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Abstract

This paper explores the variables that affect the probability of donating and the variables that affect the size of donation by Irish households. The datasets employed are the Irish Household Budget Surveys, 1994/1995 and 1999/2000, which are analysed using a double-hurdle model with an inverse hyperbolic sine transformation of the dependent variable. Between 1994 and 2000, Ireland witnessed a remarkable and well documented economic boom. This paper provides insight into how the determinants of charitable donations change in an economy such as Ireland’s which has undergone such rapid economic and cultural changes. To date there has been no prior econometric study of charitable donations carried out in the Republic of Ireland.

Introduction

The period between 1994 and 1999 in Ireland was characterised by average annual growth in real GDP of 8.3 per cent per annum and a fall in unemployment from 15 per cent to just over 4 per cent. In 2000, Ireland’s GDP grew faster then anywhere else in the world. Over the 1990’s, Ireland very quickly became a prosperous and affluent nation. Accompanying the thriving economy was rapid demographic, social and value change. Many authors have commented on the decline of traditional values (Hardiman and Whelan, 1998) and an ever increasing grip of materialism in Irish culture (Kennedy, 2001). The decline in religious attendance, which was well underway prior to 1994, continued into the late 1990’s. 

In 1998, a major conference examined the social, cultural and moral impact of the Celtic Tiger on Irish society.
 The conference again emphasized the increase in materialism and the declining concern of Irish individuals for others. Irish citizens have been described as ‘self-centered and selfish, giving very little to the needs of others’ and that ‘we have become indifferent to the needs of the weak and inadequate in society’ (Lonergan, 1999). Most commentary on the state of Irish culture at the end of the 1990’s points towards a society of individuals who care more for their own personal progression and less about the well being of those around them.

These economic and social changes have undoubtedly influenced the amounts that households donate to charity. Prior research shows that donations are positively related to a household’s income level. It would be expected therefore that Ireland’s level of charitable donations would have increased from 1994 to 1999. Alternatively, the ever increasing rise in materialism and the decline in traditional and religious values, many of which embody ideas of selfless giving, may have lead to a decline in charitable donations. 

In 1999/2000 the average weekly household charitable donation over all households was 1.20 euro. This is an 18 per cent increase from the 1994/95 average of 1.01 euro.
 Although household donations have increased, this increase significantly lags behind the growth in GDP which was around 93 per cent between the end of 1994 and 1999. As households became wealthier over the late 1990’s they donated relatively less of their income. This is a worrying development for charitable organisations not only in the Republic of Ireland but potentially throughout Europe also. Greater understanding of the determinants of charitable giving are required in order to reverse this relative decline.  

Data

This paper uses the Irish Household Budget Surveys
 (HBS) from 1994/1995 and 1999/2000. The HBS is a random sample of all private households in the Republic of Ireland and has been carried out six times since 1951. The main purpose of the HBS is to determine the expenditure patterns of Irish households for the purpose of updating the Irish Consumer Price Index. In addition to expenditure items, detailed information on income, household demographics and a large range of household facilities can be obtained from the HBS making it a potentially valuable dataset for many disciplines. A sample of 7,877 and 7,644 households were collected in 1994/5 and 1999/2000 respectively. Households in the survey are required to maintain a detailed diary of expenditure over a two week period and the figures in the dataset are weekly averages of the two weeks.

There are three different categories of charitable donations in the survey: donations to religious organisations, donations to schools and all other charitable donations. In this paper only the ‘other’ category is explored. In the Irish context it may seem illogical to exclude the religious donations variable as a considerable amount of charitable activity in Ireland flows through organisations with religious affiliations such as ‘Trócaire’.
 However the religious donations variable in the HBS only accounts for donations towards general church upkeep (contributions for church dues, payments for candles, payments to priests for baptisms and weddings etc.). Donations to charities with religious affiliations will fall under the ‘other’ category. This variable will capture donations to all non-educational and non-religious charitable organisations such as health organisations (e.g. cancer research), social services (e.g. care for the elderly and homeless) or organisations involved in international activities.

