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Appendix

Table A1: Possible moderators of the crowding-out effect

Tested in meta-analysis Not tested in meta-analysis
Often distinguished in 
empirical studies

• Data source 
(experimental/non-
experimental)

• Sample country
• Beneficiary of 

government support 
(subsidies to 
organizations/direct 
expenditures)

• Regression 
specification (FE/FD/
other)

• Use of instrumental 
variables 

Sometimes distinguished in 
empirical studies

• Level of government 
(central/lower)

• Nonprofit sectors
• Non-linear effect of 

government support
• Private donor 

(individual/company/
foundation/other)

Often not distinguished in 
empirical studies

• Types of government 
support (lump-sum 
grants/matching 
grants/contracts/
purchase of services/
vouchers)

• Tax salience
• Number of other 

donors
• Different types of 

public goods
• Linearity of public good 

cost function
• Number of initial non-

donors
• Substitution between 

organizations



Ta
bl

e 
A

2:
 S

tu
di

es
 in

 th
e 

m
et

a-
an

al
ys

is

Re
fe

re
nc

e
#

Da
ta

Co
un

-
tr

y
Se

ct
or

(s
)

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

su
pp

or
t

Le
ve

l o
f g

ov
er

n-
m

en
t

Fi
nd

in
g(

s)
M

ea
n 

ef
fe

ct
 

si
ze

 e
st

.
Ab

ra
m

s &
 S

ch
m

itz
, 1

97
8

3
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Fe
de

ra
l/

lo
w

er
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.3
00

Ab
ra

m
s &

 S
ch

m
itz

, 1
98

4
3

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s
Lo

w
er

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.2

80
An

dr
eo

ni
, 1

99
3

21
La

b 
ex

p.
US

A
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.7
16

An
dr

eo
ni

 &
 P

ay
ne

, 2
01

1
14

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

-0
.7

60
Be

ck
er

 &
 L

in
ds

ay
, 1

99
4

3
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Ed

uc
at

io
n

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Lo

w
er

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.8

70
Bl

an
co

 e
t a

l.,
 2

01
2

6
La

b 
ex

p.
Sp

ai
n

En
vi

ro
n-

m
en

t
Ta

x
n/

a
M

ix
ed

-0
.4

70

Bo
lto

n 
&

 K
at

ok
, 1

99
8

2
La

b 
ex

p.
US

A
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
n/

a
Bö

nk
e,

 M
as

sa
rr

at
-M

as
hh

ad
i, 

&
 

Si
el

af
f, 

20
13

2
Ar

ch
iv

al
Ge

rm
a-

ny
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
n/

a

Bo
rg

on
ov

i, 
20

06
11

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Fe
de

ra
l/

lo
w

er
/

co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-in

n/
a

Br
oo

ks
, 1

99
9

1
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Cu

ltu
re

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-in
0.

07
5

Br
oo

ks
, 2

00
0a

5
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Cu

ltu
re

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-in
n/

a
Br

oo
ks

, 2
00

0b
7

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

M
ix

ed
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s
Fe

de
ra

l/
lo

w
er

M
ix

ed
0.

08
9

Br
oo

ks
, 2

00
3a

2
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
1.

53
5

Br
oo

ks
, 2

00
3b

3
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Cu

ltu
re

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-in
0.

43
3

Br
un

ne
r, 

19
97

1
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Cu

ltu
re

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.0

75
Br

un
ne

r &
 S

on
st

el
ie

, 2
00

3
6

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

-0
.1

35
Ca

lle
n,

 1
99

4
3

Ar
ch

iv
al

Ca
na

da
H

ea
lth

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

n/
a

Ch
an

 e
t a

l.,
 1

99
6

16
La

b 
ex

p.
US

A
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.5
74

Ch
an

 e
t a

l.,
 2

00
2

5
La

b 
ex

p.
Ca

na
da

n/
a

Ta
x

n/
a

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.7

15



Ta
bl

e 
A

2 
(c

on
tin

ue
d)

Re
fe

re
nc

e
#

Da
ta

Co
un

-
tr

y
Se

ct
or

(s
)

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

su
pp

or
t

Le
ve

l o
f g

ov
er

n-
m

en
t

Fi
nd

in
g(

s)
M

ea
n 

ef
fe

ct
 

si
ze

 e
st

.
Du

nc
an

, 1
99

9
1

Su
rv

ey
US

A
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Lo
w

er
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.2
34

Ec
ke

l e
t a

l.,
 2

00
5

2
La

b 
ex

p.
US

A
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.6
78

Fe
rr

is
 &

 W
es

t, 
20

03
3

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

So
ci

al
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

n/
a

Ga
lb

ia
ti 

&
 V

er
to

va
, 2

00
8

16
La

b 
ex

p.
Ita

ly
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.6
28

Ga
lb

ia
ti 

&
 V

er
to

va
, 2

01
4

2
La

b 
ex

p.
Ita

ly
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.7
91

Ga
rr

et
t &

 R
hi

ne
, 2

01
0

41
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
H

ea
lth

/
ed

uc
at

io
n/

so
ci

al
/

co
m

bi
ne

d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Fe
de

ra
l/

lo
w

er
/

co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
n/

a

Gr
on

be
rg

 e
t a

l.,
 2

01
2

1
La

b 
ex

p.
US

A
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.9
00

Gü
th

 e
t a

l.,
 2

00
6

3
La

b 
ex

p.
Au

st
ri

a
So

ci
al

Ta
x

n/
a

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.3

00
H

er
ze

r &
 N

un
ne

nk
am

p,
 2

01
3

2
A

rc
hi

va
l

U
SA

In
te

rn
a-

tio
na

l
Su

bs
id

ie
s

C
om

bi
ne

d
C

ro
w

di
ng

-in
0.

12
8

H
su

, 2
00

8
6

La
b 

ex
p.

Ta
iw

an
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
C

ro
w

di
ng

-o
ut

-2
.1

88
H

ug
he

s &
 L

uk
se

tic
h,

 1
99

9
8

A
rc

hi
va

l
U

SA
Cu

ltu
re

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Fe

de
ra

l/l
ow

er
M

ix
ed

3.
01

1
H

ug
he

s e
t a

l.,
 2

01
4

4
A

rc
hi

va
l

U
SA

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

C
om

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

1.
59

0
H

un
ge

rm
an

, 2
00

5
2

A
rc

hi
va

l
U

SA
C

om
bi

ne
d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Lo
w

er
C

ro
w

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.0

36
Is

aa
c &

 N
or

to
n,

 2
01

3
2

La
b 

ex
p.

U
SA

n/
a

Ta
x

n/
a

M
ix

ed
-0

.9
06

K
ha

nn
a 

&
 S

an
dl

er
, 2

00
0

8
A

rc
hi

va
l

U
K

M
ix

ed
Su

bs
id

ie
s

C
om

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

0.
95

6
K

ha
nn

a 
et

 a
l.,

 1
99

5
5

A
rc

hi
va

l
U

K
C

om
bi

ne
d

Su
bs

id
ie

s
C

om
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
0.

07
0

K
im

 &
 V

an
 R

yz
in

, 2
01

4
4

Su
rv

ey
 

ex
p.

U
SA

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Fe
de

ra
l/c

om
-

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

n/
a



Ta
bl

e 
A

2 
(c

on
tin

ue
d)

Re
fe

re
nc

e
#

Da
ta

Co
un

-
tr

y
Se

ct
or

(s
)

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

su
pp

or
t

Le
ve

l o
f g

ov
er

n-
m

en
t

Fi
nd

in
g(

s)
M

ea
n 

ef
fe

ct
 

si
ze

 e
st

.
Ki

ng
m

a,
 1

98
9

10
Su

rv
ey

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

-0
.0

17
Ki

ng
m

a 
&

 M
cC

le
lla

nd
, 1

99
5

3
Su

rv
ey

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.0
00

Ko
no

w
, 2

01
0

1
La

b 
ex

p.
 

