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Abstract: This paper addresses the conditions that can facilitate the long-term effectiveness of civic 
crowdfunding fundraising strategies. While previous studies have provided a broad picture of the 
possible conditions for fostering effective fundraising strategies, most have considered the 
implications of fundraising only for management or only for cultural policy, neglecting an 
integrated approach that contemplates the needs of both. Thus, this work integrates cultural 
management and cultural policy perspectives by discussing a specific exploratory case study: Art 
Bonus, a cultural patronage tax incentive strategy introduced by the Italian government in 2014, 
which also includes civic crowdfunding features. To the best of our knowledge, Art Bonus is the 
first national civic crowdfunding platform supported by a national government. As an innovative 
and unique platform, its analysis is particularly relevant. This work analyzes the system’s 
functioning and the results obtained in its first years of operation (2014–2016) by accessing the 
public database relating to the donations transited through the platform. While the initiative 
effectively channeled more fundraising resources into the cultural sector, the results also illustrate 
potential points for improving such a system. 
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1. Introduction 
Fundraising has always been central to the sustainability of cultural organizations, 

especially in the nonprofit sector [1,2]. It enables them to overcome market constraints 
and supplement what is often discontinuous and insufficient public financing while 
simultaneously ensuring access to public goods [3]. Because of significant cuts in public 
funding resulting from successive economic crises and the gradual reduction of state 
contributions [4,5], and partly because managerial reforms have been enacted in public 
administration [6], fundraising has become more important in the public sector in recent 
years [7]. 

Specifically, arts and cultural organizations have become aware of the need to be 
more autonomous in defining their goals and implementing actions to diversify their 
funding sources [8,9]. Therefore, fundraising is essential, since an organization’s 
fundraising capability is a key factor of its success, enabling its independence and 
sustainability [10,11]. In this sense, the connection between cultural organizations and 
sustainability is both a financial concern and an issue of socio-cultural sustainability 
[12,13]. The ability to attract a flow of financial resources that allows for the development 
of projects that are consistent with the institution’s purposes is the best way to preserve 
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the values that are the basis of a cultural organization and to sustain its socio-cultural and 
financial stability. An efficient fundraising strategy requires actions aimed at the 
procurement of financial resources from different segments of donors and through 
different channels, including company sponsorship; fundraising events; corporate and 
individual memberships; bequest fundraising; and donations from companies, 
trusts/foundations, and individuals [14]. From the perspective of sustainability, especially 
socio-cultural sustainability, not all the methods used to raise funds are equivalent. Some 
kinds of sponsorship, or even corporate memberships, might have to undergo certain 
dynamics to satisfy particular interests, linked in some way to market or economic return 
logics [15,16]. Therefore, a successful fundraising strategy is not only connected to the 
amount of funding resources obtained, but also to an organization’s ability to discern the 
best funding channels to ensure the organization’s cultural sustainability. Consistently, 
effective fundraising is important for cultural management, and implementing 
fundraising strategies that appeal to individual [17,18] and corporate donors [19,20] has 
become a key theme in the literature. Analysis of the donors’ motivations is a central issue 
in the field of fundraising because such donations are a key strategy for maximizing 
private giving [21,22]. 

The discussion about fundraising is also relevant in the field of public policy, linked 
to the capacity of development and the implementation of measures able to increase the 
level of donations that communities make to the nonprofit sector, fostering donors’ loyalty 
and motivation [23,24]. This is possible through the realization of appropriate legal and 
fiscal systems [25], concepts that are also relevant in the field of cultural policy [26], where 
some research has emerged about the potentialities of tax incentives to stimulate the 
growth of financial contributions that private individuals make to cultural institutions 
[27,28]. 

The existing literature examines fundraising and its implications in the field of 
cultural policy and management, but these two perspectives are not integrated, and the 
framework appears to lack detail. The present work aims to fill this gap, combining the 
two perspectives to offer a viewpoint that is useful for both managerial and policy 
applications according to an integrated vision of fundraising in the cultural field. 
Specifically, the work focuses on crowdfunding, a tool that can be related to fundraising 
in terms of both cultural policy and management. 

Although some form of crowdfunding was used before the diffusion of the internet 
[29], crowdfunding can generally be perceived as an emerging phenomenon based on the 
spread and development of informal and information technologies [29,30], especially in 
arts and culture [31]. Crowdfunding consists of a form of micro-financing that generally 
aims to collect small amounts of money from a large number of donors and uses the 
internet as its field of action [32]. It is thus not only a way to finance arts and culture, but 
it is a “collective effort” of several individuals who decide to pool their resources to jointly 
collaborate to achieve the mission [30]. 

Enhancing opportunities for crowdfunding in the field of culture is the task of both 
policy makers and managers. Moreover, accurately studying crowdfunding opportunities 
could be particularly interesting from the perspective of sustainability [33] because the 
basic conditions for a successful crowdfunding campaign (a high number of donors, each 
making a small donation) could represent a way to guarantee the independence of the 
funded project and thus its socio-cultural sustainability. At the same time, the connection 
between sustainability and crowdfunding is also important in terms of designing and 
implementing crowdfunding projects and platforms that are financially sustainable [34]. 

Starting from these premises, this work uses the perspective of exploratory [35] case-
study research [36] to examine an innovative fundraising tool, Art Bonus, set up by the 
Italian national government in 2013 and operational since 2014. Art Bonus consists of 
strong fiscal incentives to private individuals who make donations to public cultural 
institutions and a government website that aims to invite individuals and corporations to 
make donations and encourages them to do so. Art Bonus was set up to enhance new 
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models of public–private collaboration in financing Italian public cultural heritage based 
on the public profile and commitments of potential donors.  

Art Bonus appears to be consistent with a specific kind of crowdfunding, civic 
crowdfunding, where citizens collaborate with governments to fund projects that meet 
public needs [35,37]. Art Bonus is particularly interesting because, to the best of our 
knowledge, it is the first application of a national civic crowdfunding platform supported 
by a national government on an ongoing basis. In this work, the case is discussed by 
conducting a deep analysis of the system’s functioning and the results obtained by the 
platform in its first two years of operation (2014–2016) by accessing the public database 
containing data relating to the loans transited through the platform. 

