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Introduction 

Over the past 30 years, women have emerged on the philanthropic landscape as a visible and 

bold presence.  They are changing the face of philanthropy and are transforming society around 

the world.    Today’s reality is that women, strengthened by increasing economic power and 

education, are as likely as men to be philanthropists.  Yet, the body of research literature on 

women’s philanthropic giving is lagging behind the reality of what is happening in practice 

around the world.  Recently, however, interest in understanding how and why women give has 

gotten underway—particularly over the past decade--prompting researchers to examine gender 

issues in philanthropy from new angles. These research findings suggest that a more proactive, 

strategic engagement of women in philanthropy will unleash new human and financial resources 

for the public good. 

The purpose of this literature review is to examine the empirical scholarship that addresses 

women’s giving and philanthropic behavior.  Although there is a substantial literature on giving 

across multiple disciplines, to date, there is no review of the research that specifically addresses 

gender differences in giving and philanthropy.  This is important empirical research for those 

working in the field of philanthropy.  Because women, on average, live longer than men, women 

will end up stewarding of much of the $41 trillion expected to pass from generation to generation 

over the next fifty years.  Furthermore, recent research reveals the increasing role that women 

play in economic decision-making (Kamas, Preston, & Baum, 2008).  The more we understand 

gender differences in giving, the better informed we will be in meeting today’s challenges and to 

prepare for tomorrow’s opportunities. 

Methodology for Conducting the Review 

A thorough review of the literature was conducted using relevant search terms (e.g., women, sex 

differences, and gender differences AND prosocial behavior, charity, philanthropy, giving, and 

altruism), across disciplines, and including multiple data bases such as: PsycInfo, Applied 

Science Full Text, Biomed Central, PubMed, Medline, IUPUI Metasearch, GenderWatch, 

EconLit, Sociological Abstracts, Web of Science, Expanded Academic ASAP, Social Services 

Abstracts, Payton Library Philanthropic Studies Index, PsychInfo, and Dissertations.  Additional 

sources were discovered by examining the references cited in the articles found.   

 

Only empirical research studies are included in this review.  To meet the criteria for inclusion, 

the study needed to contain data on women’s giving and/or data on differences between men and 

women’s giving behavior.  Similar to Bekker and Wiepking’s (2007) review of the generosity 

and philanthropy literature, theoretical papers (not reporting empirical data) and studies using 

children as participants are not reviewed.  The final review included 48 empirical studies, and 3 

dissertations, across 13 disciplines (i.e., economics, social psychology, sociology, psychology, 

nonprofit management, philanthropic studies, education, social work, finance, marketing, 

religious studies, women’s studies, and public administration).   
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Are Women More Generous Than Men? 

Findings on gender differences in generosity are mixed (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007) and 

contradictory evidence exists as to the magnitude and direction of these gender differences (Cox 

& Deck, 2006).  Much of the empirical research that examines the relationship between gender 

and giving reveals that females are more generous and donate more to charity than males (e.g., 

Andreoni, Brown & Rischall, 2003; Bekkers, 2004; Carman, 2006; Croson & Buchan, 1999; 

Eckel & Grossman, 1998; 2001; 2003; Eckel, Grossman & Johnston, 2005; Kamas, Preston, & 

Baum, 2008; Mesch et al., 2006).  However, other research has found no evidence of gender 

differences in giving (e.g., Bolton & Katok, 1995; Frey & Meir, 2004)—while some research 

found males to be more generous (e.g., Brown-Kruse & Hummels, 1993; Chang, 2005; Frey & 

Meir, 2004; Jackson & Latané 1981; Meier, 2007; Sokolowski 1996).  More specifically, several 

studies find that while females are more likely to give, males give higher amounts (Andreoni, 

Brown & Rischall, 2003; Bekkers 2004; Belfield & Beney 2000; Einolf, 2006; Lyons & Nivison-

Smith, 2006; Mesch, et al., 2006; Piper & Schnepf, 2008; Weyant, 1984).  Depending on the 

discipline and methodology used (i.e., lab versus field studies), there is much variation across 

individual studies as to how demographic and other individual characteristics affect participation 

in giving--where simple bivariate analysis is not sufficient (Havens, O’Herlihy & Schervish, 

2006).   

 

In the economics literature, Andreoni and Vesterlund’s (2001) seminal study demonstrated that 

the question of “Who is more generous?” is complicated.  Their study found differences in the 

“demand curves for altruism” where men are more responsive to the price of giving (pg. 1).  

