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Abstract

The authors present an overview of the academic literature on charitable giving
based on a literature review of more than 500 articles. They structure their review
around the central question of why people donate money to charitable organizations.
They identify eight mechanisms as the most important forces that drive charitable
giving: (a) awareness of need; (b) solicitation; (c) costs and benefits; (d) altruism;
(e) reputation; (f) psychological benefits; (g) values; (h) efficacy. These mechanisms can
provide a basic theoretical framework for future research explaining charitable giving.

https://renebekkers.files.wordpress.com/2011/08/bekkers_wiepking_nvsqg_11pdf
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Uma revisdao da literatura de estudos empiricos de filantropia: oito

mecanismos que impulsionam as doacoées filantropicas

Resumo

Os autores apresentam uma visao geral da literatura académica sobre doacdes, baseados
em uma revisao da literatura de mais de 500 artigos. Eles estruturam a analise em torno da
questao central de porque as pessoas doam dinheiro para organizacoes sem fins lucrativos.
Eles identificam oito mecanismos como as forgas mais importantes que impulsionam as
doacOes filantropicas: (1) percepcao da necessidade; (2) pedidos; (3) custos e beneficios;
(4) altruismo; (95) reputacao; (6) beneficios psicoldgicos; (7) valores; (8) eficacia. Esses
mecanismos podem fornecer uma estrutura tedrica basica para pesquisas futuras que

expliquem as doacodes filantropicas.

https://osf.io/ umd4y/



https://osf.io/umd4y/

o 41 #E 3 6 A =8ET Vol4l, No.b

20204E 11 H Journal of Yunmeng MNow. 2020
[REERE N

[(RER)|EEFLE -FRABEBRTH HAZRHLAR FRERAENER, £ 2 2 LEHALRLETTRAS
MEEFE MFLAEFLASRAORS X TAEF LOF AT LA — R EM SN EHTAHHALE HL
ERAp L ETAHede I LA LEFLORM LEMNEIRLENARRAFRLIS SR —FHrim sl L2 5
Tl R 6 it HE T SRR ZadadE AAMREARARPL LEHE B ASNEHE HEEER
HEFHEABMTRAEFA TRHBw A LM AR CHENLY RENAEZEFT—AARHE-FHROARER T &
AMBEREFASLHESMEHSNALSS SRR/ RSUWELHERFLFEAMAEFELF T, A RILZAA
Fhaizh Fa @S B A LEF TR FAZE G TLL3E

DR EREE R/ \FHLE

FA-NAR FHEB5e :

A




#% KENNISLINK

Waarom geven mensen aan
goede doelen?

Nederlandse huishoudens geven massaal
aan goede doelen: Niet minder dan 96%
Pomala van de huishoudens heeft in 2003 geld
gegeven aan minimaal één goed doel. Maar
waarom geven huishoudens eigenlijk geld
aan goede doelen? En waarom geven
sommige huishoudens meer dan andere?

10 juli 2006

https://www.nemokennislink.nl/publicaties/
waarom-gevenmensen-aan-goede-doelen

Wiepking, P. & Bekkers, R. (2014). Waarom

geven mensen geld aan goede doelen?
Pp. 76T 85 in: Meijs, L.C.P.M. (Red.)
Filantropie in Nederland. Rotterdam:
Stichting Maatschappij en Onderneming.
https://renebekkers.files.wordpress.com/

2014/06/wiepking_bekkers 14.pdf
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Mechanismen, geen motivaties

AMechanismen in de fondsenwerving zijn de knoppen waar je aan
kunt draaien om geefgedrag tdeinvioeden.

AMotivaties zijn de redenen die mensen geven voor hun gedrag.

AMensen hebben geen volledig en objectief overzicht over de
omstandigheden die bepalen wat ze geven.

Aln Geven in Nederland vonden we dat 85% van alle giften
voorafgegaan worden door een verzoek. Maar toen we mensen
21 YUNRDWUWscecel YaWARWNe2W3UuaAWUY Al 13



Oude Inzichten In mechanismen

Mensen geven meer en vaker als

O N OAE WD E

Er een duidelijke behoetfte is behoefte

Ze gevraagd worden gevraagd

Kosten lager zijn, opbrengsten hoger kosten/opbrengsten
Ze om de ontvangers geven altruisme

Ze waardering krijgen reputatie

Ze psychologische beloningen krijgen goed gevoel

Het doel bij hun waarden past waarden

Ze giften alsefficient en effectief zien  effectiviteit

Bekkers, R. & Wiepking, P. (2011). A Literature Review of Empirical Studies of Philanthropy: Eight
Mechanisms that Drive Charitable GivingNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly40 (5): 924 i
973. https://renebekkers.files.wordpress.com/2011/08/bekkers_wiepking_nvsqg_11.pdf
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De wetenschap is minder betrouwbaar dan
we dachten

ASinds 2011 is duidelijk geworden dat een groot deel van het
wetenschappelijk onderzoek niet betrouwbaar is.

AToen onafhankelijke onderzoekers eerdere studies herhaalden
vonden ze andere resultaten voor 40 tot 60% van de studies.

ASuccesvolle herhalingen lieten veel minder sterke verbanden zien.
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ANegatieve resultaten komen weinig naar buiten. Voor elk
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waar we normaal niks over horen.
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transparant gerapporteerde replicatie van eerder onderzoek.

Hoeveel van deze studies hebben we over geefgedrag, en wat
vertellen ze ons over de acht mechanismen?

Wat blijft er over als we alleen robuuste kennis meenemen?



Replicaties zijn heel zeldzaam
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"charitable behavior" replicat* —actual

Studies noemen replicatie steeds vaker (oranje lijn), maar het

aantal replicaties is heel klein (blauwe lijn)n = 36
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Vijf controlevragen die je moet stellen

1. Is het onderzoek herhaald door andere onderzoekers en kwam
daar ongeveer hetzelfde uit?

2. Is het onderzoek door onafhankelijke beoordelaars streng
gecontroleerd? Kun je de beoordelingen van het onderzoek
Inzien?

3. Benoemt het onderzoek haar eigen beperkingen?

4. Kun je de gegevens die ten grondslag liggen aan het onderzoek
Inzien en de analyse opnieuw doen?

5. Kun je het onderzoeksplan inzien en is de uitvoering van het
onderzoek uitgebreid en begrijpelijk gedocumenteerd?



De controlevragen beantwoord voor vandaag

1. Is het onderzoek herhaald door andere onderzoekers en kwam daar
ongeveer hetzelfde uit?ZA NOG NIET

2. |Is het onderzoek door onafhankelijke beoordelaars streng
gecontroleerd? Kun je de beoordelingen van het onderzoek inzien?

