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1.0 Glossary

Baby boomers: the demographic cohort born during the post-World War Il baby boom, approximately
between the years 1946 and 1962.

Beneficiary: a person or organisation benefiting under a Will.

Bequest: a gift of property to a person or organisation in a Will. In common usage, the term bequest is
used to include gifts of money. Consequently, both bequest and legacy are generally understood to
mean any gift in a Will.

Charitable purpose: a nonprofit purpose for the public good, including: relieving poverty or sickness or
the needs of the aged; advancing education; advancing religion and other purposes beneficial to the
community.

Charity: in its broadest sense charity is the practice of benevolent giving. Charity can also be used to
describe an organisation that exists for altruistic purposes such as supporting those who are
disadvantaged. Further information on the legal definition of charity can be found in Philanthropy
Australia’s online glossary (link provided at the end of this section).

Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI): A phone interview whereby the interviewer reads the
survey questions and records the respondent’s answers using a computer interface (ABS 2010).

Crowdfunding: the collective cooperation, attention and trust by people who network and pool their
money and resources together to support efforts initiated by other people or organisations: ‘Modern
crowdfunding leverages internet technology and various social networking platforms to link the
financial resources of online communities (the crowd) with individuals and organisations that seek
funding (crowdsourcers)’ (Clarkin 2014, 194).

Deductible gift recipient (DGR): entity endorsed by the Australian Taxation Office as eligible to receive
tax-deductible gifts.

Distribution: a generic term for assets transferred from an estate to a beneficiary of a Will. Also used
for grants made by a foundation.

Donations: unconditional voluntary transfers of money, goods or services to community organisations,
institutions, government entities, or individuals, in which the donating organisation is not expected to
receive anything in return. These transfers would not form part of the commercial operations of the
donor.

Estate: the total amount of a person’s assets (property, entitlements and obligations) at the time of
death.

Estate tax: a tax levied on the assets of a deceased estate before they are distributed to beneficiaries.
(See also Inheritance tax.)
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Financial assets: assets that are potentially available for investment — financial assets exclude the

family home, consumer durables (purchased items such as cars or jewellery that are expected to last
for some time) and collectables.

Formal volunteering: time willingly given for the common good and without financial gain, taking place
within an organisation, institution or agency (Volunteering Australia 2015, 2).

Fund: a legal vehicle that manages and/or holds trust property to make distributions to other entities
or persons.

Generation X: the generation born after the western post-World War Il baby boom. Generally agreed
to be those born from the early 1960s to the early 1980s.

Generation Y: the generation following Generation X (see above), also known as Millennials. Generally
agreed to be those born from 1980 to 1995.

Giving circles: groups of people who pool their donations and jointly decide how to allocate them.

High-Net-Worth-Individuals (HNWIs): a term used in the wealth management industry to describe
individuals with investable assets exceeding USS1million and/or legally-constituted charitable entities
(trusts or foundations) that typically either donate funds and support to other organisations, or
provide the source of funding for their own charitable purposes (Note: ultra-high-net-worth-
individuals (UHNWIs) are those with investable financial assets in excess of US$30 million). In an
Australian context, investable financial assets include superannuation.

In-kind giving: the giving of goods and services in support of a charitable purpose.

Informal volunteering: time willingly given for the common good and without financial gain, taking
place outside the context of a formal organisation (Volunteering Australia 2015, 2).

Inheritance tax: a tax levied on the value of assets that a person inherits from a Will. Inheritance tax is
levied on an individual beneficiary once they have received the assets. (See also Estate tax).

Legacy: a gift of money to a person or organisation in a Will. In common language, the terms legacy
and bequest are used interchangeably and are generally understood to mean any gift in a Will.

Middle donors: mid-level donors can mean different things to different organisations depending on
their size and scope. For some, it may be donors over $500 or $1,000, for others $5,000 to $10,000.

Millennials: people born between 1980 and 1995 (also known as Generation Y).

Nonprofit organisation (NPO): an organisation that does not operate for the profit, personal gain or
other benefit of particular people. This can include people such as its members, the people who run it
or their friends or relatives (note that nonprofit is referred to in different ways such as ‘not-for-profit’
and ‘third sector’).
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Participant: for the purposes of this report, a participant is a person involved in an activity or event

associated with research such as a focus group, indepth interview or expert panel discussion. The
focus of such activities is on qualitative data collection about a particular issue/topic using
unstructured and semi-structured techniques.

Payroll giving: regular donations by employees from pre-tax salary to charities and other NPOs
(Australian Charities Fund 2010).

Peer-to-peer fundraising: a multi-tiered approach to crowdfunding, whereby an individual can
fundraise on behalf of a cause by sharing his or her fundraising page/cause with friends, family and
community members for donations.

Philanthropy: defined by Philanthropy Australia (2012) as: ‘The planned and structured giving of time,
information, goods and services, voice and influence well as money to improve the wellbeing of
humanity and the community.” The term is derived from the Ancient Greek philanthrépia: love of
mankind.

Professional advisers: includes lawyers, accountants, stockbrokers, insurance agents and financial
advisers.

Respondent: for the purposes of this report, a respondent is a person who agreed to be interviewed
by phone to provide data in response to a set of questions as read to them or a person who
completed an online questionnaire as part of a survey of a particular population. This format is
structured and is an aspect of quantitative data collection.

Skills-based volunteering: the volunteering of skills that involve using individual or collective expertise
to support the work of a community group. It typically involves applying or transferring individual or
organisational skills.

Social impact: the net effect of an activity on a community and the wellbeing of individuals and
families (Centre for Social Impact 2016).

Social media: technology-based tools that allow people and organisations to create, share or exchange
information in a highly interactive, online environment.

Succession law: the law relating to Wills and estates.
Testamentary: referring to a Will.

Testamentary freedom: the notion that Will-makers (testators) should be free to determine what to do
with their estate assets.

Transparency: (behaviour) the practice of openness and accountability through the intentional
communication and sharing of information.

Volunteering: time willingly given for the common good and without financial gain (Volunteering
Australia 2015).

Will: a legal document expressing how a person wishes to distribute their assets after death.
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Will-maker: a person who makes a Will.

Workplace giving: philanthropic contributions of money (payroll giving, employer matching donations,
workplace fundraising, employer grants), time, skills and in-kind support by employees and their
employers (Australian Charities Fund 2013).

See also Philanthropy Australia’s Glossary at http://www.philanthropy.org.au/tools-
resources/glossary/.
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2.0 Abbreviations
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ACNC:
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ACT:

ATO:

CALD:

Csl:

DGR:

DSS:
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NPOs

NSW:

NT:
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SA:
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UK:

us:

VIC:

WA:
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3.0 Executive summary

3.1 Giving and volunteering

Australians give their time and money to a diverse range of causes. This report provides
evidence-based insights into the current state of giving and volunteering, trends, innovations and
challenges for those interested in encouraging such behaviours for the good of the Australian and
international community.

3.2 Thisreport

This report presents the findings of Giving Australia 2016 on giving and volunteering to organisations
recalled by individuals for the year prior to February — May 2016, primarily from the Individual giving
and volunteering survey conducted in 2016." It also draws insights from focus groups and interviews
conducted with a range of different givers of money, goods, services and time, as well as other project
data collected across Australia for the Giving Australia 2016 project.

This research includes:

= areview of previous research

= data from 31 one-to-one interviews and 25 focus groups regarding individuals’ giving and
volunteering to organisations in Australia

= atelephone survey of 6,201 adult Australians (18 years and over), stratified by age and gender
across all states and territories, and

= relevant information from related 2016 surveys of philanthropists, foundations (Philanthropy and
philanthropists survey) and charities (Giving Australia 2016 charity survey).

3.3 Keyinsights

3.3.1 Overview of giving and volunteering

Monetary donations

Through the Individual giving and volunteering survey, it was estimated that in the 12 months prior to
interview in 2016, 14.9 million Australians aged 18 or older (80.8% of the adult population) gave a
total of $11.2 billion to charities and nonprofit organisations (NPOs). Those giving gave an average of
$764.08 each, while the median amount donated was $200 per donor.

' A small number of additional interviews were conducted from 6 to 23 September 2016 (after initial data
cleansing) to meet quotas in each cell of the sample frame.
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Events and ‘charity gambling’
In addition to donations, in 2016, individuals gave an estimated $1.3 billion to NPOs through events

and ‘charity gambling’.” An estimated 9.2 million people, or 49.7% of adult Australians, supported
NPOs in this way, contributing an average of $149.42 annually. By far the most popular of these
methods of giving was charitable gambling with 45.2% of adult Australians purchasing a raffle ticket in
the year prior to interview. Most (88.5%) providing support in this way also made donations.

It was estimated that all monetary donations of $11.2 billion represented 0.68% of Gross Domestic
Product (GDP). When raffles and significant items from charity auctions were included, the total giving
figure of $12.5 billion represented 0.76% of GDP.

Volunteering
Over the year prior to interview in 2016, an estimated 8.7 million people or 43.7% of the adult

population, gave 932 million hours of their time as volunteers to charities and NPOs, an annual
average of 134 hours each (or 2.5 hours per week). The median for volunteering hours was 55, half
volunteering more and half less than this amount in the year.

Comparisons with other data sources

In Giving Australia 2005, it was estimated that a higher percentage - 86.9% of the adult population -
made a donation, totalling $5.7 billion (equivalent to $7.5 billion in 2016 dollars). The Australian
Taxation Office (ATO) annual tax-deductible giving data indicates a fairly constant percentage of
people claiming deductions for donations since 2005, while the average donation has risen, except for
the years immediately after the 2008 Global Financial Crisis.

The ABS (2015b) General Social Survey (GSS) found in 2014, 31.3% of the Australian population aged
15 years and over volunteered for at least one organisation. Women were more likely to have
volunteered than men (33.5% compared to 29.1%).’

3.3.2 Who gives and how much?
Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents’ monetary donations identified in the year prior
to interview provide a profile of giving.

Gender
More women donated than men (83.8% of women against 77.7% of men). Men gave more than
women. The average annual amount donated was $866.94 for men and $670.75 for women.

Age

The highest proportion of donors came from those aged 35—44 years with 85.1% donating at least
once to an NPO in the 12 months before interview. Those in the 65 years and older group, however,
had the highest average donation (5913.56 compared to the average donation overall of $764.08).

: Charity gambling includes purchasing raffle tickets and charity auction items.

® See section 5.4.7 for specific information related to comparing these two surveys.

xx | Giving Australia 2016



Personal income*
The percentage of respondents donating increased as income increased. Those in the $156,000 and

higher income band had an average donation of $2,198.29. However, the median donation for this
group was $500 and the most common donation amount was $100.”

Education

As education level increased, so too did the likelihood of donating money to an NPO. The average
donation also increased with education, with those having a postgraduate university degree donating
on average $1,265.99 in the previous 12 months. The median donation for this group, however, was
$350.

Employment status

Those in paid employment were more likely than those not in paid employment to donate. Around
81% of people who had retired were donors and donated an average of $805.75. The greatest
volunteering participation rate was for those in paid employment other than full-time (49.3%).

Location

States and territories varied little on participation in monetary giving with rates ranging from 79% to
82.4%. The average amount donated ranged from $678.64 per giver in South Australia to $847.37 per
giver in Tasmania, Northern Territory or the Australian Capital Territory.

3.3.3 Why do people give?

Giving motives were diverse, but the most commonly stated was ‘it’s a good cause/charity’ (38.5%).
This was followed by ‘I respect the work it does’ (20.5%) and ‘sympathy for those it helps’ (13.6%).
Focus groups revealed strong alignment between personal values and giving. Other participant
motivations included:

= personal satisfaction

= peer networks

= caring and doing the right thing
= reciprocity

= cultural and family issues

= seeing the impact of giving, and
= the societal benefits of giving.

N Many respondents (24.7%) refused to answer this question, as often occurs with questions about income.

® Where income results are shown against demographic variables, there may be a slight error due to a higher
response rate by higher income earners.
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3.34 Why don’t people give?

Over half of non-givers (55.7%) reported they cannot afford to give. The next three reasons, however,

all related to a lack of trust in the charity:

= | don’t know where the money would be used (34.4%)
= | think too much in every dollar is used in administration (32.8%), and
= | don’t believe that the money would reach those in need (31.8%).

Disincentives for giving reported by focus group and interview participants included evening phone
calls, aggressive canvassers and the sense that the NPO would not use money given appropriately.

Non-givers indicated that having more money (25.2%) and identifying with the cause (14%) would
influence them to give, but 22% indicated that nothing would sway them to donate.

3.3.5 Towhat do people give?

Monetary donors favoured social services (64.5%) and health organisations (including medical
research)® (60.7%), followed by international (25%) and religious organisations (23.9%). Those
donating to religious organisations gave the highest amount on average ($932.50), followed by donors
to international organisations ($579.08).

The likelihood of donating to health (including medical research), social services and emergency relief
organisations increased with respondents’ age.

The proportion of those donating to the environment, animal protection and international activities
was fairly constant across age groups.

The proportion donating to primary and secondary education was highest in the 35-44 and 45-54 age
groups (15.2% and 14.8%, respectively).

The highest percentage of donors to religious organisations was those aged 65 years and over.

3.3.6 How do people give?

Common methods

The most common donation approaches were by telephone (65.2%), street fundraising (54.2%),
through the mail (48.8%), and television (43.4%). In contrast, the highest percentage of donations
were made by doorknock (57.4%), social media by a friend (48.4%), telephone (24.2%) and email
(21.0%).

The most liked type of donation approach was social media by a friend (57.7%), followed by radio
(41.7%). The most disliked donation approach was telephone (78.0%), street fundraising (64.3%),

® Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund
medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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mail (45.1%) and email (43.1%). Doorknocks were divided with 34.1% liking this approach and 42.3%
disliking this approach.

Frequency of giving for different approaches

The most successful approach in terms of having the highest percentage of repeat donors was a
doorknock (12.4%), with telephone approaches well behind (1%). Doorknocks had the highest
response rate for a donation with 57.3% of people approached this way donating at least some of the
time and 12.4% giving every time they were approached by doorknock.”

Methods of giving

Most donors (51.6%) gave via cash, followed by direct debit or credit card (32.9%), and cheque (5.8%).
BPay and PayPal were less common (1.2% for both methods). Most (85%) donating via cheque were
55 years and older.

Overall, 57.8% of those donating via direct debit, credit card authorisation, PayPal or BPay used the
charity’s website. This was highest for those aged 18—-24 years (67.8%).

Events and tokens

Less than 10% of donations were associated with purchases of a fundraising item (e.g. badge,
chocolate bar). Only 6% of donations were associated with a sponsored event.® However, 60.3% of
these respondents would not have donated without the sponsored event.

3.3.7 Tax-deductible gifts

In 2016, 40.5% of all donors claimed a deduction for donations in their 2014—15 tax return. This is a
little higher than in 2005 where 35.8% of all donors claimed deductions. However, not all respondents
were required to complete a tax return in 2014—-15. When examining only those required to complete
a tax return in 2014-15 (71.6% of respondents), the percentage claiming increased to 54.2%.° The
average amount claimed was $714.61, while the median was $250.

The top reasons for not claiming a donation were:

= chose not to make any claims (38.8%)
= did not keep receipts (17.9%), and
= did not bother to get receipts (17.8%).

7 See question 41 in the Individual giving and volunteering survey in 10.3.

® Sponsored events involve people gathering donations from friends, relatives etc. to sponsor them to
participate in an event e.g. fun run, read-a-thon etc.

’ Respondents in 2005 were not asked whether they were required to submit a tax return so no comparisons can
be made.
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3.3.8 Planned vs spontaneous giving10

Overall inclination

Overall, 61% of donors in the Individual giving and volunteering survey indicated they generally gave
spontaneously. A further 23.1% gave regularly in response to a request from the same cause, while
16.4% were signed up to a regular automatic donation to an organisation.

Amount donated
Those who made planned donations to an organisation gave over six times as much to the
organisation per year as spur of the moment givers (average $435.71 compared to $70.90).

Why become a committed donor?
Committed donors most commonly reported becoming a committed donor to an organisation

because of exposure to a cause or an organisation (22.9%), followed by personal experience (16.6%).

Uncommitted donors’ most common response to what would prompt them to become a committed
donor to an organisation was a change in lifestyle (30.7%), followed by exposure to a cause or an
organisation (21.6%), and personal experience (13.2%).

Reasons for not becoming a committed donor
The most common reasons for not becoming a committed donor were:

= unable to commit funds in an ongoing way (37.8%)
= not wanting to commit funds in an ongoing way (29.1%), and
= needing extra funds for my own/family needs (14.9%).

3.3.9 Workplace giving1!

Who uses workplace giving?

Overall, 2.7% of donors reported that they make regular payments to NPOs via payroll deduction. In
2005, only 0.7% of donors reported this. However, some of these 2005 respondents may not have
been in paid work or had access to a workplace giving program at their place of work.™ In 2016, 20.8%
of those in paid employment reported access to a workplace giving program. Of these, 18.2% of
respondents participated in the program by making regular donations from their pay.

Women had a slightly higher participation rate (19.9%) than men (16.9%). Men made on average
more than double the annual monetary donation ($1,385.46) than women ($649.44).

For the purposes of this report, there are two types of givers: those that give on a spontaneous/spur of the
moment or ad hoc way; and those that give in a planned or regular way. These planned/regular donors can be
further broken down into those that give regularly in response to a request from the same cause/organisation
and those that are committed — that is, they are signed up to a regular, automatic donation to an organisation.
"\where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

 The 2005 report did not report the percentage of those with access to a workplace giving program who
participated.
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Those aged 35-44 years were most likely to participate in workplace giving (25.4%""). Those with a

postgraduate qualification had the highest participation rate (21.4%""), followed by those with a trade
qualification (18.2%").

How much do people give through workplace giving?
The average annual donation through workplace giving was $1,037.42. However, the median annual

donation was $240. The average amount donated per pay for those paid on a weekly basis was
$17.57", median = $5*,

Why use workplace giving?

Focus group and interview participants and Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents
identified ease, convenience, company matching and encouragement and seeing the impact of their
contribution as powerful participation incentives. However, these were all overshadowed by the
importance of including a cause important to the donor and building the relationship between the
NPO and the donors.

Barriers to workplace giving
For non-donors, the most common reason given for not participating in a workplace giving program
was ‘not enough money’ (36.6%), followed by ‘just don’t want to’ (14.6%).

For donors, the most common reason for not participating in a workplace giving program was they
preferred to do it themselves (20.8%), followed by ‘I give in other ways’ (19.1%).

Barriers revealed by qualitative data were frustrations with payroll systems, lack of flexibility to change
the amount donated, and short-term employment contracts.

3.3.10 Bequests

Overall, 49.8% of Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents had a Will, but only 7.4% had
included a bequest to charity.

Women were more likely to have made a Will (54%), but there was no significant relationship between
gender and including a bequest in a Will.

As age increased so too did the likelihood of leaving a Will, but no significant relationship existed
between the age of those with a Will and the likelihood of including a bequest.

No strong relationship between income and the likelihood of having a Will emerged or between
income and the likelihood of including a bequest in a Will.
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3.3.11 Caollectives/giving circles
Focus groups of collective/giving circle members indicated that giving circles:

= provided a sense of belonging and connectedness and ability to make local decisions

= provided a non-threatening entry path for donors with modest contributions to be part of
something more substantial, and

= overcame the taboo of discussing giving amounts by allowing a socially acceptable forum that
focuses on ‘what can be done’ rather than ‘how much?’

Focus group participants liked:

= the strong social element or sense of belonging that direct participation could generate

= the ability to make local decisions regarding the distribution of funds as well as to direct efforts to
localised issues (which were often seen as overlooked by larger charities and government
projects)

= being able to see the immediate effects of actions, and

= the ability to expose new people to giving and extend the support base of NPOs. "

3.3.12 In-kind giving

Overall, 77.1% of Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents gave goods in the 12 months
prior to interview. Women (85.3%) were more likely to have given goods than men (68.7%). Those in
the middle age brackets (35-54 years) had the greatest participation rates in in-kind giving. As
education increased, so too did the likelihood of being an in-kind giver. Those who were unemployed
(62.4%) or full-time students (55.7%) had participated the least in in-kind giving. Those born in
Australia (78.2%) or overseas in an English-speaking country (78.3%) were more likely to be in-kind
givers than those born overseas in a non-English-speaking country (70%).

Types of goods
Clothes (93.2%), books (47.3%) and toys (32.5%) were given most commonly. Goods were most often
given directly to the charity (60.0%) or to an unmonitored location (e.g. charity bin) (47.8%).

Why do people give goods?
Focus group analysis revealed common motivations for in-kind giving included:

= the desire to recycle and reduce waste

= inability to give financially, and

= the perception that 100% of the value of the gift is going to those in need, and in some cases even
more than the value of the goods (for example a raffle prize donation).

" Some focus group and interview responses about giving circles and bequests insights came from those who
had set up giving circles and those who fundraised for bequests as well as general circle members or bequestors.
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Issues associated with giving goods included:

=  being unsure about how the NPO used the goods
= issues of storing and processing goods, and
= inappropriate donations consuming NPOs’ time and resources.

3.3.13 Who volunteers?

Population
Key statistics on volunteering from the Individual giving and volunteering survey included:

= an estimated 43.7% of respondents volunteered for at least one NPO during the year

= volunteer time during the year averaged 134 hours per volunteer (or 2.5 hours per week), with a
median of 55 hours

= an estimated total of 932 million hours was volunteered during the year, and

= some 21.9% of respondents participated in informal volunteering outside formal organisations.

Gender
Females volunteered an average of 138 hours during the year, with a participation rate of 46.9%.

Males volunteered an average of 130 hours, with a participation rate of 40.3%.

Age group

Those aged 35—44 years had the highest participation rate (50.7%), followed by those aged

45-55 years (47.4%). Those aged 65 years and older volunteered the highest average number of hours
(193 hours), followed by those aged 55-64 years (157 hours).

Country of birth
Those born in Australia (46.5%) or overseas in an English-speaking country (42.5%) had greater

volunteering participation rates than those born in a non-English-speaking country (29.9%). No
relationship emerged between hours volunteered and country of birth.

Income

Those in the highest income bracket (5156,000 and above) had the highest participation rate in
volunteering (59.2%).™ Those in the $15,600-520,799 income bracket had the highest average hours
volunteered (184 hours), followed by those in the $1-5799 income bracket (170 hours on average).

Education level
Those with postgraduate qualifications had the highest volunteering participation rate (53.0%). Those

with education level at Year 12 or below had the lowest participation rate (33.4%) but had the equal
highest average hours volunteered along with those who had trade qualifications (143 hours).

" Volunteering included Board membership (if unpaid).
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Employment status
Part-time, casual or self-employed people had the highest volunteering participation rate (49.3%),

followed by those who were not retired and not in the workforce (46.1%)." The lowest volunteering
participation rate (29.0%) was among those who were unemployed and looking for work, followed by
full-time students (38.2%).

Those who had retired volunteered the highest number of hours (average 196 hours), followed by
).16

those who were not retired and not in the workforce (average 176 hours
Occupation

People in professional (52.8%) or managerial roles (52%) had the highest volunteering participation
rates. Technicians and trade workers had the lowest participation rate (33.3%). There were no
significant differences in hours volunteered between occupations.

Household composition

Couples with dependent children living at home had the highest volunteering participation (51.8%),
followed by those living in a group household of related adults and children (50.9%). Group
households of unrelated adults had the lowest participation rate (32.4%), followed by couples with
independent children living at home (37.7%).

Those living alone contributed the most volunteer hours on average over the year (176 hours),
followed by couples with no children living at home (158 hours).

3.3.14 Why volunteer?

Reasons for volunteering were often closely aligned with the reasons for giving money. This is
unsurprising considering that 87.4% of volunteers in the Individual giving and volunteering survey
were also donors.

Focus group and interview participants identified a range of motivations for volunteering including:

= values alighment

= change of lifestyle (e.g. keep busy when retired)

= asense of satisfaction

= reciprocity

= personal/practical benefits (e.g. mental health benefits, gaining new skills, employment
opportunities), and

= peer and family networks encouraging and opening the way to volunteer.

Participants also noted that motivations may change over time for a volunteer, for example, from first
attaining practical skills to a sense of social inclusion and community connection.

 This includes home duties, full-time carers, unpaid workers in a family business and those that listed their
employment status as a volunteer.
'8 This includes home duties, full-time carers, unpaid workers in a family business and those that listed their
employment status as a volunteer.
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3.3.15 Forwhat causes do people volunteer?
Volunteering for primary and secondary education (21.4%) and sports organisations (20.1%) were the

most common categories.

For those aged 18—-24 years, religion (18.4%), sports (18.4%), health (17.0%) and social services
(16.0%) were the most commonly reported cause interests. For those aged 35-44 and 45-54 years,
the most commonly reported cause areas were primary and secondary education (42.8% and 25.9%,
respectively) and sports (20.7% and 30.1%, respectively). For those aged 65 years and older, religion
was the most common cause area (26.3%), followed by health (22.3%) and social services (18.2%).

3.3.16 Workplace/employee volunteering

Some 46.2% of respondents who were employed volunteered to an organisation in the 12 months
prior to interview. Of this, 9.5% did at least some of this volunteering through a workplace/employee
volunteering program. The average number of hours volunteered through workplace volunteering
programs was 46 hours, while the median was 15.5 hours. The most common number of hours
volunteered through workplace giving programs over the year prior to interview in 2016 was six hours.

3.3.17 Informal volunteering
Some 21.9% of respondents indicated that they had participated in some form of informal
volunteering (i.e. outside a formal organisation) including helping neighbours and friends.

3.3.18 Religion, giving and volunteering?’

People identifying with a religion were more likely to give, even to non-religious causes. When they
did give, however, they gave to non-religious causes the same amount as non-religious people. On top
of the amount donated to non-religious causes, those who identified with a religion also gave
significant amounts to religious organisations. This boosted their total average donations to a much
higher level.

Overall, those who identified with a religion had a greater rate of participation in volunteering for any
organisation than those who did not identify with a religion (48.1% compared to 40.7%).

There was no difference, however, in the percentage volunteering for non-religious organisations
between those who identified with a religion or did not. There was also no difference between
average volunteering hours to non-religious organisations between respondents who identified with a
religion or did not.

The Individual giving and volunteering survey estimated that 23.5% of givers, each donated $932.50
on average to religious charities in the 12 months prior to interview, and 18.3% of volunteers,
volunteered 119 hours on average in the same period to religious organisations.

7 A factsheet has been produced on this topic and is available at
http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-projects/giving-australia-2016/.
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This equates to $3.2 billion being donated to religious organisations in a year, or 28% of all donations.

Furthermore, 17% of all volunteer hours went to religious organisations, an estimated 161 million

hours.

3.4

How giving and volunteering have changed
since 2005

Care needs to be exercised in comparing the current results with Giving Australia 2005 Individual and

household survey because of some differences in method (see section 5.0). Reasons include the

different sampling of the population and the effect of the Boxing Day Tsunami on the 2005 survey.

Giving has both risen and fallen during the period between surveys according to other data sources

collected on an annual basis, such as the ATO taxation data on deductible gifts. Table 1 presents an

overview of the key findings from 2005 and 2016.

Table 1 Key findings, 2005 & 2016

Monetary giving

Giving Australia 2005

Giving Australia 2016

Total gifts from individuals

$7.7b ($10.06b 2016 dollars)

$11.2b

Number of donors

13.4m people
87% adult Australians

14.9m people
81% adult Australians

Average donation

$424 ($553.92 2016 dollars)

$764.08

Median donation

$100 ($130.64 2016 dollars)

$200

Tax-deductible gifts

ATO Taxation Statistics 2004-05

ATO Taxation Statistics 2014-15

Per cent claiming

37.35%

34.58%

Average donation

$341.60 ($446.27 2016 dollars)

S674.14 (5682.75 2016 dollars)

Volunteering

Giving Australia 2005

Giving Australia 2016

Percentage volunteering

41%

43.7%

Total number of hours

836 million hours

932 million hours

Average number of hours

132 hours

134 hours

Median number of hours

3.4.1

Giving

44 hours

55 hours

Giving Australia 2016 indicated that fewer people were giving, but that those who gave were giving
more. Giving has remained at 0.68% of GDP since 2005. When raffles and other significant purchases

are included, giving was estimated to be 0.76% of GDP in 2016.

Both the 2005 and the 2016 surveys found a greater percentage of women gave than men, and men

reported giving higher amounts. They also both found that giving increased with age, income and

education.
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In both surveys, those who were fully employed and those who were fully retired had higher average

levels of giving, while full-time students and those who were unemployed had the lowest levels.

Fewer people born overseas in a non-English-speaking country were giving, but there was an increase
in their average amount given.

Except for Western Australia, those living outside the capital city tended to be more likely to donate.
However, the average amount donated was greater in each capital city compared to the rest of the
state.

The same top five motivations for giving were in place, with the most common being ‘It’s a good
cause/charity’, which was cited more frequently in 2016 than in 2005.

In 2016, more people indicated that their giving was spontaneous than in 2005.

The proportion of donors who regularly participated in workplace giving increased between surveys: in
2005 it was 0.7%; in 2016 it was 2.7%. When examining only those who were employed by
organisations with workplace giving programs, this figure was 18.2% in 2016."®

In both surveys, most respondents reported being approached by telephone for a donation. This was
also the most disliked method of approach.

In 2016, more respondents disliked street fundraising than in 2005 (64.3% compared to 41.8% in
2005).

In 2005, people responded least to approaches by printed advertisements or fliers, television, mail and
telephone. In the 2016 survey respondents were given a wider choice and indicated they were most
likely never to give in response to internet advertisements, printed advertisements or fliers, followed
by radio, television and street fundraising.

The 2016 survey found slightly fewer Australians had made a Will, but the level of bequests in Wills
was similar to 2005.

3.4.2 Volunteering

The percentage of those volunteering and their average hours have increased since 2005. Both
surveys found that more women volunteer for longer periods, but the 2016 survey shows the gender
gap is narrowing. In 2005, women contributed 60% of all volunteer hours. In 2016, women
contributed 54.4% of all volunteer hours.

Both surveys found the relationship between age and volunteer participation rate is a typical inverted
‘U’ shape, peaking for those aged 35-54 years.

Both surveys found that the average number of hours volunteered decreased as income level
increased. However, volunteer participation rate rose with educational attainment.

¥ No equivalent measure was sought in 2005.
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Regarding employment status, the 2016 survey indicates an increase in volunteer participation rate
since 2005 by those unemployed and looking for work (23.8% in 2005, compared to 29% in 2016),
and those not retired and not in the workforce (42.2% in 2005, compared to 46.1% in 2016). There
was a drop in volunteer participation rate among full-time students in the 2016 survey (45.9% in 2005,
compared to 38.2% in 2016), but the average hours volunteered increased (102 hours in 2005,
compared to 121" hours in 2016).*

The number of hours volunteered by those born overseas in English-speaking countries fell in the
2016 survey compared to 2005, but the participation rate remained similar.

3.4.3 Giving and volunteering

Both surveys showed that those who volunteered had a higher giving participation rate and a higher
average donation than those who did not volunteer. The participation in monetary giving of
volunteers fell in 2016 but not by as much as the monetary giving participation of non-volunteers.

¥ Wwhere ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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4.0 Introduction

Giving and volunteering are cornerstones of civil society and organisations that inhabit the space
between government, the market and family.

Despite the strict economic logic of our modern market economy, giving and volunteering behaviours
have been resilient in transitioning from ancient cultures to remain a vital social exchange valued as
the mark of a caring and compassionate society, whether due to altruism or self-interest or an
indeterminable mix of both.

Australians give their money and their time to a diverse range of causes, and not just to their fellow
Australians but to others around the world in distress and need.

This report explores the results of the Giving Australia 2016 research on giving and volunteering by
individuals to organisations, primarily from the Individual giving and volunteering survey. It also draws
from focus groups and interviews conducted with everyday givers, regular givers,” bequestors,
volunteers, in-kind givers and others and includes some insights from a related Philanthropy and
philanthropists survey, reported in more detail in the Philanthropy and philanthropists report.

Where possible, comparisons have been made to the Giving Australia 2005 project (ACOSS 2005;
Lyons and Passey 2005).?! Unless otherwise stated, all data in this report has been drawn from the
Giving Australia 2016 project.

More questions related to the giving of money rather than time. This does not signify money as a
more important gift but rather the greater volume of data that already exists about volunteering.

“For the purposes of the Giving Australia 2016 reports, ‘regular givers’ means givers who give to an
organisation in a regular and planned way rather than spontaneously.
*! See section 5.4.7 for information on comparing the two datasets.

Individual giving and volunteering 1


http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-projects/giving-australia-2016/

4.1 Report structure

This report responds to the following research questions posed across the wider Giving Australia 2016
project:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= How are innovations in social media and technological developments influencing giving and
volunteering?

=  What factors influence people to utilise methods of giving, such as bequests, workplace giving and
collectives (e.g. giving circles) and foundations?

= How do Australian patterns of giving and volunteering compare with other like countries and what
factors contribute to these differences?

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

= What are the key factors that motivate individuals to move from spontaneous to planned giving
and volunteering?

= What are the opportunities to grow levels of giving and volunteering among individuals and
business?

= What are the current trends in levels of corporate social responsibility, including participation in
workplace giving and corporate volunteering programs and is this changing over time?*’

=  What does information about changing patterns of giving and volunteering in 2016 tell us about
the future of philanthropy in Australia?

= How do performance and outcomes reporting influence philanthropists’ decisions about
donations?

First, the report sets out the context for Giving Australia 2016: what we already know about
individuals’ giving and volunteering from the existing research literature.” It then summarises how
data was collected and analysed (section 5.0).

%2 Other than workplace giving, this is largely addressed by the Business giving and volunteering report.

> For a fuller presentation of the literature review, see Chapters 1-2, 5-6, 8-10 in Giving Australia 2016:
Literature review summary, available at http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-
projects/giving-australia-2016/, and the more in depth Giving Australia 2016 Literature review.
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The report then explores the findings from the Individual giving and volunteering survey, focus groups

and interviews with a wide variety of givers and volunteers, including:

= demographic profiles (sections 6.1, 6.11 and 6.12)

= motivations (sections 6.2, 6.3, 6.13 and 6.14)

= the causes receiving the benefit of giving (section 6.4) and volunteering (section 6.15)

= different approaches and methods of giving (sections 6.5 — 6.10) and volunteering (section 6.16),
and

= religion, giving and volunteering (section 6.17).

The final section (7.0) addresses what these findings mean for the sector and other stakeholders.

4.2 Key findings from previous research
(Literature review)

Individual giving and volunteering are very broad fields of enquiry. Individuals” giving and volunteering
habits vary according to their demographics, and may involve multiple modes of giving and
volunteering, including in-kind giving; planned giving; workplace giving and volunteering; virtual
volunteering; bequests; collective giving; crowdfunding and so on.

To shape the Giving Australia 2016 research questions, the existing literature was reviewed.

Decades of research highlight that giving motivations are complex and range from the purely altruistic
to a sense of obligation or need to return a favour. Demographic factors such as gender, age and
income level also affect giving (e.g. Bekkers and Wiepking 2011a, 2012) and volunteering behaviours
(Dittrich and Mey 2015; Einolf 2011; Gray, Khoo and Reimondos 2012; Manning 2010; Wang and
Graddy 2008). Gender and religion have been identified as the strongest influences on volunteering
behaviour (Lyons and Nivison-Smith 2006; Manning 2010).

Internet-based communication and electronic commerce are also beginning to affect giving behaviour
and the way in which volunteers engage with NPOs (Goldkind 2015; MacLaughlin 2015; Saxton, Guo
and Brown 2007).

Tax-deductible giving rose quickly in Australia from 2000 until the 2008 Global Financial Crisis. Levels
of giving only recovered in 2013—-14 (McGregor-Lowndes and Crittall 2016). Religious institutions have
historically received the largest share of individual giving in Australia in dollar terms, followed by social
welfare and community services, health and medical research, education and overseas aid (ACOSS
2005).

Accurate comparisons with other countries’ rates of giving and volunteering are difficult due to
different laws and tax treatments of charitable gifts.

Despite Australia’s multicultural society, little is known about culturally and linguistically diverse
(CALD) giving and volunteering practices (Cattacin and Domenig 2014; Cultural and Indigenous
Research Centre (CIRCA) 20164, b). Discussion is ongoing about the voluntary sector developing more
inclusive and pluralistic ways of recruiting volunteers from all backgrounds, ages and ability levels.
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The following chapters from the Giving Australia 2016 Literature review may be useful for readers of
this report:

Chapter 1: Volunteering engagement

Chapter 2: Everyday givers

Chapter 5: Cultural diversity in giving and volunteering
Chapter 6: Charitable bequests
Chapter 7: Giving collectives

Chapter 8: Regular, planned or ‘pledged’ giving

Chapter 9: In-kind giving

Chapter 10: Workplace giving, and

Chapter 16: New technologies.

The Literature review is available online at

http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-projects/giving-australia-2016/.
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5.0 Methodology

51 Overview

This section overviews the research methods used in collecting the Giving Australia 2016 data on
individual giving and volunteering.?

The Giving Australia 2016 study adopted a mixed-methods research approach, using both quantitative
and qualitative data collection and analysis methods. When studying national, complex and potentially
sensitive subjects such as giving and volunteering, this approach adds value by capturing data from the
diverse participants who are involved in giving and volunteering.

The choice to give or to volunteer, and where, and how, and for how long, involves multiple rational
and emotional decisions which are not always easy to fit into one of the answer options in a survey.
Sitting alongside the quantitative results, the interview and focus group transcripts provide a
commentary on people’s passions and concerns about giving and volunteering. This report also makes
use of data collected for the other Giving Australia reports, where relevant, especially qualitative data,
for example, high-net-worth individuals (HNWIs) and foundation interviews and focus groups.

52 Literature review

As mentioned in section 4.2, a comprehensive review of the available academic, grey literature” and
relevant government reports, enquiries and statistics was conducted to identify themes and gaps in
available evidence, which informed the questions for data collection instruments. It is available at
http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-projects/giving-australia-2016/.

5.3 Qualitative: Interviews and focus groups

Thirty-one one-to-one interviews and 25 focus groups informed the findings about individuals’ giving
and volunteering. The interview and focus group schedule was designed to include givers and
volunteers from urban and regional areas across as many states and territories as possible and
included online data collection where this was most appropriate. Section 10.1 lists a summary of
participant numbers and geographic representation for the interviews and focus groups.

** Further detail for the Giving Australia 2016 project as a whole can be found in Giving Australia 2016:
Background paper.
» Grey literature refers to general material not published in books or journal articles.
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For this report, the following giver and volunteer subgroups were involved:

= everyday givers and/or volunteers®

= regular givers”

= mid-level givers

=  HNWIs

= in-kind givers

= young givers and volunteers

= culturally and linguistically diverse givers and volunteers
= workplace givers, and

= bequestors.

The majority of participants for the interviews and focus groups were recruited via formal and
informal networks (such as those of Giving Australia’s sector partners); and the Australian Centre for
Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies and Centre for Social Impact Swinburne databases. Specific
individuals with expertise in topic areas were sent personalised email invitations. Focus groups and
interviews were also advertised on the Giving Australia QUT blog and website. Many people who
heard of Giving Australia 2016 approached researchers to participate in the non-random sample parts
of the study.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted either face-to-face or, where necessary, by telephone or
online and took an average of 43 minutes. Focus group sessions were conducted face-to-face (though
some use of teleconferencing technology was required in some cases) and took, on average,

83 minutes.

Interviews and focus groups explored:

=  motivations for giving and volunteering

= challenges and barriers to giving and volunteering
= changes to giving and volunteering behaviours, and
= how technology influences giving and volunteering.

Where an interview or focus group related to a specific type of giving or volunteering, participants
were also asked to reflect on why they had become involved in that avenue rather than some other
form of giving or volunteering.

