Chapter 3

Methodology

Introduction

The research methods used to gather information and data for this study included the following components:

· Literature review

· Focus groups

· Key informant interviews

· A national base-line survey

The literature search was conducted by reviewing periodicals, philanthropic journals and other publications.  The approach used to uncover related literature included on-site library search as well as general topical research on the Internet.  Key informant interviews were conducted with 20 individuals across North America.  These included 8 in Canada and 12 in the United States.  Focus groups were conducted in three cities across Canada.  In addition, a random survey of 1,203 Canadians was conducted in March/April 2000.  One-third of those interviewed met the definition of entrepreneur, while the other two thirds were classified as non-entrepreneurs.  The survey focussed on motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.

Literature Review 


The literature review included a review of library sources, professional journals, philanthropic publications, periodicals related to philanthropy and development, as well as books by respected authorities in the field.  The authors relied heavily on information garnered from topical searches on the World Wide Web. The Internet proved to be invaluable in tracking down the majority of the information used in the literature review.

The World Wide Web search led to David Bromley, an ideologist and wealth consultant in Canada, who speaks of a new paradigm for Canadian philanthropy.  Bromley’s paradigm combines the altruistic essence and charitable effect of traditional philanthropy carried out in forms not yet recognized as charitable by Revenue Canada.

Another source of substantial information on motivations and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs comes from research conducted on the culture of giving and volunteerism in Silicon Valley, California, by the Silicon Valley Community Foundation  (Silicon Valley, 1998).  The Silicon Valley study provides us with the basis for the development of a Paradigm of Silicon Valley Philanthropy as outlined and discussed in the chapter on literature review.  It also provided nine fundamental principles affecting motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving.

Jerold Panas, a leading commentator and writer on non-profit activity in the United States, provided the study with a foundation for examining motivators and barriers based on his 1984 book, Mega Gifts.  In his book, Panas reports his findings based on a US survey (n = 1,082) in which he asked respondents to evaluate 22 motivating factors, giving a rating of 1-10 for each.  The literature review was the beginning point for the research.  Once the literature review was underway, it allowed the study to proceed with key informant interviews.

Key Informant Interviews

Twenty development professionals, fundraising executives and leaders from the fundraising and development community were identified for key informant interviews.  Key informants were chosen based on their years of practice, their prominence in the field, their reputation as leaders in philanthropy, and on their knowledge as writers and commentators in the field of philanthropy and development.  The key informants interviewed either hold, or have held, leading positions in major national and international fundraising organizations.  Many of these experts hold positions at the very top of their profession.  Several are leaders, or have held leadership roles, in the National Society of Fund Raising Executives (NSFRE).  Still others have written widely in the field of philanthropy and development and were identified as having expertise in major gift fundraising, as well as superior knowledge of the motivators and barriers to giving.  And finally, some have developed a reputation for their expertise in attracting charitable gifts from entrepreneurs by introducing new and innovative approaches to philanthropic giving for entrepreneurism in North America. 


Of the 20 interviews completed, seven were conducted in person.  The other 13 interviews were conducted by telephone.  Eight of the key informants interviewed are from Canada.  The remaining 12 live and work in the United States.  All individuals interviewed were asked the same set of questions.  The list of questions and the interview format for the key informant interviews is contained in Appendix B.  

 The purpose of these key informant interviews were: 

· To seek expert opinion on the motivators and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs

· To seek expert opinion on the definition of philanthropy and entrepreneur

· To assist in identifying motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving which in turn would be considered for use in the formulation of questions for the baseline survey

· To ask for suggestions of other key informants who could provide expert information regarding the motivators and barriers to giving

· To inquire about other related research

Each interview was conducted over a 45 to 60 minute period.  Some lasted longer.   All interviews were taped and transcribed for further analysis and reflection.  The experts interviewed were not selected based on geographic representation.  Rather, they were chosen based on their expertise in the area of major gift fundraising, work with entrepreneurs and/or their knowledge of motivators and barriers to giving. 

Focus Groups

Three focus groups were held across Canada, one each in Calgary, Winnipeg and Toronto.  The focus groups identified qualitatively the motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs in Canada.  These motivators and barriers were then considered, along with those identified in the literature review and in the key informant interviews, in developing a final list of motivators and barriers for testing in the national survey.

The focus groups provided an opportunity to gather information from entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs on motivators and barriers to giving in the following broad information categories:

· Motivators for giving one’s first gift

· Motivators for giving one’s next gift

· Motivators for increasing one’s next gift

· Motivators for considering an ultimate gift

· Barriers to giving

· Factors involved in decreasing a gift

· Factors involved in deciding to stop giving

In addition to those broad areas of discussion, there was a more narrow discussion on identifying the specific sectors for a donor’s next gift.  As well, there was at least one discussion on the major characteristics a charity should have before one considers a gift or donation.

The ultimate purpose of the focus groups was similar to that of the key informant interviews and the literature review.  The goal of the focus group interviews was to identify the main motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving to ensure that those motivators and barriers could be tested in a national survey.  The qualitative portion of the research was dedicated to finding the right questions to ask respondents in the national survey.  

Baseline Survey

The survey was designed to measure (quantitatively) the motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.  The results compare the motivators and barriers to giving by analyzing the decision-making factors by both groups.  Survey respondents were randomly selected from the Canadian population with the number proportional to the population distribution by province, age and gender.  The results are accurate within +/- 3.5%, 19 times out of 20.

Respondents qualified to be interviewed if they were a donor, 18 years of age or older, and if they were the last person in the household to have a birthday.  Donors qualified as entrepreneurs based on their response to five entrepreneurial criteria of characteristics identified by the authors.  Based on this initial screening process, a weighted total of 401 donors or 33% of the respondents qualified as entrepreneurs, while 797 donors or 67% of the respondents qualified as non-entrepreneurs.  English language interviews were conducted by telephone from the offices of Research Innovation Inc. in Edmonton, Alberta.  The firm of Legeré and Legeré, in Montréal, administered the base-line survey in Québec and offered the individuals interviewed the opportunity to respond to the survey in French or English.  Interviewers were briefed on the goals and objectives of the survey and were able to ask questions about the survey and survey design before the study went into the field.

The survey was field-tested over two evenings prior to its launch.  This was done to ensure the questions were worded clearly and that the data entry format could capture the information correctly. 

The interviewers entered responses immediately during the telephone interviews providing opportunities to access daily data reports.  Interviewees were randomly selected through the use of Interviewer Suite technology, which facilitates computerized data collection and analysis for market researchers.  This Windows-based software uses a common database structure to integrate multiple modes of data collection, including Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI), Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI), wireless CAPI and Web Surveys.  The collection software centralizes the data collected by each mode and enables survey control and report generation. 

Following the completion of the survey, five volumes of data tables were printed.  The weighted data tables were divided into volumes by topic.  Volume I provided data tables based on business ownership and entrepreneurial characteristics.  Volume II tables were divided by region, amount donated, and employment status; Volume III by gender, age, and marital status; Volume IV by education and income; and Volume V based on recipient of next donation and number of entrepreneurial characteristics with a rating of six to ten.

A total of 9,892 calls were made during the survey process; 1,203 interviews were completed.  Taking into consideration busy signals, no answers, answering machines and voice mail, unresolved call-backs, respondent and interviewer terminations, not in service/disconnected lines, and applying these variables to a standard formula, the response rate turned out to be 36% and the refusal rate was 64%.

The interviews were conducted over a four-week period in March and April of 2000.  The final descriptive data tables on the survey were received in May 2000 and subsequent analysis on the data was conducted in May and June of 2000.

Appendix F provides a breakdown of the calls made and calculates the response rate.

Chapter 4 

Key Informant Interviews

Introduction
Twenty individuals were chosen for key informant interviews.  The goals of the key informant interviews were:

· to seek expert opinion on the motivators and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs,

· to seek expert opinion on the definition of philanthropy and entrepreneur,

· to assist in gathering information to formulate questions for the national baseline survey,

· to ask for references of other experts in the field that could be interviewed, and

· to inquire about other related research . 

Leading fundraising practitioners were selected for interviews, based on their dominant leadership position within the non-profit sector.  All key informants have had experience working with entrepreneurs, and many have conducted research and published their findings on related topics.


All interviews were scheduled in advance.  Thirteen were conducted via phone and seven conducted face-to-face.  Specific key informant questions were developed and circulated in advance of the interview.  The interview questions are included as Appendix B.  


All interviews were conducted in Canada and the United States, with 8 of the experts located in Canada, and 12 located in the United States.  All key informants were asked the same set of questions.

Definitional Characteristics


Table 4.1 summarizes the definitional characteristics of entrepreneurs as identified by the key informants. 
	Table 4.1.  Definitional Characteristics of Entrepreneurs Mentioned by Key Informants (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q1)

	Characteristic
	Frequency of Mention

	Perceives opportunities/perceptive/new idea
	13

	Willingness to assume risk
	13

	Pursue opportunities/idea
	7

	Creates/endows existing wealth/creates value
	4

	Levers/secures new resources
	4

	Independent/Self made
	2

	Involved
	2

	Passion
	2

	Disciplined/controlled
	1

	Energetic/enthusiastic/driven
	1

	Patient/persistent
	1

	Persevering/determined
	1

	Profit maximizer/motive
	1

	Proprietor of an enterprise/Owns a business
	1



The criteria identified by key informants, necessary to define an entrepreneur, were similar to those criteria in the literature review, although not as exhaustive.  Of the top five characteristics/criteria mentioned - willingness to assume risk, perceives opportunities, pursue opportunities, levers resources, and creates wealth/value - four were previously identified in the literature review as necessary to define an entrepreneur, that is, willingness to assume risk, perceived opportunities, pursues opportunities, and levers resources.  Only the criteria of decision-making, identified in the literature review, was not identified by key informants as necessary when defining an entrepreneur.  It is also interesting to note that key informants identified the criteria of ‘willingness to assume risk’ and ‘perceived opportunities’ relatively more often than did the literature review.  


Table 4.2 summarizes the definitional characteristics of philanthropy as identified by the key informants.

	Table 4.2.  Definitional Characteristics of Philanthropy Mentioned by Key Informants (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q2)

	Characteristic
	Frequency of Mention

	Giving
	10

	Love 
	3

	Social purposes or for the benefit of others
	3

	Contributing to the common good
	2

	Saving/changing lives
	1

	Pure generosity
	1

	Selfless acts 
	1

	Caring for your fellow human being
	1

	Developing personal relationships
	1

	Choosing priorities of life, outside of what directly benefits you
	1

	Putting dollars on the table, but wanting to be involved in how the dollars are spent
	1

	Something from the heart that affects societal change
	1

	Serial Reciprocity
	1


All key informants were quick to provide comprehensive definitions of philanthropy from their perspective.  Most respondents felt that philanthropy entailed the giving, or contributing, or investing of something to individuals or to the community.  References were made to contributing to the common good, selfless acts of pure generosity, and the love of one another and others in society.  It is interesting to note that there were only three references (out of 20 key informants interviewed) who referred to the traditional ‘love of humankind’ reference within their definition.  It is also interesting to note that reference was made to the concept of serial reciprocity, and that several respondents referred to the concept of giving to something that has a benefit back to them, or in a way that involves them – the donors.  

General Motivational Factors

Table 4.3 summarizes general motivational factors to giving as identified by key informants.

	Table 4.3.  General Motivational Factors to Giving Mentioned by Key Informants (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q3)

	General Motivational Factor
	Frequency of Mention

	Person asking/because I was asked/peer pressure
	8

	Community responsibility (civic pride)
	7

	Hyperagency/power/influence (ability to control conditions under which they or others live); making a difference/bring about change
	7

	Cause
	6

	Tax considerations
	6

	Accountability of organization/results/success stories
	5

	Institutional leadership
	4

	Social acceptance/approval/ego
	4

	Instinct or habit/taught to give
	3

	Involvement and participation in organization (programs, leadership, volunteers)
	3

	Obligation/duty (religious or belief)/expectation to give
	3

	Wanting to give back
	3

	Joy of giving/feels good
	2

	Mission of organization 
	2

	Public recognition
	2

	Benefit to donor
	1

	Campaign materials/ideas
	1

	Family history/tradition
	1

	Might need help in the future
	1

	Moral imperative
	1

	Organizational competence
	1

	Respect for institution 
	1


When reviewing general motivations for giving, key respondents were more apt to mention the motivational factors of being asked, community responsibility, hyperagency (controlling the conditions around you), cause, and tax considerations.  Those motivational factors receiving only single mentions included benefit to donor, nature of the campaign materials, family tradition, might need help in the future, moral imperative, organizational competence, and respect for the institution.

David Dunlop provided an entirely fresh approach to looking at general motivators for philanthropic giving.  He suggested in his interview, that motivational algorithms for philanthropic giving are dependent upon the type of gift, where the magnitude and timing are distinctly different between the types of gifts.  Figure 4.1 is an interpretation of his reasoning and explanation.








Figure 4.1.  Classification of Types of Gifts and Respective Motivators by the Magnitude and Timing.

Dunlop summarizes his point about general motivators to giving as follows:  “One motivational trigger is the calendar - when people ask.  One trigger is the needs of the institution - when it asks.  And one trigger is neither of those two factors, but when a person is thinking for themselves, what charitable objectives and goals do I want to accomplish before my life is over” (Dunlop Interview).

Dunlop emphasizes that barriers to giving have a ‘transaction-relation’ character, and are the result of the proliferation of asking for gifts.  Figure 4.2 provides a schematic representation of the transaction-relationship nature of fundraising, and the impact on the probability of securing a gift.

Transaction – Relation Fundraising




Figure 4.2.  Transaction and Relationship Fundraising Model.
Dunlop views the success of asking for a gift as dependent upon a sequence of two operational processes - transaction and relationship – and the importance of their timing.  “There are two ways that a fundraiser can decide when to ask and how to ask. First comes the transaction that you are attempting to complete …whatever that transaction is.  Whether it is a phone-a-thon, a kick-off event, a direct mail appeal, or the negotiation of a bequest.  There is something that needs to be done, and so you look at what had to be done and you decided what to do, when to do it, and how to do it.  That is one way to look at things.  The other way to look at things, is as a process where the first factor influencing a decision is not the transaction, but an examination of the relationship that you have with someone who has shared values and shared interests.  This examination of the relationship dictates what to do, when to do it, and how to do it. Almost all fundraising has both elements.  You have certain sectors where the transaction comes first, and the relationship comes second” (Dunlop Interview).

It is Dunlop’s point of view that the current practice of the fundraising industry, that is, placing priority on the transaction or solicitation, leads to a failure on behalf of the practitioners.  The failure to examine the relationship side is considered to be one of the major barriers in achieving significant gifts and attracting the prospective donors.  “…. what we see is that we have people who are fundraisers who grow up in the transactional side of fundraising, and learn how to conduct annual funds, and learn how to conduct capital campaigns, they are schooled in how to get out there and ask.  They are not schooled in the concepts, the principles, the requirements, of the other side of fundraising that is primarily rational, and only secondarily transactional.  And because of that, they go off and do things, sometimes, that are detrimental” (Dunlop Interview).

It can be inferred from Dunlop that the successfully applied principle of nurturing the relationship through the levels of involvement motivates individuals to give the first time and to continue giving in the future.  Figure 4.3 compares various forms of relational giving against a donor motivational pyramid, showing how an ultimate financial gift can be encouraged if the relational fundraising approach is fully applied.

Figuire 4.3 supports the idea that level of experience within an organization builds donor awareness, knowledge, involvement and sense of caring and it can become an actual motivator of giving.  “All of these experiences have an affect on a person’s regular

and special giving, but if they are going to consider your institution, for a part or perhaps all of their life’s wealth, you are going to have to stop thinking about the person as a











Figure 4.3.  Forms of Relationship Giving compared to the Motivational Pyramid of a Donor.

financial prospect only, and start looking at them as an individual, in all the unique array of capacities that they have.  The capacity to give time and talents that are unique to them.  The capacity to give social, political, moral, spiritual, and even intellectual talent”  (Dunlop Interview).

Dunlop describes his approach in relational fundraising as non-discriminatory between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, and he applies a differential analysis of the people’s behaviour in general.  Therefore, the issue of whether to consider entrepreneurial philanthropists as a separate segment in the pool of donors is quite complicated from Dunlop’s point of view.  “You really have to look at the whole person, and the whole individual… if you are talking about serious giving.  Now if you are talking about casual giving – we all make gifts, for various reasons like, just because they asked me, or, it is easier to say yes than to say no, or, if you are super rich, you can give a little and it seems like a lot to others.  When somebody is thinking about giving something within their full range of capacity to give, the analysis of the donor goes in a whole different vein.  Regardless of entrepreneur and non-entrepreneur, you need to look at three criteria: the first is financial capacity; the second is interest or potential; the third is their charitable nature” (Dunlop Interview).

An individual’s charitable nature can be viewed as one of the most important and influential motivational drives for philanthropy.  A hypothesis can be made that entrepreneurs have a more articulated charitable instinct than non-entrepreneurs because:

(  they made their own money and are willing to give it away more than 

    those who have not

(  they are used to taking risks

(  they are willing to make reasonable judgments on the success of  a charity.

The psychological stages of the lives of the entrepreneurs may be viewed as key determinants of the charitable behaviour as opposed to chronological stages.  It may be possible to make the inference that psychological motivators & barriers are dominating the chronological motivators & barriers to giving.  “Sometimes people retire when they are very young.  Some of the entrepreneurs have it in their blood that they will never retire.  They will need their capital to explore their ideas that they have in their minds, until they are very old.  The timing of a person being ready to make their ultimate gift can come not from a chronological calendar, but from a psychological calendar when they are thinking about what they will do with this wealth.  This does not necessarily have to be at the end of the line. People may anticipate how wealthy they are going to be when they die and they will be thinking through some of those questions before the actual moment”  (Dunlop Interview).

Dunlop stresses that fundraising industry is primarily a relational industry, and only secondarily operational or transactional.  He concludes that more research should be done on the behavioural aspects of the prospects whether they are entrepreneurial or non-entrepreneurial.  This research should create knew knowledge about the barriers and motivators of the prospects, and then this knowledge should be passed in the form of training into the industry.  “In relational fundraising, in any human relationship, when we narrow and define a relationship to one dimension of a person, whether it be financial, political, social, sexual, any single dimension, it impoverishes the relationship.  And that is why it is so important for people who are leading fundraising efforts for colleges and universities and other charitable organizations, for them to understand the distinctly different requirements, principles, and concepts that control the relational side” (Dunlop Interview).  

General Barriers

Recognizing the barriers that inhibit philanthropic giving, contributes to the understanding of behavioural aspects of prospective donors, whether they are entrepreneurs or non-entrepreneurs.  Table 4.4 summarizes the general barriers to giving mentioned by key informants, and helps reveal the distinctly different principles and concepts required to motivate philanthropic giving mentioned by Dunlop.

	Table 4.4.  General Barriers to Giving Mentioned by Key Informants (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q3)

	Barrier to Giving
	Frequency of Mention

	Lack of knowledge
	3

	Solicitation approach/method
	3

	Think the gift will not be used wisely
	3

	Don’t give to a failing organization
	2

	Timing
	2

	Donor recognition policies pertaining to ‘naming opportunities’
	1

	Expectations from others
	1

	Lack of interest
	1

	Personal factors
	1

	Were not asked
	1


The barriers to philanthropic giving most mentioned by key informants, included thinking that the gift will not be used wisely, the solicitation method/approach used, and lack of knowledge about the organization.  Key informants also referred to the barrier of not giving to a failing organization, when considering why they do not invest philanthropically into an organization.  Jerold Panas, states, “…and they (donors) give to institutions that are financially stable because they don’t want to give to save the sinking Titanic” (Panas Interview).  Bill Sternavent agrees and states, “Fiscal stability of the organization was high (as a motivator).  What is interesting about that is people are often incredulous and say ‘financial stability’ … what are you talking about.  Here is what I found through empirical evidence … people don’t give to the sinking Titanic” (Sternavent Interview).

Entrepreneurial Motivational Factors

Table 4.5 summarizes the motivational factors to giving for entrepreneurs as identified by key informants. 

	Table 4.5.  Motivational Factors to Giving for Entrepreneurs Mentioned by Key Informants (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q4)

	Motivational Factor
	Frequency of Mention

	Community responsibility/giving back to community
	8

	Affect change
	5

	Involved
	3

	Make a difference
	3

	Tax considerations
	3

	Belief in cause/vision
	2

	Invest in something successful
	2

	Leverage
	2

	Management of charitable organization
	2

	Accountability
	1

	Ability for donor to exercise personal control
	1

	Asked
	1

	Benefit to donor
	1

	Enhance quality of life
	1

	Family connection
	1

	Gain social status
	1

	Helps my business
	1

	Personally affected
	1

	Timing
	1


The motivational factor for giving by entrepreneurs, most mentioned by key informants, was community responsibility/giving back to the community.  “Certainly they (entrepreneurs) give because they are interested in the cause, and they also give for social acceptance and so forth.  I think other reasons that entrepreneurs give is they often give to influence their entrepreneurial effort.  In other words, if they happen to be an entrepreneur that lives in a community they may give to the school, or they may give to the library, or they may give to buying computers for kids, or whatever, if they think that it improves the quality of their community, which in turn improves the prospects for their entrepreneurial effort.  This may sound somewhat self-serving and to some degree it is.  But at the same time I don’t think we should apologize for that.  Entrepreneurs will give and in my experiences quite often they will give things that complement or support whatever their particular entrepreneurial effort might be” (Carroll Interview).

Entrepreneurial Barriers

Table 4.6 summarizes the barrier to giving for entrepreneurs as identified by key informants.

	Table 4.6.  Barriers to Giving for Entrepreneurs Mentioned by Key Informants (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q4)

	Barrier to Giving
	Frequency of Mention

	Not educated about giving/philanthropy
	7

	Cause fails to capture my imagination
	3

	Lack of time
	2

	Charity does not provide feedback on my investment/stewardship
	1

	Charity does not do what it says it is going to do
	1

	Charity is ineffective/inefficient/mismanaged
	1

	Don’t believe I can make a difference
	1

	Don’t want to be the only ‘gift in’
	1

	Feel I could lose it all
	1

	Participating in donor clubs/donor recognition “hoopla”
	1

	Tax issues
	1


The barrier to giving by entrepreneurs most mentioned by key informants was not being educated about giving/philanthropy.  Cause fails to capture my imagination and lack of time were also mentioned as higher than usual responses.  “I think the barrier there more than anything else, at least for this band of entrepreneurs I am seeing around here, is education about philanthropy and this process of self actualization to realize that they have so much damn money that even after they have paid their dues and even after they have gone through the material thing and gotten all of the trophies, that there is still a ton of money to live on for the rest of their lives” (Sizemore Interview).  Lisa Dietland agrees, and states, “So they (entrepreneurs) are scared to make any philanthropic decisions because they haven’t been educated and I think that is the greatest barrier.  I think we do a great job when we go into corporations that have matching gifts, we do the nice brochure, we have the captain there, there is alumnus, there is somebody who goes around be it the United Way, the university, the employees, we really educate them, and we do not educate entrepreneurs and we expect them to give at a greater level.  I think that is the biggest challenge, the biggest of barriers.  Entrepreneurs aren’t educated to give” (Dietlin Interview). 

When asked to identify differences in motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs (Key Informant Questionnaire, Q5), the majority of key informants felt that there are differences.  Twelve informants (60%) replied that they felt there was a difference.  Five (25%) felt there was no difference.  The remaining informants indicated that they were not sure (5%), felt that perhaps there was a difference (5%), or did not state an opinion (5%).

Summary


Key informant interviews provided valuable insight into the definitional characteristics of entrepreneurs.  The criteria used to define an entrepreneur were similar to those found in the literature review, although not as exhaustive.  Of the top five characteristics mentioned, four were previously identified in the literature review as necessary to define an entrepreneur that is, willingness to assume risk; determination to pursue opportunities; ability to perceive opportunities; and ability to lever resources.  The comparative similarity of the key characteristics as identified by key informants and as found in the literature review helped the study arrive at an operational definition of entrepreneur used in the baseline survey.


All key informants were quick to provide comprehensive definitions of philanthropy, and most felt that philanthropy involved giving, or contributing, or investing something to individuals or to the community.  Other commentators referenced contributing to the common good, selfless acts of pure generosity, and the love of one another and others in society.  


Key informants were also asked to identify general motivators and barriers to giving as well as motivators and barriers to giving specifically by entrepreneurs.  When reviewing general motivations, key informants were more apt to mention factors of being asked, community responsibility, hyperagency (controlling the conditions around you), cause, and tax considerations.  When asked to look at motivations for entrepreneurs specifically, key informants focused overwhelmingly on community responsibility/giving back to the community as the number one motivational factor for entrepreneurs.  The desire to affect change ranked the second highest mentioned motivational factor.


When asked to look at barriers to giving, key informants were not as prone to identify any single type of barriers with a significant frequency over other types of barriers.  Those most frequently mentioned included thinking that the gift will not be used wisely, the solicitation method/approach used, and lack of knowledge about the organization.    However, when asked to look at barriers to giving specifically by entrepreneurs, key informants were prepared to identify not educated about giving/philanthropy as their overwhelming choice for top barrier.  Many felt that the number one reason why entrepreneurs don’t give more philanthropically is that they have not been educated on how to make philanthropic decisions.  As Lisa Dietlin states, “Entrepreneurs aren’t educated to give” (Dietlin Interview).


One of the most interesting conversations conducted with a key informant dealt with the concept of transaction versus relationship types of fundraising.  David Dunlop expressed that there are two fundamentally different ways that a fundraiser can approach their fundraising responsibilities.  The first is to focus on the transaction (i.e., asking for the gift), and the second is to focus on the relationship (i.e., building ties with the donor prospect).  Dunlop asserts that through the successful application of relationship fundraising, practitioners can move a prospective donor through various levels of personal involvement to motivate them to give their first, and later, ultimate gifts.  Within this context, he argues that it is therefore fundamentally complicated to consider entrepreneurial philanthropists separately within the pool of overall prospective donors.


Key informant interviews provided valuable information used to develop questions for the national baseline study.  Focus groups were also conducted with the intention of gathering qualitative information to be used in the design of the national baseline study.  The design of the focus groups and the focus group findings are recorded in Chapter 5.

Chapter 5

Focus Groups 

Introduction
Three focus groups were conducted to gather qualitative information on the motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving in Canada.  Much of the literature on motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving, has been written by authors outside of Canada.  Though the research from other countries and cultures provides guidance for developing Canadian research in the area, it still is important to gather original information specific to Canadian culture and the Canadian experience.  Despite the fact that the study drew qualitative information from a Canadian context, the nature and extent of that research should provide insight for fundraising and development practitioners in other countries. 

The study focus groups were conducted in three cities in Canada: Calgary, Alberta; Winnipeg, Manitoba; and, Toronto, Ontario.  Calgary was chosen because it is the largest city in Alberta and is considered the financial capital of Western Canada.  It has more head offices than any other city in Canada, other than Toronto.  Toronto is both the financial centre of Canada and the capital city of Ontario.  Winnipeg is the capital city of Manitoba, and is the educational, health and cultural centre of the mid-west.  The three centres are representative of three distinct regions in Canada and each tends to be the financial capital of its region.  