They conclude that men are more generous when it is cheap to give, but women are more 

generous when it is more expensive to give.  That is, men are more likely to be either perfectly 

selfish or perfectly selfless, whereas women tend to be “equalitarians” who prefer to share 

evenly. Andreoni, Brown, and Rischall (2003) found support for these findings when testing 

giving behavior outside of the laboratory to actual charitable giving.  Cox and Deck (2006), 

however, found that women’s generosity is more income elastic, in which women base their 

decision of whether to be generous on the costs associated with the decision.  That is, women, 

unlike men, are more likely to be generous when the stakes are lower and are more responsive to 

variations in the cost of giving than men.   

 

Using a laboratory experiment, Andreoni and Petrie (2008) found that subjects tend to reward 

(i.e., are more generous toward) beauty and females—but only when performance is unknown.  

When performance is known, the gender premium is reversed--the payoff is significantly higher 

for men than women.  Landry et al., (2006) also found an attractiveness effect using a door-to-

door fundraising field experiment.  In general, they found that an increase in the personal 

attractiveness rating of one unit generates over 6% increase in the probability that a household 

will contribute.  However, this effect is entirely driven by white females, and primarily driven by 

households where the male was solicited for the contribution.  This effect was consistent across 

all experimental treatments—“more personally attractive female solicitors induce a higher 

proportion of households to contribute.”  When examining gender effects only—their findings 

showed that males tended to give significantly more to women solicitors than to their male 

counterparts—but this differences was largely due to more physically attractive women having 

greater success among male households.  Ben-Ner, Kong and Putterman (2004) found that, in 

dictator game experiments, gender information significantly affects giving only in the case of 
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women, who give systematically less to women than to men.  However, Kamas, Preston, and 

Baum (2008) found that, under anonymous conditions, women give significantly more than men, 

women are more likely than men to give all the money away and less likely to keep all of the 

money—and that pairs consisting of one man and one woman give more than same-sex pairs, 

where all male pairs give the least.  That is, “men acting with men behave more selfishly than 

women--however, when paired with women, men are willing to give more” (p. 34).  

 

Other empirical research from economics has found sex differences in giving (1) by types and 

patterns of household expenditure (Phipps & Burton, 1998), (2) by age, where men’s rates of 

giving and gift size show larger increases over time than women’s, but women opt to participate 

in giving more than men (List, 2004) (3) as a result of cognitive ability and personality (Ben-Ner, 

Kong & Putterman, 2004), (4) as a result of social distance (Cox & Deck, 2006; Dufwenberg & 

Muren, 2006), (5)  as a result of reciprocity and risk (Croson & Buchan, 1999), (6) by gender 

pairings or same-sex groups (Carman, 2006; Eckel & Grossman, 2001; Kamas Preston, & Baum, 

2008), (7) according to money style differences between men and women (Prince, 1993), and  

(8) due to the proportion of females in the household  (Pharoah & Tanner 1997). 

 

The sociology, social psychology, and psychology literature also suggests sex differences in 

motives and altruistic behavior.  In general, this literature reveals that gender is a critical variable 

found to affect giving, empathy, and altruistic behavior.  Two early reviews of sex differences in 

empathy found that empathy is more prevalent in females than males; females are more prone to 

experience guilt and have more highly developed affect for prosocial behavior (Hoffman, 

1977)—although, Eisenberg and Lennon’s (1983) review concluded these differences were a 

function of the methods used to assess empathy.  Piliavin and Charng’s (1990) literature review 

concludes that females tend to be more charitable than males.  A meta-analytic review of gender 

and helping behavior indicated that, in general, men help more than women but women received 

more help than men—although findings across individual studies were extremely inconsistent 

(Eagly & Crowley, 1986). In fact, empirical research from this field has been contradictory and 

highly dependent on methodological factors and the variables used in the study.  For example, 

Jha, Yadav, and Kuman (1997) found significant differences between male and female subjects 

in respect to their altruistic behavior but these findings were dependent on religio-cultural 

commitment.  Similarly, Regnerus, Smith and Sikkink (1998) found that inclusion of religiosity 

in their regression models of giving money to help the poor has a greater impact on gender than 

do all religious identities.  Erdle et al., (1992) found sex differences in personality correlates of 

different helping behaviors and Einolf (2006) found that life course transitions affect altruistic 

behaviors between men and women.  Using an experimental design, Winterich, Mittal and Ross 

(2009) manipulated donations to in-groups versus out-groups and found that the impact of moral 

identity and donation group depends on gender identity.  That is, although moral identity 

increases donations to groups perceived as the out-group, this effect holds only for females or 

those with high feminine gender identity.   