Each interview and focus group was digitally audio-recorded. Audio data were transcribed verbatim
and analysed thematically using NVivo software. Data were coded according to higher-order themes,
and in accordance with the Giving Australia research questions (see section 4.1 above).

26 . . .
Everyday givers are ordinary Australian donors and volunteers.

7 Regular givers are donors who either give regularly to requests from the same organisation/s or are set up for
automatic donation to the same organisation/s.
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5.4 Quantitative: Individual giving and
volunteering survey

541 Overview

In summary, a quota sample of 6,201 Australians by age group (18 years plus) and gender across all
states and territories was conducted. Interviews were from 16 February 2016 to 24 May 2016 by
Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI), using randomly generated landline and Australian
mobile phone numbers. A small number of additional interviews were conducted from 6 to

23 September 2016 (after initial data cleansing) to meet quotas in each cell of the sample frame. The
questionnaire took on average 20 minutes to complete.

5.4.2 Questionnaire design

The original 2005 questions were replicated and new questions developed to capture facets such as
technological developments in social media, giving and volunteering platforms and key factors
motivating individuals to move from spontaneous to committed or planned giving.

Questions from 2005 were changed so demographic information could be aligned, where possible, to
ABS data and survey results compared to relevant ABS statistical collections including the 2016

28
census.

As well as the Giving Australia 2016 Literature review, questionnaire development was informed by

inputs from researchers, practitioners and DSS, ABS and the Steering Committee comprising members
of the Prime Minister’s Community Business Partnership.

5.4.3 Sample design

The number of completed interviews sought, in line with 2005, was 6,200. The stratification by age
group (18 plus), by gender and by state and territory was based on the population distribution as at
30 June 2015 (ABS 2015, Table 6). The proportion of each age group (18—19 years to 100 years and
older) was applied to the number of completed questionnaires. This distribution number by ‘cell’ (age
group by gender by state/Territory) thus became the number of interviews to be completed. Giving
Australia 2016 used a quota sample (which is a non-probability sample meaning that potential
respondents were contacted until all cells were filled. This also enabled the sample to be self-
weighting).

While the completed questionnaires do represent these proportions of the Australian population,
because it was not compulsory to participate, the results may not be an accurate reflection of those
contacted who chose not to participate. Where the number of respondents was too small to achieve

“In particular, descriptors of educational qualifications, classification of persons not in paid employment, and
household composition were expanded. Occupations were coded to 4-digit Australian and New Zealand
Standard Classification of Occupations (ANZSCO) codes, as were country of birth, language spoken at home and
religion.
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an acceptable confidence level, results are unreliable for general use. A double dagger (**) indicates

such figures in this report.

Respondents were selected by random digit dialling. Calls were made to landlines and mobiles each
representing 50% of the sample frame.” Landlines allow for targeting geographic areas such as
state/territory, whereas mobiles do not. Mobile ‘blackspots’” were covered by increasing landline
dialling in the affected postcode areas. A ‘limited sample” method was used: 50% that is 15,000
landline and 15,000 mobile numbers were initially included and 10% more sample was added as
required.®

A weekly non-response analysis and call status report enabled monitoring of completed questionnaire
numbers against the sample frame. Refer to section 10.2 for details on the reliability of the 2016 data.

5.4.4 Interviewing

The interviews were by CATI with provision for respondents to request to complete the questionnaire
online (and 15 respondents chose this option). Foreign language interviewers were available to assist
those respondents whose first language was not English.! Ethics guidelines applied to the survey
conduct and respondents were advised of the survey rationale, length and strict confidentiality. A link
or text message was provided to respondents on how to contact QUT Ethics and/or find more
information about the study. Participants were advised their participation was voluntary and that they
could withdraw from the interview at any time.

Persons ‘in scope’ were those aged 18 years and over, who were permanent residents of Australia, or
who had been in Australia for a minimum of 12 months unbroken stay. Checks ensured that
respondents had not been contacted about this survey previously.

For landline calls, the interviewer asked to speak to the person over 18 in the household who last had
a birthday so that respondent selection was randomised in households with more than one person ‘in
scope’.

The call hours for telephone interviews ranged from 10 am to 8.30 pm Tuesday to Friday, 10 am to
5 pm Saturday and 10 am to 2 pm Sunday, with two-thirds (66%) of the interviews conducted after

» Telephone numbers were sourced from a database, which randomly generates them. The numbers generated
were tested before loading. This eliminated many, but not all, business and disconnected numbers due to the
fact that the checking process (necessarily) is always ‘lagging’ the changes being made to the source list. Other
problems encountered were answering machines, fax numbers and, for landlines, numbers used exclusively for
internet connection.

0 Sample selection was also informed by the Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA),
Communications Report 2015. That report estimated the proportion of landlines to mobiles was 24% compared
to 76% (ACMA 2015, 14, 17). However, only 29% of the adult population were estimated to be without a fixed
line telephone service. With respect to age groups, 56% of those aged 25-34 used mobile only; for the 18-24
year group 45% used mobile only, and for over 65 years only 9% used mobile only.

* Overall, 215 interviews were completed in a language other than English, the most common being Mandarin
(96), Arabic (34), Vietnamese (25) and Cantonese (24).
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4.30 pm on weekdays. The response rate was 16% based on the number of calls made (excluding no

answer, fax, business and disconnected numbers) and those willing to respond.

Because a quota sample was used, the response rate may be lower than would be the case for other
survey types since calls need to be made until each ‘cell’ in the sample frame has been filled. Those
who agreed to be interviewed came from slightly higher income bands than the Australian average
and ranked higher in post-school qualifications.

545 Pre-test

The draft questionnaire was piloted in January 2016 with 57 respondents selected by the method
described in sections 5.4.3 and 5.4.4. Of the interviews obtained, 77% were from landlines and 23%
from mobiles.

The pre-test led to a number of questionnaire changes including wording, clarification/modification of
filter questions and the addition of descriptors. Response formats were changed for questions 39-42
and 50-56 to make it easier for interviewers to align responses to each category selected in the ‘lead’
question (e.g. Q39 and Q50). The format used in the 2005 survey was a ‘vertical string’ of questions,
which was found confusing and time-consuming in the pre-test. A change to a matrix format improved
accuracy and reduced time to obtain and record the data.

546 Coding

Coding was undertaken by a QUT senior researcher (and quality assured by another senior researcher)
to enable direct comparisons to ABS codes for example occupation, religion, country of birth and
language spoken. The organisations to which respondents donated and/or for which they volunteered,
were coded to the 4-digit International Classification of Non-Profit Organisations (ICNPO) code, to
facilitate international comparisons.*”

5.4.7 Interpretation of results

Results may be different to other studies by the ATO, ACNC and ABS. This does not necessarily mean
that any of the data is ‘wrong’ but it does mean that care is needed in comparing results. Data are only
directly comparable when collected on the same basis, that is, when the sample frame is the same and
a significant number of questions are the same. Different methods of collection (for example, personal
interview, phone interview, self-completion (diary, online, post back)) can cause differences in results
between surveys.

*> The full list of ICNPO codes is available at
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/5256.0Appendix12012-
13?opendocument&tabname=Notes&prodno=5256.0&issue=2012-13&num=&view.
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The following factors should be considered when interpreting the Giving Australia 2016 estimates:

= |nformation recorded in this survey is ‘self-reported’, and therefore may differ from information
available from other sources or collected using different methods. Self-report responses are
affected by the integrity of recall and individual interpretation of survey questions.

= Some respondents may have provided responses they felt were expected, rather than responses
that reflected their own situation accurately (a form of bias). Every effort has been made to
minimise such bias through the development and use of culturally appropriate survey
methodology.

Giving Australia 2005

Apart from the different sampling approach, new questions and new alignment with ABS demographic
protocols, another factor which must be considered when comparing with Giving Australia 2005 was
the Boxing Day Tsunami 2004. The media coverage, appeals and elevated profile of philanthropy in the
immediate aftermath of the tsunami coincided with the Giving Australia survey. Although attempts
were made to minimise this effect, the impact of the Boxing Day Tsunami on the 2005 survey both in
actual quantum and respondent perception bias remains unknown. The ABS has also changed how it
calculates GDP since 2005.

ABS General Social Surveys

Care should be taken when comparisons are made to the ABS General Social Survey (GSS) series (ABS
2015b). ABS surveys are compulsory and this Individual giving and volunteering survey was voluntary.
The GSS excluded certain people in households; the surveys were conducted by ABS interviewers in
person using a Computer Assisted Interviewing (CAl) questionnaire.

The Individual giving and volunteering survey results on questions about volunteering show higher
levels than those reported by the latest GSS (ABS 2015b). That survey showed volunteering rates in
Australia declining for the first time in almost 20 years, comparing it with data collected in the 2006
and 2010 GSS, and in the 1995 and 2000 Voluntary Work surveys (assuming they are directly
comparable).

There are sampling differences between the 2014 GSS and previous GSS surveys (2007, 2011) which
the ABS cautions may affect comparability (ABS 2015b).** The Giving Australia 2016 Individual giving
and volunteering survey used significantly more questions and prompts to elicit responses than the
2014 GSS. For example, where the GSS questionnaire asked further questions on one organisation
nominated by the respondent, the Giving Australia 2016 questionnaire probed for each of the 12
ICPNO organisation types, as well as advising the respondent that board participation and religious
activities fall within the definition of volunteering. Hall (2001), Rooney, Steinberg and Schervish

(2001, 2004) found a strong link between the length and nature of prompts and greater disclosure of
giving and volunteering behaviours. That the survey revealed higher volunteer hours than the ABS GSS
may be due to the matrix structure of the questions for this segment and that the format was

» Specifically, the sampling methodology was changed to obtain better estimates of people experiencing
multiple social disadvantage, i.e. those living in low socio-economic areas had a higher probability of being
selected in the sample.
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repeated for each of the nonprofit categories. The dataset was also checked for outliers and no

significant ones were identified.

The Giving Australia 2005 report found over the year to January 2005 an estimated 6.3 million people
or 41% of the adult population volunteered (ACOSS 2005). One year later in 2006, the ABS found that
5.2 million people, 34% of the Australian population aged 18 years and over, participated in voluntary
work.

The Giving Australia 2005 survey was used as a basic template for the 2016 Giving Australia survey.
We believe the Giving Australia 2016 questionnaire design has recorded volunteering behaviour more
accurately than previous surveys. While it is not possible on the strength of one set of results to
conclude that there has been an increase or decrease in the behaviour, it does set a new benchmark
for volunteering in Australia for future comparative examination.
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6.0 Findings

This section presents the findings from the Individual giving and volunteering survey about the giving

and volunteering behaviour of individuals in Australia, as well as the findings from focus groups and
interviews. The findings on giving are presented first, then the findings on volunteering. Both sections
are structured in the same way.

6.1 Who are the givers?

The findings presented in this section relate to the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

In 2015-2016, 14.9 million Australians aged 18 or older (or 80.8%)* gave a total of $11.2 billion in
donations to charities and NPOs. This was estimated to be 0.68% of GDP.*

In total, 80.8% of respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey gave at least one
monetary donation. The average amount donated across all donors was $764.08, while the median
amount given in the year per donor was $200.

Some demographic factors made a meaningful difference to giving and volunteering behaviour.

6.1.1 Gender

As Table 2 shows, women were more likely to give than men. The trend for females to participate
more in giving than men has continued since 2005. The average donation for those donating,
however, was higher in absolute terms for males ($866.94) than females (5670.75). While the
proportion of both males and females donating has decreased since 2005, the average amount given
per donor has increased for both genders.*

**The per cent giving is in relation to all monetary giving. It should not be confused with the ATO tax-deductible
gift data which is only monetary giving that is claimed as a tax-deduction.

» Percentage of GDP was calculated according to GDP (current prices) as at June 2016. As respondents were
asked about donations in the previous 12 months prior to interview (sometime between February and
September 2016), it may refer to a slightly different period.

% Respondents could choose male, female or other (with which no respondents identified).
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Table 2 Monetary donations by gender

Gender 2005 2016
Percentage Average total annual Number Percentage Average total
donating donations (2016 donating donating annual
dollars) donations
Male 84.1% $625.08 2,389 77.7% $866.94
Female 89.5% $494.03 2,621 83.8% $670.75
Total 86.9% $553.92 5,010 80.8% $764.08

6.1.2 Age

People aged 35—44 years were most likely to donate, with 85.1% of respondents in that age bracket
making at least one monetary donation in the previous year. Those aged 65 years and older made the
highest average total donations per year, at $913.56, compared to the overall average of $764.08 (see
Table 3).

Table 3 Monetary donations by age group

Age 2005 2016
group

Percentage Average total Number Percentage Average total
donating annual donations donating donating annual
(2016 dollars) donations
18-24 82.2% $301.40 543 70.8% $288.78
25-34 86.5% $449.48 931 78.0% $601.82
35-44 88.3% $587.07 939 85.1% $823.57
45-54 88.4% $655.22 887 82.6% $888.31
55-64 87.0% $604.11 778 83.1% $896.90
65 plus 87.3% $677.49 932 82.7% $913.56
Total 86.9% $553.92 5,010 80.8% $764.08

6.1.3 Income

As Figure 1 shows, the percentage of respondents making at least one monetary donation to an NPO
increased with income. However, 24.7% of respondents refused to disclose their income, so it is
possible that the real figures are different. This often occurs with income questions.

The level of generosity was not the same for everyone within the income groups. For example, survey
respondents in the $156,000 and above income band reported an average donation of $2,198.29.
However, the median donation for this group was $500 and the most common donation amount was
$100.”

*” Where income results are shown against demographic variables, there may be a slight error due to a higher
response rate by higher income earners.
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Figure 1 Monetary donations and average amount donated by personal income

6.1.4 Education
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Reflecting the same trend as in Giving Australia 2005, as respondents’ education level increased, so
too did the likelihood of their making a monetary donation and its average amount (see Table 4).
Respondents with a postgraduate qualification donated on average $1,265.99 in the previous

12 months. The median donation for this group, however, was much lower at $350.

Table 4 Monetary donations by education level

Education level 2005 2016
Percentage  Average total Number Percentage Average
donating annual | donating donating total annual
donations donations38
(2016 dollars)
Year 12 or below 84.5% $410.17 1,139 74.8% $421.86
Trade qualification/ 89.6% $667.01 1,601 81.3% $S603.86
apprenticeship/
certificate/diploma
Undergraduate university 91.0% $822.95 1,306 84.7% $935.26
qualiﬁcation39
Postgraduate qualification N/A N/A 885 85.0% $1,265.99
Total 86.9% $553.92 5,010 80.8% $764.08

* Some respondents refused to provide a dollar amount.

**1n 2005, undergraduate and postgraduate studies were combined.
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6.1.5 Employment status
Those in paid employment were more likely to donate than those not in paid employment. The reason

for not being in paid employment affected giving. Around 81% of retired respondents were donors,
compared with 64% of those who were unemployed and looking for work (see Table 5).

The percentage of full-time students giving has decreased since 2005. However, the average donation
from full-time students has increased to $338.10.

Table 5 Monetary donations by employment status

Employment status40 2005 2016
Percentage Average total Number Percentage Average
donating annual donations donating donating  total annual
(2016 dollars) donations#
Full-time paid 88.8% $634.25 2,158 85.4% $852.22
employment
Part-time, casual or self- 89.6% $465.20 971 80.9% $734.84
employed
Unemployed, looking for 70.6% $225.39 194 64.0% $355.94
work
Not retired and not in 81.7% $436.37 422 78.7% $620.43
workforce™
Full-time student 79.0% $230.64 136 59.6% $338.10
Retired 86.4% $618.53 1,093 80.6% $805.75
Total 86.9% $553.92 5,010 80.8% $764.08

6.1.6 Occupation

As Figure 2 shows, occupation also makes a difference to giving patterns. In 2016, professionals had
the highest percentage of people making donations compared with other occupations. Managers and
professionals had the greatest annual total donations (on average), being $1,080.88 and $1,011.25,
respectively.

In 2005, occupations were examined according to white-collar and blue-collar industries. The
percentage of respondents in white-collar occupations making donations was above 89%, while the
percentage of respondents in blue-collar occupations making donations was below 85%. In 2016,
more than 85% of managers, professionals, clerical and administrative workers, and community and
personal service workers made at least one monetary donation in the 12 months prior to interview.
The percentage of technicians and trades workers, sales workers, machinery operators and drivers,
and labourers making donations were all under 85%.

**There was a significant revision of ANZCO between 2005 and 2013.
" Some respondents refused to provide a dollar amount.

42 P . . . . . .
This includes, home duties, full-time carers, unpaid workers in a family business and volunteers.
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Figure 2 Monetary donations and average donation by occupation

6.1.7

Household composition

Average donation

In terms of household composition, having children may affect the likelihood of being a donor (see

Table 6). The proportion of respondents who were donors was highest for those living as a couple who
had children not living at home. This was followed by couples with dependent children living at home

and couples with independent children living at home.

In terms of average annual total donations, couples with dependent children at home had the highest

average annual donation ($962.39), followed by couples with children not living at home ($953.79).
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Table 6 Monetary donations by household composition43

Household type Number Percentage Average total
donating donating annual
donations
Person living alone 764 77.9% $551.52
Couple with no children 731 81.0% $826.06
Couple with no children living at home 770 86.0% $953.79
Couple with dependent children living at home 1,460 84.7% $962.39
Couple with independent children living at home 248 83.5% $701.36
Single parent with children living at home 206 78.3% $378.08
Group household of unrelated adults 250 71.6% S474.42
Group household of related adults 348 73.3% S471.23
Group household of related adults and children 131 75.7% $495.63
Total 5,010 80.8% $764.08
6.1.8  Country of birth

Those born in Australia or an English-speaking country were more likely to be donors than those born

in a non-English-speaking country (see Table 7). However, the average annual donation was highest

for those born overseas in a non-English-speaking country.

Table 7 Monetary donations by country of birth44

Country of birth 2005 2016
Percentage Average total Number Percentage Average
donating annual donations | donating donating total annual
(2016 dollars) donations
Australia 87.1% $558.25 3,558 83.1% $743.41
Overseas, English- 89.1% S573.97 901 81.6% $801.50
speaking country
Overseas, non-English- 83.0% $521.55 514 67.6% $864.09
speaking country
Total 86.9% $553.92 5,010 80.8% $764.08
6.1.9 State of residence

As Table 8 shows, with the exception of Western Australia, those living outside of a capital city tended
to be more likely to donate. However, the average amount donated was greater in capital cities

compared to the rest of the state.

* Numbers may not add up due to refusals and/or additional small categories that are not included here.

* Numbers may not add up due to refusals and/or additional small categories that are not included here.
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Table 8 Monetary donations and average donation by state of residence#®

State/Territory 2005 2016
Percentage Average total Number Percentage Average total
donating annual donating4é donating annual
donations donations#’
(2016 dollars)
New South Wales N/A N/A 1,607 81.2% $806.57
Greater Sydney 87.6% $686.67 861 79.7% $902.45
Rest of NSW 84.5% $560.87 727 82.7% $700.49
Victoria N/A N/A 1,265 81.5% $773.85
Greater Melbourne 88.0% $635.56 877 80.4% $825.33
Rest of VIC 86.0% $520.24 386 84.3% $653.28
Queensland N/A N/A 972 79.0% $691.50
Greater Brisbane 85.8% $494.03 496 77.0% S744.88
Rest of QLD 88.5% $495.34 472 81.2% $638.67
South Australia N/A N/A 359 79.2% $678.64
Greater Adelaide 90.5% $450.79 276 77.1% $696.92
Rest of SA 78.7% $484.86 80" 87.9% $611.15"
Western Australia N/A N/A 558 82.4% $757.57
Greater Perth 89.0% $397.06 494 83.7% $778.75
Rest of WA 82.4% $335.47 63" 73.7%" $598.47"
Tasmania, Northern 82.4% $458.65 263 81.2% S847.37
Territory, Australian
Capital Territory
Australia total 86.9% $568.83 5,010 80.8% $764.08

6.2 Why do people give?

Giving is a personal decision and the reasons for giving are as diverse as the people who give.
Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents and focus group participants indicated a broad

range of motivations behind their giving.

* Where ¥ appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.

** Numbers may not add up due to refusals.

*’ Some respondents refused to provide a dollar amount.
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This section examines findings which answer the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions:

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

6.2.1  Motivators for giving — overall

Figure 3 shows the most common reasons for giving to a particular NPO, as reported by Individual
giving and volunteering survey respondents. The top six reasons were also the most common for
respondents in Giving Australia 2005, suggesting that little has changed in terms of overall motivations
in the past decade.

It's a good cause/charity 38.5%

20.5%

| respect the work it does

Sympathy for those it helps - 13.6%
I/someone | know has/had an illness or condition it

) 12.8%
tries to cure
|/someone | know has directly benefited from its

/ Y . 10.6%
services
To help strengthen the community 9.8%

A sense of obligation to my country, culture or
8 Y Y 7.0%

religion
| trust it to use the money correctly . 4.7%
To help make the world a better place . 4.4%
|/someone | know might need its help in the future . 4.4%

Figure 3 Motivations for giving48

Survey respondents could choose more than one motivator and this reflected the strong findings in
the focus groups and interviews that giving came from a mix of motivations and that mix varied by
individual. *°

* This figure has been drawn from Question 12 of the Individual giving and volunteering survey: What are the
main reasons you chose to give your money to [charity name]? Respondents could nominate more than one
motivation.

* See section 5.3 for methodology and 10.1 for a list of focus group and interview topics.
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These qualitative inputs extended understanding of some commonly reported survey responses such

as ‘it’s a good cause’ and ‘I respect the work it does’. Some participants spoke about these
organisation-based factors as the baseline for their giving, similar to a hygiene factor that needed to
be in place for them to give (Ross and Segal 2008). Most put a very personal slant on what made a
charity a good cause or what it took for them to respect its work.

Values alignment
A strong message about what made a charity a ‘good cause’ was the need for values alignment, a

match between the participant’s personal values and the NPO's. A representative statement would
be:

... for me it would be around, ‘is the charity doing something that | feel strongly about?’
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

Participants reinforced how powerful this motivation was for them, with terms such as ‘my passion for
the cause’ or the cause being ‘close to my heart’ and explained that rather than a simple motivation
their giving was about a very active personal connection. Often the trigger for this connection was
intimate knowledge of someone assisted by an NPO working in that area, reinforced in the survey
findings of 12.8% of givers motivated because ‘I/someone | know has/had an illness or condition it
tries to cure’ and 10.6% motivated because ‘I/someone | know has directly benefited from its
services’.

The qualitative data highlighted that a multigenerational connection was a particularly robust impetus
to giving money and other gifts.

Well, | had prostate cancer at 49. My father also had prostate cancer and as a result of that ... |
went about making my business to raise awareness and raise money for that cause.
- Interview, HNWI, QLD

Peer networks
This values base even needed to be in place when peer modelling or feelings of social duty were the
main motivation for giving.

... sometimes it’s been a good friend is doing something, you want to support them, and so you
jump in and do it. You wouldn’t do it if you didn’t believe in it, but it’s not necessarily your core
focus ...

- Focus group, Collective givers, NSW

Values more general: compassion, reciprocity
Many of the motivations highlighted in the survey reflected what participants described as their set of

values. Survey responses such as the third highest motivation, ‘sympathy for those it helps’, were clear
in the focus groups and interviews where people spoke about caring and doing the right thing and
compassion for those worse off than themselves. They expressed that:

We normally think about people in need. So the need focus is a very important one for us.
- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD
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Adding some description to the sense of obligation noted by 7% of survey respondents, some

participants also spoke about their wish to ‘give back’ or reciprocate in appreciation for their own
good fortune. The following motivation was common but not universal across focus groups and
interviews.

... 've done fairly well from a financial point of view ... it’s the right and correct and fair thing to
do to give some back.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Building a better society, having impact where it matters.

Many focus group and interview participants identified creating broader social benefits of giving as a
staunch value that underpinned their giving. Survey respondents gave this some importance with 9.8%
of givers motivated ‘to help strengthen the community’ and 4.4% of givers motivated to ‘help make
the world a better place’. Qualitative participants expanded on these general statements by honing in
on notions such as these:

... it’s part of my social responsibility to [give] — if | want to live in a world that has justice and
equity, | have to be willing to put my money where my mouth is.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Well in our area the social life of the community evolves very much around these sorts of things.
We have programs like a community drive once in every two years. We’ve raised enough money
to keep our local hall in excellent condition. We finance the fire brigade ... it’s the social life of the
community.

- Focus group, Nonprofit fundraisers, VIC

Some participants noted that they were galvanised to give, or ‘do the right thing’ due to a lack of
engagement by others or in response to governmental withdrawal or negative actions.

Allied to this value about a better society was a particular and quite objective interest in the impact of
contributions.

Mine definitely comes from the head, and it’s about making a difference, a prolonged difference.
It’s not about just solving a problem — well, fixing something temporarily, I’'m looking at a
permanent fix.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Cultural and family values
Focus groups and interview participants alluded to the personal values set becoming embedded
through family or a community practice of giving, for example:

| think it probably comes from my late grandmother who was very much a giver and supporter.
Most of hers would have been through the church, her church ... she was the person who taught
me ...

- Interview, In-kind giver, QLD
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It was especially strong as a result of cultural influences.

I've grown up in a family and community where philanthropy is very central to what we do, and
that it is very important that you’re there to —and | believe we’re here to serve, we’re here to not
just eat, sleep and work. It’s much bigger than that.

- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

Personal satisfaction

The emphasis on the internal drive of values reinforced that focus group and interview participants
were not giving for the primary purpose of personal satisfaction but they expressed it as a definite and
sometimes surprising by-product that made them give again.

... at a personal level, | think there are benefits very much in terms of making one feel very
good ...
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

6.2.2 Motivations for giving: gender

Some focus group and interview participants felt women were more likely to have been influenced to
give by personal experience and awareness of disadvantage. Little difference in motivations by gender
emerged from the survey but this experience and awareness by women was borne out with female
respondents slightly more likely to report ‘I/someone | know has/had an illness or condition it tries to
cure” and ‘sympathy for those it helps’. Participants also pointed to tradition, conditioning and role
modelling as formative in women’s giving. As one said:

If I think back to the amazing community work that my grandmother and my mother and other
women did in our community, it’s been going on for a really long time and it’s been very
valuable, and it’s underpinned that solid community, particularly in small towns I think.

- Interview, Women and girls, VIC

Male survey respondents were slightly more likely to report ‘a sense of obligation to my country,
culture or religion” as reasons for giving.

Qualitative participants felt that women were more likely to ‘be in charge’ of giving decisions in many
households. However, a power imbalance was noted by participants who observed that women were
often more visible at the level of community work, whereas men tended to occupy higher profile and
more public positions in institutional philanthropy.

Participants felt that these decision-making positions in philanthropy were relatively male-dominated
and that this reflected a broader gender inequity still present in Australia’s corporate and political
realms. Although increasing numbers of women were gaining sufficient income or wealth to enable
greater giving (as evidenced in ABS 20164, b), there were concerns that women remained financially
disadvantaged compared to men. Some participants noted a lack of recognition for women’s giving.
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6.2.3 Motivations for giving: geography

Rural and regional participants across a number of focus groups perceived urban and regional donors

to behave differently. Regional participants particularly believed their giving differed from their urban
counterparts and were more vocal about how their location affected their giving.

The survey results supported this perception in that respondents outside capital cities were more
likely to report strengthening the community as a motivating factor for their giving than those living in
capital cities (12% vs 8.5%).

Focus group and interview participants provided a range of context for this finding, including need,
ethos and different pressures.

Need

The relative isolation of many regional communities and their distance from services was thought to
generate greater community engagement, for example through groups such as ‘small rural Rotary
clubs ... where everybody’s involved’ (Interview, In-kind giver, NSW).

Regional participants said they had to be proactive in giving because they have to support themselves.

We live in a leaner government, and what’s happened is it’s pushed down to the states and it’s
pushed down to local government, ... there’s a lot more pressure on philanthropic organisations
and communities to support their local community.

- Focus group, Nonprofit fundraisers, VIC

Ethos
Smaller country communities were seen as closer in relationships and therefore having a stronger

community-centric emphasis.

People tend to care more about each other. There seems to be more of a sense of community.
Which the cities; they’ve lost all that now.
- Focus group, In-kind givers, QLD

One participant reflected his giving behaviours had changed with his move from the city.

... | find myself wanting to be more involved now that I’'m in a smaller regional town ... | became
a lot more willing and wanting to be involved in [the] community.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, NSW

Pressures
Givers in both locales felt pressured to give but in different ways. Speaking of a regional setting one
point of view was:

It doesn’t matter what the group is; they’ve always got their hands out waiting for help, waiting
for you to join in. You must buy this raffle ticket.
- Focus group, In-kind givers, QLD
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In contrast, urban participants rarely identified their environment as affecting their giving. But some

took the view that it was harder to engage when there were fewer personal connections and less
time. Street fundraising was also an experience for several city participants that had affected their
giving choices.

I walk through the city and ... there are people constantly asking me for my money.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

6.2.4 The effects of triggers and tipping points

The focus groups and interviews revealed two related influences, triggers and tipping points as
impacting giving behaviours. A trigger refers to a precipitous event or action (something that brings
something forward). A tipping point is defined as threshold factor, or level of momentum reached,
which pushes the behaviour over the line.

Triggers

Changes in lifestyle, such as retirement or the progression to more stable or advanced employment,
were frequently identified as providing the key impetus towards giving practices, as was a change in
marital status and having children.

And | guess my donating patterns tend to vary, depending on my income — can | afford it —and
what do | think of the organisation?
- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

... people who are more financially secure will be more likely to donate to organisations so that
tends to point towards focusing on older folk with stable incomes and ... a few financial
responsibilities off their shoulders, the kids are grown up or growing up, the house is largely paid

off ...
- Interview, NPO CEO, QLD

Critical events such as natural, personal and increasingly social disasters presented as a core impetus
for giving both money and goods/services.

So the thing that happened in Paris™ triggers different people’s different kind of reactions.
- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

When calamity happens, you dig deeper.
- Focus group, In-kind givers, QLD

The emotional connection coupled with an overwhelming sense of helplessness to directly act were
fundamental elements driving this response.

*% This refers to the terrorist attacks in Paris on November 13 2015. For more information, see
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/11995246/Paris-shooting-What-we-know-so-
far.html.
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Well when it comes to things like national and natural disasters, like the tsunami or the bushfires

or whatever, | think every Australian gave to those fundraisers because we all felt so desperate
about it.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Critical personal events including imminent death and to a lesser extent participation in potentially
dangerous activities such as travelling overseas were also noted. Bequest fundraisers from focus
groups identified the activity of preparing a Will often offered an opportunity for individuals to begin
to think more seriously about giving.

A common and important trigger identified was hearing compelling or powerful stories.

... the easiest way to connect with that is with story, to hear personal stories of people whose
lives have changed or whose circumstances are improved because of the particular project or
cause.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

[There] has to be a story behind it rather than just ‘Can you please give? Where’s the money
going? How’s it helping ?’
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

Simply being asked could trigger a donation. One participant offered this advice to charities:

... you’ve got to do the asking or otherwise someone else will. So there’s that, but you’ve got to
be respectful.
- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

The modelling of giving behaviour also encourages giving in others.

I do think that there’s something about seeing other people doing something that triggers
something within you ...
- Focus group, High-net-worth individuals and founaations, SA

Finally, there were participants who noted that they don’t respond to triggers.

I've done a ‘set and forget’. | know where I’'m at and so ... | don’t need a trigger.
- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

Overall participants agreed that triggers to give were highly individual but often included ‘emotional
tugs’ and personal ‘feel good incentives’.

Tipping points
The focus group participants identified several tipping points or items that pushed them towards

giving.
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An ease of donating in terms of both payment and/or participation at the moment the person was

ready to give was frequently mentioned.

... make that experience as easy and pleasant as possible
- Focus group, Everyday givers, TAS

| tend to donate to big organisations, and that’s because it’s just easier, because they do send
me mail, | don’t have to remember.
- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

Various other tipping points were in play for individuals, ranging from seeing that the charity
emphasises ethical practices or transparency about funds use to receiving a piece of recognition or
feedback about the effectiveness of their contribution.

I don’t need thanking, but I’'m really interested to hear about the projects. So one of the things
that was great with [charity] was that they actually sent around a balance ledger.
- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC

Whether these worked as a tipping point sometimes varied by the donation amount. For instance, one
participant indicated that if it were a significant amount then simple feedback alone would not prompt
more giving and there should be ‘at least a six-month feedback or engagement or invitation to a
Christmas party’ (Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD). Several participants across a number of focus
groups indicated their withdrawal of support when thanks were not forthcoming.

6.3 Why don’t people give?

Survey findings provided some insight into the reasons people do not donate, which is part of the
following research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

Some 19.2% of respondents did not give money.

More than half of these non-givers (55.7%) reported they cannot afford to give. The next three
reasons, however, all related to a lack of trust in the charity.

= | don’t know where the money would be used (34.4%)
= | think too much in every dollar is used in administration (32.8%), and
= | don’t believe that the money would reach those in need (31.8%).

These points reinforce some of the interview and focus group themes raised earlier and logically are
also the flipside of giving motivations, triggers and tipping points.
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Participants were vocal on such matters and said they did change their giving. They expressed concern

about the poor use of their funds:

I’'m very sceptical about some of the major charities and the organisation that they go to, just to
wonder how much goes back to where they are seeking the money for.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

I just need an A4 printed doodly that says ‘This is what we’ve done with your money.” | don’t
need this [professionally designed materials] — advertising agencies, they must make
megabucks from it, and | really don’t like it.

- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC

Their views were particularly strong if they perceived their donations as benefiting staff or volunteers,
for example:

... a very good friend of mine was the general sales manager at BMW Australia in Melbourne ...
He said, ‘I've just got an order here for five BMW cars for their area managers’ ... And that sort
of set me against that particular charity.

- Focus group, Everyaday givers, QLD

Because | know there was some charity organisations where volunteers and staff get first
combing [of donated goods].
- Focus group, In-kind givers, QLD

Some 48.1% of non-givers indicated that better information on how the money will be spent would
influence their future giving. Figure 4 provides other views on what would influence non-givers,
although 22.3% would not be influenced by anything.

If I had more money 25.2%

If I identified with the cause 14.0%

If I knew more about the organisation in general 10.7%

Only if the causes directly affected me/my family 4.8%

Nothing - I would not donate 22.3%

Figure 4 Influences for non-givers to give

Responses were different for non-giver respondents with an income of $104,000 and above for whom
the most common reason for not giving was ‘l don’t know where the money would be used’ (40.3%),
followed by ‘I think too much in every dollar is used in administration’ (35.8%).>" These respondents
offered that they would be influenced to give by ‘being provided with better information on how the

> Where income results are shown against demographic variables, there may be a slight error due to a higher
response rate by higher income earners.
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money will be spent’ (46.3%), ‘If my friends and/or family on social media are supporting the cause’
(41.8%), and if they identified with the cause (19.4%). Some 11.9% said they would donate if they had
more money.>”

Other giving disincentives that came through strongly in interviews and focus groups were what
participants termed intrusive fundraising: particularly evening phone calls and aggressive canvassers.

... L really don’t like ... being phoned at home by anybody, even by people to whom | already
subscribe. | find that incredibly intrusive.
- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

I’'ve got three children under 14, and the callers - | really can’t stand the callers, because they do
always ring at six o’clock ... those tactics | don’t like.
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

The negative impact of perceived aggressive approaches by street fundraisers was also widely noted.

Now [ think it’s a group supporting [name of charity], and they pop up in one of our local
shopping centres from time to time and they’re very, very aggressive. And for me, that is the best
way to guarantee a zero donation.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

This pressure presents a dilemma for participants as they generally believe in the cause or know it is
important, yet are reluctant to give under perceived pressure. Furthermore, the ‘polished spiel” of
street fundraisers was considered widely to lack authenticity and pointed to the commercialisation of
giving, something that some participants found abhorrent, and many felt uncomfortable about.

I mean | do it [give] monthly, and some are quite aggressive in terms of wanting you to increase
[the amount], which is probably the quickest way to get me to turn it into a zero, except | believe
in what they’re doing.

- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

... lalready am giving what for me is a considerable amount of money to them. It’s like — it feels
exploitative. | feel like I'm being exploited. And as yet | have not told them to rack off, but I've
been very close to it a few times. | just very nicely say to them, ‘I’'m sorry, I’'m not earning any
money at the moment. | can’t afford to give any more,” and if they’re not embarrassed, they
should be.

- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC

> These figures should be treated with caution due to low sample size.
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A concern was identified by participants that they termed ‘emotional blackmail’.

One of my key | guess annoyances ... is when charities start enlisting people in your
neighbourhood to collect for them and using that sort of neighbourhood friendship there to
actually get you to give to that particular charity. | really see that as emotional blackmail, and |
don’t give to those charities because of that.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Overall, there was a dislike for approaches that did not ‘show respect’ or acknowledge appropriately.

Several participants also expressed concern about their information being made available, which has
the effect of opening the door to ongoing calls.

They still keep ringing me ... the buggers share lists you see. So, if you’re on someone’s list then
you’re on about 20 lists.
- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Paradoxically, it seems that bad experiences don’t automatically lead to withdrawal of support.
However, there was a strong sense of frustration within the focus groups, which many indicated could
eventually lead them to stop supporting.

6.3.1 Barriers and challenges

The Individual giving and volunteering survey finding that half of non-givers saw cost as a barrier and
that a quarter would give if they had more money was unpacked in interviews and focus groups. They
said dual working families, increased financial pressures from high mortgages, more sophisticated
lifestyles and general increased costs of living worked against giving and undermined a culture of
giving and will impact into the future. For some focus group participants, it came down to budgeting,
prioritising giving and giving in manageable chunks ongoing.

... in each fortnight this is where money is going and everything else and the payroll giving, it’s
there, it’s in the budget. Whereas | have a friend, she doesn’t budget at all, she gets to the point
like, “I've got some money, I'll donate that’. She said, ‘| can’t handle having to think that I'm
doing it every fortnight’.

- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

I could never access S480. I’'m just not that kind of saving person ... But | can do S40 a month,
and so | do.
- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

Participants felt there was unregulated growth in charity numbers that confused givers and
volunteers, sometimes prompting them to opt out of giving altogether.

... the plethora of charities around the place all trying to do these little things ... all trying to get
the charity dollar ... And you can understand why it becomes so fragmented out there trying to
do these things and they never really achieve anything, because they can’t.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD
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Some participants felt government should verify NPO claims as well as report on the sector’s

condition.

... their child has leukaemia, so instead of joining the Leukaemia Foundation, they start up

Mrs Jones’s Leukaemia Fund, because they want it to be about their child or they want it to be
about them, and they’re going to get community benefit funding of 535,000 for laptops and fax
machines and whatever, and take it away from other organisations ... so if there’s a way for the
government to say, ‘Okay, enough is enough. If you want to become a not-for-profit
organisation and you’ve got a mission statement, first of all, you must ensure that there’s no
other organisation in Australia that is doing what you’re doing, not replicating it.”

- Focus group, NPO fundraisers, QLD

6.4 To what causes do people give?

Moving beyond motivations, this section focuses on the decision-making logic and actions informing
how individuals choose which cause to support. This helps to answer the following research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

Table 9 shows the cause areas chosen by donors, with social services (64.5%) and health (including
medical research) (60.7%) the most popular.