A NOG NIET
3. Benoemt het onderzoek haar eigen beperkingen® NOG NIET

4. Kun je de gegevens die ten grondslag liggen aan het onderzoek inzien
en de analyse opnieuw doenA NOG NIET

5. Kun je het onderzoeksplan inzien en is de uitvoering van het
onderzoek uitgebreid en begrijpelijk gedocumenteerd? NOG NIET




VIjf controlevragen toegepast op Al

1. Stel een ander model dezelfde vraag. Krijg je hetzelfde resultaat?

2. Vraag een ander model het antwoord streng te controleren.
Welke fouten ontdekt het andere model?

3. Vraag twee verschillende modellen de beperkingen op te
sommen, en vergelijk die met elkaar.

4. Staan er verwijzingen bij de beweringen? Controleer of de
pronnen bestaan en of daar inderdaad in staat wat het model
peweert.

5. Legt het model uit hoe het tot het antwoord is gekomen en
peqgrijp je het?




Recepten voor mislukking

AEen replicatie is mislukt, niet beschikbaar of onmogelijk

AHet resultaat is te mooi om waar te zijn: niets rendeert +100%
ADe studie is gebaseerd op een klein aantal waarnemingen
ADe studie ging over een ander land of een andere organisatie
ADe studie is niet van tevoren geregistreerd




Vier soorten replicaties

_ Zelfde analyse Andere analyse

Zelfde data Verificatie Robuustheid

Andere data Reproductie Generalisatie



Generalisaties mislukken meestal
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Verificaties, robustheidsanalyses, Generalisaties: andere data, andere
reproducties analyses

m negatief of geen verband m positief



Inzichten uit replicaties

Mensen geven meer en vaker als
2. Ze gevraagd worden gevraagd

3. Kosten lager zijn kosten

6. Ze psychologische beloningen krijgen goed gevoel

Voorlopige resultaten van 31 replicaties: 16 positief (52%), 10 geen verband (32%), 5 negatief (16%)

22



Succesvolle replicaties

De meeste mensen geven meer en vaker als
a. Je ze direct en facdo-face vraagt;

b. Het minder kost om te geven;

c. Een externe partij de gift vermeerdert;

d

Ze eerst nadenken over één eenheid, en dan pas over
hoeveel ze er willen geven;

e. Ze denken dat de impact van hun gift groter is.

Voorlopige resultaten van replicaties die resultaten hebben in dezelfde richting als het origineel

23



Voorbeelden van recente bevindingen
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studies die de acht mechanismen nuanceren.
ADe meeste van deze studies zijn replicaties.

ASommige zijnmeta-analysesT o

bias, en laten te positieve resultaten zien.

ADit zijn enkelvoudige experimenten die maar één ding tegelijk

veranderen.
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2. Verzoekenverkenmindergoeddanvoorheen

~PJUt Juwnyzuyuwzet 3 wyowa Iy wedat WA

a. In experimenten in de VS vermeed 15% huan-huis campagnes en
33% de ingang van de supermarkt als ze wisten dat ze een verzoek

zouden krijgen

b. Donateurs van een opera in Duitsland gaven 42% minder als ze
wisten dat ze een tweede verzoek zouden krijgen

c. De meeropbrengst van verzoeken in Nederland is sterk gedaald

a. Dellavigna, S., List, J. A., &almendier , U. (2012). Testing for altruism and social pressure in charitable giving. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 127(1), 1 56.

https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjr050 ; Andreoni , J., Rao, J. M., &rachtman , H. (2017). Avoiding the ask: A field experiment on altruism, empathy, and
charitable giving. Journal of Political Economy, 125(3), 625 - 653. https://doi.org/10.1086/691703

b. Adena, M., & Huck, S. (2019). Giving once, giving twice: A two - period field experiment on intertemporal crowding in charitable g iving. Journal of Public
Economics, 172, 127- 134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco0.2019.01.002

c. Bekkers, R. (2024). Prosocial values for the philanthropic commons. In: Bushouse, B., Never, B. & Christensen, R. (Eds.). Understanding our Philanthropic

Commons. Cambridge University Press. https://osf.io/mwkca/

25
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https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2019.01.002
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3. Mindegiftenbij hogereprijzen encadeautjes
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a. Onvoorwaardelijke cadeautjesverlaagdengiften in Pakistan
b. Bedankjesverlaagdengiften onder donateurs in de VS

c. Vermeerdering werkt beter dan korting, in Japan, de VS en ook in
Nederland

d. Giftenaftrek werkt veel minder goed dan voorheen gedacht, en is
levert minder op dan hij kost

a. Naeem, S., & Zaman, A. (2016). Charity and gift exchange: Cultural effects. Voluntas, 27, 900 - 919. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266 - 015- 9655 -2
b. Newman, G. E., & Shen, Y. J. (2012). The counterintuitive effects of thank - you gifts on charitable giving. Journal of Economic Psychology 33(5), 973 - 983.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2012.05.002

c. Sasaki, S.,Kurokawa , H., &Ohtake , F. (2022). An experimental comparison of rebate and matching in charitable giving: The case of Japan. Japanese Economic
Review, 73(1), 147- 177. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973 - 021- 00085 -9 ; Bekkers, R. (2015). When and why matches are more effective subsidies than
rebates. In: Replication in experimental economics (pp. 183- 211). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0193 - 230620150000018007

d. Almunia, M., Guceri, Il., Lockwood, B., & Scharf, K. (2020). More giving or more givers? The effects of tax incentives on charitable donations in th e UK. Journal
of Public Economics 183, 104114.https://doi.org/10.1016/].jpubeco.2019.104114 ; Fack, G., & Landais, C. (2010). Are tax incentives for charitable giving

efficient? Evidence from France. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 2(2), 117- 141.https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.2.2.117 26



https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-015-9655-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2012.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973-021-00085-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0193-230620150000018007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2019.104114
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.2.2.117

6. Psychologisché&osten/ opbrengster trucs

a. Eénslachtoffer in beeld zorgtniet voor meer giften dan
meerdere statistische slachtoffers