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents a review of the literature on 
topics relevant to private funding for cultural organizations from the viewpoints of 
cultural management and policy. These two perspectives are then integrated, and details 
about crowdfunding and the key factors of a successful fundraising strategy from the 
perspectives of cultural management and cultural policy are outlined. In Section 3, the 
case of Italy is analyzed in detail, and the Art Bonus scheme is presented. In Section 4, the 
preliminary results of the scheme are analyzed empirically. Section 5 presents the 
discussion and the implications for management. Section 6 presents the conclusions. 
Finally, Section 7 presents the research limitations and suggests possible lines for future 
research on this topic. 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Fundraising in the Arts 

Fundraising is essential for expanding revenue streams from non-governmental 
sources [38] for the management of any kind of nonprofit organization. This is particularly 
true for organizations that aim at preserving and promoting the arts and cultural heritage 
or activities [8]. For organizations that do not depend solely on commercial revenue, their 
fundraising capability is a key factor in their success [11]. In many countries, the arts sector 
is far from being financially stable, and the viability of organizations is often threatened 
because insufficient resources have a negative impact on the artistic vibrancy and public 
accessibility of the arts heritage. Thus, it becomes necessary for arts organizations to find 
alternative forms of funding for culture-related projects and activities [39], and the private 
sector contributes as an important revenue stream for the protection and enhancement of 
the cultural sector [40], especially during crises [5]. 

Studies on fundraising primarily focus on two areas [25]. Some motivational studies 
focus on the reasons for donations and the consequent management choices that favor 
and promote a more incisive fundraising strategy. Other studies focus on the 
governmental policies that support cultural organizations or the institutions responsible 
for cultural heritage or activities. 

2.1.1. Managerial Initiatives to Foster Fundraising: Motivational Studies 
A specific point of interest for management studies is the analysis of what makes 

fundraising strategies more effective. The two segments, individual donors and corporate 
donors, have different motives. For individual donors, eight possible factors that drive 
charitable giving have been identified [17]: awareness, solicitation, cost and benefit 
analysis, altruism, reputation, psychological benefits (joy of giving and self-image), 
personal values, and usefulness. Corporate philanthropy can be regarded as being 
strategic for business [20]. This is because economic factors, such as marketing (brand 
image) and legitimation [15,41], drive a company’s decision to support nonprofit 
institutions. Corporate tax returns also play a key role [42]. 

Bertacchini et al. [21] analyzed donor motives in the field of supporting cultural 
heritage. They defined three kinds of motives: intrinsic, arising from personal feelings and 
convictions; extrinsic, caused by economic factors; and reputation, connected with an 
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individual’s need for social recognition. Other researchers have shown that, in the 
performing arts, season ticket-holders are more willing to donate than non-subscribers 
[43], so increasing the number of season tickets sold appears to be a good fundraising 
strategy when the nature of the cultural activity allows it. 

Donors can be persuaded to donate by perceiving different forms of legitimacy: 
pragmatic legitimacy, where they perceive the nonprofit institution as being beneficial, 
and moral legitimacy, where they feel a sense of “doing the right thing” [44] or co-creating 
social value [45]. Moreover, donors can be encouraged to donate by low “donation prices” 
(i.e., the cost of fundraising campaigns) and low information costs (i.e., the costs incurred 
by the donor to ascertain the soundness of a fundraising campaign) [46]. 

2.1.2. Government Initiatives to Foster Fundraising: Cultural Policy  
As noted above, the development of an effective fundraising system is an area of 

interest in the fields of cultural policy and cultural management [47]. Public funding of 
the arts has long been considered to be a tool for economic and social modernization, 
thanks to the positive impact of the arts on the economy and the business environment 
[39,48]. In fact, culture can be considered a merit good, capable of having a beneficial effect 
on society as a whole [49]. 

The development of appropriate fundraising strategies has been studied for at least 
40 years in countries with a consolidated tradition of private donations to charities and 
nonprofit organizations, like the United States (US) and the United Kingdom (UK) [17]. 
In mainland Europe, the private and philanthropic funding practices are different from 
those in US, and making donations is less widely practiced [50]. Cuts in public funding 
have also necessitated new neo-liberal strategies for diversifying funding in the arts, and 
in various countries, tax incentives for corporations and individuals and new private 
funding incentive programs have been introduced. These include Mécénat Culturel in 
France, Art Bonus in Italy, and the Gift Aid Scheme in the UK [25,28]. For management, 
the starting point is to identify the factors that encourage donations and then to create 
strategies tailored to different donors [15,21]. This implies continuous dialogue with key 
stakeholders to identify and match their expectations [51] and building trust through the 
efficacious use of the donations received [52]. 

In the current context of public funding cuts due to the crisis of the traditional welfare 
state and the economic crises [4,53] unleashed by the 2008 financial crisis and the recent 
COVID-19 pandemic, the role of effective cultural policies [40,54] in encouraging private 
rather than public funding has become essential [5]. In terms of public policy, potential 
donors can be given advantages and incentives, such as tax exemptions, deductions, 
rebates, and credits. The literature reports four main functions of taxation law [55]: 
supporting the nonprofit sector through tax relief, supporting equity through the 
redistribution of resources, regulating the behavior of nonprofit managers, and a border-
patrol function guaranteeing that distinctions between the nonprofit sector and the 
commercial and governmental sectors are clearly demarcated. 