Those donating to religious organisations gave the highest amount on average over the year prior to
interview ($932.50), followed by those donating to international organisations (5579.08). The average
amount donated to sports over the year was $395.89; however, because there were several larger
donations in this pool, the median donation of S50 better reflects more typical giving.
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Table 9 Monetary donations to all cause areas®3 54

Cause area Number Percentage Average total Estimated total Percentage of

donating to donating to this  annual donation amount donated  total donations
this cause cause (millions)

Culture and 723 14.4% $346.60 $727.81 6.47%

recreation total

Culture and arts 209 4.2% $293.32 $179.72 1.60%

Sports 386 7.7% $395.89 S442.74 3.94%

Recreation 168 3.4% $217.29 $105.35 0.94%

Education total 524 10.5% $359.96 $552.45 4.91%

Primary and 456 9.1% $269.76 $360.26 3.20%

secondary

education

Higher education 60" 1.2%"" $837.50™ $149.46 1.33%

Other education 7" 0.1%"" N/A $33.15 0.29%

Research 3" 0.1%"* N/A $9.58 0.09%

Health total 3,039 60.7% $221.34 $1,961.22 17.44%

Hospitals and 562 11.2% $112.64 $184.27 1.64%

rehabilitation

Nursing homes 32" 0.6%"" $195.80" $17.47 0.16%

Mental health and 104 2.1% $202.93 $61.57 $0.55%

crisis intervention

Other health 679 13.6% $221.34 $434.51 3.86%

services

Medical research™ 2,421 48.3% $178.77 $1,263.41 11.24%

Social services 3,230 64.5% $185.24 $1,749.33 15.56%

total

Social services 2,328 46.5% $135.77 $922.65 8.20%

Emergency relief 1,927 38.5% $137.75 S774.75 6.89%

Income support and 28" 0.6%"" $623.57" $51.93 0.46 %

maintenance

Environment 355 7.1% $235.82 $239.18 2.13%

Animal protection 730 14.6% $125.93 $268.19 2.38%

> Organisations are classified according to the International Classification of Nonprofit Organisations (ICNPO)
which is available at http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/5256.0Appendix12012-
13?opendocument&tabname=Notes&prodno=5256.0&issue=2012-13&num=&view=.

54 1 . ) ' -
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.

>> Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund

medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,

patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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Cause area Number Percentage Average total Estimated total Percentage of

donating to donating to this  annual donation amount donated  total donations
this cause cause (millions)

Development and 47+ 0.9%+* $404.83+ $55.39 0.49%

housing total

Economic, social 29" 0.6%"" $259.31" $22.37 0.20%

and community

development

Housing 1% 0.0%" N/A $29.74 0.26%

Employment and 17 0.3%"" N/A $3.28 0.0.3%

training

Law, advocacy 176 3.5% $301.22 $148.72 1.32%

and politics total

Civic and advocacy 88" 1.8%"" $296.78" $69.74 0.62%

organisations

Law and legal 4t 0.1%"" N/A $0.63 0.01%

services

Political 95 1.9%"" $283.29™ $78.36 0.70%

organisations

Philanthropic 47+ 0.9%** $167.55% $23.42 0.21%

intermediaries and

grantmaking

foundations total

Grantmaking 9™ 0.2%"" N/A $11.15 0.10%

foundations

Other philanthropic 38" 0.8%" $108.55" $12.27 0.11%

intermediaries and

voluntarism

promotion

International 1,254 25.0% $579.08 $2,108.20 18.75%

Religion 1,198 23.9% $932.50 $3,197.94 28.44%

Business, 55+ 1.1%%** $404.65+ $48.14 0.43%

professional

associations,

unions

Other 143 2.9% $414.16 $165.07 1.47%

Figure 5 displays the percentage of donors in each age group supporting the seven most popular

cause areas. While the causes most commonly supported across all age groups were social services

and health (including medical research), the percentage of donors donating to these categories

increased as donor age increased.

The proportion of those donating to primary and secondary education was highest for those aged

between 35 and 54 years. These are the age groups most likely to have children completing primary or

secondary school, so this result is not surprising.
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Despite the popular perception that young people are the typical supporters of ‘green” and

international development charities, the proportion of people donating to environmental causes,
animal protection and international activities was fairly constant across age groups. Those aged
65 years and over had the greatest percentage donating to religious causes.

== Health (including medical
M research)
60%
)/ =@=Social services (sub-category)

50%

70%

== Emergency relief

40% -
==ie=|nternational

30%
Wll\ﬁ( Religion

20%
10% Animal protection
0% . . . . , . Primary and secondary

18-24 2534 35-44 4554 5564 65+ education

Figure 5 Monetary donations to each cause area by age group

It was made clear across focus groups and interviews that again alignment with values was key to
decision-making.*® Donors spoke of beginning to support an NPO and continuing that support when
there was an emotional connection with its activities.

The financial capacity to contribute was another decision-making touch-point, with several
participants noting that they choose a cause based on available money when they are approached.

... | got a couple of weeks’ work, and one of those phone calls when | normally say, ‘Sorry, | can’t
help you at the moment,” | say, ‘Yes okay, S50,” because | was getting a little extra.
- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

Although several focus group participants raised tax advantages as influencing their decision to give,
overall this aspect was not a key influencer or facilitator for giving for most participants.>’

The qualitative data suggested that when there are organisations in similar cause areas, the choice is
made by comparing organisational goals, strategies and practices, leader quality or reputation,
transparency in meeting goals and where and how the money is used.

56 . . . . . .

For a discussion on motivations in general, see section 6.2.
57 . P .

For more on tax-deductible giving, see section 6.6.
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The sheer number of charities now is just getting a bit much ... So you want to support them but

there are too many ... it’s that choice making process that’s a bit difficult and a bit painful
sometimes.
- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Technology such as the internet, websites and social media were highlighted as a growing first point
for undertaking research and decision-making for many participants.

It [technology, social media] can be a way to research what you’re potentially going to donate
to. You know, if an organisation contacts you and asks for money, then okay, let’s find out about
them. And it’s all at your fingertips these days.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

Television and radio were other sources, with several participants noting these as their first contact
with new initiatives, with the internet or other media used for more detailed examination.

Survey respondents also strongly confirmed this reliance on information technology to undertake
giving enquiries, with 25% of respondents who donate without cash consulting the organisation’s
website prior to donating. Young people, in particular, appeared to more critically analyse the
effectiveness of organisational funds/administration, compliance with governance requirements,
resource management and transparency. Some 43.3% of 18-24 year olds and 38% of 25—-34 year olds
consulted the organisation’s website prior to making their donation via debit/credit card, PayPal or
BPay.58

Focus group and interview participants highlighted peers, work colleagues and family members as
shaping awareness of, the path into and direction of giving. In particular, young people were identified
as increasingly influencing parents’ decisions.

... the late 20/30s group — YouTube, Facebook, these things — they bring issues to them much
faster. And | have children [they] pass them on to me saying, ‘Have you seen this? Have you read
about this?’

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

For those that could give at higher levels, professional advisers, such as financial advisers and lawyers
were also identified as potential, mostly underused (and under-informed) contacts for how an
individual may use his or her financial resources for philanthropic purposes.

Newer forms of social investment such as social impact bonds, seen as ‘new ways of giving’, were
thought to require more detailed financial advice provided through professional advisers.

Some participants, however, believed advising on donations/giving was a separate act from financial
advice.

*® For a discussion on technology use by younger people, see section 7.5.1.
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I wouldn’t ask my adviser. | think that for me, where we give our money is nothing to do with our

investments.
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

Focus group participants who gave at higher levels also identified several broader or external sources
of information including study tours, training courses, Massive Open Online Courses (MOQOCs),
researchers and research reports. The benefits of undertaking international study tours and other
fact-finding or learning processes were identified as providing innovative ways forward, networks and
‘next practice’ giving models.

Participants expected a by-product of the international knowledge exchange would be a more
strategic approach as a sector to constructive critical analysis.

... we’re all in Australia really nice people and so ... no-one’s even going to critique my strategy,
they just say, ‘That sounds great. Let me know how it goes’.
- Focus group, HNWI foundations, SA

So where they’re talking about their failures and publicly saying, ‘We tried this and it sucked’ ...
we’re still in our early years of sucking at things let alone talking about it. We still think
everything we do is wonderful.

- Focus group, HNWI foundations, SA

6.5 Through what channels do people give?

Survey respondents gave through a range of mechanisms. This section examines findings about this
topic to answer the following research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= How are innovations in social media and technological development influencing giving and
volunteering?

6.5.1 Common fundraising approaches

Table 10 lists the most commonly reported approaches in 2016 and their success in garnering
donations. The three most common approaches were telephone, street fundraising™ and mail. These
were also the most disliked approaches. The telephone was the least liked approach, with 78% of
those being phoned disliking this method. However, 24.2% made a donation when approached in this
way. Similarly, 64.3% of people approached by street fundraisers indicated they dislike this method
but 19.3% gave a donation.

> Street fundraising refers to being approached in a public place and asked to sign up for a regular donation via
a credit or debit card.
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Table 10 Approach methods®°

Approach Approached Donated Like this method Dislike this method
method

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Telephone 4,041 65.2% 977 24.2% 362 9.0% 3,154 78.0%
Street 3,363 54.2% 650 19.3% 542 16.1% 2,163 64.3%
fundraising
Mail or 3,026 48.8% 625 20.7% 666 22.0% 1,364 45.1%
letterbox drop
Television 2,690 43.4% 281 10.4% 808 30.0% 654 24.3%
Doorknock 2,475 39.9% 1,420 57.4% 845 34.1% 1,046 42.3%
appeal
Radio 2,257 36.4% 249 11.0% 942 41.7% 199 8.8%
Printed adsor 1,691 27.3% 98* 5.8%"" 442 26.1% 337 19.9%
fliers
Social media 1,660 26.8% 804 48.4% 957 57.7% 263 15.8%
by a friend
Email 1,386 22.4% 291 21.0% 363 26.2% 598 43.1%
Internet ad 1,329 21.4% 68" 5.1%"" 256 19.3% 465 35.0%

Table 11 shows how often respondents reported giving through each different method. Doorknock

appeals were the most successful approach with 12.5% of people approached this way donating every

time, and a further 14.5% donating most of the time. This was followed by social media (when

approached by a friend, relative or someone else you know).

60 i . ) . o
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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Table 11 Frequency of monetary giving for each approach method?®?!

Method Donated every time Donated most of the Donated some of the Never donated
Number Y time time
approached
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Telephone 4,041 39* 1.0%" 117 2.9% 813 20.1% 3,069 75.9%
Street fundraising 3,363 26" 0.8%"" 97" 2.9%"" 511 15.2% 2,725 81.0%
xz'g)or letterbox 3 6 19* 0.6%" 59 1.9%" 544 18.0% 2,403 79.5%
Television 2,690 20" 0.7%"" 24" 0.9%"" 234 8.7% 2,411 89.7%
Doorknock appeal 2,475 308 12.4% 358 14.5% 743 30.0% 1,055 42.7%
Radio 2,257 12" 0.5%"" 27" 1.2%" 209 9.3% 2,009 89.0%
fhrgfd ads or 1,691 3" 0.2%" 3" 0.2%"" 87" 51%" 1,597 94.4%
Social media by a 1+ +f
friend 1,660 76 4.6% 158 9.5% 567 34.2% 858 51.6%
Email 1,386 17" 1.2%" 35* 2.5%"" 236 17.0% 1,097 79.2%
Internet ad 1,329 1" 0.1%"" 4% 0.3%"" 61" 46%" 1,262 94.9%

6.5.2 Ways approached for a specific single monetary donation

While the interview timing would not allow indepth questions about every monetary donation made

by respondents, one of each respondent’s donations was chosen at random for further study.®

Questions explored how the donor was approached to give that gift and how they then donated,

whether tokens, a sponsored event or some material benefit was associated with the donation,

whether the gift was planned or spontaneous, ongoing or one-off.

Figure 6 indicates the percentage approached by the most common methods.

" Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.

211 the case of multiple donations to the same organisation, the most recent donation was used.
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On the street or another public place 23.1%

Not approached - | approached them 13.4%

Request through the mail or by letterbox drop 9.2%

Telephoned at home (landline) 8.4%

Place of religious worship 6.8%

Doorknock appeal 6.5%

Family member/friend/neighbour/someone |
know (in person)

Figure 6 Approach methods for donation

6.5.3 Methods of monetary giving

In 2016, just over half of respondents (51.6%) made their donation via cash (see Figure 7). This was

followed by direct debit or credit card authorisation. Cheque was still used by 5.8% of respondents,

however, these tended to be older with 85% of those donating via cheque being 55 years and older.

Cash donation | s o
Direct debit or credit card authorisation _ 32.9%
Cheque - 5.8%

Electronic Funds Transfer - 5.2%
BPay [ 1.2%
PayPal I 1.2%

Figure 7 How was the most recent donation made?

For those who donated via direct debit, credit card, PayPal or BPay, 57.8% made this donation via the
charity’s website; either by a computer, phone or tablet (see Figure 8). This figure was highest for
those aged 18-24 years (67.8%), while 47.4% of those aged 65 years or older also donated through
the charity’s website.

38.9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Via computer ™ Via phone/tablet Did not make donation via the charity's website

Figure 8 Percentage donating via the charity's website
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6.5.4 The value of tokens and events for fundraising

As in 2005, donors were asked whether they purchased a small fundraising item (e.g. chocolate bar or
badge) or there was an event associated with their donation (e.g. peer-to-peer fundraising events).
Less than one in ten (9.8%) donors reported there was a fundraising item associated with their gift,

compared with 12.5% in 2005. Some 77.9% would have made the donation even without the item and
86.4% would have donated the same amount (see Table 12).

When it comes to sponsored events, 60.3% of respondents would not have made the donation
without the event.® This has increased since 2005 where 48.5% would not have made the donation
without the event.

Table 12 Tokens and events associated with donation®4

Event/qgift Donation associated with event or Percentage who Percentage who
gift would have given would have given the
anyway same amount
2005 2016 2016 2005 2016 2005 2016

Number Percentage

Purchase of

L 12.5% 492 9.8% 77.0% 77.9% 81.4% 86.4%
fundraising item
sponsored 3.9% 302 6.0% 51.5% 33.8% 78.4% 66.7%
event
Workplace 1+ 1+ 1+ 1+
event 0.4% 38 0.8% 55.9% 42.1% 78.1% 72.2%

6.5.5 Supportin return for material benefit

Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents were also asked whether they made a
contribution to any nonprofit organisation in the 12 months prior to interview by purchasing a raffle
ticket, fundraising event ticket (e.g. dinner) or an item of significant value at a charity auction. Table 13
displays the percentage of respondents who contributed in these ways. While the percentage of
respondents using these methods has decreased overall since 2005, the percentage of those making a
donation in the year has increased. In 2016, 88.5% of those buying raffle tickets also made a donation,
as did 91.4% of those who purchased a ticket to a fundraising event and 94.6% of those who bought
an item at a charity auction. The average amount spent on these purchases was $149.42. The total
amount given to charities and NPOs through these methods was estimated to be $1.3 billion.

® Numbers may not add up due to refusals and those who could not say.

 Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 13 Fundraising purchases, 2005 & 2016

Purchase 2005 2016
Percentage Percentage Number Percentage Percentage
participating participating who participating participating participating
also made who also made
donation donation
Raffle ticket 66.2% 66.2% 2,804 45.2% 88.5%
Fundraisi
undraising 13.0% 13.0% 902 14.5% 91.4%
event ticket
Charity auction 6.5% 7.0% 299 4.8% 94.6%
Any of these 68.6% 71.6% 3,079 49.7% 88.4%
methods

6.6 Tax-deductible gifts

The ability for a donor to claim a tax deduction for gifts and contributions to certain organisations can
be an incentive to donate. This section relates to the following research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167?

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

In Giving Australia 2005, respondents were asked whether they had claimed any tax-deductible
donations. The survey found that 35.8% of all respondents had claimed a tax-deductible donation. In
2016, 32.7% of all respondents had claimed a deduction for donations. However, not all respondents
were required to complete a tax return. When examining only those required to complete a tax return
(71.6% of respondents), the percentage claiming increased to 54.2%. This is higher than the latest
available ATO taxation data which relates to the 2014-15 financial year (McGregor-Lowndes and
Crittall 2017).%°

Not all donations by individuals are tax-deductible, often because the recipient organisation is not a
DGR such as most religious organisations. Even if the donation is tax-deductible many are not claimed
by individual taxpayers for a range of reasons. The most common reason for not claiming a
tax-deductible donation was choosing not to make any claims, followed by not keeping receipts (see
Figure 9).

®In 2014-15, ATO records show that 34.58% of the Australian taxpaying population made and claimed
tax-deductible donations and for the last decade it has hovered around this mark. The average tax-deductible
donation made to DGRs and claimed by Australian taxpayers according to the ATO in 2014-15 was $674.14. ATO
is not scheduled to release data on 201516 tax year until 2018. Reasons for this difference may relate to the
sample design of the Individual giving and volunteering survey (see section 5.4).
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Chose not to make any claims 38.8%

Did not keep receipts 17.9%
Did not bother to get receipts 17.8%
Did not make any donations to tax-deductible
12.9%

organisations
Figure 9 Reasons for not claiming tax-deductible donations

Before donating, 16.7% of survey respondents checked the organisation had tax-deductible status,
5.8% checked it was a Public Benevolent Institution and nearly 12% checked the organisation was
registered with the ACNC. Nearly 60% did none of these before making a donation, perhaps because
they already knew the organisation’s DGR status.

Table 14 sets out the average amount claimed as a tax deduction by gender, age, education and
employment status compared to those who did not claim a tax deduction. It largely follows the giving
patterns reported in section 6.1. The average amount respondents claimed was $714.61 while the
median was $250 and the most common amount was $100.
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Table 14 Tax-deductible giving by gender, age, education and employment status®®

Number Percentage Average total Average of all total Average of all total
claiming claiming® annual amount annual donations for annual donations
claimed those who claimed for those that did
not claim
Gender
Male 998 52.5% $908.77 $1,316.24 $543.10
Female 1,032 55.9% $526.56 $1,005.43 $452.10
Age
18-24 107 29.1% $292.72 $515.14 $233.51
25-34 394 48.8% $519.84 $949.06 $345.17
35-44 456 55.9% $736.36 $1,199.45 $468.17
45-54 461 60.4% $622.14 $1,127.13 $627.31
55-64 363 61.7% $767.90 $1,265.75 $575.51
65 plus 249 61.6% $1,324.43 $1,587.39 $665.79
Education
Year 12 or below 294 47.1% $473.27 $735.54 $442.62
Trade qualification/
apprenticeship/ 611 50.6% $529.64 $864.50 $520.62
certificate/ diploma
Bachelor degree 630 56.7% $797.47 $1,381.23 $985.16
Postgraduate 480 62.8% $968.29 $1,500.50 $597.15
qualification
Employment status
Full-time paid
ey 1,184 57.5% $643.95 $1,059.78 $362.05
:;?_:gpﬁ;;;ual or 424 49.6% $585.48 $1,220.61 $287.45
llir;ekm:'fgrejv'ork 46" 37.1%" $538.37" $574.83" $453.50"
l’“n‘)vtvgertk'ffijg‘gd not 94* 45.0%" $425.41" $1,200.20" $271.20"
Full-time student 23" 41.8%"" $504.00" $678.73" $544.24"
Retired 254 59.1% $1,473.26 $1,665.60 $442.62
Total 2,030 54.2% $714.61 $1,157.82 $494.49

% Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.

®” This column shows the percentage of those required to complete a tax return claiming deductions for gifts.

68 P . . . . . .
This includes home duties, full-time carers, and unpaid workers in a family business and volunteers.
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Table 15 examines the average amount claimed as a tax deduction across income bands. Those
earning $156,000 or more were most likely to claim tax deductions for donations and claimed the
greatest amount on average. Those earning between $91,000 and $103,999 made and claimed the

second highest amount for donations on average.

Table 15 Tax-deductible giving by income?69.70

Income Number Percentage Average Average ofall Average of all
claiming claiming”™ amount donations for donation for
claimed those who  those that did
claimed not claim
Nil income 29% 41.4%"* $504.40" $1,612.79" $537.55
$1-$7,799 7 25.9%" N/A $613.57" $325.48"
$7,800-$15,599 22" 29.3%" $400.89" $712.54" $429.18"
$15,600-20,799 46" 37.7% $570.44" $794.83" $305.80"
$20,800-$25,999 47" 38.5%" $462.74™ $909.35" $326.02"
$26,000-$33,799 69° 39.4%" $447.06" $791.85™ $497.52"
$33,800-$41,599 109 53.7% $502.79 $744.80 $351.09
$41,600-$51,999 144 47.2% $381.24 $734.85 $472.20
$52,000-$64,999 171 50.0% $706.85 $1,356.21 $536.21
$65,000—77,999 158 56.8% $474.72 $731.01 $466.76
$78,000-$90,999 208 64.8% $503.44 $892.13 $576.73
$91,000-$103,999 145 62.8% $844.75 $1,161.59 $367.98
$104,000-$155,999 229 66.2% $615.35 $1,015.92 $693.21
$156,000 or more 202 68.0% $1,922.87 $2,471.46 $1,670.35
Total 2,030 54.2% $714.61 $1,157.82 $494.49

Table 16 and Table 17 compare responses between the 2005 and 2016 reports by converting the 2005
data into 2016 dollars. These tables look at the percentage of the total sample who claimed
deductions for donations by gender, age, education and employment status. While there are some
differences in sampling (refer section 5.4.3) the general trend is that both the average amount
claimed and the average amount unclaimed is greater in 2016 than it was in 2005.

* Where income results are shown against demographic variables, there may be a slight error due to a higher

response rate by higher income earners.

" \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.

"' This column shows the percentage of those required to complete a tax return claiming deductions for gifts as

opposed to a percentage of the population claiming a deduction.
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Table 16 Average amount donated in total, for tax-claimers and non-claimers, 2005 & 2016 by gender, age and

education??
2005 2016
Percentage Average of Average of all Number Percentage Average Average
of sample all donations: donations: | claiming of sample of all of all
claiming claimers  non-claimers claiming donations: donations:
(2016 dollars) (2016 dollars) claimers non-
claimers
Gender
Male 38.3% $973.65 $412.79 998 38.2% $1,316.24 $543.10
Female 33.7% $715.50 $369.54 1,032 36.8% $1,005.43 $452.10
Age
18-24 13.6% $419.34 $286.99 107 16.7% $515.14 $233.51
25-34 32.7% 682.74 $339.40 394 39.7% $949.06 $345.17
35-44 41.9% $858.33 $380.03 456 47.8% $1,199.45 $468.17
45-54 47.4% $915.99 $407.55 461 49.8% $1,127.13 $627.31
55-64 43.5% $854.40 $418.03 363 43.4% $1,265.75 $575.51
65 plus 27.9% $1,058.83 $513.69 249 23.2% $1,587.39 $665.79
Education
Year 12 or below 27.6% $606.73 $326.30 294 22.1% $735.54 $312.00
Trade
qualification/
apprenticeship/ 39.4% $910.75 $525.48 611 35.6% $864.50 S442.62
certificate/
diploma
Bachelor degree73 53.2% $1,109.94 $483.55 630 46.4% $1,381.23 $520.62
Postgraduate NA NA NA 480 51.7%  $1,500.50  $985.16
qualification
Total 35.8% $846.54 $389.20 2,030 37.4% $1,157.82 $494.49

" \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.

> In 2005, Bachelor degree and postgraduate degree were combined.
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Table 17 Average amount donated in total, for tax-claimers and non-claimers, 2005 & 2016 by employment
status’

Employment 2005 2016
status Percentage Average of all Average of all Number Percentage Average Average of
of sample donations: donations: | claiming of sample of all all
claiming claimers  non-claimers claiming donations: donations:
(2016 dollars) (2016 dollars) claimers non-
claimers
Full-time paid 46.8% $892.41 $420.65 1,184 54.6%  $1,059.78 $597.15
employment
Zfrsteltf”z;;aoi/“ead' 38.0% $592.32 $398.37 424 418%  $1,220.61 $362.05
lL(J) Zimg'fg’rejlo » 15.7% $427.20 $184.77 46" 19.3%"  $574.83 $287.45
r':';’tt i;eufiﬁonr‘zem 21.3% $841.30 $324.99 94" 19.8%"  $1,200.20 $453.50
Full-time student 9.6% $875.37 $165.11 23" 114%™ $678.73 $271.20
Retired 28.5% $1,043.11 $431.13 254 19.7% $1,665.60 S544.24
Total 35.8% $846.54 $389.20 2,030 37.4% $1,157.82 $494.49

In 2016, it was estimated that 28% of all gifts made by individuals were claimed as a tax-deductible
gift, while in 2005 the estimate was about a quarter of all gifts (ACOSS 2005).”° From ATO data analysis
it can be appreciated that claiming of tax-deductible gifts has varied since 2005 mostly due to financial
conditions (McGregor-Lowndes and Crittall 2017) (see Figure 10).

" Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

> This includes home duties, full-time carers, and unpaid workers in a family business and volunteers.

® These figures include raffles, event tickets and auction items. Excluding these, it is estimated that in 2016,
31.9% of all donations were claimed compared to 21.3% in 2005.

Individual giving and volunteering 45



s- = “;-I’ -I T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
S %")09 q&g q°’v9 qq(og %‘5%9 & & FF 0@5 " ¥
NN NSNS AN SN 2NN SN RS SIS I S SIS I

)
C
he
1S
pe
(%)
C
o
=
©
C
@]
©
Q@
Q0
=)
(S}
po}
Ee)
(]
<
x
©
—
©
=
(@]
[

Income year

=f=Total Tax-Deductible Donations (in $ millions)
Inflation-adjusted total tax-deductible donations (in $ millions)
*Disclosure of tax-deductible donations was not required in income tax returns from 1988-1992.

Figure 10 Total tax-deductible donations to inflation-adjusted total tax-deductible donations since 1978-79"7

6.7 Planned vs spontaneous giving

The longevity and economic sustainability of many NPOs increasingly relies on establishing new
funding pathways. Shifting spontaneous, ad hoc or episodic giving to regular, consistent giving
patterns where donors are happy to do this has been evident in the quest for longer-term
relationships with givers that mean more reliable funding pipelines or income for their missions.

This section presents findings for the research questions:

=  What factors influence people to utilise methods of giving, such as bequests, workplace giving and
collectives (e.g. giving circles) and foundations?

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

=  What are the key factors that motivate individuals to move from spontaneous to planned giving
and volunteering?

=  What are the opportunities to grow levels of giving and volunteering among individuals and
business?

" This chart has been adapted with full permission from McGregor-Lowndes, Myles and Marie Crittall. 2017. An
Examination of Tax-deductible Donations made by Individual Australian Taxpayers in 2014—15, Working Paper
No. 70. Brisbane, QLD: The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies, Queensland University of
Technology.
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Interview and focus group participants (organisational representatives and individuals) felt increasing

online giving should translate to less administration and fewer calls.

... It’s [planned giving] much less wasteful of resources it seems to me. That they don’t have to
come out and ask me to pay constantly, that I’'m actually giving them money, they know they’ve
got it. They can build a resource base around that, that doesn’t require them every year to go
around with their hat in their hand.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

Among survey respondents who identified that they made a donation to at least one NPO, one
organisation was randomly selected for deeper analysis. Some 46.2% of donors indicated that they
had only given to this organisation once in the previous 12 months, whereas 52.5% of donors
indicated they had donated several times (see Table 18).

Table 18 Number of times donated to organisation in past 12 months’8

Frequency 2005 2016 Number 2016 Percentage
Once only 51.0% 2,315 46.2%
Several times 48.0% 2,632 52.5%
Can’t say 1.0% 63" 1.3%""

For those who donated a single time, 65% indicated their donation was a spur of the moment
decision, while 33.9% indicated their one-off donation was planned. Among those who had donated
several times, 43.2% indicated their donations were spur of the moment, 41.2% indicated their
donations were planned and 15% indicated their donations included both planned and spur of the
moment donations.

These survey results reflected the focus group themes where a) the majority of focus group
participants identified as being ‘spontaneous’ givers and b) a mixture of planned and spontaneous
donations occurred.

I've always had a regime of donations, part to the church, part to the community and the
community ones | split between national and international. My wife and | decide what we’re
going to do each year. We monitor that and when there’s a crisis or something that comes up
we make a decision ... we have ... a reqular month by month. Then we provide one-offs.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Several authors (Lyons and Nivison-Smith 2006, Bekkers and Wiepking 2011b) support this notion that
donors can be both ‘regular’ and ‘planned’ givers, and such approaches involve more considered
giving and usually bigger donations.

" \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 19 examines the percentage of donors in the Individual giving and volunteering survey who were
spontaneous or planned in their giving and their average donation for 2005 and 2016. In 2005,
planned donations were four times greater than spontaneous donations. In 2016, planned donations

were six times greater than spontaneous donations.

Table 19 Planned and spontaneous giving, 2005 & 201679

Planned/spontaneous 2005 2016
Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
donation donation
(2016 dollars)

Spur of the moment 50% $79.40 2,632 53.2% $71.51
Planned donations 16% $320.28 1,884 38.1% S437.77
Planned donations plus
some spur of the 31% N/A 404 7.9% $383.42
moment

Among those who planned their donation, those giving more than once (average = $596.05) gave
more than those who only donated once to the organisation in the 12 months prior to interview
(average = $222.18).

Focus groups also reinforced the difference in overall donation amount when giving was planned.

I actually give more because of it [reqular giving] | think ... you don’t get approached all that
often, but giving reqularly, in the long run, I'm sure it means | give more because it’s established.
- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC

Survey respondents were also asked about their general method of charitable giving (see Table 20).
Some 61% indicated that they generally gave spontaneously, while 22.7% gave regularly to a request
from the same cause and 16.3% were signed up to a regular automatic donation to an organisation.*

Table 20 General method of charitable giving

Planned/spontaneous Number Percentage Average amount
donated overall

Spur of the moment/spontaneous 3,275 61.0% $395.04

Regular donation to a request from the same cause/s 1,222 22.7% $1,216.91

Committed — regular automatic donation by payroll

0,
deduction/direct debit e oL Sl AsRn

” This table was derived from questions 3 and 4 in the Individual giving and volunteering questionnaire.

* For the purposes of this report, there are two types of givers: those that give on a spontaneous/spur of the

moment or ad hoc way; and those that give in a planned or regular way. These planned/regular donors can be
further broken down into those that give regularly in response to a request from the same cause/organisation
and those that are committed — that is, they are signed up to a regular, automatic donation to an organisation.
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Table 21 and Table 22 display the breakdown of spontaneous givers, regular donors and committed

donors by gender, age, education, employment status, occupation and income. Males and females
were similar. The percentage of regular, uncommitted donors to the same cause/s increased with age.
Those in the middle age brackets (25-54 years) had the highest percentage of committed donors (18%
or above). Those aged 65 years and older had the lowest percentage of committed donors (12.3%)
followed by those aged 18-24 years.

The percentage of committed donors seems to increase with education with around 20% of those
with a Bachelor’s degree or higher being committed donors. They also had the greatest percentage of
regular givers.®

Around one-quarter (25.4%) of those in the $78,000-590,999 income bracket were committed
donors. This was followed by those in the $104,000-5155,999 income bracket where 24.5% were
committed donors.

* For the purposes of this report, there are two types of givers: those that give on a spontaneous/spur of the

moment or ad hoc way; and those that give in a planned or regular way. These planned/regular donors can be
further broken down into those that give regularly in response to a request from the same cause/organisation
and those that are committed — that is, they are signed up to a regular, automatic donation to an organisation.
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Table 21 Planned giving by gender, age, education and employment status8?

Spur of the moment/

Regular donation to a

Committed - regular
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spontaneous request from the same  automatic donation by
cause/s payroll deduction/
direct debit
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Gender
Male 1,586 61.2% 586 22.6% 419 16.2%
Female 1,689 60.7% 636 22.9% 456 16.4%
Age
18-24 459 78.1% 52" 8.8%"" 77" 13.1%"
25-34 656 64.8% 174 17.2% 182 18.0%
35-44 620 61.9% 198 19.8% 184 18.4%
45-54 561 59.1% 210 22.1% 179 18.8%
55-64 468 56.6% 228 27.6% 131 15.8%
65 plus 511 51.5% 360 36.3% 122 12.3%
Education
Year 12 or below 844 68.2% 253 20.5% 140 11.3%
Trade qualification/
apprenticeship/ 1,101 63.4% 384 22.1% 252 14.5%
certificate/diploma
Bachelor degree 793 57.2% 319 23.0% 274 19.8%
Postgraduate 476 51.4% 246 26.6% 204 22.0%
qualification
Employment status
Z‘r‘T:'F;tllery‘;:s'td 1,428 61.9% 455 19.7% 425 18.4%
:;?_:gpﬁ;;;ual o 655 62.7% 206 19.7% 184 17.6%
Unemployed, looking * * * *
for work 146 67.6% 39 18.1% 31 14.4%
\';‘/‘;trl:f;rilga”d notin 292 63.8% 103 22.5% 63" 13.8%"
Full-time student 107 72.3% 21" 14.2%"" 20" 13.5%""
Retired 618 53.3% 392 33.8% 149 12.9%
Total 3,275 61.0% 1,222 22.7% 875 16.3%

8 \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
® This includes home duties, full-time carers, and unpaid workers in a family business and volunteers.



Table 22 Planned giving by occupation and income?*

Spur of the moment/

Regular donation to a

Committed - regular

spontaneous request from the same automatic donation by
cause/s payroll deduction/
direct debit
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Occupation
Managers 296 58.3% 128 25.2% 84™ 16.5%""
Professionals 635 56.2% 234 20.7% 261 23.1%
Technicians and trades 243 68.5% 55 15.5%"" 57 16.1%""
workers
Community and personal 210 66.7% 55% 17.5%" 50% 15.9%"
service workers
Clerical and 257 63.8% 82" 20.3%" 64" 15.9%""
administrative workers
Sales workers 129 75.4% 21" 12.3%"" 21" 12.3%""
Machinery operators and 79" 63.2%"" 27" 21.6%"" 19" 15.2%""
drivers
Labourers 120 69.8% 28" 16.3%"" 24" 14.0%""
Income
Nil income 127 63.8% 47" 23.6%"" 25" 12.6%""
$1-$7,799 51" 77.3%"" 10" 15.2%"" 5% 7.6%""
$7,800-$15,599 152 69.4% 41" 18.7%"" 26" 11.9%""
$15,600-20,799 213 68.3% 64" 20.5%"" 35" 11.2%""
$20,800-$25,999 183 60.2% 81" 26.6%"" 40" 13.2%""
$26,000-$33,799 192 69.6% 45" 16.3%"" 39" 14.1%""
$33,800-$41,599 176 59.3% 72" 24.2%" 49" 16.5%""
$41,600-$51,999 233 64.0% 78" 21.4%" 53" 14.6%""
$52,000-$64,999 241 60.3% 95* 23.8%" 64" 16.0%""
$65,000-77,999 207 62.7% 68" 20.6%"" 55 16.7%""
$78,000-$90,999 195 55.6% 67" 19.1%" 89" 25.4%""
$91,000-$103,999 149 57.3% 61" 23.5%" 50" 19.2%""
$104,000-$155,999 202 53.3% 84" 22.2%" 93" 24.5%""
$156,000 or more 160 50.2% 94™ 29.5%"" 65" 20.4%""
Total 3,275 61.0% 1,222 22.7% 875 16.3%

¥ \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

Individual giving and volunteering 51



6.7.1 What would prompt people to become committed
donors?

Of the survey respondents who were not committed donors, some 22.6% indicated they would
consider becoming a committed donor.®” The most common factor identified by non-committed
donors that would prompt them to become committed was ‘change in lifestyle’. However, only 8% of
committed donors specified that this did prompt them to become a committed donor (see Figure 11).

Exposure to an issue, cause, or individual 28.1%

organisation you want to become involved with [ 29.4%

. 14.8%
Personal experience
19.7%

Easy access to set up ongoing donations 4.5%
y oo I o

) ) 7.9%
Response to a request for financial support
i q PP N 113%

4.6%

Help the charitable cause _
8.6%

Change in lifestyle -
8.0%

- . . 11.1%
Availability of information
/ R 6.2%

Ease and convenience 1.4%
B 5.0%

Did not want to be continually contacted for 2.6%

donations [l 4.5%

Non-committed donors ~ ®m Committed donors

34.3%

Figure 11 Reasons for becoming a committed donor

Exposure to an issue, cause or individual organisation was identified by committed donors as the most
common reason they give on a regular basis. Focus groups and interviews of fundraisers, workplace
and other givers all raised the importance of engaging with the cause and that regular and committed
giving was about building, supporting and maintaining authentic relationships.

I think the relationships with donors is important, and | think that the stronger the relationship is
the more they are willing to give and continue that sustainable type of fundraising.
- Focus group, NPO fundraisers, QLD

# Committed donors are those who have signed up for a regular, automatic donation to the same organisation.
* For the purposes of this report, there are two types of givers: those that give on a spontaneous/spur of the
moment or ad hoc way; and those that give in a planned or regular way. These planned/regular donors can be
further broken down into those that give regularly in response to a request from the same cause/organisation
and those that are committed — that is, they are signed up to a regular, automatic donation to an organisation.
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... it’s about that relationship ... nowadays everything can be quite throwaway and so you do

tend to go for — you want a relationship, you don’t want something that’s just a throwaway.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

Participants also highlighted the negative effect of poor engagement practices on relationships.

A good friend of mine who [has been] ... supporting a charity ... for 20 years, her mother’s really
very, very unwell in another country town. She got three calls on Friday from three different
people from the [charity]. Each person who called, she told them her mother was critically
unwell, that could they leave it a couple of months. By the third one, she asked if she could be
taken off. She got another phone call on the Monday.

- Focus groups, NPO fundraisers, VIC

6.7.2 What stops people becoming committed donors?
Respondents who indicated they would not consider becoming a committed donor most commonly
nominated:

= | am unable to commit funds in an ongoing way (37.8%)
= | do not want to commit funds in an ongoing way (29.1%), and
= | may need extra funds for my own/family needs (14.9%).

Focus group and interview participants noted that organisations need to be aware that while it might
be convenient for them to receive a regular income, it may not suit the needs of the givers. There was
some sense of push-back by givers who preferred to retain the control and flexibility over their
choices.

... What you’re trying to do is set me up with something which is every month ... | can’t do that.
My financial situation is such that we’re back against the wall, and then when | have the energy
or have the extra money or something prompts me, then | will come and do my kind of way of
doing this, rather than having anything set-up. So | don’t want people asking me to set
something up.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

6.8 Workplace giving

One way planned giving can occur is through a workplace giving (WPG) program. WPG programs allow
employees to make regular donations to a DGR through regular payroll deductions. Since 2002, gifts
can be made from pre-tax pay. Employees receive immediate tax benefits as employers are able to
reduce the amount of PAYG withholding tax from that employee’s pay.
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This section looks at the results in relation to workplace giving, which answer the following research

questions:

=  What factors influence people to utilise methods of giving, such as bequests, workplace giving and
collectives (e.g. giving circles) and foundations?

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

=  What are the key factors that motivate individuals to move from spontaneous to planned giving
and volunteering?

= What are the opportunities to grow levels of giving and volunteering among individuals and
business?

= What are the current trends in levels of corporate social responsibility, including participation in
workplace giving and corporate volunteering programs and is this changing over time?

6.8.1 Who uses workplace giving?

Uptake of WPG programs is still relatively low. Overall, 2.7% of donors reported that they make
regular payments to NPOs via payroll deduction. In 2005, only 0.7% of donors reported this. However,
many of these respondents may not have been in paid work or may not have access to a WPG
program at their place of work.?” In 2016, only 20.8% of respondents to the Individual giving and
volunteering survey who were in paid employment said they had access to a WPG program. Of those
who did have access, most were not using the program, with only 18.2% making regular donations
from their pay. The average donation over the course of the year was $1,037.42 or $51.42 per pay.
However, the median annual donation was $240 and $7 per pay.88

These figures are likely to be inflated due to sample design (see section 5.4.3). The ATO data shows
that in 2014-15, the number of people employed in workplaces with WPG programs increased to
3,319,105. Just under 5% of all employees in 2014-15 donated through WPG, and the total amount
donated using WPG was $43 million (see Table 23). The average amount donated in 2014—15 through
WPG programs was $261, an increase from $201 in 2013—-14 (McGregor-Lowndes and Crittall 2017).