Jesterfelijkheid overdenkenzorgtniet voor meer giften
O U R q Wzotgttivel b e meébdr giften

a. Hart, P.S., Lane, D., & Chinn, S. (2018). The elusive power of the individual victim: Failure to find a difference in the eff ectiveness of
charitable appeals focused on one compared to many victims. PLOSONE,13(7): e0199535. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0199535

1 NOOL EX4 L n cetRaildEs HN. (RE B.i8tpparing conservation: The roles of flagship species and identifiable victims. Conservation
Letters, 10(5), 581- 587. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12319

b. Seetrevik , B., & Sjastad, H. (2022). Mortality salience effects fail to replicate in traditional and novel measures. Meta- psychology, 6.
https://doi.org/10.15626/MP.2020.2628

c. Bekkers, R. (2015). When and why matches are more effective subsidies than rebates. In: Replication in experimental econom ics (pp. 183-
211). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0193 - 230620150000018007 ; Sasaki, S.,Kurokawa , H., & Ohtake , F.
(2022). An experimental comparison of rebate and matching in charitable giving: The case of Japan. Japanese Economic Review73(1), 147-
177. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973 - 021-00085 -9

d. Karlsson, H., Hellstrom, S., Moche, H., & Vastfjall , D. (2020). Unit Asking LU a method for increasing donations: A replication and extension.
Judgment and Decision Making, 15(6), 989 - 993. https://doi.org/10.1017/51930297500008184 ; Maier, M., Caviola, L., Schubert, S., & Harris,
A. J. (2023). Investigating (sequential) unit asking: An unsuccessful quest for scope sensitivity in willingness to donate ju dgm ents. Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making, 36(4), e2335. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.2335



https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0199535
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12319
https://doi.org/10.15626/MP.2020.2628
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0193-230620150000018007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973-021-00085-9
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500008184
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.2335

8. Effectiviteltovertuigtsommigen

YOGOGRDUIWAG WU JUWNIJ2130WA 13131 Weé at WAIW
. Wanneer het percentage overhead lager is

Wanneer de doelbestedingen hoger zijn

. Wanneer giften meer impact bereiken, tenminste onder grote gevers
Vooral wanneer donateurs zich persoonlijk verantwoordelijk voelen

Gneezy, U., Keenan, E. A., & Gneezy, A. (2014). Avoiding overhead aversion in charity.  Science 346(6209), 632 - 635. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253932
Portillo, J. E., & Stinn, J. (2018). Overhead aversion: Do some types of overhead matter more than others? Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 72,
40 - 50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2017.11.003 ; Charles, C., Sloan, M. F., & Schubert, P. (2020). If someone else pays for overhead, do donors still care?
American Review of Public Administration , 50(4 - 5), 415- 427. https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074020913989 ; Hung, C., Hager, M. A., & Tian, Y. (2023). Do
donors penalize nonprofits with higher non - program costs? A meta - analysis of donor overhead aversion. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly , 52(6),
1587- 1608. https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640221138260 ; Hung, C., Berrett, J. L., & Ma, J. (2024). How High Is Too High? An Experimental Analysis of

I 06 06 ExH f t 6 &l Oo6 H el HNortpmiit &h@Vofurtsldy, SéctoiliQuartérly Hiths:/doi.org/10.1177/08997640241254079

Mudita, T., & Suk, K. (2024). Effects of Feedback about Overhead Spending from Charitable Organizations on Overhead Aversion. Journal of Nonprofit & Public
Sector Marketing, 36(5): 641 - 662. https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2024.2341742

Bodem - Schroétgens , J., & Becker, A. (2020). Do you like what you see? How nonprofit campaigns with output, outcome, and impact effectiveness i ndi cators
influence charitable behavior.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly , 49(2), 316 - 335. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764019868843 ; Karlan, D., & Wood, D.
H. (2017). The effect of effectiveness: Donor response to aid effectiveness in a direct mail fundraising experiment. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental
Economics, 66, 1- 8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2016.05.005

Berman, J. Z., Barasch, A, Levine, E. E., & Small, D. A. (2018). Impediments to effective altruism: The role of subjective preferences in charitab le givipg.
Psychological Science 29(5), 834 - 844. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617747648
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https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253932
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2017.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074020913989
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640221138260
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640241254079
https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2024.2341742
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764019868843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2016.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617747648

/. Moreleenpolitiekewaardernwerkensoms

a. Morele argumentenkunnen overtuigen, vooral mannen;

b. Maargevenals een morele keuze presenteren, mensen
onbewust laten denken over wat moreljuist is, en donateurs
positief omschrijven verhoogtde giften niet;

c. Verzoekenafstemmen op politieke voorkeurenkan effectief zijn.

a. Grodeck, B., & Schoenegger, P. (2023). Demanding the morally demanding: Experimental evidence on the effects of moral arguments and mor al
demandingness on charitable giving.  Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 103, 101988. https://doi.org/10.1016/].socec.2023.101988 ; Balafoutas ,
L., & Rezaei, S. (2022). Moral suasion and charitable giving.  Scientific Reports, 12(1), 20780. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598 - 022 - 24944 -6;

b. Hoover, J., et al. (2018). Moral Framing and Charitable Donation: Integrating Exploratory Social Media Analyses and Confirmat ory Experimentation. Collabra:
Psychology, 4(1): 9. https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.129 ; Bekkers, R., Ottoni - Wilhelm, M., & Verkaik, D. J. (2015). Altruism, warm glow, and charitable giving:
Three experiments. Paper presented at the 3rd Science of Philanthropy Conference, Chicago. https://renebekkers.wordpress.com/wp
content/uploads/2011/10/15 09 30 _spi_bekkers_verkaik ottoni - wilhelm.pdf

c. Lee, Y., Yoon, S, Lee, Y. W., &oyne, M. B. (2018). How liberals and conservatives respond to equality - based and proportionality - based rewards in charity
advertising. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 37(1), 108- 118.https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.16.180 ; Farmer, A., Kidwell, B., & Hardesty, D. M. (2020). Helping

a few a lot or many a little: Political ideology and charitable giving. Journal of Consumer Psychology 30(4), 614 - 630. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1164
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https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-24944-6
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.129
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https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.16.180
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1164

1.