Over the last thirty years, there have been a number of national studies which econometrically model the determinants of charitable donations.
 Common findings are that age, education and income all increase the probability of donating and the size of the donation. The effects of marital status, employment status, the presence of children, the importance of religion, the gender of head of household, the presence of smokers and marital status of head of household, vary from study to study. In addition to these common variables, this paper also explores the effects of social status, town size, economic category, the level of alcohol consumption, and expenditure on the Arts and reading material, on the level of donations. 

As mentioned, we explore the variables found to be significant in prior research such as age, education, income
, marital and employment status, the presence of children, the gender of the head of household, the importance of religion and the effects of smoking. In line with previous research, we expect to find that a household’s income level, education level and age, all positively influence how much it gives to charity.
 In addition and also in line with previous research, we expect that married households, households with dependent children, households headed by a female
, households who consider religion to be important and non-smoking households will give more to charity. 

The relationship between the importance of religion and the level of charitable donations is well documented in previous research (Independent Sector, 2002; Pharoah and Tanner, 1997). The higher an individuals regard for religion, the more morally aware and caring he or she is expected to be. Such individuals are expected to give more to charitable organisations. Unfortunately, the HBS does not record religious affiliations. The variable used to approximate the importance of religion to a household is their voluntary contributions to religious organisations. However, the assumption must be made that households who donate to religious organisations are in fact religious themselves or that religion is important to them.

This paper also explores the effects of social status, town size, household wealth
, economic category of head of household
, the level of alcohol expenditure, the level of artistic expenditure and expenditure on newspapers, books and magazines, on the level of charitable donations. The measure of artistic expenditure is acquired from the HBS and comprises of weekly expenditure on theatre, cinema and music entertainment. The logic for using artistic expenditure comes from the idea that those who spend more on local artistic productions are likely to be more involved and knowledgeable about their community and thus in tune with its needs. It is hypothesised that this will lead to a higher level of charitable donations. 

Data on expenditure on books, newspapers and magazines is used as a measure of how much the household members read. It is expected that those who read more may be better educated and have more awareness of social conditions and problems. It is therefore expected that the more a household spends on reading material the higher their contributions to charitable organisations will be. Another reason why households with higher levels of reading may give more is that newspapers and magazine readers are influenced more by the advertisements and appeals from charitable organisations. 

The effects of alcohol and tobacco expenditure are also explored. Drinking and smoking are both non-essential expenditure items and therefore it is hypothesised that households that spend more on these goods may be more self-oriented and possibly less charitable. Research using the Family Expenditure Survey in the UK has found that smokers are less likely to give to charity than non-smokers (Banks and Tanner, 1997). We expect to find a similar relationship with the amount that a household spends on alcohol. A full list and description of the variables explored can be found in Table 1.

Methodology

Analysing household expenditure data in which a large number of households report that they donate nothing to charity greatly complicates the econometric model. In the Republic of Ireland, 77 per cent of households reported that they made no charitable donation during the two week survey period in 1999/2000 as did 74 per cent in 1994/1995. When the dependent variable is limited in some way, standard OLS econometric techniques are biased, even asymptotically (Kennedy, 1998). Simply omitting these zero observations also creates bias and would discard a great deal of valuable information. 

The majority of research in the area has employed the univariate tobit model.
 The tobit model was created by James Tobin (Tobin, 1958) in his analysis of household expenditure on durable goods and has since been applied to a large number of econometric models concerning censored data. The tobit model assumes that the same stochastic process determines both the value of continuous observations on the dependent variable, and the discrete switch at zero (Blundell and Meghir, 1987). This is a very restrictive assumption. It is quite reasonable to assume that the factors that affect whether or not a household gives to charity are significantly different from the factors that affect how much it gives. In addition, the tobit model assumes that all zero observations are infact standard corner solutions and that households spend nothing because they are restrained by relative prices and their income. This is again a very restrictive assumption as it is expected that some households would not give to charity because they do not believe it is their responsibility to take care of the disadvantaged in society. It is also possible that many households do not give to charity because they believe that their donation is unlikely to make any real difference.
 It is for these reasons that we employ a bivariate double-hurdle model as suggested by Cragg (1971). 
The double-hurdle model generalizes the standard tobit by introducing an additional hurdle which must be passed for positive observations to be observed. Generalizations of the tobit fall primarily under two categories depending upon their assumption of the source of zero observations. If it is expected that zero observations are due to misreporting or that the survey is too short to capture the expenditure, then an ‘infrequency of purchase’ model or ‘p-tobit’ model should be employed.
 However, if it is expected that zero observations are due partly to non-participation for non-economic reasons, then the ‘market participation’ model should be used. Market participation models assume that zero observations are either corner solutions or consumers who never use the product (in our case, households that never give to charity), while the infrequency of purchase model assumes that zero observations represent either corner solutions or consumption out of storage (Blisard and Blaylock, 1993). In contemporary papers, this market participation model has been commonly called the ‘double-hurdle’ or ‘Cragg’ model.
 In the double-hurdle model, coefficients in each hurdle are allowed to differ, and a change in a variable that is in both hurdles can affect the probability of participation differently to the way it affects expenditure. 