Focus Group Participants

Twelve participants were recruited at random from each of the three cities.  Of the 12 individuals recruited to participate in the focus groups in each location, nine were eventually chosen to participate. Recruitment of participants was done based on criteria developed by the writers that included: entrepreneurial status, donor status, educational level, age, gender, occupation and giving level.  The research design required a minimum of nine people per focus group.  The final selection was made based on those who registered for the focus group meetings and by taking into consideration the need to balance the selection criteria in each group.  The focus groups were conducted over a two week period between October 6 and October 18, 1999.  The sessions were conducted in professional facilities in each of the three cities, with participants sitting around a common table.  All sessions were recorded and videotaped.  Written transcripts were produced from the audiotapes.  The breakdown of the focus group participants is outlined in Table 5.1.

	Table 5.1.  Demographic Breakdown of Focus Group Participants 

	Criteria
	Sub Criteria
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	Gender
	Male
	6
	6
	7
	19

	
	Female
	3
	3
	2
	8

	
	Total
	9
	9
	9
	27

	Entrepreneurs
	Entrepreneur
	4
	3
	4
	11

	
	Non-entrepreneurs
	5
	6
	5
	16

	
	Total
	9
	9
	9
	27

	Giving
	< $100
	4
	4
	3
	11

	
	$100 - $500
	3
	4
	4
	11

	
	> $500
	2
	1
	2
	5

	
	Total
	9
	9
	9
	27

	Age
	18 – 24
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	25 – 34
	2
	4
	3
	9

	
	35 – 54
	7
	4
	4
	15

	
	54 +
	0
	1
	1
	2

	
	Total
	9
	9
	9
	27

	Education
	Some High School
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	High School Graduate
	1
	2
	0
	3

	
	Some Post Secondary
	1
	2
	1
	4

	
	Graduate Post Secondary.
	7
	5
	8
	20

	
	Total
	9
	9
	9
	27


No distinction was made in the responses given by entrepreneurs versus those responses given by non-entrepreneurs. The purpose of the focus groups was not to measure the differences in the answers given by entrepreneurs versus non-entrepreneurs, but rather to identify those motivators the population in general believes motivates them to give philanthropically.   The measurement of the differences as to why entrepreneurs give and why non-entrepreneurs give was left to be determined by the Canada-wide baseline survey. 

Focus Group Discussions 

Each focus group began with a general discussion about charities and philanthropic giving.  Participants were asked to give examples of charities and then they were encouraged to discuss how those charities obtained their funding and support.  Once the discussion focussed on charities and giving, participants were asked to examine why they gave to charity.  Broad-based discussions took place on the topic of motivators to giving until every person in the group had been given an opportunity to speak.  

In each of the three focus groups the following topics were discussed:

· Motivators for you giving a next gift

· Motivators for increasing your gift 

· Motivators for giving your first gift

· Motivators for giving your largest gift 

· Barriers to you giving a gift

· Why you decreased your gift or ceased giving to a specific charity

At the end of the discussion, participants were asked to identify the sectors where they preferred to give their next philanthropic gift.

Motivators for Giving


The breakdown of the motivators for giving is outlined in the Table 5.2.  The motivators are listed in rank order, according to frequency of mention.  The top four motivators include (1) connection to the cause, (2)  participation with the charity, (3) personal satisfaction, and (4) belief in vision and mission.  

The two motivators mentioned most often are very similar.  A connection to the cause, such as having a family member suffer from an particular illness or ailment, was the motivator mentioned most frequently by the focus group participants in the three cities.  The motivator mentioned second most often was involvement with or a connection to a person associated with a charity or cause.  The participants believed relationships were important. 

	Table 5.2.  Motivators for Giving as Expressed by Focus Group Participants



	Motivators 
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	1. Connection to the cause.   e.g. friend or family member associated with illness
	5
	0
	7
	12



	2.  Involvement – a person’s involvement 
     and participation with the cause
	5


	3
	1
	9

	3.  Feels good – personal feeling of 
     satisfaction
	4
	1
	4
	9



	4.  Belief in the mission or vision
	0
	3
	4
	7

	5.  Giving back
	5
	0
	1
	6

	5.  Tax deduction – you give money, you 
     save on taxes
	3
	0
	3
	6

	6.  Proximity to cause or community
	4
	1
	0
	5

	6.  Help disadvantaged and less fortunate
	3
	2
	0
	5

	6.  Feeling of responsibility, obligation, duty 
	0
	1
	4
	5

	7.  Makes a difference
	0
	2
	2
	4

	8.  Charities know how to spend my 
     charitable dollars better than I do
	3
	0
	0
	3

	8.  Sympathy and empathy for the cause
	2
	1
	0
	3

	8.  Habit – brought up to give 10 % routine
	3
	0
	0
	3

	8.  When you give you get benefit
	0
	0
	3
	3

	9.  Guilt
	0
	0
	2
	2

	10. Give to simplify my life and to reduce 
      worldly possessions 
	0
	0
	1
	1



 What is surprising is the number of participants indicating feeling good and a personal feeling of satisfaction as a primary motivator for giving.  Belief in the vision was mentioned by seven participants in the three cities.  And two motivators for giving were mentioned six times; the need to give something back to the charity or the community, and tax deductions.

“I have to admit that for me the tax deduction helps me a lot.  It makes it less painful to give, if I want to be honest.  I think maybe I am giving this amount but maybe it is only costing me this amount because I’ll get part of it back on my taxes” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 10).

The least influence on giving, according to focus group participants, include the following motivators: sympathy and empathy for the cause, habit of giving, giving to get in return, guilt, and giving to simplify one’s life. 


Focus group findings regarding motivators for giving are not considered conclusive by this study, but rather were used to form the basis of questions developed for the national baseline survey.

Motivators for increasing a gift


When asked about what caused them to increase their giving, the focus group participants gave 15 different reasons.   However, there was little difference in the number of times each reason for increasing giving was mentioned, except for the top reason.  For focus group participants the main reason why they give more is because they are financially able to do so.  The two other top reasons why focus group participants gave to increasing their gift is the relationship between the charity and the values of the donor, and the performance of the charity.  A Winnipeg focus group participant explained his motivation for increased giving this way:  

“I think for me it has been when I’ve seen that the organization has a need and has stressed (the need) that I realize that these people are doing what I value.  And if they have a need and they are doing exactly what I value, then I can increase my giving …” (Winnipeg Focus Group,  p. 15).

Focus group participants are willing to increase their giving to organizations that demonstrate values similar to theirs.  Focus group participants are also willing to increase their giving to charities that perform and get the results intended. 

	Table 5. 3.  Motivators for Increasing Gifts as Expressed by Focus Group Participants

	Motivators for Increasing Giving as expressed by focus group participants.
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	1. Financial ability to give 
	5
	3
	4
	12

	2.  Performance of the charity
	0
	4
	0
	4

	2.  The degree to which the need and case are 
     consistent with my values
	3
	1
	0
	4

	3.  Inflation
	3
	0
	0
	3

	3.  Acquiring a stronger personal connection with the charity or cause
	1
	1
	1
	3

	3.  Significant life event of donor or charity
	1
	0
	2
	3

	3.  Growing sense of responsibility
	1
	2
	0
	3

	4.  The stage in my life
	1
	1
	0
	2

	4.  Quality and reputation and the charity
	0
	2
	0
	2

	4.  Ability to communicate need for case
	0
	2
	0
	2

	4.  Matching funds – ability to leverage gift
	0
	2
	0
	2

	5. Tax laws more favourable to the donor
	0
	1
	0
	1

	6. Acknowledgement
	0
	0
	1
	1

	6. Extraordinary project
	0
	0
	1
	1

	6. A believe that in giving we receive 
	1
	0
	0
	1

	6. Asked to increase
	1
	0
	0
	1


Focus group participants identified the following motivators as the least important reasons for increasing their giving: acknowledgment, extraordinary project, a belief that in giving they would receive, and because they were asked to increase their gift.

Motivators for giving for the first time 

“Well, I was very small I think and I didn’t know what I was doing and my parents told me to give to somebody in need and it was a nice thing (to do).  So the first time I gave, (I) was maybe four or five at that time.  I didn’t know the full picture of the charity, but I still gave because I was told by my parents that if anybody needs help we have to give.  That was probably my first time” (Toronto Focus Group, p. 6).

People often give for the first time because of the influence of one or both parents.  Most focus group participants say they gave for the first time in relation to a church or religious activity.  

“…the first time I gave was as a very young child in Sunday school.  I gave to the Sunday collection at the church, which was for the poor people.  And why did I give?  It was the influence of my parents.  That is what we did” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 7).

Participants gave for the first time for reasons other than the influence of their parents.  Some suggested they gave for the first time after they personally saw or witnessed a need first hand.  They also gave for the first time because the causes were school related and associated with peer activity.

“Well I would have to say the first memory I have of that sort of thing is carrying around the UNICEF box at Halloween.  Someone had come to the school and told us that for so many pennies you could immunize a child in another world or feed a child in another part of the world.  So that is my first memory” (Toronto Focus Group, p. 5).

A number of focus group participants talked about their feelings associated with giving for the first time.  Though they did not identify these feelings specifically as motivators, they often spoke about the incidents with vivid recall. 

“In grade one I gave my pennies to the (Santa) who rang the bells.  But I was brave.  I asked him what it was for?  He was a Santa guy and I asked why.  And he said it is for kids who weren’t going to have Christmas presents.  I had basically a whole bunch of pennies on me and I dropped them in the pot.  And I left thinking, wow!  Everything I had, it wasn’t a lot, but it felt good” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 7,8).

The emotional component of the first gift leaves a lasting impression for many donors.  Table 5.4 identifies the motivators for giving as expressed by Focus Group Participants. 

	Table 5.4.  Motivators for Giving First Gift as expressed by Focus Group Participants  

	Motivators 
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	1. Relationship to church
	1
	2
	1
	4

	2.  Parental influence 
	1
	1
	1
	3

	2.  Personally seeing a need 
	0
	0
	3
	3

	3.  School related activity
	0
	1
	1
	2

	4.  Peer activity
	0
	0
	1 
	1


Focus group participants gave five reasons for giving their first philanthropic gift.  Those reasons included relationship to church, parental influence, personally seeing a need, school related activity, and peer activity.

Focus group participants were asked to identify the motivation for first time giving, with the intention of using the information to formulate a question for the baseline survey.  The information was not used in the baseline survey because of the need to limit the number of questions put to respondents.  It was thought, however, that there may be a relationship between the motivator that first prompted a philanthropic gift, and a donor’s adult giving patterns. This hypothesis was not tested in the baseline survey nor is it discussed any further in this study. 

Motivators for giving your largest gift to date


Focus group participants said the primary reason for making the largest donation to date is a belief and a trust in the organization.  

“You have to believe in them, you have to trust that they are going to do what they say they are going to do, and you have to see results of your donation.  That people are being helped” (Winnipeg Focus Group p. 22).

Focus group participants said belief in the organization as a reason for giving one’s largest gift, is followed closely by the donor’s personal connection with a cause, while tax incentive rated lowest on the list of reasons to give the largest gift.

“Well my largest gift was a gift when my Dad passed away.  It was an organization that he really believed in strongly all of his life and so I gave them an amount in his memory.  That is the largest I have ever given” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 11, 12).

Other reasons donors gave for giving their largest gift were if I didn’t do it, it would not get done, and a desire to make a difference.  Participants also gave because they saw results or they believed they had something unique to give. 

Another reason for giving the largest gift was to acquire a favourable tax advantage.  Though this was not mentioned as often as other reasons for giving one’s largest gift, some wealth consultants have suggested that it is one of the most important motivators for giving among the very wealthy (Bromley Interview). 

	Table 5.5.  Motivators for Giving Largest Gift as Expressed by Focus Group Participants

	Motivators
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	1. Belief and trust in the organization
	0
	5
	2
	7

	2.  Personal connection to the cause 
	0
	1
	5
	6

	3.  If I didn’t do it wouldn’t get done
	0
	1
	2
	3

	3.  Making a difference
	0
	2
	1
	3

	4.  Charity demonstrates results
	0
	2
	0
	2

	4.  I had something unique to give

	0
	0
	2
	2

	5.  Tax incentive
	0
	0
	1
	1


Barriers to giving

Focus Group participants were most willing to identify barriers to philanthropic giving.  Their responses to questions about barriers to giving were immediate.  Their responses were often delivered passionately based on views and opinions developed through personal experience.  Participant views regarding barriers to giving were expressed in an assertive or forceful manner. 

The barrier to giving mentioned most often and most passionately by the focus group participants in all three locations, was method of solicitation.   Participants talked at length about their irritation at being solicited by telephone, during personal time at home.  They expressed displeasure at constant interruptions caused by door-to-door solicitations during evenings and on weekends.  And they transferred this displeasure to other forms of solicitation including direct mail solicitation.  Focus group participants expressed their displeasure at being asked for money for causes they knew little or nothing about.  They expressed their dislike at being asked for donations for charities or causes for which they had little or no connection.  But method of solicitation was number one on their list as to why they refused to give a gift to a particular charity. 

When focus group participants were asked what prevented them from giving philanthropically to charity, they also mentioned disassociation or disagreement with the cause.  As one Calgary focus group participant said very clearly, "I don’t give to organizations that I don’t believe in  …  I only have so much money ….” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 16).  Though disassociation or disagreement with the cause was high on participants list of reasons why they did not give, it was mentioned half as many times as method of solicitation.  Closely following disassociation and disagreement with the cause, on the list as what prevents donors from giving, were two other criteria.   “Well a lot of times I can’t afford it either, you know. And sometimes I don’t believe in the cause, I can’t relate to it.  It hasn’t affected anyone I know or it is some medical thing I have never even heard of, well I’m sorry” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 14).

Current financial position and donor fatigue were determined to be equally important by focus group participants as barriers to giving.  One Calgary focus group participant said about donor fatigue, “The doorbell rings all of the time.  It is always something.  Like a lot of times I’ll just say look…” and explains they have already given enough (Calgary Focus Group, p. 14).  Lack of information or poor information regarding the cause, project or charity and credibility of the organization also impact a donor’s willingness to give.

“For me the big one is information.  You’ll ask them something …and then hear … 'I don’t know!' ” (Calgary Focus Group, p. 15).  Table 5.6 identifies barriers to philanthropic giving as expressed by focus group participants.

	Table 5.6.  Barriers to Philanthropic Giving as Expressed by Focus Group Participants

	Barriers
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	1. Method of solicitation
	4
	9
	3
	16

	2.  Disassociation or disagreement with the 
     cause
	4
	0
	4
	8

	3.  My financial situation
	3
	2
	2
	7

	3.  Donor fatigue
	2
	1
	4
	7

	4.  Lack of information, message confusion, 
     masking marketing as charity
	4
	1
	0
	5

	5.  Credibility of the organization 
	1
	1
	2
	4

	6.  Credibility of the solicitor or the charity 
     staff
	1
	1
	2
	4



	6.  Lack of information or poor information 
     regarding the designation of the gift
	0
	3
	0
	3

	6.  When administrative costs are high and 
     insufficient funds go to the cause
	0
	0
	3
	3

	7.  Reputation of the charity
	1
	0
	1
	2

	8.  Lack of choices
	1
	0
	0
	1

	8.  Time lapse between ask and collection
	0
	0
	1
	1

	8.  Proximity of donor to charity 
	0
	0
	1
	1


When participants talk about current financial position they are referring to their personal financial position.  Current financial position means participants are in a poor financial position, or they believed they are in a poor financial position and as a result do not believe they are in a position to give a gift.   

Matching the values of an organization and belief in mission and vision of a charity with those of the donor may continue to be among the strongest reasons for giving.  Values such as integrity are important to donors especially when it comes to how a charity treats the confidentiality of donor names.  A Toronto focus group participant explained that he gave a donation to a charity that spelled his name incorrectly.  The next six solicitations from other charities had the exact same spelling mistake in his name.  The donor went on to explain he was happy to give his first gift to the original charity.  However, when the original charity gave away, or sold his name, “they ruined it for themselves,” and received no further gifts (Toronto Focus Group, p. 13).

Senior practitioners continue to place emphasis on the need to know the donor and be aware of their interests.  Though most charities and non-profit organizations support the notion of matching values, mission, vision and meeting donor needs, it was a surprise to see how predominately the method of solicitation played in a focus group participant’s decision not to give.  Indeed, the method and type of interaction with the donor appears to be a significant barrier to philanthropic giving.

Focus group participants said the quality, type and manner of a charity’s interaction with a donor at the time of a gift request has a profound influence on a donor’s willingness to give.  Focus group participants also mentioned that the image of fundraisers could be a barrier to giving.

“I know from volunteering in a particularly large institution that the fundraisers sometimes make over $100,000 a year and send out those glossy mailings to everyone and they are busy wining and dining high rollers with your twenty dollars” (Toronto Focus Group, p. 13).

Though they had more difficulty in being articulate about the motivators for giving, focus group participants were quick to identify the barriers to their philanthropic giving in Canada. 

What causes donors to decrease their gift or to stop giving altogether


Focus group participants say that a charity’s behaviour is one of the main reasons they decrease their giving or stop giving altogether.  Participants were adamant about their expectations of charities and non-profit organizations.  Participants believe a charity must follow its mandate and act in an ethical manner in fulfilling its mandate and in the use of its resources or it will lose donor support.


An equal number of participants insist that a change in financial position will cause them to decrease their gift or stop giving altogether.   Also very high on the list of why focus group participants would decrease their giving or stop giving altogether, was a change in the tax laws, or tax status.  Participants indicated a change in tax laws reduces motivation to give.  A change in personal tax status may leave a donor in a position where they are unable to give as much as they have in the past.


Loss of credibility of the charity, confusion of roles between the public and private sector, donor fatigue, and slick, expensive campaign literature were also given as reasons why focus group participants decreased the amount of their gift, or stopped giving altogether. 

	Table 5.7.  Why Donors Decrease their Gift Amount or Stop Giving Altogether

	Motivators 
	Calgary
	Winnipeg
	Toronto
	Total

	1. Charities behaviour (credibility loss), when charities don’t do what they promise 
	4
	3
	1
	8

	2.  Change in donors financial position
	2
	2
	1
	5

	3.  Change in tax laws or tax status
	1
	2
	1
	4

	4.  Loss of credibility
	2
	0
	0
	2

	4.  Public sector versus third sector roles
	2
	0
	0
	2

	4.  Donor fatigues
	0
	0
	2
	2

	4.  Slick and expensive looking literature
	0
	0
	2
	2


Summary 

The primary motivators for giving identified by focus group participants included: connection with the cause and involvement or relationship with the charity.  When feeling of satisfaction rated as high as believe in mission and vision, it was decided it would be tested as a motivator for giving in the national baseline study.  Giving back to the community was as important to focus group participants as tax deductions.  Though it placed on the bottom of the list as to why participants gave, giving to become involved in a simpler life was one of the most interesting reasons presented by the participants.

Focus group participants were clear in their direction regarding increased giving.  They said if a charity wants a donor to increase giving they need to ask.  Participants said the three primary reasons donors increased their giving were ability to give, performance of the charity or the organization, and consistency between the values of the organization and the values of the donor.  Participants also suggested that an ability to bring the values of the donor and the charity closer together had an impact on increasing the amount of giving. 

When participants gave for the first time, they did so for two primary reasons: a connection with a church or a religion and because of influence of their parents. The third most prominent reason as to why participants gave for the first time was because they personally saw a need.  Participants were very certain about the power of seeing a need had on their willingness to give to charity.  On-site visits to locations had profound influence on participants’ willingness to give to a charity for the first time.

Belief and trust in an organization and a personal connection with it, are the two primary motivators focus group participants gave as the motivators for giving their largest gifts to date. Another factor prompting donors to give the largest gift to date included a sense that if the participants did not give philanthropically, then the need would not have been met.  Participants believed they had the power to make a difference. They also said a charity’s ability to get results was a motivator for giving.  Finally, they said their belief that they had something unique to give was also a motivator.  All of the motivators mentioned proved to be more important than tax considerations. 

The single largest barrier to giving by the participants was method of solicitation.  The literature review conducted for this study did not determine method of solicitation as important as the focus group participants did.  Falling much lower on the list of barriers to giving were dissatisfaction or disagreement with the cause, financial situation of the donor, and donor fatigue.  

Not only does a change in financial position cause a barrier to giving, it is also one of the main factors prompting participants to decrease giving or stop giving altogether.  The number one reason why participants decreased or stopped giving altogether was the charity’s or the organization’s behaviour.  Participants insisted that charities do what they say they will do, and act in a manner that is both ethical and consistent with the stated mission. 


The qualitative information gathered from the literature review, key informant interviews and focus group participants was used to develop questions for the national baseline survey.  The survey design and key findings are discussed in Chapter 6.

Chapter 6

National Baseline Survey 

Introduction


 Conducting a national baseline survey was the fourth research methodology used to gather the study data.   A baseline survey is an instrument used to establish a foundation of data upon which to measure future surveys against.  It is the intention of the authors to continue the investigation into motivators and barriers to giving, beyond this initial baseline survey and study. 

The purpose of the national baseline survey was to determine the differences between the motivators and barriers to giving by entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors in Canada.  The survey was designed to test the relative influences of motivators and barriers in five specific areas.  The questions asked invited all respondents to reply to different motivational factors associated with

(  giving one’s next philanthropic gift,

(  increasing the amount of one’s next gift,

(  refusing to give a gift to a charity,

(  stopping one’s giving to a charity, and

(  giving one’s ultimate gift.


In addition to asking respondents about their motivators for giving in the five areas listed, the survey was also designed to gather information from donors in a number of other areas.  Donors were asked to which specific charitable classification they were likely to give their next gift.  Questions about levels of giving were also asked, as well as questions regarding the frequency of donations and time lapse since the last philanthropic gift.


Demographic information was important because of its ability to give data about donors and consequently to analyze the data to increase understanding of donor behaviour.  Respondents were asked about their age, family income, amount of annual donations, marital status, employment status, and level of education. 


The survey was designed and then contracted to a national research company to conduct telephone interviews with respondents.   Research Innovations Inc. of Edmonton, Alberta conducted the telephone interviews throughout Canada and the firm of Legeré and Legeré in Montréal was subcontracted to provide a bilingual interviewing service in the province of Québec.  Though Canada is officially a bilingual country, Québec was the only province where interviews were conducted in the French language.  Once the interviews were completed, the data from the two companies were brought together at Research Innovations in Edmonton and descriptive data tables of the results were produced.

Five volumes of data, 244 pages per volume, were produced for analysis.  In addition, a discriminant analysis was conducted to determine the dominant characteristics distinguishing entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  

This chapter reports on the findings from the base-line survey using the following outline:

(  
Description of the demographics of all donors, entrepreneurial donors and         non-entrepreneurial donors. 

(
Identification and analysis of the motivators and barriers to giving by all donors, entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.

(
Identification of variables that most distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial.

(
Summary of the survey findings and how they can be used by practitioners and volunteers.

 The survey sampling was designed to ensure gender balance and regional representation by population.  The survey data is based on responses of 1,203 completed interviews.  The response rate for the survey was 36%.  All interviews were conducted by telephone during March and April 2000.

All respondents to the questionnaire were screened to ensure they were donors.  For the purposes of the survey, a donor was defined as a person who had made a direct financial donation or contribution (not counting loose change donations) to a charity or non-profit organization.  Of those responding to the survey, 94% had given to a charity in the past two years (Vol. 1, p. 32). 

Though a total of 1,203 interviews were completed, tables were corrected and weighted to ensure that we had representative numbers from each province and each region of the country.  As a result, the respondent pool was reduced to a figure of 1,198 donors, or weighted total.  Of those 1,198 donors, 797 or 67% qualified as non-entrepreneurs and 401 or 33% were categorized as entrepreneurs.  Categorizations were made based on donors’ responses to questions about entrepreneurial characteristics.  Donors were not asked if they were an entrepreneur, but rather qualified as an entrepreneurial donor based on responses to the degree to which they self-identified with entrepreneurial characteristics. 


The questionnaire was designed to screen for donors, and to distinguish between two primary donor populations, entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.  However, data gathered allowed for extensive analysis with a focus on a broad number of areas including gender, income level, giving level, education level, regional distribution, and giving by charitable sector.  Though this analysis is possible with the data gathered, the discussion in this chapter concentrates on the motivators and barriers to giving by entrepreneurial donors. 

What is an Entrepreneur? 


One of the most difficult challenges faced in completing the study was defining the term entrepreneur.  The related literature in Chapter 2 reflects the challenge faced by the authors in deriving a definition from the literature.  Once defined, the challenge was to segment entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors in order to analyze their motivators and barriers to giving.  For the purposes of the survey, entrepreneurs were defined as those who showed a high propensity to identify with what was determined to be entrepreneurial characteristics.  Focus groups, literature review and key informant interviews led to the conclusion that five characteristics distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs.  Respondents were asked to rate their responses to a list of these characteristics on a scale of 0 to 10, where zero indicates the characteristic “does not apply” and 10 indicates it “very much applies.”  The characteristics were presented to respondents as follows:

(
You identify new or unique opportunities to pursue in your life and/or in your work.

(    You pursue unique opportunities in your life and/or in your work.

(
You take or assume risks in pursuing opportunities in your life and/or in your work.

(
You make decisions that provide direction to the organizations or enterprises with which you are associated.

(
You have been successful in leveraging or finding new resources for the organizations or enterprises you are associated with.


Respondents were classified as entrepreneurs if they selected a response of between six and 10 on the response scale for all five entrepreneurial characteristics.   Those who scored themselves less than six, on any one of the five entrepreneurial characteristics, qualified as a non-entrepreneurial donor.


To distinguish the differences between the strongest and weakest entrepreneurial characteristics of donors, the authors compared the mean scores of each characteristic for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.  Table 6.1 shows the comparison of those mean scores and identifies the gap between the mean scores.  

The mean gap allows distinction between characteristics that scored high and characteristics where there is a large gap between the entrepreneurial donor responses and the non-entrepreneurial donor responses.  Table 6.1 shows the biggest difference in the mean scores between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors is in relation to successfully leveraging new resources. 

	Table 6.1.  Comparison of Mean Scores of Entrepreneurial Characteristics of Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS)

	Characteristics
	EPS Mean
	NEPS Mean
	Mean Gap

	Identify new or unique opportunities
	8.10
	5.58
	2.52

	Pursue unique opportunities
	8.15
	5.98
	2.17

	Take or assume risks in pursing opportunities
	8.08
	5.14
	2.94

	Make decisions that provide direction
	8.67
	5.74
	2.93

	Successful in leveraging resources or finding new resources
	8.13
	4.62
	3.51



Table 6.1 shows that when it comes to successfully leveraging and finding new resources, the mean response for non-entrepreneurs is 4.62 while mean response for entrepreneurs tallies at 8.13; a difference in the mean of 3.51.  Among the five criteria used to define entrepreneur, leveraging resources is the characteristic that most distinguishes entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs.  Entrepreneurs are far more likely to believe they can successfully leverage resources.  Thus, the size of the gap between the entrepreneurial characteristics distinguishes the difference in the entrepreneurial characteristics of the entrepreneurial donors and the non-entrepreneurial donors.