¥ The 2005 report did not report the percentage of those with access to a workplace giving program who
participated.

* The average amount donated per pay for those paid on a weekly basis was S17.57i¢, median = 5511. The
average amount donated per pay for those paid on a fortnightly cycle was $41.10ﬁ, median = $5.50"". The
average amount donated per pay for those paid on a monthly basis was $98.35ﬁ, median = $20.00",
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Table 23 Workplace giving programs, 2011-12 to 2014-15 income years

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Total number of employees employed by WPG
employers (no.)

2,813,915 2,928,725 3,173,802 3,319,105

Number of employees using WPG (no.)

130,754 141,910 156,289 162,573

Percentage of employees using WPG (%) 4.65% 4.85% 4.92% 4.90%
Total donations given using WPG (Sm) 27 28 31 43
Average donation ($) N/A 197 201 261

Source: Table 7: Individuals — workplace giving programs, 2012—13 to 2014—15 income years. ATO Taxation Statistics 2014-15.

Comparisons of Giving Australia 2016 data with ATO data for the 2015-16 year will only be possible

when the ATO releases the data in 2018.

Gender

Consistent with the data on giving in general, the Individual giving and volunteering survey revealed

that women had a slightly higher participation rate in WPG programs than men. Men, however,

donated more on average both per pay and per year (see Table 24).

Table 24 Workplace giving by genders8?

Gender Number Percentage using Average Average Median
using WPG WPG donation per donation per donation per
pay year year
Male 73" 16.9%"" $76.38" $1,385.46" $260"
Female 68" 19.9%" $23.59" $649.44" $208™
Total 141 18.2% $51.42 $1,037.42 $240
Age

Those aged 35—44 years had the greatest participation rate in WPG programs, with 25.4% of those
with access to WPG programs participating (see Table 25).

8 \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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Table 25 Workplace giving by age group®

Age group Number participating Percentage participating
18-24 13* 14.3%"
25-34 30" 15.2%"
35-44 44% 25.4%"
45-54 33" 17.4%"
55-64 19** 17.8%"
65 plus oM 14.3%""
Total 141 18.2%
Education

Those with a postgraduate qualification had the highest participation rate in WPG (21.4%), followed by
those with a trade qualification, apprenticeship, certificate or diploma level (18.2%) (see Table 26).

Table 26 Workplace giving by education level°!

Education level Number Percentage participating
participating

Year 12 or below 18" 16.4%"*
Trade qualification/ apprenticeship/ certificate/ 40" 18.29"
diploma '
Undergraduate qualification 40" 16.5%""
Postgraduate qualification 42" 21.4%"
Total 141 18.2%

6.8.2 Why do people use workplace giving?
Convenience was a significant factor in survey respondents deciding to use WPG, but as with giving in
general, the dominant reason was a match of cause and personal values (see Figure 12).%

* Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

"' Where ™ appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

*? For a discussion of giving motivations in general, see section 6.2.
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The program included a cause important to me

It is convenient 16.3%

The workplace/leaders encourage participation 12.1%

It is easy to set up 11.3%

The workplace matches my gift 8.5%

8.5%

| can choose whichever charity | want to donate to

7.1%

| wanted to donate to something

3.5%

It is a tax-effective way to give

Figure 12 Why did people use workplace giving?
Focus group participants reinforced such factors and amplified the following that lies behind them:

= emotional connection or personal values alignment to the issues or groups receiving funds

= convenience or ease of joining and low continuing administrative effort for them and the
organisation

= the importance of ongoing information on the impact of their contribution — they want to see
evidence that their donation is making a difference, and

= donation-matching by their employer, and confidence that the benefiting charities will actually
receive the benefit of the donations.

Qualitative participants and respondents alike emphasised convenience with participants equating it
with the notion of ‘set and forget’.

It’s the ease of it. | can nominate as little as | want or as much as | want but it’s not something |
have to think about either.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

Participants also liked that funds were withdrawn prior to receiving their pay, meaning less effort and
inconvenience.

... it’s just a straight payroll deduction, you don’t even have to think about it, it’s not a lot every
fortnight and you don’t miss it ... if everyone was able to contribute even just a small amount
then it would make a really, really big difference.

- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

Participants said organisations matching donor contributions increased giving, sometimes
‘exponentially’ (Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC). The expectation for organisational fund matching
was empbhatic.
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It’s what | believe in and so then I've got to walk to the talk, and hey, why not if the company is

going to match it.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

I don’t think | would [give] if it wasn’t matched, | would just [give] outside of work.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

Qualitative participants especially raised the tax benefits available to donors as a core incentive to
participate in WPG even though this was not a high response item in the survey. The dual tax benefit
was highlighted.

... it’s done pre-tax, plus it’s matched. So that’s the two incentives really.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

Young giver participants saw less value in tax benefits, which are less impactful for lower-income
earners (Focus group, Young givers, WA).”

They placed a high value on a clear alignment between their personal interests and values with those
of charities supported under the program. This reflects the general motivations to give discussed in
6.2 and suggests that even if a method of giving is convenient and tax-effective, it may not attract
support unless there is a personal values alignment.

... | believe it’s a very personal thing, people start with their personal choices. That’s why we had
the open choice ... To be forced to, when you come into a company ... | think it’s wrong ...
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

Focus groups noted that many organisations choose to offer WPG to attract ‘Gen Y looking for
purpose’ (Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC). Participants generally raised the need to understand
the WPG program and see its benefits if they were to be involved, committed and satisfied.

... really | came to understand the concept [workplace giving] far more fully when | got involved
in this organisation ...
- Interview, Workplace giver, VIC

So once people see there’s an impact of where their money is going, they are quite willing to
contribute.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

Participants valued feedback, especially where there was a personal touch or connection made by
recipients, such as a letter or speech from a bursary winner explaining the difference it had made in
their life (Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD).

Several participants called for better tracking of impacts and praised transparency.

* For more on giving by younger people, see section 7.5.1.
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... that ability to see exactly what income is coming into the fund and what it is spent on and
what it is used for ... | think that’s very important, to be able to see what’s actually happening at
the end.

- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

The expectation of a connection or a relationship was clear and meant the potential for giving to that
NPO beyond the workplace givers time with that employer.

It’s about that relationship ... I'm unlikely to stop it ... [even if] | leave [employer] ... | might still
just give to it because | have that relationship.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

It was apparent that people want to be involved not just as an individual, and ‘distant’ giver but also to
be part of a larger community effort that has meaning and purpose. Participants appreciated the
benefits that their contributions collectively could make on an issue or a persons’ life. The view that, ‘I
wouldn’t have given so eagerly” if not involved in their employer’s structured giving program was
expressed, although this has also meant a decrease in more informal giving (Focus group, Workplace
givers, VIC).

"Nudging’ by both workplace givers and other champions within organisations was raised.*

... we’re not bombarded ... but we’re certainly nudged on an intermittent basis on a corporate
mailing list with, ‘Hey, are you aware of the [project] fund? This many people in your division
donate to the [project] fund.’

- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

Participants noted that younger workplace givers held higher corporate responsibility expectations
than older givers.

... the attitude of the young people that are working. They definitely want to hold the company
accountable as to what we’re doing as part of our responsible business pillar.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

6.8.3 Why don’t people use workplace giving?

Figure 13 shows the reasons (reported by donors, non-donors and all people with a WPG program at
their organisation) why they have chosen not to participate. For non-donors, the most common
reason given for not participating in a WPG program was ‘not enough money’. The most common
reason cited by donors was that they ‘prefer to do it themselves’.

> Nudging refers to being prompted to make a donation. This has been explored in the context of bequests in
Baker, Christopher. 2014. Encouraging Charitable Bequests by Australians: Asia-Pacific Centre for Social
Investment & Philanthropy, Swinburne University of Technology.
http://www.cacwa.org.au/documents/item/174.
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36.6%

Not enough money 15.5%
18.6%

: ) . . 2.4%
Prefer to do it myself/be conscious of giving/be in

0,
control of what | give 20.8%

18.1%

12.2%
19.1%
18.1%

| give in other ways

8.5%
13.6%
12.8%

Don't want the regular commitment

6.1%
12.3%
11.4%

14.6%

Can't select the organisation it goes to

6.6%
7.8%

6.1%
5.9%
6.0%

3.7%
5.5%
5.2%

Just don't want to

Have not thought about it

| was never asked

Non-donors = Donors m All people with workplace giving programs

Figure 13 Why didn’t people use workplace giving?

The qualitative data provided a different perspective to the survey on why people do not participate in
WPG programs. While ease and convenience were identified as incentives to give via WPG programs,
some interview and focus group participants had been deterred by poor systems and processes.

... if it takes too long for someone to get on there, if it becomes a complicated process then
people start to shy away.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

Some participants sought flexibility in selecting and/or changing the amount given. There was a
reluctance to commit to lock-in time or set amounts.

... they have to tick it to [opt to give] once off. So occasionally someone will get back to us and
say, ‘Hey, | only wanted to do a once off’ ... ‘Hang on; | didn’t see that.”
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

More experienced and older workplace givers explained this reluctance particularly on the part of
younger workers due to the growing trend towards short-term contracts and therefore a lack of
income certainty to support ongoing contributions.
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... I think a lot of people are on fixed term contracts ... people do come and go. There is a mindset

particularly amongst Millennials and younger folk that jobs are short-term things ... they’re not
mentally committing themselves to things like workplace giving.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

Employment characteristics were thought to at least partially explain the difference in perspective
between older, more permanent employees and younger people on less assured contracts. It was also
apparent that participants enjoyed setting their own amounts and directions of contribution.

I’'m an ad hoc workplace giver. if | see or if | hear about causes | like I’ll probably do a one-off
donation.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

6.9 Bequests

The findings in this section relate to the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

=  What factors influence people to utilise methods of giving, such as bequests, workplace giving and
collectives (e.g. giving circles) and foundations?

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

= What are the opportunities to grow levels of giving and volunteering among individuals and
business?

Bequests refer to money, shares, property or items committed by a living individual or organisation to
a charity via a Will. While bequests form an important element of the annual income of many NPOs, it
is not a common form of giving. Quite apart from any other factor, if a person dies without making a
Will, as many Australians still do, the Australian succession laws do not allow for anyone other than
relatives to inherit the estate. If no close relatives can be found, the state acquires the entire estate.”

In countries like Australia with a baby boomer demographic bulge and increasing demand for funding
to perform their roles, the nonprofit sector and charitable fundraisers, in particular, have
demonstrated a growing interest in charitable bequests. There was belief in a forecast increase in
intergenerational asset transfers that participants felt gave people the potential to leave a charitable
gift in their Will if they so chose.

Overall, 49.8% of adult Australian respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey had a
Will, but of these, only 7.4% had included a bequest to a charity in it. This is lower than the 2005

% See Administration and Probate Act 1929 (ACT) s 49, Sched 6; Succession Act 2006 (NSW) s 136;
Administration and Probate Act (NT) s 66, Sched 6; Succession Act 1981 (Qld) s 35, Sched 2; Administration and
Probate Act 1919 (SA) s 72G(1)(e); Intestacy Act 2010 (Tas) s 37; Administration and Probate Act 1958 (VIC) s 55;
Administration Act 1903 (WA) s 14(1).
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results (58% and 7.5%) and other recent research into Australians’ testamentary practices (Tilse et al.

2015). The survey did not collect data on the value of those bequests.*®

Respondents who gave or volunteered were more likely to have made a Will, and also more likely to
have left a charitable bequest (see Table 27).

Table 27 Donor and volunteer bequestors®?

Donor/volunteer status Having a Will Left a bequest

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Donors 2,639 52.7% 210 8.0%
Non-donors 450 37.8% 20" 4.4%"
Volunteers 1,528 56.4% 140 9.2%
Non-volunteers 1,561 44.7% 90" 5.8%""
Total 3,089 49.8% 230 7.4%

6.9.1 Gender

Analysis of demographic data collected in the Individual giving and volunteering survey revealed a
significant relationship between gender and the likelihood of leaving a Will, with women more likely to
make a Will; but no difference between gender and the likelihood of including a charitable bequest in
a Will once written (see Table 28).

Table 28 Bequestors by gender

Gender Donors with Will Volunteers with Will Total with Will Total with bequest

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Male 1,202 50.3% 677 54.6% 1,464 47.6% 112 7.7%
Female 1,437 54.8% 851 58.0% 1,625 52.0% 118 7.3%
Total 2,639 52.7% 1,528 56.4% 3,089 49.8% 230 7.4%
6.92 Age

There was a significant relationship between increasing age and the likelihood of leaving a Will, but no
significant relationship between the age of those with a Will and the likelihood of including a
charitable bequest (see Table 29).

While levels of Will-making and levels of charitable bequesting in a Will both rose with age, the highest
proportion whose Wills included a bequest to a charity or NPO were those aged 55—64 years, rather
than the oldest surveyed group of 65 years and older. This difference, however, was not large.

*® See Baker, Christopher. 2014. Encouraging Charitable Bequests by Australians: Asia-Pacific Centre for Social
Investment & Philanthropy, Swinburne University of Technology.
http://www.cacwa.org.au/documents/item/174.

7 \Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 29 Bequestors by age?

Age Donors with Will Volunteers with Will Total with Will Total with bequest
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
18-24 27" 5.0%"" 16" 5.4%"" 46" 6.0%"" 5 10.9"
25-34 193 20.7% 100 22.6% 229 19.2% 9™ 3.9%"
35-44 402 42.8% 264 47.2% 450 40.8% 30" 6.7%""
45-54 562 63.4% 357 70.1% 653 60.8% 50" 7.7%""
55-64 615 79.0% 329 80.6% 719 76.8% 64" 8.9%""
65-74 840 90.1% 462 93.5% 992 88.0% 72" 7.3%""
Total 2,639 52.7% 1,528 56.4% 3,089 49.8% 230 7.4%

6.9.3 Income

Relevant data on the annual income of respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey
are included in Table 30. Income and wealth are not directly equivalent measures and the Individual
giving and volunteering survey collected data on the annual income of respondents (and not their
wealth, which would be a measure of accumulated assets). However, for the purposes of comparison,
high income is used in the analysis below as a proxy for high net wealth.

Analysis of the annual income of respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey
revealed:

= no strong relationship between income and the likelihood of having a Will, and
= no significant relationship between income and the likelihood of including a bequest in a Will.

% Where ** appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 30 Bequestors by income99. 100

Income Donors with Will Volunteers with Will Total with Will Total with bequest
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Nil income 70" 38.0%" 41" 44.6%* 85" 31.0%" g™ 9.4%"*
$1-$7,799 24% 38.7%" 18" 50.0%" 29% 29.9%" 2" 6.9%""
$7,800-$15,599 83" 40.7%" 43" 402%" 102 35.9% g™ 7.8%"
$15,600-$20,799 163 56.6% 96* 58.9%" 208 53.5% 11* 5.3%"
$20,800-$25,999 173 60.1% 97" 59.5%" 218 57.5% 20" 9.2%"
$26,000-$33,799 135 53.8% 87" 55.8%" 156 48.4% 14 9.0%"*
$33,800-$41,599 142 51.6% 73 50.7%" 158 47.4% 6" 3.8%
$41,600-$51, 999 150 44.5% 86* 52.1%" 175 42.9% 12" 6.9%"
$52,000-$64,999 176 47.3% 104 52.3% 205 47.2% 18" 8.8%"
$65,000-$77,999 140 46.2% 80" 51.0%" 159 45.0% 11* 6.9%"
$78,000-$90,999 164 49.1% 91" 50.6%" 178 47.8% 22 12.4%"
$91,000-$103,999 137 56.4% 83" 61.9%"" 147 54.4% 14 9.5%""
$104,000-$155,999 192 52.9% 111 58.1% 218 53.8% 14 6.4%""
$156,000 plus 198 64.7% 136 69.4% 212 64.0% 23" 10.8%"
Total 2,639 52.7% 1,528 56.4% 3,089 49.8% 230 7.4%

The Philanthropy and philanthropists survey did not seek data on either income or wealth. However,

the individuals who responded were those who have established a structured approach to their giving

and are deemed for the purposes of analysis to be HNWIs. Of these respondents:

= 89.3% indicated they have a Will, compared to 49.8% of the population as a whole, as measured
by the Individual giving and volunteering survey, and

= 35.7% of those who have a Will indicated they have included a charitable bequest in their Will,

against 7.4% of the population as a whole, as measured by the Individual giving and volunteering

survey.'?

* Where income results are shown against demographic variables, there may be a slight error due to a higher
response rate by higher income earners.

100

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
The difference in sample sizes between those who answered bequest questions in the Philanthropy and

101

philanthropists survey (N = 28) and in the Individual giving and volunteering survey (N = 1,528) should be
considered when drawing conclusions from this data.
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Of the surveyed philanthropists who included a charitable bequest in their Will:

= no respondents had directed all of their estate to their own philanthropic fund
= seventy per cent had directed some of their estate to their own philanthropic fund, and
= forty per cent had directed some of their estate to charitable purposes other than their own fund.

6.9.4 Education

Analysis of the education level of respondents (see Table 31) to the Individual giving and volunteering
survey revealed:

= no strong relationship between education level and the likelihood of having a Will, and
= no strong relationship between education level and the likelihood of including a bequest in a Will.

Table 31 Bequestors by education102

Education Donors with Will Volunteers with Will Total with Will Total with bequest

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Year 12 or below 631 55.4% 287 56.4% 779 51.1% 37" 4.7%"

Trade qualification/
apprenticeship/ 885 55.3% 518 59.1% 1057 53.7% 68" 6.4%""
certificate/diploma

Bachelor degree 601 46.0% 384 52.5% 675 43.8% 61" 9.0%""

Postgraduate ++ 1+
oo 480 54.2% 317 57.4% 526 50.5% 57 10.8%

qualification

Total 2,639 52.7% 1,528 56.4% 3,089 49.8% 230 7.4%

6.9.5 Employment status

Those who were retired were the most likely to have made a Will (see Table 32).

102 T+ . . . A
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 32 Bequestors by employment status193

Employment Donors with Will Volunteers with Will Total with Will Total with bequest
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Full-time paid ) 5 46.3% 580 51.2% 1,137 45.0% 86" 7.6%""

employment

Part-time,

casual or self- 418 43.0% 278 47.0% 478 39.8% 30" 6.3%"

employed

Unemployed,

looking for 49" 25.3%" 24" 27.3%"" 75 24.8%"" 1" 1.3%""

work

Not retired

and not in 201 47.6% 134 54.3% 239 44.6% 18" 7.5%""

workforce

Full-time 12" 8.8%"" gt 10.3%" 16" 7.0%"" 1™ 6.3%""

student

Retired 948 86.7% 497 90.7% 1,130 83.3% 93" 8.2%"

Total 2,639 52.7% 1,528 56.4% 3,089 49.8% 230 7.4%

6.9.6 Why people give charitable bequests

The Giving Australia 2016 data on bequests largely reflects the patterns described in the literature.

Researchers in western nations have consistently found the standard pattern in estate distribution is
for the first partner of a couple to leave their personal estate to their spouse; and for the surviving
spouse to subsequently leave the estate to the children, in full and in equal share (Menchik and David
1983; Finch and Mason 2000; O'Dwyer 2001).

Focus group and interview participants described the strongest influence over the decision to leave a
105

charitable bequest to be the perceived capacity to leave a bequest.
Qualitative participants highlighted a person’s belief that there are adequate funds available, over and
above the needs of remaining family members, is entirely subjective. They saw no objective measure
of ‘how much is enough’ and some Will-makers regarded the educational and financial foundations
provided to their children as meeting their needs.

103 F . . . o
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

104 .. . . . . . .
This includes, home duties, full-time carers, unpaid workers in a family business and volunteers.

% It should be noted that some respondents in a bequests focus group spoke from experience of being both a

bequestor and a bequest fundraiser.
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[People] say, ‘Look, my children have done well. They don’t need what I've got; therefore | want

to leave a substantial estate to your organisation because my children don’t need it.”
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

Some professional advisers felt they had a role in pointing out a healthy surplus that people could
choose to bequest if they wished.

... you address the concern of you have everything, you have enough and so therefore here’s a
surplus and do you want to do something different.
- Focus group, Professional advisers, QLD

In the Philanthropy and philanthropists survey, 100% of charitable bequestors indicated they were
influenced by their family already having been provided for to the extent the Will-maker thought
necessary. Perceived capacity and perceptions of ‘necessary’ family need, as well as who is included in
the concept of ‘family’, were three aspects of the discussion about ‘how much is enough’.

The concept of some HNWIs being motivated to bequest to a charity so as to avoid leaving all their
estate to family members was supported in the Philanthropy and philanthropists survey with half of all
bequestors stating that they did not wish to direct all of their wealth to family members.

... I'm taking it out of the hands of my nephews and nieces and so on | suppose. But they
probably deserve some of it. | was brought up in a family that the money went to your
descendants, to the next generation and the next generation. And I’'ve been lucky to have little
bits and pieces from different uncles and aunts over the years, but | was never entitled to it and
they’re not entitled to it.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

Focus group participants added the effect of social and cultural influences such as the opinions of
other family members on the fair distribution of accumulated wealth, and slowly shifting social norms
regarding talking about financial matters, death and dying. Some 40% of bequestors in the
Philanthropy and philanthropists survey reported that people important to them would be pleased by
their decision to include a charitable bequest.

| think it’s an easier conversation ... I’'m also of the age where death and dying is part of the
journey, part of the friends, being part of a church. All of those things tend to happen. So | think
it’s easier now as a conversation to speak about it.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

Statement of personal values, ‘legacy’

In addition to the perceived capacity to include a bequest, focus group and interview participants
added that a prominent motivating factor was the desire to leave a legacy or to memorialise a loved
one. Some 30% of bequestors in the Philanthropy and philanthropists survey also confirmed this focus
group and interview theme.

... it’s also a sense of commemorating or remembering someone. So one of the gifts is kind of in
recognition of what my mum went through ... so there’s an emotional element to it.
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC
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Focus group and interview participants described a sense of satisfaction in organising their estate and

clearly communicating their wishes to their family. They also expressed that the bequest affirmed
their identity established through their lifetime.

For these participants, a bequest was testament to their lifelong values of giving, which the donor
hoped to pass on to subsequent generations. The inclusion of a bequest confirmed his or her
self-perceptions and shaped the way in which s/he will be perceived by others.

I think there’s a personal satisfaction of putting things in order, to actually let your family know
these are the things you do support, but also for them hopefully to reflect as time passes to their
children that they need to be aware of those less fortunate in their community, be it here or
overseas, or be kept mindful of the environment to do that. So | think it is about passing on
values, community values and that’s a great deal of satisfaction.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

... a sense of satisfaction. My choices in bequest giving or donations or volunteering — because |
do volunteer as well ... it is that sense of, ‘I’'m being true to myself,” and the actions that I've
taken to support these charities is reflective of who | am as a person. So there’s an authenticity
about it.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

In these ways, participants’ comments on the meaning of legacy reflected a desire to:

= honour those close to them
= pass on charitable values to future generations, and
= continue the support of cherished causes.

We have adopted a ‘tithing” approach: committing a percentage of our estate ... we have left
these funds ‘untied” with a request that they be used for something that would not otherwise
have been achievable ... we want our bequest to serve as a legacy.

- Philanthropy and philanthropists survey respondent

| think it was more those causes that we were concerned about than the fact of do we bequest
to people or who do we leave the money to. We would like those causes to continue.
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

A bequest was highlighted as enabling a person passionate about a cause to ‘give them [charities] a
gift’ at a time of life when it is not possible to ‘give them very much [as a regular donation], because |
wasn’t earning very much’ (Focus group, Bequestors, VIC).

6.9.7 Why more people do not leave a charitable bequest
Charitable bequests are influenced by social context and are inextricably interwoven with the
attitudes, beliefs and behaviours associated with inheritance.
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Concerns about family

Participants identified a desire to avoid family disputes or changes to their wishes by family. They
believed a challenge could potentially be reduced by ensuring that their intentions as the Will-maker
and Will provisions and instructions are shared in advance and made extremely clear.

It comes back to those values and ensuring that your instructions are very, very clear. You don’t
need any ambiguity.
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

... we’ve [charity] had a couple of bequests where they’ve decided to leave some major asset and
the children have just gone, ‘Well you do that and I'll contest it’.
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

There was also a view that giving while living was their better option to avoid such issues.

Wills are often contested. If donations are made while | am alive | can ensure that they are used
for the right purpose.
- Philanthropy and philanthropists survey respondent

Death: a difficult subject for some
Focus group and interview participants felt one of the greatest challenges to charitable bequests
remained the cultural sensitivities associated with death or dying.

... it’s such a sensitive thing. It can bring up a lot of pain for people, the idea of it all, even talking
about a bequest, because they may have left it in memory of someone close to them. So by
talking about it with friends or other people, it can bring up that pain, it triggers off memories
again, thoughts about goodness, this may happen to me. So | think that’s the reason why a lot of
people don’t talk about it because you’re going to bring up something that’s uncomfortable.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

Wanting to see impact personally

Just over half (53.6%) of structured philanthropic donors surveyed had not included a charitable
bequest in their Will at the time of the survey. Of these respondents, 93.3% reported this was because
they were doing their giving while living. This preference for lifetime giving aligns with broader findings
from Giving Australia 2016, of the importance to many donors of seeing the difference their gift can
make.

I think | get more benefit from donating each year to charities than from the bequest because |
won’t be there to see what they do with the bequest money.
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

I have the joy of seeing that | have made a difference.
- Philanthropy and philanthropists survey respondent
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Advisers unprepared?
Bequest fundraiser focus groups expressed concern at the limited training available to key

professional groups that advise Will-makers, such as lawyers, accountants and financial advisers. They
believed that this could be limiting bequests.

... their job is to take instructions from their client, not to start sort of planting seeds with them ...
| think where we need to try to get to is a place where that just becomes another question
they’re asking. ‘[Are] there any charities that you’d like to make a provision for as well in
amongst all this?’

- Focus group, Bequest fundraisers, QLD

6.9.8 Influencers, triggers and tipping points
Earlier sections of these bequest findings covered why people give charitable bequests but what
particular information came out about influencers, triggers and tipping points?

The sense of satisfaction of leaving something to posterity mentioned earlier in talking about leaving a
personal legacy was especially a trigger for those without children. Participants also highlighted that
good and ethical relationships were needed between the Will-maker and the charitable organisation.

Parallels with the responses of focus group and interview participants to questions about motivations
for giving in general emerged, where values alignment and personal interest in the recipient cause or

organisation figured heavily. '

There was also a connection to the respondents in the Individual giving
and volunteering survey who said they would most likely become committed donors based on a
lifestyle change, exposure to an issue, cause or organisation and personal experience.’ In bequests,

the affinity to the cause and organisation needed to be particularly strong.

Emotional connection or relationship

As with other giving during their lifetime, vibrant personal connection to a specific cause or
organisation was seen as critical in the bequest decision to the point where the bequest was the next
logical step.

... you support a cause for a long, long time and at some point, you just think the natural
progression is to leave something in your Will for future. So in case anything happens at some
point, you know, there’s always something there for the future. But again it gets back to that —
for me, the passion, and there’s [sic] only a few organisations that | feel very passionate about.
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

Participants alluded to bequests giving them personal fulfilment.

I'll give when | have more than | need
Family needs and the presence or absence of family figure again in this theme, evident in both the
qualitative data and the Philanthropy and philanthropists survey data on bequests. Some respondents

106 . . .o .
For more on general motivations for giving, see section 6.2.

107 Lo .
For more on regular giving, see section 6.7.
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reported that they were still considering their options due to anticipated changes in family structure,

or changes in their perceived capacity to include a portion, or a greater portion, of their estate as a
bequest.

... it’s really up to the individual and their circumstances as well. Do they have children? Do they
not have children? How many children do they have?
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

At the moment key beneficiaries include family members who are older than me. | anticipate
that in reviewing my Will later, there will be more room for other charitable beneficiaries. | also
anticipate giving while living.

- Philanthropy and philanthropists survey respondent

‘They asked me’ and ‘they do a lot of good | believe in’
Being ‘asked’ to consider a charitable bequest was a further trigger, as well as the alignment of the
focus of service. One charity commented:

Our service is our trigger. It triggers a lot of communities in outback Australia to give to us ...
- Focus group, Bequest fundraisers, QLD

Professional advisers were mentioned as agents influencing Will-making but were less seen as
influential in the bequest decision.

6.9.9 What next on charitable bequests?

As the Giving Australia 2005 report foreshadowed, Giving Australia 2016 continues to highlight
bequests as a strong potential source of donations for the nonprofit sector if only in that so many
Australians are yet to make a Will, and so many are yet to ‘include a charity’.

Perceived capacity to give remains a central deciding factor in bequest giving in 2016. Participating
professional advisers view their role as important in influencing the perceptions of those who can give,
but may not yet realise their capacity.
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Giving Australia 2016 participants identified the following suggestions for growing bequest giving:

Encouraging influencers such as professional advisers to ask about giving, and building timely

prompts into existing Will-making processes (see also Sanders and Smith 2016; Behavioural
Insights Team 2014).

... If [advisers] aren’t experienced they don’t see that, and they might not see other things that
they can help the client achieve, like the legacy issue and the other issues. So experience,
training, top-down, sideways, whatever way, it should all be embedded in the culture.

- Focus group, Professional advisers, QLD

... in my mind, | knew who | was supporting or who | cared for or wanted to care for in the future.
But it was actually when you were doing the Will and you’re prompted into that, ‘Have you
thought of a bequest,” and | sort of thought, ‘no, | haven’t.” I've thought of all my family
members and everyone else but hadn’t really thought of a bequest. So | think in a few cases — |
don’t say it’s all or a majority — that prompt is very handy ...

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

Making use of available data to determine who might be a potential bequestor, and approaching

potential donors and family members with appropriate sensitivity.

It’s a funny challenge that the charities | think face, particularly around gifts in Wills, because if
people aren’t aware of it and they’re not conscious of it, how do you plant that seed and get
people to consider it and think about doing it? Because it very often doesn’t happen
spontaneously ... you do have to ask ...

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

We seem to deal with statistics, but we’re dealing with somebody’s mother, we’re dealing with
somebody’s sister, we’re dealing with somebody’s cousin. These are real people, they’re not just
statistics ... So | think that’s the thing, and | think that the organisations who are more sensitive
around that do well.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

The role of Government and regulation
The primary role of government in bequest giving was viewed as:

encouraging Will-making

raising public awareness of the potential for charitable bequests, and

protecting people against the risks of financial abuse, bullying and breaches of privacy from

overzealous organisations.
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It’s probably the role about promoting Will-making because ... if you have to do that for anyone

you’re close to, you’ve got enough to deal with grieving and coping with life, let alone having
complexities around dealing with Public Trustees and that sort of government machinery and
lawyers and solicitors. So there is probably something there around encouraging everyone to
have a Will ... you almost want to make it an obligation ... if you can buy a house and drive a car
and have children, actually you should have a Will.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

... we are dealing with people who are getting toward their time. They might be widows, they
might be ill and they are vulnerable and they can be bullied and they can be enticed. And people
can be quite unscrupulous of that. So | think that’s where the government can give attention to
see how it can be better legislated, better controlled.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

... the number of people that I've spoken to recently [who] are saying they’re just being
bombarded by letters about donating and bequests from organisations where they have no
affiliation or knowledge of is a real concern ... there are obviously a lot of organisations out there
buying databases and just going for it.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

The role of technology and social media

Evolving communication technologies are providing new ways for charitable organisations to approach
potential bequestors, but with these changes come some concerns regarding information overload
and protection of privacy.

I think people are better informed, and as a consequence, they’ll ask more questions, as they
should, and that can lead to the opportunity of them to give more than they would normally do
because they’ve got the information, they’ve seen the video, it touched their heart on something.
So I don’t see it as a negative thing at all. In fact, | think we need to do more. We need to do
better. Charities | think need to do better.

- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC

... a lot of scams ... have been happening since technology has become a bit more popular, and |
think that’s been a concern for some people who might be hesitant to donate to a charity ...
- Focus group, Bequestors, VIC
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6.10 Other giving methods

The findings in this section relate to the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

=  What factors influence people to utilise methods of giving, such as bequests, workplace giving and
collectives (e.g. giving circles) and foundations?

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

= What are the opportunities to grow levels of giving and volunteering among individuals and
business?

6.10.1 Collectives/giving circles

Giving circles (also known as social investment clubs or collectives) are a relatively new way for donors
with common interests to combine their money and decide as a group which charities they want to
support. A giving circle can be defined as a group of individuals who pool their resources and decide
together how to impact an agreed upon social problem.

Several key perceived benefits of involvement identified by focus group participants were:

= the strong social element or sense of belonging that direct participation can generate

= the ability to make local decisions regarding the distribution of funds as well as to direct efforts to
localised issues (which were often seen as overlooked by larger charities and government
projects)

= being able to see the immediate effects of actions, and

= the ability to expose new people to giving and extend the support base of NPOs.

The following comments tease out further aspects that might encourage a person to become involved
in a giving circle or collective effort.

Giving circles enable public generosity across all wealth levels, and often emphasise the civic
engagement side of philanthropy.
- Focus group, Collective giving, SA

... a sense of belonging and a sense of inclusion, and ... the enormous difference that small
amounts can make, is a big part of me valuing what I do.
- Focus group, Collective giving, SA

The perceived immediacy of impact via a localised involvement was thought to introduce new people
to giving, thus opening up NPOs to a broader support base.

... it [a giving circle] extends the scale and scope of giving.
- Focus group, Collective giving, SA

There was also the sense that giving circles provided a non-threatening entry to giving, enabling
people with smaller amounts to give to be part of something bigger.
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... it becomes much more accessible to just reqular everyday people with less disposable income.

So it’s a conversation that you can have ... It says, ‘I’'m doing my little bit to contribute to society,
and the impact is still greater.’
- Focus group, Collective giving, SA

Furthermore, they can open up conversations on giving ‘... where it was taboo previously’ (Focus
group, Collective giving, SA) and shifting the conversation focus from ‘how much’ to ‘what can be
done’. There was some sense expressed that giving circles may appeal to younger people, given their
reported ‘need for connections’ and’ instant gratification’, however, a US study found that members
of giving circles were more likely to be older and female (Giving USA 2010).

6.10.2 In-kind giving

In-kind giving is the donation of goods and/or services for a charitable purpose. This definition
encompasses a wide range of activities, including food banks, aid relief and services: practices that
differ from the donation of money (and other financial gifts).'®® Volunteering, while a form of in-kind
giving, is discussed in sections 6.11 —6.16. To date, there has been limited systematic reviews of this
form of giving and its various types of functions.

Overall, 77.1% of respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey gave goods in the
previous 12 months (see Table 33). Women were more likely to have given goods than men. Those in
the middle age brackets (35-54 years) had the greatest participation rates in in-kind giving. As
education increased, so too did the likelihood of being an in-kind giver. Those who were unemployed
or full-time students had the lowest participation rates in in-kind giving. Those born in Australia or
overseas in an English-speaking country were more likely to be in-kind givers than those born overseas
in a non-English-speaking country.

1% Note on blood donations: Giving Australia did not focus on blood donations. However, there were a number

of participants who mentioned giving blood as either an in-kind donation or a form of volunteering. As donating
blood was not specifically asked in the questionnaire, these participants are not included when discussing in-kind
giving. The Australian Red Cross (2016) estimates that 1 in 30 Australians donate blood.
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Table 33 Giving goods by gender, age, education, country of birth

Number donating
goods in past 12

Percentage
donating goods in

months past 12 months
Gender
Male 2,111 68.7%
Female 2,667 85.3%
Age
18-24 498 64.9%
25-34 907 76.0%
35-44 905 82.0%
45-54 872 81.2%
55-64 439 78.6%
65 plus 860 76.3%
Education
Year 12 or below 4,056 69.3%
Trade qualification/apprenticeship/certificate/diploma 1,521 77.2%
Bachelor degree 1,240 80.4%
Postgraduate qualification 878 84.3%
Employment status
Full-time paid employment 1,983 78.5%
Part-time, casual or self-employed 985 82.1%
Unemployed, looking for work 189 62.4%
Not retired and not in workforce'” 431 80.4%
Full-time student 127 55.7%
Retired 1,032 76.1%
Country of birth
Australia 3,349 78.2%
Overseas, English-speaking country 865 78.3%
Overseas, non-English-speaking country 532 70.0%
Total 4,778 77.1%

Nearly all in-kind givers had given clothing (93.2%). Books and toys were also popular items donated

(see Figure 14).
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Figure 14 Types of goods donated

Taking the items directly to the charity was the most common way of donating goods with 60% of
in-kind givers donating in this way. Just under half (47.8%) took their goods to an unmonitored
location (e.g. charity bin). Some 5% had the charity collect the goods directly from them (see
Figure 15).

Unsolicited in person directly to the charity 60.0%

Unsolicited in person to an unmonitored location

0,
(e.g. charity bin) 47.8%

Charity collects from me 5.0%

At an organised event 3.5%

Figure 15 How do you normally donate goods?

In-kind giving motivations
A focus group and interviews conducted in regional and urban locations throughout Australia give
insights to why people give in-kind.

Many in-kind giving participants were motivated by a distaste for waste and an associated desire to
encourage resource renewal.

My thing is to be able to stop waste ... It’s just to recycle as much as we can and help somebody.
- Focus group, In-kind giving, QLD

In-kind giving was motivated by limited discretionary dollars.

... my basic reason for donating in-kind is that | don’t have the money, financially.
- Focus group, In-kind giving, QLD

... I don’t have a lot of money ... something substantial, | can’t afford to do that. So the way that |
can afford to do it [to give] ... is to make things.
- Focus group, In-kind giving, QLD

In fact, giving in-kind (e.g. making and donating a quilt) allowed participants to give beyond their
(financial) means, as the raffling of a product had the potential to generate cash amounts for a charity
many times beyond the donated good’s monetary value.
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Goods-based giving was also perceived as providing 100% of the donation’s potential benefit, whereas

many participants were sceptical of the percentage of cash donations that make it to people in need.

So I'd rather see that what I’'m giving and doing is actually benefiting people rather than getting
siphoned off to other places.
- Focus group, In-kind giving, QLD

With charities, you don’t know ... how much of this money is going to the actual charity.
- Focus group, In-kind giving, QLD

As one participant remarked, in-kind giving was about, ‘know[ing] that every bit of effort that anyone
puts in goes straight to people in need’ (Interview, In-kind giver, QLD).

Participants also raised problems with in-kind giving. They noted limited understanding of how gifts
are used once they leave the donors’ hands, and how organisations can better deal with the capacity
challenges of managing product donations. Consistent with earlier studies such as Gazley and Abner
(2014), logistical, storage issues and processing of product donations were cited as common
challenges for participants and raised concerns about where to effectively place donations.

Exacerbating these problems were well-meaning yet inappropriate donations (e.g. an old door was
given as a substitute for a table top or dirty clothing). Such donations consume the time and resources
of many charitable organisations.

If you see the garbage that people donate. It’s unbelievable.
- Focus group, In-kind givers, QLD

Participants liked donation registries and online portals through which in-kind donations could be
better managed and charities could control the donation flow by requesting types and quantities as
needed.

There was also a minor concern expressed as to whether donations destined for overseas aid might
negatively impact local markets and undermine long-term development as noted also in the literature
(e.g. Brooks and Simon 2012).

6.11 Who are the volunteers?

The findings in this section relate to the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?
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Overall, 43.7% of respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey volunteered an average
of 134 hours (median was 55 hours) over the 12 months prior to interview.™° This equates to a total
of 932 million hours for the Australian population. In 2005, 41% of Australians volunteered a total of
836 million hours.**

6.11.1 Gender

A greater percentage of women than men volunteered although male participation has increased
since 2005 (see Table 34).

