
 
 

 

International NGO Journal 

 ISSN 1993-8225 
 Volume  12   Number  1   January 2017 



 

 
  

 
ABOUT INGOJ 
 
 

International NGO Journal (INGOJ) is an open access journal that publishes high-quality 
solicited and unsolicited articles, in English, in all areas of Non Governmental Organization 
(NGO) activities such as environmental conservation, asylum laws, animal torture laws, female 
education in third world countries etc. INGOJ is founded to publish proposals, appraisals and 
reports of NGO projects. The aim is to have centralized information for NGO activities where 
stakeholders including beneficiaries of NGO services can find useful information about 
ongoing projects and where to obtain particular assistance. Also prospective donors will 

easily find information about different NGOs and decide which to fund on specific projects. 

 
The International NGO Journal is NOT a peer reviewed. 

 
International NGO Journal (ISSN 1993–8225) International NGO Journal is published 

monthly (one volume per year) by Academic Journals. 
 
 

 
 
Contact Us 

 

Editorial Office:                       ingoj@academicjournals.org   

Help Desk:                                helpdesk@academicjournals.org  

Website:                                   http://www.academicjournals.org/journal/INGOJ  

Submit manuscript online     http://ms.academicjournals.me/. 

 

mailto:ingoj@academicjournals.org
mailto:helpdesk@academicjournals.org
http://www.academicjournals.org/journal/INGOJ
http://ms.academicjournals.me/


 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Editors 
 

Dr. Philomena Imonivwerha 
Editor, International NGO Journal 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 



 

 
International NGO Journal 

 Table of Contents:       Volume 12       Number 1     January 2017 

 
 

ARTICLE 
 

Improvement of nonprofits through an active survey to donors: The case of 
four major Spanish non-governmental organisations (NGOs)                                         1                                                            

Fernando Moliní, Francisco Anguita and Laura Calvo-Moreno 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
Vol. 12(1), pp. 1-12, January 2017 

DOI:10.5897/INGOJ2016.0318 

Article Number: 6A5AF0B62193 

ISSN 1993–8225 
Copyright © 2017 

Author(s) retain the copyright of this article 

http://www.academicjournlas.org/INGOJ 

International NGO Journal 

 

 
 

Article 
 

Improvement of nonprofits through an active survey to 
donors: The case of four major Spanish non-

governmental organisations (NGOs) 
 

Fernando Moliní1*, Francisco Anguita2 and Laura Calvo-Moreno3 
 

1
Department of Geography, Autonomous University of Madrid, Spain. 

2
Department of Historical Sample of the Netherlands, International Institute of Social History (Amsterdam), Holland.  

3
Bachelor Graduate in History. 

 
Received 4 December, 2016; Accepted 6 December, 2016 

 

We comment on a survey done to the donors of four major Spanish non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs). The main objective of the survey is to try to improve their revenue and functionality. We sent it 

to 38,794 donors and received 4,334 valid responses. The survey may have been capable in i tself of 
increasing the number of donors that recommend the NGO and to measure it in the same survey. We 
may have developed the first survey that is also an awareness tool from which effect can be measured 

in the same survey. We call this type of data collection "active surveys". Also several pieces of advice 
to NGOs on fundraising policies are derived from the survey, like that NGOs should: concentrate their 
efforts on the population of over 40 years old; address men and women with the same intensity; 

concentrate on middle, high and very high socioeconomics neighborhoods etc. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

A way of improving NGOs is through making surveys that  
are useful for them, for example because it may help to 

increase their resources. In Spain this is a greater need 
because only 19.4% of adult population made gifts in 
2012, while in Germany is 32%, in France 53%, in the 

United Kingdom 56% and in Austria 61% (AEFR, 2013).  
United States' population which donates money to NGOs 
reached on average the 70%, but in some regions it rose 

up to 80%, such as in metro Atlanta (Van Slyke and 
Brooks, 2005). In Mexico, most studies show that it is 
around 50% (García-Colín and Sordo, 2016). 

Table 1 reflects articles that have used surveys related 
to nonprofits and, especially, to donors. It is the result of 
searching in scientific bibliographic databases for the 

terms nonprofit, donors and surveys, most of the times 
combining two of them. Also there are included some 

others articles that we did find in our research. It was a 
very wide search, although not totally exhaustive. We 
have included all the surveys that we have found, but  

many must be missing. We could have done a much 
more extensive search, but we did not because we 
consider that the sample was large enough to analyze 

the diversity of surveys related with nonprofit and 
because the article became too long. 

In general, the response rates obtained are quite good:  

70.5% are equal or above 30 and 42.6% are equal or 
above 50 and 19.7% are equal or above 70%. The 
majority of authors have concluded that mail surveys 
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obtain better response rates than online survey (Ardalan 
et al., 2007; Shih and Fan, 2009; Denniston et al., 2010;  
Fan and Yan, 2010; Lin and Van Ryzin, 2012). 