Different fiscal incentives for donations and government administrative systems 
have a significant impact on the patterns of philanthropic giving and the volume of 
donations. Comparative studies across different countries reveal that there are numerous 
different national tax policies [56,57] in their respective arts and culture sectors [5,27,28]. 
Moreover, local, state, and federal governments have started exploring the potential of 
crowdfunding to transform the conventional financing methods previously used to fund 
public projects and services [58,59]. 
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2.2. The Emerging Role of Crowdfunding 
This section first focuses on crowdfunding, which can be analyzed both in terms of 

the cultural institutions that run a campaign and the policy makers who intend to 
encourage fundraising. Crowdfunding, defined as the raising of funds in the form of 
relatively small donations or investments from a large number of individuals [32], is not 
a totally new concept in the field of fundraising. However, the term has become 
widespread in its modern meaning, in which an internet-based platform is central [37]. 
These platforms exploit the potentialities of affordable online payments, and they make it 
possible for users to connect with a wide audience, including in the arts and cultural sector 
[60].  

Crowdfunding draws inspiration from concepts such as micro-finance [61] and 
crowdsourcing [62], leveraging the internet to fund a diverse range of projects through 
relatively small contributions from a relatively large number of individuals without 
traditional financial intermediaries. Crowdfunding in the arts has traditionally been used 
to finance creative and entrepreneurial projects in the private sector [63]. This is becoming 
more and more important due to cuts in public funding in ensuring the public’s access to 
the arts while keeping prices under control. Furthermore, crowdfunding is a new way of 
collaborating, resulting in new behaviors between the funders and the recipients [29]. 

Crowdfunding has also been used to finance nonprofit and innovative 
entrepreneurial activity in the public sphere, engaging a wide audience of potential 
donors in exchange for different types of rewards, including equity-based crowdfunding 
[63] and access to governance. According to Drucker [64], philanthropy is not only about 
raising funds; it is also about people development. Thus, crowdfunding is a way to 
encourage wider democratic engagement in the arts, differing from the philanthropy of 
major donors. Crowdfunding campaigns can be categorized into two groups based on the 
motivation of the funders [32,63]. It can be donation-based, which is the case for the 
reward model, or investment-based, as in the equity, debt, and royalty models [34]. In the 
investment-based model, there is the need to develop appropriate incentives, in addition 
to financial ones, for allowing borrowers to access additional benefits [30]. 

In donation-based models, a specific kind of crowdfunding, civic crowdfunding, is 
emerging, where citizens collaborate with government to fund projects to meet public 
needs [37,38,65]. Donation-based models are based on pure donation by the funders, who 
do not expect anything in return; thus, this is a crowd micro-mecenatism, which previous 
research has shown to be more attractive for donors in the cultural heritage sector [29]. 
This type of crowdfunding is especially interesting because it refers to organizations that 
are more willing to operate under non-market rules [47].  

There are some characteristics of crowdfunding that differentiate this tool from other 
forms of private funding for public and nonprofit organizations, such as sponsorship or 
public–private partnerships (PPPs):  
1. Unlike sponsorship, private and corporate donations do not require an economic 

return in terms of visibility, avoiding the risk of potential commercial exploitation of 
the public heritage and ensuring the possibility for arts managers to better place the 
amount received to ensure delivery of the organization’s mission [16,66]. Indeed, the 
recipient cultural organization has no formal obligation to the donors, as the 
exploitation of cultural heritage is one of the main conditions of the enhancement of 
the historical–architectural heritage, with the risk of the progressive transformation 
of monuments into banal support for advertising [15]. Donors in crowdfunding 
platforms are attracted from the possibility to effectively contribute to the creative 
process and engage with the organizations. 

2. Through crowdfunding, possible democratization of the form of financing for the 
cultural organization encourages a participatory [65] and more democratic process 
in which anyone can contribute [18] and which is based on trust [30]. This practice 
could help organizations to overcome problems related to decreases in public 
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financing and the inability for public administrations to effectively valorize, protect, 
and promote arts and cultural heritage [29]. 

3. Potentially, crowdfunding could also leave room for innovation and experimentation 
while minimizing the risk of unethical practices or sponsor-seeking behavior [16,67]. 
The democratization also involves the cultural organizations, as it encourages 
bottom-up initiatives from small organizations that might not have the resources 
they need to start their own fundraising campaigns [47,68]. In addition, 
crowdfunding provides an impetus for collaboration that could speed up the 
financing of business projects while also requiring new sets of behaviors by the 
various actors. This process could result in major changes in relationships between 
investors and those who receive funding, creating a field where more solid 
participatory relationships with audiences are strengthened, as well as a sense of 
shared ownership of shared heritage [29,69]. 
Crowdfunding has traditionally been used by the private sector; however, today, an 

increasing number of public entities have begun exploring its potential and transforming 
conventional methods of financing public projects and services [33,58]. Crowdfunding, 
especially civic crowdfunding, which links public policy with the initiatives of individual 
organizations toward a common purpose of financing and development, is particularly 
suitable for the integrated study of successful fundraising strategies from both cultural 
policy and cultural management perspectives. 

An Integrated Perspective for Studying Crowdfunding in the Arts  
An analysis of the literature showed that an effective system of fundraising in terms 

of cultural management and policy should include the following strategic factors:  
1. A close relationship with the local community of the cultural institution [70] in order 

to maximize the personal motivation of patrons connected to their cultural capital 
[26,71]; 

2. A system of compensation for donors, which might range from a feeling of 
gratification to real involvement in the organization and activities of the recipient 
institution [29,72–74], and economic advantages, such as fiscal incentives [27,28]; 

3. An open and accountable flow of communication toward potential donors [75] based 
on explicit requests for donations [76], preliminary specification of the activities that 
will benefit from donor contributions [77], complete transparency about the expenses 
connected with the contribution, and the results of the activities supported by the 
donations [78].  
Developing these three key factors should be the goal of cultural organization 

management and policy makers when creating the conditions to encourage cultural 
institutional fundraising. 

Although crowdfunding traces its roots to donations, it is different from general 
fundraising activities as both approaches have different motivations and practices [59]. 
Research on reward-based crowdfunding and the arts is still limited. The most recent 
research focusing on a specific type of crowdfunding campaign to fund appropriate 
technology in the arts suggested that a user’s intentions to donate include social influence, 
effort expectancy, and perceived trust [59]. Previous research on crowdfunding has 
investigated whether the content and orientation of reward-based crowdfunding affect 
the final outcome and sustainability of the project [79], but it is necessary to focus on this 
issue in the field of the arts. 