While the differences between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors may be best described by an entrepreneurial donor’s propensity to successfully leverage and find new resources, entrepreneurs most strongly identify with the attribute of making decisions that provide direction.  Again reviewing Table 6.1 shows that a mean score of 8.67 for decision making by entrepreneurial donors, rates considerably higher than all the other entrepreneurial characteristics.  Table 6.1 also shows the mean score response for decision making entrepreneurial donors is 8.67 while the score for non-entrepreneurs is 5.74.  Though the differences between these two scores is not as large as the characteristic associated with taking risks, it does show how much entrepreneurs identify with the attribute of decision-making. 

Once entrepreneurial donors were segmented from non-entrepreneurial donors, the authors analyzed their respective motivators and barriers for giving, as well as their demographic characteristics.

Demographics of Donors, Entrepreneurial Donors and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors  

Age as a demographic determinant
Age was the first demographic determinant to be examined.  Table 6.2 outlines how entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors differed in their ages and to what degree. 

	Table 6.2.  Ages of Donors, Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) and Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) participating in the base line survey (Vol. I, p. 238)

	Age
	Donors (n=1198)
	NEPS (n=797)
	EPS (n=401)

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	18 – 24
	84
	7.0
	52
	6.5
	32
	8.0

	25 – 34
	227
	18.9
	139
	17.5
	88
	21.9

	35 – 44
	367
	30.6
	239
	29.9
	128
	32.0

	45 – 54 
	257
	21.5
	157
	19.7
	100
	24.9

	55 – 64
	148
	12.4
	111
	13.9
	37
	9.3

	65 +
	110
	9.2
	97
	12.1
	14
	3.4

	Not stated
	5
	0.4
	3
	0.4
	2
	0.5


Table 6.2 shows that at every age level between the ages of 18 and 55, there are higher percentages of entrepreneurial donors compared to non-entrepreneurial donors.  This trend reverses after the age of 55.  After the age of 55, respondent donors are far more likely to be non-entrepreneurial donors than entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 238). 

The highest percentage of entrepreneurial donors (32.0%) is in the 35 to 44 age category.  Once above 55 years of age, the percentage of non-entrepreneurial donors is greater than the percentage of entrepreneurial donors. A donor is more likely to be an entrepreneurial donor if under the age of 55 (Vol. I, p.238).

Respondents of all ages were asked to describe how much their household gave to charity over the past 12 months.  The giving categories used in the survey were:

(  $0.00

(  $0.01 to less than $100

(  $100 to less than $240

(  $240 to less than $500

(  $500 to less than $1000

(  $1000 to less than $10,000

(  $10,000 or more

(  Not stated

With the largest percentage of the respondents falling into the 35 to 44 age bracket, it is right to expect that the largest number of donors giving at each giving level would be between the ages of 35 and 44 as well.  This is true with one exception.  Those giving on an annual basis at the $10,000 level and above tend to fall into the 55 to 64 age bracket.  Though only 12.4% of the population falls into the 55 to 64 age bracket, 37.4% of those giving at the $10,000 plus level are 55 to 64 years of age.  The survey shows age is a factor for those giving more than $10,000 per year (Vol.  II, p. 238). 

More donors (23.8%) give at the $100 to $240 level annually, than at any other level.  More non-entrepreneurial donors (25.9%) give at the $100 to 240 level annually. (The category of $100 to less than $240 was established to correspond to the average annual giving rate for Canadians which is $239.)  However, more entrepreneurial donors (22.7%) give at the $240 to $500 level annually than at any other level.  A greater percentage of entrepreneurial donors give at a higher level than non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. 1, p. 244).

Marital status as a demographic determinant

When it comes to marital status, entrepreneurial donors are more likely to be married than either non-entrepreneurial donors or the combined total donor population (Vol. I, p. 239).  The survey shows that 64.7% of all donors are married, 62.8% of all non-entrepreneurial donors are married and 68.4% of entrepreneurial donors are married. There is very little difference between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors when we consider those who are single or widowed.  When considering those who are divorced and separated, 12.7% of non-entrepreneurial donors fall into that marital status, while only 10.1% of entrepreneurial donors are divorced or separated (Vol.  I, p. 239).  When examining marital status regionally, the authors found that donors living in Alberta are least likely to be divorced.  Only 9.2% of donors living in Alberta are divorced.  Manitoba and Saskatchewan have the highest levels of separations and divorces among donors in the country.  There, 16.9% of the general donor population are separated or divorced, 7.7% higher than in Alberta, 5.1% higher than the national average.   

The relationship between marital status and level of giving per household in the past 12 months is worth noting.  Table 6.3 demonstrates that of those who give less than $100 a year, 58.6% are married, while 78.9% of those who give between $1000 and $10,000 per year are married; a difference of 20.3% (Vol. II, p. 239). 

	Table 6.3.  Relationship Between Marital Status and Levels of Annual Philanthropic Giving by Donors (Vol. II, p. 239)

	                         
	<$100
	$100<$240
	$240 <$500
	$500  <$1000       
	$1000 <10000
	$10000 Plus

	Total   (n = 1152) 
	243
	285
	256
	170
	180
	18

	Married or common law
	58.6%
	58.2%
	67.5%
	65.6%
	78.9%
	68.9%

	Single
	24.2%
	21.0%
	15.5%
	20.4%
	10.8%
	10.6%

	Widowed
	  3.9%
	  3.4%
	  4.9%
	  4.1%
	  5.4%
	  9.8%

	Separated or divorced 
	13.3%
	16.4%
	12.4%
	  9.8%
	  4.9%
	10.7%

	Not stated
	  0.0%
	  1.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0 %
	  0.0 %
	  0.0 %


Marital status has an impact on giving levels.  Those who give over $240 annually, just above the national average of $239 per year, are more likely to be married.  All annual giving categories above $240 are occupied by married couples at a rate higher than the national average (64.7%) for the donor population.  An example is those giving in the  $1000 to < $10,000 range annually.  Though 64.7% of the donors are married, 78.9% of those giving at the $1000 to < $10,000 range are married. 


Table 6.4 shows the relationship between marital status and household income of donors in Canada.  As the annual household income increases, so does the percentage of those who are married within the income bracket. The reverse is true for those donors who are single, widowed and divorced or separated.  As income brackets increase the percentage of single, widowed and divorced donors in those income brackets, decreases (Vol. II, p.239).

	Table 6.4.  Relationship between marital status and household income among donors

	
	 Donor Household Income  ($000)

	
	All Donors
	<$20
	$20 –

<$40
	$40 – 

<$60
	$60 –

<$80
	$80 –

<$100
	$100 +
	Not Stated

	Total
	1198
	128
	264
	269
	200
	79
	144
	113

	Married
	64.7%
	27.7%
	54.7%
	64.1%
	78.6%
	79.7%
	87.7%
	66.8%

	Single
	18.4%
	34.4%
	25.6%
	19.0%
	10.6%
	11.3%
	  8.3%
	13.2%

	Widowed
	4.4%
	15.1%
	  3.9%
	  3.7%
	  1.5%
	  2.6%
	  1.2%
	  6.1%

	Divorced
	11.8%
	22.8%
	15.8%
	12.8%
	  9.3%
	  6.4%
	  2.8%
	  7.1%

	Not Stated
	0.7%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.4%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  6.7%



Looking at an example of single donors in Table 6.4 tells the story.  Single people make up 34% of donor households who earn less than $20,000 per year, while only 8.3% of those with household income of more than $100,000 a year are single.  The higher a donor’s annual household income is, the more likely married donors will occupy the household.  The lower the donor household income, the more likely there will be a large percentage of households with donors who are single, widowed, separated and divorced.  


This study does not provide data showing the net worth of individuals. However, our data shows if a donor is married, there is a greater likelihood that their annual income will be higher (Vol. IV, p. 239).  The data from the survey shows that 68.4% of all entrepreneurial donors are married, while 18.6% are single, 2.2% are widowed and 10.1% are separated or divorced (Vol. V, p. 239).

Education as a demographic determinant

Entrepreneurial donors tend to have a higher level of education than both donors in general, and non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 240).  Table 6.5 shows that both the numbers of entrepreneurial donors and the percentage of entrepreneurial donors, increases as the level of education increases. 

	Table 6.5.  Comparison of Education levels of Donors (DNRS) Entrepreneurs (EPS) versus Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS), (Vol. I, p. 240)

	
	DNRS
	NEPS
	EPS
	DNRS
	NEPS
	EPS

	Total
	1198
	797
	401
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Less than High School
	110
	95
	15
	  9.2%
	12.0%
	  3.6%

	High School Diploma
	269
	198
	71
	22.5%
	24.8%
	17.8%

	Some Post Secondary
	155
	102
	53
	12.9%
	12.7%
	13.3%

	Post Secondary Diploma
	273
	184
	90
	22.8%
	23.0%
	22.4%

	University Undergraduate Degree
	232
	138
	94
	19.4%
	17.3%
	23.5%

	University Graduate Degree
	156
	79
	77
	13.0%
	  9.9%
	19.1%

	Not stated
	3
	2
	1
	  0.2%
	  0.3%
	  0.3%



While 3.6% of entrepreneurial donors have less than high school, 23.5% have a university undergraduate degree and 19.1% have a university graduate degree (total university degrees = 42.6%), 22.8 % have a post secondary diploma, 13% have some post secondary education (total post secondary = 35.8%) and 17.8% have a high school diploma.

What is of interest here is that those who have not completed an educational experience (i.e., those with some high school and those with some post secondary and have not completed a credential) are least likely to be entrepreneurs.  

A total of 42.6% of entrepreneurial donors have a university degree; this is 10% above the national average of 32.4% and more than 15% more than the 27.2% of non-entrepreneurial donors who fall in the same education category.  Entrepreneurial donors tend to be more highly educated than non-entrepreneurial donors.


Regionally the populations of Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia are among the highest educated donor populations in the country.  Ontario leads with 74.2% of its donors who have some post secondary education, a post secondary diploma and a university undergraduate degree or a university graduate degree.  Alberta is close behind with 73.4% of its donor population with some postsecondary education or more, followed by British Columbia with 71.2% (Vol. IV, p.240).


There is a significant gap between those regions mentioned above and the rest of the country.  Donor populations in the Maritimes for example have 55% of their number who have post-secondary education.  In Manitoba/Saskatchewan 58.6% of the donor population has post secondary education or more, and in Québec it is 59.6% (Vol. II p. 240).


The higher the education level the more likely it is that a donor will be giving in the higher giving levels.  This fact is demonstrated by the data outline in Table 6.6.  At the $500 to < $1000 giving level, 6.3% of the donors have less than high school compared to 17.6 % who have a high school diploma, 12.5% who have some post secondary, 20.2% who have a post secondary diploma (some post secondary and post secondary diploma total is 32.7%).  A total of 43.5% of respondents have a university degree (25.6% with a university undergraduate degree, 17.9% with a university graduate degree), (Vol. I, p. 240). 

	Table 6.6.  Relationship between Levels of Education and Donor Giving Levels 
(Vol. II, p. 240)

	                         
	<$100
	$100<$240
	$240 <$500
	$500  <$1000       
	$1000 <10000
	$10000 Plus

	Total   (n = 1152) 
	243
	285
	256
	170
	180
	18

	Less than High School
	12.4%
	  9.7%
	  9.9%
	  6.3%
	  6.3%
	  0.0%

	High School Diploma
	37.0%
	26.3%
	19.2% 
	17.6%
	  9.6%
	25.5%

	Some Post Secondary Education 
	  9.3%
	14.7%
	13.6%
	12.5%
	12.5%
	26.6%

	Post Secondary Diploma
	19.9%
	24.9%
	26.3%
	20.2%
	22.0%
	10.4%

	University Degree
	14.1%
	15.3%
	17.4%
	25.6%
	28.4%
	21.5%

	University Graduate Degree
	  7.3%
	  8.5%
	13.5%
	17.9%
	21.6%
	16.0%

	Not stated
	  0.0%
	  0.6%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%



Differences in education are most noticeable at the $1000 to <$10,000 giving level.  In this giving category, 6.3% of the donors have less than a high school education, 9.6% have high school, 34.5% have some post secondary (12.5%) or a post secondary diploma (22.0%) and 50% have a university undergraduate degree or a university graduate degree, (Vol. II p. 240).

Of interest is the educational donor profile of those giving at the $10,000 plus giving level.  There, 25.5 % have a high school diploma, 26.6% have some post secondary, and 10.4% have a post secondary diploma for a combined post secondary total of 37.0%.  There are 37.5% of donors in this giving category with a university undergraduate degree (21.5%) or a university graduate degree (16.0%).  Though it is generally true to say the higher the education, the higher the giving level, our study shows that once donors give beyond the $10,000 giving level, this may be less true for a couple of reasons.  First, the donor population at this level is small, and second, there is need for more research at this donor level (Vol. II p. 240).

The largest single category of givers by education level in Canada (based on categories devised for this study) are those with a post secondary education 22.8% (Alberta, 25.8%), followed by those with a high school diploma 22.5% (Alberta 18.7%), University undergraduate degree 19.4% (Alberta 16.3%), University graduate degree 13.0% (Alberta 12.9%).  Respondents with some post secondary education or higher make up 68.1% of the donor population in Canada (Alberta 73.3%).  When University undergraduate degree holders are combined with University graduate degree holders together they make up 32.4% (Alberta 29.2%) of the donor population.  Those donors 
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Figure 6.1.  Donors Next Charitable Donation by Charity Classification. (Vol. V, p. 240).

with less than high school make up 9.2 % (Alberta 8.0%) of the population and those with some post secondary compose 12.9% (Alberta 18.3%) of the population (Vol. II, p. 240).

There is an equally interesting phenomenon regarding the relationship between level of education and household income.  As little as 3.5 % of donors with high school or less have a household income of $100,000 or more.  Those with a high school diploma form 10.3 % of the donor population in this household income category, those with some post secondary education form 10.9 % of the donor population; those with a post secondary diploma make up 13.5 % of this group.  The two largest educational groups, in the $100,000 household income category, are those with a university undergraduate degree (35.4%) and those with a university graduate degree (26.5%).  Combined university is 61.9%.  Generally speaking, the higher the donor education level, the higher the household income (Vol. IV, p. 240).

In the questionnaire, respondents were asked to identify the charitable or non-profit sector where their “next direct financial contribution would go.”  A number of sectors were identified.   The sector categories or classifications presented are known as the International Classification of Non-profit Organizations (ICNPO) Revision 1.  They were developed by Johns Hopkins Comparative Non-profit Sector Project and were used to code organizational classifications as part of the 1997 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating carried out by Statistics Canada in 1997 (Statistics Canada, 1998, pp. 19 and 49).  Respondents were given the list of charitable sectors and asked to indicate where they would make their next financial contribution.  Donors were not restricted to a single answer. Table 6.1 shows the results. 

A total of 1,804 responses were given and of those 40.4% said they would give their next charitable donation to the health sector.  The second choice by respondents was religion at 14.0% followed by social services at 13.0% and then education and research at 11.9%.  The environment was the fifth charitable sector mentioned and attracted the interest of 5.5% of respondents.  Respondents made numerous other choices accounting for the remainder of the 15.2% of the responses made to this question.  However, none of the responses recorded in the other category exceeded the 5.5% rating given to the environment (Vol. V, p. 240). 

Table 6.7 shows education levels have a bearing on the choices donors make about their next financial contribution.  Of those choosing to give to religious organizations or causes, 18.4 % have some post secondary, 21.8% have a postsecondary diploma, followed by 32.2 % who have a university or graduate degree.  Others giving to religion include donors with a high school diploma (16.9 %) and those with less than a high school diploma (10.7 %), (Vol. V, p. 240).

	Table 6.7.  Comparison of Education levels of Donors and the Charitable Sector to which they plan to Give their Next Philanthropic Gift (Vol. V, p. 240)

	Education Level
	Religion
	Health
	Soc/Serv 
	Educ/Res
	Enviro
	Other

	Total  1198
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Less than High School
	10.7%
	  8.9%
	  7.1%
	  9.4%
	  5.4%
	  7.0%

	High School Diploma
	16.9%
	26.4%
	14.0%
	22.9 %
	18.6%
	18.8%

	Some Post Secondary
	18.4%
	12.3%
	12.0%
	15.2%
	17.0%
	14.0%

	Post Secondary Diploma
	21.8%
	23.7%
	25.1%
	22.0%
	22.9%
	20.5%

	University Degree 
	32.2%
	28.4%
	41.0%
	30.2%
	36.1%
	39.4%

	Not stated
	  0.0%
	  0.3%
	  0.8%
	  0.3%
	  0.0%
	  0.3%


Of those choosing to give to health as the destination of their next philanthropic gift, 12.3% have some post secondary education, 23.7% have a post secondary diploma, followed by 28.4% who have a university undergraduate degree or a university graduate degree.  Others giving to health include donors with a high school diploma (26.9%) and those with less than a high school diploma (8.9%).

The highest percent of donors giving to social services are those with a university or graduate degree (41.0%) followed by those donors with a post secondary diploma (25.1%) and those with some post secondary education (12.0%).

More donors with a university degree give to education and research, than donors at any other education level.  As many as 30.2% of those with a university undergraduate degree or a university graduate degree give to education and research while almost 8.3% fewer or 22.0% of those with a post secondary diploma give to education and research.  

When it comes to giving to the environment, university undergraduate degree and graduate degree holders (36.1%) give less than those with some post secondary and those with a post secondary diploma (39.9 %) and those with some post secondary education. 

Household income as a demographic determinant

Respondents were asked to identify their annual income level before taxes and 91.5% answered the question while 9.5% did not state their income level.  Non-entrepreneurial donors (10.3%) were more reluctant to answer the question than entrepreneurial donors (7.7%). 

	Table 6.8.  Comparison of Annual Income Levels of Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurs (EPS) versus Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS), (Vol. I, p. 243)

	Annual Income Levels
	DNRS
	NEPS
	EPS
	DNRS
	NEPS
	EPS

	             Total
	1198
	797
	401
	1198
	797
	401

	Less than $20,000
	128
	98
	30
	10.7%
	12.3%
	  7.4 %

	$20,000 to < $40,000
	264
	196
	68
	22.1%
	24.7% 
	16.9%

	$40,000 to < $60,000
	269
	190
	79
	22.4%
	23.8%
	19.7%

	$60,000 to < $80,000
	200
	121
	79
	16.7%
	15.2%
	19.7%

	$80,000 to < $100,000
	79
	39
	40
	  6.6%
	  4.9%
	10.0%

	$100, 000 or more 
	145
	71
	74
	12.1%
	  8.9%
	18.4%

	Not stated
	113
	82
	31
	  9.5%
	10.3%
	  7.7%


What becomes most apparent from Table 6.8 is the equal percentage distribution of entrepreneurial donors at every level of annual income.  Though only 7.4% of entrepreneurial donor households earn less than $20,000 per year, and only 10% earn $80,000 to < $100,000, in every other income category the annual household income ranges from 16 and 20 percent of the total donor population who have qualified as an entrepreneurial donor. 

Of those responding to the survey, 55.2 % have a household income less than $60,000 per year before taxes, 16.7% earn between $60,000 and less than $80,000; only 6.6 % have a household income between $80,000 and less than $100, 000; while 12.1 % earn over $100,000 per year before taxes.  When all household income brackets are taken into consideration there were fewer respondents in the $80,000 to $100,000 household income bracket answering the survey, than in any other income bracket (Vol. I, p. 243).

The majority of non-entrepreneurial donors (60.8%) make less than $60,000 a year, while 29% make $60,000 or more on an annual basis.  Entrepreneurial donors on the other hand are fairly evenly divided among income brackets.  Only 44.0% of entrepreneurial donors make less than $60,000, while 48.3% earn more than $60,000 per year and 7.7% did not state how much they earned on an annual basis (Vol. I, p. 243).

When the higher income brackets are explored, we find entrepreneurial donors hold a more dominant position in those income categories.  For example, 8.9% of non-entrepreneurial donors fall within the $100,000 and more income bracket, while 18.4% of entrepreneurial donors occupy the same income bracket, a difference of 9.5%.  The higher the income bracket, the greater the percentage of entrepreneurial donors and the lower the percentage of non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 243). 

Table 6.8 demonstrates that once annual household income goes beyond $60,000, non-entrepreneurial donors are consistently below the national average for household income for donors, and entrepreneurial donors are consistently above the national average.  In addition the gap between them grows as the annual income increases.  At $60,000 to <$80,000 per year the gap is 4.5% (NEPS 15.2% versus EPS 19.7%).  At $80,000 to <$100,000 the gap is 5.1% (NEPS 4.9% versus EPS 10.0%) at the $100,000 or more range the gap widens even further to 9.5% (NEPS 8.9 % versus EPS 18.4 %) (Vol. II, p. 243).  

There are two obvious trends immediately noticeable in Table 6.9.  Those who earn less money give less money to charity, and those who earn more give more.  As high as 79.5% of donors making <$60,000 annual household income give less than $100 a year.  And 64.0% of donors making <$60,000 are giving between $100 - <$240 a year to charity.  At the other end of the giving scale, of those giving more than $10,000 per year, 78.6% have annual household incomes in excess of $60,000 per year (Vol. II, p. 243).

	Table 6.9.  Relationship between Annual Household Income and Annual Donor Giving Levels (Vol. II, p. 243)

	Annual Household Income                        
	<$100
	$100 <$240
	$240 <$500
	$500 <$1,000       
	$1,000 <10,000
	$10,000 Plus

	Total   (n = 1152) 
	243
	285
	256
	170
	180
	18

	Less than $20,000
	29.6%
	  8.9%
	  5.9%
	  5.1%
	  2.6%
	  0.0%

	$20,000 to < $40,000
	33.9%
	28.9%
	21.0%
	15.7%
	10.0%
	  0.0%

	$40,000 to < $60,000
	16.0% 
	26.2%
	26.8%
	26.5%
	19.9%
	16.0%

	$60,000 to < $80,000
	11.6%
	13.4%
	25.4%
	18.3%
	19.1%
	  5.4%

	$80,000 to < $100,000
	  0.3%
	  6.4%
	  7.2%
	  9.8%
	12.3%
	15.7%

	$100,000 and more
	  1.6%
	  7.0%
	  9.0%
	16.3%
	31.8%
	57.5%

	Not stated
	  0.0%
	  0.6%
	  0.0%
	  0.0 %
	  0.0 %
	  0.0 %


The distribution of household incomes is almost identical for male and female respondents in the income brackets between $20,000 to < $80,000.  There is a higher percentage of women (14.6%) to men (6.7%) in the < $20,000 annual income bracket and a lower percentage of women (14.6%) to men (23.3%) in the > $80,000 income brackets.  Of those responding to the question, 7.9% are male and 11.0% are female (Vol. III, p. 243).

Giving levels in the past year as a determinant

Table 6.10 shows the breakdown of four donor populations relative to their level of annual giving.  The populations include all donors surveyed (DNRS), non-entrepreneurial donors (NEPS 0-2) displaying zero, one or two entrepreneurial characteristics, non-entrepreneurial donors (NEPS 3-4) displaying three or four entrepreneurial characteristics, and entrepreneurial donors (EPS 5) who are those respondents qualifying as entrepreneurs by identifying strongly with all five entrepreneurial characteristics (Vol. I, p. 244).

	Table 6.10.  Relationship between giving level of donors, (DNS) non-entrepreneurs (NEPS) and entrepreneurs EPS relative to degree of entrepreneurship

	
	DNRS
	NEPS 0-2
	NEPS 3-4
	EPS  5

	          Total   (n = 1198) 
	1198
	355
	462
	401

	$0.00
	  3.5%
	  3.3%
	  4.3%
	  2.8%

	$0.00 to < $100
	16.8%
	20.0%
	15.5%
	15.6%

	$100 to < $240
	23.8%
	27.3%
	25.0%
	19.6%

	$240 to < $500
	21.4%
	20.2%
	21.1%
	22.7%

	$500 to < $1,000
	14.2%
	11.5%
	14.8%
	15.8%

	$1,000 to < $10,000
	15.0%
	11.9%
	13.4%
	19.4%

	$10,000 or more
	  1.5%
	  1.2%
	  1.8%
	  1.5%

	Not stated
	  3.8%
	  4.5%
	  4.1%
	  2.7%


A larger percentage of donors with fewer donor characteristics (NEPS 0-2) give within the lower giving brackets.  In other words, the fewer the number of entrepreneurial characteristics a donor displays, the more likely they are to be giving at lower annual giving rates.  Take as an example the $100 to < $240 giving level.  Overall, 23.8% of all donors give at that level.  However, a higher percentage of non-entrepreneurial donors give at the $100 to < $240 giving level.  Clearly 27.3% of those non-entrepreneurial donors with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 0-2) give at the $100 to <$240 annual giving level.   There are 25.0% of those with three to four characteristics giving at the $100 to < $240 level.  However, when it comes to entrepreneurial donors, only 19.6% are giving at the same level.


The converse is true when the behaviour of donors giving at a higher level is examined.   The more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor displays, the greater the likelihood they will be giving at a higher annual giving level.  This trend is most evident when we examine the $1,000 to < $10,000 giving level in Table 6.10.  Overall, 15.0% of all donors give at that level.  However, a lower percentage of non-entrepreneurial donors give at that level.  Clearly 11.9% of those non-entrepreneurial donors with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 0-2) give at the $1,000 to <$10,000 annual giving level.   In the same category 13.4% of those with three to four entrepreneurial characteristics are giving at the $1000 to <$10,000 level.  However, when it comes to entrepreneurial donors, the percentage rises to only 19.4% giving at the same level.  This indicates the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor has, the more likely they are to be giving in the upper giving levels.  


There is an exception to this trend however.  For those giving $10,000 or more on an annual basis, the highest percentage of donors giving at this level (1.8%), also have three or four entrepreneurial characteristics.  A total of 1.5% of entrepreneurial donors give at this level (the same as the national average for all donors), while 1.2% of those with zero, one or two entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 0 – 2) give at the same level.  In the future, surveying a larger donor population giving at the $10,000 or more level, may be necessary in order to determine the veracity of the exception to this trend. 

Motivators and Barriers to Giving

Respondents were asked to rank motivators and barriers to giving relative to five specific questions regarding philanthropic giving.  The primary purpose of the survey was not to record past behaviours, but rather to question respondents in an effort to anticipate future behaviour associated with philanthropic giving.  The first question regarding motivators and barriers to giving relates to the donors’ next gift to charity.