US
A

n/
a

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

n/
a

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.1

75
Ko

re
no

k 
et

 a
l.,

 2
01

2
2

La
b 

ex
p.

 
US

A
n/

a
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.2
23

Ko
re

no
k 

et
 a

l.,
 2

01
4

3
La

b 
ex

p.
US

A
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.2
61

Kr
op

f &
 K

na
ck

, 2
00

3
1

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-in

0.
04

0
Li

lle
y 

&
 S

lo
ni

m
, 2

01
4

2
La

b 
ex

p.
Au

st
ra

-
lia

In
te

rn
a-

tio
na

l
Ta

x
n/

a
M

ix
ed

-0
.2

37

Lu
cc

as
en

, 2
01

2
1

La
b 

ex
p.

 
US

A
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.9
72

Lu
ks

et
ic

h 
&

 L
an

ge
, 1

99
5

6
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Cu

ltu
re

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
-0

.1
38

M
an

zo
or

 &
 S

tr
au

b,
 2

00
5

3
Su

rv
ey

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

0.
05

9
M

ar
cu

el
lo

 &
 S

al
as

, 2
00

0
2

Ar
ch

iv
al

Sp
ai

n
In

te
rn

a-
tio

na
l

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Fe

de
ra

l/
lo

w
er

Cr
ow

di
ng

-in
0.

03
9

M
ar

cu
el

lo
 &

 S
al

as
, 2

00
1

8
Ar

ch
iv

al
Sp

ai
n

In
te

rn
a-

tio
na

l
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Fe
de

ra
l/

lo
w

er
M

ix
ed

n/
a

N
el

so
n 

&
 G

az
le

y, 
20

14
6

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s
Fe

de
ra

l/
lo

w
er

M
ix

ed
n/

a
N

un
ne

nk
am

p 
&

 Ö
hl

er
, 2

01
2

7
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
In

te
rn

a-
tio

na
l

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-in
n/

a

Ok
te

n 
&

 W
ei

sb
ro

d,
 2

00
0

10
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Cu

ltu
re

/
so

ci
al

/
he

al
th

/e
d-

uc
at

io
n

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
n/

a

O'
Re

ga
n 

&
 O

st
er

, 2
00

2
2

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
n/

a



Ta
bl

e 
A

2 
(c

on
tin

ue
d)

Re
fe

re
nc

e
#

Da
ta

Co
un

-
tr

y
Se

ct
or

(s
)

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

su
pp

or
t

Le
ve

l o
f g

ov
er

n-
m

en
t

Fi
nd

in
g(

s)
M

ea
n 

ef
fe

ct
 

si
ze

 e
st

.
Pa

qu
é,

 1
98

6
4

Ar
ch

iv
al

Ge
rm

a-
ny

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
n/

a

Pa
yn

e,
 1

99
8

10
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
So

ci
al

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
-0

.4
08

Pa
yn

e,
 2

00
1

29
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
Ed

uc
at

io
n

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Fe

de
ra

l/
co

m
-

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

0.
34

6

Po
sn

et
t &

 S
an

dl
er

, 1
98

9
11

Ar
ch

iv
al

UK
Re

lig
io

n/
he

al
th

/
in

te
rn

a-
tio

na
l/

co
m

bi
ne

d

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Fe

de
ra

l/
lo

w
er

M
ix

ed
n/

a

Re
ec

e,
 1

97
9

7
Su

rv
ey

US
A

Re
lig

io
n/

ed
uc

at
io

n/
so

ci
al

/
co

m
bi

ne
d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

-0
.0

09

Re
es

on
 &

 T
is

de
ll,

 2
00

8
4

La
b 

ex
p.

Au
st

ra
-

lia
n/

a
Ta

x
n/

a
M

ix
ed

-0
.8

10

Ri
ba

r &
 W

ilh
el

m
, 2

00
2

8
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
In

t. 
ai

d
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

-0
.0

79
Sa

v, 
20

12
15

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Fe
de

ra
l/

lo
w

er
M

ix
ed

-0
.1

54
Sc

hi
ff,

 1
98

5
5

Su
rv

ey
US

A
So

ci
al

/
co

m
bi

ne
d

Su
bs

id
ie

s/
ta

x
Lo

w
er

M
ix

ed
-0

.0
60

Sm
ith

, 2
00

7
17

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

0.
73

6
So

ko
lo

w
sk

i, 
20

13
3

Ar
ch

iv
al

Cr
os

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Fe

de
ra

l
Cr

ow
di

ng
-in

n/
a

So
ng

 &
 Y

i, 
20

11
2

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Cu
ltu

re
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.5
00

St
ei

nb
er

g,
 1

98
5

3
Su

rv
ey

UK
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-o

ut
-0

.0
06



Ta
bl

e 
A

2 
(c

on
tin

ue
d)

Re
fe

re
nc

e
#

Da
ta

Co
un

-
tr

y
Se

ct
or

(s
)

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

su
pp

or
t

Le
ve

l o
f g

ov
er

n-
m

en
t

Fi
nd

in
g(

s)
M

ea
n 

ef
fe

ct
 

si
ze

 e
st

.
Su

tt
er

 &
 W

ec
k-

H
an

ne
m

an
n,

 2
00

4
15

La
b 

ex
p.

Au
st

ri
a

n/
a

Ta
x

n/
a

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.7

69
Ti

nk
el

m
an

 &
 N

ee
ly

, 2
01

1
7

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
M

ix
ed

-0
.0

53
W

ei
nb

la
tt

, 1
99

2
2

Ar
ch

iv
al

Is
ra

el
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

Cr
ow

di
ng

-o
ut

-0
.4

00
Ye

tm
an

 &
 Y

et
m

an
, 2

00
3

24
Ar

ch
iv

al
US

A
M

ix
ed

Su
bs

id
ie

s
Co

m
bi

ne
d

M
ix

ed
-0

.1
50

Ye
tm

an
 &

 Y
et

m
an

, 2
01

3
3

Ar
ch

iv
al

US
A

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Su

bs
id

ie
s

Co
m

bi
ne

d
Cr

ow
di

ng
-in

0.
01

9



References

A

Abraham, K.G., Helms, S., & Presser, S. (2009). How Social Processes Distort 
Measurement: The Impact of Survey Nonresponse on Estimates of Volun-
teer Work in the United States 1. American Journal of Sociology, 114(4), 
1129-1165.

Abrams, B.A., & Schmitz, M.D. (1978). The ‘crowding-out’ effect of govern-
mental transfers on private charitable contributions. Public Choice, 33(1), 
29-39.

Abrams, B. A., & Schmitz, M.D. (1984). The Crowding-out Effect of Govern-
mental Transfers on Private Charitable Contributions: Cross-Section Evi-
dence. National Tax Journal, 37(4), 563-568.

Andreoni, J. (1988). Privately Provided Public Goods in a Large Economy: 
The Limits of Altruism. Journal of Public Economics, 35(1), 57-73.

Andreoni, J. (1989). Giving with Impure Altruism: Applications to Charity and 
Ricardian Equivalence. Journal of Political Economy, 97(6), 1447–1458. 

Andreoni, J. (1990). Impure Altruism and Donations to Public Goods: A The-
ory of Warm-Glow Giving. Economic Journal, 100(401), 464–477.

Andreoni, J. (1993). An Experimental Test of the Public-Goods Crowding-Out 
Hypothesis. American Economic Review, 83, 1317-1327.

Andreoni, J, & Payne, A.A. (2003). Do Government Grants to Private Charities 
Crowd Out Giving or Fund-raising? American Economic Review, 93, 792-
812.

Andreoni, J., & Payne, A.A. (2011). Is crowding out due entirely to fundrais-
ing? Evidence from a panel of charities. Journal of Public Economics, 95, 
334-343.

Andress, H.J., & Heien, T. (2001). Four Worlds of Welfare State Attitudes? A 
Comparison of Germany, Norway and the United States. European Socio-
logical Review, 17(4), 337–356.