In the standard tobit model, a latent variable 
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 is assumed to represent a household’s utility associated with consumption. It is assumed that observed expenditure equals desired expenditure for positive values of
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, or hurdle, associated with the decision to consume is added. Positive levels of expenditure are only observed if both hurdles are positive. Formally, the model is as follows:
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(Expenditure equation)
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 is the latent variable describing the household’s decision to give to charity, 
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 is the latent variable describing the level of donations, 
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 is a vector of variables explaining whether a household gives to charity, 
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 is a vector of variables explaining how much the household gives, and vi and ui are the error terms. As in the original Cragg model, we assume independence between the two error terms.

When either assumption of normality or homoskedasticity is violated, maximum likelihood estimation produces inconsistent parameter estimates. To accommodate non-normality we use an Inverse Hyperbolic Sine (IHS) transformation of the dependent variable which is continuously defined over positive, zero and negative values (Reynolds & Shonkwiler, 1991).
 The form of the transformation is:
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where 
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 is an unknown parameter that controls for kurtosis and is estimated from the data. Multiplicative heteroskedasticity is integrated into the model by assuming that the variance of the error term is a function of a set of exogenous variables in, zi, a subset of xi.
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where h is a conformable parameter vector (Yen and Jones, 1997). Using multiplicative heteroskedasticity guarantees that the variance will be positive (Melenberg and Van Soest, 1996). After the above specification adjustments, the log-likelihood function is written as follows:
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The model is estimated by maximum likelihood using the Maxlik procedure in Gauss version 3.5. The heteroskedastic IHS double-hurdle nests a wide range of alternative specifications including a standard tobit and an IHS tobit with and without assuming homoskedasticity. The most appropriate specification is chosen using likelihood ratio tests (see Table 2 for tests).

Model Results

Variables for the participation equation were chosen by estimating a standard probit model. All variables were then included in the expenditure equation and subsequently excluded if individually insignificant. For both surveys the IHS parameter is significant implying that the error term in the untransformed model is non-normal and therefore misspecified. For the 1994/1995 dataset, a heteroskedastic double-hurdle model with an IHS transformation is the most suitable specification. For 1999/2000, a double-hurdle model with the IHS transformation but without adjusting for heteroskedasticity is the most appropriate. Results for both models are presented in Table 3. 

The time of year has little effect on whether or not a household donates to charity but has a significant effect on how much the household gives. In 1999/2000, households who were interviewed in December gave significantly more than households who were interviewed in any other month. January and February appear to be the times of year where households give the least. In 1994/1995, this effect is present but less persuasive; while households give the most in December, not all month coefficients are significant implying that households give more evenly across the year compared to 1999/2000. This result may be due to the increased advertising campaigns by charitable organisations coming up to Christmas.

A number of different household characteristics are explored. It was expected that married households and households with dependent children would donate more to charity. In both years, households with more dependent children are more likely to donate to charity but the presence of children has no effect on the amounts that households donate. Being married, single or divorced has no affect on the probability of being a donor or the size of donation. In addition, it is also evident that the gender of the head of household has no affect on whether or how much the household gives to charity in either 1994/1995 or 1999/2000.

In line with previous research, it was expected that the higher the household’s level of disposable income, the more it would give to charity. This effect was found to be significant in both periods. Higher levels of income lead to both a higher probability of donating and larger donations.

