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ABSTRACT

	This mixed design study aimed to investigate if a prosocial personality and its underlying constructs; social responsibility, empathetic concern, moral reasoning and altruism, and gender, correlated with actual philanthropic behaviour. Participants were randomly recruited (N=97). Philanthropic behaviour was measured in terms of hours volunteered and financial donations made. Correlation analysis, using Spearman’s rho found a small correlation between a prosocial personality and hours volunteered. A medium correlation was found between past helpfulness and both hours volunteered, and donations made. A qualitative thematic analysis was conducted according to Braun & Clarke (2006, 2019) on the responses to two questions; What does philanthropy mean to you? and what are the key factors that influence your philanthropic engagement?  The following themes were identified Q1; giving, strategic impact and altruism and Q2; Intrinsic value, empathy, influence change, resources, and cause. In conclusion the determinants of philanthropy are multifaceted and are not solely determined by prosocial traits.





1. Introduction

1.1 PURPOSE

	This study aims to enhance practitioners’ understanding and knowledge of philanthropy, with a view to increasing the level of philanthropic giving in Ireland. This is a mixed design study. The quantitative element will determine if there is correlation between a prosocial personality, social responsibility, empathetic concern, moral reasoning, altruism and gender and philanthropic behaviour. The qualitative study will provide a descriptive narrative of how participants perceive philanthropy and what are the principal determinants of philanthropic behaviour in Ireland. Our understanding of philanthropy in Ireland is hampered by a lack of relevant research (McKinsey & Company 2010; Forum on Philanthropy 2012, Indecon, 2021). A number of reports consider philanthropy at a macro level, but there is little research available on donor profiles and the specific motivations behind Irish philanthropy.
	Penner et al. (1995), propose that a prosocial personality reflects a dispositional tendency to consider the welfare of others, to feel empathy and respect for others, and to behave in a manner that benefits others. Salamon & Anheier define philanthropy as “the private giving of time or valuables for public purposes” (130, 1992). A recent Indecon report on the landscape of philanthropic giving in Ireland, commissioned by the Department of Rural and Community affairs, recommends that philanthropy should be defined as “strategic giving for public good aimed at sustainable improvement to promote the welfare of others” (6, 2021). This section will provide a functional analysis and global overview of philanthropic behaviour and set out the hypothesis for quantitative analysis and the qualitative questions and discuss the relevant research pertaining to each. 

1.2 FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS
	Philanthropy is a particular kind of charitable giving, it is focused on the root causes of problems and making a sustainable improvement as distinct from contributing to immediate relief (Philanthropy Ireland, 2020). According to Bekkers & Wiepking charitable giving is different from other forms of helping behaviour, one crucial difference being that the recipient of charitable donations is usually absent from the context in which a donation is made, while the beneficiary is present in the helping situation (2010). Because volunteering like philanthropy is a form of formal prosocial behaviour, there are many striking parallels between their perspective determinants (Bekker & Wiepking, 2010). This study will focus on time volunteered and financial donations and how these behaviours relate to a pro-social personality. 	A literature review by Bekkers & Wiepking , on who gives what and why people give, found that education, income, home ownership and employment were generally positively correlated with charitable giving (2007). Education was found to positively impact philanthropic giving as it enhanced social trust, verbal intelligence and confidence in charitable organisations (Bekkers, 2006a). Bekkers & Wiepking suggest that the reason higher income households donate higher amounts than lower income households is because the costs of giving decreases as income increases particularly when donations are tax deductible and tax is progressive (2007). Home ownership indicates a level of wealth and provides a sense of security and financial independence for the homeowner, unless highly leveraged. Home ownership may also be an indicator of greater disposable income.  Bekkers & Wiepking, found evidence that the employed give more than the unemployed and that retired individuals also made significant donations. Philanthropy was found to positively correlate with age up to a point, with donations falling off as people approached end of life (2007).  Ethnicity was also found to be a factor with American literature suggesting that Caucasians are more likely to give than other ethnicities (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007) However, a study by Regnerus et al. (1998) found that non-whites are more likely to donate to charities that help the poor and needy than whites. Brooks (2005) find that both Caucasians and African Americans are larger religious donors than other groups.  Religious beliefs were not found to have universal implications for generosity although evidence suggests that Protestants are more likely to give than Catholics (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007)  
	As regards why people give, Bekkers and Wiepking identified seven principles: solicitation, awareness of need, costs and benefits, reputation, psychological benefits, worldview, and efficacy (2007). Their principle of worldview describes how people who have altruistic and prosocial values, who endorse post materialistic goals and a principle of care, and who feel socially responsible for society as a whole, are more inclined to donate because they are motivated to make the world a better place. In a subsequent meta-analysis of multidisciplinary research including sociology, economics, biology, and marketing, Bekkers & Wiepking expanded the number of principles to eight, dividing the former worldview principle into altruism and values (2010). Recognising values as a standalone principle behind why people give is supported by a recent study which found a sinusoidal pattern in the relations of values to the amount donated to philanthropic organizations, indicating that values foster donations to philanthropic organizations which promote compatible values (Kesberg & Keller, 2021). 	
	Barman outlines the view of sociologists on the determinant of philanthropy at the micro, meso and macro levels (2017). According to Barman a micro level approach to philanthropy considers that the decision of individual donors is shaped by their social norms and networks (2017). The meso level considers the dyadic relationship between donors and the organisation soliciting donations (Adloff, 2016) while the macro level considers how a society is organised, the allocation of social responsibilities between state and citizens, GDP and tax incentives for giving (Adloff, 2015). 
Indecon (2021) considered the motivations of Irish philanthropists and found a  common motivation is the desire to help and to do so in an effective way. Another key motivator was care for a particular cause. Trust in the organisation receiving funding was also important, highlighting the role that information and regulation play in encouraging philanthropic giving. Availability of well managed philanthropic intermediaries and information and advice on how to make a sustainable impact were also identified as significant factors. In addition, taxation and financial incentives were found to have an impact on encouraging philanthropists to give. While Indecon considered some of the moderating factors affecting each determinant and recognised the interaction between the various factors, it did not specifically consider the correlation between individual factors or offer empirical evidence of causal effect. In addition, the sample size used in the study by Indecon (N=11) is too small to allow for generalisation (2021). 		
1.3 GLOBAL OVERVIEW
Weipking (2020)  argues that if we are to understand philanthropy on a global scale, we need to conduct large-scale comparative qualitative research into the conceptualization, meaning and understanding of philanthropy on a global scale. The qualitative part of this study will contribute to this call. Ireland ranked fifth on 10 year giving trends by Charitable Aid Foundation behind the USA, Myanmar, New Zealand, and Australia (Weipking, 2020). Wiepking highlights however that this scoring is based on data provided by the Gallup World Poll, which collects its data based on unidimensional measures developed for western, higher educated, industrialized, rich and democratic nations (2020). As such this measure appears intrinsically biased to countries such as Ireland. One of the issues not contemplated by Weipking in this report, is the relative difference in social supports provided by the individual states and the impact this might have on an individual’s motivation to give. In an earlier study, Bekkers and Wiepking (2010) suggest that from an economic perspective, altruistic motivation to give should decrease pro rata with an increase in contributions from others, a concept referred to as crowding out. This would suggest that for every €1 increase in government spending on social services, private donations should decrease by €1 into these services. Another issue overlooked by Wiepking in her 2020 report is the global differences in wealth concentration and the ability of people to make significant donations. 
A UK study found that people associated philanthropy with significant wealth and believed in the value of philanthropic donations. They considered that people should donate money to charity, irrespective of age, gender, and income. Charitable giving in the UK is considered a private matter, not a topic to be openly discussed which makes it difficult to establish giving as a social norm. Younger women (aged 18-29) were found to be the most likely to discuss their giving (Breeze, 2020).
A study by Schmitz & Mc Collim, considers if billionaire philanthropists play a key role in advancing well-being and public good across the world as claimed (2021). Bill and Melinda Gates in collaboration with Warren Buffett established the Giving Pledge in 2010 which as of March 2021 had 220 signatories, principally comprised of white, male, and US-based billionaires. A review of their pledge letters reveals that education and health are the preferred philanthropic causes. The most common motivations cited by the signatories are the desire to make a difference, a wish to give back, a sense of personal fulfilment resulting from giving, and the impact of being socialized into philanthropic giving in their youth. The Giving Pledge is the most prominent global effort to increase philanthropic giving among the wealthy but the voluntary nature and lack of transparency around actual donations from pledgors, make it very hard to measure the impact. A key inspiration for the Giving Pledge was Chuck Feeney and his Atlantic Philanthropies’ “Giving While Living” campaign (Bertoni 2018, as cited in Schmitz & Mc Collim, 2021) which encouraged others to distribute their wealth, while alive to worthwhile causes. Ireland was a significant beneficiary of Atlantic Philanthropies receiving over €1bn across the island of Ireland. The emphasis on health and education could be viewed as self serving as individuals may see their donations as investments in services that they or their offspring may use at some later point in time. For example, donors may perceive donations to medical research as a means of relieving their own future health needs (Burgoyne et al., 2005).
	