Angrist, J.D., & Pischke, J.S. (2009). Mostly Harmless Econometrics: An Empir-
icist’s Companion. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Anheier, H.K., & Toepler, S. (1999). Philanthropic Foundations: An Interna-
tional Perspective. In: H.K. Anheier & S. Toepler (Eds.) Private Funds, Pub-
lic Purpose: Philanthropic Foundations in International Perspective. New 
York: Kluver Academic/Plenum Publishers, pp. 3-23.



Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative Governance in Theory and Prac-
tice. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18(4), 543-571.

Arts, W., & Gelissen, J. (2001). Welfare States, Solidarity and Justice Princi-
ples: Does the Type Really Matter? Acta Sociologica, 44(4), 283-299. 

B

Barth, A. (2011). Meer marktwerking maakt culturele sector ondernemend-
er. Reformatorisch Dagblad, December 29.

Batson, C.D. (2010). Altruism in Humans. New York: Oxford University Press.
Baumol, W.J. (1996). Children of Performing Arts, the Economic Dilemma: 

The Climbing Costs of Health Care and Education. Journal of Cultural Eco-
nomics, 20(3), 183-206.

Becker, E., & Lindsay, C.M. (1994). Does the Government Free Ride? Journal of 
Law & Economics, 37(1), 277-296.

Beerbohm, E. (2016). The Free-Provider Problem: Private Provision of Pub-
lic Responsibilities. In: R. Reich, C. Coredelli & L. Bernholz (Eds.) Philan-
thropy in Democratic Societies: History, Institutions, Values. Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, pp. 207-225.

Bekkers, R. (2003). Trust, accreditation, and philanthropy in the Nether-
lands. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 32(4), 596-615. 

Bekkers, R. (2005a). Words and Deeds of Generosity: Are Decisions About Real 
and Hypothetical Money Really Different? ICS/Department of Sociology. 
Utrecht: Utrecht University.

Bekkers, R. (2005b). It’s Not All in the Ask: Effects and Effectiveness of Recruit-
ment Strategies Used by Nonprofits in The Netherlands. Paper presented at 
the 34th Arnova Annual Conference, Washington DC.

Bekkers, R. (2007). Measuring Altruistic Behavior in Surveys: The All-Or-
Nothing Dictator Game. Survey Research Methods, 1(3), 139-144.

Bekkers, R. (2008). Straight From the Heart. In: S. Chambré and M. Goldner 
(Eds.) Advances in Medical Sociology, Volume 10: Patients, Consumers and 
Civil Society: US and International Perspectives. Emerald Group Publishing, 
pp. 197-221.

Bekkers, R. (2013a). De maatschappelijke betekenis van filantropie (inaugu-
ral lecture). Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit (VU) Amsterdam.

Bekkers, R. (2013b). De vermogende gever. In: T. Schuyt, B. Gouwenberg, & 
R. Bekkers (Eds.) Geven in Nederland 2013: Giften, Nalatenschappen, Spon-



soring en Vrijwilligerswerk. Amsterdam: Reed Business, pp. 205-226.
Bekkers, R. (2015). When and Why Matches are More Effective Subsidies 

Than Rebates. In: C. Deck, E. Fatas & T. Rosenblat (Eds.) Research in Ex-
perimental Economics, Volume 18: Replication in Economic Experiments. 
Emerald Group Publishing.

Bekkers, R. (2016). Regional Differences in Philanthropy. In: J. Harrow, T. 
Jung, & S. Phillips (Eds.) Routledge Companion to Philanthropy. London: 
Routledge, pp. 124-138.

Bekkers, R., Boonstoppel, E., & De Wit, A. (2016). Giving in the Netherlands 
Panel Survey - User Manual (version 2.5). Amsterdam: Center for Philan-
thropic Studies, Vrije Universiteit (VU) Amsterdam.

Bekkers, R. & De Wit, A. (2014). Look who’s crowding-out! Paper presented at 
the ISTR Conference, Muenster, Germany. 

Bekkers, R., & Schuyt, T. (2008). And who is your neighbor? Explaining de-
nominational differences in charitable giving and volunteering in the 
Netherlands. Review of Religious Research, 74-96.

Bekkers, R., Schuyt, T., & Gouwenberg, B. (2017) Geven in Nederland 2017. 
Amsterdam: Lenthe.

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2006). To Give or Not to Give, That Is the Ques-
tion: How Methodology Is Destiny in Dutch Giving Data. Nonprofit and Vol-
untary Sector Quarterly, 35(3), 533-540.

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011a). Who gives? A literature review of pre-
dictors of charitable giving part one: religion, education, age and socialisa-
tion. Voluntary Sector Review, 2(3), 337-365.

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011b). A Literature Review of Empirical Studies 
of Philanthropy: Eight Mechanisms that Drive Charitable Giving. Nonprofit 
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(5), 924-973.

Bekkers, R. & Wiepking, P. (2011c). Accuracy of Self-reports on Donations to 
Charitable Organizations. Quality & Quantity, 45(6): 1369-1383.

Bekkers, R. & Wilhelm, M.O. (2016). Principle of Care and Giving to Help Peo-
ple in Need. European Journal of Personality, 30(3), 240-257.

Bennett, R. (2003). Factors underlying the inclination to donate to particular 
types of charity. International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Marketing, 8(1), 12–29.

Blanco, E., Lopez, M.C., & Coleman, E.A. (2012). Voting for Environmental Do-
nations: Experimental Evidence from Majorca, Spain. Ecological Econom-
ics, 75, 52-60.

Bode, I. (2006). Disorganized welfare mixes: Voluntary agencies and new 



governance regimes in Western Europe. Journal of European Social Policy, 
16, 346–59.

Body, A., & Breeze, B. (2016). What are ‘unpopular causes’ and how can they 
achieve fundraising success? International Journal of Nonprofit and Volun-
tary Sector Marketing, 21(1), 57–70.

Bolton, G.E., & Katok, E. (1998). An experimental test of the crowding out hy-
pothesis: The nature of beneficent behavior. Journal of Economic Behavior 
& Organization, 37(3), 315-331.

Bönke, T., Massarrat-Mashhadi, N., & Sielaff, C. (2013). Charitable giving 
in the German welfare state: fiscal incentives and crowding out. Public 
Choice, 154(1-2), 39-58.

Bonoli, G., George, V., & Taylor-Gooby, P. (2000). European Welfare Futures. 
Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers.

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L.V., Higgins, J.P.T., & Rothstein, H.R. (2009). Introduc-
tion to Meta-Analysis. Chichester: Wiley.

Borgonovi, F. (2006). Do public grants to American theatres crowd-out pri-
vate donations?  Public Choice, 126(3-4), 429-451.

Bredtmann, J. (2016). Does Government Spending Crowd Out Voluntary Labor 
and Donations? IZA World of Labor Working Paper. Bonn: IZA. 

Brooks, A.C. (1999). Do Public Subsidies Leverage Private Philanthropy for 
the Arts? Empirical Evidence on Symphony Orchestras. Nonprofit and Vol-
untary Sector Quarterly, 28(1), 32-45.

Brooks, A.C. (2000a). Public Subsidies and Charitable Giving: Crowding Out, 
Crowding In, or Both? Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 19(3), 
451–464.

Brooks, A.C. (2000b). Is There a Dark Side to Government Support for Non-
profits? Public Administration Review, 60(3), 211-218.

Brooks, A.C. (2003a) Do Government Subsidies To Nonprofits Crowd Out Do-
nations or Donors? Public Finance Review, 31(2), 166-179.

Brooks, A.C. (2003b). Taxes, Subsidies, and Listeners Like You: Public Policy 
and Contributions to Public Radio. Public Administration Review, 63, 554-
561.

Brooks, A.C. (2004). The Effects of Public Policy on Private Charity. Adminis-
tration & Society, 36(2), 166-185. 