Table 1 does not corroborate that conclusion, showing 
that the best results in this comparison of different studies  
are obtained first by the face to face method, secondly  

online and thirdly by phone. In any case, the advantage 
of mail surveys for obtaining better response rate, found 
by the majority of the studies, is compensated and 

overtaken when email surveys are capable of reaching a 
very much larger number of individuals than mail surveys. 
A very large number of answers may compensate lower 

response rates. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 

 
We made an online survey for four of the major Spanish NGOs: 

Anesvand, Ayuda en Acción (Action Aid), Manos  Unidas (Hands  

United) and another that w ants to remain anonymous. The survey 

was carried out in March and Apr il 2014. We sent the survey to 

38,794 donors and received 4,334 answ ers, w ith a response rate of 

11.2%. With a margin of error of 3.5 and a confidence level of 

95.5%, the sample should have been of 813 people and the 

response rate w ould have been over 100%. We sent the survey to 

the largest possible number of recipients because: 

 
1. We w anted the survey to play an aw areness function and the 

more donors reached, the better. 

2. The NGOs w anted to bother its donors as litt le as possible, and 

sending it to a very large quantity may be suff icient to get enough 

results w ithout sending reminder letters. 

3. Beside the questions that w e asked for this  study, w e also asked 

for innovative ideas (Moliní and Anguita, 2016) and the large 

number of surveys allow ed us to gather more answ ers about 

something that is very scarce.  

4. It  w as feasible and reasonable to do so thanks to the relatively  

little cost of an online survey. 

 
Table 1 show s that our survey is  the one related to donors and 

nonprofits w ith the largest amount of valid responses (4,334) of 

surveys done by the researcher, although not in the case of  surveys 

made by the government, associations or external companies. 

In our survey, w e w ere aw are of the problem of social desirable 

bias (Hall, 2001; Lee and Woodlif fe, 2010) in w hich donors over or  

under report depend on social desirability. We try to minimize this  

problem by emphasizing that it w ould be completely anonymous, 

done by an independent institution (a University) and by email, 

which makes answ ers less personal. We established that 

computers IP number w ould not be collected. We have tried to 

develop a survey maybe capable in itself of contributing to the 

increase of the number of donors that recommend the NGO and to 

measure it in the same survey. 

One of the study objectives w as not only to analyze how 

nonprofit organizations function, but also to improve their  

management. Specif ically, w e w anted to increase the number  of 

donors that recommend the NGO. This active approach has been 

adopted before by other researches, including O'Donoghue et al.  

(2006) w ho, besides increasing know ledge, also pursued the 

strengthening of nonprofits. It  is the idea of  action research that 

considers that scholars should try to change a problem and not only  

to understand it or to make predictions about it. We have tried to 

develop both an academic  and an applied perspective, in w hich w e 

wanted to raise aw areness in donors. We have called it active 

surveys. It is characterized by its attempt  of  inf luencing  population 

 

 
 
 
as much as possible, w hile collecting ideas w hich are scarce and 

valuable. Active surveys should therefore use the greatest 

demographic sample possible, the entire population being the ideal 

target.  
 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

To increase the number of donors that recommends 
the NGO 
 

We asked donors: How many times have you 
recommended this NGO to family, friends or 

acquaintances? The category with most answers was 
“above five”, with 35%, but the second category was 0, 
with 22% of the answers. It is surprising that there are 

more men that never recommended the NGO (25.07%) 
than women (18.07%) and it is statistically significant: 
               = 28.557, p < 0.001. 

Table 2 expresses the relationship between the number 
of recommendations and the question To which degree 

are you willing to recommend this NGO in the future more 
than up until now? It is seen that 910 donors who have 
never recommended their NGO answered the question 

To which degree are you willing to recommend this NGO 
in the future more than up until now? Of these, 35 
consider the chances that they will recommend it more in 

the future are very high, 152 high and 329 average. This  
reflects a change in attitude that may be, in part, an effect 
of the survey. If we consider the results for “very high” 

and “high,” we can estimate that the survey may have 
helped 187 donors to say that they will recommend the 
NGO more, although they never did so previously. 

21% of the donors who have never recommended their 
NGO before, say that they are willing to recommend it 
more in the future to a very high or high degree. If we add 

half of the donors that have answered average, they 
would be 352 donors. 

In that assumption, 39% of the donors that have never 

recommended their NGO and have answered this 
question declare that they are planning to do it more in 
the future. Also, the survey may have partly influenced 

the attitude of 622 donors with one or more 
recommendations, who say they will recommend their 
NGO more to a very high degree and the 1,443 that say 

they would do it to a high degree. Even if only 10% of the 
donors that say they will recommend the NGO more 
really do it, it would be a significant achievement.  

