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Abstract
Buying fair trade products and making donations are both ways to contribute to others well being and to one’s own well being. By helping others it is possible to feel better by getting a ‘warm glow’ feeling. Donating to charity and buying fair trade products are  both seen as ‘doing good’ but they have not been compared with each other much. There are several factors for making the decision to donate to a certain charity or to buy fair trade products. The drivers can be ‘internal’ like responsibility feeling and personal values or they can be external like feeling social pressure or getting a prestige feeling. All these drivers can lead to making donations or buying fair trade products and ultimately get the ‘warm glow’ feeling that people experience when they are helping others. 

In this research these relationships between the drivers, the intention to make donations or buy fair trade products and the warm glow feeling are being examined. A questionnaire was send out which led to 125 respondents. The results of this quantitative research were transformed into 5 different components that represented the different drivers for making donations or buying fair trade products and the warm glow feelings.

It was found that the different drivers had different impact on the donation behavior, buying fair trade products behavior and the warm glow feeling coming from making these actions. For buying fair trade products, the internal driver responsibility turned out to be of significant influence. The external driver social pressure resulted to be an important driver for not buying fair trade products but to spend the money instead on making donations to charities. 
The internal and external drivers both have influence on the warm glow feelings. Results show that personal values are the least important driver for buying fair trade products or making donations to charity. People get mainly warm glow feelings from the internal driver responsibility, both for buying fair trade products and making donations to charity and some from the external driver prestige.

This shows that responsibility is an important driver for both the intentions to donate or buy fair trade products as well as the warm glow feelings that result from these actions. It also shows that social pressure in important in the decision not to buy fair trade products but to make donations. This can drive the competition factor between making donations or buying fair trade products.
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1. Introduction

These days more and more companies are cooperating with fair trade labels to sell their products. You can now buy a fair trade cup of coffee at Starbucks and Verkade, a Dutch chocolate manufacturer, announced that in 2009 it will only sell chocolate made from fair trade cacao. With such big companies switching to fair trade labeled products it is clear that the influence of the fair trade label in the world is rising. Consumers are recognizing the possibility to support a certain good cause by buying fair trade products. It is also more convenient to buy these products as more and more supermarkets are selling fair trade labeled products. In 2005 more than 55000 supermarkets in Europe sold fair trade products (Krier, 2005). With this relatively new opportunity for consumers to express their responsibility it is interesting to see what kind of impact this has on the donations that these consumers make to charity. Much research is done on the factors underlying donating to charity, but the research on the impact of these factors on buying fair trade products is less extensive. Wright and Heaton (2006) talk about the need for consumers to feel that they have the ability to make a difference when they purchase a fair trade labeled good. It is interesting to see if this is a substitute for the ‘warm glow’ feeling that people get when they make a donation to charity. That is why I want to do research in what the influence and the relationship is of buying fair trade products and the need to donate to certain charities.

1.1 Main research ideas

The main research question of this thesis will be: 
What is the relationship between buying fair trade products and making donations to charity and the warm glow feelings that people get?
This question can be sub-divided in a few more questions, namely:
· Does buying fair trade products bring the same ‘warm glow’ as donating to charity?
Instead of seeing donations to charity as pure altruism, Andreoni (1990) talks about impure altruism. He states that when people make donations to privately provided public goods, they may not only gain utility from increasing its total supply, but they may also gain utility from the act of giving. This act of giving can provide a ‘warm glow’ feeling. Harbaugh (1998) explains ‘warm glow’ as a purely internal satisfaction that comes from the act of giving.

Knowing that making donations to charity are impure altruisms and provide a ‘warm glow’ feeling to the giver, it is interesting to do further research on the same ‘warm glow’ feeling for consumers that buy fair trade products. Do they also experience ‘warm glow’ and can this hence be seen as a substitution for donations to charities? A paper by Richardson and Stähler (2007) discusses the ‘warm glow’ effect in combination with buying fair trade products. They state that consumers are willing to pay more for a fair trade product since consumption of fair trade products give rise to a ‘warm glow’ effect. 

· Do fair trade customers have the same internal drivers as the donators to charity?

A second subject that is interesting in answering the main research question is the factors that influence the process of buying fair trade products and making donations to charity. Bennett (2003) found that personal values have the potential to influence the specific genre of charity that an individual might choose to assist. It seems that selecting a definite type of charity to support gives a person the opportunity to express his or her beliefs. It is interesting to see if this also counts for customers that buy fair trade products. Meyer (1999) states that two thirds of consumers in the US report that when price and quality are equal, they’d be more likely to switch brands or retailers to one associated with a good cause. This could mean that consumers are aware of good causes when buying products, but that still some of them are not willing to pay a premium for these products. While Andreoni (1990) says that the ‘warm glow’ feeling is important in the decision to donate and Bennett (2003) says that people donate to a certain charity because of their personal values, it is possible that this also counts for fair trade products. If the good cause of a fair trade product corresponds with the personal values of the donator and both donating and buying fair trade products give ‘warm glow’, then it is likely that a person is indifferent to donating or buying a fair trade product. This means that the customer can get his or her ‘warm glow’ feeling either from donating to charity or buying fair trade products.

· Do fair trade customers have the same external influence to buy fair trade products as donators when they make donations to charity?

 The last sub-question to discuss before it is possible to answer the main research question is about the external drivers of customers on buying fair trade products and donating to charity. 

Here the different factors that influence the customers decision to donate or buy fair trade products are interesting. Glazer and Konrad (1996) come up with an interesting finding about the motives for donations to charity. They say that a consumer is more willing to donate to an organization when the intended audience is more likely to hear about that donation. This means that beside the ‘warm glow’ feeling that people get when donating to charity, it also counts whether the donation is made public to others. This can give a status for the person that donates. On a small scale it is possible that this counts for fair trade products as well. By buying fair trade products and put them in your home, it can give a signal to your friends that you care. When these ‘warm glow’ feelings and needs for prestige are important factors, it can be predicted that people that donate to charity for these reasons, also buy fair trade products for the same reasons.

1.2 Method that will be applied

To research the question about the relationship between fair trade labeled products and donations to charity I will use literature from the library and database resources of the Erasmus University of Rotterdam and the Internet. If extant literature is lacking in any way and there are insufficient means for deduction, it is necessary to introduce new dimensions, though properly supported. These dimensions will be constructed and supported by a survey held under a sufficient and relevant number of consumers. This is necessary to get the subjective behavioral data concerning the reasons for buying fair trade labeled goods and donating to charity. To make the subject not too broad it is important to focus not on all the drivers that influence the decision process but on a specific genre of drivers. Because it is almost impossible to get objective data on this subject, it is important to avoid the social desirability bias, which is a common problem when measuring social behavior such as charitable donating (Diepen, et al. 2008). 

2. The donation process
Before we can decide on the influence of the internal and external factors on donations to charity and buying fair trade products and ultimately getting the warm glow feeling, it is important to determine what these factors are. It is commonly known that the warm glow feeling motivates giving to charity, but what are the factors that are important to get this warm glow feeling ultimately?

Warm glow

Donations made to charity are not always altruistic. Altruism stands for pure selflessness. Purely altruistic motivation (in the economic sense) would lead to individuals who learn about an increase in contributions by others with $1 to reduce their contribution with $1 (Bekkers and Wiepking, 2007). This is called the crowding out effect. If gifts are motivated by pure altruism, public spending will crowd out private donations dollar-for-dollar. If on the other hand, the motive is warm glow or impure altruism, crowding out will be incomplete (Konow, 2009). Studies prove that this is not perfect in real life and that the process of giving to charity is an impure altruism process (Andreoni, 1990; Harbaugh, 1998; Konow, 2009). 

Andreoni (1990) discusses warm glow feeling that people get when they give to charity. He states that when people make donations to privately provided public goods, they may not only gain utility from increasing its total supply, but they may also gain utility from the act of giving. This act of giving can provide a warm glow feeling. This corresponds with the impure altruistic motivation. Also other studies discuss this phenomenon of warm glow. Harbaugh (1998) explains warm glow as a purely internal satisfaction that comes from the act of giving. This means that the warm glow feeling can be a motive for donating to charity.
2.1 Factors influencing the donation process
So which factors are of importance to ultimately get the warm glow feeling? 

There are many factors influencing the behavior of people to donate to charity or buying fair trade products. We have the demographic factors like wealth, age, education (Guy and Patton 1989; Bennett, 2003), there are factors that come from within the person, the so called internal factors, and there are the factors influenced from outside, the so called external factors (Guy and Patton, 1989).

Internal factors

Responsibility

There are generally two internal factors that will be discussed here. First there is the responsibility factor. Guy and Patton (1989) say that the strongest motivating force for giving to an altruistic cause organization is the very basic, deep-seated need to help others. They state that of all the different factors that play a role in the decision making process for donating to charity, the basic need to help others without expectation of reward other than the joy or pleasure of helping is the strongest motive. This means that the basis for giving to charity is people feeling responsible to do so. Basil et al (2006) are talking about the effect of guilt appeals on charitable donations. They say that these guilt appeals generate guilt response with the giver, but that the impact of this guilt response on charitable donation is fully mediated by a sense of responsibility. By this they also say that responsibility, as a mediator for guilt response, is the basis for giving to charity. This is supported by Micelli (1992). From her research one can lead that a person must hold some sense of responsibility for the situation in order to feel guilt. In a study from Harris et al. (1975) it is found that people donated less money and were less altruistic when their guilt was reduced by confession in church. This means that also here guilt is an important indicator for the willingness to donate. This is also a reason why charity ads often emphasize the reader's responsibility to alleviate the suffering of victims of poverty, famine, or natural disasters (Huhman and Brotherton 1997).

Another view on responsibility is by Smith and Alcorn (1991), they say that responsibility is directed by personal norms that influence the individual behavior. True social responsibility occurs when an individual feels responsible or increases personal involvement in securing the safety and well-being of another.

Here we have different views that all emphasize the importance of responsibility for donating to charity. There is the need to help others as a basis for responsibility. This is linked to the guilt appeal. People experience guilt in a situation and from that they can feel the need to help others. When a person is personal involved, this will increase the guilt feeling and therefore the need to help in a particular situation.