1.4 PROSOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
1.4.1 Quantitative Study
	The quantitative study will consider if a prosocial personality is a reliable predictor of philanthropic behaviour by investigating the correlation between participants’ overall prosocial personality score and their philanthropic behaviour and the correlation to a number of component constructs that make up a prosocial personality. Philanthropic behaviour was measured based on the average number of hours volunteered each week and / or the amount of financial donations made in the past 12 months. This analysis is expected to be of benefit to Irish practitioners in the field as it will inform their interaction and messaging with potential donors. 
H1. There will be a significant relationship between participants’ overall prosocial personality scores and their philanthropic behaviour.
	The psychological constructs which are measured under the Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB) (Penner et al., 1995), are social responsibility (Schwartz & Howard, 1982), empathy (Davis, 1980), moral reasoning (no source cited by Penner) and altruism (Rushton et al.,1981). For this study the aggregate of all the measures will be computed to calculate an individual’s level of prosocial personality. The PSB is a reliable and valid measurement of prosocial behaviour which provides an understanding of how personality traits affect prosocial thoughts, feelings, and actions, and how personality traits interact with situational factors to jointly determine social behaviour (Penner et al., 1995).    A study by Kaiser & Byrka found that environmentalists tended to act more pro-socially on mundane unrelated activities and that environmentalists’ prosocial personalities were reflected in their social value orientation (2010). Social Value Orientation theory proposes that a prosocial personality will tend to maximise collective outcomes, rather than self interest (Kaiser & Byrka, 2010). 
	The self report measures used by Kaiser & Byrka (2010) to assess the level of environmental engagement and social value orientation could have been subject to motivation abuse in order to increase social desirability. Furthermore, the measure of prosocial behaviour was whether a participant personally showed up to participate. This is a binary, crude measure of prosocial behaviour and no moderating impacts were considered such as convenience, peer pressure, curiosity, or boredom. A study by Finkelstein et al. (2005) on motive, role identity & prosocial personality as predictors of volunteer activity found that other oriented empathy and helpfulness (factors of the PSB) showed no significant correlation with volunteer participation. Finkelstein et al. found that self identity and perceived expectations were the strongest predictors of both time spent volunteering and length of service. Initial motives for volunteering showed a weaker than expected relationship with volunteerism (2005).
H2:  There will be a significant relationship between participants sense of social responsibility and their philanthropic behaviour.
	According to Benabou & Tirole the state, and not its citizens or corporates, is responsible for addressing market failures and income and wealth inequality (2009). There are however increased demands for individual and corporate responsibility from all stakeholders, particularly where state interventions are failing. A study by Takala & Pallab (2000) on individual, collective and social responsibility considered the social responsibility of a company, and the individuals within a company, from the perspective of upholding environmental protection. Takala & Pallab (2000) highlight that a company is not just a singular legal entity but a collective of morally responsible individuals who are responsible for a company’s actions.  Environmental engagement is a form of philanthropic behaviour as it typically involves a level of individual cost in the interest of the common good. Benabou & Tirole suggest that individual social responsibility is influenced by a number of interdependent factors, altruism, material incentives (tax) and image and self esteem (2009). This current hypothesis will analyse the relationship between social responsibility and philanthropic behaviour. 
H3:  There will be a significant relationship between participants’ empathic concern and their philanthropic behaviour.
	This study will identify the strength of correlation between participants empathic concern and their philanthropic behaviour. The empathy-altruism hypothesis states that empathetic concern produces altruistic motivation (Schroeder et al., 2015). According to Batson, when we feel empathy for a person, we will try to help purely for altruistic reasons, regardless of what we have to gain (1998). It is accepted that empathy and altruism impact charitable giving but less clear if they significantly affect strategic long-term giving which charitable organisations require to meet their long-term objectives. A meta-analysis by Butts et al. (2019) considered the issue of compassion fade where the victim group size negatively affects prosocial behaviour i.e., if individuals feel their donation is unlikely to make an impact, they are less likely to donate. Butts et al. (2019) findings suggest that empathic concern is not sufficient to compensate or overcome the negative effects of increased victim size on anticipated positive affect and perceived impact and subsequent reduction in helping behaviour.
H4:  There will be a significant relationship between participants moral reasoning and their philanthropic behaviour.
	This hypothesis will examine the relationship between a participant’s self reported moral reasoning and their actual philanthropy behaviour. For the purpose of this study a participants moral reasoning score will be measured as the aggregate of two scales: other- oriented moral reasoning and mutual concerns moral reasoning, two individual scales in the PSB. A study by Li et al. (2021), considered if agreeableness and social value orientation predicted altruistic behaviour under time pressure using a validated dictator game conducted in a laboratory setting. Participants (N=120) played the role of proposer (dictator), and they had the power to allocate money between themselves and a partner who was a stranger. Social value orientation is where an individual considers the needs and interests of others in their decision making and is closely aligned to moral reasoning.
	 Li et al. found that agreeableness negatively predicted altruistic behaviour while social value orientation positively predicted altruistic behaviour, under time pressure (2021). Participants were also asked to complete a survey which measured their monetary donations to charities, blood donations made and volunteerism. Li et al., found no significant relationship between their actual altruistic behaviour and agreeableness and social value orientation (2021). This finding may be because the sample used was exclusively college students (N=120), mean age of 21.13 years, who likely had low disposable income and were largely self focused on their academic endeavours. Li et al.’s experiment was laboratory-based and subject to self assessment which could also have impacted on the ecological validity and accuracy of the results (2021).
H5:  There will be a significant relationship between participants past helpfulness and their philanthropic behaviour.
	Altruism is defined as the disinterested and selfless concern for the well being of others and donations to charities are often made because a person cares about the charities work and the beneficiaries of this work (Andreoni, 2006). The prominence of altruism in prosocial behaviour is well supported (Rushton et al., 1981). Penner found that volunteers scored significantly higher than non-volunteers on the helpfulness scale (2002). Simpson & Willer looked at the interaction of altruism and indirect reciprocity and found that altruistic behaviour can result from non-strategic altruism or reputation-building egoism (2008).  Simpson & Willer found that egoists act pro-socially only when reputational incentives are present whereas altruists will act pro-socially in the absence of reputational incentives. Furthermore, the study found that society tends to discount a person’s prosocial behaviour if motivated by reputational incentives (2008). 