Brown, E. (2005). College, Social Capital, and Charitable Giving. In: A.C. 
Brooks (Ed.) Gifts of Time and Money: The Role of Charity in America’s Com-
munities. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, pp. 185-204.

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



of the impact of social capital on individual giving and volunteering. Non-
profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 36(1), 85-99.

Brown, P. H., & Minty, J. H. (2008). Media coverage and charitable giving after 
the 2004 Tsunami. Southern Economic Journal, 75(1), 9-25. 

Brunner, E.J. (1997). An empirical test of neutrality and the crowding-out 
hypothesis. Public Choice, 92, 261–279.

Brunner, E., & Sonstelie, J. (2003). School finance reform and voluntary fiscal 
federalism. Journal of Public Economics, 87(9-10), 2157-2185.

Bryan, M.L., & Jenkins, S.P. (2016). Multilevel Modelling of Country Effects: A 
Cautionary Tale. European Sociological Review, 32(1), 3-22.

Burger, A., Dekker, P., Toepler, S., Anheier, H. & Salamon, L. (1999). The Neth-
erlands: Key Features of the Dutch Nonprofit Sector. In L. Salamon, H. An-
heier, R. List, S. Toepler & S. W. Sokolowski (Eds.) Global Civil Society: Di-
mensions of the Nonprofit Sector. Balimore, MD: The John Hopkins Centre 
for Civil Society, pp. 145-162.

C

Callen, J.L. (1994). Money Donations, Volunteering and Organizational Effi-
ciency. Journal of Productivity Analysis, 5(3), 215-228.

Camerer, C.F. (2015). The Promise and Success of Lab-Field Generalizability 
in Experimental Economics: A Reply to Levitt and List. In: G. Frechette, & 
A. Schotter (Eds.) Handbook of Experimental Economic Methodology. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, pp. 249–95.

Carpenter, J., Connolly, C., & Myers, C.K. (2008). Altruistic Behavior in a Repre-
sentative Dictator Experiment. Experimental Economics, 11(3), 282–298.

Carroll, D.A., & Stater, K.J. (2009). Revenue diversification in nonprofit orga-
nizations: Does it lead to financial stability? Journal of Public Administra-
tion Research and Theory, 19(4), 947-966.

Cats, R. (2010). Grootscheeps banenverlies op stapel bij hulpclubs; Ontwik-
kelingssubsidies gekort. Het Financieele Dagblad, December 17.

Central Bureau on Fundraising. (2014). Neem een kijkje in de financiën van 
KWF Kankerbestrijding, St. http://www.cbf.nl/Instelling-financien/4024/
KWF-Kankerbestrijding-St (Retrieved May 6, 2014).

Center on Philanthropy. (2011). Review of Literature on Giving and High Net 
Worth Individuals. Indianapolis: Center on Philanthropy.

Chan, K.S., Mestelman, S., Moir, R., & Muller, R.A. (1996). The Voluntary Provi-



sion of Public Goods Under Varying Income Distributions. Canadian Jour-
nal of Economics - Revue Canadienne D Economique, 29(1), 54-69.

Chan, K.S., Godbyb, R., Mestelman, S., & Muller, R.A. (2002). Crowding-out 
voluntary contributions to public goods. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
Organization, 48, 305–317.

Civil Exchange (2015). Whose Society? The Final Big Society Audit. http://
www.civilexchange.org.uk/whose-society-the-final-big-society-audit (Re-
trieved May 17, 2017).

Cucciniello, M., Porumbescu, G. A., & Grimmelikhuijsen, S. (2017). 25 Years 
of Transparency Research: Evidence and Future Directions. Public Admin-
istration Review, 77(1), 32-44.

D

Day, K.M., & Devlin, R.A. (1996). Volunteerism and Crowding out: Canadian 
Econometric Evidence. The Canadian Journal of Economics - Revue cana-
dienne d’Economique, 29(1): 37-53.

De Tocqueville, A. (1970[1840]). Democracy in America – Part the Second: 
The Social Influence of Democracy. New York: Knopf.

De Swaan, A. (1988). In Care of the State: Health Care, Education and Welfare 
in Europe and the USA in the Modern Era. Oxford: Polity Press.

De Wit, A. (2016). Mechanisms of crowding-out and crowding-in: Private con-
tributions in 20 European welfare states. In: R. Meuleman, G. Kraaykamp, 
& M. Wittenberg (Eds.) Nederland in context: verschillen en overeenkom-
sten. Proceedings vijfde Nederlandse Workshop European Social Survey. 
Den Haag: DANS.

De Wit, A., & Bekkers, R. (2017). Government Support And Charitable Dona-
tions: A Meta-Analysis of the Crowding-out Hypothesis. Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory, 27(2), 301-319. 

De Wit, A., Bekkers, R., & Broese Van Groenou, M. (2017). Heterogeneity in 
Crowding-out: When Are Charitable Donations Responsive To Govern-
ment Support? European Sociological Review, 33(1), 59-71.

Dokko, J.K. (2009). Does the NEA Crowd Out Private Charitable Contribu-
tions to the Arts? National Tax Journal, 62(1), 57-75. 

Duncan, B. (1999). Modeling charitable contributions of time and money. 
Journal of Public Economics, 72, 213–242.



E

Eckel, C.C., & Grossman, P.J. (2003). Rebate versus matching: does how we 
subsidize charitable contributions matter? Journal of Public Economics, 
87(3–4), 681–701.

Eckel, C.C., & Grossman, P.J. (2008). Subsidizing charitable contributions: a 
natural field experiment comparing matching and rebate subsidies. Exper-
imental Economics, 11(3), 234-252.

Eckel, C.C., Grossman, P.J., & Johnston, R.M. (2005). An Experimental Test of 
the Crowding Out Hypothesis. Journal of Public Economics, 89, 1543–60.

Einolf, C. (2016). The Social Origins of the Nonprofit Sector and Charitable 
Giving. In: F. Handy & P. Wiepking (Eds.) The Palgrave Handbook of Global 
Philanthropy. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 509-529.

Ek, C. (2017). Some Causes Are More Equal than Others? The Effect of Simi-
larity on Substitution in Charitable Giving. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
Organization, 136, 45-62.

Elmelund-Præstekær, C. & Emmenegger, P. (2013). Strategic Re-framing as a 
Vote Winner: Why Vote-seeking Governments Pursue Unpopular Reforms. 
Scandinavian Political Studies, 36(1), 23-42.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press.

Evans, C.A., Evans, G.R. & Mayo, L. (2017). Charitable Giving as a Luxury Good 
and the Philanthropic Sphere of Influence. Voluntas, 28: 556.

European Commission. (2013). Communication from the commission to the 
european parliament, the council, the european economic and social com-
mittee and the committee of the regions: Towards social investment for 
growth and cohesion including implementing the european social fund 
2014-2020. Brussels: COM.

F

Falk, A., Meier, S., & Zehnder, C. (2013). Do Lab Experiments Misrepresent 
Social Preferences? The Case of Self-selected Student Samples. Journal of 
the European Economic Association, 11(4), 839–852.

Ferragina, E. (2017). The welfare state and social capital in Europe: Reas-
sessing a complex relationship. International Journal of Comparative So-
ciology, 58(1), 55-90.



Ferris, J.S., & West, E.G. (2003). Private versus public charity: Reassessing 
crowding out from the supply side. Public Choice, 116(3-4), 399-417.

Foster, W., & Fine, G. (2007). How Nonprofits Get Really Big. Stanford Social 
Innovation Review, Spring 2007.

Francis, G. (2012). Too good to be true: Publication bias in two prominent 
studies from experimental psychology. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 19, 
151–156.

Franssen, S.E. & Bekkers, R. (2016). Culturele instellingen in Nederland: Ve-
randeringen in geefgedrag, giften, fondsenwerving en inkomsten tussen 
2011 en 2014. Amsterdam: Center for Philanthropic Studies, Vrije Univer-
siteit (VU) Amsterdam.