Motivations for donors to give their next gift


Respondents were presented with an option of 17 motivational factors to review and rank.  The factors were presented one at a time.  The motivators were identified and prioritized based on information gathered in the literature review, focus groups and key informant interviews.  Donors were given a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicated ‘not at all motivates or influences,’ and 10 indicated ‘very much motivates or influences you’, and were prompted with the motivator and asked to scale their responses for each motivator presented to them.
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  Figure 6.2a.  
Comparison between Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) and

          

Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) of Motivators for Giving the Next Gift to Charity.
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Figure 6.2b.  Comparison between Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) and

     

       Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) of Motivators for Giving the Next Gift to Charity.
What is noticeable in Figure 6.2a  and Figure 6.2b is that each pairing is tied closely together.  However, entrepreneurial donors consistently rank higher on motivational factors than non-entrepreneurial donors in almost every category.  There are two exceptions.  The first is those who belief they may need help in the future (ranked 10th by non-entrepreneurial donors with a mean of 5.29 and 11th by entrepreneurial donors with a mean of 5.17).  The other exception is found in those who are motivated by the support and recommendations of friends and peers (ranked 15th by both non-entrepreneurial donors and entrepreneurial donors with a mean score of 3.46).


Figures 6.2a and 6.2b demonstrate there may not be a significant difference between motivators for giving for entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors based on the motivational factors presented in this study.  Charts based on mean scores determine the average and as a result diminish contrasts at either end of the scale and present a challenge in an effort to show a trend.

Table 6.11 lists the top five motivators for giving the next philanthropic gift.  It compares the percentage scores for entrepreneurial donors (EPS 5, those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics) with two other categories of non-entrepreneurial donors, those with three to four entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 0–2) and those with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 3–4).  What becomes evident from the final column on the right hand side of the chart is that there is a noticeable difference in the percentages of donors who rank motivators highly. 

	Table 6.11.  Top 5 Motivators to Giving the Next Philanthropic Gift Relative to the Degree of Entrepreneurship of the Donor (Q. 10, Vol. V, pp. 44 – 95)

	Motivator
	Mean
	Percentages

	
	
	Low 

0-3
	Moderate 

4 – 6
	High 

7-10

	Vision and Mission 

(10 a)
	EPS    (5)
	8.84
	  1.4%
	  4.0%
	94.6%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.51
	  1.9%
	10.2%
	88.0%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	8.06
	  3.4%
	15.8%
	79.9%



	Helping those in need 

(10 k)
	EPS    (5)
	8.62
	  1.9%
	  7.8%
	90.3%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.42
	  1.9%
	13.1%
	84.7%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	8.09
	  4.7%
	14.0%
	81.3%.

	Giving Back to the Community 

(10 d)
	EPS    (5)
	8.34
	  1.9%
	12.4%
	85.7%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	7.92
	  5.4%
	17.1%
	85.7%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	7.15
	11.1%
	23.0%
	65.9%

	Charity is Accountable (10 g)
	EPS    (5)
	8.27
	  3.7%
	10.0%
	86.3%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.15
	  4.1%
	11.3%
	84.5%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	7.58
	  6.6%
	18.6%
	74.2%

	Gift makes a difference (10 c)
	EPS    (5)
	8.14
	  4.3%
	11.8%
	83.9%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.18
	  3.0%
	15.4%
	81.5%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	7.58
	  5.7%
	20.4%
	71.6%


For example, 94.6% of entrepreneurial donors are motivated by vision and mission, while only 79.9% of those donors with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics find mission and vision will motivate them to a high degree.  Figure 6.3 demonstrates this point more clearly.

Figure 6.3.  Comparison of Entrepreneurs (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS) 

     Responses for the Top Five Motivators for Giving the Next Gift.

Figure 6.3 shows the difference in the motivational percentages between those who have zero to two characteristics and those respondents with all five characteristics, that we call entrepreneurial donors.

The survey results outlined in Figures 6.3 and 6.4 suggest that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor possesses, the more highly that donor will be motivated to give a philanthropic gift.

Top motivators for both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors are consistent with the Panas study (Panas, 1984) and similar to the Statistics Canada National Survey on Volunteerism (Statistics Canada, 1998).  The bottom three motivators are identical for both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.  Both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors give identical mean scores (3.46) when deciding to give because the charity or cause is supported or recommended by friends or peers.
Figure 6.4.  Comparison of Entrepreneurs (EPS 5) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 0-2) 

     Responses for the Top Five Motivators for Giving the Next Gift.

Figure 6.4 shows there are significant differences among the motivators for giving the next gift to charity among the top five motivators.  These include: belief in vision and mission, helping those in need, giving back to the community, belief that the charity is accountable, and that a donor’s gift will make a difference.  However, the priority in terms of each motivator, particularly among the top five is somewhat different for entrepreneurial donors (EPS 5) and non-entrepreneurial donors (NEPS 0-2).  


Table 6.12 compares the motivation factors for giving the next philanthropic gift by entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors.

	Table 6.12.  Motivational Ranking for Giving Next Gift by Entrepreneur (EPS) and Non-entrepreneur (NEPS), (Vol. I, pp.47 – 95)

	#
	Non-Entrepreneur Motivation
	NEPS Mean
	EPS Mean
	Entrepreneur Motivation
	#

	1
	Vision and mission
	8.32
	8.84
	Vision or mission
	1

	2
	Helping those in need
	8.28
	8.62
	Helping those in need
	2

	3
	Gift makes a difference
	7.93
	8.34
	Giving back to community
	3

	4
	Charity is accountable
	7.91
	8.27
	Charity is accountable
	4

	5
	Giving back to the community
	7.60
	8.14
	Gift makes a difference
	5

	6
	It feels good
	6.93
	7.28
	It feels good
	6

	7
	Faith in leadership
	6.69
	7.23
	Faith in leadership
	7

	8
	Know someone connected or affected by the charity
	6.32
	6.80
	Habit of giving
	8

	9
	Habit of giving
	6.29
	6.44
	Know someone connected or affected by the charity
	9

	10
	May need help in the future
	5.29
	5.49
	Good year financially
	10

	11
	Good year financially
	5.09
	5.17
	May need help in the future


	11

	12
	Involvement or participation in the charity
	4.46
	4.78
	Involvement or participation in the charity 
	12

	13
	Asked to give
	4.00
	4.51
	Obligation or duty to give
	13

	14
	Obligation or duty to give
	3.97
	4.29 
	Asked to give
	14

	15
	Supported or recommended by friends or peers
	3.46
	3.46
	Supported or recommended by peers
	15

	16
	Take advantage of tax provisions
	3.36
	3.46
	Take advantage of tax provisions
	15

	17
	Direct or indirect benefits
	3.01
	3.12
	Direct or indirect benefits
	17



Table 6.12 demonstrates the order of the top five motivators for both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors for giving their next gift is the same.  Both populations rank vision and mission as well as helping those in need as their top two motivators for giving their next philanthropic gift.  After the top two motivators, the priorities for giving their next philanthropic gift differs for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.  

For non-entrepreneurial donors the remaining three motivators in their top five list as determined by the mean score are a belief their gift will make a difference (7.93), belief that the charity is accountable (7.91), and a belief in giving back to the community (7.60).  For entrepreneurial donors the remaining three motivators in their top five list as determined by the mean score are belief in giving back to the community (8.34), belief the charity is accountable (8.27), and belief their gift will make a difference (8.14).


The order of motivators for giving their next philanthropic gift shows the relative importance of specific motivators for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.  This information is valuable to the practitioner who is preparing a case for support.  However, this information alone does not give the full picture.  The other question that needs to be asked is, “What distinguishes entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs when we consider motivators for giving of the next philanthropic gift?”  Listing their respective motivational factors in order of priority gives a picture of the relative priority each donor group gives to the different motivators for giving the next charitable gift.  In comparing the differences, a somewhat different picture emerges. 

For example, a closer look at Table 6.12 will show that entrepreneurial donors rank belief in vision and mission and belief in helping others in need as their top two priorities for giving the next charitable gift.  Non-entrepreneurial donors rank these motivators as their number one and number two choices as well.  At first glance both entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors appear to rank the motivator of helping those in need, fairly close in terms of importance.  If the rank order of priority is the only variable considered, it would be correct to assume that the motivators are fairly close in terms of their relative importance to both entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors.

However, if the differences are examined between mean scores given for each motivator by entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors, a different picture emerges.  A comparison of the relative differences between motivators for giving the next gift by entrepreneurial donors versus non-entrepreneurial donors shows a noticeable difference in the order of priority.  See Table 6.13.

	Table 6.13.  Ranking of Entrepreneurial (EPS) versus Non-entrepreneurial (NEPS) Motivators for Giving the Next Philanthropic Gift based on Mean Score Differences (Vol. I, pp. 47 – 95)

	#
	Motivator
	NEPS mean 
	EPS mean 
	EPS mean difference

	1
	Giving back to the community
	7.60
	8.14
	+  .54

	1
	Faith in leadership
	6.69
	7.23
	+  .54

	2
	Obligation or duty to give
	3.97
	4.51
	+  .53

	3
	Habit of giving
	6.29
	6.80
	+  .51

	4
	Vision or mission
	8.32
	8.84
	+  .50

	5
	Good year financially
	5.09
	5.49
	+  .40

	6
	Charity is accountable
	7.91
	8.28
	+  .36

	7
	It feels good
	6.91
	7.27
	+  .35

	8
	Helping those in need
	8.28
	8.62
	+  .34

	9
	Involvement or participation in charity
	4.46
	4.78
	+  .32

	10
	Asked to give
	4.00
	4.29
	+  .29

	11
	Gift makes a difference
	7.93
	8.14
	+  .21

	12
	Know someone connected or affected 
	6.32
	6.44
	+  .12

	12
	May need help in the future
	5.29
	5.17
	-  .12

	13
	Support/recommend by friends/peers
	3.35
	3.46
	+  .11

	13
	Direct or indirect benefit
	3.01
	3.12
	+  .11

	14
	Take advantage of tax provisions 
	3.36
	3.46
	+  .10


When highest mean scores for the motivators for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors for giving the next gift are recorded, both populations list similar motivators.  For both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors the motivations for giving their next gift is based on a belief in:

(  vision and mission,

(  helping those in need,

(  giving back to the community,

(  making a difference, and

(  the accountability of the charity.

However, when the differences between the mean scores of each of the motivators are calculated, the motivators stack up in a completely different order.

	Table 6.14.  Comparison of Order of Priority of Motivators for Entrepreneurs to Give their Next Gift versus the Differences of Mean Scores between Entrepreneurs (EPS) and Non-entrepreneurs (NEPS), (Vol. I pp. 47 – 95)

	Motivators based on EPS highest mean score
	
	Motivators based on differences in EPS & NEPS mean scores

	Vision and mission
	
	Giving back to community

	Helping those in need
	
	Faith in leadership

	Gives back to community
	
	Obligation or duty

	Charity is accountable
	 
	Habit of giving

	Makes a difference
	
	Vision or mission

	It feels good
	
	Good year financially 


When it comes to giving their next gift, entrepreneurial donors distinguish themselves from non-entrepreneurial donors with a definitive and distinctive list of motivators.  Entrepreneurial donors differ themselves more from non-entrepreneurial donors based on the value they place in giving back to the community, faith in leadership, obligation or duty, habit of giving, and vision or mission.  Table 6.14 shows there is a definite difference between motivators when listed according to order of importance of the motivator, and motivators when listed according to the EPS mean difference.  Only two of the motivators in the left hand column are present in the lists on the right of Table 6.14, namely vision and mission, and giving back to the community.

The same basic motivators will cause an entrepreneurial donor and a non-entrepreneurial donor to give their next gift.  However, the distinguishing element between the two populations does not lie in the motivators alone, but in the differing values they place on certain motivators in relation to giving their next philanthropic gift. 

The question is, “How does the practitioner take this information and apply it to the annual fund letter, direct mail appeals and personal solicitations?”  

If the practitioner is communicating with an entrepreneurial donor and wishes to distinguish the communication within a non-entrepreneurial environment, emphasis on giving back to the community, faith in leadership, obligation or duty, habit of giving, and vision or mission is appropriate, and directing messages consistent with those motivators should increase the effectiveness of communication with entrepreneurs. 

If the practitioner is communicating with a non-entrepreneur emphasis on belief in vision and mission, helping those in need, gift makes a difference, accountability of the charity; and giving back to the community is appropriate, and should enhance communication effectiveness.

Motivators for increasing a donor’s giving

The second critical question asked of respondents involved motivations for increasing their giving.  Respondents were given a choice of 14 optional motivators.  With each motivator, donors were given a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicated “not at all motivates or influences” and 10 indicated “very much motivates or influences you”, and were prompted with the motivator and asked to provide a response for each one.  

Table 6.15 shows significant differences among motivators.  The table lists the motivators in order of importance relative to their mean score.  In almost every instance, entrepreneurial donors register a higher mean score than their non-entrepreneurial counterparts.  Entrepreneurial donors also have two mean scores higher than 8.00.  

Entrepreneurial donors give the financially able motivator a mean score of 8.13 and the cause consistent with values motivator a mean score of 8.09.

The top four motivators for both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors are the same.  Both populations are motivated to increase their giving by financial ability, by causes consistent with their values, quality and reputation of the charity, and a charity’s solid record of performance.  A stronger personal connection to a charity or a cause is ranked fifth for entrepreneurs, while a significant life event is ranked fifth by non-entrepreneurs.
	Table 6.15. Comparisons of Mean Scores for Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) related to Motivators for Increasing Their Giving (N = 1198).  List is recorded in descending order according to EPS Scores (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138)

	Motivator
	DNRS Mean
	NEPS Mean
	EPS Mean
	EPS Mean Difference

	Financially able
	8.06
	8.01
	8.13
	+  .12

	Cause is consistent with your values
	7.74
	7.56
	8.09
	+  .53

	Quality and reputation
	6.81
	6.67
	7.08
	+  .41

	Charity has solid record of performance 
	6.75
	6.59
	7.06
	+  .47

	Stronger personal connection with charity/cause
	6.29
	6.12
	6.65
	+  .53

	Significant life event
	6.45
	6.41
	6.54
	+  .13

	Charity’s ability to communicate need
	5.91
	5.67
	6.17
	+  .50

	Stage in life
	5.83
	5.69
	6.10
	+  .41

	Sense of responsibility and duty increases
	5.69
	5.50
	6.08
	+  .58

	Leverage
	5.24
	5.09
	5.55
	+  .46

	Charity’s cost of providing service increased
	4.83
	4.67
	5.14
	+  .47

	Was asked
	3.62
	3.48
	3.90
	+  .42

	Favourable tax regulations
	3.57
	3.50
	3.73
	+  .23 

	Acknowledgement and gratitude 
	3.11
	3.11
	3.11
	+  .00


The bottom five motivators for increasing the amount donated to charity are given the same rank order for donors, entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors alike.  Acknowledgement and recognition for giving a gift has the least impact on entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors of any of the other motivators.  Both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors give this motivator the exact same ranking (ranked last) and the same mean score (3.11), indicating they agree on its lack of impact. 

This survey tested the degree of entrepreneurship, as measured by the number of entrepreneurial characteristics, to determine if it had an impact on the motivators for giving.  Table 6.16 shows the top four motivators to increased giving relative to the degrees of entrepreneurship. 

Table 6.16 compares the percentage scores for entrepreneurial donors (those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics, EPS 5) with two categories of non-entrepreneurial donors: those with three to four entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 3–4) and those with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 0–2).  What becomes evident is a noticeable difference in the percentages of donors who rank motivators highly.  Take quality and reputation of the charity as an example; 55.1% of those with zero to two characteristics are highly motivated, while 70.1% of those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics are highly motivated, a difference of 15%.  Figure 6.5 details Table 6.16 by showing the results graphically in the form of a bar chart.   

	Table 6.16.  Top Four Motivators to Increased Giving relative to degrees of Entrepreneurship (Q. 12, Vol. V, pp. 95 – 138)

	Motivator
	Mean
	Percentages

	
	
	Low 

0-3
	Moderate 

4–6
	High 

7-10

	Financially able to do so 

(12 a)
	EPS    (5)
	8.13
	  4.1 %
	12.1 %
	83.5 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.31
	  3.4 %
	13.7 %
	82.7 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	7.61
	  7.9 %
	18.2 %
	73.0 %

	Cause consistent with values

(12 c)
	EPS    (5)
	8.09
	  6.2 % 
	  9.4 %
	84.2 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.02
	  5.6 %
	12.1 %
	81.8 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.91
	13.6%
	19.5 %
	65.4 %

	Quality and Reputation of the charity 

(12 i)
	EPS    (5)
	7.08
	11.9 %
	17.7 %
	70.1 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	7.61
	  9.9 %
	24.2 %
	64.9 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.20
	16.3 %
	27.1 %
	55.1 %

	Charity has solid record of performance

(12 b)
	EPS    (5)
	7.06
	11.1 %
	17.1 %
	71.0 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	6.91
	11.7 %
	23.5 %
	64.5 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.13
	18.6%
	24.9 %
	54.8%


Figure 6.5.  Comparison of Entrepreneurs (EPS 5) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 3-4) 

     and (NEPS 0-2) responses for the Top Four Motivators for Increased Giving.

Figure 6.6 shows the difference in the motivational percentages between those who have zero to two characteristics (NEPS 0–2) and those respondents with all five characteristics (EPS 5), which this study refers to as entrepreneurial donors.

The more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor population has, the higher the percentage of donors who will be highly motivated to give. 

Once a donor has given, increasing the amount of the gift is a natural evolution of a donor relationship.  When asked to rank motivators for increasing the amount given, mean scores not only show rank order of importance, they also give an opportunity to distinguish the relative differences in the value each donor population holds for each motivator. 

Figure 6.6.  Comparison of Entrepreneurs (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 0–2


      Responses for the Top Four Motivators for Increased Giving.

Take for example two motivators for increasing the amount of giving.  The number one ranked motivator, financially able (EPS mean of 8.13 - NEPS mean of 8.01 = EPS mean difference of + .12), and the number nine ranked motivator sense of duty or responsibility (EPS mean of 6.08 - NEPS mean of 5.50 = EPS mean difference of + .58) are 8 positions apart in the EPS priority ranking.  Financially able ranks first, sense of duty or responsibility ranks ninth.  In determining the difference in the motivation of entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors, it is not only important to take into consideration the rank order of a motivator, but the relative EPS mean difference.  In cultivation and in preparing a proposal or an ask to increase giving, the practitioner will want to take into consideration the importance of the top ranked motivators outlined in Table 6.17.

A practitioner would also want to consider the value of those motivators that most distinguish between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors, despite their lower ranking on the priority list.  In this case, financial ability, values related to the cause, quality and reputation, the charity’s performance, and a stronger personal connection would all be considerations in doing an ask or constructing a letter as part of solicitation in an annual giving program for entrepreneurs. 

However, Table 6.17 shows that the 9th ranked motivator, sense of responsibility, 10th ranked, leverage and 11th, a charity’s cost of providing service had increased, though not positioned among the top five motivators for increasing one’s gift to charity, do provide insight on what motivators distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs. 


The seven motivators listed in Table 6.17 are more important to entrepreneurs than non-entrepreneurs.  In essence, Table 6.17 shows the motivators that most distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors when it comes to increasing one’s philanthropic gift.  

	Table 6.17.  Comparison of Motivational Priorities for Increasing the Amount of Giving based on EPS Mean Difference and EPS Rank Order. (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138)

	EPS Mean Difference
	Motivator
	EPS Rank Order

	+  .58
	1.  Sense of responsibility and duty increases
	9

	+  .53
	2.  Cause is consistent with values
	2

	+  .53
	3.  Developed a stronger personal connection with the charity
	5

	+  .50
	4.  Ability to communicate need
	7

	+  .47
	5.  Solid record of performance
	3

	+  .47 
	6.  Charity’s cost of providing service has increased
	11

	+  .46
	7.  Leverage
	10


In the event that practitioners do not know if the donor was an entrepreneur, they would still be able to determine the motivators for giving by referring to those motivators ranked highest by all donors in Table 6.15.

Motivators for refusing or turning down an opportunity to give to charity


Before we asked respondents to rank their motivational barriers to giving, we asked if they had ever refused or turned down an opportunity to make a direct financial contribution to a charity or a non-profit organization.  A total of 1074 responses were given, 89.6% of donors had turned down an opportunity to give.  Entrepreneurial donors (91.5%) are more likely to turn down an opportunity to make a philanthropic gift than non-entrepreneurial donors (88.7%), a difference of 2.8%.  Regionally, those most likely to turn down an opportunity to give are British Columbians (93.7%), and those least likely to refuse a request are Québecers (79.6%), a difference of 14.9%.  Men (90.1%) are slightly more likely to turn down a request than women (89.2%), and those between the ages of 35 – 44 (92.1%) have turned down a request more than individuals in any other age bracket.  It is interesting to note, those least likely to turn down a request for a gift are those in the 65 plus age bracket (81.6%).  If a donor over the age of 65 is asked for a gift, there is a 10.5% better chance of getting one, than if someone in the 35 - 44 age bracket was asked (where 92.1% refuse to give), (Vol. II, p.139).  


There is also a relationship between education level and the likelihood of turning down a gift opportunity.  As high as 96.9% of those with a university degree have turned down an opportunity to give, as opposed to only 78.9% of those with less than a high school education.  Generally speaking, the higher the educational level, the more likely it is that a donor has turned down an opportunity to give.  The higher the household income, the more likely it is the person has refused to make a gift.  Refusal to give a gift increases in percent from 78.3% for those earning < $20,000 to a high of 97.8% for those earning $80,000 to <$100,000.  Once over $100,000, the likelihood of turning down a gift decreases to 95.7%.


When examining the charitable sector to which donors are most likely to give their next philanthropic gift, donors giving to the environment are most likely to turn down an opportunity to give (91.4%).  Conversely, those giving to education and research are least likely to turn down an opportunity to give a philanthropic gift (83.5%).

The survey also indicates entrepreneurial donors are more likely to turn down a gift than non-entrepreneurial donors.  The more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor has, the more likely they are to turn down an opportunity to give.  Thus, 87.6% of donors with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics, 89.5% of donors with three or four entrepreneurial characteristics, and 91.5% of donors with all 5 entrepreneurial characteristics have turned down an opportunity to give a philanthropic gift.  Once again there is evidence that shows entrepreneurial characteristics have an impact on donor motivations. 

As a volunteer or a practitioner, if there ever was a desire to have a request turned down, ask a male entrepreneur, with a household income of $80,000 to < $100,000 living in British Columbia, between the ages of 35 and 44 to give a gift to an environmental cause.  If you want to reduce the likelihood of having a request turned down, ask a female from Québec, who is more than 65 years of age, with less than a high school education earning less than $20,000 per year to give you a gift in support of education and research.  In the latter case, the donation received will be relatively small, even though the likelihood of avoiding refusal is high.  

All 1074 respondent donors, who indicated they had turned down an opportunity to give, were asked what prompted them to do so.  Respondents were given a list of 12 motivational factors, one at a time.  With each motivator, donors were presented with a response scale of 0 to 10, where 0 meant that a motivator “not at all motivates or influences” and 10 indicated that a motivator “very much motivates or influences you.”   Donors were prompted with each motivator and asked to provide a response for each. See Table 6.18. 

Entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors agree on the top five reasons why people do not give, though they rank the top five in somewhat different order.  Table 6.18 shows entrepreneurial donors with a mean score of 6.90 and non-entrepreneurial donors with a mean score of 7.17 give donor fatigue as the top reason for refusing to give a gift to charity.  After that, the order changes.

	Table 6.18.  Comparisons of Mean Scores for Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) related to Motivators for Refusing to Give to Charity.  List is recorded in descending order according to EPS Scores (Q. 14, Vol. I, p. 143 – 172)

	Motivator                                                                  


	DNRS 

Mean
	NEPS Mean
	EPS Mean
	EPS Mean Difference

	Donor fatigue – asked too often
	7.08
	7.17
	6.90
	-   .27

	Don’t agree with the charity or cause 
	6.32
	6.28
	6.41
	+  .13

	Poor information about the charity 
	6.02
	5.87
	6.30
	+  .43

	Method of ask 
	6.21
	6.17
	6.27
	+  .10

	Not in a financial position to give
	6.60
	6.78
	6.25
	-   .53

	Poor credibility of organization or charity
	6.10
	6.09
	6.13
	+  .05

	Style of ask
	5.88
	5.80
	6.02
	+  .22

	Poor reputation
	5.68
	5.61
	5.82
	+  .21

	Poor credibility of person asking
	5.47
	5.32
	5.76
	+  .44

	Insufficient information on gift designation
	5.74
	5.74
	5.74
	    .00

	Charity administrative costs too high 
	5.44
	5.55
	5.24
	-   .31

	Not associated for connected with charity
	4.18
	4.18
	4.17
	-   .01


The next four motivators for non-entrepreneurial donors refusing to give a philanthropic gift are financial position, disagreement with the charity or cause, poor information about the charity, and the method of the ask.  For entrepreneurial donors their next four motivators are disagreement with the charity or cause, followed by poor information about the charity, method of ask, and financial position. 

Non-entrepreneurial donors are far more likely to give financial position as the reason for not giving than entrepreneurial donors.  Financial position is ranked as the number two reason for not giving by non-entrepreneurial donors, while entrepreneurial donors list it fifth.  Financial position is also the motivator that most distinguishes the difference between entrepreneurial donors (NEPS mean of 6.78 – EPS mean of 6.25 = EPS mean difference of - .53) and non-entrepreneurial donors as a motivator for refusing to give a philanthropic gift.  There is an EPS mean gap difference of - .53 on this motivator.  That means that an entrepreneurial donor is far less likely to use financial position as a reason for not giving.  Financial position is the motivator that most distinguishes the difference between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors in response to this question regarding motivators for refusing to give. 

The bottom three motivators: insufficient information on gift designation, charity administrative costs are too high, and not associated or connected with the charity, are identical in rank order for donors in general, entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.  It is interesting to note that designation of the gift and not associated or connected to the charity are not primary motivators for refusing a gift.  Though connection with the charity or cause and information about the designation of the gift are generally thought to be essential elements for getting a gift, these same elements do not play a dominate role when donors turn down an opportunity to give a philanthropic gift.  Motivators for refusing to give a gift do not necessarily mirror those motivators necessary for encouraging a donor to give their next gift or to increase their giving.  

	Table 6.19.  Comparison of Motivational Priorities for Refusing or turning down an opportunity to give a gift to Charity based on EPS Mean Difference and EPS Rank Order (Vol. I p. 142 – 172)

	EPS Mean Difference
	Motivator
	EPS Rank Order

	-   .53
	1.  Not in a financial position to give
	5

	+  .44
	2.  Poor credibility of the person asking 
	9

	+  .43
	3.  Poor information about the charity
	3

	-   .31
	4. Charity administrative costs too high
	11

	-   .23
	5.  Donor fatigue – asked too often
	1

	+  .22
	6.  Style of ask
	7

	+  .21
	7.  Poor reputation
	8

	+  .13
	8.  Don’t agree with charity or cause
	2

	+  .10
	9.  Method of ask
	4

	+  .05
	10. Poor credibility of organization or charity
	6

	-  .01
	11. Not associated or connected to the charity
	12

	   .00
	12. Insufficient information on gift designation
	10


Table 6.19 shows in four instances the EPS Mean Difference is scored as a minus factor. The minus rating adjacent to the numbers on the left hand side of the table, shows that the motivating factor for refusing to give a gift is being registered more often by non-entrepreneurial donors than by entrepreneurial donors.  Table 6.19 also shows the impact EPS Mean Difference has in ranking the motivators, which distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  Table 6.19 tells us that entrepreneurial donors are far less likely to give financial position as a reason for refusing to give a gift than non-entrepreneurial donors.  The same is true for entrepreneurial donors when it comes to high administrative cost of charities and donor fatigue; these are reasons that non-entrepreneurial donors are more likely to use, than entrepreneurial donors. 