The effect of age is also as expected. The older the head of household, the more likely he or she will be a donor. This effect is again found in both years. Also evident is that the older the head of household, the more it will donate to charity. 

As hypothesised, households that spend on the Arts and reading material are considerably more likely to donate to charity than households that spend nothing on such items. This effect is found in both years however no significant effect is found on the size of donation.

We expected to find that the more a household spends on alcohol and smoking the less it would give to charity. In relation to alcoholic expenditure, no such relationship is found in either year. In contrast, smoking has a significant negative effect on the amount donated in 1999/2000 only. In this year, smokers are not less likely to donate, but are likely to donate smaller amounts to charity than non smokers.  

The majority of the education variables have statistically significant effects in both years. Compared to households with no education, primary education or the junior certificate, those with leaving certificate, a diploma, a degree, and a masters and/or PhD, are more likely to donate to charity. This effect is found in both years. In general, those with higher education also give larger amounts.

Compared to 1999/2000, there is considerable variation in the level of donations of different economic categories in 1994/1995. In 1999/2000, only the self-employed were less likely to donate to charity and no category showed any significant difference on the amounts donated. In contrast to the 1999/2000 result, households in 1994/95 showed significant variation in the level of donations across different economic categories. Compared to agricultural workers, fishermen and foresters, all other economic categories donate significantly more. Farmers appear to be among the most generous donors in this year. Also of interest is that the non-economically active were not among the donors who give the least. In 1999/2000, with the exception of the self-employed who are less likely to give, charitable organisations can expect to find no difference in the donating patterns of households with different economic backgrounds. Farmers, who were among the largest donors in 1994/1995, no longer gave significantly more in 1999/2000. This may be due to the declining economic conditions faced by this group towards the end of the 1990’s (Connolly, 2003). In addition, it is found that households whose head is in full-time education are considerably more likely to donate in 1999/2000 only but are not likely to be large donors. 

The presence of loans and investments, the household’s tenure and the relative size of the household are used as measures of household wealth. In both years, households with savings and investments are more likely to donate to charity than households that do not. However, the presence of savings and investment has no effect on the amounts that households give. Similar effects are found for the presence of loans. Compared to households that rent their accommodation in 1994/1995, those who own the house outright, through a mortgage or though a tenant purchase scheme, are considerably more likely to donate. Similar effects were found in 1999/2000 although households on a tenant purchase scheme are no more likely to donate in this year. The relative size of the household (number of rooms) also has a significant positive effect on the probability of donating in 1999/2000 but no effect on the size of donation. No such effect was found in 1994/1995.   

It was expected that households who donate to their church would also donate to charity. In both years households that give to their church are more likely to donate to charity. In 1994/1995, church donors were also likely to donate larger amounts to charity but not in 1999/2000. This may be linked to the declining levels of church attendance over the 1990’s (Eurobarometer).  

The size of the town in which the household resides also has a significant effect on the probability and size of donation. In 1994/1995, households that reside in rural areas and small towns (less than 3000 inhabitants) are less likely to give to charity than those residing in medium sized towns (between 3,000 and 20,000 inhabitants), large towns (over 20,000) and the Dublin metropolitan area. Households that reside in the Dublin metropolitan area and in large towns (over 20,000 inhabitants) donate the largest amounts to charity. In 1999/2000, only those residing in the Dublin metropolitan area were more likely to give and no townsize showed any significant difference in the size of donation. Dubliners and those in large towns, who donated significantly more to charity in 1994/1995, do not donate significant amount more in 1999/2000.

Finally, a number of social status variables are explored with the upper-middle, middle and lower middle classes showing higher levels of donations. This effect is found in both periods. Households on the lowest level of subsistence were less likely to donate in 1994/1995 only. 

Conclusion

In the late 1990’s, charitable donations by Irish households did not kept pace with the booming economy. Although donations have increased by 18 per cent from 1994 to 1999, GDP grew by around 93 per cent for the same period. The average charitable donation as a percentage of disposable income has decreased from 0.79 per cent in 1994/95 to 0.54 per cent in 1999/2000.
 This paper attempts to provide some insight into the characteristics that lead to charitable giving and presents a snapshot of the most probable and generous donors in 1994/1995 and 1999/2000. These results hope to aid charitable organisations in combating the decline in the relative generosity of Irish households and add to their knowledge of the backgrounds and characteristics that lead to donating. We suggest that charities could increase the numbers of donors by focusing marketing efforts on significant variables in the participation equation. We also suggest that the size of donations could be increased by focusing on significant variables in the expenditure equation. However, it should be acknowledged that trends in charitable giving are difficult to predict when only considering two survey years.

