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I ntroduction. Theoretic approachesto altruismand
its forms. Altruism and its diverse forms, including
volunteering and charity, have been widely studied inthe
literature. The studies devoted to altruism usually
reproduce approaches adopted in sociology, economics,
political behavior, sociobiology, etc. Though professional
attitudes of scholars differ and shape their definitions of
atruisminvariousways, most of them distinguish a,, costs
and benefits’ approach. Sociologists define altruism as
providing benefits to its recipients, but providing no
benefits to the actors and even incurring some costs
(Howard and Piliavin, 2000). Wilson (1975) definesit a
bit radically as self-destructive behavior performed for
the benefit of others. In social psychological work,
atruismis, by far, the most prevalent form of pro-social
behavior (Collett and Morrissey, 2007). An altruistic act
is an intentional act that helps another with no benefit,
and perhaps even acost, to shewho performsit (Dovidio
et a., 2006). According to Bar-Tal (1986), altruism must
benefit another person when the benefit is the goal in
itself, hasto be performed of anindividual’sfreewill and
with intention, and not for any expected reward. On the
contrary, Piliavin and Charng (1990) posit that the actor
need not have consciously formulated an intention to
benefit the other for an act to qualify.

In economic literature, traditional models view
human behavior aspurely self-interested (Einolf1, 2010).
The dictator game based on ,rational choice” models of
human behavior with assumptions on self-interest has
become widespread (Bekkers, 2007). Economists also
regard altruism considering the , giver’s’ utility function.
Altruism meansthat thefirst derivate of the utility function
of an individual with respect to the material resources
received by another agent isalways strictly positive. Thus,
an altruistic person is willing to forfeit his’/her own
resources in order to improve the well being of others
(Fehr and Schmidt, 2005). However, cooperation, the
provision of public goods, volunteering, charitable giving
and informal helping behaviorsareall difficult to explain
in self-interest terms (Einolfl, 2010). A motive-based
definition of altruism adapted to a cost-benefit approach
was given by Piliavin and Charng (1990, p. 30).
According to them, atruism is , behavior costly to the
actor involving other-regarding sentiments; if an act is
or appears to be motivated mainly out of a consideration

of another’s needs rather than one’'s own, we call it
altruistic”.

Altruistic charitableimpulseisusually considered a
universal humantrait (Maner and Gaillot, 2007). However,
it is rather unclear what lies behind this. Besides the
theorieswhich emphasizerational action and cost-benefit
analysis, there is another approach that explains altruism
by pointing to motives, feelings and social ties. The
motivesfor pro-socia behavior can be esteem, fear, guilt,
social justice and empathy (Banks et al., 2011). Feelings
of empathy or guilt are widely discussed in the literature
(Mesch, 2009; Piliavin and Charng, 1990; Sargeant et
al., 2006), while the esteem motivation is an important
factor in the Sargeant model of donor behavior (Sargeant,
1999). Anticipation of improving one's social position as
a motive for altruism (Ireland, 2001) can be a result of
the expectation of some reciprocity, or paying back
received support (Lawson and Ruderham, 2009).

In our opinion, these approaches are not mutually
exclusive. In this paper we focus on a broader attitude to
altruism, which combines rational choice with feelings
and individual motives. Individuals gain utility not only
from consumed market goods but also from their feelings
(such as empathy or guilt), high esteem and improving
their social position asaresult of atruistic activity. High
quality of wellbeing implies not only a high level of
consumption and wealth but also a suitable environment,
provision of public and merit goods, and self-satisfaction,
whereas self-satisfaction is a function of a sense of
accomplishment and public evaluation. Thus, when
individuals donate time or money they can be truly
»Selfish” because this way they increase their common
utility; although they concede a certain amount of goods,
in total they increase their quality of life and well-being.