Froelich, K.A. (1999). Diversification of Revenue Strategies: Evolving Re-
source Dependence in Nonprofit Organizations. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 28(3), 246-268.

Froelich, K.A., Knoepfle, T.W., & Pollak, T.H. (2000). Financial Measures in 
Nonprofit Organization Research: Comparing IRS 990 Return and Audited 
Financial Statement Data. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 29(2), 
232-254.

Frumkin, P. (2002). On being nonprofit: A conceptual and policy primer. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University.

G

Galbiati, R., & Vertova, P. (2008). Obligations and cooperative behaviour in 
public good games. Games and Economic Behavior, 64(1), 146-170.

Galbiati, R., & Vertova, P. (2014). How laws affect behavior: Obligations, in-
centives and cooperative behavior. International Review of Law and Eco-
nomics, 38, 48-57.

Galizzi, M.M., Navarro-Martinez, D. (2015). On the External Validity of So-
cial-Preference Games: A Systematic Lab-Field Study. Working Paper.

Garrett, T., & Rhine, R. (2010). Government growth and private contributions 
to charity. Public Choice, 143(1-2), 103-120.

Gerber, A.S., Karlan, D., & Bergan, D. (2009). Does the Media Matter? A Field 
Experiment Measuring the Effect of Newspapers on Voting Behavior and 
Political Opinions, American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 1(2), 
35-52.

Gesthuizen, M., Scheepers, P., van der Veld, W., & Völker, B. (2013). Structural 



aspects of social capital: tests for cross-national equivalence in Europe. 
Quality & Quantity, 47(2), 909-922.

Gesthuizen, M., Van der Meer, T.W.G., & Scheepers, P. (2008). Education and 
Dimensions of Social Capital: Do Educational Effects Differ Due to Educa-
tional Expansion and Social Security Expenditure? European Sociological 
Review, 24, 617-632.

Geys, B., & Sørensen, R.J. (2016). Revenue Scarcity and Government Out-
sourcing: Empirical Evidence from Norwegian Local Governments. Public 
Administration, 94(3), 769-788.

Glass, G.V. (1976). Primary, Secondary, and Meta-Analysis of Research. Edu-
cational Researcher, 5(10), 3-8.

Gordon, C. W., & Babchuk, N. (1959). A typology of voluntary associations. 
American Sociological Review, 22-29.

Grimmelikhuijsen, S., & Klijn, A. (2015). The effects of judicial transparency 
on public trust: evidence from a field experiment, Public Administration, 
93(4), 995-1011.

Grimmelikhuijsen, S.G., & Meijer, A.J. (2014). The Effects of Transparency on 
the Perceived Trustworthiness of a Government Organization: Evidence 
from an Online Experiment,  Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 24(1), 137-157.

Gronberg, T.J.., Luccasen III, R.A., Turocy, T.L., & Van Huyck, J.B. (2012). Are 
Tax-Financed Contributions to a Public Good Completely Crowded-out? 
Experimental Evidence. Journal of Public Economics, 96, 596–603.

Güth, W., Sutter, M., & Verbon, H. (2006). Voluntary versus Compulsory Sol-
idarity: Theory and Experiment. Journal of Institutional and Theoretical 
Economics-Zeitschrift Fur Die Gesamte Staatswissenschaft, 162, 347–363.

H

Handy, F. (2000). How We Beg: The Analysis of Direct Mail Appeals. Nonprofit 
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 29(3), 439-454.

Handy, F., Seto, S., Wakaruk, A., Mersey, B., Mejia, A., & Copeland, L. (2010). 
The Discerning Consumer: Is Nonprofit Status a Factor? Nonprofit and Vol-
untary Sector Quarterly, 39(5), 866-883.

Harbaugh, W.T., Mayr, U., & Burghart, D.R. (2007). Neural Response to Tax-
ation and Voluntary Giving Reveal Motives for Charitable Donations. Sci-
ence, 316, 1622–1625.



Heald, D. (2006). Varieties of transparency. In: C. Hood and D. Heald (Eds.) 
Transparency: the Key to Better Governance? New York: Oxford University 
Press, pp. 25-43.

Hedström, P., & Bearman, P. (2009). The Oxford Handbook of Analytical So-
ciology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Heerma van Voss, L.H., & Van Leeuwen, M. (2012). Charity in the Dutch Re-
public: an introduction. Continuity and Change, 27(2), 175-197. 

Henrich, J., Heine, S.J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The Weirdest People in the 
World? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33, 61-135.

Herzer, D., & Nunnenkamp, P. (2013). Private Donations, Government Grants, 
Commercial Activities, and Fundraising: Cointegration and Causality for 
NGOs in International Development Cooperation. World Development, 46, 
234-251.

Heutel, G. (2014). Crowding Out and Crowding In of Private Donations and 
Government Grants. Public Finance Review, 42(2), 143-175.

Horne, C.S., Johnson, J.L., & Van Slyke, D.M. (2005). Do Charitable Donors 
Know Enough - And Care Enough - About Government Subsidies to Affect 
Private Giving to Nonprofit Organizations? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly, 34, 136-149.

Horne, C.S., Van Slyke, D.M., & Johnson, J.L. (2006). Charitable choice imple-
mentation: what public managers should know about public opinion and 
the potential impact of government funding on private giving. Internation-
al Journal of Public Administration, 29(10-11), 819-836.

Hsu, L.C. (2008). Experimental evidence on tax compliance and voluntary 
public good provision. National Tax Journal, 61(2), 205-223.

Hughes, P.N.H., & Luksetich, W.A. (1999). The Relationship Among Funding 
Sources for Art and History Museums. Nonprofit Management and Leader-
ship, 10(1), 21–37.

Hughes, P., Luksetich, W., & Rooney, P. (2014). Crowding-Out and Fundraising 
Efforts: The Impact of Government Grants on Symphony Orchestras. Non-
profit Management and Leadership, 24(4), 445-464.

Hungerman, D.M. (2005). Are church and state substitutes? Evidence from 
the 1996 welfare reform. Journal of Public Economics, 89, 2245–2267.

I

IIPD (2016). Individual International Philanthropy Database [Machine-read-



able data file]. P. Wiepking & F. Handy [principle investigators]. Rotter-
dam, the Netherlands: Erasmus University Rotterdam [distributor].

Isaac, R.M., & Norton, D.A. (2013). Endogenous Institutions and the Possibil-
ity of Reverse Crowding Out. Public Choice, 156(1-2), 253-284.

Inglehart, R. (1997). Modernization and Postmodernization. Princeton: Princ-
eton University Press.

Inglehart, R. (2000). Globalization and Postmodern Values. Washington 
Quarterly, 23(1), 215-228.

Ingram, P., & Clay, K. (2000). The Choice-Within-Constraints New Institution-
alism and Implications for Sociology. Annual Reviews of Sociology, 26, 525-
546.

J

Jæger, M.M. (2006). Welfare Regimes and Attitudes towards Redistribution: 
The Regime Hypothesis Revisited. European Sociological Review, 22(2), 
157-170.

Jones, D.B. (2015). Education’s Gambling Problem: Earmarked Lottery Rev-
enues and Charitable Donations to Education. Economic Inquiry, 53(2), 
906-921.

K

Kääriäinen J., & Lehtonen, H. (2006). The Variety of Social Capital in Welfare 
State Regimes – A Comparative Study of 21 Countries. European Societies, 
8, 27-57.

Khanna, J, & Sandler, T. (2000). Partners in giving: The crowding-in effects of 
UK government grants. European Economic Review, 44, 1543-1556.

Khanna, J., Posnett, J., & Sandler, T. (1995). Charity Donations in the UK: New 
Evidence Based on Panel Data. Journal of Public Economics, 56, 257-272.

Kim, S., & Lee, J. (2012). E-participation, transparency, and trust in local gov-
ernment, Public Administration Review, 72(6), 819-828.

Kim, M., & Van Ryzin, G.G. (2014). Impact of Government Funding on Dona-
tions to Arts Organizations: A Survey Experiment. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 43(5), 910-925.