Table 34 Volunteering by gender!12

Gender 2005 2016
Percentage  Average hours Number Percentage  Average hours
volunteering volunteered volunteering volunteering volunteered
Male 35.8% 123 1,240 40.3% 130
Female 45.9% 139 1,467 46.9% 138
Total 41.0% 132 2,707 43.7% 134
6.11.2 Age

As Table 35 shows, those aged between 35 and 44 years had the greatest volunteering participation
rates (50.7%) followed by those 45-54 years (47.4%). In 2005, 46.6% of those aged 35—44 years and
46.4% of those aged 45-54 years were volunteers. Volunteers aged 65 years and over contributed, on
average, 193 hours each in the past 12 months. In 2016, those aged 25—-34 years volunteered the least
both in terms of percentage of respondents volunteering (37.1%) and the average number of hours
volunteered (98 hours).

110 .
Average and median hours volunteered refers to the amount volunteered for those who were volunteers, not

an average and median for the whole sample.

" These findings (as they also were in 2005) are higher than ABS estimations and possible explanations are

given in section 5.4.7.

" These findings (as they also were in 2005) are higher than ABS estimations and possible explanations are

given in section 5.4.7.
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Table 35 Volunteering by age group

Age 2005 2016
group
Percentage Average hours Number Percentage Average hours
volunteering volunteered volunteering volunteering volunteered
18-24 36.4% 132 294 38.3% 106
25-34 35.1% 112 443 37.1% 98
35-44 46.6% 116 559 50.7% 109
45-54 46.4% 105 509 47.4% 131
55-64 39.8% 178 408 43.6% 157
65 plus 39.5% 171 494 43.8% 193
Total 41.0% 132 2,707 43.7% 134

6.11.3 Personal income

As Figure 16 shows, there was some variation between income levels on volunteering participation
rates, ranging from 33% for those with no income to 59.2% for those earning $156,000 and above.
Those in the highest income bracket ($156,000 and above) had the highest participation rates.'*
Those with income less than $65,000 volunteered 155 hours on average, while those with income
over $65,000 volunteered 104 hours on average over the year prior to interview.

Percentage volunteering
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Figure 16 Percentage volunteering and average number of volunteering hours by income '
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6.11.4 Education

As displayed in Table 36, the likelihood of volunteering increased with education level, with 49.7% of
those with a Bachelor’s degree or higher volunteering, compared to 33.4% of those with no

post-school education. There was a small but statistically significant difference in participation
between those with an undergraduate qualification (47.4%) and those with a postgraduate
qualification (53.0%). In 2005, 36.9% of those with school level education only volunteered, compared
to 43.6% with a trade qualification and 49.6% with a Bachelor’s degree or higher.

Table 36 Volunteering by education

Education 2005 2016
Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
volunteering hours | volunteering  volunteering hours
volunteered volunteered
Year 12 or below 36.9% 142 509 33.4% 143

Trade qualification/
apprenticeship/ 43.6% 131 877 44.5% 143
certificate/diploma

Bachelor degree

e L. 115 49.6% 114 731 47.4% 116
qualification
Postgraduate N/A N/A 552 53.0% 133
qualification
Total 41.0% 132 2,707 43.7% 134

6.11.5 Employment status

The greatest volunteering participation rate was for those in paid employment other than full-time
(see Table 37). This is similar to 2005 where 48.7% of respondents in this category were volunteers. In
2016, this was followed by those currently not in the workforce but not retired.**® There was little
difference between retirees and full-time students on volunteering participation rates. In 2005, 39.8%
of retirees were volunteers compared to 45.9% of full-time students. Participation rates for full-time
students seems to have decreased since 2005, however, the average number of hours has increased

to 121 per volunteer (compared to 102 hours in 2005).*"

11 2005, Bachelor degree or higher was used.

18 This includes, home duties, full-time carers, unpaid workers in a family business and those that listed their

employment status as a volunteer.

w Comparisons with hours volunteered from 2005 should be treated with caution due to sampling differences

(see section 5.4.7).
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Table 37 Volunteering by employment status18

Employment status 2005 2016
Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
volunteering hours | volunteering volunteering hours
volunteered volunteered
Z‘;L'F;tl:)”y‘;‘e’s'td 38.7% 100 1,132 44.8% 103
Part-time, casual or
self-employed 48.7% 126 592 49.3% 120
for;e&?:(oyed' looking 23.8% 115 88" 29.0%" 154"
Not retired and not i
erIZf?olrrcz“gn notm 42.0% 165 247 46.1% 176
Full-time student 45.9% 102 87" 38.2%"" 121"
Retired 39.8% 195 548 40.4% 196
Total 41.0% 132 2,707 43.7% 134

6.11.6 Occupation
In 2016, those working in professional or managerial roles had the highest volunteering participation
rates (at 52.8% and 52.0%, respectively). Technicians and trades workers had the lowest participation
rate at 33.3%. They also had the lowest volunteering hours on average (89 hours) (see Figure 17).
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Figure 17 Percentage volunteering by occupation
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Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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6.11.7 Household composition
Table 38 below displays the percentage of volunteers by household composition for 2016. Couples
with dependent children living at home had the highest volunteering rates (51.8%), followed by those

living in a group household of related adults and children (50.9%). Those living alone contributed the
most hours on average over the year (176 hours), followed by couples with no children at home
(158 hours) and couples with independent children living at home (153 hours).

Table 38 Volunteering by household composition120

Household composition Number Percentage Average
volunteering volunteering volunteering hours
Person living alone 371 37.8% 176
Couple with no children 362 40.1% 127
Couple with no children living at home 430 48.0% 158
Egump;e with dependent children living at 893 51.8% 109
Couple with independent children living 112 37.7% 153
at home
Single parent with children living at home 112 42.6% 151
Group household of unrelated adults 113 32.4% 118
Group household of related adults 186 39.2% 119
Group household of related adults and gg" 50.9%" 104"
children '
Total 2,707 43.7% 134

6.11.8 Country of birth

Those born in Australia or in an overseas English-speaking country had greater volunteering

participation rates than those born in a non-English-speaking country (see Table 39). However, there

was no difference between hours volunteered and country of birth.

120

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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Table 39 Volunteering by country of birth, 2005 & 2016

Country of birth 2005 2016
Percentage Average Number Percentage Average

volunteering annual hours volunteering volunteering annual hours
Australia 42.2% 130 1993 46.5% 139
Overseas. English- 40.2% 157 461 41.7% 122
speaking
Overseas, non- 32.7% 124 239 31.4% 119
English-speaking
Total 41.0% 132 2,707 43.7% 134

6.11.9 State of residence

Table 40 displays the percentage of people volunteering and their average annual hours for each state
and territory. Those living outside capital cities were both more likely to volunteer and volunteered
more hours on average over the year than those within capital cities.
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Table 40 Volunteering by state of residence, 2005 & 2016121

State/Territory 2005 2016
Percentage Average Number Percentage Average number of
volunteering number of hours | volunteering volunteering hours volunteered
volunteered

New South Wales N/A N/A 861 43.5% 138
total
Greater Sydney 36.7% 125 430 39.8% 121
Rest of NSW 44.0% 137 420 47.8% 156
Victoria total N/A N/A 679 43.7% 129
Greater Melbourne 40.2% 135 455 41.7% 120
Rest of VIC 46.1% 124 221 48.3% 144
Queensland total N/A N/A 551 44.8% 126
Greater Brisbane 37.7% 134 280 43.5% 122
Rest of QLD 41.4% 131 271 46.6% 131
fgt‘;tlh Australia N/A N/A 194 42.8% 168
Greater Adelaide 39.5% 164 152 42.5% 161
Rest of 5A 52.0% 125 4" 46.2%" 189"
Ygfjem Australia N/A N/A 287 42.4% 133
Greater Perth 37.3% 132 245 41.5% 131
Rest of WA 49.4% 118 417 47.7%"" 146"

Tasmania, Northern
Territory, Australian 51.5% 126 145 44.8% 129
Capital Territory

Australia total 41.0% 132 2,707 43.7% 134

6.12 Givers of money and time

Overall, 38.2% of respondents to the Individual giving and volunteering survey gave both money and
time in the 12 months prior to the survey. It was much more common to donate money and not
volunteer (42.6%) than to volunteer but not donate money (5.5%). Some 13.7% of respondents
neither donated nor volunteered.

Some 87.4% of volunteers also made at least one monetary donation. Those who were volunteers, as
well as monetary donors, gave, on average, $1,017.11 while those who were monetary donors but
were not volunteers gave, on average, $536.69 (see Table 41).

121 T+ . . . A
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 41 Giving of money and time

Volunteer 2005 2016
status .
Percentage  Average donation Number  Percentage Average
donating (2016 dollars) donating donating donation ($)
Volunteers 91.2% $721.77 2,367 87.4% $1,017.11
Non-volunteers 83.8% $336.74 2,643 75.6% $536.69
Total 86.9% $568.83 5,010 80.8% $764.08

6.13 Why do people volunteer?

The reasons for volunteering were often closely aligned with the reasons for giving money.** This is
unsurprising considering that 87.4% of volunteers in the Individual giving and volunteering survey
were also donors.

... volunteering and giving financially for me goes hand in hand.
- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

This section examines findings which answer the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions in
relation to volunteering:

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

Focus group and interview participants gave a lens into a range of individual, familial, sociocultural and
financial (privilege) reasons prompting people to volunteer.

I think for me it has always been that wherever | decide to give my voluntary time, it has to
resonate with my values, and my values need to be aligned with what | want to do in a voluntary
capacity.

- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

Just as a change in lifestyle could trigger greater giving, the move to retirement was frequently
identified as enabling volunteering.

... l wanted to keep busy when | retired ... and whilst | didn’t have any expertise in the particular
area that they were working in, | was happy to do a lot of that hack work on a committee and
provide expertise in areas such as law, accounting, where | had some qualifications.

- Focus group, Virtual volunteers, Online

122 . . . Lo .
For a detailed discussion on the reasons for giving, see section 6.2.
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... my work was almost everything, which is bad and | had no children. And | retired in ‘08 and |
started my volunteering after that ... I’d prefer to be out there doing something with people and
giving what | can, and as a consequence getting something back and feeling worthwhile doing
that.

- Focus group, Older volunteers, VIC

Even more so than with giving money, the sense of satisfaction from using knowledge, experience and
skills to contribute to the community was highlighted among volunteers.

I can see a need that is otherwise not going to be fulfilled, and that will provide me a personal
satisfaction reward for having seen something done that otherwise would have been left
undone.

- Focus group, Older volunteers, VIC

This also involved realising the potential in ways that would not have been possible were it not for the
opportunity of volunteer work.

I wanted to do something different. So the SES [State Emergency Service] was the real different
one, and | got enormous satisfaction out of that simply because | found that | could do things
that | would never have imagined | could do.

- Focus group, Older volunteers, VIC

As with givers of money, volunteers and in-kind givers also identified reciprocity as a driver for their
giving.

I've had a very good life. I've been paid to travel. I've worked in Europe, Africa, Middle East, Asia.
I've seen abject poverty and great wealth and prosperity, and | just felt that | don’t perhaps have
financial means to donate to various organisations, but if | can volunteer my time I’'m giving
something back to the community.

- Interview, Volunteer, QLD

... | feel like I've been able to live a pretty privileged life. I’'m not super wealthy and I’'m not super
famous or anything like that, but I've been educated and been able to have a roof over my head,
I have a fantastic family, and | think for me it’s just about giving something back to society.

- Interview, In-kind giver, QLD

Qualitative participants spoke of volunteering offering personal mental health benefits. This was seen
by managers of volunteers as an interconnected relationship whereby providing help for others in an
altruistic way bestowed mental health benefits on the volunteers, which in turn would benefit society
as a whole.

Research is showing us more and more now, to the extent that doctors say they wish they could
prescribe volunteering for people, like mental health consumers who aren’t connected with their
society as a means of, you know, reconnecting and finding a sense of purpose. So | think these
sort of narratives are a little bit underplayed in the value that volunteering brings, not to specific
participation and to our society but to every individual in themselves.

- Interview, Volunteering peak body, ACT
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... people are living longer and people will retire and they’ll want something to do ... to

contribute. It’s actually great for mental health because you’re actually connecting with other
people and it transforms their life really.
- Interview, Manager of volunteers, VIC

One participant mentioned in particular how volunteering could give young people a sense of focus
and direction in life, which in turn could go on to provide societal benefits.

In terms of the youth volunteers, we’ve got people maybe sometimes that haven’t got direction
or aren’t engaged. They come to us; spend four years, five years with us. They leave and have
maybe purpose and direction. So how do you measure that? It’s the social impact that we’ve had
on them to either change into career minded — or just to give them focus.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers, VIC

Another motivation for volunteering, particularly for younger volunteers, was the ability to obtain
practical skills or course requirements. Participants highlighted though how motivations can change
over time. While practical skills or course requirements may be the motivations that first attract
people to volunteering opportunities, they may continue volunteering for different reasons.

... we take on a lot of placement students that | know a lot of places don’t like to, but we’ve
noticed that they’ll come with the motivation to get their placement, but if we can instil our
culture into them, we retain them.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers, VIC

This did not apply only to young people. One participant used volunteer work initially as a means by
which to connect with the community, and then over time they too saw the benefit they were making
and continued for this reason.

| suppose | started volunteering as a migrant to get connected with the community, but since
working in volunteer circles I've realised that it’s just a whole other world, and the bengfit that it
offers to an agency to be able to keep running their services is — you can’t count the cost really.
- Focus group, Volunteers, WA

Peer and family networks were also important. For instance, friends who were currently involved with
volunteering were cited as a gateway to participating in volunteering. One participant noted:

Once they [non-volunteers] do go through the experience and they like it, they’re more likely to
come again and again without having to lure them to come.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, NSW

Managers of volunteers were aware of the range of motivations that influence volunteering, with
commentary on the difference between intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. However, it was
acknowledged that with everyone there would be a mix of motivations and that responding to
individual needs was the key constant challenge in retaining volunteers.
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Each of those 22,000 volunteers you’ve got, they have to work out what are their motivations

and how do we meet them because that’s the only way you can keep them.
- Focus group, Managers of volunteers, VIC

As well as the personal benefits of volunteering, participants also mentioned benefits to the
community and society, including directing funds and support to organisations to ensure they are able
to continue their levels of service delivery and connecting people to each other and their community.

So there’s a dollar benefit, there’s a benefit in just keeping the country going, there’s [sic]
benefits in community strengthening and resilience, and then there’s [sic] the benefits to the
individuals themselves.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers, VIC

The financial benefits to an organisation employing volunteers were also discussed in dollar terms by
one participant.

Obviously, as an agency, we have like — if you were to put the dollar figure on volunteering —
1.2/1.5 million dollars” worth of dollar value, which in terms is about 10 per cent of our revenue
for the year. So it’s quite significant when you look at it that way.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers, VIC

From the organisations’ point of view, it was they’re getting a resource, which they could use,
which hopefully will be of some benefit.
- Focus group, Virtual volunteers, Online

6.13.1 CALD volunteers

CALD focus group participants described their giving practices primarily in terms of donating skills
and/or time.***

One of the most prominent motivators identified by focus group participants from CALD communities
was the sense of responsibility to one’s community.***

' This section presents key findings from a thematic analysis of qualitative data from two focus groups

conducted in Sydney and Melbourne. Focus group participants self-identified as members of CALD communities.
Volunteers from CALD backgrounds are under-represented within the established Australian philanthropic sector
(Baker and Moran 2014) and research into the volunteer involvement of non-Anglo-Celtic cultural groups in
Australia is limited (Dolnicar and Randle 2005). Understanding cultural diversity within the context of
volunteering will help to widen the pool of volunteers, strengthen positive relationships with the local

community, and serve clients more effectively (Volunteering Australia 2006).

'** This may be related to the Asian preference for collective over individualist approaches (Nisbett, 2003).

However, the interview and focus group participants did not specifically discuss this preference (see section
7.1.2).
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It’s [philanthropy] a Greek word ... You’re there to serve, to give and actually be grateful that

you’re able to do that, but also being at the same time humble and do it in a way that is
considerate of others ...
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

This responsibility appeared to be linked to a childhood experience, and focus group participants
described modelling their behaviour on family members or teachers.

... my parents have always volunteered, so even as a little kid, before | even knew what to call it,
it was just what we did.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

I come from a family in Malaysia that really encouraged volunteering. It’s a lifestyle.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

For many, this sense of responsibility went further and developed into a way to stay connected to
their community and/or culture.

[Volunteering and giving] ... it provides you opportunities where you can build bridges, connect
other people in the community who perhaps are not connected with the broader society.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

... L really wanted to learn more about my Vietnamese ancestry, so | started volunteering with
Vietnamese Women’s Association, and through my relationships with those women [I] was able
to learn a lot.

- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

For others, there was a strong socialising benefit for volunteers born overseas, which helped them to
learn about Australian society and fit in better, as well as to secure employment.

... the job that I’m actually doing right now [came] because of my volunteer work ...
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

Several participants also pointed to a religious element as shaping the giving behaviours of CALD
people.

Actually from my faith ... we believe service to mankind is service to God. So that’s since | was a
child, you know.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

This was borne out in data from the Individual giving and volunteering survey where 13% of Individual
giving and volunteering survey respondents born in a non-English-speaking country identified a ‘sense
of obligation to my country, culture or religion” as a factor motivating their giving, compared to 5.7%
of respondents born in Australia and 8.5% of respondents born overseas in an English-speaking
country.
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For many CALD participants, distressing past experiences (e.g. persecution, conflict) were described as
a catalyst for present charitable behaviours. Participants mentioned that these experiences highlight
for them society’s inequities, and motivate them towards humanitarian efforts.

... When you’re come [sic] from Indigenous community and things like that, you sort of grow up
with this consciousness of human rights and recognition.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, NSW

Giving back to the community was also presented as important.

Lots of them [newcomers to Australia] want to volunteer because they want to give back, they
want to have a sense of belonging.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

When | talk to a lot of people they say, ‘Government has done enough for us. Letting us come
into this country, giving these opportunities to live peacefully. We want to give something back
to Australia.”

- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

Descriptions of factors influencing giving and volunteering were generally heartfelt and not
undertaken for personal gain or acknowledgment. For example, in reference to her volunteering
efforts, one participant remarked:

I did it not because of something that | want to be recognised as, but | did it out of love for these
children because | know that one day they will come back into the community.
- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, NSW

The Individual giving and volunteering survey also identified that people born in non-English-speaking
countries were more likely than people born in Australia to be motivated to give or volunteer from
sympathy for those the organisation helps and the desire to make the world a better place.
Conversely, people born in non-English-speaking countries were less likely than people born in
Australia to be motivated to give or volunteer because of a personal connection to someone with an
iliness addressed by the organisation.
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6.14 Why don’t people volunteer?

6.14.1 Baurriers to volunteering

Participants also gave their views on why they or others chose not to volunteer or chose not to
volunteer more often. This section explores the qualitative findings about disincentives and barriers in
volunteering, in support of the following research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

=  What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

Time

Just as with giving, social changes limiting personal spare time were a notable barrier to volunteering
participation. Multiple participants noted that women are less likely to be full-time in their home, and
are instead balancing work, life and family. This shift diminishes the amount of time that women could
perhaps have devoted to charitable work. This was predicted to be a continuing trend.

... previous generations, not everyone worked. Not all women worked and now | would say most
women between a certain age bracket are working. Their availability between work and family
and then to have time to volunteer is stretched again.

- Interview, In-kind giver, QLD

Many volunteers noted that they did not have a lot of barriers to participating other than the
occasional time pressure. For some people, being able to make the time was not a problem, whereas
others commented on the challenges posed by a broader societal shift that has caused a blurring of
boundaries between the public and private spheres.

It was reflected that in times past, many workers were able to maintain a more clearly
compartmentalised work and home balance. Where work hours previously occurred between set
hours (often 9 am—5 pm), participants perceived that employment is now more fluid. This lifestyle
shift was noted to include irregular hours and/or scope to take work home and work off-site.
Inconsistency and fluidity of paid employment commitments had influenced the scope to secure
volunteers, who once might have been able to commit to regular weekly/monthly voluntary shift
hours, but now required flexibility to engage in voluntary activities in conjunction with an
unpredictable paid employment schedule.

And in some of the research ... the time and work pressures, work and family time pressures is
one of the factors and it just follows on from technology, how things are nonstop these days,
and that’s one of the challenges of people willing to volunteer and commit like volunteers would
in the past, so many hours each week or each month.

- Interview, Volunteering peak body, ACT
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I think it’s the age-old problem that lots of organisations have trouble attracting members and

attracting people to manage the organisation committees and what have you because people
are time poor.
- Focus group, Virtual volunteers, Online

Lack of appropriate incentives to volunteer

A perceived lack of incentives for volunteering was widely identified as another barrier. While
individual and organisational tax incentives were noted as being important to the giving of money,125
there was a much greater debate on this matter with respect to its effect on volunteering. Compulsory
volunteering, for example, ‘work for the dole’, was felt to ‘lessen the value of all volunteers’.

... the people that are forced into doing volunteer work, that puts a stigma against the whole
umbrella of volunteering entirely because [they’re not volunteers].
- Focus group, Volunteers, WA

Furthermore, some volunteers and staff members felt threatened by organisations increasingly using
compulsory volunteers or, in their words, ‘cheap labour’.

... great [NPO] staff get a bit defensive as well because they see all these [compulsory
volunteering opportunities] becoming available and it might jeopardise their income. So
sometimes there is a bit of hostility.

- Focus group, Volunteers, WA

It was also noted that there is scope to revise how volunteering is articulated in the community, in
order to promote greater inclusiveness.

| think other barriers, when I’'m thinking specifically around new and emerging communities ... is
that there needs to be greater opportunity to be able to do some of that promotional profiling,
communicating what is volunteering to communities, because again volunteering means
different things, depending on your cultural backgrounds and where you’ve come from. Some
countries don’t have the equivalent word volunteer, or they’ve been brought up thinking
volunteering is something that you’re forced to do.

- Focus group, CALD givers and volunteers, VIC

6.14.2 NPO barriers

Barriers were also identified by those engaged in running organisations and managing volunteers.

Underestimation of work involved in managing volunteers

The most common barrier mentioned by managers of volunteers was a lack of recognition of the work
involved in recruiting and managing volunteers. Participants commented that both governments and
organisations underestimate the amount of work and skill required in these roles.

' For a discussion on tax-deductible giving, see section 6.6.
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According to participants, low value was attached to volunteer coordinator positions and they were
poorly paid relative to the tasks required in the job. Participants suggested better funding support to
enable training of managers of volunteers, appropriate remuneration and for the infrastructure
required to support the roles. When there was support for the volunteer role within an organisation, it
was considered a rarity.

Overworked, underpaid. Undervalued. So | think [managers of volunteers are] something that’s
absolutely critical to the sustainability and success of the volunteering sector, but | think there is
still [a] perception amongst government, policy makers and community maybe that volunteering
is free, and that people just do it for free and so it doesn’t cost anything.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers VIC

We’re just really lucky that our CEO sees volunteering as being the most important aspect of the
organisation because otherwise, we’d probably really struggle.
- Focus group, Managers of volunteers VIC

The feedback we get from [managers of] volunteer[s] ... even within their own organisations,
they have trouble advocating to get proper resourcing for the volunteer program. They have
trouble getting volunteers seen as part of the workforce and workforce planning. They’re not
given the same status as the HR [Human Resources] manager.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers VIC

The importance of the role of managers of volunteers is highlighted in Giving Australia 2016: Giving
and volunteering: the nonprofit perspective.

Over-regulation

A strong view emerged from the qualitative material that, although regulation was important to
safeguard people and the industry, over-regulation worked against participation and progress,
including the opportunities to be innovative and responsive to changes.

There’s also a lot more responsibility and legal compliance on the part of organisations now too.
- Focus group, Younger volunteers, VIC

Criminal checks and work and safety regulations were highlighted. For some organisations with
long-term volunteers, complying with these had required a challenging cultural change.

But try telling that to someone who’s been cooking in the kitchen for the last 40 years.
Everything has been fine, and suddenly you say, ‘Well sorry, you can’t come in and cook the
roast anymore until we check out and see if you’ve got a criminal record’. And some people have
been quite offended by that and it creates a problem ... try telling someone who’s been working
in the kitchen for the last 40 years, ‘Sorry, you can’t do any more cooking until we train you on
how to wear an apron, how to sharpen a knife, how to do the washing up.” Some people say,
‘Stick it’.

- Focus group, Virtual volunteers, Online

There were also comments that some safety regulations were onerous and significant variations in
state regulations concerning police checks were confusing and inefficient.
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... a person can get all of the necessary criminal checks and police history and what have you in

one state, they move to another state and they’ve got to go through the whole process again ...
[and in] South Australia, each time you apply to get involved in a different organisation [within
the state] you have to go through the whole process again. It doesn’t make sense.

- Focus group, Virtual volunteers, Online

While acknowledging that consensus across the states could be difficult, participants pointed out that
it had been achieved in other areas, such as corporate law.

The costs of insurance were also identified as limiting volunteering:

Another obstacle is the requirement for insurance ... you have to have public liability insurance,
which you can’t get if you’re not an organisation that’s been incorporated.
- Focus group, Volunteers, WA

Lack of funds
Under-resourcing, including due to government grants described as insufficient to meet costs, was
also noted as impeding volunteer recruitment efficiency, and inclusiveness.

... itis really hard for under-resourced organisations to be inclusive in their volunteering
practices. So we know that there are multicultural communities who embody the principles of
volunteering in their everyday life but they don’t connect with the formal volunteering sector
because there are no pathways for them to do so, and we find the same thing with people with
mental health barriers, people with disabilities and that sort of thing as well, organisations — so
46% of organisations that we surveyed cannot, because of under-resourcing, take on volunteers
with barriers.

- Interview, Volunteering peak body, ACT

There’s also the, you know, the cultural mix, a very white Anglo-Saxon probably and yet there’s a
lot of ... recently arrived migrants and asylum seekers who, again organisations are saying, ‘we’d
love to be able to engage more people with barriers, whether it’s language, physical, mental or
whatever’. But they don’t have the skills or resources because that adds extra costs and impacts
on service delivery.

- Interview, Volunteering peak body, ACT

6.14.3 Increasing planned volunteering

Turning attention to strategies that might move spontaneous volunteering to a more committed form,
participants felt that greater government acknowledgment of their contribution to society, and
recognition or reimbursement of the often considerable out of pocket expenses incurred, would
assist.

Federal government — tax deductibility of time versus tax deductibility of funds. | don’t know
whether that sort of stuff is something that would one day be beneficial in the future to promote
involvement.

- Interview, Volunteer, QLD
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The whole thing is the government don’t [sic] give these volunteers enough support either ... |

think somebody worked it out one of the years, that we saved the government over S80 million
that year ... and you get no recognition of it.
- Focus group, Volunteers, WA

Too much regulation was identified as blocking the flow of potential new volunteers and limiting the
involvement of more experienced individuals. As a way forward, managers of volunteers and
volunteers themselves wanted government to support policy that enabled and supported volunteers
and to acknowledge the skills/contributions of workers but did not offer specific suggestions about
how this might happen.

... the key issue of volunteering is to get appropriate resourcing for the infrastructure that
enables volunteering to happen, and most of that comes from volunteer managers. So they need
to be properly funded as positions. There needs to be proper funding for the sector to enable
training of volunteer managers.

- Focus group, Managers of volunteers, VIC

Recognising the change occurring within the community and the sector, leading to uncertainty of
funding and sometimes fewer/shorter/narrower volunteering opportunities, several participants
suggested a national database or volunteering passport allowing people to move more freely between
projects and organisations, without the need for additional review and monitoring. A further idea was
the ‘modularisation of volunteering’, also described as ‘Uberisation of volunteering’ (Focus group,
Managers of volunteers, VIC); that is, introducing a higher level of mobility or transferability to
volunteering so volunteers can easily complete tasks for multiple organisations.

Well-structured, persuasive requests to volunteer, described by one participant as a ‘powerful ask’
were called for. This resonates with several other studies, including the spontaneous volunteering
study by Barraket et al. (2013).

Many focus group participants did not believe they needed to increase their volunteering behaviour.
For those that did, this was prevented by lack of funds and time. Nonetheless, it was clear that just as
with committed giving, establishing a relationship between the individual and the charity/organisation
provided a solid foundation for ongoing interaction, which can be directed towards building more
permanent relationships and giving channels (including time, money and in-kind gifts).

| find that when | give and volunteer there's a little bit more personal investment in the cause
and in the charity or the project, whatever that might be ... | guess it's more about the
connection and the investment and feeling a little bit more involved in the cause.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Both our data and extant research shows that people are more likely to give and volunteer to those
organisations they know and trust and those they believe can genuinely make a difference. This
finding points to the need for organisations to strategically examine their relationships with
volunteers, and devote more time to thinking about activities that will facilitate and sustain this trust
over the longer-term.
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6.15 For what causes do people volunteer?

This section examines the cause areas for which respondents volunteered. These findings relate to the

following research questions:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167

= What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?

The types of organisations for which most respondents commonly volunteered were quite different to
those that were most common for donations.™® In 2016, around one-fifth of volunteers volunteered
for primary and secondary education and sports organisations (see Table 42). A further 18.3%
volunteered for religious organisations. Health (including medical research), social services and

emergency relief were also commonly listed cause areas for volunteers.

126 . . .
For a discussion on the cause areas most common for donors, see section 6.4.
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Table 42 Volunteering by cause areas?”

Estimated total

community

127

information.
128

Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund

. Number Percentage Average
Volunteering cause . . hours Percentage
volunteering volunteering annual hours
area . . volunteered of total hours
to this cause to this cause volunteered L
(millions)
t(c:)‘:gfre Srel MEgEEL 843 31.1% 107 257.76 6.63%
Culture and arts 168 6.2% 131 61.82 6.63%
Sports 545 20.1% 91 142.66 15.31%
Recreation 189 7.0% 100 53.28 5.72%
Education total 685 25.3% 74 17.79 1.91%
Primary and secondary 578 21.4% 39 5.46 0.59%
education
Higher education 69 2.5%"" 110" 0.98 0.11%
Other education 45* 1.7%" 134 10.76 1.15%
Research 4% 0.1%" N/A N/A N/A
Health total 456 16.8% 78 101.32 10.87%
oEiERlS Finie 92 3.49%" Vil 19.31 2.07%
rehabilitation
Nursing homes 56 2.1%" 131" 20.19 2.17%
Mental health
ental health and 29" 1.1%" 108" 9.34% 1.00%
crisis intervention
Other health services 92* 3.4% 106" 27.19 2.91%
Medical research**® 213 7.9% 41 25.31 2.72%
Social services total 772 28.5% 105 225.43 24.19%
Social services 441 16.3% 108 132.47 14.21%
Emergency relief 297 11.0% 93 78.60 8.43%
Income support and 78" 2.9%" T 14.37 1.54%
maintenance
Environment 113 4.2% 71 23.26 2.50%
Animal protection 93+ 3.4%* 84+ 20.80 2.23%
Development and 713 2 6%t 112% 21.94 2.35%
housing total
SEeEIe SIEELEle Gol 2.4%" sl 21.06 2.26%

Where tiappears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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Number

Percentage

Average

Estimated total

Volunteering cause - - hours Percentage
volunteering volunteering annual hours
area . . volunteered of total hours
to this cause to this cause volunteered L
(millions)
development
Housing 2 0.1%" N/A N/A N/A
Empl t
mployment and 4" 0.1%" N/A N/A N/A
training
Law, advocacy and
L 152 5.6% 96 40.39 2.78%
politics total
g'r\;'::'i::t;‘:’socacy 87" 3.2%" 107" 25.40 2.73%
Law and legal services 12" 0.4%"* N/A N/A N/A
Political organisations 55% 2.0%" 70* 11.32 1.21%
Philanthropic
mtermedlgrles and 188 0.7%4 N/A N/A N/A
grantmaking
foundations total
Grantmaking ) ) . . )
foundations
Other philanthropic
mterme(jlarles and 18" 0.7%" N/A N/A N/A
voluntarism
promotion
International 98+ 3.6%* 72+ 20.34 2.18%
Religion 496 18.3% 119 160.51 17.22%
Business, professional 354 1.3%* 117# 12.21 1.31%
associations, unions
Other 116 4.3% 86 2591 2.78%

6.15.1 Volunteering cause areas by gender
Figure 18 shows the difference in volunteering categories by gender. While women were more likely

to be involved in primary and secondary education, men were more likely to volunteer for emergency

relief organisations.
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Figure 18 Volunteering cause areas by gender

6.15.2 Volunteering cause areas by age

Table 43 shows the breakdown of volunteering by age group for all cause areas. The cause area
attracting the most volunteers differed according to age group. For those aged 18-24 years, religion,
sports, health and social services were the most commonly reported cause areas. Only 3.1% of
volunteers in this age group volunteered for environmental organisations, 4.4% for animal protection
and 7.5% for international development organisations.

For those aged 35—44 and 45-54 years, the most commonly reported cause areas were primary and
secondary education and sports, respectively. For those aged 65 years and older, religion, health and
social services were most common.
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Table 43 Volunteering cause areas by age group??

ICNPO category 18-24 2534 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 plus
rct:alj:ltg;etigzc:otal 25,506+ 20.50%% 34.0% 38.5% 34.1% 30.8%
Culture and arts 3.7%" 3.8%" 5.2%" 5.1%" 7.6%" 10.9%"
Sports 18.4%" 15.3% " 26.7% 30.1% 19.1%" 8.7"
Recreation 3.49% 2 7% 5.0%"" 5.9%" 10.0% " 13.8%""
Education total 18.4%* 23.0% 45.3% 28.9% 17.6%* 11.5%**
Primary and
secondary 8.5%" 19.9%" 42.8% 25.9% 13.5%" 7.9%""
education
Higher education 8.5%" 2.3%" 1.8%"" 2.0%" 2.0%" 1.2%"
Other education 2.0%" 1.1%" 1.1%" 1.2%" 2.0%" 2.8%"
Research - - 0.2%"" 0.4%" 0.2%"* -
Health total 17.0% 16.0% 12.2% 16.7% 17.6% 22.3%
l"ﬁf;fﬁéf‘.gﬁ 3.1%"" 3.2%" 2.9%" 3.3%"" 2.5%" 5.3%""
Nursing homes 1.7%"" 0.9%"" 0.7%"" 2.0%" 2.5%"" 4.7%"
Mental health and 2.0%" 2.0%" 0.2%" 0.8%" 1.0%" 1.0%"
crisis intervention
ther health
sc,)erv?(:esea 5.4%"" 5.0%"" 1.6%"" 3.7%"" 3.4%" 2.4%"
'r\gficrilhm 5.8%" 6.8%"" 7.3%"" 7.9%"" 8.6%"" 10.1%"
Social services total 24 5%+ 27.3% 24.9% 31.2% 30.1% 32.0%
Social services 16.0%" 15.6%"" 14.7%" 17.3% 15.9%" 18.2%"
Emergency relief 7.5%"" 10.6% " 9.1%"" 11.6% " 14.5%"" 11.9%""
L”nc(;’rr::; ‘:::;’;tce 1.7%" 2.5%"" 21%" 3.7%" 2.7%" 4.0%"
Environment 3.1%** 3.8%** 3.8%** 3.3%** 5.6%** 5.3%*%*
Animal protection 4.4%* 5.2%* 3.9%* 3.3%* 3.4%* 0.8%**

129 T+ . . . A
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

% Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund
medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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ICNPO category 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 plus

Development and

- 0.3%% 1.6%+ 1.8%+ 2.4%%* 4.4%* 4.7%*
housing total

Economic, social
and community 0.3%"" 1.6%"" 1.6%"" 2.2%" 4.2%" 4.0%"
development

Housing - - - - - 0.4%"

Employment and

i - - 0.2%"" 0.2%"" 0.2%" 0.2%"
training

Law, advocacy and

L 2. 7%+ 7.0%% 5.4%% 3.5%% 7.6%% 6.9%%
politics total

Civic and advocacy

organisations 1.4%" 4.1%" 3.0%" 2.4%"" 5.1%" 3.0%

Law and legal

corvices 0.3%" 0.7%"" - 0.4%" 1.0% 0.4%"

Political

organisations 1.0%" 2.5%" 2.3%" 0.8%"" 1.7%" 3.4%"

Philanthropic
intermediaries and
grantmaking
foundations total

1.4%* 0.7%%* 0.4%** 0.8%** 0.2%** 0.8%**

Grantmaking
foundations

Other

philanthropic

intermediaries and 1.4%" 0.7%"" 0.4%"" 0.8%"" 0.2%"" 0.8%""
voluntarism

promotion

International 7.5%*+* 5.2%*% 3.6%+* 2.4%* 2. 7%+ 2.0%*

Religion 18.4%* 18.5%* 13.8%* 14.5%% 19.4%* 26.3%*

Business,
professional 0.3%** 1.4%** 1.6%** 1.2%* 1.5%*%* 1.4%*%*
associations, unions

Other 4.4%% 5.2%% 2.9%* 3.7%+% 5.9%% 4.3%%*

6.15.3 Volunteering cause areas by income band

The categories that respondents volunteered for by their income is shown in Table 44. Primary and
secondary education was a popular choice by those with no income (34.8%) and those earning over
$156,000 (31.1%). Sport was similarly high for those over $156,000, with other categories being far
less popular for this income bracket, particularly religion (8.7%).
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Table 44 Volunteering cause areas by income13!