In both 1994/1995 and 1999/2000, the most likely donors were households with high income, older age, more children and higher than secondary education. Households who own their own house (whether by mortgage or outright), buy reading material, spend on the Arts, give to their church and have investments and loans, are also more probable donors. There are a number of differences between 1994/1995 and 1999/2000. Of the town sizes in 1999/2000, only those residing in the Dublin metropolitan area are more likely to donate while in 1994/1995 households residing in small towns and rural areas were less likely to be donors. It is also evident in 1999/2000, that households whose head is self-employed are significantly less likely to donate to charity. This effect is not found in 1994/1995. In addition, households headed by someone in full-time education are highly likely to be donors in 1999/2000 only. The time of year in which the household is interviewed has no effect on the probability of donating in either period.

In 1994/1995 and 1999/2000, the donors who gave the most included those with higher income, age, education and social status. In 1994/1995, households that gave to their church also gave more to charity. This effect is not present in 1999/2000. Of the economic categories in 1994/1995, fishermen, foresters and agricultural worker (excluding farmers) showed lower levels of donations compared to all other economic categories. In this period, farmers were among the most generous donors. In 1999/2000, the variation in size of donation of different economic categories in 1994/1995 no longer exists. It is also evident in 1994/1995 that households who live in the Dublin area and large towns gave significantly more. This effect is not found in 1999/2000. In addition, it appears that donations were highest in December in 1994/1995 and 1999/2000. This effect is stronger in 1999/2000.

Table 1: Description of Variables Explored

	Variable Name
	Type
	Description

	LogCHARITY
	C

	Log of Household Charitable Donations 

	LogDISPOSABLE
	C
	Log of Household Disposable Income


	LogROOMS
	C
	Log of the number of rooms


	LogDEPENDENT
	C
	Log of the number of dependent children

	LogAGE
	C
	Log of Age

	ECNCAT1
	D

	HoH
 is a manual worker in Industry & Service

	ECNCAT2
	D
	HoH is a non-manual worker

	ECNCAT3
	D
	HoH is Self-employed in Industry & Service

	ECNCAT4
	D
	HoH is a Farmers

	ECNCAT5
	D
	HoH is an Agricultural Workers

	ECNCAT6
	D
	HoH is a fisherman or Forester

	ECNCAT7
	D
	HoH is not economically active

	EDUCAT1
	D
	HoH has no formal education

	EDUCAT2
	D
	HoH has Primary education 

	EDUCAT3
	D
	HoH has Intermediate/Junior Cert 

	EDUCAT4
	D
	HoH has Leaving Cert

	EDUCAT5
	D
	HoH has Diploma

	EDUCAT6
	D
	HoH has Primary Degree

	EDUCAT7
	D
	HoH has Masters or/and PhD

	SOCIAL1
	D
	HoH Social Status: Upper middle class

	SOCIAL2
	D
	                                Middle Class


	SOCIAL3
	D
	                                Lower middle class

	SOCIAL4
	D
	                                Skilled working class

	SOCIAL5
	D
	                                Other working class

	SOCIAL6
	D
	                                Lowest level of subsistence

	SOCIAL7
	D
	                                Farmers with 50+ acres

	SOCIAL8
	D
	                                Farmers with less than 50 acres

	TOWN1
	D
	Household resides in Dublin Metropolitan area

	TOWN2
	D
	Household resides in a town with more than 20,000

	TOWN3
	D
	Household resides in a town with 3,000-20,000

	TOWN4
	D
	Household resides in a town with less than 3,000

	TOWN5
	D
	Household resides in a rural area

	TENURE1
	D
	House is owned outright

	TENURE2
	D
	House is owned through a mortgage

	TENURE3
	D
	House is owned through ‘Tenant purchase scheme’

	TENURE4
	D
	House is rented

	READER
	D
	Household purchased reading material
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	ART
	D
	Household purchased Artistic products