Finally, the philanthropic and nonprofit studies literature—which is interdisciplinary by nature—

also has found significant sex differences in giving (e.g., Mesch et al., 2006; Kottasz, 2004; Piper 

& Schnepf, 2008; Rooney, Brown & Mesch, 2007; Rooney, et al., 2005; Van Slyke & Brooks, 

2005).  Mesch et al., (2006) and Rooney et al., (2005) used both a representative national sample 

and Indiana sample (two different studies) and found that single females, married men, and 

married women  are significantly more likely to be donors than single men.  Piper and Schnepf’s 
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(2008) study examining men’s and women’s giving patterns in Great Britain provides support for 

Mesch and Rooney’s findings.  Women were more likely to give to charity, and this finding 

holds for singles as well as married couples, with controls for background characteristics.  More 

specifically, Piper and Schnepf (2008) find that single women are not only more likely to give to 

charitable causes, but that they are predominantly more generous in terms of the amounts given. 

 

Which Women Give?   

Generational Differences in Giving 

In general, the literature demonstrates a strong and positive relationship between philanthropic 

giving and age (see Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007).  Research from the management and nonprofit 

studies literature also reveals important generational differences exist in terms of values, 

aspirations, and behaviors (e.g., Kunreuther, 2003).  However, no published research examining 

giving by gender across generation/age was located for this review.  In a recent unpublished 

study, research at the Center on Philanthropy explored this question as to whether there might be 

gender differences in giving by generation (Brown & Rooney, 2008).  This study, although a 

working paper, is included in this review because of the large nationally representative sample 

that was used, as well as the high response rate.  After controlling for demographic, religious 

attendance, and political ideology, results indicated no significant differences in amounts given 

to charity by gender and generation.  However, significant differences were found across gender 

and generation in giving to religion.  

Volunteers 

Although the literature suggests a positive relationship between volunteering and donating to 

charity (see Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007, Van Slyke & Brooks, 2005; Wunnava & Lauze, 2001), 

few studies have examined this relationship by gender.  Yet, most of the research literature 

indicates that women volunteer significantly more than men (e.g., Einolf, 2006; Hodgkinson et 

al., 1992, Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1996; Mesch et al., 2006, Sokolowski, 1996).   One research 

study found a positive and significant relationship between money contributions and giving of 

time, and also found significant differences between men and women when examining the 

interdependence between individuals’ charitable donations and volunteering (Brown & 

Lankford, 1992).   Although education and lower tax prices (i.e., the tax price of monetary 

giving) increase hours volunteered for both men and women, marital status, available time, and 

household size had a positive effect on volunteer hours for women, while single parenthood had 

a negative impact.  For women, “the significant economic variables are available time and the 

tax price of money gifts” (Brown & Lankford: 333).   

Marx (2000) found that those who give to human services are significantly more likely to be 

volunteers as well as female.  Parsons (2004) found that women who volunteer are more likely to 

provide financial support to the same organizations where they or family members contribute 

their time. Parsons concludes that this helps them to feel connected to the cause and to the 

community.   
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Occupational Differences 

Only one study was uncovered that examined giving by gender across occupations.  In a study 

examining giving patterns of young affluent males and females, Kottasz (2004) found that 

corporate male lawyers give the most to charity.  However, this study used a small sample, was 

restricted to London, and did not control for income.   

What are the Patterns of Women’s Giving? 

Who Decides? 

Although there is some research on how charitable giving is managed within a household and 

how these decisions are made (e.g., Burgoyne, Young & Walker, 2005), little research has been 

conducted on the role of gender in reaching these decisions.  Because men and women’s 

preferences for giving are different, research has begun to examine the question as to who in the 

household is the primary decision-maker with regard to giving to charity.  Andreoni, Brown and 

Rischall’s (2003) study examined intra-household decision-making and found evidence that 

bargaining, predominantly favoring husbands, characterizes how household charitable decisions 

are made.  Overall, their results found that single men and women exhibit different tendencies 

toward giving as well as married individuals.  When decisions were made jointly, husbands had 

more influence over their wives in deciding on charitable giving.  However, they found that 

education and income were the primary determinants of control over charitable resources—being 

the primary earner strengthens one’s bargaining power in marriage as does the husband’s 

education relative to the wife’s.  When the woman is the decision-maker, however, she is 

significantly more likely to give to education than is the husband or a jointly deciding couple.   

Rooney, Brown and Mesch (2007) examined the question as to who decides—looking 

specifically at giving to education.  Consistent with Andreoni et al. (2003), this study found that 

women decision-makers are more likely to have a positive effect on both the likelihood of giving 

to education as well as the amounts given to education.  They also found that when females are 

the main decision-makers, there is a positive effect on secular giving and no effect on religious 

giving, holding other factors constant.  But when couples decide the amounts to give separately, 

there is a positive association with secular giving and a negative relationship with religious 

giving (p. 240).   