In the economic and socia sciences, donation of
time and money are generally regarded as integral parts
of voluntarism. Forasmuch as voluntarism is caused by
atruistic motives, theintention to givetime and money is
commonly discussed as an altruistic action. The chosen
resources can take the form of either money or time —or
a combination of both. Thus, donation of and donation
of time money (volunteering) arethe more common forms
of altruism. Volunteering is an action that is not easily
defined due to the differences in its personal meaning
and causes from person to person. In spite of the
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difficulties, the UN has defined volunteering as an act
that essentially is not performed for any financial gain;
rather, itisdonefromfreewill, leaving apositive response
to a third party as well as to the volunteer (Ironmonger,
2006). Snyder and Omoto (2008) presented a broader
definition of volunteering. The supplementary issues of
this definition were that the act of volunteering must
include reflexive or emergency help or assistance, is
spread over a continuous period of time (week, month,
year and so on) and not aone-time operation, and includes
helping or assisting those who are interested in receiving
it. According to Wilson (2000), volunteeringisany activity
in which time is given freely to benefit another person,
group or cause. ,,Aslong asthe net costs of the volunteer
arehigher, thevolunteer actispurer” (Cnaanetal., 1996).

Consistently with our concept of altruism, some
studies on volunteering found that it can be beneficial for
the helper as well as the helped (Ironmonger, 2006), as
positive effectsarefound for life-satisfaction, self-esteem,
self-rated health, for educational and occupational
achievement, functional ability, and mortality (Wilson,
2000). According to Piliavin and Charng (1990), in spite
of thefact that volunteers generally have altruistic reasons
for participation such as feelings of obligation to the
community and wanting to help others, self-oriented
reasons such as perceived benefits, gaining job
experience, enhancing social status, or simply having
social contacts are also very common.

A widerangeof studiesfound apositiverelationship
between volunteering and donation of money (Drever
2010; Hill, 2012; Ireland, 2001). Because volunteering,
like donating money, is a form of formal pro-social
behavior, there are many striking parallels between their
respective determinants (Bekkers and Wiepking, 2011).

Determinants of volunteering and donation. To
date, much research has been conducted in order to
examine the effect of different variables on participation
in atruigtic activities. Gender plays a mgjor role in an
individua’slife, feelings, expectationsand overall behavior;
therefore, many studies examine gender differences in
volunteering and donation of money. Some of them found
that men aredriven, asintheir paid work, by instrumental
rewards, whereas women are driven by social rewards
(Gerstein et al., 2004). Most studiesrevea ed that women
engage in charity giving (altruism) more than men, and
give more of their time and money for charity than men
do (Andreoni and Vesterlund, 2001; Rigdon and Levine,
2011), although sometimes the differences were very
small and inconsistent. In-depth surveys that include a
broad range of questions about volunteering and charity,
found that the differences between men and women as
to volunteering wererather small (Bekkersand Wiepking,
2006). Some scholars even reported the absence of gender
differencesregarding motivesfor volunteering (Bekkers,

2006). The results also vary between countries. In
Australia, Japan, England women were more likely to
volunteer than men, while in Sweden the results were
opposite: men were more likely to volunteer than women,
and in Canada no gender differences were observed
(Musick and Wilson, 2008).

M ost studies showed a positive correl ation between
age and altruism (Eisenberg and Strayer, 1987; Psychal ,
1998). Others state that donation of time and money
decreases at higher ages (Brown and Lankford, 1992;
Lyons and Nivison-Smith, 2006; Tiehen, 2001). Though
the exact age at which it happened varied throughout the
studies, it tended to be over the age of 65. Auten and
Joulfaian (1996) found that donationswere higher among
those aged 40 — 84 than among those younger or older.

Marital status, together with age and gender,
is one of the determinants that should affect atruism
participation, and is mostly found to be related to the
incidence of giving and the amount donated (Tiehen,
2001). Both married men and women are more likely to
give than their single peers, though only married women
(not married men) give higher amounts than their single
peers (Rooney et al., 2001).

Research done mainly about family characteristics
as determinants of volunteering and charity found that
having children and the children’s age were factors
promoting altruism in both its forms. On one hand,
volunteerism can be a predictable part of the socia role
of the parent (Rotolo, 2000). On the other hand, due to
limited free time, the parental role can deter one from
volunteering, whereasthe economic or rational approach
assumes that the presence of children imposes additional
costs on the volunteer. Although anumber of researchers
have shown that the presence of children in a household
positively affects the parent’s volunteer or charity
activities (Banks and Tanner, 1999; Tiehen, 2001), afew
researchers emphasized the age of the children. Having
children under the age of 5 was a strong promoter for
parent volunteerism (Caputo, 1997) especially for women
(Rotolo and Wilson, 2007). Duncan (1999) found a
positiverelationship betweenthelevel of givingand having
children between the ages of three and ten, but no
relationship for those with children outside thisage range.
However, according to Okten and Osili (2004), the
number of children younger than 14 is negatively related
to the likelihood of giving and the amount donated.