Personal values

The second internal factor influencing the behavior of people to donate to charity or buying fair trade products is the personal values factor. There are many studies conducted in favor of personal values as a basis for donations to charities. Bennett (2003) finds, in a study where two hundred and fifty randomly selected members of the general public in the United Kingdom were questioned, that personal values have powerful influences on selections and moreover, the possession of certain personal values and inclinations correlated significantly with specific organizational values that the respondents most admired. Also these personal values are an important determinant in deciding which type of organization to support (Wymer 1997). Wymer found in his research that different values were important for different kind of voluntary work. For instance he found that when a manager wants to recruit volunteers in arts and culture he has to recruit them in places where the values of world of beauty, freedom and a comfortable life are significantly higher. This means that for donations to charity, different values stand for different charities. A person that places a higher importance on health care is more likely to make a donation for an AIDS charity than for a charity for saving old monuments. In this way he or she can express his or her values by donating to a charity that supports these values. Radley and Kennedy (1995) add that some people are very concerned about how their gift is used and to whom it is directed. They continue buy saying that charitable giving is defined not only in the immediate circumstances of the act, but in the ongoing beliefs that people have about who is deserving and to what kinds of help they are entitled.
Individuals may make donations to these charities because they have benefited from the charities' activities in the past or anticipate the need for their services in the future (Dawson 1988). So for instance a donation to a health charity may be the result of help provided to a family member by such a charity in the past. And donations to a cancer nonprofit, for example, may be motivated by a perception that the gift might benefit a friend or loved one that suffer from the disease (Sergeant, 2006). Sergeant goes on to call this ‘emotional utility’ and ‘familial utility’. Emotional utility stands for when someone has experienced for example a disease personally and therefore wants to help others that experience the same disease. Familial utility stands for if someone wants to help a friend or a loved one by donating to the charity that supports for example the disease that this friend or loved one has. 

Guy and Patton (1989) also found that people who focus on other people and value internal intrinsic rewards tend to help more than do people who are self centered and value external rewards. 

To conclude it is important for the giver who deserves his or her help and that the characteristics of the charity correspond with the personal values of the giver. These personal values are linked to the experiences the giver has with his direct surroundings, friends and family. If a close friend or family member for instance is struck by a disease, then the personal values of the giver are more likely to be linked to a charity that deals with this disease. It also turned out that people who focus more on other people tend to give higher amounts to charity than people who are more self-centered.

The internal factors responsibility and personal values

This part shows a connection between responsibility and personal values. We can see that people who focus on other people tend to giver higher amounts to charity. This can be linked to the deep-seated need to help others. People who experience this need to help others are more likely to be focused on others than do people who are more self centered. Also the personal involvement appeal discussed in the responsibility part connects to people who donate to charity because they have close friends or family that suffer diseases that are dealt with by these charities. The values of people depend in some part on the degree of personal involvement they have with certain issues. When people feel responsibility because of guilt, they are more likely to donate to charity. This can originate from close friends or family who deal with certain issues that connect to charities. 

As we discussed in this part the internal factors responsibility and personal values, we are going further in the next section with the external factors social pressure and prestige.

External factors

In this part we are going to discuss the external factors that play a role in the process of donating to charity or buying fair trade products. External factors here are factors that are influenced from outside the person, for instance by his friends or family or by complete strangers. 

The external factors discussed here are prestige and social pressure. 

Prestige

Harbaugh (1998) discusses the ‘prestige benefit’ as one of the two types of benefits that arise from donations. The donor gets this benefit when other people know how much he has given. And that is the main element of prestige in this research. If prestige is an important factor in donating to charity or buying fair trade products, then it is important for these givers that other people know how much they have given. A good example of this in real life is presented by Dunlap (1997). He says that in 1997 a $3 million gift to the new Children’s Zoo in Central Park New York was ultimately withdrawn by the donors because they felt that their gift was not as much appreciated as they wanted. This tells us that the gift was not totally altruistic. A big part of prestige was important for the donors. 

An experiment conducted by Harbaugh (1998) shows that donations to an alumni fund of a prestigious law school would be from one-quarter to one-third above what they would be under no reporting, where they only depend on the intrinsic motive. This means that donations will be higher if they would be reported and made public. In an experiment by Clark (2002) it was found that revealing contributions can increase the average contributions made. A reason for making the donation public is that charitable donations which are observable can signal wealth or income (Glazer and Konrad, 1996). Bekkers and Wiepking (2007) give more reasons for the importance of making donations public. They say that giving is seen as a positive thing to do, especially when giving reduces inequality. They continue by saying that recognition may be given by persons who are not physically present. Merely knowing that one’s contribution is perceived by others may be enough to motivate people to give. Cooter and Broughman (2005) go even as far as advising nonprofit organizations to register donations on the internet. They state that anonymity stifles generosity, while publicity encourages it.

Also donors may choose the organization they want to donate to on how visible or noticeable these donations are to others within their social group and thereby enhancing the donor’s standing (Stroebe and Frey, 1982). This is one of the reasons that organizations offer donors greater prestige to attract larger donations (Sargeant, 2006; Glazer and Konrad, 1996).

The reason why donations are made public is that the prestige factor is of influence when people make donations. A donor benefits from a donation when this is made public. They get prestige from their environment or they even get prestige from just knowing that other unknown people notice their donation to charity. Higher donations to charity can signal wealth or income and this is important for people that value prestige. And according to Harbaugh (1998) donations are even higher when they are made public. So to conclude here, when the giver is anonymous the amount donated to charity can be lower than when the donations is made public.

Social pressure

Another external factor is social pressure. Although Andreoni and Scholz (1998) state that it has been very difficult to find empirical support for the proposition that an individual’s level of charitable contributions is influenced by factors other than the individual’s own personal characteristics, other literature say that donations do strongly relate to measures of social pressure. Bekkers and Wiepking (2007) found that social pressure has a more pronounced effect when third parties with whom the potential donor has a stronger social bond are more able to observe the act of giving. They continue by giving the example that when a complete stranger can observe giving, there is less social pressure than when a friend or family member is present. This is strongly linked to the prestige factor, but where with prestige it is important for people to be recognized, with social pressure it is important to live up to the social expectations. It is not just social pressure from friends or family that influences the donating process. Donations can also be made for political reasons, such as career advancement. Donating money or time to charities may be stated either explicitly or implicitly as an expected performance for company employees (Dawson, 1988). This social aspect of the amount given in a group is also discussed by Radley and Kennedy (1995) who say that the judgment of how much to give to charity is made in terms of beliefs about what is normative for the group. Also people give less when they are unable to communicate. Communication reinforces a norm of cooperation (Cooter and Broughman, 2005). If people can discuss with each other before deciding how much to give, they give more. Personal forms of solicitation appear to increase contributions, relative to impersonal forms such as media advertisements and mail campaigns. Within the class of personal solicitations, the pressure to give which is exerted by friends is more effective than requests by strangers (Long 1976). Social pressure is according to these results an important factor in the decision process of donating to charity and the pressure from friends or relatives is bigger than from strangers, although social pressure from strangers is still significant. This is demonstrated in a study where they found that solicitors in a door-to-door fundraising campaign who looked potential donors in the eye raised more money than solicitors who looked at the collecting tin (Bull and Gibson-Robinson, 1981). 

According to these studies, donors encounter social pressure when people they are close with are witness of the donating process. This can be friends or family but also colleagues from work. Career advancement can be a motive to donate more to any given charity, because there is pressure from the work environment. But even strangers can bring social pressure when they connect to the giver through eye contact. This can be experienced by the giver as social pressure and therefore he or she will give more to the charity where this stranger is a door-to-door collector for.

Also discussion with others can influence the donating process. When people discuss they experience social pressure and they will give higher amounts to charity than when they are unable to communicate.

The external factors prestige and social pressure

In this part we are going to discuss the connection of prestige and social pressure. It turns out that the group feeling is of major importance in the donating process. The prestige factor comes into play when other people know about the donation, but the social pressure is also higher when the donation is made while it is being discussed with others. Like it is said before, the prestige factor is more important when people want to be noticed and the social pressure factor is important when people want to live up to certain expectations. If a person wants to live up to a certain wealth or income expectation of his close friends or group environment he or she will donate publicly to a charity that is prestigious within this group.

2.2 Graphical representation

We will conclude with a graphical explanation in figure 1 of the following research that shows the connection of the internal factors responsibility and personal values, and the external factors prestige and social pressure.

Figure 1: graphical representation of present research[image: image6.bmp][image: image7.jpg]2afvny
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Internal factors and external factors both influence the donation process and the process of buying fair trade products. They also have influence on the warm glow effect the donor experiences. The difference in influence that internal and external factors have on the warm glow will be measured for both donations and fair trade products.

3. Drivers for donating to charity and buying fair trade products
For this research it is necessary to explore the differences in warm glow feeling between donating to charity and buying fair trade products. First we have distinguished the internal factors (personal values and responsibility) and the external factors (social pressure and prestige) that are important in the donation process. Now we will have to predict how these factors are of importance for the process of buying fair trade products.

In the first part we will review existing literature about drivers for buying fair trade products and in the second part we will discuss in what way the internal and external factors will influence the buying decisions of fair trade products.

3.1 Customers and fair trade

In their article about cause related marketing (CRM) Smith and Higgins (2000) state that CRM is qualitatively different from previous forms of charitable giving. They say that CRM incorporates charitable donation within preexisting activity. Through CRM the customer automatically gives to charity, they do not have to do anything extra. Fair trade is a movement to integrate ethical principles in consumer decision-making (Hira and Ferrie, 2006). It is essentially a bundle of a base product and a donation to the supplier (Reinstein and Song, 2008). This means that fair trade can be seen as a form of cause related marketing, because like CRM, with fair trade, customers donate by buying a product. They also do not have to do anything extra besides buying the fair trade labeled product to ensure that a certain good cause (e.g. farmers in Africa) will be helped by their purchase.

Although cause related marketing gives consumers a chance to help the less fortunate and do so in regular and convenient ways, one less favorable social implication is that CRM distort the pattern of giving, by disadvantaging less attractive but nonetheless worthy causes (Berglind and Nakata, 2005). With relation to fair trade products, this means that good causes that are not supported by fair trade will maybe be disadvantaged by the ease of supporting a good cause through buying fair trade products. Berglind and Nakata (2005) also question the charity side of CRM by asking themselves if justifying the purchase of an item by rationalizing that some of the proceeds go to the needy is still charity. If this is the case then the factors underlying the decision to buy fair trade products may be less about the internal factors, but more the external factors prestige and social pressure. 

This is also noted by Moore (2006) who says that as fair trade brands seek to establish themselves in consumers’ minds they could have the effect of becoming ‘lifestyle’ choices. The fair trade image could become, in a sense, more important than the product itself. This can be seen as a form of communicating ones personal values through buying fair trade products. 

According to Hira and Ferrie (2006) the ingenious side of fair trade is that it requires no extra effort and limited expense on the part of customers. With this they mean that customers can help the needy with no extra effort by just buying fair trade products. Customers also have shown a willingness to pay a premium for products labeled as fair trade, and to prefer retailers that are seen as more generous to their suppliers/employees (Reinstein and Song, 2008). Preferring retailers that show their concern for their suppliers and employees is a form of showing personal values and responsibility. These are the internal factors that are important in the process of buying fair trade products.