H6; There will be a significant difference in philanthropic behaviour between men and women.
 	 The Center on Philanthropy (2011) found that high net worth women were statistically more likely to give to charity when they volunteer at the non-profit organisation than men.  Women are more likely to give, and, after controlling for income and education, give more than men (Center on Philanthropy, 2010a). This finding is supported by a study conducted by De Wit & Bekkers, on 1,692 households in the Netherlands, which found that women were more likely to give and to give to more diverse sectors, which they attributed to their higher prosocial values of empathic concern and the principle of care (2016). This study will consider if these findings are reflected in our sample population. A report by Schmitz & Mc Collim highlighted that global wealth remains heavily concentrated with the male population, and this affects the actual and relative amount of philanthropic giving by men and women (2021). Women are more likely to volunteer time, sometimes on an ongoing basis, to provide care for others, whereas men are more likely to help in potentially dangerous situations or when norms for chivalry are present (Eagly & Crowley, 1986).

1.4.2 Qualitative Study
	The qualitative study will analyse two open-ended questions asked in the questionnaire; which were “What does philanthropy mean to you?” and “What are the key determinants or motivations in your decision to engage or not engage in philanthropy?” An inductive, semantic thematic analysis as described by Braun & Clarke (2006, 2019) will be carried out on the data, within a realist paradigm. It will be of interest from an Irish perspective to ascertain if the determinants in our population sample are similar to those found in other population samples and if they support the findings of the Indecon report (2021). 


1.5 CONCLUSION
	 Philanthropy in Ireland has changed significantly in the last decade. The three largest foundations: Atlantic Philanthropies (2020), The One Foundation (2013) and Ireland Funds (2015) have all closed which has presented funding challenges for the Irish philanthropic sector. Boyle & Shannon (2018) acknowledge the void left by Atlantic Philanthropies who actively partnered with government and civil society organisations to achieve social goals. In 2016, Irish philanthropy surpassed foreign philanthropic sources for the first time. A study by Philanthropy Ireland found that less than 1% of individual charitable donations were more than €5k and only 471 were in excess of €10K (2018). This level of philanthropic giving compares poorly against the relative economic prosperity of Irish citizens. Knight Frank reported that over 326,050 individuals had a net worth (including their family home) greater than $1m in 2021. Some recent developments in the field of philanthropy include the rise in donor advised funds (DAF) and giving circles. A DAF is an easy-to-establish, cost effective, flexible structure for charitable giving. It offers an alternative to giving directly or establishing a private foundation. Organisations such the Community Foundation for Ireland operate and manage DAFs on behalf of donors. Giving circles represent groups of individuals who donate money and/or time and have an input into how the funds are distributed. Giving Circles allow donors to pool resources for greater impact (Eikenberry & Breeze, 2015).  Indecon identified significant gaps in the research available on Irish philanthropy and made a number of recommendations which included regular surveys on philanthropists’ motivations and the role that philanthropy plays (20, 2021). As inequalities in Irish society increase, the development of our indigenous philanthropic sector and individual philanthropists is critical.  It is hoped that this study will inform practitioners and facilitate greater interaction with potential philanthropists who have an interest in making a positive impact on their community and planet. 

2. METHOD

2.1 PARTICIPANTS
	97 participants (women; 70, men; 26, non-Binary;1, mean age = 50.4 years, SD= 10.15) were recruited using a random snowball effect through personal and business contacts, to complete an online survey using Microsoft forms. All participants who took part in this survey were aged 18+, participated voluntarily and received no payment for their participation. Participants were assured that their responses would be anonymous and were advised that the research results could be published. 
	 
2.2 DESIGN
	The study employed a mixed design. The quantitative study is a within subjects, correlational analysis which investigates the relationship between 6 independent variables; overall prosocial personality, social responsibility, empathetic concern, moral reasoning and past helpfulness, gender, and philanthropic behavior, measured by hours volunteered per week and financial donations made in the past 12 months. 
The 6 hypotheses of this study are; 
H1. There will be a significant relationship between participants prosocial personality score and philanthropic behaviour.
H2. There will be a significant relationship between participants social responsibility and philanthropic behaviour.

H3:  There will be a significant relationship between participants empathic concern and philanthropic behaviour.
H4:  There will be a significant relationship between participants moral reasoning and philanthropic behaviour.
H5:  There will be a significant relationship between participants past helpfulness and philanthropic behaviour.
H6: There will be a significant difference in philanthropic behaviour between women and men.

	The qualitative study explores what philanthropy means to the participants and what the principal determinants are behind their decision to engage in philanthropy or not. The results to two open ended questions; “What does philanthropy mean to you?” and “What are the key determinants or motivations in your decision to engage or not engage in philanthropy?”, asked as part of the online survey, will enhance our understanding of our participants relationship with philanthropy. The size and diversity of our population is significantly greater than that employed in recent research undertaken in Ireland (Indecon, 2021). 

2.3 MATERIALS  
Quantitative 
	The survey was carried out online using Microsoft forms. The survey opened with an information sheet (Appendix A) setting out the nature of the study followed by a consent sheet (Appendix B) which clearly informed participants of their rights and requesting them to opt in. The survey (Appendix C) then included questions on age, gender, employment status, marital status, number of dependents and level of education. 
	Participants were then invited to complete the Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB) devised by Penner et al. (1995) which involved reading a total of 55 statements and choosing from five possible options based a Likert scale. At the end of the survey participants were asked to provide details of their past giving and volunteering behaviour, their estimated net worth and annual income. A debrief sheet was included at the end of the survey. A link to the survey is available here, https://forms.office.com/r/KZxGyQnQ9k.  The PSB (Appendix D) measures seven constructs namely, social responsibility, empathic concern, perspective taking, personal distress, other orientated moral reasoning, mutual concerns moral reasoning and past helpfulness (altruism). The maximum score achievable on the PSB is 280 indicative of a highly prosocial personality and the minimum score is 56 indicative of low prosocial tendencies. One item was omitted in error from the past helpfulness score so the max score for this sample was 275 and the minimum was 55. (M= 196, SD=15.2).  The Cronbach’s alpha for the total inventory was .821 which indicates satisfactory item consistency.  

	Social responsibility, participants’ level of social responsibility was measured using a scale developed by Schwartz & Howard (1982) which comprised of 15 statements. Participants were instructed to read the statements carefully and then choose which one of five options on a Likert scale from Strongly agree (SA) to Strongly disagree (SD) that best described their feeling or behaviour. Example statements are “I wouldn’t feel I had to do my part in a group project if everyone else was lazy” and “When you have a job to do its impossible to look out for everyone’s interest.” I inverted the numerical award for SA to 5 and SD to 1 so that the awards were compatible across the subscales. Answers to statements 1,5,7,9 and 11 were reversed. Possible scores on this scale ranged from 75; high social responsibility to 15; low social responsibility (M= 55.71, SD=6.03). The coefficient alpha in the present sample (N=91) was low at .644 compared with .77 reported by Penner et al. (1995). 
	
	Empathetic Concern, participants’ level of empathetic concern was measured using a scale developed by Davis (1980) which comprised of 7 statements. Participants were instructed to read the statements carefully and then choose from five options, on a Likert scale from SA to SD, the one that best described their feeling or behaviour. Example statements are “Sometimes I find it difficult to see things from the “other person’s” point of view” and “I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person.” As in the Social responsibility measure, I inverted the numerical award for SA to 5 and SD to 1 so that the awards were compatible across the subscales. Answers to statements 16, 21, 28 and 30 were reversed. Scores on this scale ranged from 35; high level of empathetic concern to 7 low empathetic concern (M=27.41, SD=3.2). The coefficient alpha in the present sample (N=93) was low at .64 compared with .78 reported by Penner et al. (1995). 