Throughout the pages of literature, religion was
always associated with helping others in need and
philanthropy. In accordance, it makes sense that many
researchers focused on the ties between religion and
altruism (volunteerism and money donation). The
relationship between religiosity, giving and volunteering
is positive (Monsma, 2007). The more often persons
participated in religious services, the higher was their
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intention to volunteer and the more hours they gave
(Lyonsand Nivision-Smith, 2006). Church memberswere
more likely to engagein charitable giving and contributed
higher donations (Bekkersand Wiepking, 2011). Bekkers
and Schuyt (2008) found that various streams of religion
(Catholics and Protestants) had different norms for
charity giving and donation of money.

As education is a strong predictor of atruism in
termsof volunteering and charitable giving (Wilson, 2000),
those who have a higher education are asked to volunteer
more often than their peers with a lower education. In
addition, volunteerswith higher education levelsare more
likely to be asked to perform volunteer work in ,,white
collar” fieldsand to hold positionsthat require leadership
qualities. On the other hand, Bekkers (2005) found that
some volunteer organizations do not require highly
educated individuals. Thistendency has also changed with
time: in 1975, Van Ingen and Dekker (2011) found that
volunteerism was mainly performed by highly educated
volunteers, whereas in 2005 the differences nearly
vanished. A positive relationship between the level of
education and givingwas found in many studies (Bekkers,
2006; Brown and Lankford,1992; Lyons and Nivison-
Smith, 2006; Tiehen, 2001). This is also true for the
sumsof donated money: the higher thelevel of education,
the higher proportion of the donation came from the
donor’s income (Bekkers and Wiepking, 2011).

Altruismisaso related to employment. Participating
inthe paid labor forceistime consuming, and job intensity
directly affects decisions about |eisure spending. Ireland
(2001) positsthat observability (the need for somebody’s
contribution to be acknowledged by others), interest (that
canbeeither persond or interest inthe group theindividua
belongsto dueto his/her employment status) and approval
(being a part of an altruistic act can affect anindividual’s
status, and thus change the close environment’s approval)
trigger employed individuals to participate in acts of
altruism. Khoury and Khoury (1981) found that the
happier anindividua waswith hiswork, the more helpful
he would be toward others and vice versa.

Anindividual’sor ahousehold’s monthly netincome
can affect their decision to participatein an act of atruism.
Ireland (2001) emphasized that great family wealth gave
aperson greater ability to donate moretime. Some studies
that found a positive relationship between higher net
income and the likelihood to give (Rooney et al., 2001),
while others found that people with higher net income,
did not show a higher likelihood to give than other people
(Wiepking, 2007). In addition, not surprisingly, research
has shown that individuals with more financial means
gave higher amounts of money (Okten and Osili, 2004).
The findings regarding the proportion of the donation of
the net income are not as unambiguous. Some researchers
found that the farther an individual’s income is from the

average; hisdonation would relatively belarger than that
of individuals with middle incomes (Hodgkinson and
Weitzman, 1996). Other studies revealed a reverse
tendency: lower income households donate rel atively more
and higher income households donate relatively less
(McClelland and Brooks, 2004).

An additional factor that is commonly associated
with altruism is giving or receiving domestic help.
Domestic help ismost often regarded as a natural part of
altruism. Taking care of children or the elderly are just a
few of the examples for ways people perceive domestic
help as atruism. Furthermore, receiving domestic help
can al so affect volunteering and donating because persons
who receive domestic help usually have more free
time to use for other activities including altruism. Rich
people have more opportunities to employ domestic help
and also to donate because of larger financial recourses
available to them. In this way, receiving domestic help
can also be related to donation.

The study. Asmentioned above, atruism has many
forms and can be perceived in different ways by
individuals. This paper addresses two forms of altruism:
the contribution of money and the contribution of time —
volunteering. We examine the overlap between thesetwo
activities and the determinants driving people to donate
time or money.