Bird and Hughes (1997) discuss how consumers are demonstrating that they are concerned not just about the quality of products they buy, but where and how they were produced and who benefits from their purchase. Consumers are more becoming ethical in their ways of buying products. Bird and Hughes (1997) continue by dividing these customers in ethical customers who will trade of other product/brand benefits for the ‘feel good factor’ and the semi ethical customers who are primarily motivated by perceived quality and brand ‘status’ and who see the ethical benefits as an emotional bonus. These explanations of the ethical customer can be linked to internal factors responsibility and personal values and to lesser extent to the external factor prestige. By demonstrating that they are also concerned about how and where the products were produced, customers of fair trade products show their personal values and their responsibility. Where brand ‘status’ is more important, the prestige factor also plays a role. 

Nicholls (2002) concludes that the main driver behind the development of a fair trade market in the UK is the growth of ethical consumerism and that there is a move away from the self focused customer to a new focus on values. This means that customers that buy fair trade products, feel more responsibility in doing so, and want to show their personal values.

3.2 The internal and external factors for fair trade products and charity donations

Now we are going to relate the internal and external factors to the decision of buying fair trade products and donating to charity.

Internal factors
In the former part it was shown that personal values and responsibility are important factors for buying fair trade products. 

Responsibility

In the part about personal responsibility we discussed that the need to help others is a basis for responsibility. It was mentioned that when a person is personal involved, true social responsibility will occur (Smith and Alcorn, 1991). Fair trade products mostly help farmers in Africa and Latin America, therefore the personal involvement for a customer will be lower than for instance when a person wants to donate to a certain charity for cancer because he or she lost a person to cancer. A second conclusion of the responsibility theory was given by Basil et al (2006). They state that responsibility is mediator for guilt appeals and that guilt appeals will lead to a stronger donation intention than will nonguilt appeals. Micelli (1992) also concluded that a person must have responsibility for the situation in order to feel guilt.

To link these conclusions to fair trade and charity donations we see that personal involvement is lower when people buy fair trade products because friends and family members will be less influenced by the good cause of fair trade than for instance a good cause like cancer treatment. This means that because of a lower personal involvement, the fair trade buyer feels less responsible and so the guilt feeling and the donations will be lower than when there is more personal involvement. In combination with the warm glow feeling that people get after a donation or buying fair trade products we can formulate the next hypothesis:

H1: Responsibility leads to guilt feeling.
H2a: Guilt leads to making donations.

H2b: Guilt leads to buying fair trade products.
H3: Responsibility has higher influence on the warm glow feeling when people donate than when people buy fair trade products.
Personal values

Bird and Hughes (1997) found that customers believe that buying fair trade products is a way of demonstrating their personal values. In the part of personal values it was said that people who focus more on other people tend to give higher amounts to charity than people who are more self-centered. This corresponds with Nicholls (2002) findings that the customer is more and more becoming an ethical customer who focuses more on personal values. Wymer (1997) found that for choosing a charity to support, people choose charities that correspond with their personal values. Radley and Kennedy (1995) continued by saying that when people donate they have ongoing beliefs about who is deserving and to what kind of help they are entitled. So if we describe personal values as the beliefs people have about who is deserving their help and we know that people choose charities to support when they correspond with their personal values we can construct the next hypothesis.

H4: People get a warm glow feeling when they know that their donation goes to a charity that corresponds with their personal values.

In the part about fair trade it was found that people can make a statement by buying a fair trade product. When their personal values correspond with the cause that fair trade supports they can get a warm glow feeling from buying this fair trade product and supporting the good cause. Hira and Ferrie (2006) already said that buying fair trade products is a way of supporting a good cause without extra effort and limited expense on the part of customers. This means that the personal values factor can easily generate warm glow feeling for the customer if they buy fair trade products that correspond their personal values. From this we can construct the next hypothesis.

H5: Buying fair trade products is a way for customers to get a warm glow feeling from showing their personal values.

External factors

Prestige

In the former part it was already discussed that donations were made public because the prestige factor was of influence. Higher donations could signal wealth and Harbaugh (1998) said that donations were higher if they were made public. People get prestige when they know that friends, family or even unknown people notice their donation. Fair trade purchases are normally not made public so this does not help the prestige factor. What does help is that the purchases of fair trade products are visual. People can put them in their house to demonstrate their care about good causes. With donations this is harder to do, especially with smaller donations. The visibility and noticeable factor of fair trade products means that these products are interesting to satisfy the prestige factor for consumers. This means that we can construct the next hypotheses.

H6a: Prestige has an influence on the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to charity.
H6b: Prestige has an influence on the warm glow feeling that people get when they buy fair trade products.
Social pressure

We concluded in the social pressure part that donors encounter social pressure when people they are close with are witness of the donation process. Because fair trade products are sold in special stores or in the supermarket next to non fair trade products, it is easy for the customer to choose a product that is not fair trade. This means that social pressure will be less important at the point of purchase because people can simply choose to not get into the special fair trade store or to buy one of the many different non fair trade products in the supermarket. Also fair trade is not sold door-to-door, so the customer does not get the social pressure feeling like with the door-to-door collectors for charity.

However, discussion is also an important factor for social pressure. Cooter and Broughman (2005) already state that when people can communicate with one another before they donate they will give higher amounts to charity. And Long (1976) added that the pressure to give which is exerted by friends is more effective than requests by strangers. It is clear now that social pressure has an effect on the process of making donations for charity. In the former part about fair trade it was made clear that customers are becoming more ethical now. Where people are more willing to give to charity after they discussed with each other, it is likely that they will purchase more fair trade products when they discuss about the subject, especially with friends or family. From this we can construct the next hypotheses.

H7a: Social pressure leads to making donations.
H7b: Social pressure leads to buying fair trade products.
H8: People get a warm glow feeling when they donate after they experienced social pressure

4. Method

4.1 Approach to collect data

In order to perform an analysis on people’s behavior it is important to construct a valuable method to gather this information. There are several ways to get information about why people make donations or buy fair trade products. In this research we want to really understand why people are donating to different charities and if they get a warm glow feeling from this. Because of time and money limitations, we were not able to observe every individuals donation behavior. Instead, for this research, a questionnaire was used to collect the data from the responses. The questions have carefully been constructed from earlier research and adjusted to the subjects of this research. 

4.2 Socially Desirable Responses

One limitation of using a questionnaire to gather information about donation behavior and buying fair trade products behavior is that it can provoke social desirable behavior.

Social desirable responding is something that occurs often while inquiring a questionnaire about donation behavior, especially when it is self-report (Fisher, 1993; Paulhus and Reid, 1991) . Respondents are often unwilling or unable to report accurately on sensitive topics for ego-defensive or impression management reasons (Fisher, 1993). There are several ways to take this into account. Next to indirect questioning there is a construct to correct responses for social desirability. Paulhus and Reid (1991) stated that a potential source of inaccuracy in self-reports of personality, attitudes, and behavior is the tendency of (at least) some subjects to engage in socially desirable responding (SDR). To overcome this problem we used a socially desirability construction to find out whether the respond gave socially desirable answers. We used a adjusted Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. The basis of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale is the definition of a population of culturally acceptable and approved behaviors which are, at the same time, relatively unlikely to occur (Crowne and Marlow, 1960). They constructed 33 statements about personal attitudes and traits where the respondent could answer true or false. Ballard (1992) offered a useful alternative to the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. She constructed a scale consisting of 13 of the 33 original statements. From these 13 we finally used 8 statements that best matched the research and were divers enough to cover a broad range of culturally acceptable and approved behaviors. With this social desirability scale we have tool to correct the responses for social desirability where necessary.

4.3 Respondents

An e-mail was sent to consumers of all ages or backgrounds. The questionnaire was in Dutch, so only respondents who could read Dutch could fill in this questionnaire. 125 respondents filled in the questionnaire completely, partially completed forms were not included for the reason that maybe some respondents failed to fill in the questionnaire the first time, but managed to complete it another time. Reports from some respondents confirmed this theory.

It was made sure to the respondent that this survey was completely anonymous to prevent respondents of answering socially desirable. For any social desirable answers that did occur, the adjusted Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale was added to the survey. Also no questions about name, address, e-mail address, sex, origin, or income was asked to ensure the respondent that the survey was totally anonymous, and that in no way the information of this respondent could be used in any other way than for this research. In this way, the respondent would not be held back by fear of knowing that others could trace their responses and therefore could respond as honest as possible.

Next to e-mails being sent out a few times, also a small article was written for a website called: http://www.happynews.nl. This website allowed to put a link with text explaining the research on the website in order to reach more consumers with the invitation to participate in this research.

4.4 Procedure

Respondents were asked to click on a link that took them to a different website that showed the questionnaire. There they could fill in the questionnaire online in Dutch. After 31 questions they were thanked for their participation. 

4.5 Construct of questionnaire

The questionnaire consists of 31 questions. These questions are grouped into sub-parts. 

Warm glow

The first part about the warm glow feeling that the respondent gets when donating to different charities or buying fair trade products is derived from Bennett (2003). The respondent was told to suppose that he or she had been given 20 euro and had to divide the whole 20 euro between three charities, buying fair trade products, or keeping it for themselves. It was also possible to spend everything on just one choice. In this way it was possible to see to what extent one’s preferences would lead to which donating or buying fair trade products. These results could afterwards be compared with other preferences in later questions. Directly after this came questions on a 7-point Likert scale about the warm glow feeling that the respondent gets when donating to a charity or buying fair trade products. This was put in the questionnaire at the start, because of the importance of these questions. 

At the end of the questionnaire there is a case where the respondent is asked to give a fictitious amount of money to a charity of choice or to keep the money for him or herself. The intention of this question is to find another way to observe the warm glow feeling. These questions were constructed by Crumpler and Grossman (2008) and had as purpose to observe whether the person would even give to charity or to a fair trade organization when the only benefit would be that it was his or her own money. The charity or fair trade organization would get the exact amount anyway from the government.

Responsibility
The next part about responsibility feelings that the respondent has was derived from Basil (2006). In his research Basil (2006) discusses if a sense of responsibility would enhance the effectiveness of charitable guilt appeals, thus leading to larger charitable donations. These questions that Basil asked the respondents were adjusted to fit this present research model on a 7-point Likert scale. 

Personal values
After the responsibility part there is a part about personal values. Kahle and Kennedy (1989) constructed a list of values (LoV) to use for comparison and construct of values. The list was constructed in the present study such that the respondent had to give each personal value a value on a 7-point Likert scale between totally unimportant (1) to very important (7). In this way it will show the respondents preferences and it will be easier to compare with other parts of the survey because it has the 7-point Likert scale that is used through the whole survey.