This paper studies the case of a fundraising campaign, classifiable as civic 
crowdfunding, to verify the presence and validity of the three conditions outlined above. 
The campaign, Art Bonus, was introduced by the Italian government in 2013 to promote 
and increase private fundraising for public cultural organizations. Considering three 
factors, a close relationship with the community, implementation of a proper 
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compensation system, and open and accountable flow of communication, the following 
research questions were formulated: 
1. Which of the three key factors for a successful fundraising campaign can be applied 

to a civic crowdfunding campaign in the arts sector? 
2. What indications does a civic crowdfunding campaign in the arts sector provide for 

the development and enrichment of the theory on these key factors? 

3. Materials and Methods 
The Art Bonus scheme came into effect in Italy on June 1, 2014. The data analyzed in 

this paper covers a time period longer than one year in order to capture the effects of the 
reform and identify implications for the management of cultural organizations. We 
collected and analyzed data on donations made under the Art Bonus fiscal rebate from 1 
June 2014 to 30 September 2016. Art Bonus was analyzed in the first two years of its 
application, from 2014 to 2016, to understand the implications of its introduction. 

3.1. Research Context: The Art Bonus Scheme 
Fundraising can be carried out in a multitude of ways reflecting the wide variety of 

sociocultural contexts, cultural heritages, economic difficulties, fiscal backdrops, 
conceptions of the role of the individual and community, and charitable organizations; 
furthermore, methods of fundraising have been professionalized. The study discussed in 
this paper focused on Italy, which is a clear example of a system undergoing substantial 
reforms in the private financing of culture. It introduced an innovative system for 
encouraging corporate and private donations to public cultural organizations. 

The rich Italian cultural heritage and its institutional system are largely managed and 
owned by the state. Traditionally there has been a high level of governmental spending 
and a low degree of financial independence for the management of cultural institutions. 
However, the reduction in public funding in recent years has made it necessary for 
cultural institutions to use self-financing. The government’s response to this necessity was 
Law Decree no. 83 of 31 May 2014 (Culture Decree converted into Law no. 106 of 29 July 
2014), which introduced a new set of rules to encourage private donations to support 
culture and the arts. Art Bonus is one of the most significant tax-related measures; as a 
scheme for a tax credit of 65% of the donation, it provides a free-of-charge platform to 
connect donors and recipients. This measure was intended to enhance new models of 
public–private collaboration in financing Italian public cultural heritage, starting from the 
fiscal year of 2014. Art Bonus abrogates the previous tax rebate for private donations 
(TUIR Article 15, Commas1 h and I, as well as Article 100 Commas f and g). Companies 
can claim tax credits for up to 0.5% of their annual revenues; for individuals, the cap is set 
at 15% of their annual taxable income. The tax credit is only granted for monetary 
donations made to public entities or a concessionaire of public cultural assets. 

The scheme allows for three types of donations:  
1. Area A: Maintenance, protection, and restoration of public cultural assets. Donations 

in this area are related to a specific asset and clearly defined projects. 
2. Area B: Support for public cultural institutions (e.g., museums, libraries, archives, 

archaeological sites and parks, monuments, concert and opera houses, and theatres, 
etc.), with specific references to the operational activities of performing arts 
institutions. This includes more generic donations in support of current operations 
and the ordinary activities of cultural institutions. 

3. Area C: Restoration and development of public theatres and auditoriums. As in 
Section A, the donations are related to a specific asset, but here, they are limited to 
public theatres and auditoriums. 
Recipient institutions are required to report the donations to the Italian Ministry of 

Culture (Mibac) every month and publish the sums received and spent on the Mibac 
website and their own website. Donations under Area A and Area C are counted as capital 
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expenditures; thus, they are subject to budget constraints. Donations under Area B, in 
support of places of culture, opera houses, and theatres, fall under operating 
expenditures; they are not subject to budget constraints. 

Mibac has a dedicated free-of-charge website supplying comprehensive information. 
For potential donators, the donating procedure is outlined, and the recipient 
organizations are listed. There is information on the project to be financed and the amount 
of funding requested and received and general information on the institutions. For 
organizations soliciting donations, the website supplies information on regulations and 
about patrons and donors (who they are and how much and to which institutions they 
have donated). This information is made public only where the donor has given 
permission to publish personal data; otherwise, the website only shows the amount 
donated and the recipient organization. The platform is similar in structure to a 
crowdfunding website, bringing together project owners and potential backers, 
facilitating information flow and transactions [80]. The system appears to follow the 
donation-based model of crowdfunding, typically used for artistic or humanitarian 
projects, which places the funders in the position of philanthropists who expect no direct 
return for their donations except for recognition in terms of visibility. However, donors 
are rewarded for their effort through tax credits or visibility recognition. 

3.2. Research Design 
This research adopted an exploratory case-study approach [36,81], using a 

longitudinal perspective to address how the introduction of a new public crowdfunding 
platform impacted private donations to public heritage. The uniqueness of the case lies in 
the fact that Italy implemented reforms based on tax breaks along with an experiment in 
civic crowdfunding through a platform owned and managed by the government and 
operating directly within the public sector.  

The present case study compared historical data and recent data extracted by the 
authors from the ministerial open-access website for a two-year period following the 
implementation of the reform (1 June 2014 to 30 September 2016). This approach enabled 
a detailed interpretation of the effects of the recently implemented reforms. As noted by 
Merriam [82], case studies are particularly suited to the analysis of transitional processes 
that involve causal explanation. 