Bewustzijnvan debehoefteaangiften

Mensen gevemiet meer of vaker als ze meer doordrongen Zljn van de

Vid

HIJE Y naqlWe ¢c UWNRN qlU
DOoOor een groter aantal slachtoffers
Door over maar eén verzoek tegelijkertijd na te denken

Lee, S., & Feeley, T. H. (2016). The identifiable victim effect: A meta - analytic review. Social Influence, 11(3), 199- 215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510.2016.1216891 ; Lesner, T. H., & Rasmussen, O. D. (2014). The identifiable victim effect in charitable giving: evidence

from a natural field experiment.  Applied Economics, 46(36), 4409 - 4430. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2014.962226 ; Maier, M., Wong, Y. C., &
Feldman, G. (2023). Revisiting and rethinking the identifiable victim effect: Replication and extension of small, Loewenstein , and Slovic (2007). Collabra:
Psychology, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.90203 ; Moche, H., Karlsson, H., & Vastfjall , D. (2024). Victim identifiability, number of victims, and

unit asking in charitable giving.  Plosone, 19(3), e0300863. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0300863

Garinther , A., Arrow, H., & Razavi, P. (2022). Victim number effects in charitable giving: Joint evaluations promote egalitarian decisions. Personality and
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4. Altruismezorgtnietzomaarvoorgiften

~JUt Juwnu2 30wt Yat wa iyl wynwz2et 3l we
In experimenten met heel duidelijke instructies,

maar niet buiten het lab,

vooral niet als ze niet weten hoeveel anderen geven.

Het benadrukken van het nut van een gift voor ontvangersrgde
voor minder giftenin Alaska dan het benadrukken van de
voordelen voor de gever.

a. Ottoni - Wilhelm, M., Vesterlund , L., & Xie, H. (2017). Why do people give? Testing pure and impure altruism.  American Economic Review, 107(11), 3617- 3633.
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b. De Wit, A., & Bekkers, R. (2017). Government support and charitable donations: A meta - analysis of the crowding - out hypothesis. Journal of Public
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c. De Wit A., & Bekkers, R. (2020). Can charitable donations compensate for a reduction in government funding? The role of info rmation. Public Administration
Review, 80(2), 294 - 304. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13154

d. List, J. A., Murphy, J. J., Price, M. K., & James, A. G. (2021). An experimental test of fundraising appeals targeting donor and recipient benefits. Nature Human
Behaviour, 5(10), 1339- 1348. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562 - 021-01095 -8
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5. Reputatidastigom tezettenin meergiften

a. Zichtbaarheidvan giften verhoogdede giften niet in een groot
aantal veldexperimentenin winkels in de VS

Ook niet onder Facebookgebruikersin Frankrijk
Zichtbaarheid verlaagdegiften onder moslims in Marrokko
Vreemdeogendwingenniet tot geven

Gevensamen met anderenverhoogthet geefplezier maar niet
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Wat werkt in de praktijk?

Alk hoop dat uw vertrouwen in de wetenschap vandaag minder
onvoorwaardelijk is geworden.

AU kunt meer vertrouwen hebben in een studie als die gebaseerd is op
een sterk ontwerpt een geregistreerde, onafhankelijke herhaling van
een experiment met een groot aantal waarnemingen.

AVeel mensen overschatten hoe goed interventies in de fondsenwerving
werken. De meeste dingen werken niet.

Alk denk dat fondsenwervers dit weten.
AWe moeten samenwerkerr en beginnen met inzichten uit de praktijk.



Hoe kunnen we het tij keren?

In Nederland is de filantropie de afgelopen twintig jaar een steeds
kleiner deel van de economie geworden.

Giften/BBP (%), 1997-2020"



Hoger inkomens zijn minder vrijgevig
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Figuur 24: Jaarlijkse giften van huishoudens als deel van het inkomen naar inkomensdeciel

Bekkers, R., De Wit, A. & Wiepking, P. (2017). Jubileumspecial: Twintig jaar Geven in Nederland. Rp46t: Bekkers, R. Schuy
T.N.M., & Gouwenberg, B.M. (Eds.). Geven in Nederland 2017: Giften, Sponsoring, Legaten en Vrijwilligerswerk. Amsterdamhé.ent
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Giftenaftrek als deel van het vermogen
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Het vermogen om vrijgevigheid te vergroten

ADe komende vijf jaar ga ik uitzoeken welke interventies de
vrijgevigheid van Nederlanders kunnen verhogen.

AGraag werk ik samen met fondsenwervende organisaties om
Interventies te vinden en uit te testen in de praktijk.

AWe moeten hier geen afpakspel van maken. Interventies moeten
het totale geefgedrag verhogen, niet alleen de giften aan
organisatie A ten koste van organisatie B.

AWe moeten ook zien te voorkomen dat giften nu ten koste gaan
van giften in de toekomst.

https://renebekkers.wordpress.com/2024/07/23/generating-generosity/



https://renebekkers.wordpress.com/2024/07/23/generating-generosity/

Dank!

Wil je op de hoogte blijven?
Scan de QR cod&y

GN VU e

. AMSTERDAM
in Nederland

Contact: r.bekkers@vu.n!



mailto:r.bekkers@vu.nl

N =152 N

4

100 . .
Not all is lost: registered reports ensure

negative and null findings are published

First Hypothesis

Not Supported  https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.11
77/25152459211007467
. Supported

a Open access EO®® Research article First published online April 16, 2021

% of Papers
S

An Excess of Positive Results: Comparing the Standard Psychology Literature With Registered Reports
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Abstract

Selectively publishing results that support the tested hypotheses (“positive” results) distorts the available
evidence for scientific claims. For the past decade, psychological scientists have been increasingly concerned

about the degree of such distortion in their literature. A new publication format has been developed to

prevent selective reporting: In Registered Reports (RRs), peer review and the decision to publish take place

Stan dard Reg istered before results are known. We compared the results in published RRs (N = 71 as of November 2018) with a

random sample of hypothesis-testing studies from the standard literature (N = 152) in psychology. Analyzing

Re pOrtS Re ports the first hypothesis of each article, we found 96% positive results in standard reports but only 44% positive

results in RRs. We discuss possible explanations for this large difference and suggest that a plausible factor

is the reduction of publication bias and/or Type | error inflation in the RR literature.