	SMOKE
	D
	Household purchased tobacco product 

	INVEST
	D
	The Household has Investments and/or Savings

	LOAN
	D
	The Household has a loan

	HOLY
	D
	Household donates to religious organisations 

	MARRIED
	D
	HoH is Married

	SexHoH
	D
	HoH is Female

	EDUCAT
	D
	HoH is in full-time education

	JAN
	D
	Household was interviewed in January

	FEB
	D
	Household was interviewed in February

	MAR
	D
	Household was interviewed in March

	APR
	D
	Household was interviewed in April

	MAY
	D
	Household was interviewed in May

	JUN
	D
	Household was interviewed in June

	JUL
	D
	Household was interviewed in July

	AUG
	D
	Household was interviewed in August

	SEP
	D
	Household was interviewed in September

	OCT
	D
	Household was interviewed in October

	NOV
	D
	Household was interviewed in November

	DEC
	D
	Household was interviewed in December


Table 2: Likelihood ratio tests

	Likelihood ratio test of homoskedasticity restriction
          H0 = Homoskedastic IHS tobit

          H1 = Heteroskedastic IHS tobit
	
	

	
	1994/1995
	1999/2000

	Log-likelihood Homoskedastic IHS tobit
	-2269.95
	-2282.36



	Log-likelihood Heteroskedastic IHS tobit
	-2263.97
	-2281.02



	
	
	

	Test statistic 
	11.96
	2.68

	Critical value (chi-squared with df = number of variables in heteroskedasticity equation)
	9.21
	9.21

	Result
	Reject Ho
	Cannot Reject H0

	
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio test of univariate restriction

          Ho = Tobit Model

          H1 = Double-Hurdle Model
	
	

	
	1994/1995
	1999/2000

	Log-likelihood tobit Model
	-2263.97
	-2282.36



	Log-likelihood Double-Hurdle
	-2173.82
	-2101.86

	
	
	

	Test statistic 
	180.3
	180.5

	Critical Value (chi-squared with df = number of variables in probit equation)
	33.4
	34.8

	Result
	Reject Ho
	Reject H0


Table 3: Model Results

	
	1994/1995
	1999/2000

	Variable
	Participation
	Expenditure
	Participation
	Expenditure

	Constant
	-3.2351***

(0.6780)
	-1.5715***

(0.2371)
	-5.3791***

(0.6446)
	-1.9978***

(0.3214)

	LogDISPOSABLE
	0.1810***

(0.0662)
	0.0406**

(0.0180)
	0.2838***

(0.0518)
	0.1173***

(0.0245)

	LogAGE
	0.3753**

(0.1566)
	0.1711***

(0.0479)
	0.4037***

(0.1366)
	0.3588***

(0.0603)

	LogDEPENDENT
	0.2264***

(0.0870)
	---
	0.3481***

(0.0786)
	---

	LogROOMS
	---
	---
	0.3976***

(0.0908)
	---

	EDUCAT1
	-0.7387**

(0.2954)
	---
	---
	---

	EDUCAT2
	-0.5415***

(0.1178)
	---
	---
	---

	EDUCAT3
	-0.2603**

(0.1219)
	0.0855**

(0.0374)
	---
	0.0420

(0.0346)

	EDUCAT4
	---
	0.0613

(0.0402)
	0.1533*

(0.0875)
	0.1654***

(0.0408)

	EDUCAT5
	---
	0.1144**

(0.0540)
	0.3789***

(0.1241)
	0.1380***

(0.0483)

	EDUCAT6
	---
	0.2175***

(0.0577)
	0.2536*

(0.1366)
	0.1764***

(0.0567)

	EDUCAT7
	---
	0.1589**

(0.0669)
	0.3021*

(0.1625)
	0.2838***

(0.0616)

	TOWN1
	---
	0.0636**

(0.0276)
	0.2990***

(0.0694)
	---

	TOWN2
	---
	0.0654*

(0.0346)
	---
	---

	TOWN4
	-0.3039*

(0.1639)
	---
	---
	---

	TOWN5
	-0.2235***

(0.0808)
	---
	---
	---

	SOCIAL1
	---
	0.1849***

(0.0439)
	---
	0.2904***

(0.0807)