3.3. Data Collection 
The results are presented in two sections connected to the two literature streams 

described above:  
1. A description of the results with specific reference to the three areas of intervention 

identified by the law.  
2. An analysis of the results based on the three factors identified in the literature as 

being important areas of interest. 
The first section presents an overall description of the general results of Art Bonus in 

comparison to historical data on public cultural organizations, as well as data describing 
the three areas, A, B, and C, defined by the reform. Classifications of the types of cultural 
assets were drawn from the UNESCO framework for cultural statistics [83] and adapted 
to Art Bonus. Historical data are based on previous publications of charitable donations, 
analyzed by the Italian Association Civita [84] and financed by the European Union [85].  

Data describing the three areas of analysis were extracted by the authors directly 
from the Mibac website artbonus.gov.it (the civic crowdfunding platform), which, on a 
daily basis, registers the increase in the financial resources that each recipient cultural 
organization has collected and the name/type of donors.  

The second section interprets the data extracted from the platform and the impact of 
Art Bonus with reference to the three aspects emerging from previous literature. These 
aspects are important for developing an effective managerial strategy to attract financial 
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resources for cultural activities [25,86]. Doing this analysis, the following questions were 
addressed to identify the pattern of donations: 
• Who donates and at what level?  
• Why is a donation made?  
• What do the patrons finance? 

The first aspect, considered strategic for management, was defining the profiles of 
the donors [87]. Thus, an analysis of patrons was conducted to identify the types of donors 
(individuals, companies, banking foundations, or nonprofit organization) and the 
donations made. 

The second aspect was to determine what stimulates a donor’s willingness to donate. 
Empirical literature showed that the main motives for donating were a sense of civic duty 
and belonging to a community [21,26,73]. Consequently, a link between the cities or 
geographical areas hosting the recipient organization and donor can be hypothesized. 

The third important step was establishing to which organizations the donors 
contributed. From a managerial perspective, it is important to understand whether donors 
prefer specific financial projects or the overall activities of an organization [23,43]. Thus, 
we compared the amount of funds raised in Area A and Area C of Art Bonus, where the 
precise intervention to be supported is indicated, with the amount of funds raised in Area 
B, which are for overall support.  

The findings served to identify the implications for the management of cultural 
organizations. These ideas are discussed in more detail in Section 5: Discussion and 
Implications for Management. 

4. Results 
4.1. Art Bonus Results in Terms of Cultural Policy 

In the period under study (June 2014–September 2016), a total of €123,261,089 was 
collected through the Art Bonus scheme, subdivided as follows: 50.4% in Area A 
(€62,164,315), 49.5% in Area B (€60,957,373), and 0.1% in Area C (€139,400).  

There were 764 fundraising campaigns. Area A accounted for 75.0% of these, and the 
categories of cultural assets that received the most funds were museums, followed by 
monuments and ancient buildings and theatres (21.1%). Figure 1 shows the types of 
cultural assets that were funded. 

 
Figure 1. Donations received in Area A by type of cultural asset. 

In Area B, as shown in Figure 2, 181 cultural organizations launched fundraising 
campaigns, accounting for 24% of the total fundraising efforts under the Art Bonus 
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project. In this area, the most funded heritage projects were theatres (96.2%; €58,478,418) 
and, in particular, theatre foundations. 

 
Figure 2. Donations received in Area B by type of cultural asset. 

Although Area B received 1370 donations for a total of €60,957,373, almost all of those 
donations went to theatres and foundations. Notably, this trend was anticipated by the 
legislators who mentioned a specific interest in financing the operational activities of 
performing arts institutions. Indeed, in Italy, as in other countries [88], the performing arts 
sector, which is small, is struggling to achieve financial stability and cover its operational 
expenses [89]. 

Finally, Area C was the smallest in terms of both the number of organizations 
involved and the number of donations made. In fact, only 10 public theatres and 
auditoriums used fundraising campaigns in Area C, and just five of them received 
donations, for a total of €139.400. 

Thus, the recipient organizations could be grouped into two main categories: 
campaigns for specific projects (maintenance, protection, and restoration) for cultural 
public heritage and institutions (Area A and Area C) and campaigns for operational 
activities that mainly focus on performing arts institutions (Area B), hereafter termed 
cultural heritage institutions (Area A and Area C) and performing arts institutions (Area 
B). 

Performing arts institutions have traditionally received more attention from the 
private sector, as they are more widely distributed throughout Italy and are representative 
of traditional heritage, as confirmed by historical data (2007–2008). During the two years 
following the Cultural Decree, the opposite trend was observed, with cultural heritage 
attracting 22% more funding than performing art institutions (€62,303,715 vs. €60,957,373). 
Table 1 presents a comparison of the amounts donated to performing arts institutions and 
cultural heritage, pre- and post-reform. Two years after the introduction of Art Bonus, the 
number of donations increased by 64%, the amount donated almost doubled (+94%), and 
the average donation increased by 16% (Table 1).  
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Table 1. A comparison of pre- and post-reform donations. (Sources: Civita [84] and the present 
research.). 

 Years 2007–2008 Years 2014–2016 

 No. of Donations Amount Donated 
(€) 

No. of 
Donations 

Amount 
Donated (€) 

Cultural Heritage 1375 24,475,272 1788 62,303,715 
Performing Arts 

Institutions 
547 38,928,713 1361 60,975,373 

Total 1922 63,403,985 3149 123,279,088 

4.2. Managerial Drivers: Donation Patterns 
This section interprets the results of Art Bonus with reference to three aspects of the 

patterns of donation. These aspects should be useful in developing an effective managerial 
strategy for attracting financial resources for public cultural organizations. The results 
answer the following three questions: Who donates and at what level? Why is a donation 
made? What do patrons finance? 

4.2.1. Who Donates and at What Level? 
Data shows that most of the donations were made by individuals, which is in line 

with crowdfunding principles. In fact, out of a total of 3149 donations, 2093 were made by 
individuals (66.5%), 887 were made by companies (28.2%), 94 were made by nonprofit 
organizations (3%), and 75 were made by banking foundations (2.4%) (Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3. Number of donations/transactions made based on the donor’s typology. 

These percentages are similar in the three areas of Art Bonus, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Donations made to cultural heritage and performing arts institutions. 