Fig. 2. Positive result rates for standard reports and Registered Reports. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals

around the observed positive result rate.
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Examples of original studies and replications

The following slides display findings:
Bl original studies

2% successful replications

88 unsuccesstul replications
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Avoiding overhead aversion in charity

Uri Gneezy,"”* Elizabeth A. Keenan,' Ayelet Gneezy”

Donors tend to avoid charities that dedicate a high percentage of expenses to administrative
and fundraising costs, limiting the ability of nonprofits to be effective. We propose a

solution to this problem: Use donations from major philanthropists to cover overhead
expenses and offer potential donors an overhead-free donation opportunity. A laboratory
experiment testing this solution confirms that donations decrease when overhead increases,
but only when donors pay for overhead themselves. In a field experiment with 40,000
potential donors, we compared the overhead-free solution with other common uses of initial
donations. Consistent with prior research, informing donors that seed money has already been
raised increases donations, as does a $1:$1 matching campaign. Our main result, however,
clearly shows that informing potential donors that overhead costs are covered by an initial
donation significantly increases the donation rate by 80% (or 94%) and total donations

by 75% (or 89%) compared with the seed (or matching) approach.

31 OCTOBER 2014 « VOL 348 IS5UE 6208 scicnccmag.org SCIENCE
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Overhead aversion: Do some types of overhead matter more than others?

Javier E. Portillo™*, Joseph Stinn"

® Department of Political Science, Economics and Sociology, Birmingham-Southern College, Birmingham, AL, 35254, USA
bD'epm'nnent of Economics, Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL, 32306, USA

Overhead aversion is an issue of great importance to nonprofit organizations. On one hand, overhead (non-
program expenses) is vital to the operational abilities of a nonprofit; on the other hand, there is evidence that
donors dislike paying for overhead costs. In this paper, we use an experiment to study overhead from the
perspective of donors. [First, we replicate the prior finding establishing the existence of overhead aversion. [Then
we obtain new results by extending this line of research, examining whether donors have an aversion to specific
types of overhead (specifically, salaries and fundraising). Our results suggest that donor behavior may be de-
pendent on their outside option. If an overhead-free donation is readily available, then the average donor in our
experiment (70-80% of subjects) prefers that charity to receive the donation. However, if donations are not
overhead-free, most (approximately two-thirds of subjects) prefer the donation go toward fundraising efforts
instead of salary-related expenditures.

Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics 72 (2018) 40-50

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2017.11.003
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A Meta-Analysis of Donor SSAGE
Overhead Aversion

ChiaKo Hung'(”, Mark A. Hager?", and Yuan Tian3(

Disparate research on overhead aversion and nonprofit starvation can benefit from
a conceptual model that explains their relationships. Following resurrection of such
a model, we focus on one important piece: the relationship between overhead
spending and nonprofit donations. Studies on this topic have produced inconclusive
results. Our meta-analysis clarifies the relationship by synthesizing a sample of 30
original studies with 244 effect sizes./VVe uncover a negative association suggesting
that donors penalize nonprofits with higher overhead costs. Moreover, our meta-
regression models reveal that experimental designs detect higher donor aversion
than studies that use other research designs and that amateur donors have more
intense overhead aversion than professional donors. However, studies that measure
administrative costs do not report more negative effects than studies that measure
both administrative and fundraising costs. The overall contribution of the meta-
analysis solidifies the conceptual link between reported capacity costs and funders’
giving decisions, a key arc in the nonprofit starvation cycle.

https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640221138260
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Early examples of replications

Federal Tax Policy and Charitable Giving

Charles T. Clotfelter

PUBLISHED DATE January 1985 COPYRIGHT 1985 ISBN 0-226-11048-6

PUBLISHER: UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO PRESS

Taken as a whole, the empirical work on tax effects and individual giv-
ing is notable for the number and variety of studies in the area and the
consistency of the findings. In few other applied areas in public finance
has there been such extensive replication of empirical findings using dif-
ferent data sets. Studies of charitable contributions have used aggregated
and individual data, data from tax returns and survey data, and foreign as
well as U.S. experience. The consensus of these studies is that the price
elasticity for the population of taxpayers is probably greater than 1 in ab-
solute value, although there are certainly estimates that are smaller and es-
timates that are considerably larger than this. The range of most likely val-
ues appears to be about —0.9 to —1.4. Taxes also influence giving
through an income effect, with most estimates of the income elasticity
falling between 0.6 and 0.9.

1985

Social Participation and Charitable Giving Revisited:
Replication of a Multivariate Analysis

Paul G. Schervish
Platon E. Coutsoukis
John J. Havens
Social Welfare Research Institute
Boston College
October 20, 1998
Introduction

Two years ago, we empirically examined empirically a multiple-cluster, multivariate
theory of philanthropy developed by the first author (Schervish and Havens, 1996). We
based this analysis on the 1992 national Survey of Giving and Volunteering (SGV)
conducted by the Gallup Organization for the Independent Sector. In the present paper, we
replicate our empirical analysis using two newer data sets: the 1996 national General Social
Survey (GSS) conducted by the National Opinion Research Center and the 1994-95
national Harvard Survey of Health and Life Quality (HSHLQ) conducted by DataStat for
the MacArthur Foundation. These additional surveys allow us to investigate whether we can
obtain broad support for our initial findings, despite the differences in focus and the specific

questions asked, among all the surveys.

1998



On the norms of charitable giving in Islam:
Two field experiments in Morocco™

Fatima Lambarraa®"!, Gerhard Riener ¢-¢-P-*:2

2 Rural Economy Department, Ecole Nationale d’Agriculture, Morocco

b CRC Poverty, Equity and Growth, Germany

¢ Department of Economics, University of Mannheim, L7 3-5 Mannheim, Germany
d DICE, Heinrich-Heine-University Diisseldorf, Germany

ABSTRACT

Charitable givingis one of the major obligations in Islam and a strong Muslim norm endorses
giving to the needy, but discourages public displays of giving. We report the results two field
experiments with 534 and 200 participants at Moroccan educational institutions to assess
the effects of this moral prescription on actual giving levels in anonymous and public sett-
ings. Subjects who participated in a paid study were given the option to donate from their
payment to a local orphanage, under treatments that varied the publicity of the donation
and the salience of Islamic values using either Arabic or French instructions. In the salient
[slamic treatment|anonymity of donations significantly increased donation incidence from
59% to 77% percent as well as average donations for religious subjects from 8.90 to 13.00Dh
out of possibly 30 Dh|These findings stand in stark contrast to most previous findings|in
the charitable giving literature and suggest to reconsider potential fundraising strategies
in Muslim populations.