On the other hand, a practitioner will want to make sure they avoid working with a solicitor with poor credibility in the eyes of the donor.  They will also want to be sure that an entrepreneurial donor has all the information they need about a charity or cause, before asking for a philanthropic gift.  Figure 6.7 graphically demonstrates the differences between motivators for refusing to give as well as distinguishing the differing degrees to which entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors respond to those motivations.   

 
What Figure 6.7 really shows the reader is, regardless of what motivator is used to cause a donor to refuse giving a gift, it tends to have the same results.  If an organization or its agents repel a donor, they will likely respond much to the same degree, regardless of what causes the repulsion.  In other words, if practitioners, volunteers or agents of a charity or non-profit organization upset a donor, the origin of the upset or the reason for the friction does not seem to matter.  
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Figure 6.7.  Reasons for refusing to give based on mean score responses.

Figure 6.8 indicates entrepreneurs are more likely to refuse to give a gift than non-entrepreneurs.   When considering the top five barriers to giving, three out of the five top motivators show that entrepreneurs (EPS 5) are more likely to refuse a gift than non-entrepreneurs (NEPS 0-2).  Both groups rate donor fatigue at the same level.  Poor financial position is a reason given more often by non-entrepreneurs.

In looking at Figure 6.9 it is difficult to determine any desirable trend for reasons to refuse to give a gift.  Figure 6.9 shows the top five barriers to giving for donors with differing levels of entrepreneurial characteristics.  Unlike motivators for giving the next gift, the barriers to giving do not lend themselves to a pattern.  In three instances non-entrepreneurs with three and four characteristics are more highly motivated to refuse to give than entrepreneurs.  When it comes to financial position, non-entrepreneurs are more motivated to refuse a gift than entrepreneurs.   

Figure 6.8.   Motivators for refusing a gift by EPS (5) and NEPS (0–2).

Figure 6.9 shows there is no consistent pattern to indicate a trend in behaviour.  The results lend themselves to the interpretation that in spite of how a donor is repelled by a charity or cause, they seem to react relatively the same way, regardless whether they are entrepreneurial donors or non-entrepreneurial donors. 

Practitioners want to do whatever they can to avoid a refusal, so it is valuable for practitioners to understand what motivates donors to refuse to give.  It is also helpful to know how entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors differ in what motivates them to refuse an opportunity to give.  Equally important to the practitioner is an understanding of what causes donors to stop giving to a charity. 

Figure 6.9.  Motivators for refusing a gift by Non-Entrepreneurs (NEPS 0-2), 

(NEPS 3-4), and Entrepreneurs (EPS 5).
Motivators for deciding to stop giving to charity

In fundraising and development, the greatest costs are usually incurred in acquiring a new donor.  Once a donor gets involved in a giving program, the costs of securing each subsequent gift generally decreases.  The relative costs associated with acquiring larger gifts generally decrease as the size of the gift increases.  So once a donor is acquired, a charity wants to avoid losing them in order to maximize the lifetime value of that donor’s giving.    Charities do not want their donors to stop giving.  Understanding what causes donors to stop giving can help charities and non-profit organizations from losing donors. 


Before we asked respondents what would motivate or influence them to stop giving to a charity we asked them to tell us if they had ever made a decision to stop giving to a charity or non-profit organization.  Though 89.6% of donors have turned down an opportunity to give, in comparison only 43.0% have stopped giving to a charity or non-profit organization.  When it comes to entrepreneurial donors 91.5% have refused to give, but only 42.0% have stopped giving.  Non-entrepreneurial donors are least likely to refuse to give (88.7% compared with 91.5% for entrepreneurial donors) but are more likely to stop giving (43.6% as opposed to entrepreneurial donors at 42.0%), (Vol. I, p. 179). 

Regionally, Albertans are most likely to stop giving (49.8%) and Québecers are least likely to stop giving (30.9%).  Those giving at the $10,000 annual giving level are almost twice as likely to stop giving (62.8%) as those giving at the <$100 level (34.4%) and those giving at the $100 to < $240 giving level.  Females (44.7%) are more likely to stop giving than males (41.4%).  Those in the age bracket of 55 to 64 are most likely to stop giving (57.7%), and those in the 18 to 24 age bracket are least likely to stop giving (Vol. I1, p. 179).  

Of the individuals with some post secondary education, 49.1% have stopped giving a gift, while only 32.2% of those with a high school diploma have stopped giving a gift.  While 59.9% of donors who say they will give their next gift to the environment or environmental causes have stopped giving at one point, only 40.1% of those who give to education and research say they have ever stopped giving to charity.  There is almost a 20% difference between those who say they will give their next gift to the environment and those who say they will give their next gift to education and research.  The other group of donors that score high in terms of the percentage of them that have stopped giving to charity, are those who give to religion.  Of those who say they will give their next charitable gift to religious causes, 53.4% say they have at one time stopped giving to a charity (Vol. IV, p. 179).  


So what prompts donors to stop giving to a charity?  In a word: reliability.  Respondents stop giving to a charity when it doesn’t do what it said it would do.  Donors indicate that reliability is the number one reason why they stop giving to charities.  With mean scores of 8.58 (donors), 8.47 (non-entrepreneurial donors), and 8.79 (entrepreneurial donors), entrepreneurial donors place more emphasis on the reliability factor than others.  Entrepreneurs also rank credibility (8.37), consistency of mission and vision (7.31), donor fatigue (7.02), and financial situation (7.00) as the other four motivators in their top five reasons why they stop giving to charity. 

The least important motivators to stop giving to charity for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors are tax changes and moving.  Entrepreneurial donors give tax changes a mean score of 3.06 and moving a mean score of 2.83.  Non-entrepreneurial donors score tax changes (3.25) and moving (2.97) higher than entrepreneurial donors.  Non-entrepreneurial donors value these motivators more than entrepreneurial donors. Entrepreneurial donors have consistently ranked tax low as a motivational factor.  In the focus groups and expert interviews, tax was continually mentioned as a motivator for giving, particularly among high-income groups.  The study is representative of the Canadian population and does not skew its sample towards high-income groups.  Nonetheless, the quantitative research shows that tax was not a factor in motivating donors to give.  This is very consistent with what Panas found in his study in 1984, but very inconsistent with what was suggested by some key informant interviews and by many attending the focus group sessions. 

	Table 6.20. Comparisons of Motivational Mean Scores for Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurs Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) related to donor’s decision to stop giving to a charity (Vol. I, pp. 180 – 203, Q. 16)

	Motivation to Stop Giving
	DNRS Mean
	NEPS Mean
	EPS Mean
	EPS Mean Difference

	Reliability cCharity doesn’t do what it said 
	8.58
	8.47
	8.79
	+  .32

	Loses credibility in your eyes
	8.14
	8.02
	8.37
	+  .35

	Charity’s behaviour, purpose or mission changes
	7.01
	6.85 
	7.31
	+  .46

	Your financial situation changes
	7.00
	7.00
	7.00
	    .00

	Donor fatigue - too many demands for $
	6.94
	6.91
	7.02
	+  .11

	Charity versus government role confusion 
	5.58
	5.61
	5.52
	-   .09

	Tax laws change or provide less incentive 
	3.19
	3.25
	3.06
	-  .19

	If you move
	2.92
	2.97
	2.82
	-   .15


In analyzing the response to previous questions about motivators for donors’ next gift, motivators for increased giving and motivators for decreased giving, there have been marked differences between the rank order of the motivators and the order suggested by the EPS Mean Difference.  Such is not the case with respect to the motivators for a donor’s decision to stop giving.  Table 6.20 shows there is a strong co-relation between the top three motivational factors: reliability, credibility and consistency of mission and the role those factors play in distinguishing between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.


The top five motivations for donors to stop giving are stronger for entrepreneurs than for non-entrepreneurial donors, and the bottom three motivations are stronger for non-entrepreneurial donors than they are for entrepreneurial donors.  Non-entrepreneurs are more likely to use confusion of roles between government and charity, tax and moving as reasons for stopping to give, than their entrepreneurial counterparts.   Table 6.20 also demonstrates there is a consistency between the rank order and the EPS Mean Difference among the top three motivators for stopping to give to charity.

The study was designed to find out the relationship between the motivators for stopping to give and entrepreneurial/non-entrepreneurial donors.  It was suspected that entrepreneurial donors would not only be more motivated to give, but also that they would be more motivated to stop giving.  Table 6.21 identifies survey respondents’ top five motivations to stop giving. 

There is evidence that suggests the more entrepreneurial characteristics a group has, the more likely they are to be motivated to stop giving.  This is certainly true for barriers such as integrity and mission shift where the more entrepreneurial characteristics a group have, the more strongly motivated they are to stop giving.  

With the other three motivations to stop giving, those entrepreneurs with three and four characteristics, NEPS (3-4) were inconsistent in their views.  In the case of loss of credibility and donor fatigue, NEPS (3-4) scored lower than NEPS (0-2).  This suggests that with certain motivators, those with more entrepreneurial characteristics are less motivated to stop giving than entrepreneurs with fewer characteristics and entrepreneurs with more characteristics. 

	Table 6.21.  Top Five Donor Motivations to Stop Giving relative to degrees of Entrepreneurship of the Donors (Q. 16, Vol. V, pp. 180 – 203)

	Motivator
	Mean
	Percentages

	
	
	Low 

0-3
	Moderate 

4 – 6
	High 

7-10

	Integrity – charity doesn’t do what it said

(16 e)
	EPS    (5)
	8.79
	  5.3%
	  6.2%
	88.5%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.52
	  7.4%
	  6.9%
	85.7%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	8.40
	  8.7%
	  6.1%
	84.9%

	Loses credibility in your eyes

(16 f)
	EPS    (5)
	8.38
	  6.1%
	10.4%
	83.5%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	8.00
	  8.7% 
	13.0% 
	78.3%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	8.05
	11.2%
	  5.8%
	81.7%

	Charity’s behaviour, purpose or mission changes (16 a)
	EPS    (5)
	7.31
	  5.2%
	28.5%
	66.1%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	6.95
	  9.4%
	30.3%
	59.5%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.71
	11.0 %
	32.2%
	54.6%

	Donor fatigue – too many demands for $ 

(16 h) 
	EPS    (5)
	7.02
	13.5%
	21.3%
	64.8%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	6.87
	15.0%
	22.1%
	62.2%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.96
	13.8%
	22.8%
	63.1%

	Your financial position changes

(16 d)
	EPS    (5)
	7:00
	13.0%
	23.6%
	62.4%

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	7.04
	12.7%
	24.2% 
	63.2%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.96
	13.1%
	27.6%
	58.4%


In one instance, entrepreneurial donors with three and four characteristics are more likely to be motivated to stop giving than those with five characteristics and those with zero to two characteristics.  

Table 6.21 shows that when it comes to a change in financial position, NEPS (3-4) are most likely to be motivated by this factor. 

Figure 6.10 shows the relationship between differing levels of entrepreneurship and the percentage of those different entrepreneurial donor groups who are highly motivated to stop giving. 
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Figure 6.10.  Motivators causing Donors at Various Entrepreneurial Levels to Stop Giving.

Figure 6.10 is almost the same as the bar graph in Figure 6.11.  The difference between the two is that donors with three and four characteristics NEPS (3-4), have been eliminated from the chart.  

In Figure 6.11 we can see a trend that show those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics, EPS (5) are more likely to be motivated to stop giving than those with non-entrepreneurs with zero to two characteristics, NEPS (0-2).

Knowing the barriers to giving and what causes donors to stop giving is useful information.  Concentrating on what not to do is seldom as effective or productive as initiatives undertaken to do the right things.  If donors agree to give, and if they indeed increase their giving, then practitioners have a better chance of offering a donor the opportunity to make the ultimate gift. 
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(NEPS 0-2 and EPS-5)  to Stop Giving.

Motivators for giving the ultimate gift

An ability to anticipate or predict behaviour is very valuable to the fundraising practitioner. If it were possible to predict the behaviour of donors and better understand how they will react or respond in certain situations, then practitioners would be in a better position to meet their needs, as well as the needs of the charities and non-profit organizations they serve.  It is such a simple concept: understand behaviour, anticipate it under different circumstances, prepare for its unfolding, and manage the outcomes.  Many would question this pursuit of knowledge and consider it no better than manipulation.  Some would refer to it as crass salesmanship.  Others may suggest it is no more than an attempt to develop a model for the successful implementation of propaganda.  Howeve,r at the core of this pursuit of new knowledge is a deeper understanding of what motivates some to give and an increased understanding of why others don’t or won’t.  

At the heart of this is the desire to give practitioners new knowledge that can help donors realize their humanitarian and philanthropic potential, and to have charities realize the dreams they share with those for whom they ultimately work and support.  Bringing patrons to the doorstep of opportunity and providing them with the chance to fully realize their philanthropic potential is the work that belongs to those who were called to do it.

For many involved in philanthropy and development the ultimate challenge is to assist in bringing together the charity and the donor to help them realize the mutual satisfaction that is so often associated with the ultimate gift.

The survey asked donors to think about an ultimate gift, which is defined as “the largest gift you could make within your current financial situation, that is a stretch gift.”  Respondents were then asked what single motivating factor would prompt them to make an ultimate gift.  The responses given to this open-ended question ranged from personal connection to the cause to something as vague as depends on the charity. 

	Table 6.22.  Open Ended Answers given by Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS), and Non-entrepreneur Donors  (NEPS) in response to the Question regarding motivations for giving ultimate gift (Q.18, Vol. I, p. 205)

	Open ended Responses 
	DNRS %
	NEPS %
	EPS  %

	Personal connection to the cause
	12.0 
	11.4
	13.2

	Don’t know/not stated
	16.5
	18.1
	13.2

	Financially able to donate
	10.7
	11.4
	  9.1

	Belief or trust in the organizations
	  6.8
	  5.8
	  8.9

	Family member connection
	  8.0
	  7.9
	  8.4

	Nothing (would cause me to give ultimate gift)
	  7.3
	  7.0
	  8.0

	The need (unspecified)
	  4.7
	  3.9
	  6.2

	Immediacy of need
	  3.4
	  3.9
	  4.3

	Depends on the charity
	  3.3
	  3.2
	  3.5


Table 6.22 shows that respondents to the survey indicate that a personal connection to the cause (DNRS = 12.0%, EPS = 13.2%) was the most important and distinguishable factor in giving the ultimate gift.  Financial ability to donate (DNRS = 10.7%, EPS = 9.1%) and belief or trust in the organization (DNRS = 6.8%, EPS = 8.9%) fell to second and third position for donors in general and for entrepreneurial donors.  Where non-entrepreneurial donors made the same choices they did so in a different order.  

Non-entrepreneurial donors chose personal connection to the cause (11.4%) and financially able to do so (11.4%) as the two top reasons for making the ultimate gift.  Non-entrepreneurial donors then chose family member connection (7.9%) followed by belief or trust in the organization (5.8%). 

The connection of the donor to the charity or cause cannot be underestimated in response to this open-ended question.  As a matter of fact, two of the top motivators for giving the ultimate gift have to do with a personal or family connection to the cause or charity.  When donor responses are combined for these two factors, 20.0% of donors, 19.3% of non-entrepreneurial donors and 21.6% of entrepreneurial donors indicated that personal or family connection is the number one motivator for giving the ultimate gift. 


Table 6.22 also shows that a high percentage of donors (7.3%) say nothing would motivate them to give an ultimate gift and an even higher percentage (16.5%) indicate that they do not know or that they did not state what would motivate them to give the ultimate gift.


Donors say need is a comparatively strong motivator for their ultimate gift.  Unspecified need ranked fifth on the list of motivators for both entrepreneurial donors (6.2%) and non-entrepreneurial donors (3.9%).  When we review the 74 categories of responses given to the open-ended question, need continues to be a theme for giving the ultimate gift.  Thirty-two respondents or 2.7% said that children in need would provide them with the motivation to make their ultimate gift.  A further 18 respondents (1.5%) gave needy people as their prime motivator while still others said community needs (15 respondents or 1.2%). 


For the practitioner it is valuable to know that finding the connection between the charity and cause is the motivation that donors favour when they consider giving the ultimate gift.  Financial ability to donate is important as well, but more important for donors in general (10.7%) and non-entrepreneurial donors (11.4%) than it is to entrepreneurial donors (9.1%).  Belief and trust in the organization follows logically in the list.  Even if there is a connection with a cause and an organization, it is going to be very difficult for a donor to give the ultimate gift if belief and trust are not integrally tied to the rationale for giving the gift.  The element of need is consistent throughout the list of 74 responses to the question.  Unless that need is placed in the context of the vision of the charity or non-profit organization, a request for the ultimate gift will likely fall short of its potential.

After respondents were asked to suggest the single motivating factor that would prompt them to make an ultimate gift, they were then asked to respond to a list of motivators that might prompt them to give an ultimate gift.  Respondents were given a choice of a list of 8 motivators.  With each motivator, donors were given a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicated “not at all motivates or influences”, and 10 indicated “very much motivates or influences you.”  Respondents were prompted with the motivator and asked to scale their responses.

When responses given by donors to Question 18 (the open-ended question) and Question 19 (the question in which the donors were asked to respond to prompts) are compared, we notice that the responses are similar in nature.  In fact, the motivator belief and trust in the organization is still very important for those giving an ultimate gift. Belief and trust in the organization is ranked third in the open-ended question, but when respondents were given a choice of responses it is ranked number one on the list followed by knowledge charity demonstrated results and desire to make a difference. 

There is a clear delineation between the first three motivators in Question 19 (see Table 6.23) and the last two motivators causing donors to decide on an ultimate gift.   The top three motivators acquired a mean score above 7.00, with the highest mean scores for entrepreneurs ranging from 7.56 to 7.93.  Mean scores for non-entrepreneurs were somewhat lower, ranging from 7.00 to 7.64. 

	Table 6.23.  Comparisons of Motivational Mean Scores for Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-Entrepreneurial Donors (NEPS) related to their decision to Give the Ultimate Gift to Charity.  List is in descending order according to EPS Scores (Q.19, Vol. I, pp. 212 – 231)

	Motivation               

                                                          N = 1198
	DNRS Mean
	NEPS Mean
	EPS Mean
	EPS Mean Difference

	Belief or trust in the organization 
	7.64
	7.50
	7.93
	+  .43

	Knowledge charity has demonstrated results
	7.51
	7.34
	7.84
	+  .50

	Desire to make a difference
	7.19
	7.00
	7.56
	+  .56

	Personal connection to the cause
	6.51
	6.30
	6.94
	+  .64

	Belief of having something unique to give
	5.47
	5.20
	5.99
	+  .79

	If I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done
	4.71
	4.48
	5.16
	+  .68

	Tax incentive
	3.31
	3.26
	3.41
	+  .12


Personal connection to the cause is ranked number four with a mean score of 6.51 for all donors, 6.30 for non-entrepreneurial donors and 6.94 for entrepreneurial donors.  The bottom two motivators on the list, if I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done and tax incentive(s), rank in the same order for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.

Table 6.23 also indicates that entrepreneurial donors have a higher mean score than non-entrepreneurial donors.  In this case the entrepreneurial donor mean scores are high in every instance.  There is a difference between the ranking of a motivator and the corresponding ranking according to EPS Mean Difference.  

Take for example the motivator belief or trust in the organization.  Compare it’s mean score (7.93) and ranking (number one) with belief of having something unique to give (mean score of 5.99, ranked fifth on the list).  Though belief of having something unique to give is ranked fifth as a motivator, it registers an EPS Mean Difference of + .79.  Belief in having something unique to give is the motivator that best distinguishes entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors when it comes to giving the ultimate gift (even though it ranks fifth as a motivator).  Entrepreneurial donors are more likely to consider they have something unique to give than non-entrepreneurial donors.  

 
Entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors rank motivational factors in the same order.  The data also shows that entrepreneurial donors tend to be more motivated than non-entrepreneurs.  The research findings indicate that personal or family connection to the cause or charity and belief and trust in the organization rank high on the list of motivators.  Belief in having something to give followed by personal connection to the cause, are the two motivators that most distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors. 


Table 6.24 suggests that a practitioner or a volunteer, examining the possibilities of an ultimate gift from an entrepreneurial donor, would look for two primary motivational elements.  One motivator to look for is a strong personal or family connection to the charity or cause and the second is a belief and trust in the organization.  If the practitioner involved in a solicitation knew the donor was an entrepreneur it would be prudent to examine the unique aspects of the gift.  If there were unique aspects to the gift, then the solicitor should emphasize that uniqueness.

	Table 6.24.  Comparison of Motivational Priorities for Giving the Ultimate Gift to Charity based on EPS Mean Difference and EPS Rank Order (Q.19, Vol. 1, pp. 212 - 231)

	EPS Mean Difference
	Motivator priority based on differences in EPS mean scores
	EPS Rank Order

	+  .79
	1. Belief in having something unique to give
	5

	+  .68
	2.  If I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done 
	6

	+  .64
	3.  Personal connection to the cause
	4

	+  .56
	4.  Desire to make a difference 
	3

	+  .50
	5.  Knowledge charity has demonstrated results
	2

	+  .43 
	6.  Belief or trust in the organization
	1

	+  .12
	7.  Tax incentive
	7



Table 6.24 also suggests to practitioners and volunteers that it is worth emphasizing responsibility (if I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done).
The authors also wanted to determine the relationship between entrepreneurial characteristics and the relationship the motivators for giving the ultimate gift had on entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors.  It was suspected that entrepreneurial donors would not only be more motivated to give, but that they also would be more motivated to give an ultimate gift. 

Table 6.25 shows the relationship between the degree of entrepreneurship of the donor and the percentage of those in each group to be motivated to give. 

	Table 6.25.  Motivators For Giving Ultimate Gift Relative to the Degree of Entrepreneurship of the Donor (Q. 19, Vol. V, pp. 212 – 232

	Motivator
	Mean
	Percentages

	
	
	Low 

0-3
	Moderate 

4 – 6
	High 

7-10

	Belief or trust in the organization

(12 a)
	EPS    (5)
	7.93
	  5.6 %
	11.8 %
	82.4 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	7.83
	  6.5 %
	15.7 %
	77.8 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	7.03
	11.9 %
	21.1 %
	65.9 %

	Knowledge that charity has demonstrated results

(12 e)
	EPS    (5)
	7.84
	  6.8 %
	10.8 %
	82.1 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	7.59
	  6.3 %
	19.0 %
	74.5 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	7.00
	10.8 % 
	24.5 %
	63.9 %

	Desire to make a difference

(12 d)
	EPS    (5)
	7.56
	  7.9 %
	16.1 %
	75.8 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	7.38
	  8.7 %
	19.6 %
	71.3 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	6.48
	15.4 %
	26.6 5
	57.2 %

	Personal connection to the cause (12 b)
	EPS    (5)
	6.94
	14.7 %
	20.1 %
	64.5 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	6.68
	18.8 %
	18.2 %
	62.8 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	5.77
	24.0 %
	26.5 %
	48.2 %

	Belief of having something unique to give

(12 f)
	EPS    (5)
	5.99
	19.5 %
	27.6 %
	52.2 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	5.59
	26.1 %
	28.3 %
	43.8%

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	4.67
	36.3 %
	30.3 %
	31.8 % 

	If I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done

(12 c)
	EPS    (5)
	5.16
	27.3 %
	34.0 %
	38.4 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	4.75
	32.9 %
	35.2 %
	31.2 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	4.11
	41.5 %
	31.3 %
	26.4 %

	A tax incentive

(12 g)
	EPS    (5)
	3.41
	51.2 %
	33.0 %
	15.5 %

	
	NEPS (3-4)
	3.23
	55.2 %
	26.5 %
	17.9 %

	
	NEPS (0-2)
	3.31
	52.1 %
	29.5 %
	17.6 %


By examining the column on the far right hand side of Table 6.25 we can see a direct relationship between the number of entrepreneurial characteristics of the donor and the percentage of individuals in each entrepreneurial donor group who are highly motivated to give an ultimate gift by each motivational factor.  In each case the more

entrepreneurial characteristics a group has, the greater the percentage of that group that responds highly to motivators.  Figure 6.12 graphically demonstrates the point outlined in the right hand column of Table 6.25.      


Figure 6.12.  Motivations for giving the Ultimate gift based on varying degrees of Entrepreneurship.


Figure 6.13.  Motivators for giving the Ultimate Gift based on Varying Degrees of Entrepreneurship.
Figure 6.12 shows that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor professes, the greater the percentage of individuals in that group that will respond highly to motivations to give an ultimate gift.  The one exception to that trend is the tax motivator.  Those with five entrepreneurial characteristics (EPS-5) are less motivated to give by tax considerations than those with fewer entrepreneurial characteristics.  The trend becomes more obvious in Figure 6.13 when those with three and four entrepreneurial characteristics (NEPS 3-4) are eliminated. 

The differences between those with zero to two entrepreneurial characteristics and those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics become even more evident in Figure 6.13.  The trend depicted in Figure 6.13 reflects similar trends identified by the survey results under the findings related to motivators and barriers for giving a philanthropic gift and the motivators and barriers to increasing a philanthropic gift.

Frequency of Giving
There was interest in finding answers to a number of questions regarding the frequency and amount of giving as it pertained to entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors.  When was the last time a donor gave a gift?  There was interest in finding out when donors would give their next financial contribution.  Donors were asked if their giving was increasing or decreasing, and when they would likely increase their giving, even if it was not within the foreseeable future.

Last time giving a charitable gift.  

Respondents were asked to identify when they last gave a direct financial contribution to charity. All respondents were donors and all but one of those respondents could remember when they gave their last financial contribution to charity. 

Table 6.26 shows that more than one-third of non-entrepreneurial donors (38.1%) and entrepreneurial donors (38.0%) have given a gift in the past year.  A fewer number have given in the last month and fewer yet have given in the past week.  However, if the week and the month giving categories are collapsed it is noticed that half or more than

	Table 6.26.  When the last gift was given to Charity broken down by Donors (DNRS), Entrepreneurial Donors (EPS) and Non-entrepreneur Donors (NEPS), (Q.5, Vol. I, p.  32)

	Time Period
	DNRS %
	NEPS %
	EPS  %

	Within the past week
	21.2
	22.4
	19.0

	Within the past month
	29.4      (50.6)        
	27.4     (49.8)
	33.5      (52.5)

	Within the past year
	38.0
	38.1
	38.0

	Within the past two years
	  5.1
	  5.3
	  4.8

	More than two years ago
	  6.1
	  6.8
	  4.7

	(Don’t Know, Not Stated)
	  0.1
	  0.1
	  0.0


half of the donors in each donor population have given their last gift within the past month.  Though the survey did not ask the question, it would be interesting to find out if this means that 50% of donors are giving on a monthly basis.  It is clear that 38% of the remainder of donors gave their last gift within the past year. 