Kingma, B.R. (1989). An Accurate Measurement of the Crowdout Effect, In-



come Effect, and Price Effect for Charitable Contributions. Journal of Polit-
ical Economy, 97, 1197–1207.

Kingma, B.R., & McClelland, R. (1995). Public radio stations are really, really 
not public goods: Charitable contributions and impure altruism. Annals of 
Public and Cooperative Economics, 66(1), 65-76.

Klamer, A. (2004). Art as a common good. Paper presented at the 13th confer-
ence of the Association of Cultural Economics International.

Klijn, E.H. (2008). Governance and Governance Networks in Europe. Public 
Management Review, 10(4), 505-525.

Knowles, S., & Sullivan, T. (2017). Does Charity Begin at Home or Overseas? 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly. Online first, April 11.

Konow, J. (2010). Mixed feelings: Theories of and evidence on giving. Journal 
of Public Economics, 94(3-4), 279-297.

Korenok, O., Millner, E.L., & Razzolini, L. (2012). Are Dictators Averse to In-
equality? Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 82(2-3), 543-547.

Korenok, O., Millner, E.L., & Razzolini, L. (2014). Taking, Giving, and Impure 
Altruism in Dictator Games. Experimental Economics, 17(3), 488-500.

Koster, F. (2007). Globalization, social structure, and the willingness to help 
others: A multilevel analysis across 26 countries. European Sociological 
Review, 23(4), 537-551. 

Kropf, M., & Knack, S. (2003). Viewers like You: Community Norms and Con-
tributions to Public Broadcasting. Political Research Quarterly, 56(2), 187-
197.

Künemund, H., & Rein, M. (1999). There Is More to Receiving than Needing: 
Theoretical Arguments and Empirical Explorations of Crowding In and 
Crowding Out. Ageing and Society, 19(01), 93-121.

L

Lassen, D.D. (2005). The Effect of Information on Voter Turnout: Evidence 
From a Natural Experiment, American Journal of Political Science, 49(1), 
103-118.

Lecy, J.D., & Van Slyke, D.M. (2013). Nonprofit Sector Growth and Density: 
Testing Theories of Government Support. Journal of Public Administration 
Research and Theory, 23(1): 189-214. 

Lee, B., Fraser, I., Fillis, I. (2017). Nudging Art Lovers to Donate. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly. Online first, April 11.



Lergetporer, P., Schwerdt, G., Werner, K., & Woessmann, L. (2016). Informa-
tion and Preferences for Public Spending: Evidence from Representative Sur-
vey Experiments. Bonn: IZA Discussion Paper No. 9968.

Levitt, S.D., & List, J.A. (2007). What Do Laboratory Experiments Measuring 
Social Preferences Reveal about the Real World? The Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 21(2), 153-174.

Li, H., & McDougle, L. (2017). Information Source Reliance and Charitable 
Giving Decisions. Nonprofit Management and Leadership. Published online 
February 17.

Lilley, A., & Slonim, R. (2014). The price of warm glow. Journal of Public Eco-
nomics, 114, 58-74.

Lindsey, L.B., & Steinberg, R. (1990). Joint crowdout: An empirical study of 
the impact of federal grants on state government expenditures and charita-
ble donations. National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper No. 
3226.

Lobb, A., Mock, N., & Hutchinson, P. L. (2012). Traditional and Social Media 
Coverage and Charitable Giving Following the 2010 Earthquake in Haiti. 
Prehospital and Disaster Medicine, 27(4), 319-324. 

Lu, J. (2016). The Philanthropic Consequence of Government Grants to Non-
profit Organizations: A Meta-Analysis. Nonprofit Management and Leader-
ship, 26(4), 381-400.

Luccasen, R.A. (2012). Individual Differences in Contributions and Crowd-
ing-Out of a Public Good. Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 59, 419–
441.

Luksetich, W.A., & Lange, M.D. (1995). A simultaneous model of nonprofit 
symphony orchestra behavior. Journal of Cultural Economics, 19(1), 49-68.

M

Manzoor, S.H., & Straub, J.D. (2005). The robustness of Kingma’s crowd-out 
estimate: Evidence from new data on contributions to public radio. Public 
Choice, 123, 463–476.

Marcuello, C., & Salas, V. (2000). Money and time donations to Spanish 
non-governmental organizations for development aid. Investigaciones 
Económicas, 24(1), 51-73.

Marcuello, C., & Salas, V. (2001). Nonprofit organizations, monopolistic com-
petition, and private donations: Evidence from Spain. Public Finance Re-



view, 29(3), 183-207.
Maslow, A.H. (1954). Motivation and personality. New York: Harper and Row.
McDougle, L., & Handy, F. (2014). The Influence of Information Costs on Do-

nor Decision Making. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 24(4), 465–
485.

Meier, S. (2006). A survey of economic theories and field evidence on pro-social 
behavior. Working paper series // Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, No. 
06-6.

Milward, H.B., & Provan, K.G. (2003). Managing the Hollow State: Collabora-
tion and Contracting. Public Management Review, 5(1), 1-18.

Morgan, S.L., & Winship, C. (2007). Counterfactuals and Causal Inference: 
Methods and Principles for Social Research. New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Museumvereniging (2015). Museumcijfers 2014. Amsterdam: Stichting Mu-
seana.

N

Nelson, A.A., & Gazley, B. (2014). The Rise of School-Supporting Nonprofits. 
Education Finance and Policy, 9(4), 541-566.

Nguyen, P.A. (2015). The Influence of Government Support for the Nonprofit 
Sector on Philanthropy across Nations. In: F. Handy & P. Wiepking (Eds.) 
The Palgrave Handbook of Global Philanthropy. Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Macmillan, pp. 530-539.

Nikolova, M. (2015). Government Funding of Private Voluntary Organiza-
tions: Is There a Crowding-Out Effect? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly, 44(3), 487-509. 

Nisbet, R.A. 1962[1953]. Community and power [originally The quest for com-
munity]. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nunnenkamp, P., & Öhler, H. (2012). How to attract donations: the case of US 
NGOs in international development. The Journal of Development Studies, 
48(10), 1522-1535.

O

Okten, C., & Weisbrod, B.A. (2000). Determinants of Donations in Private 



Nonprofit Markets. Journal of Public Economics, 75(2), 255–272.
O’Regan, K., & Oster, S. (2002). Does Government Funding Alter Nonprofit 

Governance? Evidence from New York City Nonprofit Contractors. Journal 
of Policy Analysis and Management, 21(3), 359-379.

P

Paqué, K.H. (1986). The efficiency of tax incentives to private charitable 
giving–Some econometric evidence for the Federal Republic of Germany. 
Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 122(4), 690-712.

Payne, A.A. (1998). Does the Government Crowd-out Private Donations? 
New Evidence from a Sample of Non-profit Firms. Journal of Public Eco-
nomics, 69, 323–345.

Payne, A.A. (2001). Measuring the Effect of Federal Research Funding on 
Private Donations at Research Universities: Is Federal Research Funding 
More than a Substitute for Private Donations? International Tax and Public 
Finance, 8(5-6), 731-751.

Payne, A.A. (2009). Does Government Funding Change Behavior? An Empir-
ical Analysis of Crowd Out. Tax Policy and the Economy, 23(1), 159-184.

Peloza, J., & Steel, P. (2005). The price elasticities of charitable contributions: 
a meta-analysis. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 24(2), 260-272.

Pennerstorfer, A., & Neumayr, M. (2017). Examining the Association of Wel-
fare State Expenditure, Non-profit Regimes and Charitable Giving. Volun-
tas, 28(2), 532–555.

Petrovski, E. (2017). Whether and How Much to Give: Uncovering the Con-
trasting Determinants of the Decisions of Whether and How Much to Give 
to Charity with Two-Stage Alternatives to the Prevailing Tobit Model. Vol-
untas, 28(2), 594–620.