ICNPO category Negative or $1-  $15,600- $26,000- $41,600-  $65,000-  $91,000-  $156,000
Nilincome $15599  $25999  $41,599  $64,999  $90,999 $155,999  or more
p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a.
Sl 2 10.8%%  29.4%%  26.1%  30.3%%H  35.2% 30.3% 36.3% 42.3%¢
recreation total
Culture and arts 20%%  7.0%" 8.3%" 7.3%" 7.1%"* 4.7%" 4.9%" 5.6%"
Sports 149%"  105%"  117%"  187%"  225%"  231%°  268%  352%"
Recreation 3.0%"  13.3%"F 8.3%"" 6.7%"" 9.3%" 4.7%" 5.2%" 5.1%""

Education total 36.6%*  20.3%* 20.9%* 20.7%* 22.0%%** 26.1%* 29.5%%* 33.2%*

Primary and

secondary 32.7%"  14.0%" 15.3%" 17.3%"" 19.8%"  22.8%" 252%"  31.1%"
education
Higher education 3.0%"  4.9%" 3.1" 2.3%" 1.6%"" 2.4%"" 2.8%"" 1.5%""
Other education 20%" 1.4%" 2.5%" 1.7%"" 0.8%" 1.2%"" 1.8%"" 1.0%""
Research - - - - 0.3%" - 0.3%" -
Health total 12.9%  14.0$%  19.9%  20.7%%  15.9%%  19.3%%  14.5%  13.3%%
:'eohsapk')tjg;;: 20%F  2.1%" 2.1%" 4.0%"* 165" 3.6%"" 2.5%"* 4.1%"
Nursing homes 4.0%"  1.4%" 4.9%"" 2.7% " 1.6%"" 1.5%"" 0.9%"* 0.5%""

Mental health
and crisis 20%"  2.8%" 0.9" 1.7%" 0.8%"* 1.5%"" 0.6%"* 0.5%""

intervention

?;:‘Vfcrezea'th 20%"  3.5%" 3.4%" 4.7%" 3.6%" 4.2%" 4.0%" 2.6%"

Medical

re:;j;iihm 40%"*  5.6%" 9.2%" 8.7%"" 9.3%"" 9.8%"" 7.7%"* 6.1%""
tSc?tg_llal services 21.8%  343%  31.0% 26.0%  28.0% 28.8%  28.0%%  30.6%

Social services 12.9%%  19.6%" 19.6%" 15.7%" 16.8%" 15.7%" 12.6%" 15.3%"

Emergency relief 7.9%"  12.6%" 9.2%" 9.7%"* 102%"  12.5%" 13.8%"  13.8%"

L”nc(;’rr::i::::;’;tce 20%F  2.8%" 3.4%"" 3.3%" 3.6%"" 2.4%"" 2.5%" 3.6%""
Environment 2.0%** 3.5%* 5.8%** 4.0%% 4.1%* 3.3%* 2.2%** 5.1%**
Animal protection 2.0%* 4. 2%+ 2.5%* 3.0%* 2.5%%* 4. 7%+ 5.8%%* 5.1%%+

B \Where tiappears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
2 Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund

medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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ICNPO category Negative or $1-  $15,600- $26,000- $41,600- $65,000-  $91,000-  $156,000
Nilincome $15599  $25999  $41,509  $64,999  $90,999  $155,999  or more
p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a. p.a.
ﬁg;’;'r?gptrggl‘t and 1.0%  2.8% 4.3%¢ 4.0%¢ 3.00%% 2.1%% 1.206% 3.1%%
Economic, social
and community 1.0%"  2.1%" 4.3%" 3.3%" 3.0%" 1.5%"" 1.2%" 3.1%"
development
Housing N B B, 0.3%"" N 0.3%"" B .
Empl t
trr:iiii‘;me” L - 0.7%"* ; 0.3%"* - 0.3%"* - ;
;?\Vé’scﬂl‘:gz"’t‘gé | 6.9%%  9.8% 5.806% 5.306% 6.306% 4.7% 5,506+ 6.6%¢
Civic and
advocacy 3.0%7"  6.3%" 2.8%" 3.7% " 3.6% 2.4%"" 2.8%" 3.6% "
organisations
Law and Iegal 11 tt 11 11
sorvices 2.0% 2.1% - - 1.4% - 0.3% -
Z(r)g“:ncias;tions 20%"  2.1%" 3.1%" 1.7%"* 1.6%" 2.4%" 2.5%" 3.1%"
Philanthropic
g:;;Tr:;jIL?r:;]es and 2.0%* . 0.6%?* 1.3%¢ 0.3%* 1.5%¢ 0.3%* 0.5%**
foundations total
Grantmaking i i i i i i i i
foundations
Other
philanthropic
intermediaries 2.0%" - 0.6%"" 1.3%" 0.3%" 1.5%" 0.3%" 0.5%""
and voluntarism
promotion
International 4.0%* 1.4%+* 3.7%* 4.0%+ 5.5%%** 4.2% % 3.1%* 3.1%**
Religion 21.8%%  23.8%t 20.206% 19.79%#* 20.3%*t 17.85¢ 14.59%¢ 8.7%t
Business,
22?2?2331 1.0%*  0.7%* 0.3%¢ 0.7%¢ 1.6%* 1.5%% 3.1%¢ 1.0%*%
unions
Other 2.0% 4206+ 5.206+ 3.306t 4.4% 3.6%t 5.50% 5.106+
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6.16 How do people volunteer?

Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents used a broad range of mechanisms to
volunteer. This section examines those findings in answering:

= What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteering in 20167
= What are the current trends in levels of corporate social responsibility, including participation in
workplace giving and corporate volunteering programs and is this changing over time?

6.16.1 Volunteering activities

Volunteers undertook a variety of activities for the organisations they helped. Overall, the most
common activity was ‘helping at or setting up events’ and most commonly mentioned here were
sausage sizzles, fetes, open days, lunches, fun runs and other sporting events. The second most
common category was ‘teaching, supervising, instructing, providing information, translating, reading’.
Specific activities included training volunteers, tutoring, lecturing, supervising kid’s activities,
volunteering in support-a-reader programs, providing classroom help, providing religious education
and tour guiding. The ten most commonly listed activities are provided in Figure 19.

Helping at or setting up events 15.0%

Teaching, supervising, instructing, providing
information, translating, reading

13.3%

Preparing or serving food 12.2%

Fundraising, selling, door knocking 11.9%

Management or committee work or coordination 10.9%

Maintenance, cleaning or gardening, working bees 10.1%

Event planning and organisation 7.4%

Administration or clerical work, telephone

: 7.3%
answering

6.7%

Coaching, refereeing, counselling, mentoring

Canteen or tuckshop 4.3%

Figure 19 Most common volunteering activities

6.16.2 Workplace/employee volunteering

Some 46.2% of respondents who were employed volunteered to an organisation in the 12 months
prior to interview. Of these, 9.5% did at least some of this volunteering through a
workplace/employee volunteering program. The average number of hours volunteered through
workplace volunteering programs was 46 hours, while the median was 15.5 hours. The most common
number of hours volunteered through WPG programs was six hours.
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6.16.3 Informal volunteering

Overall, 21.9% of respondents indicated that they had participated in some form of informal
volunteering for friends and neighbours. Figure 20 displays the ten most common informal
volunteering activities

Maintenance, cleaning or gardening, working bees 35.2%

Helping people with transport or personal care 24.2%

Minding children/animals or caring for person 20.4%

Helping move house 15.7%

Preparing or serving food 10.6%

Construction and other manual labour 8.4%

Befriending, companionship, fostering children 7.6%

Transportation/ delivery of food or other items

0,
including shopping 6.2%

v
N
X

Looking after house/property

Other skills-based volunteering 4.2%

Figure 20 Informal volunteering activities

6.17 Religion, giving and volunteering

According to the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission (ACNC), around one-third of all
charities registered with them are religious charities, with advancing religion as their primary purpose
and ‘religious activities’ as their main activity (Cortis et al. 2016). Many more charities have a religious
philosophy or a religious history, including the Benevolent Society, believed to be Australia’s oldest
charity (Lucas and Robinson 2010).

Individual giving and volunteering survey respondents who self-identified with a religion had different
patterns of giving and volunteering to those who did not self-identify with a religion. This section
examines these findings in answering:

= How do Australian patterns of giving and volunteering compare with other like countries and what
factors contribute to these differences?

=  What are the critical factors that motivate giving and volunteering behaviours in 20167

= Are there differences in motivation and behaviours among people according to age; gender;
geography; cultural background; family structure; income or employment status?
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6.17.1 How much was given to religious organisations?

The results of the Individual giving and volunteering survey show that approximately 23.5% of givers
each donated $932.50 on average to religious charities in the 12 months prior to interview, and 18.3%
of volunteers volunteered 119 hours on average in the same period to religious organisations.

This equates to $3.2 billion donated to religious organisations in a year or 28% of all donations.
Furthermore, 17% of all volunteer hours went to religious organisations, an estimated 161 million
hours.

According to the ACNC, some 681,574 people are volunteers for religious organisations, with religious
organisations each having 47 volunteers on average. This is the largest total of any sector, and more
than 100,000 more volunteers than the next largest sector, social services (Cortis et al. 2016).

6.17.2 How does identification with religion affect giving

behaviours?
When considering the influence of religion on giving habits of Australians, the results of the Individual
giving and volunteering survey mirrored the 2005 findings. People identifying with a religion were
more likely to give, even to non-religious causes (see Table 45). There was no difference in the amount
donated to non-religious organisations for those that identified with a religion compared to those that
did not.

Those who identified with a religion gave on average $1,006.36 to religious organisations in the
12 months prior to interview. This tipped their overall giving to nearly double that of non-religious
givers ($1,000.81 on average, compared to $551.47 on average for non-religious givers).

Table 45 Donations to religious and non-religious cause areas by identification with religion133

Religious Religious organisations Non-religious organisations All organisations

identity Percentage Average Percentage Average | Percentage Average
donating annual donating annual donating annual

donation donation donation

\dentified with 38.8%  $1,006.36 79.6% $599.31 85.6%  $1,000.81

a religion

Not identified 2.9%"" $185.90" 76.9% $545.97 77.0% $551.47

with a religion

All donors 19.3% $932.50 77.9% $566.96 80.8% $764.08

Table 46 shows the different cause area and average donations for religious and non-religious donors.

133

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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Table 46 Donations to all cause areas by religious and non-religious donors34

Cause area Religious donors Non-religious donors
Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
donating donating donation donating donating donation

ClLLrE 2E Gos 13.5% $209.57 392 15.6% $461.91

recreation total

Culture and arts 93* 3.9%%  $182.34% 115 4.6% $386.05

Sports 179 7.4% $189.72 205 8.2% $573.80

Recreation 717 3.0%%  $241.43% 94* 3.7%%  $205.18"

Education total 267 11.1% $408.46 249 9.9% $315.48
Primary and . 234 9.7%  $365.20 215 8.6% $169.96
secondary education

Higher education 31" 13%"  $625.81" 28" 1.1%"  $1,101.07"

Other education 3" 0.1%" N/A 4 0.2%" N/A

Research 1" 0.0%" N/A 2" 0.1%" N/A
Health total 1,444 60.1% $242.70 1,535 61.1% $202.26

Hospitals and 269 11.2% $126.99 282 11.2% $101.11

rehabilitation

Nursing homes 16" 0.7%" N/A 16" 0.6%"* N/A

Mental health

ental health and 38" 1.6%F  $126.27% s 25%"  $249.15%

crisis intervention

Other health 318 13.2% $255.51 345 13.7% $180.30

services

Medical research'* 1,181 49.1% $191.59 1,197 47.6% $169.37
Social services total 1,520 63.2% $188.92 1,657 65.9% $182.27

Social services 1,148 47.8% $150.65 1,140 45.3% $120.39

Emergency relief 902 37.5% $113.10 998 39.7% $159.96

Income support and 13" 0.5%" N/A 15* 0.6%" N/A

maintenance

Environment 130 5.4% $224.69 222 8.8% $242.75

Animal protection 299 12.4% $101.48 421 16.7% $143.54

134

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
135

Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund

medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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Cause area Religious donors Non-religious donors
Number Percentage  Average Number Percentage  Average
donating  donating donation donating  donating donation
Eg;’;':gpggl‘t and 18 0.7%? N/A 7% 11%%  $536.89%
Economic, social
and community 14 0.6%"* N/A 14 0.6%"* N/A
development
Housing 0 0.0%"" N/A 1" 0.0%" N/A
frr:izli%me”t and 4% 0.2%"" N/A 12" 0.5%"" N/A
;i‘fi’t’i;dt‘(’) ‘:;Iacy and 794 3.3%%  $224.07+ 96+ 3.8%%  $363.97%
Civi
O'r‘gacnﬁzjt;i"socacy 39" 16%"*  $171.29% 48" 1.9%"*  $398.86"
Law and Iegal + fs + fs
services 2 0.1% N/A 2 0.1% N/A
Political
o?glalnciasations 4% 17%"*  $262.15% 54" 21%"  $299.25"
Philanthropic
g‘rtae;rt“r::l'(?rfgs and 19% 0.8%? N/A 28 11%%  $142.14%
foundations total
Sorj:;?t?g;”sg 6" 0.2%"" N/A 3 0.1%" N/A
Other philanthropic
l/r:)tlirnr?::s';”es and 13" 05%"  $134.23" 25* 1.0%" $95.20""
promotion
International 664 27.6% $626.21 505 22.9% $532.67+
Religion 1,089 45.3% $1,006.36 95+ 3.8%* $185.90 #
:ggngzstiopr::fiisifnnsal 36t 1.5%  $480.78% 18# 0.7%** N/A
Other 70+ 2.9%% $409.11% 66+ 2.6%% $446.69+

To examine the relationship between religion and giving habits in greater detail, the Individual giving
and volunteering survey asked individuals who identified with a religion how often they attended
religious services. Those who attended services several times a week were the largest donors, and as
the number of services attended decreased, so too did the average amount donated to religious and
non-religious organisations (see Figure 21).

Individual giving and volunteering 109



$2,500

$2,000

$1,500 \‘7\

Average annual amount donated

$1,000 .\r \
t + ===\
$500 _\\--
\ iy
$- ¢ 4
Several Oncea 2-3timesa Oncea Several Onceavyear Never
times a week month month  times a year
week
Attendance at religious services
== Religious organisations == Non-religious organisations All organisations

Figure 21 Average annual donation to religious, non-religious and all organisations by how often religious
services were attended

6.17.3 How does identification with religion affect volunteering
behaviours?

The existing literature suggests a positive correlation between religious participation and levels of
volunteering (Gronlund et al. 2011). Research also suggests that religious affiliation and self-perceived
religiosity influences philanthropic behaviour and religious activity is associated with increased
volunteering and philanthropy (Berger 2006; Ruiter and De Graf 2006).

Table 47 examines the percentage volunteering and average volunteering hours for those who
identified with a religion or not. There was no difference in the percentage of respondents
volunteering for non-religious organisations between those who identified with a religion and those
who did not. There was also no difference between average volunteering hours to non-religious
organisations between respondents who identified with a religion and those who did not.

Those who identified with a religion volunteered 121 hours on average to religious organisations in
the 12 months prior to interview. This tipped their overall volunteering to 145 hours on average over
the year, compared to 123 for non-religious volunteers.
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Table 47 Volunteering to religious and non-religious cause areas by identification with religion136

Religious Religious organisations Non-religious organisations All organisations
. i
identity Percentage Average | Percentage Average | Percentage Average
volunteering annual | volunteering annual | volunteering annual
hours hours hours
\dentified with 16.9% 121 38.9% 127 48.1% 145
a religion
Not i tifi
ot identified 0.6%" 50" 40.2% 123 40.7% 123
with a religion
All volunteers 8.0% 119 39.2% 125 43.7% 134

Table 48 displays the percentage of religious and non-religious volunteers volunteering for each cause

area and the average annual hours volunteered.

136

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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Table 48 Volunteering to all cause areas by religious and non-religious volunteers3?

Cause area

Religious volunteers

Non-religious volunteers

Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
volunteering volunteering annual volunteering volunteering annual
hours hours
Sl 2 351 26.0% 108 484 36.5% 105
recreation total
Culture and arts 79" 5.8%"" 116" 87" 6.6%"" 145"
Sports 220 16.3% 93 319 24.0% 38
Recreation 85+ 6.3%" 102" 103 7.8% 97%
Education total 338 25.0% 89+ 340 25.6% 49+
Primary and
secondary 297 22.0% 49" 276 20.8% 23%
education
Higher education 26" 1.9%" N/A 43" 3.2% N/A
Other education 19** 1.4%" N/A 24" 1.8%" N/A
Research 2 0.1%"* N/A 2" 0.2%" N/A
Health total 226 16.7% 84 226 17.0% 71
Hospitals and 46" 3.4%" 97" 45" 3.4%" 45"
rehabilitation
Nursing homes 34" 2.5%" 138" 22" 1.7%"" 120"
Mental health and ik 0.8%" N/A 18" 1.4%" N/A
crisis intervention
?;:‘Vfgezea'th 42" 3.1%" 127" 49" 3.7%" ga*t
Medical research**® 106 7.8% 31% 105 7.9% 51%
Social services total 359 26.6% 103 401 30.2% 106
Social services 211 15.6% 115 221 16.7% 101
Emergency relief 133 9.8% 76 163 12.3% 107
'r::‘l’nT:nz ”n"czort 2l 37* 2.7%" 65" 39" 2.9%" 70"
Environment 35+ 2.6%** 48+ 76+ 5.7%+* 83+
Animal protection 35+ 2.6%* 93+ 57+ 4.3%* 77
Development and 35t 2.6%¢ 113 36+ 2.7%# 1113

housing total

137

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
138
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Cause area Religious volunteers Non-religious volunteers
Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
volunteering volunteering annual volunteering volunteering annual
hours hours
Economic, social
and community 31% 2.3%" 119" 34% 2.6% 117"
development
Housing 2" 0.1%" N/A - - N/A
Employment and 7+ 7+ * 7+
Gl 2 0.1% N/A 2 0.2% N/A
;"’(‘)‘fi’t‘i?:'t‘(’) ?;I""Cy and 74 5,50 95t 774 5,80 gt
Civic and advocacy ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
-~ 41 3.0% 103 46 3.5% 110
Law and Iegal fs fs + fs
cervices 9 0.7% N/A 3 0.2% N/A
Political e e e i e e
e 25 1.9% 61 29 2.2% 81
Philanthropic
g‘rtae;rt“r::l'(?rfgs and 6t 0.4%? N/A 113 0.8%? N/A
foundations total
Grantmaking
- - N/A - - N/A
foundations / /
Other philanthropic
int jari d
l/lﬁ;?::s':'es an 6" 0.4%" N/A 1% 0.8%" N/A
promotion
International 50+ 3.7%** 59+ 46+ 3.5%** 86+*
Religion 474 35.1% 121 20+ 1.5%%** 50+
Business, professional 15+ 1.19% N/A 20% 1.5%# 82w
associations, unions
Other 49+ 3.6%** 86+* 66+ 5.0%% 87+
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As Figure 22 shows, those who attended religious services several times a week volunteered the

greatest number of hours to religious organisations over the year. They also volunteered 150 hours on
average to non-religious organisations over the year.

Those who identified with a religion but never attended religious services volunteered 155 hours on
average over the year to non-religious organisations.

Those attending religious services 2—3 times a month volunteered the least number of hours on
average to religious services (49 hours) but volunteered 141 hours on average over the year to
non-religious organisations.
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Figure 22 Average annual volunteering hours to non-religious organisations by how often religious services were
attended
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7.0 Trends and comparisons

This section presents an analysis of trends and future directions drawn from the findings from the
Individual giving and volunteering survey and associated focus groups and interviews.

Overseas comparisons are discussed first, then comparisons with other Australian studies. In
examining the future of giving and volunteering, we look at the behaviour of younger generations of
givers and volunteers, the role of technology, busy modern lives and the growing importance of
charities to prove their social impact.

7.1  Overseas comparisons

This section addresses findings relating to the research question:

= How do Australian patterns of giving and volunteering compare with other like countries and what
factors contribute to these differences?

7.1.1 Quantitative data and analysis

Giving

It is difficult to compare giving and volunteering statistics across countries, as different laws and social
conditions influence the findings, as well as different survey design. To make the comparison useful, it
is important to compare Australian giving to giving in similar countries with similar economies and
societies, such as the US, the UK, Canada and New Zealand.

One way of comparing giving statistics is to look at gifts as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product
(GDP). GDP is broadly defined as the market value of all goods and services produced in a country over
a period and is commonly used as a comparative measure of the wealth of nations. Comparing levels
of giving as a percentage of GDP is often imprecise because of differences in the methods of
calculation of both GDP and gifts. From the results of Giving Australia 2016, all monetary donations of
$11.2 billion can be estimated to represent 0.68% of GDP.

The US has been using the GDP measure for nearly 80 years. In the decades before the mid-1970s, its
annual level of giving was at or above 2% of GDP. After that period it fell below 2%, until the decade
beginning in 2000, when it rose above 2%. During the recession following the Global Financial Crisis of
2008, the annual level of giving fell to 1.9%, but then rose steadily to 2.1% in 2015 (Giving USA
2016)."* Figure 23 compares giving as a percentage of GDP for the US and Australia.

"It should be noted that the USA has significantly more generous deductible tax concessions for charitable gifts

than Australia has, and a different giving culture and societal beliefs about the role of voluntary action.
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Figure 23 Giving as a percentage of GDP, US vs Australia

Another comparison of GDP can be drawn from the Charities Aid Foundation (CAF) Gross Domestic
Philanthropy: An international analysis of GDP, tax and giving study in 2016. CAF attempted to
compare giving in terms of the GDPs of 24 countries in 2016 (CAF 2016a) using different data sources.

Australia was ranked 11" with 0.23% of GDP, well behind the US on 1.44%, and also below New
Zealand at 0.79%, Canada 0.77% and the UK 0.54%. Importantly, the study’s Australian source of
giving data was 2011-12 tax-deductible gift data. As discussed in section 6.6, not all givers lodge a tax
return, and not all lodgers make a claim for a deduction. The Australian data is, therefore, likely to be

significantly understated compared to other countries in the study.

Other countries had data that was much more recent and was obtained through a variety of methods,
including face-to-face surveys and online diaries. These differences would affect the comparability of
results.

Another CAF publication, the World Giving Index, provides an annual measure of three aspects of
generosity in over 100 countries —helping a stranger; donating money to a charity; and volunteering
for an organisation (CAF 2016b). It is based primarily on data from Gallup’s World View Poll, which
distributes 1,000 to 4,265 questionnaires to a representative sample of individuals in each country,
asking about behaviours in the previous month. In 2016, the World Giving Index ranked Australia third
in giving money to charity (behind the US and Myanmar), 14" for helping a stranger, and 11" for
volunteering time to an organisation. Australia was ranked third out of over 140 countries for overall
generosity.

Volunteering
Again, it is difficult to obtain accurate comparative measures for volunteering as the definition of

volunteering differs between sources and countries and surveys are sporadic.

As reported, Giving Australia 2016 data shows that in the year prior to interview in 2016, an estimated
8.7 million people or 43.7% of the adult population, gave 932 million hours of their time as volunteers,
an annual average of 134 hours each. The median for volunteering hours was 55, half volunteering
more and half less than this amount.
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The UK and Canada recorded similar numbers of people volunteering, but for longer amounts of time.
140

In the UK, 2014—15 data states that 42% of adults aged 16 and over reported formal volunteering™ at
least once in the previous year. The estimated average hours per month among regular volunteers

was 11.6 hours (Cabinet Office (UK) 2016).***

In Canada in 2013, 12.7 million people aged 15 years and older (44% of the population) participated in
some form of volunteer work. This amounted to about 1.96 billion hours, or 154 hours on average
(Turcotte 2015).

The US and New Zealand records were much lower. In the US, for the year ending September 2015,
about 62.6 million people (24.9%) volunteered through or for an organisation, spending a median of
52 hours on volunteer activities during the year. The most frequently cited type of organisation for
which volunteers worked most hours during the year was religious (33.1% of all volunteers), followed
by educational or youth service related (25.2%) and social or community service organisations (14.6%)
(US Bureau of Labor Statistics 2016).

In New Zealand, the most recent data is from the year ended March 2013, when the number of
people who volunteered for one or more organisations during the year was estimated at 1,229,054
(31% of the population). New Zealand volunteers contributed an estimated 157 million hours of
volunteering during that year, estimated to be worth NZ$3,464 million or 1.6% of GDP.

7.1.2 Qualitative data and analysis!42

Focus group participants generally held the view that Australian patterns of giving were different to
those in similar western countries, most notably the US and to some degree Canada and the UK.

Specifically, the focus group participants commenting on this issue had a strong perception that these
other countries had longer and stronger histories of giving. Discussing the US in particular, participants
noted that there was an embedded national culture of giving, brought about by historical, political and
structural factors. Participants further identified that established systems, tax, legal process and
institutions developed over time to facilitate giving, particularly by bigger donors, supported this
culture of giving.

These perceptions of an embedded culture of giving and the professional nature of the giving industry
were confirmed by Dobkin Hall (2006) in his analysis of the history of US philanthropism and giving.
‘Where charities and tax laws favoured private initiatives, philanthropic and voluntary enterprises
flourished’ (p. 37).

Y0 Eormal volunteering was defined as providing unpaid help through groups, clubs or organisations (Cabinet

Office (UK) 2016).

i Regular volunteers were those who volunteered at least once a month. Some 27% of respondents were
considered regular volunteers (Cabinet Office (UK) 2016).

'*2 Refer to sections 5.3 and 10.1.
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I don’t think Australians do enough and give enough. | think the Americans are far more

generous than we are. Although probably given the amount of billionaires ... if you spread that
money out, it probably pushes the average person.
- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

Two cornerstones underlie the US tax policy towards charitable activity: the deductions for
contributions allowed in major federal taxes (the personal income tax, the corporate tax, and the
estate tax) and the tax exempt status generally afforded to nonprofit institutions (Clotfelter 1985, 11).
In the US, the size of individual giving suggests that the charitable deduction in the personal income
tax is of pre-eminent importance.

In view of this, several participants noted that in comparison to the US, the Australian system is ‘much
less advanced and lacks the sophistication of the American system’ in particular. As one participant
reflected:

... L certainly try to keep up with what’s going on in the UK and the United States, and especially
in organisations that are equivalent to ours ... But | know we always talk about we’re three years
behind Europe or whatever, or two years behind, whatever it is.

- Focus group, Digital giving managers, VIC

However, several participants expressed alternative views on Australian giving practices, such as:

... [ think that we’ve got heaps of potential and I think Australians, we’re a very generous
supportive nature. We can see that whenever [we] have a disaster.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

In addition to cultural and institutional enablers, several participants noted a geographical or proximal
explanation, arguing that unlike the US and Europe, which are densely populated, Australia is
characterised by both vast distances and dispersed populations, and proposed that this can
undermine the sense of community and/or ability to influence neighbours’ giving behaviours.

Countries like America and Europe, where a lot of people live in smaller towns — Australia — we
think there’s a lot — there’s not a lot of small towns in Australia ... those small towns | think have
a greater sense of community, and it’s easier for people in those small towns, even if they’re a
bit tight-fisted by nature. Given the emotional pressure that they might be under from
neighbours and other things ...

- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

With respect to the UK and Canada, participants considered that although there is a stronger
alignment of systems and government processes, given our shared history and systems of
government, these countries are ‘still more advanced’ in their giving practices, initiatives and support
infrastructures.

With respect to financial advice, the US was seen as holding much greater experience in practice
compared to the Australian giving context.
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In Australia, financial advisers — it’s very new for them. In the States, two out of five advisers
would be [doing it].
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

Several participants noted that while they looked to these countries for direction, with several
indicating that they follow equivalent organisations in the US and the UK on social media, and others
having been on study tours to gain knowledge, this did not always translate to changed practice.
Furthermore, it was acknowledged that although much can be learned from these countries, it was
thought that these lessons were ‘difficult to translate to the Australian context’.

... we're expected to as a country to almost behave like the US and UK where you — perhaps less
so with the UK, but definitely more with the US — where there is such a reliance on individual
philanthropy. And it’s growing here, but yet we don’t have the same culture or the same ... tax
system either because we’re not allowed to give benefits away, whereas in the US you can.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

I don’t necessarily agree with comparing us to the US because | think it’s comparing apples to
oranges ...
- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

Taken together, the qualitative responses indicate that while the US is frequently presented as the
primary source of giving policy and programmatic advice and influence (in particular the US tax laws),
it is Canada and the UK where most strategies and policies are borrowed for implementation (Lambert
and Lester 2004). For some participants, there was also a sense of unrealised or ‘untapped’ potential
in Australia for major giving, which needed to be better recognised, developed and leveraged to meet
current and future needs of the sector.

Talking about Giving
A further and far from new distinction between the US and Australia was the perceived level of public

discussion about individuals’ giving practices. When focus group members were asked if they talked
about their giving practices, the overwhelming response was that, as a rule, most ‘Australians don’t
like to do this’. Particularly there was a sense that disclosure could be interpreted as showing off and
that this goes against the Australian self-deprecating culture.

| feel like it’s boasting or something if you did it on social media, ‘Look at me, I’'m donating’ ...
that would feel tacky.
- Focus group, Workplace givers, QLD

There was also the view that it is appropriate to promote causes, but:

... hot to tell people that I've given ... | mean it’s nobody’s business what I give.
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

Individual giving and volunteering 119



However, an alternative view was presented suggesting that giving in Australia generally is ‘very

public, about announcements, recognition’ (Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC). Young people, in
particular, were singled out as seeking public acknowledgment for their giving.'*

By contrast, grandstanding was seen by some participants as a uniquely American cultural trait and
therefore both acceptable and even expected behaviour in the US.

One comment | just might make about charity culture, of having lived in the United States and
having been here for 21 years, giving charitably on a macro level, on the big level in America is a
status, and that’s one of the big things that drives it all the way down to [grassroots/micro-level]
... for them it’s a grandstanding thing as well. And for here [Australia] it’s really not a status.

- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

Looking to the future, Australia’s growing multicultural population and their different approach to
giving, for example, the Asian preference for collective over individualist approaches (Nisbett 2003),

d." Yet, as several authors have highlighted, little is known about

may offer some new ways forwar
the giving practices of migrant groups (Singh, Cabraal and Robertson 2010; Baker and Mascitelle 2011;
Baker 2012). A recent exception is the Cultural and Indigenous Research Centre (CIRCA) report and
literature review (20164, b) which offered valuable insights into this cohort as well as into the

surprisingly under-examined nature of Indigenous Australians’ giving motivations and practices.

7.2  Australian comparisons

It is difficult to draw direct comparisons between Giving Australia 2016 findings and other giving
studies, including Giving Australia 2005, due to different sampling methods and questionnaires as
noted. Within this report, comparisons have been drawn with the Giving Australia 2005 study;
however, these should all be treated with caution in regard to the noted limitations and

145

differences. ™~ What follows are some comparisons with datasets that will help to place the Giving

Australia 2016 study within the context of the wider research on Australian giving and volunteering.

7.2.1  Giving Australia 2005

Giving Australia 2005 found that 87% of the adult population were givers. This figure was qualified as
likely to have a ‘halo effect’ due to the positive endorsement of giving that was occurring around data
collection time, related to the 2004 Indian Ocean earthquake and tsunami (ACOSS 2005). Table 49
shows other comparisons between the Giving Australia 2005 study and the current study. As a
percentage of GDP, it is estimated that giving to organisations was 0.68% in 2005 and remained 0.68%
in 2016.*° When raffles and other significant purchases are included, giving was estimated to be
0.76% of GDP in 2016.

143 . . . .
For more information on younger givers, see section 7.5.1.

For more information on motivations by CALD givers and volunteers, see section 6.13.1.
For full details on the differences between the Giving Australia 2005 and 2016, see section 5.4.7.

144
145

e Percentage of GDP was calculated based on the amount given through donations only (i.e. $5.7b in 2005 and

$11.2b in 2016). GDP changed during the period in the way it was calculated. GDP in 2016 was estimated to be
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Table 49 Overview of giving and volunteering, 2005 & 2016

Item 2005 2016
Total gifts from individuals $7.7b ($10.06b 2016 dollars) $12.5b
Percentage of GDP 0.68% 0.68%
Number of donors 13.4m people 14.9m people
87% adult Australians 81% adult Australians
Average donation $424 ($553.92 2016 dollars) S764.08
Median $100 ($130.64 2016 dollars) $200
Volunteers 41% of adults 43.7% of adults

836 million hours
Average of 132 hours; median 44

932 million hours
Average of 134 hours, median 55

Giving

The percentage of those giving appears to have decreased, but the average amount given has
increased in real terms. Giving Australia 2005 and Giving Australia 2016 were consistent in the below
findings.

= A greater percentage of women gave than men, but men reported giving higher amounts.

= Giving increased with age, with income and with education.

=  Those who were fully employed and those who were fully retired had higher average levels of
giving, while full-time students and those who were unemployed had the lowest levels.

=  The top five motivations for giving were:

= it'sagood cause

= |respect the work it does

= sympathy for those it helps

= | orsomeone | know has/had an illness or condition it tries to cure, and
= | or someone | know has directly benefited from its services.

= |t was most common to be asked to donate by telephone call but it was the most disliked method
of approach for a donation.

There have also been changes since 2005. The first is an important change in bequesting. The 2016
survey found fewer Australians had made a Will, with the figure dropping below 50% but the level of
bequests was similar to 2005.

In 2005, the most frequently cited approach for which a person never gave a donation was television,
followed by mail and telephone. In the 2016 survey respondents were given a wider choice, and
indicated they were most likely never to give in response to internet advertisements, printed
advertisements or fliers, followed by radio, television and street fundraising. In 2016, a greater
number of respondents also expressed dislike of street fundraising than in 2005.

$1,654,864 m in June 2016. As respondents were asked about their donations in the 12 months prior to
interview, their actual giving number may relate to a slightly different period (e.g. Feb 2015 — May 2016, or
possibly 12 months to September 2016).
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More people in 2016 indicated that their giving was spontaneous, rather than planned than in 2005.

However, WPG, a form of planned giving, has had a small increase in popularity. In 2005, the
proportion of donors who regularly participated in WPG was 0.7%; in 2016 it was 2.7%. When
examining only those who were employed by organisations with WPG programs, this figure was 18.2%
in 2016."

The 2016 survey showed a drop in levels of giving among those born overseas in a non-English-
speaking country, but there was an increase in the average amount given; this mirrors the trend with
giving among the general population.

Other than in Western Australia, those living outside of the capital city tended to have a greater
donation participation rate. However, the average amount donated was greater in each capital city
compared to the rest of the state.

Volunteering
It appears that the percentage of those volunteering and their average hours have increased since

2005."
Consistent with both studies were the following findings:

= more women volunteered, and for longer periods. However, the 2016 survey indicated the gender
gap was narrowing

= the relationship between age and volunteer participation rate was a typical inverted ‘U’ shape,
peaking for those aged 3554 years, and

= volunteer participation rates increased with education level.

Those who were unemployed and looking for work, and those not retired and not in the workforce,
were more likely to be volunteering than in 2005. Full-time students were less likely to be volunteering
than in 2005, but those who were volunteering were volunteering more hours.

The number of hours volunteered by those born overseas in English-speaking countries also fell in the
2016 survey compared to 2005, but the participation rate remained similar.

Giving and volunteering
Giving Australia 2005 and 2016 both showed that those who volunteered had a higher participation

rate in giving, and gave higher average donations than those who did not volunteer. The participation
in giving of volunteers fell in 2016, in line with the general trend, but not by as much as the giving
participation of non-volunteers.

" No equivalent measure was provided in 2005.

18 Although note questionnaire differences as discussed in section 5.4.
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7.2.2 Tax-deductible donations

Each year, the ATO releases aggregated data on donations made and claimed in tax returns. The latest
data available is from 2014-15 latest available ATO taxation data. In that report, 34.58% of
taxpayers'* claimed tax-deductible donations. The average tax-deductible donation was $674.14
(McGregor-Lowndes and Crittall 2017). In Giving Australia 2016, 54.2% of those who submitted a tax
return and 32.7% overall claimed tax-deductible donations in their 2014-15 tax return. The average
donation claimed was $714.61. For more information on tax-deductible giving, see section 6.6.

7.2.3 General Social Survey

Table 50 shows the differences between volunteering rates in the General Social Survey (ABS 2015b)
and Giving Australia 2016. See section 5.4.7 for specific information related to comparing these two
surveys.

Table 50 Volunteering rates, General Social Survey (2014) vs Giving Australia 2016

General Social Survey (2014) Giving Australia 2016
Percentage volunteered (overall) 31.3% 43.7%
Gender
Males 29.1% 40.3%
Females 33.5% 46.9%
Age
18-24 years 26.0% 38.3%
25-34 years 27.5% 37.1%
35-44 years 39.3% 50.7%
45-54 years 31.7% 47.4%
55-64 years 29.3% 43.6%
65 plus N/A 43.8%

' The total number of taxpayers was 13,213,814.
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7.3 How giving has changed since 2005:
technology

This section addresses the following research questions.

= How are giving and volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

= How are innovations in social media and technological development influencing giving and
volunteering?

Ongoing advances in information and communication technology continue to transform the way
individuals engage with charitable organisations, social issues and entities; make decisions about
which initiatives to support; engage and interact with these initiatives and monitor their effects. At the
same time organisations are using technology to market themselves, share and manage information
and conduct their administrative processes.

Technology has changed giving in the following ways:

= communicating information

= researching and monitoring organisations
= facilitating payment and contributions, and
= the formation of online communities.

7.3.1 Communicating information

Perhaps the most basic role of technology identified across all participant groups in 2016 was its
function of providing greater ease and efficiency in communicating information on the activities, goals
and effects of organisations and causes to existing and potential givers and volunteers. Social media —
particularly Facebook and Twitter — were identified as those tools most important for wider
engagement. ™"
As qualitative sources reflected, individuals participating in events (e.g. fun runs) typically used social
media platforms to advertise the event, give notice of their intended participation, and solicit support.
They also garnered wider interest through engagement tools such as ‘likes” which, when significant,
can sometimes act as tipping points to wider participation levels.

I love the fact that | can put on my personal story and my personal email and then provide a link
and make it so easy for the donors to do it.
- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC

% For more information on technology use by NPOs and charities, see Giving Australia 2016: Giving and

volunteering — the nonprofit perspective.
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Facebook, in particular, was presented as useful in sharing information and expanding possible

networks. It was also thought to have potential in finding alternative funding sources and attracting a
broader volunteering audience.

More people are sort of venturing into areas like Facebook to try and garner volunteers ... | think
to the general punter it can sound easy to create a Facebook page or get on social media and
promote a cause. But there is a lot of work associated with it ... But | do see that gradually
increasing.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

The ability to use multiple means and engage several senses was thought to be the value of social
media:

It’s a very quick way of getting a message across. It’s also very visible.
- Interview, In-kind giver, QLD

Specifically relating to young people, there was recognition by most participants of the need to match
information communication efforts with the media that appeal to this group.

We now have a very active Facebook page and a very active Twitter account, and it allows us a
medium to reach younger people in the community ... to speak in a way that they want to be
spoken to.

- Focus group, Collective giving, SA

Aside from organisational communication, younger individuals reported drawing on technology and
social media to communicate with peers and wider communities of interest to share information and
mobilise action. For more on how younger people engage with technology in their giving and
volunteering, see section 7.5.1.

Making these types of information available online helps donors to inform themselves and engage
with a topic, as a precursor to relationship building. Communicating information about the NPO, cause
or initiative is a foundational task in a prospective donor having trust in the initiative/organisation and
having a relationship with the organisation. As identified in section 6.4, these are two of the most
important factors influencing decision-making about giving and volunteering.

7.3.2 Research and monitoring organisations
Technology was mentioned as assisting potential givers with discovering new, previously familiar
causes, groups and organisations.

... | think awareness of various organisations is a lot greater because of that reach [of social
media].
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, TAS
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While participants noted that they are made aware of issues and organisations through a wide variety

of means, as was highlighted in the individual decision-making section of this report, technology-
assisted research mechanisms were increasingly used to undertake more thorough investigations.*>*

One participant pointed to the time and locational convenience of using technology to undertake
research on causes as well as for monitoring her contributions, indicating:

Usually [I give] via the internet ... [because of] [t]ime. I've got time to consider it and time to do
it.
- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

7.3.3 Facilitating payment and contributions

As noted earlier (see sections 6.2 and 6.4) and supported in the literature (Kristof 2016), ease of giving
is a key tipping point moving individuals towards giving. Overall there was strong support by
participants for the role of technology in giving as it was seen as empowering both givers and the
recipient organisations. For example, a well-constructed website was seen as making it easier for
people to donate: ‘Click, click, click. Done’ (Focus group, Everyday givers, QLD). In response, many
NPOs have invested in technologies making it easier for givers to make donations, including the
establishment of online and digital approaches.

As well as becoming involved in different forms of giving, the mechanisms through which people give
money were also changing, with a growing reliance on online forms of payment, and pay deductions

gradually replacing mail and direct personal contributions (see section 6.5.3). WPG was identified as

one such change, generating considerable impact.™

... workplace giving is actually increasing the volume of donations that are going to the sector.
- Interview, Workplace giving, VIC

Mobile giving techniques (for example, text messaging) have become an important means of raising
awareness of issues in younger generation givers, in particular for disasters and especially overseas in
the US (Giving USA 2010). Most focus group and interview participants were silent on the possibilities
afforded by the projected growth of new forms of mobile giving tools. Australian NPOs are yet to fully
capitalise on this approach, although as Giving USA (2010) suggests, this is an important emergent
giving mechanism.**?

There was also the view that technology supports NPOs” administration, allowing them to better
manage donations. Technology was seen as enabling transparency, a feature numerous participants
sought from NPOs.

151 . . . . .
For more information on this topic, see section 6.4.

For more information on workplace giving, see section 6.8.
For more information on technology use by nonprofit organisations and charities, see Giving Australia 2016:
Giving and volunteering — the nonprofit perspective.
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Technology was also seen to support other forms of giving, including in-kind giving and volunteering,

through the provision of better databases and other management and communication tools.
Technology was also a primary source and enabler of emergent forms of giving and volunteering, for
example, virtual volunteering.