Prestige and social pressure
Then there are questions that ask about the prestige feeling of the respondent and the social pressure that the respondent experiences when donating and buying fair trade products. The prestige questions are constructed on a 7-point Likert scale in such a way that it will show whether the respondent feels that prestige is an important factor for donations to charity or buying fair trade products or not.

The social pressure questions are derived from Ajzen and Driver (1992). These questions are also constructed on a 7-point Likert scale and show whether respondents experience social pressure in the process of donating to charities or buying fair products or not.

Social desirability scale
After this there are the 8 questions that measure the degree of social desirable responding of the respondents on a 7-point Likert scale. These questions are derived from a model by Ballard (1992). He extracted 13 questions from the original 33 statements of the Marlowe-Crowne scale. In this research the 8 questions that matched this research best were chosen and put into the survey.

4.6 Construct of the analysis

After the 125 respondents finished the questionnaire the next step will be to discuss the different concepts of the analysis.

Social Desirability Responses

Because of the possibility of social desirability bias, the SDR analysis will be done first. Eight questions in the questionnaire were put in to check whether the respondent gave socially desirable responses. These eight questions were transformed into variables and after factor analysis there was 1 component that we will use to run the regression (see appendix 1). 

The KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy result of 0.772 for this data is good, so we can be sure that the factor analysis is appropriate for this data. Also the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant (0.000), which means that there are some relationships between the variables we hope to include in the analysis. Using the Kaiser’s criterion 3 components were identified with eigenvalues larger than 1. But because 1 component has an Eigenvalue larger than 3 with an explanatory variance of 39%, while the other 2 have eigenvalues just above 1, and after taking a look at the Scree plot, we decided to go with 1 component for the SDR analysis. After testing this component (SDR) for reliability we found a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.695, which is acceptable. 

Now we can run the regression analysis for SDR on all the questions in the questionnaire. The results with the B for each variable are found in appendix 1. It becomes clear that the component of SDR has a lot of influence on the prestige variables and less on the responsibility variables. Because every variable has more or less influence from SDR, every variable will be corrected. This will be done by multiplying the B of the specific question with the social desirability component of that person. This number will be subtracted from the answer given by the respondent. 

Corrected variable = uncorrected variable – (Bvariable * SDRrespondent)

Let’s put this in an example. The results in SPSS show us that respondent 10 has a value of 3.00 for the social desirability component SDR. His or her answer for question 13.1 (values belonging) is 4 on a 7 point Likert scale. The B for this question is -0.338. This means that the correction for respondent 10 on question 13.1 will be 3 * -0.338 = -1.690. The corrected answer for this person for question 13.1 is: 4 – (-1.690) = 5.01.

Factors influencing the donation process and the process of buying fair trade products
After the variables are corrected for the social desirability bias, the next step will be the factor analysis on the variables to extract the components we need for the further analysis. 

A factor analysis was performed on the 22 items which measured the factors influencing the donation process and the process of buying fair trade products.

The KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy result of 0.758 for this data is good, so we can be sure that the factor analysis is appropriate for this data. Also the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant (0.000), which means that there are some relationships between the variables we hope to include in the analysis. Using the Kaiser’s criterion, 6 components were identified with Eigenvalues larger than 1. After testing the different components for reliability we found that 5 components proved to be reliable and 1 component showed a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.448, being not very reliable. Looking at the Scree plot (see appendix 1) and at the reliability test we decided to do the analysis only with the 5 first components, and leave the sixth component out of the analysis.

Table 1 shows a summary of the 5 components of the factors influencing the donation process and the process of buying fair trade products. They all scored statistically reliable with Cronbach’s Alpha > 7, except for component 3 Responsibility. This component scored a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.646 which is still acceptable (but not optimal). The lower score of this component can be explained by the small number of items in this component. The 5 components that were extracted are:

· Values: Values that are important in life for customers

· Others Opinions: degree of importance of other people’s opinions to respondent

· Social: degree of importance of social interactions with other people to respondent

· Responsibility: degree of having responsibility feelings

· Guilt: to what extent are people feeling guilty for not helping

Table 1

	Component
	Question no.
	Question

	1. Values
	13.3

13.4

13.5

13.6

13.7

13.8

13.9
	Warm relationships with others is important for me

Self-fulfillment is important for me

Being well-respected is important for me

Fun & enjoyment in life is important for me

Security is important for me

Self-respect is important for me

Sense of accomplishment is important for me
	personal values
personal values
personal values
personal values
personal values
personal values
personal values

	Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.861
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Others Opinions
	13.1

17

18

21
	Sense of belonging is important for me

Status is very important to me

I often do thing that others expect from me

I find it important to meet others expectations


	personal values
prestige
social pressure
social pressure

	Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.823
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Responsibility
	8

9

10

19
	I am so much better off than people and animals that are supported by the charities and fair trade products

I have the responsibility to do what I can to help

Helping is the right thing to do 

Most people that are important to me find that I should donate to charity or buy fair trade products


	responsibility

responsibility

responsibility

social pressure



	Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.646
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Prestige
	14

15
	I find it important that others know that I donate to charity or buy fair trade products

Whenever I donate to charity or buy fair trade products I tell others about it


	prestige

prestige



	Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.795
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Guilt
	11

12
	I feel guilty about not helping

I feel bad  if I don’t help
	responsibility
responsibility

	Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.867
	
	
	


Warm glow feeling
The warm glow feeling that people get when donating to charity or when they buy fair trade products will be constructed by the warm glow variables. These variables come from the questions in the beginning of the questionnaire and are also corrected for SDR, the same way as the variables that describe the factors that influence the donation process and the process of buying fair trade products.

4.7 Design of analysis

The different hypotheses to test were given in chapter 2 and in this chapter the method of testing these hypotheses will be discussed.

Relationship between warm glow feeling from donating to a charity for diseases and factors influencing the donation process

In order to find the relationship between the warm glow feeling and the different components a multiple regression will be constructed. The five components that were extracted at the factor analysis of the variables will be put as independent variables and the four different warm glow variables will be the dependent variables. Four regressions will be made, for each warm glow variable one. In this way the different influences of the 5 components on the warm glow variables will show. Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9 will be tested in this manner.

Relationship between the components, the amount variables and the warm glow variables
For the relationship between the variables three correlation tables will be constructed to see if there are any other relationship than the influence of the components that come forward after the various regression analyses.

5. Results 
5.1 General results

Because the questionnaire needed to look completely anonymous and had to give an anonymous feeling to the respondent, there are not many general results.

The yearly amount that people donate to charity had a mean of 185.17 euro and the yearly amount that people use to buy fair trade products had a mean of 92.23 euro. This means that overall people still spent a larger amount on donations than on buying fair trade products.

When people were given 20 euro to spend on donations, buying fair trade products or to keep it for themselves, results show that the highest mean is donating to a charity for diseases with 6.33 euro and buying fair trade products with a mean of 5.99 euro. Donating to charities for animal welfare and human rights had a mean of 3.44 euro and 3.96 euro respectively. ‘Keeping a part of the amount for yourself’ had the lowest mean with 0.70 euro. This means that respondents were more likely to spend a higher amount for donations to a charity for diseases or for buying fair trade products than for donations to charities for animal welfare or human rights. 

5.2 Results per charity or fair trade product
Next the results per different dependent variable will be shown. For every charity or fair trade product the results will be reviewed by different regressions or correlations. First the warm glow feelings are discussed. Second, the variable for amounts. These variables consist of variables extracted from the question where the respondent had to distributed an amount of 20 euro on three different charities, fair trade products, or keep a part for him or herself. From these questions different variables were constructed that embody these responses. Third, the relationships of the amount spend and the warm glow feelings will be discussed.
Charities for diseases

Relationship between warm glow feeling from donating to a charity for diseases and factors influencing the donation process

A multiple regression model was constructed to find the relationship between warm glow feeling from donating to a charity for diseases and factors influencing the donation process (table 2). The five components that define the influence for warm glow feeling in this research were added as independent variables. Of the five components, one component was found that showed a significant effect on the warm glow that people get from donating to a charity for diseases. This is the component ‘Guilt’ with a p value of 0.046 that has a positive effect on the warm glow feeling that people get with a B of 0.235. When we look at the model summary (appendix 1) we can see that 4.4 percent of the variance can be explained by using only ‘Guilt’ as predictor (significant with p = 0.019) and when we use all components as predictors, 6.4 percent of the variance could be explained by the model (not significant). This is probably due to the difficulty of explaining donation behaviors.

	Table 2: Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for diseases

	Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,604
	1,208
	
	,033

	
	VALUES
	,220
	,180
	,114
	,226

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	-,062
	,127
	-,045
	,625

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	-,012
	,142
	-,009
	,932

	
	PRESTIGE
	,121
	,121
	,094
	,318

	
	GUILT
	,235
	,116
	,193
	,046

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow diseases
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


R square = .064

Relationship between the factors influencing the amount donated to a charity for diseases
Table 3 shows the constructed regression of the relationship between the different components and the amount that people donate to charities for diseases.

It shows that the component Others Opinions has a significant positive effect on the amount of the donations made to charities for diseases. This means that when people make donations to charities for diseases they are influenced by opinions of people that are close to them.
	Table 3: Regression analysis of factors influencing the amount donated to a charity for diseases

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4,652
	3,591
	
	1,296
	,198

	
	VALUES
	,019
	,536
	,003
	,036
	,972

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	,801
	,378
	,197
	2,119
	,036

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	-,347
	,422
	-,083
	-,822
	,413

	
	PRESTIGE
	-,497
	,360
	-,131
	-1,380
	,170

	
	GUILT
	,222
	,345
	,062
	,642
	,522

	a. Dependent Variable: amount donated to a charity for diseases


R square = .055

Relationship between the amount used to donate to charities for diseases and the warm glow feelings that people get when they donate to different charities or buy fair trade products.
The regressions of the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products do not show any significant results. There are some significant correlations though. Correlation table 3 in appendix 1 shows that there are significant relationships between the amount used to donate to a specific charity or buy fair trade products and the warm glow that the respondent gets from donating to this charity or buying fair trade products. There is a significant positive relationship between the amount donated to a charity for diseases and the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to these charities; r = .449, p < 0.01. There are also significant negative relationships between the warm glow feeling for charities for diseases and amount used to buy fair trade products; r = -.177, p < 0.05. And a negative significant relationship is found between the warm glow feeling from donations to charities for diseases and the amount kept for one’s self; r = -.177, p < 0.05.
Charities for animal welfare

Relationship between warm glow feeling from donating to a charity for animal welfare and factors influencing the donation process

To find the relationship between warm glow feeling from donating to a charity for animal welfare and factors influencing the donation process another multiple regression was constructed (table 4). The five components that define the influence for warm glow feeling in this research were added as independent variables. Of the five components, one component was found that showed a significant effect on the warm glow that people get from donating to a charity for animals. This is the component ‘Prestige’ with a p value of 0.031 that has a positive effect on the warm glow feeling that people get with a B of 0.275. When we look at the model summary (appendix 1) we can see that 4.9 percent of the variance can be explained by using only ‘Prestige’ as predictor (significant with p = 0.013) and when we use all components as predictors, 8.2 percent of the variance could be explained by the model (not significant). 