To investigate volunteering and donating, we used
the model of philanthropy developed by Barclays Wealth
(Globa Giving: The Culture of Philanthropy, 2010). This
maodel, which takes two components — money and time —
together, divides different countriesin the world into four
groups according to their population’s preferences as to
volunteering and donating money. The first group is
, GO-Givers’ —countrieswhose population isengaged both
in terms of money spent and time given to charities. The
second group is ,,Benefactor Donors’ — countries whose
population prefer to donate money. The third group is
» Volunteer Donors’ — countrieswhose population is more
inclined to donate time. And the forth group is untitled; it
includes countriesin which the percent of both volunteers
and benefactorswas extremely low. In our study we called
thisgroup ,, Neither BenefactorsNor Volunteers’. The study
conducted by BarclaysWealth (Globa Giving: The Culture
of Philanthropy, 2010) found significant differences
between countries: Ireland, India, the U.S. and South Africa
were in the ,,Go-Givers’ group, South America, Taiwan
and Saudi Arabia— in the , Benefactor Donors’, and the
U.K. and Qatar —in the ,, Volunteer Donors’ group.

The literature review revealed that altruism is
commonly expressed in terms of volunteering and
donating money. The determinants of volunteering and
donating most frequently mentioned in the literature were
gender, marital status, having children, religiosity,
education, labor force characteristics, total net monthly
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household income, and receiving domestic help. In our
study, these determinants are regarded as factors that
are expected to affect atruistic behavior.

M ethod. Data. We used the data of the Social Survey
conducted by thelsrael Central Bureau of Statistics (ICBS)
in 2008. The survey used the Population Register as a
sampling frame, which included the permanent non-
institutional population of Israel aged 20 and older, aswell
as residents of non-custodial institutions (such as student
dormitories, immigrant absorption centersand independent
living projects for the elderly). New immigrants were
included in the survey population if they had beenin Israel
for at least six months. Interviews were conducted with
about 7,312 people aged 20 and over, who represent about
4.6 million peoplein that age bracket.

Measures. In this study volunteering and donating
are described in terms of participation and scope.
Dependent variables were: participation in volunteering
(coded ,,0” = volunteered in past year, and ,,1” = did not
volunteer in past year), participation in donating (coded
»,0" = donated money in last 12 months, and , 1" = did
not donate money in last 12 months), scope of
volunteering in terms of total monthly hours of
volunteering in last 3 months (categorized on a scale of
1-5where, 1" = once; ,,2" =lessthan 5 hours; ,3" =5
—9hours; ,4” =10—-19 hours; ,,5" = 20 hours or more),
scope of donating in terms of sum of money donated in
last 12 months, (categorized on a scale of 1 — 4 where
»1" = up to 100 NIS; ,2” = between 101 — 500 NIS;
»3" = between 501 — 1000 NIS; , 4" = over 1000 NIS).

Based on the literature review, we defined the
determinants of volunteering and donating. Thus, the
independent variablesin thisstudy areasfollows. gender
(coded ,,0” =femaleand ,, 1" = male), age (a continuous
variable measured in years), marital status (coded ,,0" =
not married and ,, 1" = married), having children aged 0—
5 (coded ,,0" = no children aged 0 — 5, and ,, 1" = have
children aged 0 —5); having children aged 6 — 17 (coded
»0" =no children aged 6 — 17, and ,, 1" = have children

aged 6 — 17), religiosity (categorized on ascaleof 1 -5
where ,1" = non-religious, secular; ,2" = traditional;
»3 =traditional and religious; 4" =religious; ,5" = very
religious), education in termsof highest received diploma
(categorized on a scale of 1 — 6 where , 1" = secondary
school completion certificate; ,,2” = matriculation
certificate; ,3” = non-academic post-secondary
certificate; ,4” = BA, or an equivaent degree, including
an academic certificate; ,5” = MA, or an equivalent
degree, includingMD; ,,6” PhD, or an equivalent degree),
labor force characteristics (coded ,,0” = unemployed and
»1" = employed), total net monthly household income
(categorized on a scale from ,, 1" = 2,500 NIS or less to
»10" = more than 24,001 NIS), domestic help (coded
,0" = did not employ domestic help and ,, 1" = employed
domestic help).

In order to analyze the determinants of participation
in volunteering and donating, and because of the
dichotomous nature of the dependent (outcome) variables,
multivariate logistic regression was used. For analyzing
the determinants of scope of volunteering and donating,
we ran multiple linear regressions.