7.3.4 Formation of online communities

Research (e.g. Giving USA 2010, 2016) and several focus group participants noted that technology and
associated social media platforms have allowed online communities and virtual meeting places to
form, where geographically dispersed individuals can join together around shared ideas and values to
organise and mobilise action. The growth of these virtual communities appears to be fuelled by
several factors, notably the high-level capacity and confidence in technology by younger generations
and their personal characteristics, coupled with both a lack of trust in traditional forms and distant
decision-makers and high reliance on family and peers as influencers (Goecks et.al. 2008).

There are still some physical spaces, like say perhaps churches or PCYCs etcetera, but | think
communities is [sic] really different. You get a group of people with a common interest or need
coming together, and that’s why they can be virtual these days as well as being physical.

- Interview, In-kind giver, QLD

Somehow you can get a culture of people giving on social media, and then there’s been great
things that people have done ... | don’t see a connection between the sort of self-centredness of
people’s | guess internet facade and [their actual online giving behaviour].

- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

Another notable innovation is the growth of online initiatives that have global research and

"13% \was offered up as a

participation. The scale and scope of the impact of the ‘Ice Bucket Challenge
good example of the use of technology and social media to implement a novel solution to a larger

social problem.

... the Ice Bucket Challenge, which was innovative, which raised — | think it was something like
S12 million for Motor Neurone research — that was interesting. You know, that pops up on your
Facebook feed and you go, wow, what a fun or interesting or clever or different or whatever.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Crowdfunding was also mentioned as a fundraising innovation supported by technology, that is
reshaping the way that initiatives are generated and funded, often bypassing traditional organisations.
Online communities are increasingly changing the shape of giving, in its various forms, with recent

A fundraising and awareness campaign which began organically and ran over the American summer of 2014,

primarily benefiting Motor Neurone Disease charities. The challenge involved participants choosing to either
make a donation or having a bucket of iced water poured over their head, then ‘challenging’ others to do the
same within 24 hours. Bucket pours were typically filmed and videos uploaded to social media, which promoted
the spread of the challenge worldwide: see Florance, Loretta. 2014. “Ice Bucket Challenge raises millions of
dollars for Motor Neurone Disease research, US ALS Association says.” ABC News Online, September 17.
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2014-08-27/ice-bucket-challenge-raises-millions-of-dollars-for-mnd/5700716.
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examples such as ‘Black Lives Matter’*>> demonstrating both the breadth of engagement and the

benefits of decentralised coordination.

The critical elements of these newer approaches were the use of technology and social media
platforms and their inherently self-organising formats. They have also tapped into the shifting
dynamics of giving and volunteering, with people often episodic in their giving and volunteering
practices.

Changes in the structure of paid work and free time are also influencing volunteering, with many
preferring more flexible, episodic engagements that can fit with their evolving and often crowded
schedules. Well managed virtual volunteering represents an emergent opportunity to meet the desire
for greater flexibility in volunteering that was identified by participants in both the 2005 and 2016
iterations of Giving Australia.

The increased use of technology has the potential to capture, analyse and manage a large amount of
information, which can be used to:

= understand patterns of giving and volunteering

=  better target existing and potential givers and volunteers
= facilitate directed communication strategies

= track resource flows, and

= manage operations.

Focus group and interview participants shared the view that online, digital and mobile technology will
become even more pervasive. However, advanced technology also demands more sophisticated skills,
which were highlighted as not always available or valued in many traditional organisations, especially

smaller ones.

> An activist movement beginning in 2013 with the Twitter hashtag, #BlackLivesMatter. A key feature of its

activism is protests against police violence against Black people, primarily in the US. See
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/jul/19/blacklivesmatter-birth-civil-rights-movement.
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7.3.5 Technology: some limitations
Alongside the widespread acceptance of and support for technology’s role in giving and volunteering

practices, several participants offered some cautionary remarks.

Lack of knowledge about technology

Several participants pointed to a digital divide, suggesting that technology was primarily the domain of
younger people who were overwhelmingly understood to have advanced capability. This view was
described as ‘an age thing’ (Focus group, Older volunteers, WA) and was reinforced by comments
indicating that many older people had limited exposure and often, interest, in technological
knowledge. The knock-on effects of limited expertise, interest and exposure to technology and social
media tools were made evident.

[We have] a lot of older members, half of them are retired from the workplace. A couple of them
don’t even have email addresses or if they do, they don’t use their email. So, to get them to even
look at [the website] and engage with that is difficult ...

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

... we’re fundraising for [project], and a lot of the applications you have to do online. And we’re
not that way inclined. So we have to use the receptionist at [location], who’s very good, but we
get it and fill it all out and then we take it up to — because we print it off, and then she has to
scan it and send it for us.

- Focus group, Volunteers, WA

There was also a generational divide between the kinds of platforms and interactions used by digitally
active younger people and digitally active older people, which could make it difficult to decide which
media to use if trying to target a wider audience.

... of course with the kids, they all go ‘Facebook, that’s for people over 60.” So the younger people
are just moving right away from it. So if we’re trying to appeal to that audience, Facebook is —
yeah.

- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

Many organisations lacked the ability to fully leverage the scale, scope and efficiencies offered by
technology.*®

Security and privacy concerns

Alongside the many benefits of technology and social media, participants also highlighted concerns
related to security, the cost of upkeep and the de-socialising effects of excessive de-personalised
communication.

8 For more information on the issues facing NPOs and charities, see Giving Australia 2016: Giving and

volunteering — the nonprofit perspective.
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The perennial question of how to verify trustworthiness has transferred to the new online medium:

... there are a lot of groups out there who are putting themselves up as charities but that funding
isn’t going to a charity.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers QLD

One participant described being ‘bitten” by a scam — donating to a person claiming to have been
affected by a flood whose house was not in a flood region. The values-based caveat to their
experience was a hope of doing good through giving, even if some is lost to unscrupulous scammers.

But I’d rather have helped where | don’t need to help than not help when | need to.
- Focus group, In-kind givers, QLD

Based on this experience, the message for engaging with individuals who use online platforms to
mobilise assistance was summarised as: ‘proceed with caution’ (Focus group, In-kind giving QLD).

Another issue of disquiet was the experience of ‘getting bombarded via social media [requests]’
(Interview, Everyday giver, QLD).

Administrative aspects of managing and maintaining technology-enabled communication was a
further consideration for many participants. Message control was one issue:

you have to be careful ... because it is a little bit out of your control.
- Focus group, Collective givers, SA

The implication was that organisations need to invest time and effort keeping their websites and other
social media outlets up to date, engaging and monitoring this to retain a level of ‘quality’.

In summary, continuing advances in technology and penetration of mobile devices in society were
combining to push innovations that significantly change the way many individuals give and engage
with their communities. This was seen to hold significant implications for the government and
charitable sectors into the future.

By challenging traditional fundraising, resourcing and volunteering models, these new giving initiatives
were engaging more people in the giving of time, skills, money and resources, and in many cases,
enabling giving impacts to be scaled up.

Recognition of the benefits of technology and social media aside, there remained a strong view that
face-to-face relationship building and communicating will remain just as important in the future as it
did in the past. Online and digital giving offered many opportunities for initial connections, but to
retain these givers, an ongoing relationship was necessary and personalised communication was
required.
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7.4 How governments can help

The qualitative data distilled two main themes and related subthemes on governments’
responsibilities and roles in giving and volunteering: institutional infrastructure and social
infrastructure.

7.4.1 Enabling institutional infrastructure

There was an overall consensus that government should ensure institutional infrastructure facilitates a
supportive climate for NPOs, giving and volunteering. In particular, participants expected that
governments would genuinely consult NPOs and givers and volunteers and draw on evidence-based
research to craft appropriate and enabling legislation, policy and fiscal mechanisms to encourage and
monitor giving amounts and practices. Specific suggestions mentioned by participants are outlined
below.

Recognising and rewarding giving and volunteering

Many participants were interested in increasing tax incentives supporting individual giving and
volunteering, including financial donations, in-kind donations and volunteering. Reform of DGR status
and Fringe Benefits Tax (FBT) exemptions and rebates for a wider range of NPOs were also raised.

... government does have a role in promoting philanthropy and generosity in society and | think
one of the ways they do that is through income tax deductions for individuals who are
philanthropic or who donate.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Some participants went further, to propose that government examine ways to appropriately
recompense volunteers for their out of pocket expenses and more extensively for lost opportunity
costs. Options aired included the possibility of government recognising voluntary contributions for
people on fixed incomes and crediting those contributions against income earned.

One participant commented that a previous Prime Minister floated the idea of volunteering hours
offsetting the costs of university fees, which had been well received by the participant’s university-
aged children. Instituting tax deductibility for the time provided to a charity organisation as well as
funds was another suggestion. While there are current websites, not all participants knew of them and
they surfaced the idea of a central website on volunteering opportunities, funded or managed by the
federal government.

As well as financial incentives, government was urged to encourage participation through increasing
social recognition of those who contribute. Currently, the profile was lacking for publicly
acknowledging those who give. For example:

... we have a volunteer awards every year ... but nobody would know about them. Governments
will spend a lot of money in advertising the benefits of this new piece of road or whatever, but
they don’t spend a lot of time advertising the benefits of doing something good for your
community.

- Interview, In-kind giver, NSW
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Government support of in-kind giving and innovative approaches to stimulate participation and

reward through recognition were broadly encouraged by participants.

Participants suggested that the federal government undertake an analysis of the economic
contribution of volunteers (such as those produced by the Productivity Commission) so that the value
of volunteering was recognised and decisions made based on this information. One participant felt in
regards to recognition, Australia could learn from a Japanese example.

... we had the leader of MITI, the Ministry for Industry, Trade and Investment from Japan, and he
said, ‘How do you encourage people to become philanthropic?’ And the guy from MITI said, ‘I
see your problem.” He said, ‘What you need to do is bestow upon them an imperial honour.”... All
of a sudden you are made a pillar of the community.

- Focus group, Older volunteers, VIC

Funding services to appropriate levels

There was wide consensus that it is government’s responsibility to fund social and support
services/bodies. Several participants were highly critical of what was seen as government withdrawal
from this role.

... L really resent government withdrawing from community support because that’s what they’re
there for.
- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Current government policy was seen as inhibiting generosity across a range of giving domains,
especially affecting smaller volunteer-based organisations. Inadequate funding of services, as well as
the strategic reduction of total available government funding, were highlighted by participants.

Regional and rural participants noted that a lack of services sometimes results in communities
fundraising to fund services themselves.

It’s a constant battle to put anything up to governments, local, state or federal. It's a constant
battle to say, ‘We really need this.” Like to get an ambulance here, in our little community — at
that time we had about 1,100 people — we had to raise 565,000. But in the cities, an ambulance
is simply provided. But in the country, we have to sort of like do it ourselves all the time ... which
we did, but it’s not — there’s still this feeling of being sort of degraded and discriminated against.
- Interview, Volunteer, QLD

Some participants expressed that their expectations of government were not being met and that
some private individuals were shouldering a disproportionate share of responsibility for community
services.

... there are things that | think the government should be responsible for and that should come
out of taxation, and | get really annoyed with the fact that that means people like suckers, like
us, end up paying twice when other members of the community don’t pay at all.

- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC
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Across the focus groups, there was a strong view that government preference for ‘market

competition’ can have negative impacts on giving generally and NPOs in particular, as well as the

health of the sector as a whole. Competitive funding processes, in particular, were thought to suit
large corporate organisations rather than smaller community and volunteer-based organisations,
imposing insurance requirements that small organisations found it difficult to meet.

The government has been taking things that should be being provided by the government,
outsourcing them to charitable organisations and not providing them with enough money to
actually do the job, making them tender against each other.

- Focus group, Everyaday givers, VIC

Regulation
There was strong agreement that government holds the overall regulatory responsibility for the sector

generally and giving practices specifically.

I would like to think that the government keeps an eye on organisations and makes sure as far as
it can that they’re ethical and they’re honest, and that genuinely, you know, people’s donations
are going to the cause that they say they are.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

There were concerns at the growing number of charities occupying the Australian nonprofit
landscape, which were variously thought to be, confounding givers, crowding out initiatives and
creating competition for limited funds. Further to this was an expectation that government has a role
in monitoring the number of charities and setting conditions that lead to an optimal number in the
sector. Suggestions for action included stronger monitoring and reporting of income and
expenditures, to ensure that these are viable and genuine but also to limit excessive overlaps.

Several participants cautioned against creating more red tape as an unintended consequence of
changing legislation or regulation without effective consultation and research.

7.4.2  Social infrastructure

Many focus group and interview participants spoke of their expectations of the role of government in
contributing to the building of a social infrastructure through its support (fiscal, leadership,
educational, moral and in media) in building a society more socially aware, egalitarian and willing to
share benefits. Achieving equity for women and girls in philanthropy was understood as part of a
larger movement towards equality in Australia, requiring a long-term commitment to culture change.

I think the really big role of government is to never relent on a basic premise about culture
change and about respect, and until there’s increased respect of women and minority groups in
general, we’re always going to have powerful people taking advantage of them in whatever
place it is.

- Focus group, Givers to women and girls, QLD

Participants felt the government could enact this cultural development role through strong leadership
demonstrating the value attached to giving. They saw the need for government to initiate and
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support, and even undertake, education and media programs that provided the general public with

information that encourages them to think differently about issues.

[There is a] need for education for general public and givers — asking new and different
qguestions.
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

There was a strong sense of government’s role in supporting the community, expressed as:

Well, government is there to support the community. That’s the only reason that government
exists. It’s not the other way around ...
- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Acknowledging the shared responsibility of other sectors, several participants put forward the notion
that government should work more closely with these sectors.

7.5  Future of giving

This section addresses the following research question:

=  What does information about changing patterns of giving and volunteering in 2016 tell us about
the future of philanthropy in Australia?

This is discussed firstly with a look towards the next generation of givers before examining the shifting
economic and societal conditions and the increased professionalisation of giving. A short summary of
the issues discussed around the pervasive role of technology follows.
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7.5.1 Next generation givers
In predicting the future for Australian giving and volunteering behaviours, the youngest givers and

volunteers were seen to have increasing impact. This section looks at how they are different and
similar to other givers and volunteers, and how they may change the face of philanthropy in Australia.

Giving and volunteering rates
In total, 75.2% of respondents aged 18—34 in the 2016 Individual giving and volunteering survey gave

at least one money donation, which was lower than the average of all respondents (see Table 51). The
average amount donated in this age cohort was $486.72, which is just over 60% of the average
donation for all givers.

In total, 37.6% of respondents aged 18—-34 volunteered, performing an average of 101 hours during
the year. The participation rate for both giving and volunteering was slightly under that for the
respondents as a whole.

Table 51 Giving and volunteering rates for younger people

Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average
giving giving donation volunteering volunteering number of
hours
18-24 543 70.8% $288.78 294 38.3% 106
25-34 931 78.0% $601.82 443 37.1% 98
All younger 1,474 75.2% $486.72 737 37.6% 101
respondents
All
5,010 80.8% $764.08 2,707 43.7% 134
respondents

Motivations for giving

Younger people shared many of the general motivating factors outlined earlier in this report.”’ The
leading motivations for giving by those aged 18—34 identified in the Individual giving and volunteering
survey were the same as in the general survey population (see Figure 24).

7 See section 6.2.
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It's a good cause/charity
I respect the work it does

Sympathy for those it helps

I/someone | know has/had an illness or condition
it tries to cure

I/someone | know has directly benefitted from its
services

To help strengthen the community

A sense of obligation to my country, culture and
religion

I/someone | know is/used to be a member

To help make the world a better place

Gives me a feeling of goodwill/makes me feel
good about myself

38.3%

T 38.5%

18.7%
PN 20.5%
13.0%
R 13.6%
9.8%
RN 12.8%
9.4%
R 10.6%
7.8%
RN 0.8%
6.9%
B 7.0%
5.3%
B 43%
5.0%
B 44%
4.3%

B 3.0%

Younger givers  m All givers

Figure 24 Reasons for giving by 18-34 year olds and all givers

The responses from focus group and interview participants (all ages) highlighted a belief that, as a
whole, young people aged 18-34 were more strongly committed to securing an alignment between
their personal lives and values and the causes or actions they support and were prepared to act on
these. That is, younger donors were more likely to give to organisations or causes that hold shared

ideals or goals and demonstrated this through their activities.

It depends [on] what they’re raising money for. If it’s a cause that | feel is something that
resonates with me — yeah, if it’s Red Cross or Salvation Army or something to do with mental
health, then I’'m probably more likely to give rather than organisations that I’'ve never heard of or

causes that aren’t so high on my priority list.

- Focus group, Young donors, WA

Some older participants expressed fear that the attitudes and behaviours of the next generations were
contributing to a decline in giving behaviours likely to continue to deteriorate over time. In contrast,
many other older participants expected to see a resurgence in giving behaviours due to greater

involvement by values-driven younger generations.

... there’s definitely a shift in thinking of younger generations, so the sort of 18 to 25 year olds, in
that they want to give value to society, so they want to volunteer and they want to do something

more than just work in a job that gives them money to go out and party with ... Social

entrepreneurs, social wellbeing is definitely in the mindset [of younger generations] more so

than perhaps my generation is.
- Interview, In-kind giver, QLD
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Where do they give and volunteer?
There was a perception among older participants that this cohort was more globally focused, and as

such preferred to support the environment and social justice. An older participant reflected that many
young staff at her organisation reported choosing the employer as a result of its community
engagement program.

... | do believe the younger generation are more in tune with things like recycling and looking
after the environment and things like that, and therefore they’re looking at their community a
little bit more.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, NSW

There was a noted inclination towards international giving practices within the 18-34 age group, with
several younger participants identifying their involvement with international charity and causes.

... | give to charities where they might do work overseas in developing countries.
- Focus group, Young donors, WA

This social justice outlook was observed by others:

... their generation seems to have very much a social conscience and a desire to make an impact
... So yeah, | see a lot of hope for the younger generations coming through in terms of wanting to
give more back, give back more to community and society, whether that be in foregoing the big
corporate salary or whether it be in the causes and the projects that they choose to get involved
with.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

However, the Individual giving and volunteering survey did not find support for this theory of an
environment and social justice orientation. Younger givers donated to similar causes (and in similar
proportions) as all givers, with the top three causes being health, social services and international.
These were the top three cause areas for all donors. The highest average annual donations from both
the 18—-34 age group and all givers were to religion and international causes. Table 52 displays this
breakdown.
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Table 52 Donations by younger givers8

Cause area 18-34 year old donors All donors
Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average donation
donating donating donation donating donating

Culture and 199 13.5% $116.42 723 14.4% $346.60

recreation total
Culture and arts 57 3.9%" $123.50" 209 4.2% $293.32
Sports 117 7.9% $107.78 386 7.7% $395.89
Recreation 32" 2.2%" $109.66" 168 3.4% $217.29

Education total 119 8.1% $142.35 524 10.5% $359.96
Primary and 94™ 6.4%"" $154.02" 456 9.1% $269.76
secondary
education
Higher education 23" 1.6%"" $99.87% 60" 1.2%" $837.50"
Other education M 0.1%"" N/A 7" 0.1%"" N/A
Research 1% 0.1%" N/A 3" 0.1%" N/A

Health total 807 54.7% $161.93 3,039 60.7% $221.34
Hospitals and 147 10.0% $116.08 562 11.2% $112.64
rehabilitation
Nursing homes oM 0.1%"" N/A 32" 0.6%" $195.80"
Mental health and 41" 2.8%" $319.46" 104 2.1% $202.93
crisis intervention
Other health 150 10.2% $109.97 679 13.6% $221.34
services
Medical 620 42.1% $134.49 2,421 48.3% $178.77
research ™’

Social services total 805 54.6% $152.81 3,230 64.5% $185.24
Social services 550 37.3% $93.62 2,328 46.5% $135.77
Emergency relief 425 28.8% $163.84 1,927 38.5% $137.75
Income support 9™ 0.6%" N/A 28" 0.6%"* $623.57"
and maintenance

Environment 99+ 6.7%** $181.13+ 355 7.1% $235.82

Animal protection 232 15.7% $79.10 730 14.6% $125.93

158

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
159

Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund

medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.
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Cause area 18-34 year old donors All donors
Number Percentage Average Number Percentage Average donation
donating donating donation donating donating
Development and 11+ 0.7%%* N/A 47+ 0.9%% $404.83%
housing total
Economic, social 4 0.3%"" N/A 29" 0.6%" $259.31"
and community
development
Housing - - - 1" 0.0%" N/A
Employment and 7 0.5%"" N/A 17 0.3%"* N/A
training
Law, advocacy and 44++ 3.0%% $257.68+ 176 3.5% $301.22
politics total
Civic and 26" 1.8%"" $198.13" 8s" 1.8%" $296.78"
advocacy
organisations
Law and legal 1" 0.1%"" N/A 4 0.1%" N/A
services
Political 20" 1.4%" $302.63" 95" 1.9%" $283.29"
organisations
Philanthropic 15+ 1.0%+* N/A 47+ 0.9%% $167.55%
intermediaries and
grantmaking
foundations total
Grantmaking 3" 0.2%"* N/A 9™ 0.2%" N/A
foundations
Other 12" 0.8%"" N/A 38" 0.8%" $108.55"
philanthropic
intermediaries
and voluntarism
promotion
International 360 24.4% $381.24 1,254 25.0% $579.08
Religion 324 22.0% $705.56 1,198 23.9% $932.50
Business, 12% 0.8%%* N/A 55+ 1.1%%** $404.65%
professional
associations, unions
Other 39+ 2.6%* $274.54++ 143 2.9% $414.16
Total 1,474 75.2% $486.72 5,010 80.8% $764.08

There was some support for the theory that younger people have a more global focus in the
volunteering data. The most popular causes for younger volunteers were the same as for other age
groups: social services, culture and recreation and education (see Table 53). However, a smaller
proportion of younger people volunteered for culture and recreation organisations compared to all
volunteers (22.5% vs 31.1%).
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Law, advocacy and politics had the highest annual volunteer hours on average from 18-34 year olds,

while animal protection ranked third in terms of the average number of volunteer hours for
18-34 year old volunteers. This ranked seventh for all volunteers.

Table 53 Volunteering to all cause areas for younger volunteers60

Cause area 18-34 year old volunteers All volunteers
Number Percentage Average Number Percentage  Average
volunteering volunteering annual | volunteering volunteering annual
hours hours
ST EXile) 166 22.5% 77 843 31.1% 107
recreation total
Culture and arts 28" 3.8% " 55% 168 6.2% 131
Sports 122 16.6% 79 545 20.1% 91
Recreation 22 3.0%" 77% 189 7.0% 100
Education total 156 21.2% N/A 685 25.3% 743
Primary and
secondary 113 15.3% N/A 578 21.4% 39*
education
Higher education 35* 4.7%" N/A 69" 2.5%"" 110"
Other education 11" 1.5%" N/A 45* 1.7%" 134"
Research o 0.0%" N/A 4% 0.1%" N/A
Health total 121 16.4% 73 456 16.8% 78
Hospitals and 23" 3.1%" 13" 92 3.4%" 71"
rehabilitation ' :
Nursing homes 9™ 1.2%" N/A 56 2.1%" 131"
Mental health and s 2.0%" N/A 29" 1.1%" 108"
crisis intervention
ther health
Other hea 38" 5.2%" 108" 92 3.49%" 106"
services
Medical research'® 47" 6.4%" 43" 213 7.9% 41
Social services total 193 26.2% 82 772 28.5% 105
Social services 116 15.7% 86 441 16.3% 108
Emergency relief 69" 9.4%"" 73% 97" 11.0%"" 93"
Income support 16" 2.2%" N/A 78" 2.9%" 67"
and maintenance
Environment 26+ 3.5%* 26+ 113 4.2% 71

160 F . . . o
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

'*! Medical research includes both organisations that conduct medical research and organisations that fund
medical research. Many of these may also be involved in other health-related activities (e.g. health promotion,
patient support) e.g. Cancer Council, Leukaemia Foundation.

140 | Giving Australia 2016



Cause area 18-34 year old volunteers All volunteers
Number Percentage Average Number Percentage  Average
volunteering volunteering annual volunteering volunteering annual
hours hours
Animal protection 36+ 4.9%* 104+ 93+ 3.4%** 84+
Eg;’;'r?gptrggl‘t and g+ 1.106% N/A 715 2.6%* 112
Economic, social
and community g* 1.1%" N/A 65" 2.4%" 118"
development
Housing - - - 2 0.1%"" N/A
frr:izliiément and i i i 4 0.1%" N/A
;‘i‘)‘fi’t’i;dt‘(’) ‘iacf‘cy and 39% 5.306% 133# 152 5.6% 6
Civic and advocacy 1 o 1 t+ o/t 1
orzanisations 22 3.0% 100 87 3.2% 107
L legal
Sz‘r':’”izg cea 4% 0.5%"" N/A 12" 0.4%"" N/A
zfg"at'ncias;tions 14" 1.9%" N/A 55 2.0%" 70"
Philanthropic
g‘rtae;rt“rfsl'(?rfgs and 75 0.9%? N/A 185 0.7%" N/A
foundations total
Grantmaking ) ) ) ) . )
foundations
Other philanthropic
l/fﬁ;?::s';r'es and 7" 0.9%" N/A 18" 0.7%" N/A
promotion
International 45+ 6.1%** 65+ 98+ 3.6%** 72+
Religion 136 18.5% 104 496 18.3% 119
Business, professional 7H 0.9%# N/A el 1.3%% 117
associations, unions
Other 36+ 4.9%%* 59+ 116 4.3% 86
Total 737 37.6% 101 2,707 43.7% 134

The requirement for alignment and engagement (discussed in both the monetary giving and the

volunteering parts of this report), coupled with their advanced capability for online research, means

that this group were more discerning in the charity or cause they endorsed and supported.

But Generation X, and most probably [Generation] Y, also look at things laterally and have more

perception about where they’re giving as well. They do research things because they live on the

internet.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Individual giving and volunteering

141



Younger participants sought to be assured that their contributions directly reached those in need, as

this forms part of their assessment criteria, along with known charities and organisational
transparency. Research suggests that Millennials are less trusting of other people (Taylor and Keeter
2010) and organisations and this was evident in Giving Australia 2016 too.

... young people ... they definitely want to hold the company accountable as to what we are
doing ... if that’s not something that the company is doing then they’re not backward in letting
us know that.

- Focus group, Workplace givers, VIC

This demand for transparency, accountability and authenticity was also identified in the Giving USA
(2010) report which noted that young people ‘... expect similar levels of engagement from their
employers and peers’ (2010, 5). Several participants noted that younger people operated within
higher standards and expectations.

Are they planned or spontaneous givers?

Table 54 shows the percentage of younger people who described themselves as generally a
spontaneous, planned or committed giver. Older givers had higher levels of committed giving than the
18-34 year olds. Overall, 78.1% of 18-24 year olds identified as primarily spur of the
moment/spontaneous givers while 13.1% were committed. Some 64.8% of 25—34 year olds were
spontaneous donors, while 17.2% gave regularly to the same organisations and 18% were committed
donors.

Table 54 Planned giving for younger givers162

Planned/ 18-24 25-34 All younger givers All givers
spontaneous

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Spur of the
moment/ 459 78.1% 656 64.8% 1,115 69.7% 3,275 61.0%
spontaneous

Regular donation
to a request from 52
same cause/s

# 8.8% " 174 17.2% 226 14.1% 1,222 22.7%

Committed —
regular automatic
deduction by
payroll
deduction/ direct
debit

++

77 13.1%" 182 18.0% 259 16.2% 875 16.3%

162 T+ . . . A
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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How were they approached for a donation?
Overall, 63.7% of respondents aged 18-34 claimed that they were approached for a donation on the

street and, of this, 19% gave a donation (see Table 55). Being approached by friends on social media
was the most effective method to use with those aged 18—34 years, with 47.2% of those approached
this way making a donation and 61.2% liking this method. Printed ads, radio and internet ads were the
least effective methods for this age group. Compared to all respondents to the survey, younger people
were more likely to be approached via social media by a friend and an internet ad and significantly
more young people disliked being approached by email (43%) than the whole survey population
(32.7%).

Table 55 Approach methods and preferences for those aged 18-34 years163

Approach Approached Donated Like this method Dislike this method

th
method Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
?Sﬁtaismg 1,250 63.7% 238 19.0% 239 19.1% 729 58.3%
Telephone 957 48.8% 170 17.8% 87" 9.1%" 706 73.8%
Television 820 41.8% 70%* 8.5%"" 265 32.3% 161 19.6%
z‘;Ca'aflri”efj'a 765 39.0% 361 47.2% 468 61.2% 84™ 11.0%"
Radio 703 35.8% 41" 5.8%"" 314 44.7% 42" 48.9%"
Mail or
letterbox 669 34.1% 76% 11.4%" 138 20.6% 266 39.8%
drop
Doorknock
appeal 665 33.9% 296 44.5% 212 31.9% 300 45.1%
Internet ad 597 30.4% 33% 5.5%" 138 23.1% 152 25.5%
ngd el 513 26.2% 22 4.3%" 160 31.2% 53% 10.3%"
Email 450 22.9% 93" 20.7%" 155 34.4% 147 32.7%

Focus groups and interviews revealed that younger participants tended to respond positively to
requests to donate by people they knew personally or through personal and social networks. Several
studies concur indicating that young people, more than any other group of givers, rely on family and
peers in making these decisions (Taylor and Keeter 2010; Giving USA 2010; Goecks et al. 2008).

... if I see that there are friends who are doing something to fundraise. So they might be doing a
run or something to fundraise, then | give to that to acknowledge their efforts and what they’re
doing and support them in that way.

- Focus group, Young donors, WA

163 T+ . . . A
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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There was an inference that ‘asks’ or referrals from friends, family and colleagues have a level of

credibility not always present with formal organisations. However, they may only be interested in
supporting their friend, rather than the cause itself.

I have friends who, in the past, they shaved their heads for World’s Greatest Shave. Though
that’s not an organisation or a cause that touches me as much as some other ones — because
they shaved their heads — that’s a pretty big deal, so | gave to that anyway.

- Focus group, Young donors, WA

It has been suggested that such personal solicitation can be problematic as it can allow the fundraiser
to exert peer pressure on the donor (Jacobson and Petrie 2011). However, focus group participants
did not appear to be pressured by friends’ requests with some indicating that they support friends’
causes only when these align with their own interests or evidenced a deep commitment.

Sometimes, if they’re doing something that —an organisation that doesn’t really grab my
attention, then | may not give.
- Focus group, Young donors, WA

However, while this group does seem to be reasonably immune to pressure by family and friends,
several reported being exploited into signing up for ongoing donations by what they saw as hard-sell
charity groups.

Someone signed me up to this thing at Uni. Yeah, | kind of felt bad cancelling it.
- Focus group, Young donors, WA

Online giving

Data from the Individual giving and volunteering survey revealed that some 20.3% of younger givers
consulted the organisation’s website prior to making their donation. While 56% of donors aged
between 18 and 34 years donated with cash, 33.4% used direct debit or a credit card authorisation.
Only 0.5% wrote a cheque. For those who donated via direct debit, credit card authorisation, PayPal or
BPay, 64.6% made this donation via the charity’s website; either by a computer, phone or tablet. As
might be expected, younger givers were greater users of digital payment methods than the whole
survey population (57.8%).

For this participant cohort, technology and social media were central to their giving practices: it was
how they find out about initiatives, undertake their research, participate and monitor their
contributions. They noted that platforms such as Facebook, Twitter and others facilitate making peer-
to-peer connections over mutual interests, sharing information about existing initiatives or events,
and creating and mobilising online communities.

[The volunteering opportunity] was advertised through Twitter. So that was one way that |
found out about that one. | responded on Twitter and then got the [sic] her email, so | became a
part of the group to organise that ... Because | already followed different mental health
organisations. It’s easier to find out about different opportunities that they may be offering that
they maybe advertise through Twitter or Facebook or whatever.

- Focus group, Young donors, WA
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In this way, young people were collaborating with one another in choosing the causes and

organisations they considered worthy and in leveraging the impact to a larger scale via their networks.
Several participants stressed that being engaged or more closely connected to issues, solutions and
interventions was important to younger givers. Consequently, NPOs needed to take stock of younger
givers’ expectations and their preferred participation mechanisms, then craft specific responses to
attract and retain this increasingly influential group.

Overall it was believed that this cohort thought and operated differently to older generations.

| think that’s a trend with that younger generation is, you know, giving in different ways and not
just looking at a charity to give, but giving to enterprise and to new ideas and new initiatives. |
think that’ll be on the move.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD

Do they only give if they get something out of it?

Older focus group and interview participants believed that young givers place greater importance on
being acknowledged for their contributions. This was explained by one participant as wanting to ‘see
the benefit straightaway of their donation’ (Focus group, Collective giving, SA). Other participants
were less kind, citing egotism as a driver for younger givers.

I think it will become harder and harder for people trying to raise money ... we have
grandchildren with an attention span that’s — three seconds is quite long — and it’s me, me, me,
me, me.

- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Some 13.7% of donations given by younger people were accompanied with a purchase of a
fundraising item (e.g. chocolates, badges or wristbands), compared with 9.8% of all donors. However,
a slightly higher number of the 18-34 year olds who donated with the purchase said they would have
made the donation without the item (78.7%) and donated the same amount (89%), compared to all
respondents. In terms of all respondents, 77.9% would have made the donation without the item and
86.4% would have donated the same amount.

For 18-34 year olds, 7.5% of donations were associated with a fun run or other sponsored type of
event. Of this, only 30% would have made the donation without the event (compared with 33.8% of all
donors).

When it comes to raffles and other purchases, around 35% of younger people bought a raffle ticket,
12% bought a ticket to a fundraising event and 3.3% bought an item of significant value at a charity
auction (see Table 56). The average amount spent on these purchases was $96.13, compared to the
average for all respondents of $149.42.
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Table 56 Fundraising purchases for younger people164

. S Average amount
. Fundraising event Iltem of significant
Raffle ticket - spent on these
ticket value

Age purchases

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Amount

18-24 216 28.2% 68* 8.9%" 18% 2.3%" 248 $52.64
25-34 479 40.1% 168 14.1% 46™ 3.9%" 526  $116.64
Sgg’;:”ger 695 35.4% 236 12.0% 64" 3.3%" 774 $96.13
rAe“Spon dorts 2804 45.2% 902 14.5% 299 4.8% 2,968  $149.42

Do they give via workplace giving?
Fewer younger people were involved in WPG than the general population. Overall, 14.9% of
respondents aged 18—34 gave through their workplace (see Table 57).

Table 57 Workplace giving for younger people165

Age Number using WPG Percentage using WPG
18-24 13" 14.3%""
25-34 30" 15.2%""
All younger people 43" 14.9%"
All respondents 141 18.2%

Do they claim deductions?

Some 61.9% of 18-24 year olds and 83.2% of 25-34 year olds were required to submit a personal
income tax return for the 2014-2015 financial year. Of this, 29.1% of 18—-24 year olds and 48.8% of
25-34 year olds claimed deductions for donations (see Table 58).

164 +f . . X o
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.

1% \Where tiappears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is
not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more
information.
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Table 58 Tax deductions for younger people166

Age Required to submit tax Claimed deductions Average amount claimed
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Amount

18-24 767 61.9% 107 29.1% 9™ $292.72"

25-34 1,194 83.2% 394 48.8% 336 $519.84""

All younger 1,469 74.9% 501 42.6% 428 $471.02

people

All respondents 4,439 71.6% 2,030 54.2% 1,689 $714.61

This is lower than the percentage of all respondents. Focus groups suggested that tax deductions were

less of an enticement to give for younger people in part due to lower incomes.

... I don’t even know what it [tax deductibility] does, really. Donations over 52 are tax-deductible.
That means nothing to me, because, because | don’t know what the hell it means when it says

that it’s tax-deductible ... | don’t earn enough money to pay tax.
- Focus group, Young donors, WA

Why don’t they give?

The top two reasons for not giving were the same as the general population of respondents, and there
were no other significant differences. Figure 25 illustrates that the majority of 18—-34 year olds who
did not give did not believe they can afford to donate. Some 38% were concerned that they did not
know where the money would be used and 29.3% preferred to volunteer rather than donate.

166

+t . . . .
Where " appears, the number of respondents is too small to achieve an acceptable confidence level, so it is

not possible to be sure if the result is true for the general population as a whole. See section 5.4.3 for more

information.
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56.2%

| can't afford to give
Y 55.7%

38.0%

I don't know where the money would be used
I 34.4%

29.3%

| prefer to volunteer my time instead of giving money _ 7 5%
. (o]

| am usually asked when | don't have spare change 28.4%

onme N 20.7%

| don't believe that the money would reach those in 27.6%

necd N > 5%

| feel as thought the government should be providing 27.2%

the support that is needed through our taxes _ 25.8%

| think too much in every dollar is used in 25.1%

adminstration | 32 5%

24.7%

| don't like the way | am approached to give mone
yiemepe ; " N 25.1%

22.2%

| have concerns about the privacy of my information
I 25.1%

18-34 year olds  m All non-givers
Figure 25 Why don’t 18-34 year olds donate?

In summary, data from the Individual giving and volunteering survey, interviews and focus groups
identified that younger givers, particularly Generation Y:

= were technologically sophisticated, using advanced technology and social media tools, often
ahead of those used by older generations, including for example advanced mobile giving
approaches

= were outcomes oriented and expected to see results for their efforts/contributions

= sought immediate gratification

= participated less through formal bodies/organisations and more self-organised, loose coalitions

= were proactive, wanted to impact their world through hands-on engagement: not satisfied with
hands off giving and look to influence decisions and actions

= wanted to be part of something — not just give money or time, and

= wanted to be seen to be part of an initiative and be acknowledged.

7.5.2  Shifting economic and societal conditions
Several studies have pointed to the negative effects of economic downturns on giving practices
(Independent Sector 2003; Centre for Corporate Public Affairs 2009).

... [ think money’s tight for a lot of people.
- Interview, Volunteer, QLD

Societal changes were widely cited as having an impact on how and how many individuals were able to
give, both money and time. The view held by Giving Australia participants was that contemporary life
is complicated, with people busy securing an education or in employment, saving to buy houses,
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bringing up children, as well as generally dealing with innumerable other demands on their time and

money.

There are more two-parent families working. They’ve got less time. They don’t have time to
volunteer, so that’s a donation in-kind that you lose. They don’t have the resources to give,
because their mortgage or their children or that. So yes, I’d say in general there’s been a
diminishing pot.

- Focus group, Everyday givers, VIC

These pressures are unlikely to change anytime soon and were expected to continue to impact
Australians’ giving and volunteering choices.

Associated with this is the perception of a growing characteristic of selfishness or individualism. There
was also the acknowledgment that people changed as they progressed through their life-stages.

... maybe when they’ve married and got a couple of kids they’ll get a different perspective on it ...
- Focus group, Everyaay givers, QLD

Similar findings were reported in the Giving USA (2010) study, which stressed the need to take into
account life stage transitions.

7.5.3 Professionalisation of giving and volunteering

The Giving Australia findings revealed that many participants appreciated the need for greater NPO
efficiencies made possible by a more professional approach to their operations and fundraising. This
includes the adoption of business tools, managerial practices and a more strategic orientation. Indeed,
there have been several studies that have identified concerns with the quality and professionalism of
people running charities as a key factor in reduced donations (Third Sector 2014).

On this transformation, Hwang and Powell (2009, 271) state, ‘the past decade has seen more
sweeping moves towards importing business models and practices, which may transform charitable
groups into more instrumental, purposive organisations’. Hwang and Powell also note the growing
push towards professionalisation and commercialisation of the giving sector and fundraising.