 

Cultural Heritage Institutions Performing Arts Institutions 

No. of 
Donations 

Amount 
Donated (€) 

Average 
Donation 

(€) 

No. of 
Donations 

Amount 
Donated (€) 

Average 
Donation 

(€) 
Individuals 1227 3,148,747 2566 866 3,458,764 3994 
Corporates 661 59,154,968 89,493 495 57,498,610 116,159 

Total 1788 62,303,715 34,845 1361 60,957,373 44,789 

However, focusing on the amount donated provides a different picture. In terms of 
total amounts, as shown in Figure 3, donations from individuals accounted for only 5.4% 

66.5%
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3%

2.4%
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of all the funds received by cultural organizations (€6,607,511). The highest amounts were 
donated by organizations, particularly companies (€59,987,524), banking foundations 
(€37,607,352), and nonprofit organizations (€123,261,089). Figure 4 shows the amounts 
donated for the three areas. 

 
Figure 4. Amount of donations made by donor’s typology. 

It is also noticeable that of 69 completed fundraising campaigns, 59 were supported 
by the contribution of a single donor (78.2%), and in 83.3% of cases, this donor was an 
organization. Moreover, only 8.7% of the fundraising campaigns were supported by more 
than three donors. 

The group of corporate donors consists of private companies, nonprofit 
organizations, and banking foundations. As shown in Table 3, a more detailed analysis 
revealed that banking foundations were the most important patrons for cultural heritage, 
overall donating €37,607,351 (mean donation of €826,385). Funding was provided mainly 
for the conservation and enhancement of historic buildings and archaeological sites, with 
private companies giving €27,191,016 (mean donation of €58,728) and nonprofit 
organizations donating €1,387,698 (mean of €22,749). Among the performing arts 
institutions, the major patrons were private companies (€32,796,508; mean donation of 
€77,350), followed by nonprofit organizations (€17,671,004; mean of €535,485) and 
banking foundations (€7,031,097; mean of €185,029). 

Table 3. Amount donated based on donor type. 

 Area A + Area C Area B 
 € % € % 

Individuals 6,241,894 10% 3,458,764 5.7% 
Companies 27,191,016 42% 32,796,508 53.8% 

Nonprofit organizations 1,387,698 2% 17,671,004 29.0% 
Banking foundations 30,576,254 47% 7,031,097 11.5% 

Total 65,396,862 100% 60,957,373 100% 

4.2.2. Why Is a Donation Made? 
An issue that is very important for management is knowing why donations are made. 

We investigated the relationship between the address of the donating organization and 
the address of the recipient. Here, the focus was on organizations (companies, nonprofit 
organizations, banking foundations) given that organizations accounted for 94.6% of the 
funds donated and that it is not always possible to determine the addresses of individuals.  

5%

49%31%

15%
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Banking Foundations Nonprofit Organization
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As shown in Figure 5, data show that 85.4% of organizations made donations to 
cultural institutions located in the same province, representing 82.7% of the total 
donations. This relationship is even stronger for regions: 8.7% of the organizations made 
donations in their home region, representing 3.4% of the total value of the donations. 
Thus, only 5.8% of donations, or 13.9% of the donated resources, come from outside the 
region. However, organizations that make donations outside their region tend to be large 
companies or banks, which have branches in different regions and are known throughout 
Italy. 

 
Figure 5. Donations by areas. 

The data seems to confirm that, for corporate and for private giving, the main motives 
for donating are a sense of belonging to the community and a desire to support cultural 
institutions operating in their own area. This could explain the strong regional disparities 
between the different geographical areas of Italy, given the different levels of 
industrialization and localization of manufacturing firms and banking foundations. This 
geographical disparity reflected a tendency that was also identified in previous years [85]. 

Of the donations to cultural organizations, 83.4% were made to organizations located 
in northern Italy, 14.9% were made to organizations located in central Italy, and 1.6% were 
made to organizations located in southern Italy. Moreover, cultural organizations in 
northern Italy were more active and successful in their fundraising campaigns (52% had 
established campaigns; mean income: €259,353) than their counterparts in central Italy 
(38%; mean: €63,177) and southern Italy (10%; mean: €25.671). Regional disparities were 
also observed in the number of patrons and the value of donations: 67.2% in northern Italy 
(mean donation: €51,124), 30.1% in the central regions (mean: €20,334), and 2.7% in 
southern Italy (mean: €24,708). 

4.2.3. What Do Patrons Finance? 
The last managerial issue is what patrons finance. Art Bonus makes it possible to 

finance either specific projects (Area A and Area C) or the activities of the cultural 
organization as a whole (Area B). Overall, cultural institutions received €62,303,715 in 
Area A and Area C in comparison to €60,957,373 in Area B (+2.2%). The data showed no 
great differences in either the number of donations made or in the type of donor (Table 4). 

However, there is a clear difference between the average donations made by the 
different types of donors. In particular, individuals, corporations, and especially nonprofit 
organizations tended to support the overall activities of cultural organizations (Area B). 
In contrast, banking foundations mainly financed specific projects (Area A and Area C), 
as shown in Table 4. 

  



Sustainability 2022, 14, 1641 14 of 21 
 

Table 4. What do patrons finance? 

 

Areas A+ Area C Area B 

No. of 
Donations 

Amount 
Donated 

(€) 

Average 
Donation 

(€) 

No. of 
Donations 

Amount 
Donated 

(€) 

Average 
Donation 

(€) 
Individuals 1227 3,148,747 2566 866 3,458,764 3994 
Companies 463 27,191,016 58,728 424 32,796,508 77,350 
Nonprofit 

organizations 61 1,387,698 22,749 33 17,671,004 535,485 

Banking 
foundations 

37 30,576,254 826,385 38 7,031,097 185,029 

Total 1788 62,303,715 34,845 1361 60,957,373 44,789 

The ability of cultural organizations to successfully close their fundraising campaigns 
is another interesting trend. Data show that 583 fundraising campaigns were launched in 
Area A and Area C, and 64 were completed (10.9%). In Area B, 181 fundraising campaigns 
were launched, but only 5 (2.8%) were successfully closed. In terms of resources received 
as a proportion of requirements, Area A and Area C were more effective than Area B. 
They succeeded in attracting 17.6% of their requirements, while Area B attracted only 
5.3%. Moreover, one last difference can be seen in the types of cultural assets funded. In 
Area A and Area C, museums (38.4%) and monuments (33.1%) received the most funding 
(see Table 1). In Area B, 95.9% of donations were made to theatres. 