Results. Therelationship between volunteering and
donating. Following a model of philanthropy developed
by Barclays Wealth (Global Giving: The Culture of
Philanthropy, 2010) mentioned in the previous chapter,
we analyzed the frequencies of volunteering and donation
of money of the sample population, and grouped
respondents according to their preferences(Table 1). The
study revealed that the sample population wasmorelikely
to donate than to volunteer. Whereas 68.3 percent of the
respondents reported that they had donated money at
least once in last 12 months, only 19.1 percent reported
that they had volunteered. The most common pattern in
the samplewasthe,, Benefactor Donors”, namely, having
donated money in thelast 12 monthswithout volunteering
activity; 53.3 percent of the respondents reported this
pattern. The second most frequent pattern (27.6 percent
of the sample) was,, Neither BenefactorsNor Volunteers’.

Table 1

Volunteer activitiesand donating money inthepast year

Volunteer activitiesin past

Donation of money in last 12 months

year
Donated Did not donated
Volunteered .Go-Givers’ » Volunteer Donors’
% of total sample 15.0% 4.1%
(n=1096) (n=2302)

Did not volunteered

,Benefactor Donors”

,Neither Benefactors
Nor Voluntegrs”

% of total sample 53.3% 27.6%
(n=3899) (n=2015)
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15.0 percent of the sample of the social survey was,, Go-
Givers’, both having donated and volunteered in the last
year. The smallest part (only 4.1 percent) was,, Volunteer
Donors’, who volunteered without donating.

We found a significant relationship between
volunteering and donating (Chi-square = 81.22, Sig. <
0.000). Individualswho volunteered in the |l ast year were
more likely to donate than those who did not volunteer
(78.4 percent versus 65.9 percent). Although the study
revealed a positive significant relationship between
volunteering and donating, we found that only 15 percent
of the sample was ,, Go-Givers’, both volunteering and
donating money. We examined whether there was a
relationship between the scope of volunteering (in terms
of monthly hours of volunteering) and the scope of
donating (in terms of sums of money donated in the last
12 months). Table 2 shows results of the analysis.

The study did not find a relationship between
donated sums and hours of volunteering (chi-square test
was non-significant); the distribution among the groups
was rather even. Thus, the decision to volunteer was
related to the decision to donate, but the scope of
volunteering did not relate to the scope of donating.

Determinants of participation in volunteering and
donating. Results of logistic regressionsfor participation
in volunteering and donating are shown in the Table 3.
Both logistic regressions were significant (Sig. < 0.000),
thus, the set of the chosen determinants predicted
participation either in volunteering or donating. The
significant predictors of volunteering were gender, marital
status, having children, religiosity, education, net monthly
household income and receiving domestic help. Males
were 1.19 times more likely to volunteer than females.
Non-married persons were 1.34 times more likely to
volunteer than married. Having children 0 — 5 years old
reduced the willingness to volunteer, but having children
6—17 yearsoldincreased it. Highly educated individual s

were more likely to volunteer than low educated. The
one-point rise in the total net monthly household income
only slightly increased the willingness to volunteer. The
most salient predictor of participation in volunteering was
receiving domestic help for ahousehold member (achild
or the elderly); people who employed a worker for
domestic help were 1.43 times more likely to volunteer.
It was not surprising that religiosity increased the
probability to volunteer, so that religious persons were
more likely to volunteer than non-religious.

The significant predictors of donating were rather
similar to those for volunteering, but their impact was
not the same. Females were 1.45 times more likely to
donate than males; this result was opposite to volunteering,
where maleswere more likely to volunteer than females.
Married persons were 1.63 times more likely to donate
than non-married. This result was also the opposite of
the finding asto volunteering, since married people were
less likely to volunteer than non-married. The third
contrary finding was that having children 6 — 17 years
old reduced thewillingnessto donate, althoughit increased
the willingness to volunteer.

Theimpact of rdigiosity, total net monthly household
income, and employing domestic help on willingness to
donate and to volunteer wassimilar. The higher religiosity
and total net monthly household income were, the higher
willingness both to volunteer and donate was. The most
salient predictor of donating was receiving domestic help,
whereas persons who employed a worker for domestic
help were 1.67 times more likely to donate than those
who did not.