	Table 4: Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for animal welfare

	Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,965
	1,261
	
	,445

	
	VALUES
	,331
	,188
	,164
	,081

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	-,018
	,133
	-,013
	,891

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	,083
	,148
	,056
	,574

	
	PRESTIGE
	,275
	,126
	,203
	,031

	
	GUILT
	,006
	,121
	,005
	,958

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow animals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


R square = .082

Relationship between the factors influencing the amount donated to a charity for animal welfare.

The regression of the five components on the amount used for donations to a charity for animal welfare did not show any significant results and hence will not be discussed here.
Relationship between the amount used to donate to charities for animal welfare and the warm glow feelings that people get when they donate to different charities or buy fair trade products.
The regression analysis of the amount used for donations and buying fair trade products on the warm glow feeling from donations to animal welfare charities show no significant results. Correlation table 3 in appendix shows the relationship between the warm glow feelings and the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products. Here we can see that there is a significant positive relationship between the amount donated to a charity for animal welfare and the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to these charities; r = .545, p < 0.01. There is also a significant negative relationship between the warm glow from donations to animal welfare charities and the amount used to buy fair trade products; r = -.234, p < 0.01.
Charities for human rights

Relationship between warm glow feeling from donating to a charity for human rights and factors influencing the donation process

Next we are going to look at the relationship between the warm glow feeling one gets when donating to a human rights charity and the factors that influence this process. We constructed another regression model to come up these results and found that there were no significant factors that could predict the warm glow feeling (table 5). The F-test (appendix 1) shows a p-value of 0.017 which means that the model is in fact significantly (p < 0.05) better at predicting the outcome than using the mean as ‘best guess’.
	Table 5: Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for human rights

	Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,722
	1,125
	
	,523

	
	VALUES
	,161
	,168
	,088
	,339

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	,107
	,118
	,082
	,367

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	,226
	,132
	,168
	,090

	
	PRESTIGE
	,195
	,113
	,159
	,087

	
	GUILT
	,028
	,108
	,024
	,794

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow rights
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


R square = .108

Relationship between the factors influencing the amount donated to a charity for human rights

Although the regressions do not show any significant influence of one of the five components on the amount that people donate to a charity for human rights, there is some correlation. Correlation table 2 in appendix 1 shows that there is a significant positive relationship between the component responsibility and the variable of the amount donated to a charity for human rights, r = .183, p < 0.05. 

Relationship between the amount used to donate to charities for human rights and the warm glow feelings that people get when they donate to different charities or buy fair trade products.
The regression analysis of the amount used for donations and buying fair trade products on the warm glow feeling from donations to human rights charities show no significant results.

The correlation table 3 in appendix 1 shows that there is significant positive relationship between the amount donated to a charity for human rights and the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to these charities, r = .266, p < 0.01. There is also a negative significant relationship between the warm glow feeling for human rights charities and the amount that was used to keep for one’s self; r = -.187, p < 0.05.

Fair trade products

Relationship between warm glow feeling from buying fair trade products and factors influencing process of buying fair trade products

For the fourth analysis we constructed a regression model to see the relationship between the warm glow feeling that people get when they buy fair trade products and the factors that influence this process. Table 6 shows that there is one component that has a significant influence on the warm glow feeling one gets when buying fair trade products and that is ‘Responsibility’ with a p-value of 0.013 and a B of 0.341. This component has a positive influence on the warm glow feeling. The model with only ‘Responsibility as predictor can explain 8.1 percent of the variance (Significant at p = 0.001) and using all 5 components to predict the warm glow feeling explains 11.2 percent of the variance (not significant). The F-test (appendix 1) shows a p-value of 0.014 which means that the model is in fact significantly (p < 0.05) better at predicting the outcome than using the mean as ‘best guess’.
	Table 6: Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when buying fair trade products

	Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,571
	1,145
	
	,002

	
	VALUES
	-,099
	,171
	-,053
	,564

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	-,117
	,120
	-,087
	,333

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	,341
	,135
	,249
	,013

	
	PRESTIGE
	,148
	,115
	,118
	,199

	
	GUILT
	,095
	,110
	,081
	,388

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow fair trade
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


R square = .112

Relationship between the factors influencing the amount used to buy fair trade products
Table 7 shows that there are two components that have a significant influence on the amount used to buy fair trade products. These two are Others Opinions and Responsibility. But where responsibility has a positive significant influence, others opinions has a negative significant influence. This means that when people buy fair trade products they are negatively influenced by opinions of people close to them and positively by their responsibility feelings.

	Table 7: regression analysis of the factors influencing the amount used to buy fair trade products

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	1
	(Constant)
	8,611
	3,423
	
	,013

	
	VALUES
	-,359
	,511
	-,065
	,484

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	-,867
	,360
	-,220
	,018

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	,897
	,403
	,222
	,028

	
	PRESTIGE
	,113
	,343
	,031
	,743

	
	GUILT
	-,152
	,329
	-,044
	,645

	a. Dependent Variable: amount used to buy fair trade products


R square = .085

Relationship between the amount used to buy fair trade products and the warm glow feelings that people get when they donate to different charities or buy fair trade products.
No significant results were found in the regression analysis of the warm glow feelings for buying fair trade products and the amount that was used to buy fair trade products. According to correlation table 3 in appendix 1 there is significant relationship between the amount used to buy fair trade products and the warm glow feeling that people get when do this, r = .393, p < 0.01. A negative significant correlation was found between the warm glow feelings form buying fair trade products and the amount used to keep for one’s self; r = -.198, p < 0.05.
Keep a part for one’s self

Relationship between the factors influencing the amount used to buy keep for one’s self
Table 8 shows that of the five components that influence the decision to keep a part of the amount used for making donations or buying fair trade products for one’s self, responsibility is a significant component. The table shows that responsibility has a significant negative influence on the amount that people use to keep for themselves.

	Table 8: regression analysis of the factors influencing the amount used keep for one’s self

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	1
	(Constant)
	6,228
	2,131
	
	,004

	
	VALUES
	-,097
	,318
	-,027
	,760

	
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	-,125
	,224
	-,048
	,577

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	-1,150
	,251
	-,431
	,000

	
	PRESTIGE
	,131
	,214
	,054
	,542

	
	GUILT
	,011
	,205
	,005
	,957

	a. Dependent Variable: amount used to keep for one’s self


5.3 Other results

Relationship between the warm glow variables
Next we want to know the mutual relationship between getting warm glow feelings from the different charities and fair trade products. To show this we constructed a factor analysis to extract components from the different variables. What we see here is that doing a factor analysis with using the Kaiser’s Criterion it gives us only 1 factor (see appendix 1). But when we decide to not use the Kaiser’s Criterion and also show Eigenvalues below 1, we can see that it gives us 3 factors. The test has a KMO of 0.673 and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity is significant (0.000).

The first component explains 56 percent of the variance and the items that load on this component are: ‘warm glow diseases’ and ‘warm glow rights’. The items ‘warm glow rights’ and ‘warm glow fair trade’ both load on separate components. This shows that the item ‘warm glow fair trade’ is independent of the other items, but also that the item ‘warm glow rights’ is independent from all the other items. We can say that warm glow that people get for buying fair trade products is different from the warm glow that people get when donating to charity. But the three kinds of charity do not a give the same sort of warm glow to people. The warm glow that people get from donating to a charity for human rights is slightly different than the warm glow that people get from donating to a charity for diseases or for animals.

Table 9 below displays the Pearson correlations between the different warm glow variables. It shows that there is a large effect of correlation between the warm glow feeling that people get when donating to a charity for human rights and the warm glow feeling that people get when donating to a charity for diseases. It also shows that the warm glow feeling that people get when buying fair trade products does correlate little with all the other variables except for the warm glow feeling that people get when donating to a charity for human rights. Here it shows a Pearson correlation of 0.464, which is a somewhat large effect.

	Table 9: Pearson Correlation between the warm glow variables

	
	
	Warm glow diseases
	Warm glow animal welfare
	Warm glow human rights
	Warm glow fair trade

	Warm glow diseases
	1
	,296**
	,611**
	,283**

	Warm glow animal welfare
	,296**
	1
	,472**
	,273**

	Warm glow human rights
	,611**
	,472**
	1
	,464**

	Warm glow fair trade
	,283**
	,273**
	,464**
	1

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	
	


Relationship between the components ‘responsibility’ and ‘guilt’

In order to find what relationship exists between the components responsibility and guilt a regression analysis was made with guilt as the dependent factor. Table 10 below shows that there is a significant positive effect of the component responsibility on the component guilt with a B of 0.403.

	Table 10: Regression analysis of the components responsibility and guilt

	Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	
	1(Constant)
	1,402
	,425
	
	,001

	
	RESPONSIBILITY
	,403
	,098
	,348
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6. Conclusions
Before we will discuss the different hypotheses, first the relationships between the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products and the warm glow feelings that people get from these donations will be reviewed. Chapter 5 showed that there are significant relationships between the amount-variables and the warm glow-variables. These results demonstrated that a high amount donated to a specific charity, relates to a high warm glow feeling that this person gets from his or her donation. This is the same as with buying fair trade products, a high amount spent on buying fair trade products relates to a high warm glow feeling from buying fair trade products for this person. At the same time, the other warm glow variables show negative relationships with the specific amount-variable. This is partly due to the fact that the respondent had 20 euro to allocate, which means that if he or she spends more on one charity, the spending on another charity will be automatically lower. A part of this effect is covered by the ‘keep a part of the amount for one’s self’-variable. This variable shows negative significant relationships with all the warm glow variables (except warm glow animal welfare). Hence, there is a relationship between the warm glow feelings and the amount that is being spend on the same charity, but we cannot say anything about the influence that the amount has on the warm glow that a person gets from making donations. This is because the different regressions did not show any significant results.