The relationship between when the last gift was given, and the level at which it was given, was also of interest to the authors.  Table 6.27 shows there is a relationship between the level at which donors give a gift and the time span within which they gave a last gift.  Note that 69.5% of those who give at a level of $10,000 plus a year, have given a philanthropic gift within the last week, and 40.5% of those who give at a $1000 to <$10,000 annual level have given in the past week.  The more someone gives, the more likely it is that they have given recently.  Conversely the less people give on an annual basis the more likely it is that more time has lapsed since their last gift.  

	Table 6.27.  Relationship between the giving level and when the last gift was given (Q. 5, Vol. II, p. 32)

	
	Level of Charitable Donation  ($000)

	
	All 
	<$100
	$100 -

<240
	$240 – 

<500
	$500 –

<1000
	$1000-<10,000
	$10,000+

	Total
	1198
	243
	285
	256
	170
	180
	18

	W/in past week
	21.2 %
	11.4%
	13.5%
	21.8%
	21.8%
	40.5%
	69.5%

	W/in past month
	29.4%
	15.2%
	27.0%
	33.2%
	39.3%
	40.1%
	25.1%

	W/in past year
	38.0%
	40.9%
	49.0%
	38.7%
	36.6%
	18.3%
	  5.4%

	W/in past 2 years
	  5.1%
	13.0%
	  5.5%
	  4.2%
	  1.8%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%

	More than 2 years
	  6.1%
	18.9%
	  5.0%
	  2.2%
	  0.5%
	  1.1%
	  0.0%

	DK / NS
	  0.1%
	  0.5%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%
	  0.0%


Age is not a factor for those who have given their last philanthropic gift in the past month, past year, past two years and more than two years.  However, upon review of the ages of those who have given within the past week, age does become a factor.  While only 9.4% of 18 to 24 year old donors have given in the past week, 35% of those 65 years of age or more gave a philanthropic gift within the past 7 days, that is a difference of   25.6% (Vol. III, p. 32).  Those donors 65 years of age and older are far more likely to have given in the past week than those in the 18-24 year old age bracket.

Figure 6.14.  Percentage of Donors Who Have Given in the Past Week, Month, Year, Two Years.


Of those who have given in the past week, 13.9 % have a household income of <$20,000 per year, while 23.9% have a household income of more than $100,000 per year - a difference of 10.0%.  There is a significant difference between those who have a household income of $60,000 to < $80,000 and those who have a household income above $80,000 annually.  Clearly 27.7% of those who have a household income of between $60,000 and < $80,000 gave their last philanthropic gift in the past month.  While 44.9% of those who earn a household income of between $80,000 and $100,000 gave in the past month, only 39.8% of those with an annual household income of $100,000 gave in the past month.  The higher the income, the more likely a donor has given in the past month.  This is true up to the point where household incomes reach the $100,000 level and then the percentage dips slightly (Vol. IV, p. 32).


The largest percent of donors (38%) that have given a gift recently have done so in the past year.  Figure 6.14 shows this clearly.  As a result, it would make sense that the largest percentage of donors would have given to each charitable sector within the past year.  That is true for every sector except for religion.  Though only 21.2% of the donors have given a gift in the past week, 35.7% of those who have given to religion have done so in the past seven days.  This suggests that donors, who give to religious organizations or causes, tend to give more often than donors to other sectors. 

Identification of Variables that most Distinguish Entrepreneurial Donors from Non-Entrepreneurial Donors
There are a number of variables that distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  The first among them is household income.  Those donors with household incomes of $80,000 to < $100,000 are twice as likely to be entrepreneurial donors.  While only 6.6% of respondents are in the $80,000 to <$100,000 bracket, 4.9% are non-entrepreneurial donors and 10.0% are entrepreneurial donors (Vol. 1, p. 243). 

 Business ownership is also a key variable in distinguishing entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs.  Because business ownership is such a key variable, thought was given to using it as the only determinant distinguishing entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs for the purposes of this study.  Though the literature is not unanimous on the point, it was determined that business ownership was neither the key factor, nor the only factor in qualifying a donor as an entrepreneur.  

Nonetheless, respondents were asked if they had owned or currently owned a business, company or enterprise.  Though 31.5% of non-entrepreneurial donors own or have owned a business, a total of 46.7% of entrepreneurial donors own a business, a difference of 15.2% (Vol. I, p. 244).


In distinguishing entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs, age is also a factor. Respondents over 55 years of age are less likely to be entrepreneurs than those under the age of 55.  A total of 26.0% of non-entrepreneurial donors are over 55 years of age, while only 12.7% fall into the same age bracket (Vol. 1, p. 244).  More entrepreneurial donors (12.0%) than non-entrepreneurial donors (3.6%) have less than a high school education.  Put another way, entrepreneurial donors are more than three times as likely to finish high school than non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 240). 

	Table 6.28.  Entrepreneurial Giving Respondent Attributes Defining Entrepreneurs and Non-Entrepreneurs (listed in order of importance)

	Respondent Attributes 
	Standardized

Coefficients
	Significance

	Household incomes $80,000 and above 
	0.421
	.000

	Business ownership (current/past) 
	0.379
	.000

	Age 55 and older 
	-0.370
	.000

	High school education or less 
	-0.313
	.000

	Belief in giving back to the community 
	0.295
	.000

	Liked to donate to education and research 
	0.207
	.003

	Belief in the cause, vision or mission 
	0.140
	.000

	Resident of Atlantic Provinces 
	-0.118
	.031

	Having faith in the leadership of the organization 
	0.113
	.004

	Feeling an obligation or duty to give 
	0.108
	.017

	Model Statistics (N=1198):   chi-square=139.5 (df=10), p = .000 


Note:  Discriminant Analysis for Entrepreneurial Giving Survey Refined Analysis May 19, 2000, Research Innovations Inc.  Positive coefficients mean that higher values of the variable are associated with being an entrepreneur while lower values are associated with non-entrepreneur.  Negative coefficients mean that lower values of the variable are associated with being an entrepreneur and higher values are associated with non-entrepreneur.  For business ownership, age group, education group, and residence (variables which are coded 0 and 1), the 1 is the “higher value”.  For scale variables like the motivating variables, values closer to 0 are low values and values closer to 10 are higher values.  


Analysis of the data shows that entrepreneurial donors tend to be drawn by four core values.  First among them is belief in giving back to the community. This value shows up time and time again as donors respond to motivators, only to find out later that these donors are entrepreneurs.  Entrepreneurial donors also indicate they are motivated by belief in the cause and vision and mission.  It is understandable that entrepreneurs believe in cause, vision and mission, because in most cases these very same variables are likely to contribute to their success.

Entrepreneurial donors also are motivated by the value of leadership.  Faith in leadership of the organization is held in high regard.  This is particularly important to entrepreneurial donors (see Table 6.13) as they consider the motivation for giving their next gift to charity.  And finally, feeling an obligation or duty to give is considered an important motivator for entrepreneurs, very similar to their belief in giving back to the community.  The concept of responsibility as indicated by a feeling of obligation and duty and by their belief in giving back to the community distinguishes the entrepreneurial donor from the non-entrepreneurial donor.  That is not to say that non-entrepreneurial donors do not have a strong sense of responsibility.  It is just that entrepreneurial donors in this survey held beliefs associated with responsibility to be more important than non-entrepreneurial donors. 

There are two other primary elements that distinguish entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors in Canada.  Entrepreneurial donors are least likely to live in the Maritime Provinces.  While 33.4% of respondents qualified as entrepreneurs, only 22.7% of the respondents from the Maritimes meet the qualifications as opposed to 40.5% in Alberta.  Alberta, in fact, has the highest percentage of entrepreneurial donors in the country.  

Finally, entrepreneurial donors (22.9%) are more likely to give to education and research than non-entrepreneurial donors (15.5%), (Vol. I, p. 42).  Entrepreneurial donors are more likely to give to education and research than to any other charitable classification (Vol. I, p. 29).  Of those giving to education and research, 42.5% are entrepreneurial donors.  This compares with a low of 30.3% of those giving to religion or religious causes and 32.2 % of those giving to heath and health related causes. 

Chapter Summary

The highest percentage of entrepreneurial donors (32.0 %) is in the 35 to 44 age category.  Once above 55 years of age the percentage of non-entrepreneurial donors is greater than the percentage of entrepreneurial donors.  A donor is more likely to be an entrepreneurial donor if under the age of 55 (Vol. I, p. 238).

With the largest percentage of the respondents falling into the 35 to 44 age bracket it would make sense to expect that the largest number of donors giving at each giving level would be between the ages of 35 and 44.  This is true with one exception.  Those giving on an annual basis at the $10,000 level tend to fall into the 55 to 64 age bracket.  Though only 12.4% of the population falls into the 55 to 64 age bracket, 37.4% of those giving at the $10,000 plus level are 55 to 64 years of age.  The survey shows age is a factor for those giving more than $10,000 per year (Vol.  II, p. 238). 

More donors (23.8%) give at the $100 to $240 level annually, than at any other level.  More non-entrepreneurial donors (25.9%) give at the $100 to 240 level annually.  However, more entrepreneurial donors (22.7%) give at the $240 to $500 level annually than at any other level.  A greater percentage of entrepreneurial donors tend to give at a higher level than non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. 1, p. 244).  

When it comes to marital status, entrepreneurial donors are more likely to be married than either non-entrepreneurial donors or the general combined donor population (Vol. I, p. 239).

The survey shows there is a direct relationship between marital status and household income for donors in Canada.  As income brackets increase so too do the percentage of those married in each income bracket (Vol. II p. 239).

The data from the study does not show the net worth of individuals. However our data shows if a donor is married there is a greater likelihood their annual income will be higher (Vol. IV, p. 239).

A total of 42.6% of entrepreneurial donors have a university undergraduate degree or a university graduate degree.  This is 10% above the national average and greater than 15% more than the 27.2% of non-entrepreneurial donors who fall in the same education category.  

Entrepreneurial donors also tend to be more highly educated than non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 240).  The higher the education level, the more likely a donor will be giving in the higher giving levels.  At the $500 to < $1000 giving level, 6.3% of the donors have less than high school compared to 17.6% who have a high school diploma, 12.5% who have some post secondary, 20.2% who have a post secondary diploma and 43.5% who have a university undergraduate or graduate degree (Vol. II, p. 240).

When asked where their next charitable donation would go, 40.4% of the respondents indicated they would give their next charitable donation to the health sector.  The second choice by respondents was religion at 14.0%, followed by social services at 13.0%, and then Education and Research at 11.9%.  The environment was the fifth charitable sector mentioned and attracted the interest of 5.5% of respondents.  Respondents made numerous other choices accounting for the remaining 15.2% of the responses made to this question.  However, none of the responses recorded in the other category exceeded the 5.5% rating given to the environment (Vol. V, p. 240).

When we examine the higher income brackets we find entrepreneurial donors hold a more dominant position in those income categories.  For example, 8.9% of non-entrepreneurial donors fall within the $100,000 and more income bracket, while 18.4% of entrepreneurial donors occupy the same income bracket, a difference of 9.5%.  

The higher the income bracket is, the greater the percentage of entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 243). 

The more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor displays, the greater the likelihood they will be giving at a higher annual giving level (Vol. I, p. 244).

Motivators for Giving next Gift

The survey results suggest that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor possesses, the more highly that donor will be motivated to give a philanthropic gift.  The top five motivators for giving the next philanthropic gift to charity include: belief in vision and mission, helping those in need, giving back to the community, belief that the charity is accountable, and that a donor’s gift will make a difference (Vol. 1, pp. 47 - 95).

The same basic motivators will cause an entrepreneur donor and a non-entrepreneurial donor to give their next gift.  However, the distinguishing element between the two populations does not lie in the motivators alone, but in the differing values they place on certain motivators in relation to giving their next philanthropic gift (Vol. I, pp. 47 – 95), (See Table 6.13).

Motivators for Increasing a Gift

The top four motivators for both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors are the same.  Both populations are motivated to increase their giving by financial ability, by causes consistent with their values, quality and reputation of the charity, and a charity’s solid record of performance (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138).

A stronger personal connection to a charity or a cause is ranked fifth for entrepreneurs, while a significant life event is ranked fifth by non-entrepreneurs (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138).

When considering motivators for increasing a gift, it is helpful to know that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor population has, the higher the percentage of the donors who will be highly motivated to give by a specific motivational factor. 

In determining the difference in the motivations for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors, it is not only important for the practitioner to take into consideration the rank order of a motivator, but also the consideration of the relative EPS mean difference.  In cultivation and in preparing a proposal or an ask to increase giving, the practitioner will want to take into consideration the importance of the top ranked motivators outlined in Table 6.14.

Motivators for Refusing or Turning Down an Opportunity to give to Charity

Entrepreneurial donors (91.5%) are more likely to turn down an opportunity to make a philanthropic gift than non-entrepreneurial donors (88.7%), a difference of 2.8%.  Regionally, those most likely to turn down an opportunity to give are British Columbians (93.7%) and those least likely to refuse a request are Québecers (79.6%), a difference of 14.9 %.  Men (90.1%) are slightly more likely to turn down a request than women (89.2%), and those between the ages of 35 – 44 (92.1%) turned down a request more than individuals in any other age bracket.  It is interesting to note that those least likely to turn down a request for a gift are those in the 65 plus age bracket (81.6%).

An entrepreneurial donor is far less likely to use financial position as a reason for not giving.  Financial position is the motivator that most distinguishes the difference between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors relative to refusing to give. 

Table 6.17 also shows the impact EPS Mean Difference has in ranking the motivators, which distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  Table 6.17 tells us that entrepreneurial donors are far less likely to give financial position as a reason for refusing to give a gift than non-entrepreneurial donors.  The same is true for entrepreneurial donors when it comes to high administrative cost of charities and donor fatigue; non-entrepreneurial donors are more likely to use these reasons than entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, pp. 142 – 172). 


What Figure 6.3 really shows the reader is regardless of what motivator is used to cause a donor to refuse giving a gift, it tends to have the same results.  If an organization or its agents repel a donor, they will likely respond to much the same degree, regardless of what causes the repulsion.  In other words, if someone or something upsets a donor, the reason for the upset does not seem to matter.  Donors appear to react to the same degree to most barriers to giving. 

The results again lend themselves to the interpretation that regardless of how a donor is repelled by a charity or cause they seem to react relatively the same way, regardless whether they are entrepreneurial donors or non-entrepreneurial donors. 

Motivations to stop Giving to Charity

Though 89.6% of donors have turned down a specific opportunity to give, in comparison only 43.0% have stopped giving to a charity or non-profit organization.  When it comes to entrepreneurial donors 91.5% have refused to give, but only 42.0% have stopped giving.  Non-entrepreneurial donors are least likely to refuse to give (88.7% compared with 91.5% for entrepreneurial donors) but they are more likely to make a decision to stop giving (43.6% as opposed to entrepreneurial donors at 42.0%), (Vol. I, p. 179). 


What prompts donors to stop giving to charity?  In a word, reliability.  Respondents stop giving to charity when it doesn’t do what it said it would do. Donors indicate that reliability is the number one reason why they stop giving to charities.  With mean scores of 8.58 (donors), 8.47 (non-entrepreneurial donors), and 8.79 (entrepreneurial donors), entrepreneurial donors place more emphasis on the reliability factor than any others.  Entrepreneurs also rank credibility (8.37), consistency of mission and vision (7.31), donor fatigue (7.02), and financial situation (7.00) as the other four motivators in their top five list.


As a result we can see a trend that shows those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics, EPS (5) are more likely to be motivated to stop giving than those with non-entrepreneurs with zero to two characteristics, NEPS (0-2).

Motivators for Giving Ultimate Gift

Belief and trust in the organization is still very important for those giving an ultimate gift. Belief and trust in the organization is ranked third in the open ended question, but when respondents are given a choice of responses it is ranked number one on the list followed by knowledge charity demonstrated results and desire to make a difference.

As a practitioner it is valuable to know that; finding the connection between the charity and cause is the motivation that donors favour when they consider giving the ultimate gift.  Financial ability to donate is important as well, but more important for donors in general (10.7%) and non-entrepreneurial donors (11.4%) than it is to entrepreneurial donors (9.1%).  Belief and trust in the organization follows logically in the list.  Even if there is a connection with a cause and the organization, it is going to be very difficult for a donor to give the ultimate gift if belief and trust are not integrally tied to the rationale for giving the gift.  Though the element of need is consistently expressed throughout the list of responses to the question regarding motivators for the ultimate gift, unless that need is placed in the context of the vision of the charity or non-profit organization, a request for the ultimate gift will likely fall short of its potential.


Entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors rank motivational factors for giving the ultimate gift in the same order.  The data also shows that entrepreneurial donors tend to be more motivated than non-entrepreneurs to give an ultimate gift.  The research findings indicate that personal or family connection to the cause or charity and belief and trust in the organization rank high on the list of motivators.  Belief in having something to give, followed by personal connection to the cause, are the two motivators that most distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors. 

Figure 6.8 shows that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor professes, the greater the percentage of individuals in the group who will be highly motivated to give an ultimate gift.  The one exception to that trend is the tax motivator.  Those with five entrepreneurial characteristics are less motivated to give by tax considerations than those with fewer entrepreneurial characteristics.   

Frequency of Giving   

Of those who give at a level of $10,000 plus a year, 69.5% have given a philanthropic gift within the last week, and 40.5% of those who give at a $1000 to <$10,000 annual level have given in the past week.  The more one gives, the more likely it is that they have given recently, and the less people give on an annual basis, the more likely it is that more time has lapsed since their last philanthropic gift.

Though only 21.2% of the donors have given a gift in the past week, 35.7% of those who have given to religion have done so in the past seven days. This suggests that donors who give to religious organizations or causes, tend to give more often than donors to other sectors. 

Variables that most Distinguish Entrepreneurial Donors from Non-Entrepreneurial Donors

There are a number of variables that distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  Those donors with household incomes of $80,000 to < $100,000 are twice as likely to be entrepreneurial donors as they are to be non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. 1, p. 243). 

Though 31.5% of non-entrepreneurial donors own or have owned a business, a total of 46.7% of entrepreneurial donors own a business, a difference of 15.2% (Vol. I, p. 244).


In distinguishing entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs, age is also a factor. Respondents over 55 years of age are less likely to be entrepreneurs than those under the age of 55.  A total of 26.0% of non-entrepreneurial donors are over 55 years of age, while only 12.7% fall into the same age bracket (Vol. 1, p. 244).

More entrepreneurial donors (12.0%) than non-entrepreneurial donors (3.6%) have less than a high school education.  Put another way, entrepreneurial donors are more than three times as likely to finish high school than non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 240).

Analysis of the data shows that entrepreneurial donors tend to be drawn by four core values when considering giving their next gift.  First among them is belief in giving back to the community.  Secondly, entrepreneurial donors also indicate they are motivated by belief in the cause, vision and mission.  It is understandable that entrepreneurs believe in cause, vision and mission because in most cases these very same variables are likely to contribute to their success.

Thirdly, entrepreneurial donors are motivated by the value of leadership.  Faith in leadership of the organization is held in high regard.  And finally, feeling an obligation or duty to give is considered an important motivator for entrepreneurs, very similar to their believe in giving back to the community.  The concept of responsibility as indicated by a feeling of obligation and duty and by their belief in giving back to the community distinguishes the entrepreneurial donor from the non-entrepreneurial donor.

There are two other primary elements that help us distinguish entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors in Canada.  Entrepreneurial donors are least likely to live in the Maritime Provinces.  While 33.4% of respondents qualified as entrepreneurs, only 22.7% of the respondents from the Maritimes meet the qualifications as opposed to 40.5% in Alberta.  Finally, entrepreneurial donors (22.9%) are more likely to give to education and research than non-entrepreneurial donors (15.5%), (Vol. I, p. 42).

The findings produced by the baseline survey are not exhaustive.  This chapter has only skimmed the surface of data available from the study.  Though this study began the research with the purpose of developing an understanding of what motivates Canadian entrepreneurs to give philanthropically, and what impedes their motivation, the research was pursued based on the hypothesis that entrepreneurs were more motivated to give than non-entrepreneurs.

If there is a satisfaction in this study it is in knowing that entrepreneurs in fact are more motivated to give, to increasing their giving and to giving an ultimate gift.  This study has also shown that once a donor is alienated or discouraged they tend to react with a fairly equal degree of intensity regardless of which barrier is presented to them.  

When it comes to motivators to stop giving, reliability is the key.  The number one reason why donors stop giving is because charities fail to do what they said they would do.

Having reviewed the literature on motivators and barriers to giving, conducted expert interviews and focus groups, as well as completed a discussion of the findings of a national baseline survey, it is appropriate to draw conclusions and make recommendations for further study.

Chapter 7

Conclusions and Recommendations
Introduction
This chapter presents the conclusions of the study by providing an integrated summary of the findings from the literature review, expert interviews, focus groups and the national baseline study.  The chapter also includes recommendations for further study. 

Conclusion

The problem statement identified the need to understand what motivates entrepreneurs to give philanthropically, and what impedes their motivation to give philanthropically to the third sector.  This study has identified the primary motivators and barriers to giving from the literature review, expert interviews and focus groups.  It also tested those motivators and barriers in a national baseline study of 1203 respondents to determine which motivators have primary influence on donor decisions.

Five specific questions were asked regarding motivations for philanthropic giving.  Those questions inquired about the motivations relative to five areas of donor decision making.  The five topic areas tested for motivation includde: future giving, future increased giving, anticipated reasons for refusal to give, reasons for stopping one’s giving and motivators for giving an ultimate gift. 

The research for this study was divided into two phases.  The first phase involved qualitative research.  The qualitative research included a literature review, focus groups and key informant interviews.  The findings produced from the qualitative research and reported in this chapter, are preliminary findings only.

Phase two of the study involved taking the qualitative findings and testing them, particularly as they applied to motivators and barriers to giving, in a national baseline survey.

In addition to identifying and testing motivators and barriers to philanthropic giving, the authors have presented a number of original models that assist practitioners in understanding motivations to giving and applying those motivating factors to their work as practitioners. 

The models developed have been derived from analysis of both the literature review and the key informant interviews and are applicable to many aspects of fund development relative to the identification, qualification, cultivation, solicitation and stewardship of entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.

This study also probed the related literature and pressed key informants for their views on the salient characteristics of an entrepreneur.  From that enquiry, a comprehensive definition of entrepreneur has emerged and become a defining point for the national baseline study.  And finally there is the national baseline study, the questionnaire upon which it is based, the findings it has produced for this study, and potentially many more to follow. 

Motivations and Barriers to Giving 

A review of the literature shows variety in the number of specific motivational characteristics and barriers to philanthropic giving.  Some common themes have emerged, such as belief in mission, as having a predominant, although not exclusive hold as one of the primary motivational characteristics.  However, there is ambiguity in the models and characteristics, making it difficult to initially draw definitive conclusions solely from the qualitative research component of the study.   

Nonetheless, within the context of ambiguity and lack of consensus from the qualitative research, a number of preliminary findings were extracted.  There are factors that influence a person’s decision to give, which are clearly internal and emotional.  These include such motivational factors as altruism, a belief in the mission of the organization, a feeling of compassion for another human being, and a feeling that you owe something back to the community.  Barriers suggested included preference to spend money in other ways, or desire to save money for future needs.  Much of the literature simply provides lists of different motivational factors and barriers, and one is left with the impression that the specific factors are unique to each individual.  

Some commentators spoke about general external factors, which influence a donor’s decision to give, or not.  These authors provided insight into the theory that the successful transmission of a philanthropic message by a third party, including fundraisers, can in turn motivate donors to give.  Concepts like messaging, customer-donor relationships, key information provided, solicitation technique, and market segmentation were provided as factors affecting donor motivation.  Other commentators are not convinced about the role of the fundraiser in affecting motivations for prospective donors and focused on ‘so-called’ fundamentals of cause and timing, arguing that for people to give, they must first have an interest and that the timing must be right.

Several large studies have provided quantitative insight into motivational factors, and yet when compared against one another, they show a lack of consensus.  Some researchers found simple conclusions as a result of their study; others found complexity.    In one example of two large national surveys, one conducted in the United States (Panas, 1984, pp. 230-231) and the other in Canada (CRC Survey Report, 1997), the findings suggest that there may be significant differences in motivational factors between the two countries that call for further investigation.  To what degree does national and societal cultural differences affect the motivations and barriers to philanthropic giving?

In other large surveys, new motivational concepts like hyperagency, connectivity, association, intensity of participation, and control over the environment were introduced, providing new areas for discussion and potential for further research. 

Looking specifically in the literature at the motivations and barriers of entrepreneur versus non-entrepreneurs provided some interesting insights.  Evidence was provided that entrepreneurs make their first and largest gifts to an institution after non-entrepreneurs, and that they support a small number of charitable causes and regard their gift as an investment rather than as a gift.  When looking at non-entrepreneurs, it was found that the size of their first donation tends to determine the size of a majority of their future donations to a particularly institution.  

As with non-entrepreneurial philanthropists, there were many different motivating factors identified.  Some of the high frequency motivational factors identified for entrepreneurs included seeing their money as a vehicle to implement social change, initiating new solutions to philanthropic challenges, and the charitable organization encouraging direct relationships.  Specific frequently-referenced barriers for entrepreneurial philanthropy included charity has no vision, charity is ineffective and poorly managed, charity does not provide feedback on an investment, and charity is symptom-based and does not deal with long term impact or societal change.
Focus groups provided additional perspective on motivators and barriers to giving.  Questions presented to focus group participants were segmented by topic.  The primary motivators for giving the next philanthropic gift for focus group participants included connection with the cause and involvement or relationship with the charity.  When feeling of satisfaction rated as high as believe in mission and vision it was decided it would be tested as a motivator for giving in the national baseline study.  Giving back to the community was as important to focus group participants as tax deductions.  The national baseline survey did not support this view.  

Focus group participants were clear in their direction regarding increased giving.  They said if someone working for a charity or a cause wants a donor to increase their giving, they have to ask.  Participants said the three primary reasons donors increased their giving were ability to give, performance of the charity or the organization and consistency between the values of the organization and the values of the donor.  Participants also suggested that an ability to bring the values of the donor and the charity closer together would have an impact on increasing the amount of giving. 

Belief and trust in an organization and a personal connection with it are the two primary motivators focus group participants gave as the motivators for giving their largest gift to date.  Other factors prompting donors to give the largest gift to date included a sense that if I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done. Participants believed they had the power to make a difference. They also said a charity’s ability to get results was a motivator for giving.  Finally, they said their belief that they had something unique to give was also a motivator.  All of these motivators proved to be more important than tax considerations. 

The single largest barrier to giving suggested by the focus groups’ participants was method of solicitation.  The literature review conducted for this study did not find method of solicitation to be as important a factor as the focus group participants did.  Focus group participants not only spoke extensively about method of solicitation, they also became somewhat animated while doing so.  Falling much lower on the list of barriers to giving were dissatisfaction or disagreement with the cause, financial situation of the donor, and donor fatigue.  