Petticrew, M., & Roberts, H. (2006). Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences: 
A Practical Guide. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G.R. (1978). The External Control of Organizations: A 
Resource Dependence Perspective. New York: Harper & Row, Publishers.

Piantadosi, S., Byar, D.P., & Green, S.B. (1988). The Ecological Fallacy. Ameri-
can Journal of Epidemiology, 127(5), 893-904.

Piotrowski, S.J., & Van Ryzin, G.G. (2007). Citizen attitudes toward transpar-
ency in local government. The American Review of Public Administration, 
37(3), 306-323.



Pontzen, R. (2011). Zet open die ramen! Beeldende kunst; Terugblik op 2011 
Kunstwereld gedwongen tot zelfreflectie. De Volkskrant, December 30.

Posnett, J., & Sandler, T. (1989). Demand for charity donations in private 
non-profit markets: the case of the UK. Journal of Public Economics, 40(2), 
187-200.

R

Randall, R., & Wilson, C. (1989). The Impact of Federally Imposed Stress 
Upon Local-Government and Nonprofit Organizations. Administration & 
Society, 21(1), 3-19. 

Reece, W.S. (1979). Charitable contributions: New evidence on household 
behavior. The American Economic Review, 142-151.

Reeson, A.F., & Tisdell, J.G. (2008). Institutions, Motivations and Public Goods: 
An Experimental Test of Motivational Crowding. Journal of Economic Be-
havior and Organization, 68, 273–281.

Reinstein, D. (2006). Does One Contribution Come at the Expense of Another? 
Empirical Evidence on Substitution Between Charitable Donations. Univer-
sity of Essex Discussion Paper Series No. 618.

Reinstein, D. (2007). Substitution Between (and Motivations for) Charitable 
Contributions: An Experimental Study. University of Essex Discussion Pa-
per Series No. 648.

Ribar, D.C., & Wilhelm, M.O. (2002). Altruistic and Joy-of-Giving Motivations 
in Charitable Behavior. Journal of Political Economy, 110(2), 425-457.

Rijghard, R. (2010). Wereld van de kunst is onthutst; Er komen protesten 
aan. NRC.NEXT, October 8.

Rijksoverheid (2011). Memorie van toelichting Geefwet. https://www.
rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/kamerstukken/2011/09/20/memo-
rie-van-toelichting-geefwet (Retrieved April 12, 2017).

Roberts, R.D. (1984). A Positive Model of Private Charity and Public Trans-
fers. Journal of Political Economy, 92, 136-48.

Rodriguez, H.P., Laugesen, M.J., & Watts, C.A. (2010). A randomized experi-
ment of issue framing and voter support of tax increases for health insur-
ance expansion. Health Policy, 98(2), 245-255.

Rooney, P., Osili, U., Thayer, A., Baranwoski, G., Hayat, A., Davis Kalugyer, A., 
& Hyatte, C. (2014). The 2014 U.S. Trust ® Study of High Net Worth Philan-
thropy. Boston/Indianapolis: U.S. Trust/Indiana University Lilly Family 



School of Philanthropy.
Rooney, P.M., Steinberg, K.S., & Schervish, P.G. (2001). A Methodological Com-

parison of Giving Surveys: Indiana as a Test Case. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 30(3), 551-568.

Rooney, P.M., Steinberg, K.S., & Schervish, P.G. (2004). Methodology is Desti-
ny: The Effect of Survey Prompts on Reported Levels of Giving and Volun-
teering. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(4), 628-654.

Rose-Ackerman, S. (1981). Do Government Grants to Charity Reduce Private 
Donations? In: M. White (Ed.) Nonprofit Firms in a Three Sector Economy. 
Washington: The Urban Institute, pp. 95-114.

Rosenthal, R. (1984). Meta-Analytical Procedures for Social Research. Beverly 
Hills: Sage Publications.

Rothstein, B. (1998). Just Institutions Matter – The Moral and Political Logic 
of the Universal Welfare State. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

S

Salamon, L.M., & Anheier, H.K. (1998). Social Origins of Civil Society: Explain-
ing the Nonprofit Sector Cross-Nationally. Voluntas, 9, 213-248.

Salamon, L.M., & Sokolowski, W. (2001). Volunteering in Cross-National Per-
spective: Evidence From 24 Countries. Working Papers of the Johns Hop-
kins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, no. 40. Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies.

Salamon, L.M., Sokolowski, S.W., & Anheier, H.K. (2000). Social Origins of Civil 
Society: An Overview. Working Papers of the Johns Hopkins Comparative 
Nonprofit Sector Project, no. 38. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Center for 
Civil Society Studies.

Sargeant, A., & Lee, S. (2004). Donor trust and relationship commitment in 
the UK charity sector: The impact on behavior. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 33(2), 185-202.

Sav, G.T. (2012). Government free riding in the public provision of higher ed-
ucation: panel data estimates of possible crowding out. Applied Economics, 
44(9), 1133-1141.

Scheepers, P., & Grotenhuis, M. T. (2005). Who cares for the poor in Europe? 
Micro and macro determinants for alleviating poverty in 15 European 
countries. European Sociological Review, 21(5), 453-465.

Schervish, P.G., & Havens, J.J. (1995). Wherewithal and beneficence: Charita-



ble giving by income and wealth. New Directions for Philanthropic Fund-
raising, 8, 81-109. 

Schiff, J. (1985). Does government spending crowd out charitable contribu-
tions? National Tax Journal, 535-546.

Schiff, J. (1990). Charitable Giving and Government Policy: An Economic Anal-
ysis. Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press.

Schuyt, T. (2010). Philanthropy in European welfare states: a challenging 
promise? International Review of Administrative Sciences, 76(4), 774-789.

Schuyt, T. (2014). Nederland is en blijft een filantropisch land. De Volkskrant, 
19 november.

Shah, K.K., Sussex, J., & Hernandez-Villafuerte, K. (2015). Government and 
charity funding of cancer research: public preferences and choices. Health 
Research Policy and Systems, 13(38), 1-14.

Simmons, W., & Emanuele, R. (2004). Does Government Spending Crowd Out 
Donations of Time and Money? Public Finance Review, 32(5): 498–511.

Slothuus, R. (2007). Framing deservingness to win support for welfare state 
retrenchment. Scandinavian Political Studies, 30(3), 323-344.

Smith, T.M. (2007). The Impact of Government Funding on Private Contri-
butions to Nonprofit Performing Arts Organizations. Annals of Public and 
Cooperative Economics, 78(1), 137-160.

Smith, S.R., & Lipsky, M. (1993). Nonprofits for hire: The welfare state in the 
age of contracting. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Sokolowski, S.W. (2013). Effects of Government Support of Nonprofit Insti-
tutions on Aggregate Private Philanthropy: Evidence from 40 Countries. 
Voluntas, 24(2), 359-381.

Song, S., & Yi, D.T. (2011). The fundraising efficiency in U.S. non-profit art 
organizations: an application of a Bayesian estimation approach using 
the stochastic frontier production model. Journal of Productivity Analysis, 
35(2), 171-180.

Stadelmann-Steffen, I. (2011). Social Volunteering in Welfare States: Where 
Crowding Out Should Occur. Political Studies, 59(1): 135-155.

Stanley, T.D. (2005). Beyond Publication Bias. Journal of Economic Surveys, 
19(3), 309–345.

Steinberg, R. (1985). Empirical Relations Between Government Spending 
and Charitable Donations. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 14(2-
3), 54-64.

Steinberg, R. (1989). The Theory of Crowding Out: Donations, Local Govern-
ment Spending, and the “New Federalism” In: R. Magat (Ed.) Philanthropic 



Giving: Studies in Varieties and Goals. New York/Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.

Steinberg, R. (1991). Does Government Spending Crowd Out Donations? An-
nals of Public and Cooperative Economics, 62(4), 591-612.

Steinberg, R. (1997). Overall Evaluation of Economic Theories. Voluntas, 
8(2), 179-204.