	Moral reasoning participants’ level of moral reasoning was measured by aggregating the scores obtained on other orientated moral reasoning and mutual concerns moral reasoning as set out in the PSB. The comprised a total of 8 statements. Participants were instructed to read the statements which described how they make decisions and then choose from five options, presented on a Likert scale from SA to SD, the one that best described their likely behaviour. Example statements are “My decisions are usually based on what is the most fair and just way to act.”  and “I choose alternatives that minimise the negative consequences to other people.”. Scores on this scale ranged from 40 high level of moral reasoning to 8 indicating little or no moral reasoning M=30.6, SD=6.03). The coefficient alpha in the present sample (N=92) was low at .683 but better that what Penner et al. (1995) reported, .51 for other oriented moral reasoning and .63 for mutual concern moral reasoning. 
 
	Past helpfulness participants’ altruistic dispositional tendencies were measured using a scale developed by Rushton et al. (1981) which comprised of 14 statements of past helpful behaviours. One statement “I have done volunteer work for a charity” was omitted in error so the survey included only 13 statements.  Participants were asked to read the statements which described different actions people sometimes engage in, and then choose from five options, presented on a Likert scale from Never = 1 to Very Often = 5, the one that best described their past behaviour. Example statements are “I have donated goods or clothes to a charity” and “I have given a stranger a lift in my car.”. Possible scores on this scale ranged from 65 high level of altruism to 13 indicating a low level of altruism (M=44.97, SD=7.92). The coefficient alpha in the present sample (N=87) was acceptable at .792 though slightly less than the .83 reported by Penner et al. (1995).


Qualitative 
	The survey included two open ended questions, “1. What does philanthropy mean to you?” and “2. What are the key motivators and drivers behind your decision to engage or not in philanthropy? NVivo was used to analyse the data. There is limited research of this nature from an Irish context and the study looks to build on the recent work carried out by Indecon (2021) and provide a framework for developing philanthropy in Ireland. 




2.4 PROCEDURE
	Participants completed the survey independently, on their own laptop or mobile device. Participants were told that the survey was being used to collect data for a research thesis as part of a course requirement for a degree in Psychology. The information, consent and debrief sheet were included in the survey questionnaire. 

2.5 ETHICS
	All responses to the online survey are completely anonymous and participants were assured on the confidentiality of data collected and that it would be stored in a GDPR compliant manner. Participation was voluntary and participants had the right to withdraw up until the point of submitting the survey. Due to the anonymous nature of the study, it was not possible to withdraw after the survey was submitted which was clearly explained in the information sheet. Participants were asked to confirm that they understood the nature of the study by ticking a box on a consent sheet. The language used in the online survey was written in gender neutral terms which respected all participants’ dignity. The use of the term handicapped instead of disabled in the survey (item 55) was an unfortunate oversight which one of the participants suggested being changed. The statement was in the original form developed by Penner et al., 1995.  No deception was used in this study. Participants were all considered research category A risk, drawn from the non-vulnerable, adult population. The study was approved by the ethics committee of Dublin Business School (DBS) and complies with DBS’s Ethical Guidelines for Research with Human Participants and the Psychology Society of Ireland’s Code of Professional Ethics (October 2019).


2.6 DATA ANALYSIS
Qualitative analysis:
Thematic analysis was conducted using a reiterative inductive data driven process, within a realist paradigm, as described by Braun & Clarke (2006, 2019). An inductive process using a realist approach was considered appropriate for this study given the experience of the researcher and lack of a pre-existing coding framework. NVivo was used to analyse the data. The data collected was carefully reviewed, on a semantic level, to identify meaningful extracts of text which were subsequently coded and collated. Codes were then interpreted and clustered, into potential themes. Thematic mind maps were used to analyse the potential themes identified to ensure consistency across the entire data set which also aided the refining and naming of themes.  The qualitative report is a descriptive analytic narrative, which includes compelling extracts of text which capture the essence of the data and provides a rich overview of the entire data set and key themes within.  A word cloud was generated to provide a visual representation of the salient words in the data (Appendix E).


3. RESULTS
3.1 QUANTITATIVE 
	Descriptive analysis of the categorical and scale variables was completed which included mean and standard deviations. It is expected that the results will assist relevant stakeholders in targeting and communicating with potential donors. 

[image: ]

	Scatterplots were used to check for violation of linearity and homoscedasticity and to identify data outliers. Histograms of all variables were inspected to check for normality. The scores for hours volunteered, and financial donations made, violated the parametric assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity. Scatterplots indicated that the relationship between the dependent variables and the predictor variables were non-linear. A number of significant outliers were identified which resulted in the removal of participants ID; 8, 27 & 28 from the data set. Participant ID 8 reported 80 hours volunteering per week (Mean=2.34), ID 27, reported 30 hours volunteering per week and financial donations of €5m (Mean=12,710, Median= 900) and ID 28 reported a financial donation of €3m. These values were substantially higher than other values in the data set and it was deemed appropriate to remove. 
	 

Figure 1. Histogram of Age Profile
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Figure 2 shows the number of hours volunteered per week, which ranged from 0 to 12.5 hours per week (M=2.34, SD =2.9). 34 % of participants did not volunteer at all. 


Figure 2. Hours volunteered per week. 
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Figure 3 illustrates the level of financial donations made by our population sample in the past 12 months. 44% of participants donated €500 or less with only 4 % donating in excess of €100K (M= 12,710, SD=47,379). 
Figure 3. Financial donations made in previous 12 months 
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	The scale data for our dependent variables, hours volunteered, and donations made breached the normality rule for parametric tests, so Spearman’s nonparametric correlation test was used. Details of the individual scales used to measure the independent variables and the population scores are set out in Table 3.
Table 3.  Scores of Independent variables. 
[image: ]
The target number of participants was 84, this deemed the appropriate level for four underlying predictor variables and a significance level of .05. (Cohen, 1991). 

Hypotheses 1: predicted a positive correlation between a prosocial personality (PSB) and philanthropic behaviour. 
This hypothesis was supported in our population sample only in respect of hours volunteered.  A small correlation was found in respect of hours volunteered, rho =.27, n=75, p < .05. A prosocial personality explains 7% of the variance in hours volunteered and only 2% of the variance in donations made in the population sample. No correlation was found in respect of donations made, rho =.15, n=74, p > .05.  Given the high percentage of participants aged 53-54, a nonparametric partial correlation was conducted, controlling for age. The results suggest that controlling for age had little effect on the strength of the relationship between PSB and hours volunteered, r (72) =.24, p <=.05 and PSB and donations made, r (71) = .1, p >.05. 

Hypotheses 2: predicted a positive correlation between social responsibility and philanthropic behaviour. This hypothesis was not supported in our population sample in respect of hours volunteered, rho=.02, n=87, p > .05 or donations made, rho=.03, n=86, p >.05. The hypothesis was rejected. 

Hypotheses 3: predicted a positive correlation between empathetic concern and philanthropic behaviour. This hypothesis was not supported in our population sample in respect of hours volunteered, rho=.09, n=90, p > .05 or donations made, rho=.05, n=89, p >.05. The hypothesis was therefore rejected. 

Hypotheses 4: predicted a positive correlation between moral reasoning and philanthropic behaviour. This hypothesis was not supported in our population sample in respect of hours volunteered, rho=.03, n=88, p > .05 or donations made, rho=.02, n=87, p >.05. The hypothesis was therefore rejected. 