	SOCIAL2
	---
	0.1630***

(0.0384)
	---
	0.0776

(0.0563)

	SOCIAL3
	---
	0.1047***

(0.0395)
	---
	0.0999***

(0.0356)

	SOCIAL6
	-0.2722***

(0.0883)
	---
	---
	---
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	1994/1995
	1999/2000

	
	Participation
	Expenditure
	Participation
	Expenditure

	TENURE1
	0.4140***

(0.1019)
	---
	0.2641***

(0.0887)
	---

	TENURE2
	0.5786***

(0.1140)
	---
	0.4126***

(0.0885)
	---

	TENURE3
	0.4093**

(0.1830)
	---
	---
	---

	SMOKE
	---
	---
	---
	-0.0854***

(0.0281)

	ART
	0.3656***

(0.0853)
	---
	0.1969**

(0.0798)
	---

	READER
	0.4689***

(0.0993)
	---
	0.4082***

(0.0966)
	---

	HOLY
	0.5751***

(0.5751)
	0.1732***

(0.0361)
	0.7061***

(0.0633)
	---

	INVEST
	0.3908***

(0.0846)
	---
	0.2279***

(0.0619)
	---

	LOAN 
	0.2446***

(0.0800)
	---
	0.2423***

(0.0624)
	---

	ECNCAT1
	---
	0.4707***

(0.1164)
	---
	---

	ECNCAT2
	---
	0.4313***

(0.1164)
	---
	---

	ECNCAT3
	---
	0.4172***

(0.1207)
	-0.4064***

(0.1030)
	---

	ECNCAT4
	---
	0.5455***

(0.1195)
	---
	---

	ECNCAT7
	---
	0.4201***

(0.1171)
	---
	---

	EDUCAT
	---
	---
	0.8785**

(0.3540)
	---

	JAN
	---
	-0.2399***

(0.0571)
	---
	-0.4215***

(0.0808)

	FEB
	---
	-0.2376***

(0.0573)
	---
	-0.3917***

(0.0748)

	MAR
	---
	-0.0942*

(0.0522)
	---
	-0.2137***

(0.0646)

	APRIL
	---
	-0.0685

(0.0585)
	---
	-0.2065***

(0.0709)

	MAY
	---
	-0.0412

(0.0531)
	---
	-0.2244***

(0.0659)
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	1994/1995
	1999/2000

	
	Participation
	Expenditure
	Participation
	Expenditure

	JUNE
	---
	-0.1530***

(0.0515)
	---
	-0.2231***

(0.0616)

	JULY
	---
	-0.0722

(0.0588)
	---
	-0.3129***

(0.0635)

	AUG
	---
	-0.0501

(0.0543)
	---
	-0.3225***

(0.0684)

	SEP
	---
	-0.1209**

(0.0551)
	---
	-0.2519***

(0.0766)

	OCT
	---
	-0.0979*

(0.0541)
	---
	-0.3502***

(0.0704)

	NOV
	---
	-0.1064**

(0.0524)
	---
	-0.2221***

(0.0686)

	
	
	
	
	

	Heteroskedastic terms:
	
	
	
	

	LogDISPOSABLE
	---
	0.1051***

(0.0272)
	---
	---

	LogAge
	---
	0.2273***

(0.0541)
	---
	---

	
	
	
	
	

	IHS parameter
	---
	0.2339***

(0.0562)
	---
	0.1490***

(0.0571)

	
	
	
	
	

	Mean Log-likelihood
	
	-0.27597
	
	-0.27497


*** implies variable is significant at a 1% level, ** at a 5% level, * at a 10% level. All standard errors are in parenthesis. 
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� The conference, entitled "Are We Forgetting Something? - Our Society in the New Millennium" took place in Ennis, Co. Clare from October 29th – November 1st 1998. The official opening was performed by President Mary McAleese. Speakers included Dr. Mary Redmond, solicitor, founder of the Irish Hospice Foundation; Sr.Therese, Abbess Poor Clare Monastery; David Begg, chief executive of Concern World-Wide; David McWilliams, senior economist and strategist with Banque Nationale de Paris; Patrick Hedderman, Benedictine Monk; John Lonergan, Governor of Mountjoy Prison and Professor Joe Lee, Professor of Modern History UCC.