Lambarraa , F., &Riener, G. (2015). On the norms of charitable giving in Islam: Two field
experiments in Morocco. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 118, 69 - 84.
https://doi.org/10.1016/}.jebo.2015.05.006
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Supporting Conservation: The Roles of Flagship Species and
Identifiable Victims

Laura Thomas-Walters, Nichola ] Raihani B4

First published: 10 October 2016 | https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12319 | Citations: 47

Abstract

Psychological insights into human behavior can have enormous applied value for
promoting charitable giving. Nevertheless, the application of these insights to
conservation appeals featuring nonhuman animals has scarcely been explored. Although
people often donate more when presented with single “identifiable” victims, whether this
effect also extends to nonhumans is not known. Similarly, although many conservation
appeals feature flagship species, it is unclear whether flagship species generate
increased donations. We experimentally investigated how (1) identifiable versus
statistical beneficiaries and (2) flagship versus nonflagship species affected donations to
ENuel s iY-IgVEYi[el s W Elg 1A U Nexpectedly, subjects did not donate more when presented with
single identifiable beneficiaries rather than groups of beneficiaries. [FE:I il olul=Mely}
the other hand, increased donation amounts relative to appeals featuring nonflagship
species. We discuss how these findings can inform and improve the effectiveness of
conservation fundraising appeals.

1 NOOL EX4 L n cetRailtEs HN. (26 H.8ippoking conservation:
The roles of flagship species and identifiable victims. Conservation
Letters, 10(5), 581- 587. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12319
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The elusive power of the individual victim:
Failure to find a difference in the effectiveness
of charitable appeals focused on one
compared to many victims

P. Sol Hart*, Dan Lane, Sedona Chinn

Department of Communication Studies, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, United States of America

Previous research has offered conflicting findings regarding the influence of help appeals
that feature an individual victim compared to a group of victims. Studies examining emo-
tional responses and donation behavior have generally found that help appeals focusing on
a single victim elicit more prosocial responses, while studies examining policy support have
found the opposite. The present studies investigate these effects while addressing potential
confounds that may have arisen in previous research. Study 1 (N = 924) compares the
effects of help appeals that focus on either a) an identified individual, b) an identified group,
c) statistics describing many individuals, or d) statistics paired with an individual. Study 1
also examines how the location of the individual(s) in need moderates observed effects.
Study 2 (N =1,085) compares the effects of help appeals that describe either an identified
individual or statistics about many individuals, while fully crossing the text manipulation with
either a) no imagery, b) an image of an individual, or c) a map indicating areas of poverty. In
both Study 1 and Study 2 no significant differences were found between the individual and
|the group conditions.

Hart, P.S., Lane, D., & Chinn, S. (2018). The elusive power of the
individual victim: Failure to find a difference in the effectiveness of
charitable appeals focused on one compared to many victims. PLoS
ONE13(7): e0199535. https://doi. org/10.1371/journal.pone.0199535
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Moral Framing and Charitable Donation: Integrating
Exploratory Social Media Analyses and Confirmatory
Experimentation

Joe Hoover®, Kate Johnson’, Reihane Boghrati', Jesse Graham™ and
Morteza Dehghani*

Do appeals to moral values promote charitable donation during natural disasters? Using Distributed
Dictionary Representation, we analyze tweets posted during Hurricane Sandy to explore associations
between moral values and charitable donation sentiment. We then derive hypotheses from the observed
associations and test these hypotheses across a series of preregistered experiments that investigate
the effects of moral framing on perceived donation motivation (Studies 2 & 3), hypothetical donation
(Study 4), and real donation behavior (Study 5). Overall, we find consistent positive associations between
moral care and loyalty framing with donation sentiment and donation motivation. However, in contrast
with people’s perceptions, we also find that moral frames may not actually have reliable effects on
charitable donation, as measured by hypothetical indications of donation and real donation behavior.
Overall, this work demonstrates that theoretically constrained, exploratory social media analyses can
be used to generate viable hypotheses, but also that such approaches should be paired with rigorous
controlled experiments.



The small, inconsistent effects of our behavioral studies are quite different from the
large and consistent pattern observed in our prediction studies. One possible explana-
tion behind this behavior-prediction gap is that predictors overestimate the power of
image concerns, certainly, but also underestimate the influence of idiosyncratic factors

experienced in the field. Even a very detailed description of a study may fail to success-

Jung, M. H., Saccardo, S., Gneezy, A., & Nelson, L. D. (2023). Image concerns
and generosity: field evidence and predictions.
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfim?abstract id=4323906
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Even though participants empathized more when watching the content in VR versus
desktop computers, no statistically significant difference in donations was observed
ISRV R s AL R ol XM Thus, our findings, similar to Radu et al. (2021), Giirerk and
Kasulke (2022), and Martingano et al. (2022), do not support the idea that VR would be

ore useful than desktop computers to motivate individuals to make actual donations in

>aunGiel Bl S8 This finding challenges the prevailing industry perception that VR

is inherently effective in generating monetary donations. It is plausible that the industry

exemplars suffer from the self-selection bias.! For example, the well-known case of

Gugenishvili , I., & Nystrom, A.G . (2024). Virtual Reality and Charitable Giving:
The Influence of Space, Presence, and Attention. Voluntas 35, 965 4976.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266 - 024 - 00666 -3
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Panel vs. Cross-sectional data

The weighted mean of price elasticities in studies using panel data is —0.82(0.72) and
-1.47 (1.14) for studies using cross-sectional data.'” We run a weighted T-test, and the

difference in the weighted mean of the price elasticities is significant at five percent degrees

(p = 0.0004). That is, the H; is supported.

Zhang, L. (2023). Combining Experiments and Structural Econometrics to Understand
Motives for Charitable Giving. The University of Alabama.

https://ir.ua.edu/bitstreams/e6f46f87 - 23fe - 4fa2 - 89d3 - f9c2a8ccc838/download
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More and more studies mention replication

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

e=="charitable behavior" replicat* emm"charitable giving" replicat*

§2 11 WaqRGWAW gl RIJt WRUW] YYNRGWWERGYGE! WnY!l Was Y LWt |
proportion of all studies with that keyword



How replication is mentioned in 2029523
/| "