5. Discussion and Implications for Management 
The findings about the Art Bonus scheme presented above have three main 

implications for the implementation of crowdfunding campaigns in the arts and cultural 
sector, further suggesting how managers could take advantage of such opportunities as 
they play a key role in ensuring the sustainability of the crowdfunding platform [47]. First, 
Art Bonus, like other crowdfunding platforms, was shown to be very useful in raising the 
profile of fundraising through its website; because the platform is provided to cultural 
organizations free of charge, it represents a low-cost way to access capital for these 
organizations [47]. The website is accessible to anyone who intends to donate, and it 
allows the donor to check the amount of funding that is needed and being donated in real 
time.  

This is an effective response to donors’ demands for greater transparency and 
traceability of funding [21,23]. Indeed, management can use the website to make their 
organization more accountable to supporters, thus increasing the level of trust between 
the recipient and the donors, as well as promoting fundraising. The results showed the 
fundraising efforts were more effective in Area A and Area C, where funding is targeted 
to specific projects, in comparison to Area B, where resources are allocated to the 
organization as a whole. This confirms the importance of accountability in encouraging 
donations [23,76]. The effectiveness of fundraising in Area A and Area C is reflected in the 
number of donations received (+31%) and of the total amount donated (+2.2%), as well as 
the number of fundraising campaigns completed (11% vs. 3%) and resources received as 
a percentage of resources required (18% vs. 5%). The effectiveness of the fundraising 
efforts in Area B is limited to theatres, which received 96% of the total resources allocated 
to this area. Therefore, it would seem that it would be useful for management to promote, 
outside the ministerial channel, external ways to report on how resources are used, 
especially in terms of taking actions that could be perceived as reinforcing the integrity of 
the organization and building trust with a potential audience [30]. For example, this could 
be done by publishing work-in-progress updates on their own websites or social networks 
or issuing newsletters with information on projects. This also reflects the trend of 
sponsorship practice in Italy, which is mainly used to find the resources (monetary or in-
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kind) needed to recover, restore, or maintain the country’s historical and architectural 
heritage [15]. 

The crowdfunding platform set up by the Italian government has increased the 
visibility of single organizations, and the wider audience it reaches increases the number 
and amount of donations and differentiates the revenue sources. Thus, we can say that 
not only is the platform democratizing the pool of donors [18], but it is also providing new 
perspectives on fundraising activities, giving all public sector cultural organizations the 
same tool to develop campaigns, frame the beneficiaries, and, consequently, eliminate 
dilemmas related to fundraising ethics [67]. To summarize, the platform facilitates the 
fundraising efforts of small- and medium-sized organizations, which might not have the 
resources (such as a website) to increases their visibility. 

Fundraising has traditionally been based on a small number of patrons making high-
value donations, whereas crowdfunding relies on small donations from a larger pool of 
donors, potentially worldwide [18]. The data obtained from the first two years in which 
the Art Bonus platform operated showed that over 90% of the total number of donations 
were made by private organizations. This implies that the reform has not yet realized its 
full potential. The platform is not effectively attracting financing “from the crowd”. 
Although civic crowdfunding has the potential to promote fundraising on a collective 
level [47], this requires a tailor-made campaign specifically targeting small and individual 
donors. 

Individual donors require full transparency and a higher level of engagement in the 
activities of the cultural organizations to which they are donating. Despite its potential, 
currently, Art Bonus does not facilitate enough real engagement or a closer relationship 
among donors and cultural organizations, and although it is a first step toward ensuring 
visibility for cultural organizations, individual managers still need to autonomously 
identify the mechanisms they can use to engage with and relate to their donors. The fact 
that 85% of donor companies chose not to be anonymous suggests that image is another 
important motive for donating. Here, the implication is that, in addition to displaying 
information on the Mibac webpage, management would be well-advised to give higher 
visibility to donors, perhaps on their own websites, on social media, and in 
advertisements bearing their donors’ names. The final observation is that over 86% of 
donors donated in their own geographical area. Participation in and the links between 
cultural institutions and the local community are key elements in fundraising strategies 
[15,70], which is in keeping with previous studies of tourism and leisure that show how 
local residents have emerged as an important group of potential funders [30]. Thus, 
management needs to activate donor participation, involvement, and trust in the activities 
of cultural organizations in order to attract potential investors. 

In this regard, there is a high potential for small- and medium-sized organizations, 
located in peripheral areas that might struggle to attract private sponsorship and that are 
more interested in iconic heritage, to capitalize on their investment in visibility [15,16]. 
Currently, the web platform artbonus.gov.it does not provide for different levels of 
engagement with the community and communicating about activities, which might limit 
a funder’s trust in the platform and projects [30]. However, it would be useful to include 
key donors in the decision-making processes; invite them to events and galas; offer them 
free gifts, members’ privileges, and special reductions; and provide online activities. This 
might help to create a sense of shared ownership of the heritage. At the same time, this 
reality confirmed that the platform is not taking full advantage of the potentiality behind 
the concept of crowdfunding, which could necessitate transcending geographical 
boundaries to raise awareness through the use of information technologies [59] and not 
failing to grasp new opportunities for developing sustainable models of engaging with 
larger audiences [29]. 