6.1 Drivers for making donations and buying fair trade products
Responsibility

The basis for responsibility as discussed in chapter 2 is the need to help others. Next to this need to help others, Smith and Alcorn (1991) discussed that when a person is personal involved, true social responsibility will occur. For making donations or buying fair trade products this means that the closer a person feels it is to a charity or fair trade organization, the more he or she will feel responsible for this cause. Another outcome of the theory was the relationship between responsibility and guilt. Micelli (1992) stated that a person must hold some sense of responsibility in order to feel guilt.

H1: Responsibility leads to guilt feeling.
The regression with guilt as dependent variable and responsibility as predictor in table 10 showed that there is a significant effect between guilt and responsibility. This means that responsibility has a positive influence on the guilt feeling that the customer feels and therefore hypothesis 1 is true. This supports the theory of Micelli (1992) about the relationship between responsibility and guilt. 
H2a: Guilt leads to making donations.
H2b: Guilt leads to buying fair trade products.

Hypotheses 2a and 2b deal with the statement that guilt feeling leads to making donations and buying fair trade products. Table 2 showed a significant effect of the guilt factor on getting warm glow feelings from donating to a charity for diseases. This does not mean that people automatically donate more to this charity. 
The tables 3 and 7 show the components and their influence on the amount donated. None of these show any significant influence of the guilt factor on the amount that people use to donate or to buy fair trade products. Also correlation table 2 in appendix 1 does not show any significant correlations between guilt and the amount used for donations or buying fair trade products. From this we can conclude that guilt has no significant influence on the process of donating to the three different charities or buying fair trade products, hence hypotheses 2a and 2b are not supported.

H3: Responsibility has higher influence on the warm glow feeling when people donate than when people buy fair trade products.
Correlation table 1 in appendix 1 shows that there is a significant relationship between responsibility and getting warm glow feeling from making donations to a human rights charity; r = .258, p < 0.01 and between responsibility and getting a warm glow feeling from buying fair trade products; r = .284, p < 0.01. These results show that there is a relationship between the variables, but it does not show the influence that responsibility has on the warm glow variables. The tables with the warm glow regressions (tables 2, 4, 5 and 6) show that responsibility has a significant positive influence on the warm glow feeling that people get from buying fair trade products. There is also a positive influence of the guilt component, which is part of the responsibility factor. The influence of responsibility on warm glow feeling from fair trade is slightly higher than the influence from guilt on the warm glow from charities for diseases. This means that these results show that responsibility does not have a  higher influence on the warm glow feeling getting from making donations than on the warm glow feeling from buying fair trade. Consequently this leads to the conclusion that hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Responsibility and donation or buying fair trade behavior

Correlation table 2 in appendix 1 also shows that there is in fact a positive significant relationship between responsibility and the amount used to make donations to a charity for human rights; r = .183, p < 0.05. This means that although responsibility has no significant influence on the amount that people use to make donations, there is a relationship between responsibility feeling and the amount that people use to donate to a human rights charity.

An interesting result from the regression analysis shown in table 8 is that there is a significant negative influence of responsibility on the decision to keep a part of the amount for one’s self instead of using it for donations or for buying fair trade products. This means that the higher the responsibility feeling is for the respondent, the less he or she will keep for himself instead of making donations or buying fair trade products. Therefore, responsibility is an important factor for deciding to make a donating/buying fair trade products, or to keep the money for one’s self.

Personal values

In the part of personal values we discussed the influence of personal values on the behavior of making donations to charity and buying fair trade products. Several researches showed that the factor ‘personal values’ is of a significant positive influence on the charity that people choose to donate to (Wymer, 1997; Radley and Kennedy, 1995; Nicholls, 2002). Also buying fair trade products is a way of demonstrating one’s personal values (Bird and Hughes, 1997). They make a statement by buying fair trade products. From this perspective we are testing the following hypotheses.

H4: People get a warm glow feeling when they know that their donation goes to a charity that corresponds with their personal values.

H5: Buying fair trade products is a way for customers to get a warm glow feeling from showing their personal values.

To test these hypotheses a multiple regression was constructed of the five components and the warm glow variables. None of the multiple regressions showed a significant effect of personal values on the warm glow variables. To see if there is any relationship correlation table 1 was constructed (see appendix 1). It shows that there is only a significant positive relationship between the component values and getting warm glow feeling from donating to a charities for animal welfare; r = .178, p < 0.05. This means that personal values only play a significant role for making donations to an animal welfare charity.

Next we constructed a multiple regression of the different personal values separate and the different warm glow variables. This showed only significant results at the human rights charity and buying fair trade products (see appendix 1). For getting a warm glow feeling from making donations to a human rights charity being well respected is a significant important personal value and a sense of accomplishment is a significant important personal value

For getting a warm glow feeling from buying fair trade products, warm relationships with others is a significantly important personal value. 

This means that personal values only show significance with making donations to human rights charities and buying fair trade products. Looking at the results for hypothesis 4, it can be resulted that this hypothesis is not supported. Hypothesis 5, on the other hand, is supported by these results. The personal value of having warm relationships with others is significantly important for getting a warm glow feeling from buying fair trade products.

Personal values and donation or buying fair trade behavior

It is also interesting to take a look at the relationship between donation behavior and the personal values. Table 3, 7 and 8 show results from regressions analyses between the amount used to donate to charity or to buy fair trade products and the different components. From this it becomes clear that there is no significant influence of the factor values on the amount used for donations or for buying fair trade products. Even the correlation table in appendix 1 does not show any significant relationship between the factor values and the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products.
Prestige

In chapter 2, the theory showed that prestige has a significant influence on making donations and buying fair trade products. Several researches in the past showed that prestige helps making higher donations (Harbaugh, 1998; Dunlap, 1997; Clark, 2002; Cooter and Broughman, 2005). This means that combining this with the warm glow theory; people should get a warm glow feeling from making donations to charity or buying fair trade products. 

H6a: Prestige has an influence on the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to charity.
H6b: Prestige has an influence on the warm glow feeling that people get when they buy fair trade products.

Table 5 already showed that prestige has a significant positive influence on the warm glow feeling that people get when they make donations to a charity for animal welfare. From correlation table 1 in appendix 1 we see that there is a positive significant relationship between prestige and the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to a charity for animal welfare; r = .221, p < 0.05. Also a positive significant relationship between the warm glow feeling that people get when they donate to a charity for human rights; r = .226, p < 0.05 and a positive significant relationship between the warm glow feeling that people get from buying fair trade products; r = .194, p < 0.05. We can conclude from this that there is a significant relationship between the factor prestige and the warm glow feeling that people get when they make donations or buy fair trade products, but that these results only show a significant influence from prestige on the warm glow feeling when people donate to a charity for animal welfare. This means that hypothesis 6a is supported for donations to a charity for animal welfare and that hypothesis 6b is not supported, because there is a relationship demonstrated between the variables but not a significant influence.
Prestige and donation or buying fair trade behavior

It is also interesting to take a look at the relationship between donation behavior and the personal values. Table 3, 7 and 8 show results from regressions analyses between the amount used to donate to charity or to buy fair trade products and the different components. From this it becomes clear that there are is no significant influence of the factor prestige on the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products. The results of correlation table 2 in appendix 1 also do not show any significant relationships between prestige and the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products.
Social pressure

We concluded in chapter 2 that social pressure occurs when people who are close to the donor are witness of the donation process. Long (1976) added that the social pressure is more effective from friends than from strangers.

H7a: Social pressure leads to making donations.
H7b: Social pressure leads to buying fair trade products.
The results in table 3 and 7 demonstrate that the component others opinions, which represents the social pressure factor, has a significant influence on making donations to a charity for diseases and on buying fair trade products. The only difference is that the significant influence of social pressure on making donations to a charity for diseases is positive and influence of the same factor on buying fair trade products is negative. This means that more social pressure can lead to a higher amount spend on donating to charities for diseases, but also that more social pressure can lead to spending less on buying fair trade products. Furthermore correlation table 2 in appendix 1 shows no other significant relationships between social pressure and the amount used for donations or fair trade products. People who experience social pressure tend to spend more on making donations and less on buying fair trade products. From these results we can conclude that hypotheses 7a is supported and 7b is not supported.

H8: People get a warm glow feeling when they donate after they experienced social pressure
Another interesting aspect is that the results do not show any significance related to the relationships of the component others opinions and the warm glow variables. This means that these results demonstrate that there is no significant relationship between the warm glow feeling that people get after making donations or buying fair trade products and the factor social pressure.
The only variable from the social pressure factor that has any positive significant effect on the warm glow feeling from making donations to human rights charities is the variable ‘social pressure approve’. This means that people who are close to the respondent approve of the donations that he or she makes to a charity for human rights. Social pressure has no other significant effect on making donations. This means that hypothesis 8 is not supported.

6.2 Research questions
The main research question for this research was:

What is the relationship between buying fair trade products and making donations to charity and the warm glow feelings that people get?
In chapter 2, a graphical representation was proposed that includes this research. We will discuss the question with this representation (figure 2) and the results from this research. 

Internal factors
The results showed that there is in fact an influence from the internal factors on the decision to donate or buy fair trade products. The biggest driver is the responsibility factor. Which has a negative influence on the decision to keep a part of the amount for one’s self and a positive influence on buying fair trade products. There is also an influence of the internal factors on the warm glow feelings that people get when they make donations or buy fair trade products. Here both internal drivers cause the influence. 

External factors
For the external factors it is slightly different. There is an influence from the external drivers on the amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products and on the warm glow feelings. In this case it is social pressure that has a big influence on the decision to make donations or buy fair trade products. In fact, the results showed a negative influence on the decision to use a part of the amount on buying fair trade products. This means that where social pressure causes to spend a larger amount on making donations, it also contributes to a lower amount being spend on buying fair trade products. Whenever social pressure is performed, people tend to make donations instead of buying fair trade products. This is an important result because it shows that there can be a form of competition when people have to decide how to spend their money.

Prestige is a driver for the warm glow feelings, but only significant for making donations.

Overall the internal factors do play a more important role in the decision process of making donations and buying fair trade products and they are also more important drivers for getting the warm glow feelings. But the external factors still do play a significant role, being smaller than the internal factor’s role.

Figure 2: graphical representation


6.3 Implications

As with almost every research in behavior and especially donating behavior it is difficult to collect the data for the behaviors. In this research a model for social desirability was constructed to correct the responses for social desirability bias. Consequently the corrected responses could be used for the analysis of the different hypotheses.