Suanet, B., Broese Van Groenou, M., & Van Tilburg, T. (2012). Informal and 
Formal Home-Care Use among Older Adults in Europe: Can Cross-nation-
al Differences be Explained by Societal Context and Composition? Ageing 
and Society, 32(3), 491-515.

Sutter, M., & Weck-Hannemann, H. (2004). An experimental test of the pub-
lic goods crowding out hypothesis when taxation is endogenous. Finan-
zArchiv: Public Finance Analysis, 60(1), 94-110.

Svallfors, S. (1997). Worlds of Welfare and Attitudes to Redistribution: A 
Comparison of Eight Western Nations. European Sociological Review, 
13(3), 283-304.

T

Teeuwen, D. (2014). Generating Generosity: Financing poor relief through 
charitable collections in Dutch towns, c. 1600-1800 (Doctoral thesis, 
Utrecht University). https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/294327 
(Retrieved May 15, 2017).

Thaler, R.H. (1999). Mental Accounting Matters. Journal of Behavioral Deci-
sion Making, 12(3): 183-206.

Thomas, W.I., & Thomas, D.S. (1928). The Child in America: Behavior Prob-
lems and Programs. New York: Knopf.

Tinkelman, D. (2010). Revenue Interactions: Crowding Out, Crowding In, 
or Neither? In: B.A. Seaman & D.R. Young (Eds.) Handbook of Research on 
Nonprofit Economics and Management. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Pub-
lishing Limited.

Tinkelman, D., & Neely, D.G. (2011). Some Econometric Issues in Studying 
Nonprofit Revenue Interactions Using NCCS Data. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 40(4), 751-761.

Tolbert, C.J., & Mossberger, K. (2006). The effects of e-government on trust 
and confidence in government. Public Administration Review, 66(3), 354-
369.



Tukey, J.W. (1962). The Future of Data Analysis. The Annals of Mathematical 
Statistics, 33, 1-67.

Tummers, L., Weske, U., Bouwman, R., & Grimmelikhuijsen, S. (2015). The 
Impact of Red Tape on Citizen Satisfaction: An Experimental Study. Inter-
national Public Management Journal, 19(3), 320-341.

U

Uslaner, E.M. (2003) Trust and civic engagement in East and West’. In: G. Ba-
descu & E. Uslaner (Eds.) Social Capital and the Transition to Democracy. 
London and New York: Routledge, pp. 81-94.

V

Vamstad, J., & Von Essen, J. (2013). Charitable Giving in a Universal Welfare 
State: Charity and Social Rights in Sweden. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly, 42(2), 285-301.

Van der Meer, T., Te Grotenhuis, M., & Pelzer, B. (2010). Influential Cases in 
Multilevel Modeling: A Methodological Comment. American Sociological 
Review, 75(1), 173-178.

Van Ingen, E., & Van der Meer, T. (2011). Welfare State Expenditure and In-
equalities in Voluntary Association Participation. Journal of European So-
cial Policy, 21(4), 302-322.

Van Leeuwen, M.H.D. (1999). Armenzorg en charitas, ca. 1800-2000. Een 
historische erfenis. In: R. van der Bie & P. Dehning (Eds.) Nationaal Goed. 
Feiten en cijfers over onze samenleving ca. 1800-1999. Amsterdam: CBS, pp. 
159-178.

Van Oorschot, W., & Arts, W. (2005). The Social Capital of European Welfare 
States: The Crowding Out Hypothesis Revisited. Journal of European Social 
Policy, 15(1), 5-26.

Verba, S., Schlozman, K.L. & Brady, H.E. (1995). Voice and Equality: Civic Vol-
untarism in American Politics. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Verschuere, B., & De Corte, J. (2014). The Impact of Public Resource Depen-
dence on the Autonomy of NPOs in Their Strategic Decision Making. Non-
profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 43(2), 293-313.

Vos, N. (2011). Kleine kunstinstellingen kunnen wel inpakken; Zijlstra laat 



Concertgebouworkest, Nederlandse Opera en beste musea en festivals 
ongemoeid. Het Parool, June 11.

W

Warr, P.G. (1982). Pareto Optimal Redistribution and Private Charity. Journal 
of Public Economics, 19(1), 131-138.

Weinblatt, J. (1992). Do Government Transfers Crowd out Private Transfers 
to Nonprofit Organizations? The Israeli Experience. International Journal 
of Social Economics, 19(2), 60-66.

Weber, M. (1922[1987]). Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretative 
Sociology. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Weisbrod, B.A. (1977). The Voluntary Nonprofit Sector: An Economic Analysis. 
Lexington: Lexington Books.

Wiepking, P. (2010). Democrats support international relief and the upper 
class donates to art? How opportunity, incentives and confidence affect 
donations to different types of charitable organizations. Social Science Re-
search, 39(6), 1073-1087.

Wiepking, P., & Bekkers, R. (2012). Who gives? A literature review of pre-
dictors of charitable giving. Part Two: Gender, family composition and in-
come. Voluntary Sector Review, 3(2), 217-245.

Wiepking, P., & Handy, F. (2015). Introduction. In: F. Handy & P. Wiepking 
(Eds.) The Palgrave Handbook of Global Philanthropy. Basingstoke: Pal-
grave Macmillan, pp. 3-8.

Wiepking, P., & Handy, F. (2016). Documentation Individual International 
Philanthropy Database (IIPD). A Comparative Study of Global Giving. Rot-
terdam: Erasmus University Rotterdam.

Wiepking, P., Handy, F., Park, S., Bekkers, R., Bethmann, S., Breen, O., Breeze, 
B., Einolf, C.J., Kang, C., Katz, H.A., Krasnopolskaya, I., Layton, M.D., Lo, 
V.K.T., Neumayr, M., Osili, U., Pessi, A.B., Sivesind, K.H., Scaife, W., De Wit, A., 
Xiulan, Z., Yamauchi, N. (2016). The Matthew Effect in Philanthropy: How 
Philanthropic Structure Enables Philanthropic Giving. Paper presented at 
the 45th ARNOVA Annual Conference, Washington, DC.

Wiepking, P., & Maas, I. (2009). Resources that make you generous: Effects 
of social and human resources on charitable giving. Social Forces, 87(4), 
1973-1995.

Wilhelm, M.O., & Bekkers, R. (2010). Helping Behavior, Dispositional Em-



pathic Concern, and the Principle of Care. Social Psychology Quarterly, 
73(1), 11-32. 

Wolf, F.M. (1986). Meta-Analysis: Quantitative Methods for Research Synthe-
sis. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Worthy, B. (2010). More open but not more trusted? The effect of the Free-
dom of Information Act 2000 on the United Kingdom central government. 
Governance, 23(4), 561-582.

Worthy, B. (2015). The Impact of Open Data in the UK: Complex, Unpredict-
able, and Political. Public Administration, 93(3), 788-805.

Wortmann, M. (1997). Het ontstaan van het Centraal Bureau Fondsenwerv-
ing: Lessen voor het heden? In: V. Kingma & M.H.D. Van Leeuwen (Eds.) 
Filantropie in Nederland: Voorbeelden uit de periode 1770-2020. Amster-
dam: Aksant, pp. 110-119.

Y

Yetman, M.H., & Yetman, R.J. (2003). The Effect of Nonprofits’ Taxable Ac-
tivities on the Supply of Private Donations. National Tax Journal, 56(1), 
243-258.

Yetman, M.H., & Yetman, R.J. (2013). How Does the Incentive Effect of the 
Charitable Deduction Vary across Charities? Accounting Review, 88(3), 
1069-1094.

Yoruk, B.K. (2012). The Effect of Media on Charitable Giving and Volunteer-
ing: Evidence from the “Give Five” Campaign. Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management, 31(4), 813-836. 

Young, D.R. (2000). Alternative Models of Government-Nonprofit Sector Re-
lations: Theoretical and International Perspectives. Nonprofit and Volun-
tary Sector Quarterly, 29(1), 149-172.