The results show that it is possible to develop a survey 
capable in itself of increasing the number of donors that  
recommend the NGO and to measure in the same survey 

that there will be some increase. There is a significant  
positive relationship between the number of 
recommendations and the willingness to recommend: 

Kendall’s Tau-b = 0.485, p<0.05; Kendall’s Tau-c = 
0.453, p<0.05; Gamma= 0.632, p<0.05. They all prove 
that there is a monotonic increasing relationship between 

the number of previous recommendations and donors’ 
willingness to recommend in the future. 
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Table 1. Surveys related w ith nonprofit. 

 

Response rate Valid responses Type of survey Authors 

98 281 Face to face Mlozi et al. (2013) 

96 249 Face to face Salim et al. (2011) 

89 214 - Ranganathan and Henley (2008) 

88
 

264 Face to face Srnaka et al. (2003) 

83 1.316* Online Wiepking (2007) 

78 14.820* Phone Hall (2001) 

76 200 Face to face Suárez and Hwang (2013) 

73 119 - Robina and Nawaz (2015)  

71 526 Online Willems et al. (2012) 

71 4.414* Online Mesch et al. (2011) 

71 4.260* - Osili et al. (2011) 

70 209 Face to face Mohd (2015) 

69 984 Online Mitchell et al. (2009) 

68 271 Face to face Mohd et al. (2015) 

68 122 Mail Jaskyte and Kisieliene (2006) 

65 336 Phone Garrow and Hasenfeld (2014) 

65 479 Online Shier and Handy (2012) 

65 1.946 Phone Wang and Graddy (2008) 

63 100 Mail Lin and Van Ryzin (2012) 

62 258 Mail Choi and Choi (2014) 

61 3.032* Phone, mail Einolf  (2011) 

57 11.791* Phone, face to face O’Reilly et al. (2012) 

54 57 - Chin (2009) 

53 641 Phone Garrow and Hasenfeld (2014) 

52 95 Online Kilbey and Smit (2014) 

50 314 Mail LeRoux and Wright (2010) 

45-74** 366* Online McBeath et al. (2014) 

44 71 Online Lin and Van Ryzin (2012) 

44 107 Mail Silverman (2009) 

43 104 Mail Silverman (2009) 

41 1.706 Online, mail Waters (2009) 

41 122 Phone, online, face  Lu (2015) 

39 393 Online Hou et al. (2009) 

38 247 Mail Jaskyte and Dressler (2005) 

35 364 Phone Naskrent and Siebelt (2011) 

34 19 Online Moliní and Anguita (2016) 

34 669 Mail, online Benett (2012) 

33 19.345* Online Wicker and Breuer (2013) 

33 60 Phone Goldkind (2015) 

32 30 Mail, online Fleming and Tappin (2009) 

31 184 Mail Berman and Davidson (2003) 

30 151 Mail Bennett (2012) 

30 1.226 Mail, online Passey and Lyons (2006) 

28 304 Mail Brown (2005) 

27 73 Mail Scherhag and Boenigk (2013) 

26 275 Mail O’Neil (2008) 

26 70 Mail Herman and Rendina (2001) 

23 397 Mail Notarantonio and Quigley (2009) 

21 1.050 Face to face Sargeant and Hudson (2008) 

21 8.860* Online Feiler et al. (2015) 

21 72 Online Sarmiento (2014) 
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Table 1. Cont’d. 

 

20 195 Mail Lindahl (2008) 

18 900 Face to face Sargeant and Hudson (2008) 

16 919 Mail, online Dollhopf et al. (2015) 

15 661 Online Mook et al. (2007) 

14 975 Mail Croson et al. (2010) 

14 105 Online Krishnamurthy and Tripati (2009) 

13 84 Mail, online Wymer et al. (2012) 

11 4.334 Online Moliní and Anguita (2016) 

10 2.479 Mail Sargeant and Shang (2012) 

9 84 Mail, online Wright and Bocarnea (2007) 

- 10,835* Face to face Yörük (2012) 

- 3,572* Face to face Andreoni et al. (2003) 

- 2,545 Phone Van Slyke and Brooks (2005) 

- 1,674 Online AEFR (2013) 

- 1,600 - García-Colín and Sordo (2016) 

- 1,437 Online AEFR (2011) 

- 961 Online Ritvo et al. (2013) 

- 874 Computer Donoho et al. (2015) 

- 826 Mail Parsons and Broadbridge (2004) 

- 776 - Pentecost and Andews (2010) 

- 538 Online Bassous (2015) 

- 473 Online O’Reilly et al. (2012) 

- 401 Phone Brady et al. (2011) 

- 250 Face to face Naqshbandi (2012) 

- 114 Online Marx and Davis (2012) 
 

*Survey not made by the author (made by the government, associations or external companies); ** because possible overlap in 
associational membership. 