The study revealed some predictors that were
significant for donating but non-significant for
volunteering, namely labor force characteristics and age.
Though we did not find a significant relation between
employment and volunteering, being employed was a
significant predictor of donating. Employed individuals

Table 2

Sum of money donated in last 12 monthsaccor ding to monthly hour sof volunteeringin last 3 months, in per cent

Total monthly Sum of money donated in last 12 months Total
hoursof Upto100 |101-500 |501-1000 |Over
volunteering in NIS NIS NIS 1000 NI'S
last 3 months
Once 19.7 18.8 21.7 14.2 18.3
Lessthan 5 hours | 22.7 19.6 25.0 17.1 205
5-9 hours 173 193 175 20.7 189
10-19 hours 22.0 229 19.2 21.5 219
20 hoursor more | 18.3 193 16.7 26.4 204
Tota 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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were 1.56 times more likely to donate than the non-
employed. There was a positive relation between
respondents’ age and donating, a one-year change in
respondents’ ageincreased willingnessto donate by 1.03.
Determinants of scope of volunteering and
donating. Results of multiplelinear regressionsfor scope
of volunteering and scope of donating are shown in
Table4. Both regressionswere significant (Sig. < 0.000),
hence, the set of the chosen determinants predicted the
scopeeither of volunteering or donating. About 21 percent
of the variance in the time of volunteering and about
26 percent of the variance in donated sums can be
explained by the independent variables of the models.

Table 4 shows that the scope of volunteering was
significantly affected by the following independent
variables: gender, age, having children aged 6 — 17, and
labor force characteristics. Men reported higher monthly
hours of volunteering than women. The older the
respondents were, the more hours they volunteered.
Having children aged 6 — 17 decreased the scope of
volunteering. Employed persons volunteered fewer hours
than the non-employed did.

The sum of money donated in the last 12 months
was significantly affected by almost all independent
variables in our set. Men, educated and employed
individuals donated larger sums than women,
non-educated and non-employed people did. Older

respondents donated larger sums than younger
respondents. Persons, who had children up to 5 years
old, also reported larger donated sums than others. It
was not surprising that the total net monthly household
income and employing a worker for domestic help
positively predicted the scope of donated sums, because
both these factors are evidence of the respondent’s high
economic status. Religiosity also had asignificant positive
effect on donated sums, namely, more religious people
donated larger sums than non-religious.

Conclusions. The study revealed that the pattern
of donating is preferred by the Isragli population more
than the pattern of volunteering. Whereas about a half of
the sample donated at least some money in the last year,
only a fifth of the respondents volunteered in the past
year. The most common pattern found in the survey
samplewas donating money without volunteering activity.
Thus, according to the Barclays Wealth philanthropy
model, thelsradli population ispredominantly ,, Benefactor
Donors’, rather than ,, Volunteer Donors’ or ,, Go-Givers'.
About aquarter of the population was,, Neither Benefactors
Nor Volunteers’, and wasnot involved in atruistic activity
at al. The study also revealed a positive relationship
between volunteering and donation of money; thisfinding
isconsistent with the studies of Drever (2010), Hill (2012)
and Ireland (2001).

The predictors of participation in volunteering and

Table 3

Resultsof logisticregressionsfor participation in volunteering and donating

Determinants Volunteer activitiesin past | Donated money in last 12

year months (,1"= Yes,

(,1’=Yes, ,0" = No) ,0’ =No)

B Exp(B) B Exp(B)
Gender 0.177 1.194” -0.370 0.691
Age -0.017 0.983 0.026 1.027
Marita status -0.296 0.744 " 0.487 1.628
Having childrenaged | -0.236 0.790 -0.007 0.993
0-5
Having childrenaged [ 0.151 1.163 -0.289 0749
6-17
Religiosity 0.294 0.745 " 0.283 0.753 "
Education (Highest 0.184 1.2027" 0.020 1.020
diplomareceived)
Labor force -0.007 0.993 0.446 1562
characteristics
Total net monthly 0.069 1.071 0.182 1199
househol d income
Domestic help 0.354 1.425 0.510 1.666
Chi-square 180.383" 446.847°
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Table 4

Resultsof multipleregressionsfor scopesof volunteering (in hour s) and donating (donated sumsof money)

Determinants Total monthly hours of Sum of money donated in last
volunteering in last 3 months | 12 months
B Beta B Beta
Gender 0.160 0.057° 0.198 0.094
Age 0.041 0.090" 0.024 0.067
Marital status -0.175 -0.059 0.066 0.028
Having children aged 0-5 -0.002 -0.001 0.075 0.032°
Having children aged 6-17 -0.297 -0.105 0.021 0.010
Religiosity 0.056 0.057 0.360 0441
Education (Highest diploma | -0.012 -0.011 0.042 0.054
received)
Labor force characteristics -0.330 -0.106 0.084 0.035~
Total net monthly household | 0.014 0.025 0.095 0216
income
Domestic help -0.069 -0.020 0.238 0.091
R Square 02127 0.255