Hypotheses 5: predicted a positive correlation between past helpfulness (SRA) and philanthropic behaviour. A medium correlation was found in respect of hours volunteered, rho=.49, n=83, p < .01 and in respect of donations made, rho=.42, n=82, p < .01.  SRA explains 24% of the variance in hours volunteered and 18% of the variance in donations made, in our population sample. Given the high percentage of participants aged 53-54, a nonparametric partial correlation between the variable was conducted, controlling for age. The results suggest that controlling for age had less of an effect on the strength of the relationship between SRA and hours volunteered, r (80) =.47, p < .001 than on the correlation between SRA and donations made, r (79) =.38, p < .001. This hypothesis was supported in our population sample and was therefore accepted

Hypotheses 6: predicted that there would be a significant difference in philanthropic behaviour between women and men in our population sample.

	Table 4. Median Statistics 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable
	Women
	No
	Men
	No
	Sig.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hours volunteered p/wk.
	2
	69
	2
	23
	0.69

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Financial donations 
	€550
	68
	€1,200
	23
	0.15




A Mann Whitney U Test revealed no significant difference in hours volunteered by women (Md =2, n= 69) and men (Md = 2, n = 23), U = 750, z = -.40, p = .69, r = -.04.
A Mann Whitney U Test revealed no significant difference in financial donations by women (Md =€550, n= 68) and men (Md = €1200, n = 23), U = 625, z = -1.44, p = .15, r = -.15.
Hypotheses 6 was rejected, and the null hypotheses accepted.  

	Further analysis using a two-way Anova between groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of gender and net worth on philanthropic donations made. Participants were divided into four groups. Group 1: < €1m, Group 2: < €3m, Group 3: < €5m and Group 4: >€5m. The interaction effect between gender and net worth was not statistically significant, F (3,83) =1.16, p =.33. There was a statistically significant main effect for net worth F (3,83) =3.81, p =.01, however the effect size was small partial eta squared =.12). Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 4 (M=51,400, SD=56,056) was significantly different from Group 1 (Mean 1,885, SD=6,472) and Group 2 (Mean =4480. SD = 7,338). The main effect for gender F (2,83) = 1.58, p =.21 did not reach statistical significance. 
	A further two-way Anova between groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of gender and income on hours volunteered. Participants were divided into four groups. Group 1: < €50K, Group 2: < €100K, Group 3: < €250K and Group 4: > €250K. The interaction effect between gender and income was not statistically significant, F (3,84) =.17, p =.92. No statistically significant main effect for Income F (3,84) =.76, p =.52 or Gender F (2,84) = .13, p =.88 was found. 

3.2 QUALITATIVE
Q1. What does philanthropy mean to you?
	The qualitative analysis identified three principal themes in the participants’ responses to question 1: Giving, Altruism and Strategic Impact together with a subtheme of Unsure. Interestingly contrary to research carried out by Breeze (2020) only two responses associated philanthropy with wealth. This may reflect the predominantly older demographic of the current study. Furthermore, it is worth noting that only one response referred to biodiversity which provides a challenge for organisations working in the field of climate and environmental change who rely on philanthropic funding. A sub theme of unsure was identified as 6 respondents had no idea what philanthropy meant to them. This suggests that practitioners need to reconsider their messaging and widen their communication channels.

Figure 4. Meaning
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Theme 1: Giving for humanitarian support was the overwhelming theme in how participants viewed philanthropy. A total of 58 responses mentioned supporting and helping those less well off within their community and wider society. Many participants viewed philanthropy as giving back to society and others, using their personal resources which could be money, time, knowledge or social capital.

“Expend effort, time or monetary support for humanitarian purposes.”
“Using the skills / assets that you have personally to further the good of the community.”

Theme 2: Altruism. A number of participants associated philanthropy with altruistic motives, doing good with no expectation of recognition or reciprocation for helping or donating. Many participants believe that philanthropy should not be an opportunity to self promote or show off one’s wealth.

“Without wanting anything in return, Altruistic intention.”
“Not expecting recognition.”

Theme 3: Strategic Impactful Giving was a strong theme amongst participants as they associated philanthropy with purposeful, deliberate giving to fund pro social initiatives over an extended period of time. Philanthropy is clearly differentiated in the minds of participants from charitable giving which is ad hoc and responsive to an immediate request.
“A strategic framework / objective for giving time or assets to benefit others. Charity with a plan. “
“Steps to try to change society or your community for the better.”



Q2: What are the principal motivational factors that influence your decision to engage or not engage in philanthropy?
Five principal themes were identified, Intrinsic Value, Empathy, Influence Change, Resources and Cause.
Figure 5. Motivations
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Theme 1: Intrinsic Values; many participants engage in philanthropy because they find it fulfilling, enjoyable and it is congruent with their self concept. For some philanthropy was socialised within their family and is aligned with their social conscience.
	“Feeling of self satisfaction and warm fuzzy feeling from helping others”
	“Upbringing, A set of family values that elevated helping others”

Theme 2: Empathy; there was a recurring theme that people wanted to help others less fortunate than themselves particularly where they felt a connection or empathy to the cause. There was evidence that proximity to the need was an influencing factor in some cases.
	“Empathy towards those in unfavourable circumstances”
	“How “close to home” the activity or cause is”

Theme 3: Influence change; the ability to influence change was a key factor in participants’ decision to engage in philanthropy. It was important for participants to feel that their contribution of time or money would make a valuable difference and have real impact. One participant wanted to make a better world for their grandkids.
“Ability to impact for the better”
“How much direct impact my time or money has on the cause”

Theme 4: Resources; the availability of resources in terms of time or surplus income was frequently cited as a reason for engaging or not in philanthropic behaviour. Participants appear to prioritise their own needs and that of their family in terms of money and time ahead of philanthropic giving. Many participants said they were happy to give as they were in a position to do so.
	“Being in a position to help”
	“Am a lone parent on a low income so can’t afford to give much”

Theme 5: Cause; a defining issue for many participants’ decision to engage in philanthropy is the cause or the recipient of the benefit. Participants need to feel a connection and believe the cause is worthwhile. Furthermore, integrity in the organisation and the people promoting the cause appear critical. For many it is important that the fundraising organisations are transparent and use the funds received for the purpose intended. Interestingly some participants were conditional in their support preferring to support causes they had an interest in, where their contribution would be valued and where the recipients were trying to help themselves. Only one participant specifically cited the planet as a reason for engaging in philanthropy.
	“If it is a cause I believe in”
	“To help those that are trying to improve”


4. DISCUSSION
4.1 DISCUSSION ON FINDINGS.	
	The quantitative study found no significant correlation between social responsibility, moral reasoning, empathetic concern, and philanthropic behaviour which is consistent with earlier findings. Davis et al.  (2003) reported no significant relationship between dispositional empathy and volunteer participation and Li et al. (2021) found no relationship between actual altruistic behaviour and social value orientation. Schroder et al. (2015) suggest that empathetic concern produces altruistic motivation however, this study found no evidence that this translates into actual altruistic behaviour. A small correlation was found between participant’s overall prosocial personality and hours volunteered but not with donations made.  A moderate correlation was found between past helpfulness and both measures of philanthropic behaviour. Partial correlation found that age had a greater effect on donations made than hours volunteered. Our findings suggest that altruistic behaviour demonstrated by past helpfulness is the strongest predictor of philanthropic behaviour. This reflects the findings of Penner & Finkelstein (1998) who found that helpfulness was positively associated with length of service amongst volunteers.  
	No significant gender differences were found within our population sample in terms of hours volunteered or financial donations made. This is inconsistent with previous findings by De Wit & Bekkers (2016) who found that women were more likely to give and give to more diverse sectors and Eagley & Crowley (1986) who found that women were more likely to volunteer time than men. The removal of two outliers, both male, due to the disparity of their financial donations (€3m and €5m respectively), suggests support for the findings of Schmitz & Mc Collim (2021) that wealth remains concentrated in the male population. 
	 