Internal replication: a second rStudy 2 attempts toreplicate Eqa 1 ! WNWRUWE W Rnn 1l 13U q WH Y@gp)g + q 183
r8’he purpose of Study 2 was to conceptuallgeplicate the findings of

study within the same Eqal ! WNWRULWE W ¢ 8 GaUWYnwe ORGWWNE Ot w
pUb"CéltiOﬂ maf Study 3, our goal was to Ireplicate the findings of Studies 1 and 2
s Ra6We W Rnnll DOqUWt ¢ GGTH U
Discussion: recommendations /®ne! ad Bl W gzl Rplitatdd 2 HE AU RAID RIDAY 1 18% 79
[ eaqel YW qel RIdpliddtedtieaxXpéridiéntintotdq Y
for future research HYUOql Yaaul W WagqRONE w
reeplicating the studytoanonrldT 2 R¢ qRYUc O Wt ¢ G GO WWRY WT It RI ¢AHO WUw
Literature review: discussion of Previouseplicationattempts have been unsuccessful 7% 29
previous research
Substantive examp|e Replication of DNA, repeating fundraising campaigns 7% 30
Robustness of results: different MReplication of main results without excluding study participants failing 3% 11
i HYOGGI W60t RYUWhe Ut qRY Ut w
subsample
Discussion: application of study Nonprofit organizations couldreplicate the findings of this study 204, 7
findings
Studies about other topics, such as moral decision making, attitudes, 10% 42

Out of scope: not about giving  well-being

_ neeplicatw WIT YII+ WOYqWe GGU¢ | LI.IRULLIG]oIJLLI] YYROGUWEHRG YQc! LQI5Q1 2 0 qllq
Not in text shown SYMWI Wt edaqt WnY!l WeHéec!l Ragec HIWDWAHNSEE2RY ! w



How replication Is mentioned in 20@523
|| ?20052012] 2021-2023]

Internal replication: a second rstudy 2 attempts toreplicate Eqre T ! WNWR U We WI Rnn 31 W0 q Wi o+ ggos,
r8’he purpose of Study 2 was to conceptuallgeplicate the findings of

study within the same Eqal ! WNWRULWE W ¢ 8 GaUWYnwe ORGWWNE Ot w
pUb"CéltiOﬂ maf Study 3, our goal was to Ireplicate the findings of Studies 1 and 2
s Ra6We W Rnnll DOqUWt ¢ GGTH U
Discussion: recommendations /®ne! ad Bl W gzl Rplitatdd 2 HE AU RAID RIDAY 1 10% 23%
b 2qel W qgel RIddpliddtedtiveaxXpérithéntintotd q Y
for future research HYUOql Yaaul W WagqRONE w
reeplicating the studytoanonrldT 2 A¢ qRYUc O Wt ¢ G GG WWRY WT It RI ¢HO WU
Literature review: discussion of Previougeplication attempts have been unsuccessful 6% 6%
previous research
Substantive examp|e Replication of DNA, repeating fundraising campaigns 16% 3%
Robustness of results: different MReplication of main results without excluding study participants failing 4% 3%
i HYOGGI W60t RYUWhe Ut qRY Ut w
subsample
Discussion: applica’[ion of study Nonprofit organizations couldreplicate the findings of this study 1% 204,
findings

- Studies about other topics, such as moral decision making, attitudes, 90y 6%
Out of scope: not about giving  well-being
_ f&M%%MTYUiMUYQMéGGUCImRUMQ6UM]YYDGU?ﬂﬁ@YGCCﬁ%@leUmMm
Not in text shown NXTWI Bt edaqt WnYIl WeHée!l Ragec HIGWWAHNS6E2RY L b



160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20

2005

© N ® O O = N M ¢ N O ~ 0 O © =
© © O O =wH =H w-H = = e e e - = NN
e O O O e © =] e O O
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

"charitable behavior" replicat* =——actual

While the number of mentions of replications (left axis) increases,
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Four sorts of replications

| Sameanaysis | Differentanalysis

Same data Verification Robustness
1 2
Different data Reproduction Generalization

11 25



Replications and their results
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Publication bias?

Replication Replication
negative or null positive

Thesis, 7 6

dissertation, 54% 46% e2(1) = 0.5368Pr = 0.464
preprint

Published article or 6 9

book chapter 40% 60%
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Publication bias?

Replication Replication
negative or null positive

Thesis, 9 8

dissertation, 53% 47% e 2(1) = 07926, Pr = 0373
preprint

Published article or 6 10

book chapter 38% 63%
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Published studies i@penAlex

Replication Replication
negative or null positive

Thesis, 0 0
dissertation,

preprint

Published article or 1 6
book chapter

Based on n=7 studies on giving i@penAlexciting 22 core publicationsreplicat*



Publication bias in all replications

Replication Replication
negative or null positive

Thesis, 9 8

dissertation, 53% 47%
preprint

Published article or 7 17

book chapter 29% 71%

Based on all n=40 studies coded thus far
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The hypothesis in the working paper

case, differences in partisans’ preferences, behaviors, and communities will produce ditferent
pressures when making decisions about donating. So while partisanship and ideology may
not determine overall levels of giving, political differences may affect where partisans choose
to donate.

To test this hypothesis, we focus on one salient difference between Democrats and Re-
publicans, namely, that Republicans are more likely to attend church and be involved in
organized religious groups compared to Democrats. If giving can be traced. in part, to social
standing within groups, Republicans and conservatives should be more likely to give to re-
ligious organizations, particularly their own house of worship, while Democrats and liberals

should be more likely to donate to secular nonprofits.

Margolis, M.F., & Sances, M.W. (2015). Partisan differences in charitable giving: Evidence from individual
level survey data . https://www.michelemargolis.com/uploads/2/0/2/0/20207607/giving.pdf
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Is completely different in the published article

Building on recent work on partisans’ differing use of “conspicuous consump-
tion,” as well as prior work on the relationship between giving and ideology, we
hypothesize that conservatives and Republicans will give more to charity than
liberals and Democrats. We find strong support for this hypothesis: depending on
the sample and measure of political identities used, we estimate that conservatives
and Republicans give up to 160 dollars more to all charities per year, relative to
liberals and Democrats. With this result, our paper presents novel empirical
evidence for what many observers have long suspected: the influence of political
identities on what were previously seen as apolitical activities. While Oliver et al.

Margolis, M. F., & Sances, M. W. (2017). Partisan differences in nonpartisan activity: The case of
charitable giving. Political Behavior , 39, 839 - 864. htips://doi.org/10.1007/s11109 - 016-9382 -4
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Mackenzie Alston', Catherine Eckel?,
Jonathan Meer?("), and Wei Zhan®

How can charities solicit high-capacity donors to provide the funds for matching
grants and leadership gifts? In conjunction with Texas A&M University's fundraising
organizations, we conducted a field experiment to study whether high-income donors
respond to nonpersonal solicitations. We also designed the experiment to test the
impact of allowing for directed giving on the giving behavior of high-income donors
and their willingness to direct their donations toward overhead costs. High-income
donors are not responsive to letters or emails, regardless of whether they have
the option to direct giving; we cannot conclude, therefore, that giving behavior is
different for those who could direct giving compared with those who could not. Our
results highlight the difficulties of motivating some high-income donors, especially
when only impersonal communication is used.