Reflecting this shift, several focus group and interview participants spoke strongly on the perceived
value of a more business-oriented approach to organisational operations. One specifically commented
on how this has enhanced reflective practice and critical analysis, both of which were considered
evidence of a more sophisticated sector.

I think the previous 10 years, the biggest trend for me would be this increasing professionalism
at the sector more broadly ... they’re starting to see more people talk about it as well and talk
about their work and how they’re doing it.

- Focus group, HNWI foundations, SA

However, equally strong concerns were expressed that an emphasis on professionalisation, and
perhaps more accurately the commercialisation of giving, would negatively affect the nature of NPOs’
relationships with their supporters and service recipients.
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But the whole outsourcing, contracting of fundraisers is a spot obnoxious.
- Focus group, Mid-donors, QLD

It ends up feeling like a business or a machine as opposed to what we do over here in order to
generate funds ...
- Focus group, Regular givers, QLD

The managerial language used by some of the professional personnel, for example, the perception of
people as ‘opportunities’ (Focus group, Bequest fundraisers, QLD), highlights this concern. There is a
real sense of apprehension that the transformation of the sector and giving will lead to a greater
emphasis on transactions, over people and their relationships.

7.5.4 More pervasive role of technology

There was strong speculation about the increased penetration of technology and social media,
continually transforming the way in which people communicate, contribute and coalesce around
issues (see section 7.3). Society is witnessing the emergence of new forms of giving: virtual
communities and volunteering, digital and text based, which were largely unpredicted. Next
generation givers are expected to be engaged and shape the formation of many new and innovative
means of fundraising. They will do it under their own terms, and organisations will need to be
forward-looking, genuinely engaging with this cohort to learn their preferences to leverage
opportunities in this new space.

Technology may positively aid in-kind giving, yet it is also a potential threat. As one participant noted,
technology usage now fills people’s lives, time that might have in the past been filled with activities
such as participating in charitable organisations and activities.

... 15, 20 years ago, 30 years ago, we didn’t have internet, we didn’t have big flat screen
televisions. People were looking for activities to occupy them. Now we have lots of occupation;
lots of things to occupy your mind.

- Interview, In-kind giving, NSW

7.5.5 Stronger emphasis on impact and effectiveness

Based on current sentiments it is clear that demands for greater transparency and accountability will
be a central feature of future giving (see section 6.3). This will only be accelerated by the increasing
importance of being able to demonstrate the impact of a gift.

... [ think this whole idea of looking at impact and outcomes is going to be big. Overseas and
charities that work in developing countries have had to address it a lot sooner than charities that
are Australian based.

- Interview, Everyday giver, QLD
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The emphasis on impact was already apparent, most noticeably in the expectations of younger people.
As next generation givers occupy more and more formal decision-making positions, impact was
expected to also grow in significance, but perhaps through less invasive measures facilitated by
advanced computing and software.

7.5.6 Wil giving change at all?

Alongside the many and strong aspirations for the future of giving were some less positive forecasts
‘for little change.” Some participants were sceptical about progress, believing that many of the current
pressing needs such as enabling regulation, stronger evaluation, critical analysis of practices and
increased training investment will remain unfulfilled.

But in 10 years’ time, | think we’ll still be talking about the stuff we’re talking about now.
- Focus group, HNWI foundations, SA
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8.0 Conclusion

As noted in the introduction to this report, giving and volunteering are cornerstones of civil society
and a life force for the associations that inhabit that community space. A range of questions were
posed to a range of ordinary Australians and targeted groups of Australian givers and volunteers to
assess how Australia was faring and provide possible paths forward on its philanthropic journey.

In terms of monetary donations by individuals, in real terms we appear to be ahead of our situation in
2005 — but only just. In 2005, the mining boom was gaining momentum with a government that was
legitimising and endorsing philanthropy. Its new tax incentives to encourage philanthropic behaviours
‘walked the talk’. We know from other sources that giving increased dramatically until the GFC
triggered a fall in general financial confidence, incomes, employment rates and a fall in giving. It has
recovered but took some years to climb to its present levels.

There was a consensus among qualitative participants that current and future changes in giving and
volunteering patterns and behaviours presented both opportunities and challenges for NPOs and the
sector generally. On the opportunity side, the emergence of new and innovative forms of fundraising,
fuelled and facilitated by ongoing technological advancements, are opening up new income streams;
often providing greater reach for less cost. Similarly, technology and social media mechanisms are
enabling often dispersed groups of people to come together in virtual spaces, share information,
engage with projects and, when relevant, more readily mobilise resources to organisations at a
greater scale than previously. However, to make the most of these new opportunities, organisations
will need to be more technologically proactive and forward-looking; a trait that focus group
participants suggested was not widely embedded within charity organisations as yet.

The transitioning of giving generations and life stage progressions is another area for consideration, as
both older and younger giving cohorts contribute significantly to charity fundraising. Yet, in many
ways, they are very different in their practices, expectations and characteristics. Failure to identify and
respond appropriately to these differences will likely result in reduced engagement and contributions.
The challenge for NPOs will be to develop appropriate and nuanced strategies, based on both
enhanced data and new skill sets while retaining their relationally focused ‘personal approach” which
continues to be seen by participants as the basic requirement for their ongoing giving.

Furthermore, unlike earlier times characterised by loyal and longer-term giving practices, NPOs are
now confronted by growing individual demands for demonstrations of transparency, closer scrutiny of
operations and expectations for evidence of effectiveness, and expectations of involvement in
decision-making and targeted and immediate forms of acknowledgment. If these demands are not
met, there is increasing willingness to transfer allegiance to other more accommodating or aligned
organisations.

To remain relevant and sustainable in these changing conditions and practices, NPOs will need to be
more innovative; transparent; deliberate in engagement approaches; and sensitive to individual needs
(that is, person-centred rather than organisation oriented). They will also need to take stock of and
consider the rise of online giving platforms and communities and their self-organising capacities, as
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there is a real risk of formal organisations becoming redundant, or at least, less central to future

generations of givers.

For anyone interested in encouraging giving and volunteering, this report provides a range of useful
insights. It locates where Australia currently sits in philanthropy and volunteering by a series of
metrics. This will serve as a benchmark to assess the success of future strategies to enhance such
behaviours. The quantitative evidence is enriched with insights from qualitative research, and
together these paint a detailed picture to assist those who wish to improve giving and volunteering
behaviours. The analysis can be used not only by governments through policy decisions, but
community peak bodies in their capacity building, as well as individual organisations in their own
fundraising and volunteer recruitment.

The future is uncertain and rapidly changing. One thing for certain is that individual givers and
volunteers, in all their forms, will continue to be a crucial giving cornerstone.
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10.0 Appendices

10.1 Appendix 1 Overview of interviews and focus

groups

Table 59 Interviews and focus groups by topic and State

Group/topic area Locations Interviews Focus groups
Everyday givers167 VIC 1
TAS 1
QLb 2 1
NSW 1
Regular givers QLb 1
Mid-level donors QLb 1
HNWIs*® VIC 2
QLD 1 1
NSW 1
WA 1
In-kind givers QLb 2 1
NSW 1
Younger givers and volunteers WA 1
CALD givers and volunteers VIC 1
NSW 1
Workplace givers VIC 1
QLb 1
NSW 1
Bequests VIC 1
QLb 1
Digital giving VIC 1
Online 5
Crowdfunding VIC 1
QLb 1

167

regular donations.
168

and philanthropists.
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Everyday givers are ordinary Australian donors and volunteers. Regular givers are donors committed to

The interviews and focus groups for high-net-worth individuals are discussed in greater detail in Philanthropy
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Group/topic area Locations Interviews Focus groups

Collective giving SA 1
NSW 1
WA 1
Giving to women and girls VIC 3 1
Giving to environment Phone 1
Volunteers and manager of WA 1
volunteers VIC 1 1
QLb 7
ACT 1
Older volunteers VIC 1
Virtual volunteers QLb 1
Totals 7 31 25

10.2 Appendix 2 Sample frame
Notes on Table 60.

1. Table 60 shows the "notional" accuracy for individual cells. This is the accuracy that a
proportional (percentage) estimator would have in a ‘worst case’ scenario (proportion of
approximately 0.5 or 50%) and at a 95% confidence level.

2. Forsample estimators that are ratio or interval estimators, the accuracy would be given as a
confidence interval, typically a 95% interval.

3. The notional accuracy for cells with sample sizes below 100 is shaded in grey and should not
be used since some of the sampling assumptions are not met with small sample sizes.

4. Further, an additional new group "Small states" has been created. This consists of an
amalgamation of South Australia, Tasmania, Northern Territory.
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Table 60 Notional cell accuracy - age group by state

Age groups NSW VIC QLD SA WA TAS NT ACT Total Small
states

18-24 239 193 158 54 85 15 10 13 767 92

Notional

accuracy 0.0634 0.0705 0.0780 ' 0.1334 0.1063 0.2530 0.3099 0.2718 0.0354 @ 0.1022

25-34 372 306 234 77 144 21 16 24 1,194 138

Notional

accuracy 0.0508 0.0560 0.0641 0.1117 0.0817 0.2139 0.2450 0.2000 0.0284 0.0834

35-44 352 279 218 75 124 22 13 20 1,103 130

Notional

accuracy 0.0522 0.0587 0.0664 | 0.1132 0.0880 @ 0.2089 0.2718 0.2191 0.0295 0.0860

45-54 339 266 219 79 118 29 12 16 1,074 136

Notional

accuracy 0.0532 0.0601 0.0662 ' 0.1103 0.0902 @ 0.1820 0.2829 0.2450 0.0299 0.0840

55-64 304 229 185 73 99 24 8 14 936 119

Notional

accuracy 0.0562 0.0648 0.0721 @ 0.1147 0.0985 0.2000 0.3465 0.2619 0.0320 0.0898

65 plus 374 280 216 95 107 32 4 19 1,127 150

Notional

accuracy 0.0507 0.0586 0.0667 0.1005 0.0947 @ 0.1732 0.4900 0.2248 0.0292 0.0800

Total 1,980 1,553 1,230 453 677 139 63 106 6,201 761

Notional

accuracy 0.0220 0.0249 0.0279 0.0460 0.0377 0.0831 0.1235 0.0952 0.0124 0.0355

Notes on Table 61.

1.

Table 61 shows the ‘notional” accuracy for individual cells. This is the accuracy that a

proportional (percentage) estimator would have in a ‘worst case’ scenario (proportion of

approximately 0.5 or 50%) and at a 95% confidence level.

For sample estimators that are ratio or interval estimators, the accuracy would be given as a

confidence interval, typically a 95% interval. These would be calculated for each estimator

using the sample variance for that estimator.

The notional accuracy for cells with sample sizes below 100 is shaded in grey and should not

be used since some of the sampling assumptions are not met with small sample sizes.
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Table 61 Notional cell accuracy - age group by state by gender
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10.3 Appendix 3 Individual giving and volunteering
guestionnaire

Interviewer to code:

Select method of survey completion

a) RDD landline — telephone completion b) RDD landline — email link
c) RDD mobile — mobile completion d) RDD mobile — email link
Introduction

Hello, I am calling on behalf of the Federal Department of Social Services and the Queensland University
of Technology, from McNair Ingenuity Research. We are conducting a survey about the support
Australians provide to charities, and other nonprofit organisations. We are not asking for donations, we
are seeking information that will help understand motivations and barriers to giving and volunteering.
The survey takes approximately 20 minutes. The answers that you give are confidential and no individual
can be identified.

[IF LANDLINE CALL:] Could I please speak to the person in your household, 18 years or older, who last
had a birthday?

Firstly, can | check you are aged 18 years or over?

[IF CHILD SAY:] Sorry, we are only allowed to speak with people aged 18 or over, sorry to have troubled
you, many thanks, have a good day/evening.

[IF LANGUAGE BARRIER ASK:] What language do you speak?
[PROBE FOR LANGUAGE IF CAN’T RESPOND:] Arabic, Cantonese, Mandarin, Greek, ltalian, Vietnamese?

[IF OTHER LANGUAGE ASK:] Do you speak English? Is there someone else there | can speak with who
speaks English? [Arrange possible callback].

[IF 18+ SAY:] We would greatly appreciate your /your household's participation in this study and | would
like to introduce it to you briefly and explain how it works. If there are any questions you don’t want to
answer just tell me so | can skip over them. All interviews are voluntary and you can withdraw from the
study at any point. Please note that this study has been approved by the QUT Human Research Ethics
Committee.

[IF AGREE:] This call may be monitored or recorded for quality control and training purposes.
ADVISE SUPERVISOR IF RESPONDENT REQUEST FOR CALL NOT TO BE MONITORED.

You can read more about the survey at our website, which | can give you now, or | can send you a text
message or email with a link to that information.
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Send text message link SPECIFY/CHECK NUMBER 1

Email @
Continue 3

ARRANGE CALLBACK AS NECESSARY, NOTE MESSAGE METHOD IN NOTES
IF NECESSARY SAY
You have been selected as a result of a randomly generated telephone number.

Eligibility to participate

Al.
a)
b)
c)

A2.

What is your gender?
Male

Female
Other

Would you mind telling me your approximate age, please?

IF REFUSES, READ OUT

a)
b)
c)
d)

< 18 years (END SURVEY)
18-19

20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

50-54

55-59

60-64

65-69

70-74

75-79

80-84

85-89

90-94

95-100

100 years and over
(Do not read) Refused

Individual giving and volunteering
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A3. Have you been contacted about this survey/ answered this survey recently?

(Explore)
a) Yes PROBE HOW TERM
b) No
A4. Areyou a permanent resident of Australia?
a) Yes (Go to A6)

b) No
AS5. How long have you been in Australia for (on this latest visit)?
a) If in Australia for 12 months or more (unbroken stay) (Go to A6)
b) If not in Australia for a continuous period of 12 months (i.e. has taken short

trips out of Australia during this period) (END survey)

A6. Could you please let me know your current residential postcode?
a)
b) Don’t know (SPECIFY TOWN OR SUBURB)
c) DO NOT READ Refused

A6a. What State do you live in?

NSW 1

VIC 2

QLb 3

SA 4

WA 5

TAS 6

NT 7

ACT 8

A7. Could you please tell me the number of landline phones in your residence and the
number of individual mobile phones you have?

Landline phones in residence (number): Mobile phones you use (number):

Donation history

I would like to ask you some questions about ways in which you might support charities or nonprofit or
religious organisations.

We will particularly be discussing donations of money you may have made in the last 12 months. This
includes donations of money where you receive a minor gift such as a pin or a chocolate bar in return as
well as doorknocks and sponsoring fun runs.

It excludes membership fees, raffle tickets and the purchases of goods of significant value such as at a
charity auction etc. as we will ask you about this type of support later. Please do not include times where
you gave things such as food or clothing - it is only money | am interested in at the moment.
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It is important that you only talk about any donations where you were the person who ACTUALLY MADE
THE TRANSACTION. And if you own a business, it is important that you do NOT include any money that
you have donated through your business.

Q1. Have you made any money donations | Specific Were any of Excluding compulsory payments,
in the last 12 months to any of the organisation/ s these can you give me the best estimate
following organisation types? (enter name) compulsory of the dollar amount you would
Organisation type payments have donated to (go to each

READ OUT (Yes/No) organisation mentioned) $

(If can’t say, probe for best
estimate)

a) Medical research organisations such
as the Cancer Council, Heart
Foundation, Diabetes

b) Other health organisations

such as hospitals, drug and alcohol
services or health education

¢) Community or welfare services,
such as the Salvation Army, the Blind
Society, Guide Dogs, Scouts,
Neighbourhood or Community centres

d) International aid and
development organisations, such as
Oxfam, World Vision or CARE Australia

e) Australian emergency relief
services, firefighting, lifesaving or
search and rescue services

f) Environmental or animal welfare
groups, such as Greenpeace, The
RSPCA, World Wide Fund for Nature
(WWEF), Landcare or an environmental
project for a local area

g) Arts or cultural associations, such as
art galleries, museums, Opera
Australia, community radio, local
musical groups, singing or drama
groups

h) Schools, universities or colleges

i) Sporting clubs, such as Little
Athletics, local sporting clubs or other
competitive sporting events

j) Recreational or hobby groups, such
as fishing, bush walking, knitting or
other craft clubs
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Q1. Have you made any money donations | Specific Were any of Excluding compulsory payments,
in the last 12 months to any of the organisation/ s these can you give me the best estimate
following organisation types? (enter name) compulsory of the dollar amount you would
Organisation type payments have donated to (go to each

READ OUT (Yes/No) organisation mentioned) $

(If can’t say, probe for best
estimate)

k) Religious or spiritual organisations,
including church, mosque, temple or
synagogue collections, including
tithing, envelope collections and
donations to the collection plate

I) Political parties, unions, business or
professional associations,
lobby/activist groups such as Amnesty
International or a pensioners group

m) Have you donated to any other
category | have not mentioned?

IF NO DONATIONS GO TO Q17 (OTHER SUPPORT)

SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON ONE ORGANISATION

ORGANISATION IS RANDOMLY SELECTED BASED ON ORGANISATIONS IDENTIFIED IN Q1
We are really interested in why people donate to specific organisations.

Q2. Thinking of the donation/s you gave to [Organisation identified in Q1], how many times
have you donated to [Q1] in the past 12 months?
a) Once only (Go to Q4)

b) Several times
c) Can't say

Q3. Were these donations planned donations, spur of the moment decisions or both?
a) Spur of the moment
b) Planned donations
c) Planned donations plus some spur of the moment
d) Can’t say

GO TO Q5
Q4. Was this donation planned, or a spur of the moment decision?

a) A one-off donation decided on the spur of the moment
b) A one-off planned donation
c) Can't say
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Q5.How were you approached for the LAST donation made to [Organisation identified in Q1]?

DO NOT READ,

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a)
b)
c)
d)

Television advertisement, telethon, television program
Request through the mail, or by letterbox drop
Advertisements or fliers in a magazine or newspaper

Radio advertisements or appeal

Telephoned at home (landline)

Telephoned at work (landline)

Telephoned on your mobile phone

Doorknock appeal

On the street or another public place

Email

Advertisement over the internet

Family member/ friend/ neighbour/ someone | know (in person)
Social media request from family member/friend or someone | know
Place of religious worship

A colleague at work

A work organised fundraiser/function

Fete/ exhibition

Un-manned collection box in a public place or store/ agency
Fundraising at club

At the organisation

Social media request/post from charity/organisation

School fundraiser

SMS

Other (specify)

Can't say

Not approached - | approached them

Q6.Did you refer to the organisation’s website prior to making this donation?

a)
b)

Yes
No
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Q7

Q8.Was this donation made via the charity’s website, either on your computer or your

. How did you make this payment? [Organisation identified in Q1]?
DO NOT READ|- PROBE FOR PAYMENT TYPE

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) Direct debit or credit card authorisation
b)  PayPal

c) BPay

d) Cash donation (go to Q9)

e) Wrote a cheque (go to Q9)

f) A deduction from my pay (go to Q9)
g) Money order (go to Q9)

h) Electronic funds transfer) (go to Q9)
i) Round-up of bills (go to Q9)

i) International wire transfer (go to Q9)
k) SMS (go to Q9)

) Other (specify)

m)  Can't say

phone/tablet?

Q9.Was there an event or minor purchase associated with this donation such as a fun run, a

170

a) Yes, via computer

b)  Yes, via phone/tablet
c) No

d) Can’tsay

pin or chocolate purchase?

DO NOT READ] - PROBE FOR FUNDRAISING TYPE

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) Purchase of fundraising items like chocolates, badges or wristbands
b) A fun run, read-a-thon or other sponsored type of event

c) An event organised by your workplace

d) Other (specify)

e) Can't say

f) None (go to Q12)
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Q10. Would you have made the donation at all if there was no ... [Q9 response] associated
with the donation? (ORGANISATION IS [Q1 response])

a) YES

b) NO

c) CAN'T SAY

(goto Q12)

Q11. Would you have donated the same amount if there was no [Q9 response] associated
with the donation? (ORGANISATION IS [Q1 response])

a)
b)
c)

Q12. What are the main reasons you chose to give your money to [Q1 response]?

YES
NO
CAN'T SAY

DO NOT READ

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a)
b)

I/ someone | know has/had an illness or condition it tries to cure
I/ someone | know has directly benefited from its services
I/ someone | know might need its help in the future

It's a good cause/ charity

| respect the work it does

Sympathy for those it helps

To help make the world a better place

To help strengthen the community

Gives me a feeling of goodwill/ makes me feel good about myself
My employer encourages staff to give

| felt obliged to the person who asked

| trust it to use the money correctly

I/ someone | know is/ used to be a member

A sense of obligation to my country, culture or religion

| volunteer my time for the organisation

In memory of someone | know/knew

The cause was recommended to me on social media

| felt pressured/guilty

Other (specify)

Can't say

None
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Q13. (Canyou please tell me) are you a member of this organisation? (organisation is [Q1

response])
a)  YES
b) NO

c) CAN'T SAY
Q1l4. (Canyou please tell me) do you volunteer for this organisation? (organisation is [Q1

response])
a) YES (AUTOFILL FROM Q1)
b) NO

c) CAN'T SAY

Q15. Have you or any family member ever benefited from the services of this
organisation? (organisation is [Q1 response])
a) YES
b) NO
c) CAN'T SAY

Ql16. How long have you been donating to this organisation? (organisation is [Q1
response])
a) First time
b) Less than 1 year
c) More than 1 year but less than 2 years
d) 2 years but less than 3 years
e) 3 years but less than 4 years
f) 4 years but less than 5 years
g) 5 years or more
h)  Can'tsay

OTHER SUPPORT - RAFFLES AND CHARITY AUCTIONS
ASK EVERYONE

Q17. Now, leaving aside donations, have you supported a charity, school, political party or
other nonprofit organisation over the past 12 months by ...

READ OUT
a) Purchasing a raffle ticket

b) Purchasing a ticket to a fundraising event
c¢) Purchasing an item of significant value at a charity auction, art show or fete?
d) NONE OF THESE (go to Q19)
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Q18. Intotal, over the past 12 months. How much did you spend on these purchases?

ENTER RESULTS IN WHOLE DOLLARS S
IF CAN'T SAY PROBE FOR BEST ESTIMATE
IF CAN’T SAY ESCD

IF REFUSES ESC C

IF NO DONATIONS (Q1) AND NO OTHER SUPPORT (Q17) GO TO Q23

SPONTANEOUS Vs COMMITTED GIVING

ASK EVERYONE
Q19. How would you describe your general method of giving to charitable causes?
a) Spur of the moment/spontaneous

b) Regular donation to a request from same cause/s
c) Committed — regular automatic donation by payroll deduction/direct debit (Go to
Q22)

Q20. Would you ever consider becoming a committed/ongoing donor (via an
automatic deduction method)?
a) Yes (Go to Q22)
b) No
c) Unsure

Q21. Why would you not consider becoming a committed donor?
DO NOT READ

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) There is no personal incentive for me to do this

b) I have not been asked to give this way

c) | do not want to commit funds in an ongoing way

d) I am not able to commit funds in an ongoing way

e) I may need extra funds for own/family needs

f) | want to preserve most of my funds for my family/children

g) I am not aware of the benefits associated with committed giving

h) | do not value the benefits associated with committed giving

i) I lack confidence in charitable organisation to spend money well (i.e. minimise

costs and maximise benefits to those being supported)

i) | believe that the government should take primary responsibility for welfare
provision/support for charitable organisations

k) Concern about confidentiality of personal financial details

) It’s just my choice

m)  Other (please specify)

GO TO Q23
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Q22. In becoming a committed/ongoing donor, what prompted/would prompt this
decision?

DO NOT READ

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) Change in lifestyle/financial status
b) Personal experience
c) Exposure to an issue, cause or individual organisation you want to become
involved with
d) Response to a request for financial support
e) Potential to become involved with organisation
f) Availability of information about the organisation’s performance to support
ongoing activity (e.g. via online reports, detailed financial information)
g) Did not want to be continually contacted for donations
h) Easy access to set up ongoing donations
i) Tax laws favourable to making donations
j) Personal recognition for donation
k) Opportunity to contribute by payroll deduction
) Social media appeal from issue, cause, organisation, friend, celebrity etc.
m)  Other (please specify)
PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS
ASK EVERYONE

Q23. Canyou tell me are you currently in paid employment?
a) Yes
b) No (go to Q31)
c) Can’t say (go to Q31)
d) Refused (go to Q31)

Q24. Isthat Full-time for 35 hours or more a week, or Part-time i.e., at least one hour in
the past week?

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Yes, full-time

Yes, part-time

Other (please specify) (go to Q31)
Can’t say (go to Q31)

Refused (go to Q31)
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Q25. Does your organisation or workplace have a payroll or workplace giving program?
a) Yes

b) No (go to Q31)

c) Unsure (go to Q31)
e) Can't say (go to Q31)
f) Refused (go to Q31)

Q26. Do you participate in this program by making regular donations from your pay?
a)  Yes, regular payments
b) No, | donate but not regularly (go to Q31)
c) No, | don't donate by payroll deductions (go to Q30)
d) Can't say (go to Q31)
e) Refused (go to Q31)

Q27. How much is your donation per pay?
$

ENTER RESULTS IN WHOLE DOLLARS
IF CAN'T SAY PROBE FOR BEST ESTIMATE
IF REFUSED GO TO Q29

Q28. Is that based on a weekly, fortnightly, monthly or other pay period?
IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE

a) Weekly pay period

b) Fortnightly pay period

c) Monthly pay period

d)  Onceayear

e)  Some other pay period (specify)
f) Can't say

Q29. What has influenced your decision to donate through payroll giving?
DO NOT READ

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) The workplace matches my gift

b)  The workplace/leaders encourage participation

c) | can choose whichever charity | want to donate to
d)  The program included a cause important to me

e) It is convenient

f) It is easy to set up

g) It is a tax-effective way to give

h)  Other (please specify)
GOTO Q31
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Q30. What has influenced your decision not to donate through payroll giving?

DO NOT READ

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE - CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) Not enough money

b) | give in other ways

c) Don't want the regular commitment

d) Can't select the organisation it goes to

e) Could not pay in a one-off/ irregular basis

f) Have not thought about it

g) Always intended to, but just never got around to it
h)  The scheme has only just started

i) Prefer to do it myself/ be conscious of giving/ be in control of what | give
j) | was never asked

k)  Justdon’t want to

) Other (specify)

m)  Can't say

TAX-DEDUCTIBLE GIVING
ASK EVERYONE
Q31. Were you required to complete a personal income tax return for the 2014-15 financial
year?
a) Yes
b) No (go to Q39)

c) Can't say (go to Q39)

Q32. Did you claim deductions in your 2014-15 personal income tax return for donations
given to tax-deductible organisations?
a) Yes
b) No (go to Q34)
c) Can't say (go to Q34)

Q33. How much in total dollars did you claim?

ENTER INFORMATION IN WHOLE DOLLARS
IF CAN’T SAY, PROBE FOR BEST ESTIMATE

S (go to Q35)
refused (go to Q35)
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Q34. s this because:
READ OUT

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

You did not make any donations to tax-deductible organisations in 2014-15
You choose not to make any claims

You do not bother to get receipts (go to Q37)

You don’t keep receipts

Other (please specify)

Q35. Did you get receipts for all tax-deductible donations made in 2014-15?

a)
b)
c)
d)

Yes

Yes, mostly
Yes, sometimes
No

Q36. Are your donation receipts:

a)
b)

Mostly paper
Mostly electronic

Q37. Before you make a tax-deductible donation, do you check whether the organisation:

a)
b)

c)
d)
e)

Has tax-deductible status

Is a charity registered with the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits
Commission

Is a Public Benevolent Institution

None of the above

Other (please specify)

Q38. How do you usually complete your personal income tax return?

a)
b)
c)
d)

Do it myself

Other family member/friend does it
| use a tax agent/accountant

Other (please specify)
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Fundraising approaches

Ask everyone

Charities and nonprofit organisations use many different ways to

seek help in the form of money. For example, they might telephone

you, approach you on the street, mail or email you, leave a leaflet in

your letterbox or doorknock.
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ix)
x)
DONORS GO TO Q48

Cant’s say
Not approached to donate money in any other way

NON-DONORS
IF MADE NO DONATIONS (IDENTIFIED IN Q1) ASK
There are many reasons why people do not make monetary donations. Which of the

Q43.

following would you agree influences your decision not to donate?

Q4a4.

Q45.

180

READ OUT, HIGHLIGHT ALL MENTIONED

a)
b)
c)
d)

(]
- = =

| am usually asked when | don't have spare change on me

| get annoyed at the number of times | am approached to donate

| don't believe that the money would reach those in need

| prefer to volunteer my time instead of giving money

| don't like the way | am approached to give money

| feel as though the government should be providing the support that is
needed through our taxes

| can't afford to give

| haven't been approached to give

| don't know where the money would be used

I think too much in every dollar is used in administration

| think that the people they say they help should be able to help themselves
| have limited internet access in order to donate

| have concerns about the privacy of my information

My spouse/partner makes the donations

| donate through my business

OTHER (SPECIFY)

How likely would the following influence your giving in the future?

Being provided with better information on how the money will be spent?
(Is that likely or unlikely?)

a)
b)
c)

Likely
Unlikely
Can’t Say

How likely would the following influence your giving in the future?

If others are giving as well, like in my workplace
(Is that likely or unlikely?)

a)
b)
c)

Likely
Unlikely
Can’t Say
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Q46. How likely would the following influence your giving in the future?

If my friends and/or family on social media are supporting the cause
(Is that likely or unlikely?)

a) Likely

b)  Unlikely

c) Can’t Say

Q47. What else would influence you to donate to an organisation?

IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE
IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, CODE IN ORDER ANSWERED

a) If I was approached by a local, as opposed to a national, organisation

b) If I had more money

c) If I identified with the cause

d) If | was sponsoring a friend or relative in an event

e) If I knew more about the organisation in general

f) If my preferred method of donating was available to me (e.g. credit card, cash
etc.)

g) Only if the cause directly affected me/ my family

h) Nothing - | would not donate

i) Other (specify)

i) Can't say

BEQUESTS
ASK EVERYONE

Q48. Some people like to plan what will happen to their possessions in the event of
their death. Do you CURRENTLY have a will?
a) Yes
b) No (go to Q50)
c) Can't say

Q49. In your will, have you left any gifts of money, property or possessions to any
charities or nonprofit organisations?
a) Yes
b) No
c) Can't say
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VOLUNTEERING

ASK EVERYONE

We’re now going to ask about volunteering, that is, help willingly given
in the form of time and service or skills. This could include activities

either in person or online, such as fundraising, board or committee work,

IT support, other professional services, mentoring or providing

transportation or serving food.
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IN —KIND GIVING
ASK EVERYONE
Q57. Have you donated any of the following goods in the previous 12 months to

charities or nonprofit organisations?

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
8)

Books

Clothing

Food

Toys

Equipment

Other (please specify)

Have not donated any goods in the previous 12 months (Go to D1)

Q58. How do you normally donate these goods?

DO NOT READ
a) Unsolicited in person to an unmonitored location (e.g. Lifeline bin)
b)  Unsolicited In person directly to the charity (e.g. direct to the RSPCA)
c) Online (e.g. through Givit)
d)  Onan as-needs basis from a social media call for goods
e)  Atan organised event
f) Other (please specify)

DEMOGRAPHICS

NOTE: ONLY READ LIST(S) WHEN INSTRUCTED TO DO SO.
UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, THERE IS ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER QUESTION

Finally, I have a few quick questions about yourself.
D1. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (ASK FOR SCHOOL AND POST-

SCHOOL)

a) School (tick one only)

i. Year 12 or equivalent
ii. Year 11 or equivalent
iii. Year 10 or equivalent

iv. Year 9 or equivalent
V. Year 8 or below
vi. Never attended school
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D2. (IF NOT EMPLOYED EITHER FULL-TIME OR PART-TIME, Q23b, Q24(c), (d), ask) You said earlier you
are not currently in paid employment. Are you a student, or looking for work or a full-

186

b)

Post-school (tick one only)

Vii.

viii.

Xi.
Xii.
xiii.
XiV.
XV.
XVi.
XVii.
XViii.

XiX.

Doctoral degree level

Postgraduate degree level

Postgraduate degree level (undefined)
Graduate diploma level

Graduate certificate level

Graduate diploma/certificate level (undefined)
Bachelor degree level

Diploma level

Advanced diploma and associate degree level
Advanced diploma and associate degree level (undefined)
Certificate |

Certificate Il

Certificate | & Il level (undefined)

Certificate IlI

Certificate IV

Certificate Il & IV level (undefined)

Trade qualification (no further information)
Inadequately described (DO NOT READ)

Not stated (DO NOT READ)

time carer or involved in home duties or retired?

Retired

Full-time student

Home duties

Full-time carer

Looking for work

Unpaid worker in family business
Volunteer

Refused (DO NOT READ)

a)
b)
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D3A) In the main job held last week, what was your occupation? (Describe)

IF NECESSARY ADD: Give full title for example childcare aide, maths teacher, pastry cook,
tanning machine operator, apprentice toolmaker, sheep and wheat farmer).

IF NECESSARY ADD: For public servants, provide official designation and occupation. IF
NECESSARY ADD: For armed services personnel, provide rank and occupation.

D3B) What are the main tasks that you usually perform in this
occupation? (Describe)

IF NECESSARY ADD: Give full details, for example: looking after children at a day care centre,
teaching secondary school students, making cakes and pastries, operating leather tanning
machine, learning to make and repair tools and dies, running a sheep and wheat farm.

IF NECESSARY ADD: For managers, provide main activities managed.

ANZSCO CODE S

D4. Which of the following BEST describes your household?

READ OUT
IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE

a)  person living alone

b)  couple with no children

c) couple with no children living at home

d)  couple with dependent children living at home
e)  couple with independent children living at home
f) single parent with children living at home

g)  group household of unrelated adults

h)  group household of related adults

i) group household of related adults and children
i) (DO NOT READ) OTHER (SPECIFY)

k) (DO NOT READ) CAN’T SAY/REFUSED

D5. What is the total number of people in your household?
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D6. Do you identify yourself as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander?

a)
b)

Yes, Aboriginal
Yes, Torres Strait Islander

Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

Can’t say
Refused
No

D7. In which country were you born?

a)
b)

Australia

England

New Zealand

India

Italy

Vietnam

Philippines

China

Other (please specify)

D8. Which language do you MAINLY speak at home?

a)
b)

English only
Mandarin

Italian

Arabic

Cantonese

Greek

Vietnamese

Other (please specify)

D9. Do you identify with a religion?

a)
b)
c)

YES
NO (go to QD12)
CAN'T SAY (go to QD12
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D10

a)
b)

D11.

READ OUT
a)
b)

What is your religion?
IF OTHER, HIGHLIGHT OTHER AND TYPE IN RESPONSE

Catholic

Anglican (Church of England)
Uniting Church
Presbyterian
Buddhism

Islam

Greek Orthodox
Baptist

Hinduism

Judaism

Other (please specify)
Refused

How often do you attend religious services?

Several times a week
Once a week

2 or 3 times a month

Once a month

Once a year

Several times a year
Never

(DO NOT READ) CAN'T SAY

Individual giving and volunteering
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D12. What s your total gross income from all sources?

Do not deduct: tax, superannuation contributions, amounts salary sacrificed or any other automatic

deductions. Include wages and salaries (Regular overtime, Commissions and bonuses); Government

pensions, benefits and allowances (e.g. Age pension, Family tax benefit, Parenting payment; Disability

support pension; Newstart allowance; Youth and student allowances; Carer allowance; Any other

government pension/allowance); Profit or loss from Unincorporated business/farm (e.g. sole traders,

partnerships) and Rental properties; and any Other income (e.g. Income from superannuation; Private

pensions; Child support; Interest; Dividends from shares; Workers’ compensation; Any other income)
READ OUT IF NECESSARY

a)
b)

)
o)
)

©

$3,000 or more per week ($156,000 or more per year)
$2,000 - $2,999 per week (5104,000 - $155,999 per year)
$1,750 - $1,999 per week (591,000 - $103,999 per year)
$1,500 - $1,749 per week (578,000 - $90,999 per year)
$1,250 - $1,499 per week (565,000 - $77,999 per year)
$1,000 - $1,249 per week (552,000 - $64,999 per year)
$800 - $999 per week (541,600 - $51,999 per year)
$650 - $799 per week (533,800 - $41,599 per year)
$500 - $649 per week (526,000 - $33,799 per year)
$400 - 5499 per week ( $20,800 - $25,999 per year)
$300 - $399 per week (515,600 - 520,799 per year)
$150 - $299 per week (57,800 - $15,599 per year)

$1 - $149 per week (51 - $7,799 per year)

Nil income

Negative income

(DO NOT READ) Refused

That brings us to the end of the survey. Thank you for your time and assistance. This market

research is carried out in compliance with the Privacy Act, and the information you provided

will be used only for research purposes.

We are conducting this research on behalf of the Australian Government Department of

Social Services. If you would like any more information about this project or if you have

concerns, you can phone us on 1800 669 133.
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10.4 Appendix 4 About the authors

10.4.1 The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit
Studies, QUT

The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies is a specialist research and teaching unit
within the Queensland University of Technology (QUT) Business School in Brisbane, Australia.

It seeks to promote the understanding of philanthropy and nonprofit issues by drawing upon
academics from many disciplines and working closely with nonprofit practitioners, intermediaries and
government departments. The mission of the Centre is ‘to bring to the community the benefits of
teaching, research, technology and service relevant to the philanthropic and nonprofit communities’,
with a theme of ‘for the common good.’

A list of the Centre’s publications is available from https://www.qut.edu.au/business/about/research-

centres/australian-centre-for-philanthropy-and-nonprofit-studies and free digital downloads are
available via QUT ePrints at http://eprints.qut.edu.au/.

10.4.2 The Centre for Social Impact (CSIl) Swinburne University of
Technology

CSI Swinburne, as part of the CSI network, works towards a stronger society for all, through engaged
research and scholarship. CSI Swinburne’s areas of research focus are social investment and
philanthropy, social enterprise, social innovation and measuring and communicating social impacts.
Our multidisciplinary team includes experts in public policy, sociology, history, organisational studies,
management, public health, evaluation and impact measurement and information systems. Our
researchers have particular expertise in social enterprise, foundations and bequests, social
investment, diversity issues pertaining to philanthropy and giving, and volunteering.

Established in April 2014, CSI Swinburne builds on the foundations of the Asia—Pacific Centre for Social
Investment and Philanthropy, with extensive networks with philanthropy and nonprofit organisations,
both locally and internationally. CSI Swinburne is part of the CSI national network, which is a
collaboration of three universities: the University of New South Wales, Swinburne University of
Technology and The University of Western Australia.
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10.4.3 The Centre for Corporate Public Affairs

Public affairs is the management function responsible for interpreting the future political, social

and regulatory environment of an organisation, continuously integrating these assessments into
the strategic planning process, and undertaking and supporting consequent organisational
action.
The Centre for Corporate Public Affairs was established in 1990 in response to demand from
corporate and public affairs professionals for a support organisation for their activities.

The Centre now has more than 100 members from the ranks of corporate Australia, industry
associations and government business enterprises. The Centre aims to provide mutual exchange
within the profession's leadership, excellent professional development programs and information
resources that allow senior public affairs practitioners, senior executives and line managers to:

= better interpret their social, political and economic environment

= contribute significantly to the way their organisation relates to its internal/external stakeholders,
and

= strengthen the role of corporate affairs staff as key advisers to management.

These aims are achieved by providing:

= professional development and training

= research and information resources

= international affiliations, and

= peer group dialogue and mutual learning.

For further information about the Centre please visit http://www.accpa.com.au
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For more information:

The Australian Centre for Philanthropy
and Nonprofit Studies, QUT
acpns@qut.edu.au

The Centre for Social Impact Swinburne

csiswin@swin.edu.au

The Centre for Corporate Public Affairs

info@accpa.com.au
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