Kamas, Preston and Baum’s (2008) laboratory study finds support for the influence of women in 

the decision-making of giving.  Across mixed-sex pairings, a significantly greater percent of men 

changed their giving toward women’s gifts and that the group gift was more likely to move 

towards the female gift than to the male gift.  Hughes and Luksetich (2008) found differential 

impact of husbands’ and wives’ earnings on charitable contributions.  Specifically, they found 

that the elasticity of permanent income for the head of the household was significantly higher 

than that of the wife, where the man’s earnings had a positive impact on total donations, and the 

variation in the wife’s earnings had a negative impact.     

Where Do Women Give? 

Women tend to give to organizations that have had an impact on them or someone they know 

personally (Parsons, 2004; Burgoyne, Young, & Walker, 2005).  Subsequently, much of the 

empirical research indicates that men and women exhibit different charity choices and patterns of 
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donating money.  Several studies found that males tend to concentrate their giving among a few 

charities, whereas females were more likely to spread the amounts they give across a wide range 

of charities (e.g., Andreoni, Brown, & Rischall, 2003; Piper & Schnepf, 2008).  That is, “women 

are more egalitarian in their giving, while men are more strategic” (Brown, 2006).  These studies 

also found differences in the types of charities men and women choose to give--women are more 

likely to give to human service, health, and education while men are more likely to give to adult 

recreation and sports. One study found that men are more likely to give to veterans and civil 

rights organizations (Einolf, 2006).  Piper and Schnepf (2008) examined the probability of giving 

and the amount given by men and women across 15 charities in Great Britain and found the 

percentage of female donors to be significantly higher than that of male donors for almost all 

causes.  However, Eckel and Grossman (2003) found that men and women exhibited a high 

degree of similarity in their charity choice, but that women were more generous than men in six 

of the ten cases (pg. 694).    

 

Several studies support the finding that women are more likely to give specifically to educational 

causes than men (e.g., Einolf, 2006; Piper & Schnepf, 2008; Rooney, Brown, & Mesch, 2007).  

However, other studies find no statistical difference between alumni giving of men and women 

(Okunade, Wunnava, & Walsh, 1994; Wunnava & Lauze, 2001), or that males actually donate 

significantly more than females (Okunade, 1996).  Wunnava and Lauze (2001) found that, when 

examining the differences between consistent and occasional donors, for occasional donors, 

males give significantly more to education. 

 

Several studies find support that women are more likely to give to human services, children, and 

health-related charities (e.g., Einolf, 2006; Marx, 2000; Midlarsky & Hannah, 1989; Piper & 

Schnepf, 2008).  Marx (2000) found that women donate more and were almost twice as likely to 

be donors to human services than men—controlling for the effects of other demographic and 

motivational characteristics.  Using an experimental research design, Midlarsky and Hannah 

(1989) found that women are more likely to donate to a fund for infants with birth defects than 

men.  In a survey of current and lapsed donors to the American Lung Association, Keyt, Yavas, 

and Riecken (2002) found that the non-donor group had a disproportionate number of males.  

However, Jackson and Latané  (1981) found men to donate more to female door-to-door 

solicitors who represented the Leukemia Society of America, and, in the Netherlands, Bekkers 

(2007) found that males are more likely to give to health charities. 

 

In terms of religious giving, Kamas, Preston and Baum (2008) found that women gave more in 

anonymous giving across all religious denominations and that high income women gave 

significantly more than high-income men.  However, some research indicates that males give 

more to religion (e.g., Brown & Ferris, 2007), but females give more to secular causes and for 

helping those in need (e.g., Brown & Ferris, 2007; Regnerus, Smith, & Sikkink, 1998).  

Whereas, other studies find that females are more likely to give to religion (i.e., Newman, 1995; 

Piper & Schnepf, 2008; Yen, 2002).  More specifically, Piper and Schnepf (2008) found that 

while married men and women show the same level of support for religious organizations, 

among single people, women are nearly twice as likely as men to give to them. Even after 

controlling for different characteristics (age, income, living alone, region, education, and proxies 

for wealth), this gender difference remains significant (p. 114).  
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Israel (2007) found that females had a significantly higher probability of giving to environmental 

causes--however, Piper and Schnepf (2008) found little gender difference for this cause.  Instead, 

Piper and Schnepf (2008) found that women were significantly more likely to donate to animal 

welfare than men.   

 

What Motivates Women’s Giving? 

Although a substantial literature exists on motives of altruism, prosocial, and other types of 

helping behavior from the economic, social psychology, and psychology disciplines, there is a 

paucity of empirical research on specific motives for philanthropic giving (for exception, see 

Ribar & Wilhelm, 2002 and see Eveland & Cruchfield, 2004; Mount, 1996; Prince, File & 

Gillespie, 1993 for examples of this literature).  Some research suggests that women are more 

inclined to help in a relational manner, placing greater emphasis on relationships and on care of 

the individual, whereas, men tend to prefer more non-relational acts, favoring justice as a reason 

for wanting to help (Skoe, et al., 2002). Other research indicates that women are more likely to 

say philanthropy is a way to show human caring and that philanthropy is a way to express their 

moral beliefs (Newman, 1995). 