Overall the results show that there are different factors that influence the donation process and the process of buying fair trade products. These factors also influence the warm glow feeling that people get when they make donations to charity or when they buy fair trade products. But where in theory we discuss ‘donations’ versus ‘fair trade’, in real life this is not a very clear distinction. There are many different kinds of charities that evoke different feelings for the donor. In this research we discussed three different charities and one overall fair trade organization. It showed that different factors are important for making donations to different kind of charities, and the factors that influence the warm glow feelings differ from these. From this research we can ascertain that internal factors are still the most important drivers for people to make donations and especially to buy fair trade products. In this respect responsibility is an important factor for buying fair trade products and getting a warm glow feeling from this. Focusing on people’s responsibility feelings could result in buying more fair trade products and using less money to keep for themselves instead of using for donations or buying fair trade products.

External factors also play an important role in the behavior to make donations or to buy fair trade products and in getting a warm glow feeling from this. Here we can distinguish social pressure and prestige as drivers. The prestige feeling is mainly important for getting a warm glow feeling from making donations. Apparently people like the feeling of knowing that their donations get noticed. Social pressure on the other hand plays an important role for the decision of making donations or buying fair trade products. This is important to know for further research on the drivers for competition between making donations and buying fair trade products. It is interesting to see that in order to get people to buy more fair trade products, it is not advisable to use the social pressure driver as this has a negative influence on buying fair trade products. 
6.4 Recommendations and limitations

In this paragraph the different limitations for this research will be discussed. 

Social desirability bias
Although a social desirability scale has been constructed to correct answers for social desirability responding, it is still difficult to eliminate all social desirability in a survey about donation behavior. People tend to answer in a social desirable way, even when it is made sure to them that the survey is completely anonymous. To overcome this problem it may be advisable to observe peoples donating behaviors and buying fair trade products behaviors. Thus, people do not have to answer questions about their behavior, but their behavior will be directly observed and registered. A research of this type will take more time and money, which were both not available for this present research.

Drivers
For this research 2 main drivers and 4 sub-drivers were chosen to act as drivers for donation behavior and buying fair trade products behavior, and for the warm glow feelings. These drivers were chosen after extensive research. It is still possible to take other drivers into account. For this research, demographical factors were left out for the reason that it would make the subject too broad. The main focus was put on the four subjective factors and therefore represent an important part of the behavior, though it does not cover the whole behavior for making donations or buying fair trade products. Further research could add to this part to take other factors into account that may or may not be relevant for donation behavior of or getting warm glow feelings.
References

Ajzen, Icek and B. L. Driver (1992), “Contingent Value Measurement: On the Nature and Meaning of Willingness to Pay”, Journal of Consumer Psychology 1 (4), 297-316.

Andreoni, James (1990), “Impure Altruism and Donations to Public Goods: A Theory of Warm-Glow Giving”, The Economic Journal 100, 464-477.

Andreoni. James and John Karl Scholz (1998), “An Econometric Analysis of Charitable Giving With Interdependent Preferences”, Economic Inquiry 36 (3), 410-428.

Ballard, Rebecca (1992), ”Short Forms of the Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale”, Psychological Reports 71, 1155-1160.

Basil, Debra Z., Ridgeway, Nancy M. and Michael D. Basil (2006), “Guilt Appeals: The Mediating Effect of Responsibility”, Psychology & Marketing 23 (12), 1035-1054.

Basil, Debra and Deanne Weber (2006), “Values Motivation and Concern for Appearances: The Effect of Personality Traits on Responses to Corporate Social Responsibility”, International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing 11, 61-72.

Bekkers, René and Pamela Wiepking (2007), “Generosity and Philanthropy. A Literature Review”, VU University Amsterdam, Philanthropic Studies, Working Paper Series, 1-69.

Bennett, Roger (2003), “Factors Underlying the Inclination to Donate to Particular Types of Charity”, International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing 8 (1), 12-29.

Berglind, Matthew and Cheryl Nakata (2005), “Cause-Related Marketing: More Buck than Bang?”, Business Horizons 48, 443-453.

Bird, Kate and David R. Hughes (1997), “Ethical Consumerism: The Case of “Fairly-Traded” Coffee”, Business Ethics: A European Review, 6 (3), 159-167.

Booth, Philip and Linda Whetstone (2007), “Half a Cheer for Fair Trade”, Institute of Economic Affairs, Working Paper.

Bull R. and E. Gibson-Robinson (1981), The Influences of Eye-Gaze, Style of Dress, and Locality on the Amounts of Money Donated to a Charity”, Human Relations 34, 895-905.

Clark, Jeremy (2002), “Recognizing Large Donations to Public Goods: An Experimental Test”,  Managerial and decision Economics 23, 33-44.

Cooter, Robert D. and Brian Broughman (2005), “Charity, Publicity, and the Donation Registry”, The Economists’ Voice 2 (3), 1-8.

Crowne, Douglas P. and David Marlowe (1960), “A New Scale of Social Desirability Independent of Psychopathology”, Journal of Consulting Psychology 24 (4), 349-354.

Crumpler, Heidi and Philip J. Grossman (2008), “An Experimental Test of Warm Glow Giving”, Journal of Public Economics 92, 1011-1021.

Dawson, Scott (1988), “Four Motivations for Charitable Giving: Implications for Marketing Strategy to Attract Monetary Donations for Medical Research”, Journal of Health Care Marketing 8 (2), 31-37.

De Pelsmacker, Patrick, Liesbeth Driesen and Glenn Rayp (2005), “Do Consumers Care about Ethics? Willingness to Pay for Fair-Trade Coffee”, The Journal of Consumer Affairs 39 (2), 363-385.

Diepen, Merel van, Bas Donkers and Philip Hans Franses (2008), “Does Irritation Induced by Charitable Direct Mailings Reduce Donations?”, ERIM Report Series Research in Management, Erasmus University Rotterdam.

Dunlap, David W. (1997), “$3 Million Zoo Gift revoked Because Plaque is Too Small”, The New York Times, May 15.

Field, Andy (2005), Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. London: Sage Publications.

Fisher, Robert J. (1993), “Social Desirability Bias and the Validity of Indirect Questioning”, The Journal of Consumer Research 20 (2), 303-315.
Glazer, Amihai and Kai A. Konrad (1996), “A Signaling Explanation for Charity”, The American Economic Review 86, 1019-1028.

Guy, Bonnies S. and Wesley E. Patton (1989), “The Marketing of Altruistic Causes: Understanding Why People Help”, The Journal of Consumer Marketing 6 (1), 19-30.

Harbaugh, William T. (1998), “What Do Donations Buy? A Model of Philantrophy Based on Prestige and Warm Glow”, Journal of Public Economics 67, 269-284.

Harris, Mary B., Benson, Sheldon M. and Carroll L. Hall (1975), “The Effects of Confession on Altruism”, The Journal of Social Psychology 96, 187-192.

Hira, Anil and Jared Ferrie (2006), “Fair Trade: Three Key Challenges for Reaching the Mainstream”, Journal of Business Ethics 63, 107-118.

Huhmann, Bruce A. and Timothy P. Brotherton (1997), “A Content Analysis of Guilt Appeals in Popular Magazine Advertisements”, Journal of Advertising 26 (2), 35-45

Kahle, Lynn R. and Patricia Kennedy (1989), “Using the List of Values (LOV) to Understand Consumers”, The Journal of Consumer Marketing 6 (3), 5-12.

Konow, James (2009), “Mixed Feeling: Theories and Evidence of Altruism”, Loyola Marymount University, Department of Economics, 1-40.

Krier, Jean-Marie (2005), “Fair Trade in Europe 2005”, Brussels: Fair Trade Advocacy Office.

Long, Stephen H. (1976), “Social Pressure and Contributions to Health Charities”, Public Choice 28 (1), 55-66.

Meyer, Harvey (1999), “When the Cause Is Just”, The Journal of Business Strategy 20 (6), 27-31.

Miceli, M. (1992), “How to Make Someone Feel Guilty: Strategies for Guilt Inducement and Their Goals”, Journal for the Theory of Social Behavior 22, 81-104.

Moore, Geoff, Gibbon, Jane and Richard Slack (2006), “The Mainstreaming of Fair Trade: A Macromarketing Perspective”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, 14, 329-352.

Nicholls, Alexander James (2002), “Strategic Options in Fair Trade Retailing”, International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management 30 (1), 6-17.

Paulhus, Delroy L. and Douglas B. Reid (1991), “Enhancement and Denial in Socially Desirable Responding”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 60 (2), 307-317.

Radley, Alan and Marie Kennedy (1995), “Charitable Giving by Individuals: A Study of Attitudes and Practice”, Human Relations 48 (6), 685-709.

Reinstein, David and Joon Song (2008), “Efficient Consumer Altruism and Fair Trade”, Department of Economics, University of Essex, 1-29.

Richardson, Martin and Frank Stähler (2007), “Fair Trade”, Working Paper in Economics and Econometrics No. 481, Australian National University. 

Sargeant, Adrian, Ford, John B. and Douglas C. West (2006), “Perceptual Determinants of Nonprofit Giving Behavior”, Journal of Business Research 59, 155-165.

Smith, Scott M. and David S. Alcorn (1991), “Cause Marketing: A New Direction in the Marketing of Corporate Responsibility”, The Journal of Consumer Marketing 8 (3), 19-35.

Smith, Warren and Matthew Higgins (2000), “Cause-Related Marketing: Ethics and the Ecstatic”, Business and Society 39 (3), 304-322.

Stroebe W. and B. S. Frey (1982), “Self-Interest and Collective Action: The Economics and Psychology of Public Goods”, British Journal of Social Psychology 21,121–37.

Wright, Len Tiu and Simon Heaton (2006), “Fair Trade marketing: an Exploration through Qualitative Research”, Journal of Strategic Marketing 14, 411-426.

Wymer Jr., Walter W. (1997), “Segmenting Volunteers Using Values, Self-Esteem, Empathy, and Facilitation as Determinant Variables”, Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing 5 (2), 3-28.

Appendix 1 -- SPSS output

Factor analysis on the SDR variables

	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,772

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	252,550

	
	df
	28

	
	Sig.
	,000
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	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	3,157
	39,467
	39,467
	3,157
	39,467
	39,467
	2,030
	25,372
	25,372

	2
	1,304
	16,302
	55,769
	1,304
	16,302
	55,769
	1,886
	23,569
	48,941

	3
	1,021
	12,765
	68,534
	1,021
	12,765
	68,534
	1,567
	19,593
	68,534

	4
	,666
	8,328
	76,863
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	,557
	6,959
	83,822
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	,491
	6,137
	89,958
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	,429
	5,363
	95,321
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	,374
	4,679
	100,000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,695
	,693
	3


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	sdrkwaad
	6,22
	7,364
	,466
	,255
	,657

	sdrvergeld
	7,46
	5,831
	,618
	,382
	,453

	sdrirritatie
	6,94
	7,431
	,457
	,244
	,667


Regression of SDR component (SDR) on each variable
	Question no.
	Variable
	B
	Sig.