Managers of cultural organizations need to use the platform and fiscal incentives in 
an integrated strategy, but they also need to refine a successful fundraising strategy based 
on the specific type of audience for their organization, matching the organizational 
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mission [10]. Therefore, they need to provide tools to increase transparency and 
accountability and to plan tailored fundraising strategies. This does not necessarily only 
imply financial transparency to reduce the perceived risk for funders [29]; it also refers to 
data and information that help donors engage with an organization and also strengthen 
the organization’s relationships and trust [30] with key stakeholders in the local area and 
potential visitors. The data showed that a small number of donors are often crucial for the 
success of a fundraising campaign. In fact, 91.3% of the funds that were raised during the 
period under study came from campaigns where donations were made by up to three 
donors. The implication for management is clear: even in times of “funding from the 
crowd,” it is still extremely important to build close one-to-one relationships with the 
main local stakeholders, especially local companies and banking foundations. 

6. Conclusions 
The growing need for new forms of financial support for public cultural 

organizations, including private donations, has led to the implementation of various 
measures, including tax incentives, in a significant number of countries. The choice of tool, 
such as a tax credit or tax rebate, asset, or cash donation, tends to reflect the type of 
government and the traditional model of philanthropic giving in each country. 

The Italian Art Bonus scheme is interesting because it not only introduced a tax credit 
for donations to the public cultural heritage, but it also implemented the first national 
civic crowdfunding platform aiming to connect potential donors with receiving 
institutions. In a country that has a historically low percentage of people and 
organizations that make donations coupled with high levels of bureaucracy, the 
introduction of a financing system derived from the private sector, the crowdfunding 
model, has proven to be an innovative method to foster the financial sustainability of the 
arts and culture sector. It has also helped guarantee the feasibility of the patterns of 
cultural and social sustainability, independent of financial supports linked to the logics of 
market and financial return, such as sponsorships and PPPs. 

The integrated perspective of cultural management and cultural policy, proposed in 
this study, addresses three points that decision makers must consider to ensure an 
effective civic crowdfunding campaign: 
• The importance of engaging with members of the local community in which the 

cultural organization operates, which also increases the potential to reach a wider 
and international audience (this was not fully exploited in the case study discussed 
in this paper);  

• The necessity of building a system of compensation, which can include recognition 
of the donations made by the donors on the website and acknowledgement of the 
donation that was made; 

• The importance of establishing a flow of accountable communication between the 
organization and its donors and clearly stating how the money will be used and for 
what purpose. 
As stated in Section 5, the data from the first two years in which Art Bonus was 

implemented shows that it has not fully met its potential. A wider and more complete 
exploitation of its potential could lead Italian cultural organizations, which have 
traditionally depended almost exclusively on public funding, to innovate their business 
models and strategies. At the same time, fostering donations as a revenue stream, in 
comparison to other forms of private financing, will enable organizations to avoid the risk 
of being too dependent on the logics of market and financial return. 

In conclusion, in the field of fundraising, cultural policy and managerial strategy are 
closely connected. An organization’s managers can implement effective long-term 
strategies only when those are supported by a policy framework. The introduction of a 
new system of financing is also one of the strongest drivers of change and innovation for 
public institutions, which, traditionally, have been conservative and less open to change. 
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At the same time, fruitful cultural policy relies on the willingness and ability of individual 
managers to support it. 

7. Limitations and Future Research 
This study has some limitations. First, the research was limited to Italy, and factors 

such as the culture and traditions of a country can influence donations regardless of tax 
incentives and managerial efforts [90,91]. Broadly speaking, although investments of 
financial and other resources by public authorities and cultural organizations strengthen 
the role of culture and enrich society, the impact of fiscal policy and managerial 
implications varies from country to country. Despite this limitation, this study could be 
useful for other countries where the propensity to donate is traditionally low, and it offers 
useful insights on how to implement successful strategies to incentivize private donations 
to public heritage where public financing is limited or decreasing. The fact that Art Bonus 
applies exclusively to the public sector overcomes the limitations of previous studies on 
philanthropy, which have pointed out the potential effects of ‘crowding out’ in donations 
when organizations are publicly financed.  

Second, the study only covered the first two years of the Art Bonus scheme, and 
although this was important in enabling a comparison with the situation before that time 
period, evaluating the trend of donations over a period of five years, for example, might 
result in different outcomes. A more positive scenario would be a higher level of 
donations, indicating that policy makers and management have been successful in 
developing the culture of donation. A less positive scenario would be a return to lower 
levels of interest after an initial impulse of generosity triggered by the reform. 

Third, the study did not consider the strategies adopted by managers since Art Bonus 
was introduced. Thus, there is a need for further qualitative and quantitative studies to 
identify the strategies that single organizations use to attract funds and engage with their 
donors. Our data did not provide insights about crowdfunding campaigns that single 
organizations have implemented by taking advantage of the platform or have 
implemented independently. Consequently, single- or multiple-case studies could be 
particularly useful for investigating the factors that impact the success or failure of a 
strategy developed by a single organization. Moreover, a reflection on how the COVID-
19 crisis has impacted these paths would potentially be very interesting. 

Additional research areas related to the topics addressed in this work could be 
considered in the future. The increase in private donations undoubtedly reflects other 
factors, such as a sense of belonging, personal motivation for donating, and intrinsic 
reasons for donating. As noted in the literature review, motivational studies dominate the 
field of fundraising. Future research could not only investigate which are the main 
motivations for donating and how the fiscal incentives interplay with the crowdfunding 
platform for both individual and corporate donors, but also evaluate if other external 
factors, such as the crowding-out effects in public financing, impact donations. Finally, 
the Art Bonus scheme has shown an increasing trend in donations since it was first 
implemented, as declared by the Italian Minister of Culture, Dario Franceschini, in 2021. 
It collected approximately €435 million in donations from a total of approximately 14,283 
patrons, distributed as follows: 445 in 2014, 1815 in 2015, 2329 in 2016, 2880 in 2017, 3226 
in 2018, 3508 in 2019, and 78 in 2020. What is relevant is the importance of establishing a 
flow of accountable communication between the organization and its donors, clearly 
stating how the money will be used and for what purpose. Further studies will need to 
investigate the donations from a longitudinal perspective to identify how the level of 
donations and the donors’ profile and behaviors have changed. 
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