 
 

 
Table 2. Number of recommendations (Willing to recommend). 

 

Variable 
Willing to recommend 

Total 
Very low Low Average High Very high 

Number of 
recommend-actions 

0 144 250 329 152 35 910 

1 10 66 185 96 19 376 

2 5 57 282 188 29 561 

3 3 14 193 246 44 500 

4 0 5 67 147 12 231 

5 1 0 17 58 16 92 

> 5 13 19 233 708 502 1,475 

Total 176 411 1,306 1,595 657 4,145 
 

Source: Ow n survey. 

 

 
 
There are more donors among the over-60 population 

 
Table 3 reflects the age of the donors. The proportion of 
donors and the proportion of Spanish population is 

statistically different:     (5, N = 4,307) = 2.048.17,  
p<0.05. The greater group is over 60 years old (31.3% of 

the donors). That proportion is higher than the number  of 

over-60 year-olds in Spain (22.9%, INE, 2016a). 

This data is partly consistent with many studies that  
have found that generosity increases with age (Bekkers, 
2006; Bekkers, 2007; Belfield and Beney, 2000; García-

Colín and Sordo, 2016) and with AEFR (2015), which 
states that the average age for donors in Spain is 55 
years  old.  However, it is partly contradictory because, in  
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Table 3. Age of the donors and % of Spanish population (Sp). 

 

Age (year-olds) Number Percentage (%) donors Percentage (%)  Sp Percentage (%) donors - Percentage (%) Sp 

Over 60 1,348 31.3 22.9 8.4 

51 to 60 1,087 25.2 13.5 11.7 

41 to 50 1,159 26.9 16.2 10.7 

31 to 40 567 13.2 15.7 -2.5 

21 to 30 137 3.2 10.9 -7.7 

Less than 21 9 0.2 20.7 -20.5 

Total 4,307 100 100 - 
 

Source: Ow n elaboration. For percentage (%) Spanish population, INE (2016a). 

 
 
 

relation to the Spanish population, the donors between 
51 to 60 years old and between 41 to 50 years old have a 
higher difference (11.7 and 10.7 respectively), than 

donors over 60 years old (8.4). This may be explained 
because the later includes pensioners, who see their 
incomes reduced as their salaries are replaced with 

retirement pensions. Our data shows that NGOs should 
pay a special attention to the segment of the population 
over 40 years old in their fundraising campaigns. 

Over 60 year-old contributors say, by a greater degree 
than the average of the whole survey, that they will 
contribute more to the NGO if they did not have to help 

relatives or friends in need (46.45% against 18.49%).  
That reflects a common tendency in Spain: many 
pensioners are economically supporting their children 

and grandchildren. This is a consequence of the high 
unemployment rate, which was 20.9% in the fourth 
quarter of 2015 (INE, 2016b). In that aspect older people 

seem to have a greater level of solidarity with their own 
families. However, donors over 60 will increase their 
contribution to the NGO less if their income, or their 

family income, increased (26.50% against 71.84%) and 
some are thinking of reducing their aid in a greater 
degree than the average (17.54% against 2.90%). In both 

cases it may be explained by the family problems due to 
the Spanish economic crisis. In the "under 30 year-olds" 
category, there are nearly no donors. This is expected as 

many do not have a job yet, or at least not a stable one. 
Other studies have shown that donors behave 

differently according to the age. For example, personal 

circumstances like having a friend that has died from 
cancer makes them give more to cancer charities than 
younger donors (Bennett, 2003). For Rooney et al.  

(2007), husband’s age is irrelevant, but increases in the 
age of the wife is positively associated to the likelihood of 
being a donor.  
 
 

Despite expectations, there seem to be more male 
than female donors 

 
The majority of the donors that answered our survey are 
men (59.49%), and it is statistically significant: 2P(Y > 

2,135 | n = 4,271, p = 0.5) < 0.001. This is not what would 
be expected by the predominant literature, that stated 
that women are more likely to donate than men (Andreoni 

et al., 2003; Mesch et al., 2006, 2011; Piper and Schnepf,  
2008; Rooney et al., 2005, 2007). 