Not only does a change in financial position cause a barrier to giving, it is also one of the main factors prompting participants to decrease giving or stop giving altogether. The number one reason why participants decreased or stopped giving was the charity’s failure to do what it said it would do.  Participants insisted that charities do what they say they will do, and act in a manner that is both ethical and consistent with the stated mission.

When reviewing general motivations, key informants were more apt to mention factors of being asked, community responsibility, hyeragency (controlling the conditions around you), cause, and tax considerations.  When asked to look at motivations for entrepreneurs specifically, key informants focused overwhelmingly on community responsibility/giving back to the community as the number one motivational factor for entrepreneurs.  The desire to affect change ranked the second highest mentioned motivational factor for key informants. 

When asked to look at barriers to giving generally, key informants were not as prone to identify any single type of barriers with a significant frequency over other types of barriers. Those most frequently mentioned included thinking that the gift will not be used wisely, the solicitation method/approach used, and lack of knowledge about the organization.  When asked to consider barriers to giving specifically by entrepreneurs, key informants were prepared to identify not educated about giving/philanthropy as their overwhelming choice for the top barrier.  
Models

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs was referenced several times as a model for comparison of motivations for giving.  E. Golberg, former Director of Planned Giving for Mankato State University, has developed an intricate and complex model comparing Maslow's hierarchy of five needs and various motivations for giving.  Self-actualization, at the top of Maslow’s scale anticipates drawing interest from those with genuine sympathy for the cause and caring for people. 

Blake Bromley a Canadian researcher and author, speaks of new paradigms that combine social-motivations with self-motivations, and speaks of the importance of tax considerations as primary motivators for philanthropic giving.  He attempts to derive a conceptually new understanding of donor motivation by introducing the terms virtuous philanthropy (based on altruism, problem solving and social effectiveness), vulgar philanthropy (based on egoism, pragmatism, self-interest, income benefits and public recognition) and virtual philanthropy (based on a virtual blend of virtuous and vulgar philanthropy).  From these concepts three motivational paradigms for giving are derived.  

One of the most interesting conversations conducted with a key informant dealt with the concept of transaction versus relationship types for fundraising and the affect on motivations and barriers to giving.  David Dunlop expressed two fundamentally different ways that a fundraiser can approach their fundraising responsibilities.  The first is to focus on the transaction (i.e., asking for the gift) and the second is to focus on the relationship (i.e., building ties with the donor prospect).  Dunlop asserts that through the successful application of relationship fundraising, practitioners can move a prospective donor through various levels of personal involvement to build motivations for them to give their first, and later ultimate gift.  Therefore, within the context, he argues that it is fundamentally complicated to consider entrepreneurial philanthropists separately within the pool of overall prospective donors. 

In the literature, some commentators created different models in order to examine the larger question of predicting motivators and barriers for giving.  Some models were extremely complex and others less so.  These included segmentation by passive and active motivational factors, behavioural factors, and psychographic and demographic factors.   Finally, other commentators including Thomas J. Stanley, author of The Millionaire Next Door, felt people spend too much time trying to understand the complex psychological factors that motivate people to give.  In his view, the reason people give is simply because someone asked them.

Definition of Entrepreneur

The key informant interviews added to the literature review by providing insight into characteristics essential for the definitions of entrepreneur.  The criteria used to define an entrepreneur were similar to those found in the literature review, although not as exhaustive.  Of the five characteristics mentioned by key informants, four were previously identified in the literature review as necessary to define an entrepreneur (i.e., willingness to assume risk; determination to pursue opportunities; ability to perceive opportunities; and ability to lever resources).  The fifth characteristic provided by key informants was the willingness to make decisions regarding the direction of  the enterprise. 

After reviewing the key themes presented in the literature, the frequency of mention for key criteria, and taking into consideration the suggestions and recommendations of key informants, five definitional characteristics of an entrepreneur emerge.  The authors determined that each of these characteristics is necessary to define an entrepreneur, and is the basis for the definition used in our research and the national survey study.  The five characteristics, all of which are essential components of the study’s definition of entrepreneur, are: 

1.  Ability to identify an opportunity

2. Decision to pursue an opportunity

3. Possess decision making ability and/or control over an enterprise

4. Willingness to assume risk

5.   Ability to lever/find new resources

Owning a business and making money are often thought to be critical components of the definition.  Neither criterion is included in the definition of entrepreneur developed for this study. Although making a profit is critical for being a successful businessperson, it is considered as an operating condition for running a business.  It is not a key element of the definition of entrepreneur.  Many exercise all five entrepreneurial characteristics in the work they do outside of organizations that are considered businesses.  It is the characteristics an individual portrays that make them an entrepreneur, not the type of organization at which they work.

The Five Questions

Five characteristics make up the definition of entrepreneur and five questions are at the core of the national baseline survey conducted as part of this study. From that survey there are a number of findings about motivators and barriers to giving.

Motivators for donors to give their next gift

The first core question tested in the survey related to donor motivations for giving their next philanthropic gift.  The survey results show the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor group possesses, the more likely it is they will be highly motivated to give a philanthropic gift (Vol. I, pp. 47 – 95).  By implication, the more entrepreneurial characteristics donors have, the more likely they are to give a philanthropic gift.

The top five motivators for giving the next philanthropic gift to charity include: belief in vision and mission, helping those in need, giving back to the community, a belief that the charity is accountable, and that a donor’s gift will make a difference (Vol. 1, pp. 47 – 95).

The same basic motivators will cause an entrepreneurial donor and a non-entrepreneurial donor to give their next gift.  However, the distinguishing element between the two populations does not lie in the motivators alone, but in the differing values they place on certain motivators in relation to giving their next philanthropic gift  (Vol. I, pp. 47 – 95).

With regard to motivations for giving the next gift, entrepreneurs are more highly motivated to give than non-entrepreneurs relative to each motivator tested.  However, entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors list their motivating factors in somewhat of a different order (Vol. I, pp. 47 – 95). 

Motivators for increasing a donor’s giving

The second core question asked in the survey related to motivations for increasing a gift.  There are similarities between the motivators for giving the next gift and the motivational factors for increasing one’s giving to a charity.  The first similarity is that entrepreneurs tend to be more motivated to increase their gift than non-entrepreneurs. This is true for all motivators tested in this question except for acknowledgement and recognition. When it comes to acknowledgement and recognition, both entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs rank this motivator the same and both donor groups put it at the bottom of their list (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138). 

The top four motivators to increased giving for both entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors are the same.  Both populations are motivated to increase their giving by financial ability, by causes consistent with their values, quality and reputation of the charity and a charity’s solid record of performance (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138).

 A stronger personal connection to a charity or a cause is ranked fifth for entrepreneurs, while a significant life event is ranked fifth by non-entrepreneurs (Vol. I, pp. 97 – 138).

So, when considering motivation for increasing a gift, it is helpful to know that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor population has, the higher the percentage of donors who will be highly motivated to give by a specific motivational factor. 

In determining the difference in the motivations for entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors, it is not only important to take into consideration the rank order of a motivator, but also the relative mean difference; it becomes a factor for the practitioner to consider.  In qualifying, cultivating, soliciting and stewarding a donor and specifically when preparing a proposal to increase giving, the practitioner will want to take into consideration the importance of the top ranked motivators as well as the mean differences between the motivational factors for entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. 

Motivators for refusing to give to charity
The third core question related to motivational factors (also known as barriers to giving) causing a donor to refuse or turn down an opportunity to give to a charity.

There are several important findings that come as a result of the respondents’ answers to this question.  First, there is not a clear overall distinctive pattern of what motivates entrepreneurs to give versus non-entrepreneurs.  Of the 12 motivators tested in relation to this question, non-entrepreneurs are more motivated to refuse a gift because of donor fatigue, being in a poor financial position and because they have determined that administrative costs are too high.  Responses to three other motivational factors are virtually the same for entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.  The three factors that are the same include organizational credibility, information about gift designation, and lack of connection between the charity and the donor.  Entrepreneurs are more motivated to refuse to give to a charity when considering the remaining six motivational factors.  Entrepreneurs are more motivated not to give when presented with the following motivational factors: disagreement with the cause, ask method, poor information about the charity, ask style, poor reputation of the charity, and poor credibility of the person asking (Vol. I, pp. 140 – 174).

Second, regardless of what motivator is used to cause a donor to refuse giving a gift it tends to have relatively the same results.  If an organization or its agents repel a donor, they will likely respond to much the same degree, regardless of what causes the repulsion.  Differences in the degree of magnitude of what upsets an entrepreneur and a non-entrepreneur are not great.  If someone or something upsets a donor, the origin of the upset or the reason for the friction does not seem to matter.  Donors appear to react to the same degree to motivational factors causing them to refuse to give a charitable gift.  

Entrepreneurial donors (91.5%) are more likely to turn down an opportunity to make a philanthropic gift than non-entrepreneurial donors (88.7%), a difference of 2.8%.  Regionally, those most likely to turn down an opportunity to give are British Columbians (93.7%) and those least likely to refuse a request are Quebecers (79.6%), a difference of 14.9%.  Men (90.1%) are slightly more likely to turn down a request than women (89.2%), and those between the ages of 35 – 44 (92.1%) turned down a request more than individuals in any other age bracket.  It is interesting to note those least likely to turn down a request for a gift are those in the 65 plus age bracket (81.6%).

Entrepreneurial donors are far less likely to use financial position as a reason for not giving.  Financial position is the motivator that most distinguishes the difference between entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors in response to this question regarding motivators for refusing to give. 

Comparing the mean differences of the motivational factors for refusing to give, is useful because it provides more information on the differences between entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial motivations.  The findings demonstrate that entrepreneurial donors are far less likely to give financial position as a reason for refusing to give a gift than non-entrepreneurial donors.  The same is true for entrepreneurial donors when it comes to high administrative cost of charities and donor fatigue.  These are reasons that non-entrepreneurial donors are more likely to refuse to give, than entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, pp. 142 – 172). 

Motivators for deciding to stop giving to charity 

The fourth core question tested eight motivational factors causing donors to stop giving to a specific charity.  So what does prompt a donor to stop giving to charity?  It is reliability.  Respondents stop giving when a charity doesn’t do what it said it would do. Donors indicate that reliability is the number one reason why they stop giving to charities.  With mean scores of 8.58 (donors), 8.47 (non-entrepreneurial donors), and 8.79 (entrepreneurial donors), entrepreneurial donors place more emphasis on the reliability factor than others.  Entrepreneurs also rank credibility (8.37), consistency of mission and vision (7.31), donor fatigue (7.02), and financial situation (7.00) as the other four motivators in their top five list.

With regard to motivational factors causing donors to stop giving, there is evidence from the study showing those with all five entrepreneurial characteristics, EPS (5) are more likely to be motivated to stop giving than those non-entrepreneurs with zero to two characteristics, NEPS (0-2).

Entrepreneurial donors are more likely to stop giving than non-entrepreneurial donors when it comes to motivational factors such as reliability, loss of credibility, and mission shift.  Entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors are motivated relatively the same when it comes to changes in financial position and donor fatigue.  When it comes to role confusion between government and the private sector, tax considerations and moving from one geographic location to another non-entrepreneurs are more likely to identify these as motivational factors to refuse to give to a charity. 

There does not appear to be a distinctive patterned response for entrepreneurs or non-entrepreneurs when it comes to motivational factors for refusing to give.  However, when the motivations of both donor groups are combined, three distinctive motivational tiers emerge.  In the first tier, both donor groups rank reliability and loss of credibility, as the top reasons why they stop giving.  In the second tier, both donor groups include motivational factors of mission shift, changing financial position, donor fatigue and role confusion between government and the private sector as reasons to stop giving.  In the third and final tier, entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors rank tax and moving from one geographic location to another at the bottom of their list of motivational factors causing them to stop giving to a charity.  

As many as 89.6% of donors have turned down an opportunity to give, in comparison only 43.0% of donors stopped giving to a charity or non-profit organization.  When it comes to entrepreneurial donors, 91.5% have refused to give, but only 42.0% have stopped giving.  Non-entrepreneurial donors are least likely to refuse to give (88.7% compared with 91.5% for entrepreneurial donors) but are more likely to stop giving (43.6% as opposed to entrepreneurial donors at 42.0%), (Vol. I, p. 179). 

Motivators for giving the ultimate gift

The final core question asked of respondents in the national baseline survey related to giving an ultimate gift.  The study defines ultimate gift as the largest gift a donor can make within their current financial situation.  Of the seven motivational factors tested associated with this question, entrepreneurs responded more positively to all motivational factors except for one: tax.  

Both entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors ranked the motivators in the same order.  The motivator, belief and trust in the organization, is ranked first among the seven motivational factors causing a donor to give the ultimate gift.  Second on the list was a charity’s or non-profit organizations’ ability to demonstrate results, followed by the desire to make a difference.  Connection to the charity or cause, a feeling of having something unique to offer followed by a feeling if I didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done, completed the list of motivators tested related to giving the ultimate gift. 

As a practitioner it is valuable to know that finding the connection between the charity and cause is one of the motivations that donors favour when they consider giving the ultimate gift.  Financial ability to donate is important as well, but more important for donors in general (10.7%) and non-entrepreneurial donors (11.4%) than it is to entrepreneurial donors (9.1%).  Belief and trust in the organization follows logically in the list.  Even if there is a connection with a cause and the organization, it is going to be very difficult for a donor to give the ultimate gift if belief and trust are not integrally tied to the rationale for giving the gift.  Though the element of need is consistently expressed throughout the list of responses to the question regarding motivators for the ultimate gift, unless that need is placed in the context of the vision of the charity or non-profit organization, a request for the ultimate gift will likely fall short of its potential.


Entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors rank motivational factors for giving the ultimate gift in the same order.  The findings also show that entrepreneurial donors tend to be more motivated than non-entrepreneurs to give an ultimate gift.  The research findings indicate that personal or family connection to the cause or charity, and belief and trust in the organization rank high on the list of motivators.  Belief in having something to unique give, followed by personal connection to the cause, are the two motivators that most distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors. 

Finally, the national baseline study shows that the more entrepreneurial characteristics a donor group professes to have, the greater the percentage of individuals of that group that are likely to be motivated to give an ultimate gift.  The one exception to that trend is the tax motivator.  Those with five entrepreneurial characteristics (EPS 5) are less motivated to give by tax considerations than those with fewer entrepreneurial characteristics.

Frequency of Giving   

There are a number of elements that have emerged from the study as a result of cross tabulating donor demographics with measurable donor behaviours.  Frequency of giving was one of the findings worth noting for the practitioner.  The data from the baseline study shows that 69.5% of those who give at a level of $10,000 plus a year, have given a philanthropic gift within the last week, and 40.5% of those who give at a $1000 to <$10,000 annual level have given in the past week.  The more one gives, the more likely it is that they have given recently, and the less people give on an annual basis the more likely it is that more time has lapsed since their last philanthropic gift.

Though only 21.2% of the donors have given a gift in the past week, 35.7% of those who have given to religion have done so in the past seven days.  This suggests that donors who give to religious organizations or causes, tend to give more often than donors to other sectors. 

Variables that most Distinguish Entrepreneurial Donors from Non-Entrepreneurial Donors

There are a number of variables that most distinguish entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  For example, donors with household incomes of $80,000 to < $100,000 are twice as likely to be entrepreneurial donors as they are to be non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. 1, p. 243). 

Though 31.5% of non-entrepreneurial donors own or have owned a business, a total of 46.7% of entrepreneurial donors own a business, a difference of 15.2% (Vol. I, p. 244).  Business ownership is a measurable factor that can be used in qualifying entrepreneurial donors.  Many entrepreneurs own businesses.  However, this study was careful not to confuse the definitions of business ownership and entrepreneurship.  In this study, one is not synonymous with the other. 


In distinguishing entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs, age is also a factor. Respondents over 55 years of age are less likely to be entrepreneurs than those under the age of 55.  A total of 26.0% of non-entrepreneurial donors are over 55 years of age, while only 12.7% fall into the same age bracket (Vol. 1, p. 244).

More non-entrepreneurial donors (12.0%) have less than a high school education than entrepreneurial donors (3.6%).  Put another way, entrepreneurial donors are more than three times as likely to have finished high school than non-entrepreneurial donors (Vol. I, p. 240).

Analysis of the data shows that entrepreneurial donors tend to be drawn by four core values when considering giving their next gift.  First among them is belief in giving back to the community.  Second, entrepreneurial donors also indicate they are motivated by belief in the cause, vision and mission. It is understandable that entrepreneurs believe in cause, vision and mission, because in most cases these very same variables are likely to contribute to their success.  Third, entrepreneurial donors are also motivated by the value of leadership.  Faith in leadership of the organization is held in high regard.  And finally, feeling an obligation or duty to give is considered an important motivator for entrepreneurs, very similar to their belief in giving back to the community.  By implication the concept of responsibility as indicated by a feeling of obligation and duty and by their belief in giving back to the community are critical to the entrepreneurial donor.

There are two other primary elements that help us distinguish entrepreneurial donors and non-entrepreneurial donors in Canada.  Entrepreneurial donors are least likely to live in the Maritime Provinces.  While 33.4% of respondents qualified as entrepreneurs, only 22.7% of the respondents from the Maritimes met the qualifications as opposed to 40.5% in Alberta, the highest percentage of entrepreneurial donors in any province or region of the country. Finally, entrepreneurial donors (22.9%) are more likely to give to education and research than non-entrepreneurial donors (15.5%), (Vol. I, p. 42).

The findings produced by the baseline survey are exhaustive.  This study merely skims the surface of conclusions available from the survey.  Though the purpose of the research was to study what motivates Canadian entrepreneurs to give philanthropically, and what impedes their motivation, the underlying purpose was to prove the hypothesis that entrepreneurs were more motivated to give than non-entrepreneurs. 

There is satisfaction in knowing that entrepreneurs are more motivated to give, to increasing their giving and to giving an ultimate gift.  The national baseline study also suggests there is not a great difference between what prevents an entrepreneur and a non-entrepreneur from giving.  However, the national baseline study does provide considerable information on the rank order of those motivators related to entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors relative to the five core questions. 

The research in support of this study has also provided valuable knowledge regarding barriers.  A barrier is a barrier, regardless of whether it is for an entrepreneur or non-entrepreneur.  Once a donor is alienated or discouraged they tend to react with a fairly equal degree of intensity to most barriers. When it comes to motivators to stop giving, differences among the various motivational factors exist and in some cases there are significant differences (i.e., mission shift) between the factors that cause entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors to stop giving.

Recommendations for Further Study

The extent of the data available from the baseline research done for this study allows for further investigation using the current data set as well as studies that can be developed beyond the current database.  There is value in continuing the research to further develop a body of knowledge in the area of entrepreneurial giving.  The following recommendations for further study should be considered:

1. It is recommended that further analysis be done of the current data set to identify key findings in relation to age, gender, educational level, income level, business ownership and giving level.

2. It is recommended that this initial study be enhanced by further in-depth interviews with established and emerging entrepreneurs (288 of the 401 entrepreneurial donors agreed to be interviewed further about their giving patterns).

3. It is recommended that a tracking survey be conducted in 2002-2003 to compare the new findings against the results of the initial baseline study. 

4. It is recommended that additional business data be sought during the tracking study.  Additional business data should include type of business owned by respondents as well as annual revenues of those businesses. 

5. It is recommended that additional demographic data be sought during the tracking study.  Additional demographic data should include a breakdown of the $1,000 to <$10,000 giving levels.  

6. It is recommended that demographics regarding education be reviewed so as to differentiate between level of education and type of educational institution to determine if significant differences exist.

Recommendations for Practitioners Resulting from the Findings in the Study
1. It is recommended that practitioners work their donor databases to segment entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial.

2. It is recommended that practitioners begin to identify prospective entrepreneurial donors and qualify them using the five entrepreneurial characteristics identified. 

3. It is recommended that practitioners develop and implement cultivation, solicitation and stewardship strategies based on the motivations and barriers that come from the study. 

4. It is recommended that accountability measures be developed for all stewardship and donor recognition programs to ensure that organizations have done what they said they were going to do, thus avoiding the number one reason why donors stop giving.

5. It is recommended that creative and innovative projects and investment opportunities be presented to entrepreneurial donors during the cultivation, solicitation and stewardship phases of the donor cycle. 

6. While it is important that we apply this new information about the motivators and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs, it is recommended that practitioners not forget the underlying and important premise that effective fundraising begins with developing solid relationships which in turn lead to philanthropic transactions. 

Summary

This study provides new data on what motivates entrepreneurs to give philanthropically and what impedes their motivation to give a charitable gift.  It is important to apply this information to further the cause of philanthropy.  In doing so, it can be suggested that this study is ultimately about determining differences between motivators and barriers to giving by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.  The findings resulted in much more.  The study determined that there are not only differences in rank order of motivators and barriers to giving, but there are also differences in the magnitude of motivational factors between entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial donors.  The demographic findings and the discriminant analysis showed a number of other important criteria upon which practitioners can segment entrepreneurial donors from non-entrepreneurial donors.  This poses the question as to whether there is sufficient evidence for a charitable organization or cause to identify entrepreneurs as a separate donor segment.  The answer suggested by this study is, yes.  The number of significant findings coming from this study warrants separate segmentation of entrepreneurs. 

References

Bayley, T. (1999, December). Principal, Bayley & Associates, Atlanta, Georgia, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs. Unpublished interview.

Bowers, J. (1999, December). Principal, Jim Bowers Consulting, La Jolla, California, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Bromley, B. (1995, October 23).  Nature of Philanthropy: What motivations drive our donors?  Canadian FundRaiser
Bromley, B. (1996, February 12).  Philosophy of Philanthropy.  Canadian FundRaiser.

Bromley, B. (1996, February 26, 1996).  Exploring the new paradigm of virtual philanthropy.  Canadian FundRaiser.

Bromley, B. (1999, December). Wealth Consultant, Blake Bromley & Associates, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs. Unpublished interview.

Burlingame, D. (1998, July).  Philanthropy group releases donor study.  Fund Raising Management, Volume 29, Issue 5, 7-8. 

Burlingame, D. (1999, February).  New study by Indiana University Center on Philanthropy shows charitable activity declining.  Fund Raising Management.

Campbell, B. (1998, July).  Donors want to know where the $$ goes.  Fund Raising Management.  Volume 29, Issue 5, 40-42.

Canadian Centre for Philanthropy (1998).   Highlights from the 1997 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating.  Charitable Giving in Canada, Fact Sheet #1.

Canadian Institute of Social Research.  Cooperative Research Consortium’s Survey of Charitable Giving in Canada.

Canadian Institute of Management (1999, Fall).  Entrepreneurship and Money Care.  Canadian Manager.  

Carroll, R. (1999, December).  Scout Executive, Boy Scouts of America, Bethesda, Maryland, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.


Casson, M.C. , The Entrepreneur: An Economic Theory.  Oxford, Martin Robertson, 1982.

Cherry. R.L. (Ed.), and Levy, B. (Ed.), (1996).  The NSFRE Fund-Raising Dictionary, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New  York.

Craver, Mathews, Smith & Co (1999, May).  Toward 2000 and beyond: Charitable and social change giving in the new millennium.  Fund Raising Management.

Dees, J.G., (1998, October).  The Meaning of Social Entrepreneurship.  Graduate School of Business, Stanford University. 

Dellandrea, J. (1999, December).  Vice President & CDO, University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Dietlin, L. (1999).  Entrepreneurs and Philanthropy: Giving Patterns and Trends at Michigan Technological University. 

Dietlin, L. (1999, December).  Assistant Dean of Development, College of Business Administration, University of Illinois, Chicago, Illinois, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.   Unpublished interview.

Dunlop, D. (1999, December).  Consultant,  Brooktondale, New York, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Drucker, P.F., Innovation and Entrepreneurship.  New  York: Harper & Row, 1985.

Foundation Center, The  (1999).  Overview of Growth, 1998 and 1997: Highlights of the Foundation Center’s Foundation Giving.  Foundation Giving.

Fowler, F.G. (Ed.), and Fowler, H.W. (Ed.), (1969).  The Pocket Oxford Dictionary of  Current English (5th ed.).  Oxford: Clarendon Press  

Golberg, B.E. (1989).  Director of Planned Giving, Mankato State University.

Goldie, E. (1999, December).  Executive Director, University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.


Hallet, B. (1999, December).  President, Bill Hallet & Associates, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Hartsook, R.F. (1998, December).  77 Reasons why people give.  Fund Raising Management.  December 1998, Volume 29, Issue 10, pp. 18-19.

Hebert, R.F. and Link, A.N. (1982).  The Entrepreneur: Mainstream Views and Radical Critiques.  New York: Praeger, 1982.


Hobbs, E.  (1999, December).  Chairman & CEO, Navion, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Kaplan, A.E. (Ed.), (1992).  Giving USA:  The Annual Report on Philanthropy for the Year 1991.  New York:  American Association on Fund-Raising Counsel Trust for Philanthropy, 1992.

Kauffman Foundation, Center for Entrepreneurial Leadership.  Exploring the Entrepreneur’s Perception of Foundation Creation and Management.

Lewis, P. (1999, December).  Principal, Third Sector Services, Alexandria, Virginia, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Luenberger, S. (1999 May).  Charities look for money in all the wrong places, experts say fundraisers urged to seek new wealth, not old.  The Chronicle of Philanthropy.  May 6, 1999.

Luenberger, S. (1999, December).  Vice President, The Community Foundation, San Jose, California, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Maclean, C. (1999, December).  Consultant, Philanthropy Today, Seattle, Washington, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Mallabone, E.H.G. and Myers, J.A. (1999).  Focus Group Session (Calgary), Motivators and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interviews.

Mallabone, E.H.G. and Myers, J.A. (1999).  Focus Group Session (Winnipeg), Motivators and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interviews.

Mallabone, E.H.G. and Myers, J.A. (1999).  Focus Group Session (Toronto), Motivators and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interviews.

Mallabone, E.H.G. and Myers, J.A. (2000).  National Survey, Motivators and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interviews.
Marchetti, D. (1999, July).  Most Americans made a gift to charity in past 2 years.  The Chronicles of Philanthropy, July 15, 1999.

Maslow, A. (1954).  Motivation and Personality.  

Maude, M.R. (1997, November).  On Motivation.  Fund Raising Management.

McIver, L. (1995, October).  Know your customers.  Donors are nothing but consumers seeking benefits.  The Non-Profit Times, October 1995, pp. 26-28.

Merriam-Webster Dictionary, The (1974 August).  Simon & Shuster of Canada.


Moore, S.  (1999, December).  Principal, Moore & Moore, Calgary, Alberta, Canada.  Key Informant Interview.

Mount, J. (1996, Fall).  Why Donors Give.  Nonprofit Management & Leadership, Vol. 7, No.1, Fall 1996.  Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Nichols, J.  (1999, December).  Author, Trainer, Lake Oswego, Oregon, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Panas, J. (1984).  Reasons People Give.  Mega Gifts.  Precept Press, New York, USA.