Kottasz’s (2004) sample of young high-earning professional men and women in London found 

men to be more motivated by egoistic than altruistic motives when donating to charity, and that 

men, more than women, claimed they planned to donate more money once they had achieved 

their financial goals.  Her study found that professional affluent women differed than men in 

terms of “types of cause” and “rewards and benefits sought.”  Women were more prone to 

donate to a charity that served people and were more interested in obtaining personal recognition 

for their donations than getting any social benefits (as was preferred more by professional 

affluent men).  Similarly, Parsons’ (2004) dissertation indicated that women prefer to donate 

anonymously and receive thanks in private. 

 

Van Slyke and Brooks (2005) found that men are less likely than women to cite religious 

motives.   This study as well as Kittasz (2004) found that women, more than men, give out of a 

sense of duty.  Kottasz (2004) also found that women feel more strongly that charities are more 

effective than government or for-profits in providing services to those in need.  Men were more 

interested in donating to social charities in return for social rewards, while women were more 

likely to support human service charities in return for personal recognition  

 

In a study reported earlier from the Center on Philanthropy (Brown & Rooney, 2008), 

researchers found three statistically significant differences in motives for giving: (1) men were 

more motivated by a desire to “make my community a better place”; (2) men were more 

motivated to provide services where government can’t or won’t; and (3) women felt a strong 

responsibility to help those who have less.  This study also found that women, especially 

millennial women, respond favorably to a “world” message. Boomer and older women were 

more likely than boomer men to respond to a message that urges “responsibility to help others.”  
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Conclusions 

Research in the field of women’s philanthropy is in its infancy—and there are many more 

questions to be addressed than have been have answered.  In fact, most of the empirical research 

reviewed in this paper consists of studies that have been conducted within the last ten years.  

Women do seem to be genuinely different from men in terms of the probability of giving (Piper 

& Schnepf, 2008).  However, the nature of this giving requires much further study.   

 

Directions for Future Research 

This review has endeavored to summarize the empirical research on women’s philanthropic 

giving according to specific research questions.  Below are some areas of research that are, to 

date, underdeveloped—but will be critically important in helping to inform the field: 

 Are women more generous than men?  Generalizability from the lab to field is an issue 

found in this review.  Much of the literature addressing generosity between men and 

women has been conducted in a lab setting.  Thus, additional research needs to be 

conducted outside of the laboratory, either through field experiments or survey research, 

using large representative samples in order to better understand whether or not these 

differences indeed do exist.   

 Which women give?  Are there differences in giving across race and ethnicity?  There is 

an extensive literature from education and history that provides an historical perspective 

of female philanthropists of color (e.g., Robertson, 2007; Walton, 2005).  The empirical 

research should incorporate these perspectives and disciplines.  How does giving among 

women change through the generations?  In particular what are the differences in how 

baby boomer and older women give from those in Generation Y and younger?  

 How does volunteering affect women’s giving?  What is the relationship between 

women’s volunteering and giving (such as Brown & Lankford, 1992).   

 What is the relationship between gender, race, and religion?  How do these factors affect 

giving by gender and across cultures?  Are there differences in the way men and women 

give to philanthropy according to religious denominations?  Not only is religiosity 

changing over time, but society as a whole is changing. Is the gap that has been found in 

the past between men and women for religious motives in giving narrowing across the 

cohorts as religion becomes less important? 

 What are women’s patterns of giving? Does the pattern of giving change over time?  

Does the pattern of giving change across cultures?  Are there differences between men 

and women in the way they give gifts? Are there different preferred gift mechanisms? All 

of these questions have implications for those in the field of fund development.   

 Who decides?  Although research has begun in this area, there is much more to learn as to 

how giving decisions within a household are made.  What are the factors that influence 

men’s and women’s giving within a household and how does this affect giving decisions?  

What confers decision-making authority?  How do marriage, religion, generation, and 

life-cycle affect giving?  What are the consequences for the disposition of philanthropy 

(i.e., does who is deciding influence what the money is going towards?).  Are there 

differences across race, culture, and nations?   

 Where do women learn to be philanthropic? Are there differences in the way in which 

men and women are socialized in their philanthropic giving?  Who are the role models 

for women philanthropists and what are the characteristics of these role models?  What 
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prompts men and women to participate or engage in philanthropy?  What is the effect of 

having children on giving? 