Notes: "**Sig.<0.000; " Sig.<0.005; " Sig.<0.05; " Sig.<0.10.

thescope of volunteering wererather different. Only gender
and having children 6 — 17 years old predicted both
participation and scope of volunteering. Men were more
likely to volunteer and volunteered more hoursthan women
did. The parents of children aged 6 — 17 were more likely
to volunteer, but when they did so, they volunteered less
hoursthan the others. Yet, other predictors of participation
in volunteering did not coincide with those of its scope.
Whereas the decision to volunteer was positively affected
by religiosity, education, net monthly household income
and receiving domestic help, and was negatively affected
by being married and having children aged 0 — 5, these
factors were not found significant for the number of hours
devoted to volunteering. Furthermore, age and employment
were strong predictors of the scope of volunteering, but
not for the decision to volunteer.

However, we found some conformity among
determinants of participation in donating and its scope.
Gender, age, religiosity, labor force characteristics, net
monthly household income and receiving domestic help
were significant predictors for both. Men were less likely
to donate, but when they did so, they donated larger sums
than women. Age was a positive predictor both for the
choiceto donate and the donated sums: older personswere
more likely to donate and they donated larger sums than
younger ones. Having children had opposite effects on the
donation choice and the scope of donating. Respondents
who had children aged 6 — 17 were significantly lesslikely
to donate, but having small children (aged 0 — 5)
significantly increased donated sums. The study reveaed
that the economic statuswasastrong predictor of donating:
employed, high-income individuals and those who were

able to employ domestic help, were more likely to donate
and donated larger sums than the others.

We found some striking parallels between
determinants of volunteering and donating. However,
some determinants positively predicted volunteering, but
negatively predicted donating and vice versa. For example,
menweremorelikely to volunteer, but lesslikely to donate
then women. The same was revealed for people who
had children (aged 6 — 17). Married persons, on the
contrary, were more likely to donate and less likely to
volunteer, than non-married. Gender, religiosity, household
income and domestic help affected participation in
volunteering or donating, whereas gender, age and
employment affected their scopes.

In sum, gender, age, having children aged 6 — 17,
religiosity, labor force characteristics, net monthly
household income and receiving domestic help were
salient factors predicting altruistic activity in terms of
volunteering and donating money. The most salient of
them was gender, significantly affecting all four analyzed
dimensions of altruism.
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Kymmnipogiu H., PicoBchku /[. UnHHIKH BOJIOH-
TepcTBa i no0poaiiinocTi

MeTor0 pO3BIAKH € JOCTIHKSHHS BOJOHTEPCTBA i
JOOPOMIHOCTI SIK IBOX CKIIAJOBUX alIbTPYi3My. ¥Y cTaTTi
JOCIIHDKEHUI B3a€EMOBIUIMB TaKUX BUIB JISUILHOCTI, a
TaKOX PO3IJISHYTO YHHHHKH BOJIOHTEPCTBA i H0Opo-
nitHoCTi. PoOOTa 3acHOBaHa Ha Moieni (hiaHTpoIIii, po3-
pobnenoi bapknaiic Benc, sika po3risiae B3a€MOJIII0 Mix
TPOIIOBUMH CYMaMH 1 9acoM, BUTPauYeHUMH Ha 0Opo-
JWHY MisubHICTE. [IpoBeneHe JOCHiKEHHs] BHSBUIIO
MPSIMHAHA 3B’ 130K MiXK BOJIOHTEPCTBOM 1 JOOpOIifHICTIO,
X0ua MOJIeJTb MOBEIIHKH, 1[0 Mepeadavyae moxepTBy rpo-
IIOBUX CYM, MIEpeBaXka€ HaJl BOJIOHTEPCTBOM. BusHaue-
HO JICTepMiHaHTH BOJIOHTEPCTBA 1 TOOPOAIHHOCTI, @ TAKOXK
3HaIeHo napaneni Mi>k HUMUA. OCHOBHUMH YHHHHKAMH,
110 BU3HAYAIOTH 0OWABI PO3MIITHYTI CKIIAI0BI aIbTPYi3MYy,
€ CTaTh, BiK, HASIBHICTH JITEH, PEINITIHHICTD, 3alHATICTD,
YUCTUH MiCSYHMI NpHUOYTOK 1 HAsBHICTH OTIOMOTH y

BEJICHHI JOMAITHHOTO TOCIIOAPCTBA, a TAKOXK 0 JTOTIIA-
Jly 32 JITBMH 1 JTITHIMU JTFOJIEMU.