Also AEFR (2015) contradicts the data of this study  

research. In their study, they found that 58% of Spanish 
donors are women. And Cnann et al. (2011) found that  
females are 53.1% of the donor base. Nevertheless, 

some authors found that men donate more than women 
(Brown-Kruse and Hummels, 1993). Einolf (2011) 
suggests that females are more motivated to help others, 

but that "men’s advantage in resources and social capital 
balance out women’s advantage in motivations, so men’s 
and women’s contributions to charitable giving are 

similar". Belfield and Beney (2000) conclude that women 
have a higher probability of giving, but that they are likely 
to give less. Other authors corroborate that the behavior 

of men and women is sometimes different, for example 
"temporarily created social norms influence giving by men 
significantly more than by women" (Croson et al., 2010).  

According to Andreoni and Vesterlund (2001) "when 
the price of giving is low, men appear more altruistic, and 
when the price is high, women are more generous." They 

consider that this may explain why the literature has been 
divided by inconsistent findings. The lower number of 
women in our survey (40.51%) may not be explained by 

having a lower level of solidarity, but maybe because in 
Spain men are in a much greater degree in charge of the 
finances of the household. 

Bryant et al. (2003) suggest that men are asked more 
than women to donate money because nonprofits know 
that they are the ones frequently in control of the 

monetary resources. It can be concluded that NGOs 
should address equally men and women because there 
are strong arguments for both of them. 
 
 

Reasons that would make you increase your degree 

of economic collaboration with that NGO 
 

Another question was, What would make you increase 
your degree of economic collaboration with that NGO?   
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Table 4. Degree of satisfaction w ith the NGO (*I am thinking of reducing the economic contribution).  

 

Which is your degree of 
satisfaction with this NGO 

The whole 
survey 

(number) 

The whole 
survey (%) 

I am thinking of reducing the 
economic contribution 

(number) 

I am thinking of reducing 
the economic contribution 

(%) 

Very high 1,372 31.86 10 8.77 

High 2,387 55.43 35 30.70 

Average 465 10.80 42 36.84 

Low 54 1.25 19 16.67 

Very low 28 0.65 8 7.02 

Total 4,306 100% 114 100% 
 

 Source: Ow n elaboration. 

 
 

 
Donors could mark all given options. We presented the 
answers sorted from more to less important: 

 
1. If my income, or the income of my family, increased:  
71.84%. 

2. If I stopped having to help relatives or friends in need:  
18.49%.  
3. If I was surer that money is spent more efficiently: 

17.05%. 
4. If tax deductions were higher: 15.29%. 
5. If the money was dedicated to the project that I 

consider of most interest: 12.39%. 
6. I would increase it with the rate of inflation: 8.74%. 
7. If the money was dedicated to the geographical area 

that I consider of most interest: 6.85%. 
8. If the NGO does more informative and awareness 
campaigns: 6.22%. 

9. I will not increase it under any circumstance: 4.21%. 
10. I am thinking of reducing it: 2.90%. 
11. If my family were less reluctant: 2.77%.  

 
The low score of this last data corroborates the findings 
of Wiepking and Bekkers (2010) that state that there is a 

great consensus in the family about donations. It is of 
great interest with the fact that there are very few donors  
that are thinking of reducing their economic contribution,  

although Spain is immersed in an economic crisis. The 
result of the study is lower than the one obtained by the 
AEFR (2013), which found that 6% of the donors say that  

they will probably stop donating and 4% that say that they 
will stop for sure.  

Table 4 shows the relationship between the question 

What is your degree of satisfaction with this NGO? and 
the donors that, in another question answered “I am 
thinking of reducing the economic contribution”. There is  

an association between both variables:     (4, N=114) = 
40.123, p<0.05. 

The degree of satisfaction with the NGOs is extremely  
high, as expected, because if not donors would have 
terminated their donations. There are many more donors  

with a very high or high degree of satisfaction with the  
NGO (87.29%), than with a very  low  or  low  satisfaction 

degree (1.9%). 
The degree of satisfaction has less influence on the 

willingness to contribute, because with a very low 
satisfaction there is only the 0.65% of the donors, while 
they are the 7.02% of those that are thinking of reducing 

their economic contribution to the NGO. With low 
satisfaction there is only 1.25% of the donors, while they 
are 16.67% of those that are thinking of reducing their 

economic contribution to the NGO. 
Our survey shows that the NGO can do relatively little 

to increase donors' contributions, because it depends 

more on external factors, like the economic growth and 
the rate of unemployment. The main possible measure to 
be implemented by NGOs is to let donors know that the 

NGO is spending their money more efficiently (17.5%).  
Donors’ main financial concern is the expenses dedicated 
to their mission, in relation to others such as fundraising 

costs and other administrative costs (Hyndman, 1991).  
Higher efficiency in terms of lower total operating costs is 
positively associated with private donations (Marcuello 

and Salas, 2000; Xie et al., 2016). For Trussel and 
Parsons' (2008, p. 264) "efficiency, stability, reputation 
and the amount of available information" are the four 

relevant factors which exert an influence on donors ' or 
potential donors' decisions. For Khumawala and Gordon 
(1997) donors are more interested in nonfinancial 

information such as mission and accomplishments than 
in financial statements. Zainon et al. (2011) found that in 
Malaysia for institutional donors the most important  

criteria were basic background, financial and future 
information. 