	The qualitative study identified that within our population sample, philanthropy means private, altruistic giving for humanitarian support, given in a strategic, impactful manner, for public good.  This definition aligns and supports the definition of philanthropy proposed by Indecon “strategic giving for public good aimed at sustainable improvement to promote the welfare of others” (6, 2021). A significant number of participants stated that philanthropic behaviour should be done without recognition or reward. This contrasts with the findings of Breeze (2020) who found that public recognition was a motivator for giving in the UK and challenges the concept that many prosocial actions are egoistically motivated by reputational incentives (Simpson & Willer, 2008).  This may be a cultural aspect specific to Ireland where individuals do not like to disclose or discuss their wealth. There were several participants unsure as to what philanthropy meant, which raises questions on how philanthropy is being communicated within society. Only two participants referred to the environment in terms of philanthropy which was a surprise given that climate change is a hot topic. This may reflect the older demographic of our population sample. 
	The key determinants of philanthropic engagement were intrinsic values, empathy, desire to influence change, resource availability and cause, The fact that intrinsic values were a key motivator of philanthropy represents the paradox of philanthropy, as in giving you receive (Breeze, 2020).  This intrinsic value of philanthropy in terms of self fulfilment and self concept, supports earlier findings by Finkelstein et al. (2005), who found a strong correlation between self identity and volunteering.  The availability of financial resources and time ranked prominently in participants philanthropic decisions. A number of participants indicated they would like to do more but were constrained from an income or time perspective.  This reflects the findings of Bekkers & Wiepking who found that education, income, home ownership and employment were generally positively correlated with charitable giving (2007). Given the high level of education achievements within our population sample it was not possible to explore if education positively impacted philanthropic giving (Bekkers, 2006a). 
	 Many participants expressed a wish to use their available resources to influence change, improve their communities and society, and have a meaningful impact. This offers philanthropic organisations the opportunity to engage with donors and potential donors to inform and direct contributions to maximise social impact. The desire for impact could negatively affect fundraising to combat issues, such as world poverty or homelessness, where the scale of the problem is overwhelming (Butts et al. 2019). The cause and the integrity of the fundraising organisation were identified as important factors in participants’ decision to give, which supports earlier findings by Indecon (14, 2021). Furthermore, these findings highlight the importance of the beneficial role of the Irish Charities Regulator in overseeing our indigenous charitable sector and the need for philanthropic organisations to have proper governance in place. 

4.2 LIMITATIONS  
	Over twenty percent of participants were aged 53-54 in the population and over ninety percent had completed an undergraduate degree or higher which would not be representative of the general population and limits the generality of the findings. The measures used were all self reported and as such were vulnerable to deceit and manipulation. The fact that the survey was completely anonymous should have mitigated against the influence of social desirability. Future studies could use more objective third party measures using experimental designs. The final group sizes of women and men were not balanced at 70 and 23 respectively, which could impact of the results. One item out of 56 items was omitted in error from the Prosocial Personality Scale (the item was excluded from the subscale for self reported altruism) which may affect the results. The Cronbach factor for our sample population of .821 would indicate that the internal consistency remains strong. In hindsight, it would be preferable if scale data for annual income and net worth was obtained, to allow for partial correlation of these variables.  
4.3 STRENGTHS
	Our population included a number of known philanthropists thanks to the cooperation of the Community Foundation for Ireland who circulated the survey to a number of their donors. This ensured that the data and views of active philanthropists were captured in both the quantitative and qualitative studies. The researcher is experienced in the field of philanthropy and had the necessary expertise to complete the study. The number of participants captured under the qualitative study was significantly greater than recent research (Indecon, 2021).
4.4 FUTURE RESEARCH
	It would be interesting to conduct a qualitative study on a few different age groups to explore different generational perspectives on philanthropy. This would inform at what age people start to engage in a meaningful way with philanthropy, what the keys generational concerns and limitations and what could be done differently by practitioners and government to maximise support. In addition, given the emphasis placed on the intrinsic value of philanthropy by donors it could be very insightful and beneficial to explore this further. This could have positive implications for how philanthropy is promoted and garnered in Ireland.
	The direction of philanthropy was not considered as part of this study. Future research should consider which organisations and causes appeal and connect with donors and if these organisations are best in class as regards maximising the social impact of donations. This would also allow practitioners to identify those charities and causes that need additional advocacy and support from philanthropic organisations. It is notable that some charities fare better than others when it comes to fundraising such as the Hospice and Cancer Society compared with charities that work with minorities such as Ruhuma and Pavee Point.  
	Furthermore, this study highlighted a significant disconnect between philanthropy and environmental issues. Given the impact of climate change on humanity it would seem expedient to explore this disconnect further and consider how it might be addressed.  Lastly, it would be worth undertaking a scholarly review of the definition of philanthropy to consider if it should include such behaviours as blood and organ donation, environmental initiatives such as afforestation, and social impact investing, as typically there is a personal, physical, or economic cost associated with such behaviours. These behaviours play a crucial role in improving society and are of significant public benefit. 

4.5 CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, the findings, analysis and results demonstrate that past helpfulness is a moderate predictor of philanthropic engagement. Small altruistic acts of kindness may be the start of a person’s journey to more meaningful philanthropic engagement and a fairer society for all.  The sub theme of anonymity challenges the development of philanthropy in Ireland as it is difficult to create a social norm around philanthropy when many believe philanthropy should be done privately. This is mirrored by the reticence of many donors to speak and share their stories.  Giving Circles may help overcome this obstacle as typically they comprise of like minded, smaller donors.  It is hoped that the insights gained through this study will assist humanitarian and environmental philanthropic organisations to fulfil their mission. 




Appendix A

INFORMATION & CONSENT SHEET

Hi, my name is Catherine Mullarkey, and I am conducting research in the Department of Psychology of Dublin Business School, to investigate if certain personality traits are reliable predictors of philanthropic behaviour and to explore what philanthropy means to participants.  This research is being conducted as part of my thesis and will be submitted for examination. Please read the following information before deciding whether to participate.

What are the objectives of the study? The nature of this anonymous study requires participants to answer a number of demographic, socio economic questions together with a set of questions which explore personality traits.

Why have I been asked to participate? I would like to collect information on people’s understanding of and engagement in philanthropy and their personality profile. Participants must be over 18 years of age.

What does participation involve? You are invited to take part in this study which involves completing and returning the attached anonymous survey which should take approx. 10 mins. While the survey asks some questions that might cause some minor negative feelings, they have been used widely in research. If any of the questions do raise difficult feelings for you, contact information for support services are included on the final page. Participation is completely voluntary, and you are not obliged to take part.

Right to withdraw Participants have the right to withdraw from the research at any time for whatever reason. Participation is confidential and anonymous so it will not be possible to withdraw from participation after submitting the questionnaire.

Are there any benefits from my participation? While there will be no direct benefit from participation, studies like this can make an important contribution to our understanding of philanthropic behaviour in Ireland. Findings may be presented at student forums and national conferences and may be submitted for publication in peer-reviewed journals. However, no individual participant will be identified in any publication or presentation. There are no monetary or other rewards for participation.

Are there any risks involved in participation? There are no known risks associated with participation. Any inconvenience involved in taking part will be limited. If you have any questions prior to or after participation, please email 10571174@mydbs.ie. Please be assured that participation will not result in any targeted communication from charitable causes. 

Confidentiality All individual information collected as part of the study, will be anonymous and used solely for research purposes. The returned questionnaires will be securely stored and data from the questionnaires will be held in electronic format and stored on a password protected computer in an encrypted file. They will be stored safely and will not be publicly displayed or published. Data collected is stored in the EU, for five years, and will be used for research purposes to generate research content such as publications and presentations.