Knrouosi cnosa’. noOpoAiiHICTh, 3aWHATICTE, JOXI1]I,
TUSTBHICT.

Kymnuposuu H., Pu6oscku JI. ®akropnl Bo-
JIOHTEpPCTBA U 0J1ar0TBOPUTEIbHOCTH

Lenpio naHHON CcTAaTbU SABISETCSA HCCIEJOBaHUE
BOJIOHTEPCTBA M 0JIarOTBOPUTEIBHOCTH KaK IBYX COCTaB-
JAIOUIMX ajnbTpyu3Ma. B j1aHHO# cTaThe HccieaoBaHO
B3aMMOBIIMSIHUEC JAHHBIX BUJO0B OCATCIBHOCTH, a TAKXKE
paccMOTpeHbI (PaKTOPhI BOJIOHTEPCTBA U OJ1arOTBOPHUTEITh-
HocTu. [laHHasg paboTa OCHOBaHa Ha MOZENH (PUITAHTPO-
iy, pa3paborannoi bapkiaiic Benc, koTopas paccmar-
pHUBaeT B3aUMOJICHCTBHE MEXAY ACHEKHBIMH CyMMaMH
U BpEMCHEM, IIOTPAYCHHBIMU Ha 6J'IaFOTBOpI/ITeJH)Hy}O
nesaTeNbHOCTh. [IpoBeneHHOe HcclelOBaHuE BBISBHUIIO
MPSIMYIO CBS3b M@Ky BOJIOHTEPCTBA U 0J1arOTBOPUTEIIb-
HOCTH, XOTdA MOACJb MOBECACHUS, IMPCAyCMaTpUBaAroIas
KEPTBOBaHHE JICHEKHBIX CyMM, ITpeodiagaeT Hal BOJIOH-
TEPCTBOM. OHpe}Z[CJIeHLI JACTCPMHUHAHTBI BOJIOHTEPCTBA U
0JaroTBOPUTEIBHOCTH, a TAKXKE HAalIeHbI 3HAYUTEIIbHBIE
nmapajuienn Mexay HUMH. OCHOBHBIMH (PaKTOpaMH,
OTIPECTISIOIMMHU 00a PACCMOTPEHHBIX COCTABIISIFOIIUX
aJbTpyU3Ma, SBISIOTCS I10J, BO3PACT, HAJIUYUE AETeH,
PEAUTrNO3HOCTH, 3aHATOCTD, YUCTHIA MECIYHBIA JOXO U
HaJM4yue MOMOILIM B BEJCHUU JOMALIHETO XO3sHCTBa, a
TAKXKE 10 YXO4y 3a A€TbMH U IPECTAPCIIBIMU.

Knrouegvie cnosa: 61aroTBOPUTENBHOCTD, 3aHATOCTD,
JIOXO, A€ATENHHOCTb.

Kushnirovich N., Ribovsky D. Determinants of
Volunteering and Charitable Giving

The purpose of this study was to investigate
atruistic activity in terms of volunteering and donation
of money. The study examined the overlap between these
two dimensions of altruism, as well as determinants
driving people to volunteer or to donate money. The
Barclays Wealth model of philanthropy, that takes the
two components — contribution of money and time —
together, was used. The study revealed a positive
rel ationship between vol unteering and donation of money,
whereas the pattern of donating is preferred by the
population more than the pattern of volunteering. Some
striking parallels between determinants of volunteering
and donating were found. Gender, age, having children,
religiosity, labor force participation, net monthly household
income and receiving domestic help were salient factors
predicting altruistic activity in terms of both volunteering
and donating money.

Key words: charity, employment, profit, activity.

Received by the editors: 07.09.2012
and final form 20.11.2012

213

Exonomiunuii Bicauk JJoubacy Ne 4 (30), 2012