 What are the differences in philanthropic motives between men and women?  And, how 

(or if) these differences translate into philanthropic giving?  Do differences in motives 

lead to different philanthropic behaviors?  What is the purpose of philanthropy for men 

and women (i.e., to leverage change, to make themselves feel better, to change the 

community, etc.) and are these different? 

 How do social structures influence women’s giving?  Research could take a more macro 

view by examining the institutions where women are involved and see how this 

influences where they give and how much they give.  Examples include work, marriage, 

friendships, extended families, neighborhood communities, type of college attended. 

 What are the implications for this research in how research can inform practice?  How 

do we inform development officers and other practitioners about women’s giving?   What 

language do women prefer?  What philanthropic vehicles do they prefer?  How do they 

prefer to talk about leaving a legacy? 

 

References 

Andreoni, J., Brown, E., & Rischall, I. (2003).  Charitable giving by married couples:  Who 

decides and why does it matter?  The Journal of Human Resources, 38(1), 111-133. 

 

Andreoni, J. & Petrie, R.  (2007).  Beauty, gender, and stereotypes:  Evidence from laboratory 

experiments.  Journal of Economic Psychology, 29(2008), 73-93. 

 

Anderoni, J. & Vesterlund L.  (2001). Which is the fair sex?  Gender differences in altruism. The 

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 116(1), 293-312. 

 

Barrick, M. R. & Mount, M. K. (1996).  Effects of impression management and self-deception 

on the predictive validity of personality constructs.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(3), 261-

272.  

Bekkers R. (2004). Giving and volunteering in the Netherlands: Sociological and  

psychological perspectives, Ph.D.-dissertation, Department of Sociology, Utrecht  

University, Utrecht, the Netherlands. 

 

Bekkers, R. (2007).  Measuring altruistic behavior in surveys:  The all-or-nothing dictator game.  

Survey Research Methods, 1(3), 139-144. 

 

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2007).  Generosity and philanthropy: A literature review.  

Unpublished manuscript.  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1015507 

Belfield, C.R. & Beney, A.P.  (2000).  What determines alumni generosity?  Evidence for the 

UK.  Education Economics, 8, 65-80. 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1015507


10 

 

Ben-Ner, A., Kong, F. & Putterman, L.  (2004).  Share and share alike?  Intelligence, 

socialization, personality, and gender-pairing as determinants of giving.  Journal of Economic 

Psychology 25, 581-589.   

 

Brown, E. (2006).  Married couples’ charitable giving: Who and why.  In The Transformative 

Power of Women’s Philanthropy, (M.A. Taylor & S.Shaw-Hardy Eds), pp. 69-80.  Wiley 

Periodicals Inc.: San Francisco: CA.   

 

Bolton, G.E. & Katok, E. (1995).  An experimental test for gender differences in beneficent 

behavior.  Economic Letters, 48, 287-292.   

Brown, E. & Ferris, J.M. (2007).  Social capital and philanthropy: An analysis of the impact of 

social capital on individual giving and volunteering.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 

36, 85-99.   

Brown, E. & Lankford, H. (1992). Gifts of money and gifts of time:  Estimating the effects of tax 

prices and available time.  Journal of Public Economics, 47(3), 321-341. 

Brown, M. & Rooney, P.  (2008). Proceedings from The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana 

University 20
th

 Annual Symposium:  Men, Women, X and Y:  Generational and Gender 

Differences in Motivations for Giving.  Indianapolis, IN. 

 

Brown-Kruse, J. & Hummels, D. (1993).  Gender effects in laboratory public goods 

contributions: Do individuals put their money where their mouth is?  Journal of Economic 

Behavior and Organization, 22, 255-268.   

Burgoyne, C. B., Young, B., & Walker, C. M. (2005).  Deciding to give to charity:  A focus 

group study in the context of the household economy.  Journal of Community & Applied Social 

Psychology, 15(5), 383-405. 

 

Carman K. G. (2006) Social influences and the private provision of public goods: Evidence from 

charitable contributions in the workplace. Discussion Paper Stanford Institute for Economic 

Policy Research, Stanford University.  

 

Chang, W-C. (2005). Religious giving, non-religious giving, and after-life consumption.  Topics 

in Economic Analysis and Policy, 5(1), 1421. 

  

Cox, J. C. & Deck C. A. (2006). When are women more generous than men? Economic Inquiry, 

44(4), 587-598. 

 

Croson, R. & Buchan, N. (1999).  Gender and culture: International experimental evidence from 

trust games.  The American Economic Review, 89, 386-391.  

 

Dufwenberg, M. & Muren, A. (2006).  Generosity, anonymity, gender.  Journal of Economic 

Behavior & Organization, 61, 42-49. 