This research has been ethically approved by the DBS College Human Research Ethics Committee.

Contact Details

Should you require any further information about the research, please contact

Catherine Mullarkey; XXXXXX@mydbs.ie or my supervisor; XXXXXX@dbs.ie.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.




										APPENDIX B
CONSENT SHEET


1.I confirm that I have read the information section and I agree to take part
Yes
No


Appendix C

SURVEY QUESTIONS 
2.Gender 
Woman
Man
Non-binary
Prefer not to say
3.What age are you ?

4.What is your current work status?
Full time
Part Time
Retired 


5.Please indicate your educational status 
Leaving cert
Undergraduate degree
Masters or higher
Professional qualification


6.Please indicate your marital status 
Single 
Married 
Co-Habiting 
7.How many dependents do you have? ( please include the no of people you are financially responsible for)

8.Below are a number of statements that may or not describe you, your feelings or your behaviour. Please read each statement carefully and choose the option that most closely reflects you. 

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Uncertain
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	If a good friend of mine wanted to injure an enemy of theirs, it would be my duty to try to stop them.
	
	
	
	
	

	I wouldn't feel that I had to do my part in a group project if everyone else was lazy.
	
	
	
	
	

	When people are nasty to me, I feel very little responsibility to treat them well.
	
	
	
	
	

	I would feel less bothered about leaving litter in a dirty park than in a clean one.
	
	
	
	
	

	No matter what a person has done to us , there is no excuse for taking advantage of them.
	
	
	
	
	

	You can't blame basically good people who are forced by their environment to be inconsiderate of others. 
	
	
	
	
	

	No matter how much people are provoked they are always responsible for whatever they do.
	
	
	
	
	

	As long as business people do not break laws, they should feel free to do their business as they see fit.
	
	
	
	
	


9.Below are a number of statements that may or not describe you, your feelings or your behaviour. Please read each statement carefully and choose the option that most closely reflects you. 


	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Uncertain 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	Being upset or preoccupied does not excuse people for doing anything they would ordinarily avoid. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Occasionally in life people find themselves in a situation in which they have absolutely no control over what they do to others. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I would feel obligated to do a favour for someone who needed it, even though they had shown no gratitude for past favours. 
	
	
	
	
	

	With the pressure for grades and the widespread cheating in academic tests nowadays, the individual who cheats occasionally is not really as much at fault. 
	
	
	
	
	

	It doesn't make much sense to be very concerned about how we act when we are sick and feeling miserable. 
	
	
	
	
	

	If I broke a machine through mishandling, I would feel less guilty if it was already damaged before I used it.
	
	
	
	
	

	When you have a job, it is impossible to look out for everybody's best interest.
	
	
	
	
	


10.Below are a number of statements that may or not describe you, your feelings or your behaviour. Please read each statement carefully and choose the option that most closely reflects you. 


	
	Strongly Agree 
	Agree
	Uncertain
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other people when they are having problems.
	
	
	
	
	

	In emergency situations I feel apprehensive and ill at ease.
	
	
	
	
	

	I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I make a decision.
	
	
	
	
	

	When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them.
	
	
	
	
	

	I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imaging how things look from their perspective. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Other peoples misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal.
	
	
	
	
	

	If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste much time listening to other people's arguments.
	
	
	
	
	

	Being in a tense emotional situation scares me.
	
	
	
	
	

	When I see someone being treated unfairly I sometimes don't feel very much pity for them.
	
	
	
	
	

	I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies.
	
	
	
	
	

	I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both.
	
	
	
	
	

	I would describe myself as a pretty soft hearted person. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I tend to lose control during emergencies. 
	
	
	
	
	

	When I'm upset at someone , I usually try to "put myself in their shoes" for a while.
	
	
	
	
	

	When I see someone who badly needs help in an emergency I go to pieces.
	
	
	
	
	

	Before criticising somebody I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the "other person's" point of view.
	
	
	
	
	


11.Below are a set of statements which may or may not describe how you make decisions when you have to choose between two courses of action or alternatives when there is no clear right or wrong way to act. For example studying for an exam or visiting a sick friend or lending something to a close friend who often forgets to return things. Read each statement and tick the option that  best describes you. 
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Uncertain
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	My decisions are usually based on my concern for other people.
	
	
	
	
	

	My decisions are usually based on what is the most fair and just way to act.
	
	
	
	
	

	I choose alternatives that are intended to meet everybody's needs. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I choose a course of action that maximises the help other people receive.
	
	
	
	
	

	I choose a course of action that considers the rights of all people involved.
	
	
	
	
	

	My decisions are usually based on concern for the welfare of others.
	
	
	
	
	

	My decisions are usually based on my personal principles about what is fair and unfair. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I choose alternatives that minimise the negative consequences to other people. 
	
	
	
	
	


12.Below are several different actions in which people sometimes engage. Read each of them and decide how frequently you have carried it out in the past. Choose the option that best describes your past behaviour. 
	
	Never
	Once
	More than Once 
	Often
	Very Often 

	I have given directions to a stranger.
	
	
	
	
	

	I have made changes for a stranger. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I have given money to a stranger who needed it (or asked me for it).
	
	
	
	
	

	I have donated goods or clothes to charity. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I have helped carry a stranger's belongings (books, bags etc.).
	
	
	
	
	

	I have delayed an elevator and held the door open for a stranger.
	
	
	
	
	

	I have allowed someone to go ahead of me in a line (shop etc. ). 
	
	
	
	
	

	I have given a stranger a lift in my car.
	
	
	
	
	

	I have let a neighbour whom I didn't know too well borrow an item of some value. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I have bought charity Christmas cards deliberately because I knew it was for a good cause. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I have helped a colleague who I did not know well with an assignment when my knowledge was greater than theirs.
	
	
	
	
	

	I have offered to help a handicapped or elderly stranger across the street. 
	
	
	
	
	

	I have before being asked, volunteered to look after a neighbour's pets or children without being paid for it.  
	
	
	
	
	


13.Approximately how many hours a week do you volunteer on average ? Volunteering is defined as helping for the greater good and excludes activities where there is a family connection (e.g.  coaching your daughter's GAA team)  

14.In the past 12 months how much approximately (in euros) have you donated to philanthropic causes?

15.Please indicate your estimated net worth (assets less liabilities) 
less than €1m
less than €3m
less than €5m 
more than €5m
16.Please indicate your annual income 
less than €50K p.a. 
€50K - 100K p.a.
less than €250K p.a.
more than €250K p.a.
17.What does Philanthropy mean to you?

18.What are the principal motivational factors that influence your decision to engage or not engage in philanthropy ?








Appendix D

DEBRIEF SHEET


Thank you for your participation in this study. Due to the anonymous nature of the study, it will be impossible to withdraw once you have submitted your responses. If you would like to receive a copy of the final report of the study, please contact me Catherine Mullarkey on XXXXXX@mydbs.ie. If you have experienced any negative emotions completing this survey, please consider contacting one of the support services below. 

Samaritans
https://www.samaritans.org/ireland/samaritans-ireland
Free Call: 116123 available 24/7
or email: jo@samaritans.org

Aware
https://www.aware.ie
Support line: 1890303302 (10am - 10pm)
supportmail@aware.ie

Useful websites
www.yourmentalhealth.ie
www.healthpromotion.ie
www.mentalhealthireland.ie

Once again many thanks, your participation is very much appreciated.




Appendix E

Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB)

Note to users: For the response alternatives in the first 42 items, 5 is strongly disagree. This is because we have found that this response format increased the internal consistency of the scales contained in the battery somewhat. If you use this format, it is advisable to repeat the response alternatives at the top of each page. However, you may wish to use a 5 = strongly agree format. The "loss" in internal consistency is not substantial and interpretation of the scores will be easier. Norms for college students are available. The correct citation for this instrument is: Penner, L. A., Fritzsche, B. A., Craiger, J. P., & Freifeld, T. S. (1995). Measuring the prosocial personality. In J. N. Butcher, & C. D. Spielberger (Eds.) Advances in personality assessment, (Vol. 12). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. There is also a 30-item version of the scale. 