Panas, J. (1999, December).  Executive Director, Panas Linzy & Partners, Chicago, Illinois, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interviews.

Parker, M. (1999, December).  Executive Director, Volunteer Calgary, Calgary, Alberta, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Prince, R.A. and File, K.M. (1994).  The Seven Faces of Philanthropy: A New Approach to Cultivating Major Donors.  Jossey-Bass, Inc, 1994.

Raybin, N. (1997, November).  Philanthropic giving grows 7.5 percent in 1997.  Fund Raising Management, Volume 29, Issue 9, Page 6.

Raynold, P.D., Hay, M., Camp, S.M. (1999).  Level of Entrepreneurial Activity in Canada.  Global Entrepreneurship Monitor.  

Reilly, T.J. (1995, January).  Million-dollar Motivations: A researcher asks 30 top givers what prompted their generosity.  Case Currents. January 1995, p. 10.

Rosenblatt, J.A., Cusson, A.J., and McGowan, L. (1986).  A Model to Explain Charitable Donations: Health Consumer Behaviour.  Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 12. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Association for Consumer Research.

Schervish, P.G. (1997, Summer).  Major donor, major motives:  The people and purposes behind major gifts.  New Directions for Philanthropic Fund Raising.  Summer 1997, pp. 85- 111.

Schultz, T.W. (1980).  Investment in Entrepreneurial Ability, Scandinavian Journal of Economics.

Sharpe, D. (1994).  A Portrait of Canada’s Charities:  The Size, Scope and Financing of Registered Charities.  Canadian Centre for Philanthropy.

Singer, J.F. Differentiating The Entrepreneur: A Functional – Personality Theory, Henry W. Bloch School of Business and Public Administration, University of Missouri, Kansas City.

Sizemore, C. (1999, December).  Consultant, Marts & Lundy, San Francisco, California, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Smilor, R.W. (1996, September).  Entrepreneurship and Philanthropy, Reports and Journal Reprints, Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial Leadership, www.entreworld.org/bookstore.

Smilor, R.W. (1997, April).  Entrepreneurship and Community Development, Reports and Journal Reprints, Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial Leadership, www.entreworld.org/bookstore.

Sobrato-Sonsini, L. (1999, July).  Roundtable Examines Changing Role of Philanthropy.  Philanthropy News Digest.

Squires, D. (1997, June).  Renewing the first-time donor.  Fund Raising Management.  June 1997, pp. 28-29.

Stanley, T.J. (1997, November).  Rich but Not So Different.  Chronicle of Philanthropy.  November 27, 1997.

Sternavent, B.  (1999, December).  President, Institute for Charitable Giving, Chicago, Illinois, USA.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Statistics Canada (1998, August).  Catalogue No. 71-542-XIE: Highlights from the 1997 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating.  Caring Canadians Involved Canadians.

Swarden, C.G. (1996, September).  ‘Yes’ to Fundraising: Believing is 90% of the giving game.  The Non-Profit Times.  September 1996, p. 25.

Tirman, J. (1998, January).  Good  Philanthropy:  More Complex Than Computers.  The Chronicle of Philanthropy.  January 15, 1998.

Von Kaldenberg, S. (1999, December).  Director of Development, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada.  Interview transcript, Motivations and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving by Entrepreneurs.  Unpublished interview.

Young, D.R.  If Not For Profit, For What?  Lexington Mass.: D.C. Health, 1983.

Appendix A

Key Informant Interviewees

Bayley, Ted

Principal, Bayley & Associates
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Consultant
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Goldie, Elaine
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Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada

Hallett, Bill
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Lake Oswego, Oregon, USA
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Executive Director, Volunteer Calgary

Calgary, Alberta, Canada

Sizemore, Charles
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Appendix B

Key Informant Questionnaire

Tony Myers & Guy Mallabone PDM
Key Informant Interviews

NAME:
__________________________________________________________

DATE OF INTERVIEW:
_______________________________________________

LENGTH OF INTERVIEW:
   ______________________________________________

INTERVIEWED BY:
________________________________________________

TAPED:   Yes    No
PERMISSION TO TAPE:
 Yes
 No
Questions.

1. How do you define entrepreneur?

2. How do you define philanthropy?

3. Tell me what you have come to understand to be the primary reasons why people in general give philanthropically?  Can you list specific motivators and barriers?

4. Tell me what you have come to understand why entrepreneurs give philanthropically?  Can you list specific motivators and barriers?

5. Tell me what differences/similarities you see between entrepreneurial donors and non- entrepreneurial donors?

6. Can you provide me with anecdotal examples to support your belief that there are differences or similarities? 

7. Are you aware of institutions and/or organizations that have set up units to deal specifically with entrepreneurs?   Would you think that the establishment of such units will become a trend in the near future?

8. What specific North American-wide themes/trends do you see on the horizon for the third sector over the next ten years?  Regionally?  Locally?

9. What international trends do you see and how do they differ from those in North America?

10. Tell me key findings/lessons learned and conclusions that you have drawn from working with entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial donors? 

11. If you knew of a young colleague just starting out in the business of fundraising, what advice would you give me in dealing with entrepreneurs?

12. Can you tell me about what research you are aware of and/or authorities in the area of motivations/barriers for individual philanthropic giving, and/or entrepreneurial giving specifically?

13. Can you provide me with a list of additional people that we might interview on this topic?

14.
Can you provide me with names of entrepreneurs that you know personally, and who you would be prepared to introduce to me for a face-to-face interview on the topic of giving motivations and barriers?

15.
Do you have anything else to add that could shed light on the subject we have been talking about today?  


16.
Tell me what your experience has been in the non-profit sector generally?

A.  
How many years experience?

2. Age range? 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 61-70, 71+

3. What sectors have you worked in?  (Health, education, religion, etc.)

4. What is the largest gift you have been associated with?

5. From an entrepreneur?

6. How many years have you been a fundraiser?

Appendix C

Focus Group Screening Script

Focus Groups


Assumptions

- three focus groups (Edmonton, Winnipeg, and Toronto)

- 50% entrepreneurs and 50% non-entrepreneurs

Questions

1. General discussion around charities and giving.

2. General discussion around philanthropy versus cause-related marketing (tangible benefits versus no tangible benefits).

3. General discussion around entrepreneurs.

4. Remember the first time you gave to charity?  Why?  (Discussion around this event).

5.    A) Discussion about what motivates others to give.

   B) Discussion about what inhibits others to give.

6.    A) Discussion about what motivates you to give.

   B) Discussion about what inhibits you to give.

7. Discussion about what causes people support.

8. Discussion about what is wrong with philanthropy today.

9. Rank the various sectors in terms of need.

Appendix D

Focus Group Interview Script

Focus Group Discussions regarding

Motivators and Barriers to philanthropic giving by Entrepreneurs in Canada.

Calgary, Alberta 

Wednesday, 6 October 1999

Winnipeg, Manitoba

Thursday, 7 October 1999

Toronto, Ontario

Monday, 14 October 1999

1.
Introduction: 
Good evening, and welcome

My name is Tony Myers and I am going to be your moderator this evening.  My role tonight is to moderate the discussion, try to the fullest extent possible to give everyone an opportunity to voice their opinion and to move the discussion along so we can finish on or before the time we promised to finish. 

I need to tell you that there is no right or wrong answers here tonight.  We are very interested in knowing what you think.  I have a number of questions I’d like to present and a number of topics I’d like to get your views on.  Again... we’re interested in knowing what you think and this will go a long way towards helping us.

You were told during the recruitment phase that the purpose of this focus group was to conduct research.  There is no other use or purpose for which we will put the information we garner from each other this evening.  You will only be identified by your first name.

2.  Logistics

Some house keeping matters before we start:

.
Washrooms

.
Food

.
Drink

.
Recording on audio and video

.
Two way glass windows

.
Questions before we start?

3.  Questions 

3.1
Introduction to the topic

I’d like to begin our discussion tonight by asking if there is anyone here who works for a charity?

How does your charity get its money and resources?

We know from the recruitment we did for this focus group, that most of you give to charity.  How do you define a charity?  What does an organization need to do or need to be, in order to be designated as a charity?  What benefits do charities bring to your community?

3.2
Why people give - motivators.  Why people give the first time. Motivator for giving the most. 
I’d like you to take the pen in front of you and write down the first time you gave to charity.  Now I’d like to ask you to think of why you gave.  Write it down.

What prompts you to give to charity now?  Today? (Tony: Record on Flip chart) 

Now, I’d like you to think of the time you have given the most amount to charity. 

I don’t need or want to know how much that was, nor am I necessarily interested in knowing who you gave it too.  However, I would like to know what prompted you to give that much.  Why did you give?

3.3
Barriers to giving

What kinds of things prevent you from giving, turn you off, and cause barriers to form between you and your desire to give to charity?  (Tony: Record on flip chart)

Can we talk about that a little bit more?  Probe answers given.

3.4.
Increase and decrease in giving
I’d like you to think of a charity you give to on a regular basis.  Have any of you ever increased your gift to that charity?

Now reflect on that if you would.  Why is it that you increased your gift?

What were the circumstances surrounding that increase in giving?  I’d like you to think of a situation when you refused to give again, or you stopped giving or you decreased your gift. Why did you do that?.  What prompted that action?  What were the circumstances surrounding that situation?

3.5
Wrap up


I am going to check with my colleagues to see if I have left out anything, I’ll be right back.... in the meantime help yourself to more refreshments.

Tony: review questions or points left uncovered.

Are there any other comments people wish to make at this point?

4.0
Conclusion and thanks
Thank you very much for coming.  We really appreciate your comments, your insights and your thoughts.  This will go a long way towards helping us realize our goals and complete our research. 

Appendix E

Survey Questionnaire

Questionnaire

Motivators and Barriers to Philanthropic Giving

by Entrepreneurs

Part A:
Welcome and introduction

Hello, my name is __________________ and I am calling from Research Innovations a Canadian research company in Edmonton.  We are conducting a national public opinion poll and I would like to assure you that we are not selling or promoting anything, and that all responses will be kept anonymous.

IF HOUSEHOLD ASK:  For this survey  we’d like to speak to the person in the household who is 18 years of age or older and who is having the next birthday.  REPEAT INTRODUCTION IF NECESSARY.  IF NOT AVAILABLE, ASK FOR FIRST NAME AND ARRANGE CALLBACK.

DO NOT ASK:  RECORD GENDER.  WATCH QUOTAS FOR HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

1. Male

2. Female

IF BUSINESS ASK:  Could I please speak to the owner or manager? REPEAT INTRODUCTION IF NECESSARY.  IF NOT AVAILABLE, ASK FOR FIRST NAME AND ARRANGE CALLBACK 

This study is being conducted on behalf of two university graduate students in Alberta, who need this information to successfully complete a major project they are doing.   This should take about ten minutes, is this a good time to talk with you, or would you like us to call you back. 

Yes



_ PROCEED TO Q - 1

Call me back later

– ARRANGE CALL BACK

No
 


_ THANK THE RESPONDENT AND END THE CALL.

Call Back Information:  Time:_________
Date: _______First Name: __________________

NOTE:  PROVINCE RECORDED FROM LISTING – WATCH QUOTAS

Part B:
Qualifying questions

1.
Which one of the following statements best applies to you.  (READ LIST.  ONE RESPONSE ONLY):

1. You own a business, company and/or enterprise

2. You operate a business, company and/or enterprise of which you are a part owner

3. You are not currently an owner or part owner, but on at least one occasion in the past, you started up a business, company, or enterprise

4. Or none of these statements

9. (Not Stated)

THANK AND END INTERVIEW
IF CODE 1, 2 OR 3 THEN YES TO OWN BUSINESS?

IF CODE 4 THEN NO TO OWN BUSINESS? 

IF CODE 1 OR 2 CONTINUE TO Q-2.  OTHERWISE GO TO Q-3

2. What portion of the business, company or enterprise do you currently own?  Is it (READ LIST)

1. Less than  10 %

2. Between 10 and 49 %

3. 50 %

4. Between 51% and 99 %

5. 100 %

9.   (Not Stated)

3. Have you ever made a direct financial donation or contribution to a charity?  When we say direct financial donation or contribution we’re not counting loose change donations, and when we say charity we mean charities and non-profit organizations such as hospitals and educational institutions. 
1.   Yes

2.   No 





SAY THANKS AND END THE CALL

9. Can’t remember/Don’t Know/Not Stated
SAY THANKS AND END THE CALL
I am going to read a list of attributes and I want to ask to what extent each of these attributes applies to you, using a scale from 0 – 10, where “0” indicates it does not at all apply to you, and “10” indicates it very much applies to you.  First, (READ ITEMS):

0. Not at all applies

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10. Very much applies


99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)

a) You identify new or unique opportunities to pursue in your life and/or in your work

b) You pursue unique opportunities in your life and/or in your work (innovative)

c) You take or assume risks in pursuing opportunities in your life and/or in your work

d) You make decisions that provide direction to the organizations and enterprises you are associated with 

e) You have been successful in leveraging or finding new resources for the organizations or enterprises you are associated with

5.
When was the last time you gave a direct financial contribution to a charity?  Was it (READ LIST):

1.   Within the past week

 

1. Within the past month 
 

2. Within the past year

 

3. Within the past two years
 

4. Or More than two years ago

9. (Don’t Know/Not Stated) 

Part C:
Motivators for Giving

6. Now, I’d like you to think ahead to the future.  When are you likely to give your next direct financial donation to a charity or cause?  DO NOT READ LIST, UNLESS THEY NEED PROMPTING
1. Within the next week
2. Within the next month
3. Within the next year
4. Within the next two years
5. Over two years from now
6. Other (SPECIFY)
98. (Don’t know)
99. (Do not plan to give another direct financial donation to a charity or cause)  GO TO Q – 9
7.
Have you decided to what charity, non-profit organization or cause you will give your next gift?

1. Yes



2. No

GO TO Q - 9

8. I am going to give you a list of different kinds of organizations.  Which of these organization categories best describes where your next direct financial contribution will go?  Will it go to a (READ LIST)?  MULTIPLE MENTIONS OK
1.   Health 

2. Social Services 

3. Religious 

4. Education or Research  

5. Philanthropy or Volunteerism 


6. Culture or Arts 

7. International 

8. Environment 

9. Or other kind of organization  (SPECIFY)

99. (Not Stated)


GO TO Q- 10

9. If you cannot say for sure where your next direct financial donation will go, then which of the following categories best describes where you will likely make your next financial donation? ?  Will it go to a (READ LIST) ?  MULTIPLE MENTIONS OK
1.   Health 

2. Social Services 

3. Religious 

4. Education or Research  

5. Philanthropy or Volunteerism 


6. Culture or Arts 

7. International 

8. Environment 

9. Or other kind of organization  (SPECIFY)

99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)


10.
To what extent will each of the following criteria motivate you to give your next gift to charity?  On a scale from “0” to “10”, where zero means it would not at all motivate or influence you and 10 indicates that criteria would very much motivate or influence you, will you give your next direct financial contribution to charity because (READ ITEMS RANDOMLY):

0.Not at all motivate or influence you

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10. Very much motivate or influence you


99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)

a) You believe in the cause, vision or mission 

b) You are involved or are participating in the charity, organization or cause (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  Involvement means participating in some way)

c) You believe your gift will make a difference

d) You believe in giving back to the community  

e) You want to take advantage of favorable tax provisions

f) You know someone connected to or affected by the charity or cause (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  “Connected to” is some form of personal association; and “affected by” could be because a loved one died from cancer) 

g) You will give because you believe the charity is accountable (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  Accountable means that the charity can explain how it spends its money and it is answerable for doing so)

h) You were asked to give

i) It feels good

j) You have an obligation or duty to give

k) You believe in helping those in need  

l) You may need help in the future, yourself

m) You have faith in the leadership of the organization

n) You are in the habit of giving 

o) It is supported or recommended by your friends or peers

p) You received a direct or indirect benefit from the gift

q) You had a good year financially

11.
Which of the following statements best applies to you?  Will you increase your charitable giving (READ LIST):

1. Within the next year?

2. Within the next two years?

3. Within the next five years?

4. or Not within the foreseeable future?

9.
(Don’t know/Not Stated)

12. To what degree are the following statements consistent with what would motivate you to 

increase your giving of direct financial contributions to charity?  On a scale from “0” to “10”, please rate the following on how much they would motivate or influence you to increase your giving  (READ LIST RANDOMLY):

0. Not at all motivate or influence you

1.

2. 

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10. Very much motivate or influence you


99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)

a) If you are financially able to do so

b) If the charity has a solid record of performance

c) If the cause is consistent with your values

d) If the cost of providing services by the charity has increased 

e) If you developed a stronger personal connection with the charity or cause

f) As a result of a significant life event  

g) If your sense of responsibility and duty increases

h) Depending on what stage in life you are at

i) Depending on the quality and reputation of the charity or non-profit organization

j) Based on the charity’s ability to communicate the need

k) Based on the ability of the charity to leverage the gift or to get matching funds

l) Based on your ability to take advantage of favorable tax regulations

m) Based on the acknowledgement and gratitude you get for the gift

n) If you are asked to do so 

Part D: 
Barriers to Giving

13. Have you ever refused or turned down an opportunity to make a direct financial contribution to a charity or organization?

1.
Yes


2.
No



GO TO QUESTION 15


9.
(Don’t Know/Not Stated)
GO TO QUESTION 15
14.
What is it that motivated you to refuse to give or to turn down an opportunity to give a direct financial contribution to a charity?  Again on a scale from “0” to “10”, where zero means it not at all motivated or influenced you and 10 indicates it very much motivated or influenced you, did you refuse to give because  (READ ITEMS A TO L RANDOMLY):

0. Not at all motivated or influenced you

1.

2. 

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10. Very much motivated or influenced you


99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)

a) You didn’t like the way you were asked (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  This includes the method of solicitation – i.e., letter, phone, mail)

b) You didn’t like how you were asked (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  This includes the style of solicitation – i.e., how a person is asked and by whom they are asked, whether the request was abrupt, impersonal, etc.)

c) You were not associated or connected with the charity or cause

d) You were not in agreement with the charity or the cause

e) You were not in a financial position to give 

f) You have been asked too often and it was too many to give any more (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  This is donor fatigue)


g) The information you had was weak, insufficient or misleading

h) The credibility of the organization was poor

i) The credibility of the person asking was poor

j) You didn’t have the information you needed regarding the designation of the gift

k) The administrative costs of the charity were too high

l) The charity or non-profit organization had a poor reputation

m) Was there anything else that caused you to refuse to give or to turn down an opportunity to give a direct financial contribution to a charity?

1. Yes (SPECIFY)___________________________________

2. No

15.
Have you ever made a decision to stop giving to a charity or non-profit organization?

1. Yes




2. No




9. (Not Stated)



16.
Now lets think ahead to the future.  On a scale from 0 to10, please rate the following on how much they would motivate or influence you to stop giving to a charity.  Would you stop giving to a charity (READ ITEMS RANDOMLY):

0. Not at all motivate or influence you

1.

2. 

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10. Very much motivate or influence you


99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)

a) If the behavior, purpose or the mission of the charity changes

b) If there is confusion between what charity should be doing and what government should be doing

c) If you move 

d) If your financial situation changes

e) If you find out the charity has not done what it says it will do (INTERVIEWER NOTE:  accountability)

f)
If, in your eyes, a charity loses credibility

g) If the tax laws change and provide less incentive   

h) If there are too many demands on your charitable dollars (INTERVIEWER NOTE: donor fatigue)

17. Over the past year, has the amount of direct financial contributions that you make to charities or non-profit organizations (READ LIST):

1. Increased

2. Decreased

3. or Stayed the same

9. (Not Stated)

Part E:
Ultimate Gift and Provisions in your Will

18. I’d now like you to think about an ultimate gift, which is often defined as the largest gift you could make within your current financial situation, that is, a stretch gift.  In light of what you have heard and told us in this survey, what single motivating factor would prompt you to make an ultimate gift?  

1. RECORD VERBATIM

98.
(Nothing)

99.
(Don’t Know)

19.
I am going to read to you a list of responses and ask you to identify to what degree each of the following may prompt you to give an ultimate gift…On a scale from 0 to10, please rate the following on how much they would motivate or influence you to give an ultimate gift.  Would you give because of (READ ITEMS A TO G RANDOMLY):

0. Not at all motivate or influence you

1.

2. 

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10. Very much motivate or influence you


99. (Don’t Know/Not Stated)

a) Your belief or trust in the organization

b) Your personal connection to the cause

c) Your belief that if you didn’t do it, it wouldn’t get done

d) Your desire to make a difference

e) Your knowledge that the charity has demonstrated results

f) Your belief that you have something unique to give

g) A tax incentive

h) Are there any other reasons not mentioned so far that would prompt you to give an ultimate gift?

1. Yes (SPECIFY)___________________________________

2. No

20.
Can you tell me, have you made provisions in your will for a gift to charity or a non-profit organization?

1. Yes

2. No

9. (Not Stated)

21.  In the future do you plan to make a provision in your will for a gift to charity?

1. Yes

2. No

9. (Don’t know/Not Stated)

Part F:

Demographic information

22. These last few questions will help us group and analyze the data to determine if there are statistical differences.  I would like to assure you that all the information you provided will be kept completely anonymous.  In which of the following age groups are you?  (READ LIST)

1. 18-24

2. 25-34

3. 35-44

4. 45-54

5. 55-64

6. 65 or more



9. (Not Stated)

23. And what is your marital status?  READ LIST IF NECESSARY
1. Married or common law

2. Single

3. Widowed

4. Separated or divorced

10. (Not Stated)

24. What is the highest level of education you have completed?  READ LIST IF NECESSARY
1. Less than high school

2. High school diploma

3. Some post secondary

4. Post secondary diploma

5. University degree

6. University graduate degree

9. (Not Stated)

25. Which of the following best describes your present employment status?  Are you (READ LIST):

1. Working full-time

2. Working part time

3.
Unemployed or looking for a job

4.
A student

5.
Retired

6.
A homemaker

7. 
or Staying at home for other reasons

9.
(Not Stated)

26. Into which of the following categories would you place your total household income before taxes for the last year?  READ LIST
1.
Less than $20,000

2.
$20,000 to less than $40,000

3.
$40,000 to less than $60,000

4.
$60,000 to less than $80,000

5.
$80,000 to less than  $100,000

6.
$100,000 or more

9.
(Not Stated) 

27. Which of the following categories best describes how much your household gave to charity over the past 12 months?  READ LIST
1.  
$0.00

2.
$0.00 to less than $100

3.
$100 to less than $240

4.
$240 to less than $500

5.
$500 to less than $1,000

6.
$1,000 to less than $10,000

7.
$10,000 or more

9.
(Not Stated)

28.
Again we commit to maintaining the anonymity of your answers.   We appreciate you taking the time to answer these questions, if, however the students doing this research want to ask any further questions, would you agree to a more in-depth interview at a time convenient to you?

1. Yes
IF YES, FILL OUT THE FOLLOWING 
First Name:

______________________________

Today’s Date:

______________________________

Phone 


(         )______-_________

2. No

IF NOT, THANK THEM AGAIN, AND END THE CALL

Thank you again for your time. 

Appendix F

Outcomes of Survey Calls

	Outcome of Calls for Entrepreneurial Giving

	Code
	Description
	Number of Calls

	CI
	Completed interviews
	1203

	NA
	No Answer
	666

	BU
	Busy Signal
	111

	VM
	Answering Machine / Voice Mail
	560

	CB
	Unresolved Call-back
	412

	RF
	Refusal
	3277

	RT
	Respondent terminate
	83

	IT
	Interviewer Terminate
	26

	NS
	Not in Service / Disconnected
	1661

	FM
	Fax/Modem
	653

	BL
	Business Number
	113

	LB
	Language/hearing problem
	316

	RU
	Respondent Unavailable
	146

	NE
	Not Eligible
	653

	QF
	Quota Filled 
	12

	Total
	9892


Response Rate 
=  # of Completed Interviews + Quota Filled + Not Eligible 
   # of Completed Interviews + Refused + Quota Filled +Not Eligible

= 1203+12 + 653/1203+3277+12 +653 = 36%

Refusal Rate 
=                      # Refused                       
   # of Completed Interviews + # Refused + Quota Filled +Not Eligible

= 3277/1203 +3277+12+653= 64%              
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Self Esteem


- need to feel of value�  and what one does is �  maningful





Self Actualizing


- personal growth�   and development





Maslow’s Hierarachy of Needs





Motivations for Giving





genuine sympathy with the cause (mission of the institution) and a caring for people


desire to establish a memorial for self or family for immortality, salvation, etc.


to justify one’s existence and fulfill religious beliefs





personal belief in ideals and goal of institution or a specific program


desire to be associated with and compared with others


desire for prestige and recognition from peers and institution


desire to honor former mentors


sense of community responsibility (civic pride)


desire to encourage others or employer to give


respect for the person who asks for the gift








personal involvement in institution’s program and/or leadership


desire to have power or influence


desire to avoid guilt feelings


personal high regard for institution’s paid and/or volunteer leadership


desire to match a gift already given by someone as a challenge gift





concern for safety from community problems


desire to save or advance business or profession








tax reasons


premiums		








Social


- desire to belong and to �   be loved





Physiological


- food, shelter, etc





Safety


- physical and emotional safety





	Involvement


	Predominance


	Self-Interest					Largesse


	Means


	Past Behavior
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Altruism
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 Problem Solving





Social 


Effectiveness 








Egoism &


Pragmatism
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 Income benefits & Public Recognition








Self-interest





No involvement with government





Egoism & Pragmatism





Irrelevance


of the traditional forms of donations


of donation








Altruism





 Problem Solving








Enhancement of the


 charity





 Self-interest





Financial 


effect of charitable transaction








 Income benefits & Public Recognition








Social 


Effectiveness of charity 








Private charitable foundation








No 





Yes 





Entrepreneurial culture influences philanthropic decisions





Motivator – Initiate new solutions to philanthropic challenges?





Motivator – vehicle to implement social change?








Is philanthropy given normal portion of attention in entrepreneurial culture?





Barrier – 


Is philanthropy secondary to your securing financial security for your family?
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Giving as a regular habit  


Charitable instinct, assuming certain level of readiness to give 





Responsive to Calendar (periodic or casual giving)





Caring about the institution 


Helping the institution to solve its problems


Sharing the values, responsibility and involvement of the institution





Responsive to institutional needs





Choosing the ultimate philanthropic dimension of one’s life independently according to specific circumstances


Having individual charitable goals


Realization of the potential of the one’s charitable nature





Responsive to individual cause





Set of motivational factors





Types of gifts





2nd stage





1st stage





Weak probability





Decisions on what, when and how to ask for a gift





Gift discouraging





Relationship





Gift





Strong probability





Transaction





Transaction





What





When





How





What





Relationship





When





How





Gift encouraging





Forms of relational giving





Mallabone/Myers 


Motivational Pyramid of a Donor





Ultimate


gift





Giving


�


Involvement and sharing


�


Sense of caring


�


Advanced knowledge & understanding of institution


�


Awareness





Common experience





Financial support





Political support





Social support





Intellectual support





Moral & spiritual support
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