 

Eagly, A. H. & Koenig, A. M. (2006). Social role theory of sex differences and similarities:  

Implication for prosocial behavior. In K. Dindia and D. J. Canary (Eds.) Sex Differences and 



11 

 

Similarities in Communication, (161-177).  Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Publishers. 

 

Eckel, C. & Grossman, P. J. (1998).  Are women less selfish than men?: Evidence from dictator 

experiments.  Economic Journal, 108, 726-735.   

 

Eckel, C.C. & Grossman, P.J. (2001).  Chivalry and solidarity in ultimatum games.  Economic 

Inquiry, 39, 171-187.   

 

Eckel, C. C. & Grossman, P. J. (2008). Differences in the economics decisions of men and 

women:  Experimental evidence.  In C. R. Plott & V. L. Smith (Eds.)  Handbook of experimental 

economics results, Volume 1 (509-518).  Linacre House, UK:  North-Holland Publishers. 

 

Eckel C. C. & Grossman P. J. (2003). Rebate versus matching: does how we subsidize charitable 

contributions matter? Journal of Public Economics, 87, 681-701. 

Eckel, C. C., Grossman, P. J., & Johnston, R. M. (2005). An experimental test of the crowding 

out hypothesis. Journal of Public Economics, 89, 1543-1560. 

 

Einolf, C. J. (2006).  The roots of altruism: A gender and life course perspective.  Retrieved from 

ProQuest Digital Dissertations.  (AAT 3235030).   

 

Eisenberg, N. & Lennon, R. (1983). Sex differences in empathy and related capacities. 

Psychological Bulletin, 94, 100-131. 

 

Erdle, S., Sansom, M., Cole, M.R., & Heapy, N.  (1992).  Sex differences in personality 

correlates of helping behavior.  Personality & Individual Differences, 13, 931-936.   

Eveland, V. B. & Crutchfield, T. N. (2007).  Understanding why people do not give:  Strategic 

funding concerns for AIDS-related nonprofits.  International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary 

Sector Marketing, 12, 1-12. 

 

Frey B.S. & Meier S. (2004). Pro-social behavior in a natural setting. Journal of Economic 

Behavior & Organization, 54, 65-88. 

 

Frey, B. S. & Meier, S. (2005). Selfish and indoctrinated economists? European Journal of Law 

and Economics, 19, 165-171. 

 

Havens, J. J., O’Herlihy, M. A. & Schervish, P. G. (2006).  Charitable giving:  How much, by 

whom, to what, and how?  In W. W. Powell and R. Steinberg (Eds.) The nonprofit sector:  A 

research handbook, Second Edition (542-567).  New Haven, CT:  Yale University Press. 

 

Hodgkinson, V.A. & Weitzman, M.S. (1996).  Giving and volunteering in the United States: 

Findings from a national survey.  Washington, DC: Independent Sector.   

 



12 

 

Hodgkinson, V.A., Weitzman, M.S., Noga, S.M., & Gorski, H.A. (1992).  Giving and 

volunteering in the United States: Findings from a national survey.  Washington, DC: 

Independent Sector.   

Hoffman, M. K.  (1977).  Sex differences in empathy and related behaviors.  Psychological 

Bulletin, 84(4), 712-722. 

Huges, P. & Luksetich, W. (2008).  Income volatility and wealth: The effect on charitable 

giving.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 37, 264-280.   

Israel, D.K. (2007).  Charitable donations: Evidence of demand for environmental protection?  

International Advances in Economic Research, 13, 171-182.   

Jackson J. M., Latané, B. (1981). Strength and number of solicitors and the urge toward 

altruism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 7, 415-22. 

Jha, P. K., Yadav, K.P. & Kuman, U.  (1997). Gender difference and religio-cultural variation in 

altruistic behavior. Indian Journal of Psychometry & Education, 28, 105-108. 

 

Kamas, L., Preston, A., & Baum, S. (2008).  Altruism in individual and joint-giving decisions: 

What’s gender got to do with it?  Feminist Economics, 14, 23-50.    

Keyt J. C., Yavas, U., & Riecken, G. (2002). Comparing donor segments to a cause-based 

charity: The Case of the American Lung Association. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector 

Marketing, 10, 117-134. 

 

Kottasz, R. (2004).  Differences in the donor behavior characteristics of young affluent males 

and females: Empirical evidence from Britain.  Voluntas, 15, 181-203.   

 

Landry, C., Lange, A., List, J. A., Price, M.K., & Rupp, N. G. (2006). Toward an understanding 

of the economics of charity: Evidence from a field experiment. The Quarterly Journal of 

Economics, 121, 747-782. 