Prosocial Personality Battery (PSB)

PART 1: Below are a number of statements which may or may not describe you, your feelings or your behaviour. Please read each statement carefully and blacken in the space on your answer sheet which corresponds to choices presented below. There are no right or wrong responses. 
Use the following scale to indicate your answer: 

          1			         2 			3		       4 			5 
Strongly Disagree 	   Agree 	Uncertain 		Disagree 	Strongly Agree  


Social Responsibility Items (Schwartz and Howard, 1982)

 1. If a good friend of mine wanted to injure an enemy of theirs, it would be my duty to try to stop them. 
2. I wouldn't feel that I had to do my part in a group project if everyone else was lazy. (R) 

3. When people are nasty to me, I feel very little responsibility to treat them well. (R)

 4. I would feel less bothered about leaving litter in a dirty park than in a clean one. (R) 

5. No matter what a person has done to us, there is no excuse for taking advantage of them. 

6. You can't blame basically good people who are forced by their environment to be inconsiderate of others. (R) 

7. No matter how much people are provoked, they are always responsible for whatever they do. 

8. Being upset or preoccupied does not excuse people for doing anything they would ordinarily avoid. 

9. As long as businesspeople do not break laws, they should feel free to do their business as they see fit. (R) 

10. Occasionally in life people find themselves in a situation in which they have absolutely no control over what they do to others. (R) 

11. I would feel obligated to do a favour for someone who needed it, even though they had no shown gratitude for past favours. 

12. With the pressure for grades and the widespread cheating in school nowadays, the individual who cheats occasionally is not really as much at fault. (R)

 13. It doesn't make much sense to be very concerned about how we act when we are sick and feeling miserable. (R)

 14. If I broke a machine through mishandling, I would feel less guilty if it was already damaged before I used it. (R) 

15. When you have a job to do, it is impossible to look out for everybody’s best interest. (R) 

Empathy Items (from Davis, 1980)

16. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. EC

17. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the "other person's" point of view. PT (R) 

18. Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other people when they are having problems. EC (R) 

19. In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease. PD 

20. I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I make a decision. PT 

21. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them. EC 
22. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their perspective. PT 

23. Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal. EC (R) 

24. If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste much time listening to other people's arguments. PT (R) 

25. Being in a tense emotional situation scares me. PD 

26. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don’t feel very much pity for them. EC (R) 

27. I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies. PD (R) 

28. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. EC 

29. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. PT 

30. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. (EC) 

31. I tend to lose control during emergencies. PD 

32. When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put myself in their shoes" for a while. PT 

33. When I see someone who badly needs help in an emergency, go to pieces. PD 

34. Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. PT 

Moral Reasoning Items

PART 2: Below are a set of statements which may or may not describe how you make decisions when you have to choose between two courses of action or alternatives when there is no clear right way or wrong way to act. Some examples of such situations are being asked to lend something to a close friend who often forgets to return things; deciding whether you should keep something you have won for yourself or share it with a friend; and choosing between studying for an important exam and visiting a sick relative. 

Read each statement and blacken in the space on your answer sheet which corresponds to the choices presented below. 
          1			         2 			3		       4 			5 
Strongly Disagree 	   Agree 	Uncertain 		Disagree 	Strongly Agree  

35. My decisions are usually based on my concern for other people. O 

36. My decisions are usually based on what is the most fair and just way to act. M

37. I choose alternatives that are intended to meet everybody's needs. M

38. I choose a course of action that maximizes the help other people receive. O 

39. I choose a course of action that considers the rights of all people involved. M 

40. My decisions are usually based on concern for the welfare of others. O 

41. My decisions are usually based on my personal principles about what is fair and unfair. M 

42. I choose alternatives that minimize the negative consequences to other people. O 

PART 3: Below are several different actions in which people sometimes engage. Read each of them and decide how frequently you have carried it out in the past. Blacken in the space on your answer sheet which best describes your past behaviour. 

Use the scale presented below. 

 1	    2 		3		 4 		5 
Never 	Once 	More than Once 	Often          Very Often 

SRA Past Helpfulness (from Rushton et al., 1981)

43. I have given directions to a stranger. 

44. I have made change for a stranger. 

45. I have given money to a stranger who needed it (or asked me for it). 

46. I have donated goods or clothes to a charity. 

47. I have done volunteer work for a charity. 

48. I have helped carry a stranger's belongings (e.g., books, parcels, etc.). 

49. I have delayed an elevator and held the door open for a stranger. 

50. I have allowed someone to go ahead of me in a line (e.g., supermarket, copying machine, etc.) 

51. I have given a stranger a lift in my car. 

52. I have let a neighbour whom I didn't know too well borrow an item of some value (e.g., tools, a dish, etc.). 

53. I have bought 'charity' Christmas cards deliberately because I knew it was for a good cause. 

54. I have helped a classmate who I did not know that well with a homework assignment when my knowledge was greater than his or hers. 

55. I have, before being asked, voluntarily looked after a neighbour’s pets or children without being paid for it. 

56. I have offered to help a handicapped or elderly stranger across a street. 

Scoring Instructions: 
Compute scores for 7 individual scales: 
Social Responsibility (SR) 
Empathic Concern (EC)
Perspective Taking (PT) 
Personal Distress (PD) 
Other-Oriented Moral Reasoning (O) 
Mutual Concerns moral reasoning (M) Self-reported altruism (SRA) 
Factor 1, Other-oriented empathy, = sum of scores on SR, EC, PT, O, M. 
Factor 2, Helpfulness, = sum of PD (reversed) and SRA. Note if you used a response scale for the PD items where 5 = strongly disagree, the reversal is not necessary. 
Lou Penner Louis A. Penner, Ph.D. Senior Scientist, Communication and Behavioral Oncology Program Karmanos Cancer Institute Professor, Department of Oncology Wayne State University Mail Code MMO3CB 4100 John R. Detroit, Michigan 48201 pennerl@karmanos.org (313) 576-8261 (Office) (313) 576-8270 (Fax)
Note: For this study scores for 4 individual scales were computed in addition to a total Prosocial Personality score. 
Social Responsibility (SR) 
Empathic Concern = sum of scores on EC
Social Reported Altruism (SRA)
Moral Reasoning = sum of scores on M and O. 
The aggregate total score of all answers under the PSB is the prosocial personality score. 
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Scale Name  Mean Score Max Score No of items SD Cronbach Alpha No of Part

Prosocial Personality Battery * 196.3 275 55 15.2 0.821 78

Social Responsibility  55.7 75 15 6.03 0.644 91

Empathic Concern 27.4 35 7 3.2 0.643 93

Moral Reasoning 30.6 40 8 3.37 0.683 92

Self Reported Altruism 45 65 13 7.92 0.857 87

* this score also includes scores for perspective taking and personal distress
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Table 1. Descriptives 

Descriptives  No.  No. 

Gender Employment Status 

  Female

70

 Fulltime

58

  Male 

26

 Parttime

21

Non Binary

1

 Retired 

6

Age - Mean

50.4

 Other 

5

Marital status Annual Income

 Single

15

<€100K

57

 Married

74

<€250K

22

 Cohabitating 

4

>€250K

15

Educational status

Net Worth 

 Leaving Cert

8

<€1m

49

 Undergraduate Degree

24

<€2m

22

 Masters +

29

<€5m

3

 Professional Qualification 

30

>€5m

10