� All figures are calculated from the Household Budget Surveys and are adjusted to 1999/00 prices.


� The Household Budget Survey is issued by the Irish Central Statistics office.


� Trócaire is a prominent Irish charity working primarily in Africa.  


� The foremost recent studies being from Schervish and Havens (1997) in the USA, Pharoah and Tanner (1997) in the UK, Chua and Wong (1999) in Singapore, Bekkers (2001) in the Netherlands, Kitchen (1992) in Canada and Brooks (2002) in Russia.


� We use disposable weekly income which is comprised of wages and salaries, pensions, allowances, investment income, property income, annuities, trusts, covenants, benefits, grants, state transfer payments and income in kind, minus any direct taxation. This figure is then adjusted for household size using the European Union adjustment for equivalent adults.


� These are common findings in prior research including papers by Jones and Posnett (1991), Kitchen (1992), Brooks (2002) and Chua and Wong (1998).


� Recent research has found that households headed by a female are likely to give more (Bekkers, 2001; Brooks, 2002).


� The household’s tenure (owned outright, owned by mortgage, owned through a tenant purchase scheme or rented) the presence of investments and savings and the relative size of the house (number of rooms divided by the number of equivalent adults) are used as measures of wealth. Investment and saving are divided into stocks, government loans, building society accounts, commercial bank accounts, trustee accounts and post office accounts.


� The head of household is either a manual worker in the industry and service sector, a non-manual worker, self-employed in industry and services, a farmer, agricultural worker, fisherman or forester, or non economically active.


� With regard to charitable donations, the tobit model has been used by  Reece (1979), Schiff (1985), Kitchen and Dalton (1990), Lankford and Wyckoff (1991), Kitchen (1992) and Auten and Joulfaian (1996). 


� This point is further stressed by considering public good theory. The collective work of charities resembles a standard public good. It is therefore possible that households would ‘free-ride’ on the supply of this good and not donate.


� The p-tobit model has been used by Deaton and Irish (1984), Blundell and Meghir (1987), Gould (1992), Blisard and Blaycock (1993) and Kimhi (1999). It has never been used for modelling charitable donations. We expect that a double-hurdle approach will better capture the process of donating to charity.


� Recent applications of the double-hurdle model include Jones (1992) for Tobacco, Gould (1992) for Cheese consumption, Blisard and Blaycock (1993) for Butter, Gao et al. (1995) for rice, Jenson and Yen (1996) for food expenditures, Yen and Jones (1997) for cheese, Kimhi (1999) for Tobacco, Newman et al. (2003) for prepared meals and Martínez-Espineira (2004) for wildlife evaluation. For charitable donations, the double-hurdle model has been applied by Jones and Posnett (1991) and Yen et al. (1997).


� Assuming independence is a common feature of the majority of empirical work although, if incorrect, will lead to inconsistent parameter results (Blundell and Meghir, 1987).  Independence was assumed in Cragg’s original model and subsequently by Atkinson et al. (1984), Blundell and Meghir (1987), Blisard and Blaycock (1993) and Newman et al. (2003). Jones (1992), Yen and Jones (1997), Kimhi (1999) and Martínez-Espińeira (2004) all modelled dependence but failed to improve on the independent model. An exception to the trend is from Gould (1992), who found that assuming dependence significantly improved the model.


� An alternative transformation to accommodate non-normality is the Box-Cox transformation. This transformation has been used by Lankford and Wyckoff (1991) in their research on charitable giving and more recently by Martínez-Espińeira (2004). Drawbacks include an inherent non-normality unless the Box-Cox parameter equals zero. In addition, the transformation cannot be used on random variables that take on negative values (Jensen and Yen, 1996).     


� Figures are calculated from the HBS.


� ‘C’ meaning the variable is a continuous variable 


� Household Income is adjusted for household size using the European Union’s equivalent adults ratio (Head of Household = 1, each additional adult over 14 years = 0.7 and children under 14 = 0.5)


� The number of rooms is adjusted for household size using the European Union’s equivalent adults ratio.


� ‘D’ meaning the variable is a Dummy variable 


� ‘HoH’ refers to Head of Household
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