Those donors who think that they will increase their 

contribution if they were sure that the money is spent  
more efficiently consider to a greater degree than the 
average of the whole survey, that the information that  

they receive from the NGO is scarce (12.02% against 
4.98%). 

Another factor in which NGOs could exert influence is 

to dedicate the money of the donors to the project that  
they consider of major interest (12.39%). Although this 
percentage is not very big, it should be taken into serious  

consideration as it is one of the few measures that NGOs 



 

 
 
 

can take in order to increase its donors' gifts.  
The geographical area of the NGOs’ projects is an 

issue of less importance, which matters to only 6.85% of 

donors. Contributors may have their geographical 
preferences, but they do not care much about them, 
among other reasons because many may consider that  

the NGO has a better knowledge of where the greatest 
necessities are. In general NGOs have small need to 
condition the geography of their expenses to their donor 

opinions. 
It is also of very high interest that only 4.21% of the 

donors will not increase their contribution under any 

circumstances and that the 71.84% declare that they 
would do it if their income increased.  With the mitigation 
of the economical crisis, it will be more realistic to ask 

current donors for more money. 
Some donors (18.49%), besides supporting the NGOs, 

are also helping relatives and friends in need. When the 

economic crisis comes to an end, these donors will be 
more predisposed to greater contributions to nonprofit  
organizations. NGOs may concentrate on new donors, 

especially the ones that gain employment, were 
promoted, got married, etc. Although it is complicated for 
NGOs to get such specific information, it may be 

worthwhile to try, for example asking for the collaboration 
of employment agencies or large companies. 

For NGOs it is very useful to know that the 8.74% of 

the donors are willing to increase their economic  
contribution with the rate of inflation, even if it is a low 
percentage. When recruiting new donors the NGOs could 

ask them if they wanted their contribution to be increased 
automatically by the rate of inflation every year. Even if 
few agree, it may be worthwhile because it usually 

implies more revenues without the need of asking for 
them regularly. 

Women may increase their contribution more than men 

if they stopped having to help relatives or friends in need 
(20.93% against 16.64%) and if their income, or that o f 
their families, increased (74.21% against 70.40%). The 

differences are statistically significant:                 
= 15.221, p < 0.001 and                = 11.218, p < 

0.001, respectively. Men may increase their contribution 
more than women if tax deductions were higher (17.28% 

against 12.52%) and if the money were dedicated to the 
project that they consider of most interest (13.61% 
against 10.72%). The differences are statistically 

significant:                = 11.484, p = 0.001 and 
               = 4.627, p = 0.031, respectively. 

 
 

Satisfaction with the information that donors receive 
 
We asked donors how they feel about the information 

they receive from the NGOs. The responses were: very  
excessive (0.46%); excessive (5.59%); adequate (88.31%);  
scarce (4.98%) or very scarce (0.65%). The great  

majority of donors are satisfied,  but  even  so  the  NGOs 
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should work on obtaining better results. There is a 
11.68% of donors that disagree with the amount of 
information received. NGOs should know which donors  

want a greater or lesser feedback and act in 
consequence. Some NGOs offer their donors an easy 
option to receive less information, but many others do 

not.  
 
 

Preferred way to be contacted for an increase in 
donor contributions 
 

Another question was, If every two years this NGO gets 
in contact with you to ask for an increase in your 
contribution, what would you prefer? They could mark  

one option. The results were: 58.78% preferred to be 
contacted by email; 29.02% preferred not to be 
contacted; 7.19% to be contacted by post mail; 4% to be 

contacted by telephone; and 1.01% to be contacted by a 
social network in a private way.   

That shows the need for NGOs to differentiate donors  

from the very beginning. When they become donors and 
every time they ask donors for increases in their 
contribution, the NGO should ask the way that they would 

prefer to be asked in the future for new increases, if any.  
They should not bother the 29% that preferred not to be 
contacted, which is an important percentage. Some may 

contact the NGO by themselves anyway, but the NGO 
should not call by telephone (as they often do) the donors  
that preferred to be contacted by email. 

The majority of donors preferred to be contacted by 
email, and that is a problem because the NGO may not 
even know if they open the messages. In any case, when 

a NGO sends several personal emails to their donors  
asking for an increase in their contribution but receive no 
answer, it may be more ethical to respect donors  

preferences and to not call them if they have not  
expressed that they wanted to be contacted that way. For 
Sargeant (2001) it is essential that donors are given the 

choice of when and how frequently they are solicited, and 
the format of those communications. 