 

List, J. A. (2004). Young, selfish, and male: Field evidence of social preferences. Economic 

Journal, 114, 121-149. 

 

Lyons, M. & Nivison-Smith, I. (2006).  Religion and giving in Australia.  Australian Journal of 

Social Issues, 41, 419-436.   

Marx, J.D. (2000).  Women and human services giving.  Social Work, 45, 27-38. 

Meier, S. (2007).  Do women behave less or more prosocially than men?:  Evidence from two 

field experiments.  Public Finance Review, 35, 215-232. 

Mesch, D.J., Rooney, P.M., Steinberg, K.W. & Denton, B. (2006).  The effects of race, gender, 

and marital status on giving and volunteering in Indiana. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 

Quarterly, 35, 565-587.  

 



13 

 

Midlarsky, E. & Hannah, M. E. (1989). The generous elderly: Naturalistic studies of donations 

across the life span. Psychology and Ageing, 4, 346-351. 

 

Newman, R. H. (1995). Perception of factors relating to gender differences in philanthropy.  

Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Retrieved from ProQuest Digital Dissertations. (AAT 

9532669).  

 

Okunade A. A. (1996). Graduate school alumni donations to academic funds: micro-data 

evidence. American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 55, 213-229. 

 

Okunade, A. A., Wunnava, P. V., & Walsh, R. Jr. (1994).  Charitable giving of alumni: micro-

data evidence from a large public university. American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 53, 

73–84. 

 

Parsons, P. H.  (2004). Women's philanthropy: Motivations for giving. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation.  Retrieved from ProQuest Doctoral Dissertations.  (AAT 3155889). 

 

Pharoah, C. & Tanner, S. (1997). Trends in charitable giving. Fiscal Studies, 18, 427-433. 

Piper, G. & Schnepf, S. V. (2008).  Gender differences in charitable giving in Great Britain.  

Voluntas:  International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 19(2), 103-124. 

 

Piliavin, J. A. & Charng, H. (1990).  Altruism: A review of recent theory and research.  Annual 

Review of Sociology, 16, 27-65.   

Phipps, S. A. & Burton, P. S. (1998).  What’s mine is yours? The influence of male and female 

incomes on patterns of household expenditure.  Economica, 65, 599-613.   

Prince, M. (1993).  Women, men, and money styles.  Journal of Economic Psychology, 4, 175-

182.   

Regnerus, M. D., Smith,  C., Sikkink, D. (1998). Who gives to the poor? The influence of 

religious tradition and political location on the personal generosity of Americans toward the 

poor. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 37, 481-93. 

 

Ribar, D. C. & Wilhelm, M. O. (2002).  Altruistic and joy-of-giving motivations in charitable 

behavior.  Journal of Political Economy, 110, 425-457. 

 

Robertson, N.M. (2007).  Christian sisterhood, race relations, and the YMCA, 1906-1946.  

University of Illinois Press:  Champaign-Urbana, IL.   

 

 Rooney, P., Brown, E., & Mesch, D. (2007).  Who decides in giving to education?  A study of 

charitable giving by married couples.  International Journal of Educational Advancement, 7(3), 

229-242. 

 

Rooney, P. M., Mesch, D. J., Chin, W., & Steinberg, K. S. (2005).  The effects of race, gender, 

and survey methodologies on giving in the US.  Economics Letters, 86, 173-180.   

 



14 

 

Skoe, E. E. A., Cumberland, A., Eisenberf, N., Hansen, K., & Perry, J. (2002). The influences of 

sex and gender-role identity on moral cognition and prosocial personality traits.  Sex Roles:  A 

Journal of Research, 46(9-10), 295-309. 

 

Sokolowski S. W. (1996). Show me the way to the next worthy deed: Towards a 

microstructural theory of volunteering and giving. Voluntas, 7, 259-78. 

 

Van Slyke, D. M. & Brooks, A. C. (2005).  Why do people give? New evidence and strategies 

for nonprofit managers.  American Review of Public Administration, 35, 199-222.   

Walton, A. (2005).  Women and philanthropy in education.  IU Press: Bloomington, IN.   

Weyant J. M. (1984). Applying social psychology to induce charitable donations. Journal of  

Applied Social Psychology, 14, 441-447.  

 

Winterich, K. P., Mittal, V., & Ross, W. T. (2009).  Donation behavior toward in-groups and 

out-groups: The role of gender and moral identity.  Journal of Consumer Research, 36. 

Wunnava P. V & Lauze, M. A. (2001). Alumni giving at a small liberal arts college: evidence 

from consistent and occasional donors. Economics of Education Review, 20, 533-43. 

 

Yen, S. T. (2002). An econometric analysis of household donations in the USA. Applied 

Economics Letters, 9, 837-841. 

 