Alston, M., Eckel, C., Meer, J., & Zhan, W. (2021). High -L L 8 L L 1 ceRHI 006 O6 Ex H
preferences for charitable giving.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 50(6), 1262 - 1273. https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640211003251
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G.E. Newman, Y. Jeremy Shen/Journal of Economic Psychology 33 (2012) 973-983
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Fig. 1. The predicted donations of others in response to thank-you gifts (Exp. 1) compared to actual donations.

Newman, G. E., & Shen, Y. J. (2012). The counterintuitive effects of
thank - you gifts on charitable giving. Journal of Economic Psychology
33(5), 973 - 983. https://doi.org/10.1016/].joep.2012.05.002
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Learning from (failed) replications: Cognitive load
manipulations and charitable giving™

Judd B. Kessler?, Stephan Meier"*

@ University of Pennsylvania, United States
b Columbia University, United States

Replication of empirical studies is much more than a tool to police the field. Failed replica-
tions force us to recognize that seemingly arbitrary design features may impact results in
important ways. We describe a study that used a cognitive load manipulation to investi-
gate the role of the deliberative system in charitable giving and a set of failed replications
of that study. While the original study showed large and statistically significant results,

we failed to replicate using the same protocol and the same subject pool.|After the first

failed replication, we hypothesized that the order our study was taken in a set of unrelated
studies in a laboratory session generated the differences in effects. Three more replication
attempts supported this hypothesis. The study demonstrates the importance of replica-
tion in advancing our understanding of the mechanisms driving a particular result and it
questions the robustness of results established by cognitive load tests.

Kessler, J. B., & Meier, S. (2014). Learning from (failed) replications: Cognitive
load manipulations and charitable giving.  Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization , 102, 10- 13.https://doi.org/10.1016/].jeb0.2014.02.005
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The relative effectiveness of gain-framed and loss-framed
messages in charity advertising: Meta-analytic evidence and
implications

There was some evidence of publication bias, Q = 2.49, p = .09.
Published studies (k = 32) had a mean r of .042 (95% Cl
—0.006-0.091; p = .08). Unpublished studies (k = 8) had a mean r of
—.139 (95% CI —0.346-0.081, p = .22). Among the published studies,

there was tentative indication pointing to the slight advantage of

gain-framed appeals.

5RéH' hé HOH%WRLONEHSHHIT WI WkAHINLHOELEp L el F EHEY F L Lcefif ot EEHOL F
LNLS6AeRHLFFELSeh E1one H* £ cell XL 0 L rnikecedtionk Hournal of Nobpkofif Bndl I Hiis O6 n i L L cefi C
Voluntary Sector Marketing , 25(4), e1675. https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1675
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Experience of irreproducibility as a risk factor
for poor mental health in biomedical science
doctoral students: A survey and interview-
based study

High rates of irreproducibility and of poor mental health in graduate students have been
reported in the biomedical sciences in the past ten years, but to date, little research has
investigated whether these two trends interact. In this study, we ask whether the experience
of failing to replicate an expected finding impacts graduate students’ mental health. Using
an online survey paired with semi-structured qualitative interviews, we examined how often
biomedical science doctoral students at a large American public university experienced
events that could be interpreted as failures to replicate and how they responded to these

experiences. We found that almost all participants had experience with irreproducibility:
84% had failed to replicate their own results, 70% had failed to replicate a colleague’s find-
ing, and 58% had failed to replicate a result from the published literature. Participants

reported feelings of self-doubt, frustration, and depression while experiencing irreproducibil-
ity, and in 24% of cases, these emotional responses were strong enough to interfere with
participants’ eating, sleeping, or ability to work. A majority (82%) of participants initially
believed that the anomalous results could be attributed to their own error. However, after fur-
ther experimentation, most participants concluded that the original result was wrong (38%),
that there was a key difference between the original experiment and their own (17%), or that
there was a problem with the protocol (17%). These results suggest that biomedical science
graduate students may be biased towards initially interpreting failures to replicate as indica-
tive of a lack of skill, which may trigger or perpetuate feelings of anxiety, depression, or
impostorism.

Lubega, N., Anderson, A., & Nelson, N.C. (2023).
Experience of irreproducibility as a risk factor for
poor mental health in biomedical science
doctoral students: A survey and interview -
based study. PLOSONE,18(11): e0293584.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0293584
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Background on the credibllity crisis

AThe following slides give two examples of widely cited studies
claiming an association that did not stand up to independent
replication attempts.

ATheBem paper (2011) claiming that people can feel the future
exemplified the credibility crisis

AThePiff et al. (2010) paper claiming socieeconomic status
reduces prosocial behavior met with failed replications



Having Less, Giving More:
The Influence of Social Class on Prosocial Behavior

Paul K. Piff and Michael W. Kraus Stéphane C6té and Bonnie Hayden Cheng

University of California, Berkeley University of Toronto

Dacher Keltner
University of California, Berkeley

Lower social class (or socioeconomic status) is associated with fewer resources, greater exposure to

Internal replication: multiple studies are presented with similar
results. These are not independent replications.

behavior. Across 4 studies, lower class individuals proved to be more generous (Study 1), charitable
(Study 2). trusting (Study 3), and helpful (Study 4) compared with their upper class counterparts.
Mediator and moderator data showed that lower class individuals acted in a more prosocial fashion
because of a greater commitment to egalitarian values and feelings of compassion. Implications for social
class, prosocial behavior, and economic inequality are discussed.

Keywords: social class, socioeconomic status, prosocial behavior, generosity, compassion

Piff , P. K., Kraus, M. W.,Cété, S., Cheng, B. H., & Keltner, D. (2010). Having less, giving
more: the influence of social class on prosocial behavior.  Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 99 (5), 771- 784. https://doi.org/ 10.1037/a0020092
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No less than nine (9) experiments! With more than 1,000
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Bem, D. J. (2011). Feeling the future: experimental evidence for anomalous retroactive influences
on cognition and affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100(3), 407 - 425.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021524