Men preferred to be contacted by email more than 

women (61.23% against 55.26%) and women preferred 
in a greater manner not to be contacted for an increase in 
the contribution (31.18% against 27.5%). Both 

differences are statistically significant:                = 
14.937, p < 0.001 and                = 6.674, p = 

0.01. 
 

 
Number of NGOs to which donors donate 
 

We also wanted to know if there was strong competition 
between NGOs in getting and keeping donors. We 
consider that the competition would be low if a great  

percentage of donors contributed to only one NGO. We 
asked, To how many NGOs are you a donor on a  regular 
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basis? Only 15.28% donated to one NGO, 22.69% to 
two, 19.14% to three and 42.90% to four or more. This  
last percentage is surprisingly high and implies that 

NGOs should be extremely careful in keeping their 
donors. It may also show that donors prefer to diversify  
their donations, among other reasons because in case of 

fraud in one or more NGO, there are more chances that  
at least some of their money reaches its destination.  
Andreoni et al. (2003) said that women donate to a larger 

number of charities than men, but give a lower amount to 
each of them. On the contrary, our survey did not find any 
significant difference in the number of NGOs to which 

men and women donate. 
 
 

Economic level of donors 
 
Rooney et al. (2007) in the field of education found that  

"income has a positive effect on the likelihood of being a 
donor, but surprisingly, wealth (excluding home) does not  
matter". On the contrary, some authors have concluded 

that there is no statistical significant relation between 
income and donations (Belfield and Beney, 2000). That  
may be because it is a complex relationship. Schervish 

and Havens (1998) state that at all levels of income and 
wealth there are high and low givers, and that popular 
comments about the stingy wealthy and generous poor 

are clearly exaggerated. 
For Auten and Rudney (1990) the generosity of the 

wealthy is actually due to the great generosity of a small 

portion of them, rather than a widespread attitude. In 
relation to their income, low income donors donate more 
than middle class donors. According to Van Slyke and 

Brooks (2005), "In the United States, people with the 
lowest and highest incomes donate the highest 
percentages of their taxable incomes—generally, 

between 3 and 8%—whereas those in the middle donate 
less than 2%." For Schervish and Havens (1998), the 
percentage donated by the income groups below 

$100,000 is around 2% or a little less. But in relation to 
total contribution, people with high incomes provide the 
greater proportion of the donations to charities. In another 

study, Schervish and Havens (2001, p. 22) stated that  
"families with a net worth of $1 million or more made up 
46% of the total contributions to charitable organizations 

in 1994". The same authors found that just 3.5 percent of 
households give about 35% of all charitable dollars and 
that the top 20% gave between 52 and 64% (Schervish 

and Havens, 1998). 
In relation to income we asked, What type of  

socioeconomic level is the neighborhood where you live?  

As far as we know, it is the first time the question of 
income has been asked in such a way. We did it because 
it is indelicate to ask donors directly about income as they 

often do not feel comfortable answering it. Donors  
respond about their income relatively little, for example in 
the  case  of Van Slyke and Brooks (2005) only 53%. Our 

 

 
 
 

question obtained the following responses: very low,  
0.64%; low, 7.80%; average, 73.57%; high, 16.91%; and 
very high, 1.09%. There are donors even in the low and 

very low neighborhoods, although in a very small 
proportion. This reflects that there are people with certain 
levels of solidarity despite their poor socioeconomic  

conditions. But as can be expected, there are more 
donors in rich neighborhoods than in poor ones. 

NGOs should focus their recruitment efforts on 

average, high and very high socioeconomic level 
neighborhoods, because: there are more donors; it can 
be assumed that in general they will donate more; and 

AEFR (2015) have found that the dropping-out probability 
of donors with low level of income is above the high 
incomes ones. In some aspects, donors that live in 

different types of neighborhoods have different behaviors, 
as Table 5 shows. 

The main difference is that people who live in 

neighborhoods of very high or high socioeconomic level 
would increase their contribution more than the people 
that live in very low or low socioeconomic level 

neighborhoods if the tax deductions were higher 
(difference of 7.14) and if they were sure that the money 
is spent more efficiently (difference of 6.75). On the 

contrary, they would increase their economic contribution 
less than the people who live in very low and low 
socioeconomic level neighborhoods if their income, or 

that of their family increased (difference of -7.11), and if 
they stopped having to help relatives or friends in need 
(difference of -2.93). 

Difference between both types of neighborhoods  is 
that the donors who live in low and very low 
socioeconomic level neighborhoods collaborate to a 

greater degree with only one NGO (around 22% against 
15% on average), and to a lesser degree with more than 
three NGOs (37% against 43% on average). That is what  

can be expected. In any case, it is surprising that there is  
such a high percentage of donors in low and very low 
socioeconomic level neighborhoods which contribute to 

more than three NGOs, although it is lower than in rich 
neighborhoods. 
 

 
Conclusions 
 

This research shows that it may be possible to develop a 
survey capable in itself of increasing the number of 
donors that recommend the NGO, and it may be the first 

time that it has been applied. It can be seen that 910 
donors, who admitted to never having recommended 
their NGO, answered the question: To which degree are 

you willing to recommend this NGO in the future more 
than up until now? Of these, 35 considered that the 
chances of recommending it more in the future are very  

high, 152 high and 329 average. There seems to be a 
change in attitude that may be partly an effect of the 
survey.  If  this  were  true, the survey has also become a
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Table 5. Socioeconomic level of the neighborhoods *Reasons for increasing your donation. 

 

Reasons for increasing your donation 
High and very high socioeconomic level 
neighborhood  % (number of responses) 

Low and very low  socioeconomic level 
neighborhood % (number of responses) 

Difference in % between high and 
very high, and low and very low 

If my income, or the income of my family, 
increases 

66.71% (473) 73.82% (251) -7.11 

If I stopped having to help relatives or friends 
in need 

17.07% (121) 20.00% (68) -2.93 

If I was surer that the money is spent more 
efficiently  

20.87% (148) 14.12% (48) 6.75 

If tax deductions were higher  18.90% (134) 11.76% (40) 7.14 

If the money were dedicated to the project 
that I consider of most interest 

14.53% (103) 15.29% (52) -0.76 

I would increase it with the rate of inflation 9.59% (68) 9.12% (31) -0.47 

If the money were dedicated to the 
geographical area that I consider of most 
interest  

7.33% (52) 8.53% (29) -1.2 

If the NGO does more informative and 
awareness campaigns 

7.76% (55) 5.59% (19) 2.17 

I will not increase it under any circumstance 4.37% (31) 5.00% (17) -0.63 

I am thinking of reducing it  3.39% (24) 5.88% (20) -2.49 

If my family were less reluctant  2.68% (19) 4.12% (14) -1.44 

Number of donors that answered 709 340 - 
 

Source: Ow n elaboration. 

 
 
 

tool for awareness: it not only measures reality, 

but also influences society and measures how it is 
influencing it. That should be of great interest to 
the NGOs and a major contribution to practice. 

Also, among the surveys that we have found 
related to donors and nonprofits, ours is the one 
with the largest amount of valid responses (4,334) 

of surveys done by the researcher, not in case of 
using surveys from institutions. 

The study data shows that in relation to the 

Spanish population there are more donors as the 
age increases, but only until a certain level. It  
seems that NGOs should concentrate their 

fundraising  efforts  on  the  population  of  over 40 

years old.  

The advice that we provide to NGOs in these 
conclusions are contributions to practice. Against 
what would be expected by the predominant  

literature, the majority of the donors that answer 
our survey are men (59.49%), and it has statistical 
significance. From our analysis it can be 

concluded that NGOs should address men and 
women with the same intensity in their fundraising 
campaigns. 

With a great difference, the main reason that  
would make donors increase their degree of 
economic collaboration with the NGO is "If my 

income,  or  the  income  of  my family, increased" 

(71.84% of the answers). NGOs cannot act upon 

the main reasons that would raise donors' 
contributions, because they depend of factors  
beyond its control, like the evolution of the 

economic crisis. There is not an answer in relation 
to which the NGOs can act until the third place 
answer: "If I was surer that money is spent more 

efficiently" (17.05% of the answers). 
A great majority of the donors (88.31%) 

consider that the information they receive from the 

NGOs is adequate. A great proportion of donors  
(42.90%) donate to four or more NGOs. The 
preferred way by donors to be contacted for an 

increase in their contribution is by email (58.78%).
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NGOs should try to do as much as possible what 
donors prefer because it is more ethical. The NGO may 
have more success in asking for economic increases by 

telephone rather than by email, but it should not do it if it 
is not the choice of the donor. 

There are donors in all types of socioeconomic  

neighborhoods, even in the ones with very low and low 
levels, although in that case in a very small proportion.  
This reflects that there are people with certain levels of 

solidarity even if their socioeconomic conditions are 
difficult. In any case, there are more donors in middle 
class and rich neighborhoods than in poor ones. For the 

NGOs it would be more efficient to concentrate their  
fundraising campaigns in middle and high neighborhoods 
because of the number of donors, and in very high 

neighborhoods because of the amount of the donations. 
We conclude that the management of NGOs should 

promote active surveys, as they can help to increase their 

revenue and to improve their activity. 
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