	2
	Warm glow diseases
	-0.063
	0.615

	3
	Warm glow animal
	-0.049
	0.710

	4
	Warm glow rights
	0.087
	0.466

	5
	Warm glow fair trade
	-0.067
	0.581

	8
	Responsibility better
	0.191
	0.152

	9
	Responsibility help
	0.176
	0.136

	10
	Responsibility right
	0.100
	0.375

	11
	Responsibility guilt
	-0.040
	0.730

	12
	Responsibility bad
	-0.169
	0.101

	13.1
	Values belonging
	-0.338
	0.002

	13.2
	Values excitement
	-0.280
	0.013

	13.3
	Values relationship
	-0.031
	0.737

	13.4
	Values fulfillment
	-0.192
	0.009

	13.5
	Values respect
	-0.187
	0.061

	13.6
	Values fun
	-0.071
	0.272

	13.7
	Values security
	-0.044
	0.673

	13.8
	Values self-respect
	-0.069
	0.438

	13.9
	Values accomplishment
	-0.112
	0.210

	14
	Prestige know
	-0.326
	0.002

	15
	Prestige tell
	-0.282
	0.014

	16
	Prestige appreciate
	-0.541
	0.000

	17
	Prestige status
	-0.694
	0.000

	18
	Social pressure expect
	-0.152
	0.197

	19
	Social pressure approve
	-0.089
	0.544

	20
	Social pressure others find
	-0.308
	0.005

	21
	Social pressure meet expectations
	-0.262
	0.025


Factor analysis all variables

	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,758

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	1,159E3

	
	df
	231

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	5,014
	22,791
	22,791
	5,014
	22,791
	22,791
	3,998
	18,173
	18,173

	2
	3,059
	13,907
	36,697
	3,059
	13,907
	36,697
	2,865
	13,024
	31,197

	3
	2,523
	11,467
	48,164
	2,523
	11,467
	48,164
	2,057
	9,348
	40,545

	4
	1,718
	7,809
	55,973
	1,718
	7,809
	55,973
	2,053
	9,332
	49,877

	5
	1,291
	5,870
	61,843
	1,291
	5,870
	61,843
	1,934
	8,789
	58,666

	6
	1,076
	4,889
	66,732
	1,076
	4,889
	66,732
	1,775
	8,067
	66,732

	7
	,914
	4,157
	70,889
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	,821
	3,732
	74,621
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	,726
	3,300
	77,921
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	,690
	3,137
	81,058
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	,590
	2,681
	83,739
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	,523
	2,377
	86,116
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	,480
	2,182
	88,298
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	,433
	1,970
	90,268
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	,377
	1,714
	91,982
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	,325
	1,477
	93,460
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	,316
	1,436
	94,896
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	,285
	1,296
	96,191
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	,262
	1,193
	97,384
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	,214
	,972
	98,356
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	,189
	,857
	99,213
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	,173
	,787
	100,000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Responsibility better off
	,021
	,096
	,550
	-,135
	,305
	,188

	Responsibility to help
	,095
	,059
	,837
	,120
	,044
	-,158

	Responsibility right thing
	,207
	-,004
	,654
	,080
	,102
	-,028

	Responsibility guilt
	-,004
	,054
	,127
	,140
	,915
	-,008

	Responsibility bad
	,031
	,027
	,194
	,078
	,889
	-,062

	Values belonging
	,283
	,726
	,013
	,105
	-,041
	,036

	Values excitement
	,358
	,070
	-,051
	-,052
	-,060
	,641

	Values warm relationship
	,790
	,173
	,060
	-,016
	-,040
	,043

	Values self-fulfillment
	,744
	-,120
	,134
	,110
	,013
	,292

	Values respect
	,617
	,210
	-,028
	,175
	,061
	,373

	Values fun
	,697
	,066
	-,286
	-,020
	-,019
	,318

	Values security
	,792
	,102
	,186
	-,082
	-,074
	-,165

	Values self-respect
	,812
	-,105
	,139
	-,034
	,048
	,088

	Values accomplishment
	,612
	,224
	,311
	-,078
	,100
	-,135

	Prestige know
	,040
	,194
	,040
	,833
	,209
	-,063

	Prestige tell
	-,045
	-,027
	,058
	,907
	-,020
	,055

	Prestige recognition
	,118
	,414
	,016
	,047
	-,096
	,647

	Prestige status
	-,012
	,691
	,048
	,062
	-,033
	,398

	Social pressure others expect
	,076
	,868
	,060
	,065
	,099
	-,022

	Social pressure agree
	,037
	,004
	,546
	,502
	,067
	,357

	Social pressure others think
	-,069
	,164
	,066
	,372
	,301
	,427

	Social pressure live up
	-,029
	,828
	,034
	-,011
	,109
	,154

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	
	
	


Component 1 Values

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,861
	,867
	7


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Values warm relationship
	37,4896
	27,499
	,692
	,536
	,833

	Values self-fulfillment
	36,5786
	29,753
	,688
	,508
	,837

	Values respect
	37,2334
	28,361
	,560
	,357
	,853

	Values fun
	36,7310
	31,620
	,586
	,435
	,850

	Values security
	37,8623
	26,047
	,693
	,566
	,834

	Values self-respect
	37,2361
	27,665
	,715
	,554
	,830

	Values accomplishment
	37,3598
	29,559
	,540
	,366
	,854


Component 2 Others Opinions

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,823
	,822
	4

	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Values belonging
	15,3224
	15,751
	,584
	,370
	,804

	Prestige status
	14,1931
	14,905
	,597
	,363
	,799

	Social pressure others expect
	16,2675
	13,426
	,727
	,560
	,737

	Social pressure live up
	16,0694
	13,941
	,681
	,512
	,760


Component 3 Responsibility

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,646
	,656
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Responsibility better off
	13,1703
	15,100
	,348
	,124
	,633

	Responsibility to help
	12,5898
	13,997
	,563
	,342
	,488

	Responsibility right thing
	12,1068
	15,831
	,415
	,234
	,587

	Social pressure agree
	12,1320
	13,403
	,408
	,193
	,598


Component 4 Prestige

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,795
	,798
	2


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Prestige know
	3,6954
	2,334
	,664
	,441
	.a

	Prestige tell
	3,5763
	1,858
	,664
	,441
	.a

	
	
	
	
	
	


Component 5 Guilt

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,876
	,879
	2


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Responsibility guilt
	3,2195
	1,932
	,784
	,615
	.a

	Responsibility bad
	2,9426
	2,440
	,784
	,615
	.a

	a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability model assumptions. You may want to check item codings.


Component 6
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	,448
	,444
	3


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Values excitement
	10,5160
	5,675
	,263
	,094
	,368

	Prestige recognition
	9,6524
	4,806
	,359
	,132
	,180

	Social pressure others think
	12,4441
	6,240
	,204
	,052
	,466


Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for diseases

	Model Summaryc

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics
	Durbin-Watson

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change
	

	1
	,210a
	,044
	,036
	1,66420
	,044
	5,690
	1
	123
	,019
	

	2
	,253b
	,064
	,025
	1,67447
	,020
	,624
	4
	119
	,646
	2,105

	a. Predictors: (Constant), GUILT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Predictors: (Constant), GUILT, VALUES, PRESTIGE, OTHERS_OPINIONS, RESPONSIBILITY
	
	
	

	c. Dependent Variable: warm glow diseases
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	ANOVAb  of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for diseases

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	15,758
	1
	15,758
	5,690
	,019a

	
	Residual
	340,655
	123
	2,770
	
	

	
	Total
	356,413
	124
	
	
	

	2
	Regression
	22,753
	5
	4,551
	1,623
	,159b

	
	Residual
	333,660
	119
	2,804
	
	

	
	Total
	356,413
	124
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), GUILT
	
	
	
	

	b. Predictors: (Constant), GUILT, VALUES, PRESTIGE, OTHERS_OPINIONS, RESPONSIBILITY

	c. Dependent Variable: warm glow diseases
	
	
	


Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for animal welfare

	Model Summaryc

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics
	Durbin-Watson

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change
	

	1
	,221a
	,049
	,041
	1,74984
	,049
	6,299
	1
	123
	,013
	

	2
	,287b
	,082
	,044
	1,74742
	,033
	1,085
	4
	119
	,367
	2,194

	a. Predictors: (Constant), PRESTIGE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Predictors: (Constant), PRESTIGE, VALUES, GUILT, OTHERS_OPINIONS, RESPONSIBILITY
	
	
	

	c. Dependent Variable: warm glow animal welfare
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	ANOVAb  of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for animal welfare

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	19,288
	1
	19,288
	6,299
	,013a

	
	Residual
	376,618
	123
	3,062
	
	

	
	Total
	395,905
	124
	
	
	

	2
	Regression
	32,541
	5
	6,508
	2,131
	,066b

	
	Residual
	363,364
	119
	3,053
	
	

	
	Total
	395,905
	124
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), PRESTIGE
	
	
	

	b. Predictors: (Constant), PRESTIGE, VALUES, GUILT, OTHERS_OPINIONS, RESPONSIBILITY

	c. Dependent Variable: warm glow animal welfare
	
	
	


Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for human rights

	ANOVAb  of factors influencing warm glow feeling when donating to a charity for human rights

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	35,149
	5
	7,030
	2,874
	,017a

	
	Residual
	291,043
	119
	2,446
	
	

	
	Total
	326,192
	124
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), GUILT, VALUES, PRESTIGE, OTHERS_OPINIONS, RESPONSIBILITY

	b. Dependent Variable: warm glow rights
	
	
	
	


Regression analysis of factors influencing warm glow feeling when buying fair trade products

	Model Summaryc

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics
	Durbin-Watson

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change
	

	1
	,284a
	,081
	,073
	1,58851
	,081
	10,792
	1
	123
	,001
	

	2
	,334b
	,112
	,074
	1,58764
	,031
	1,034
	4
	119
	,393
	1,918

	a. Predictors: (Constant), RESPONSIBILITY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Predictors: (Constant), RESPONSIBILITY, OTHERS_OPINIONS, PRESTIGE, VALUES, GUILT
	
	
	

	c. Dependent Variable: warm glow fair trade
	
	
	
	
	
	


	ANOVAb  of factors influencing warm glow feeling when buying fair trade products

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	27,233
	1
	27,233
	10,792
	,001a

	
	Residual
	310,373
	123
	2,523
	
	

	
	Total
	337,606
	124
	
	
	

	2
	Regression
	37,655
	5
	7,531
	2,988
	,014b

	
	Residual
	299,951
	119
	2,521
	
	

	
	Total
	337,606
	124
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), RESPONSIBILITY
	
	
	

	b. Predictors: (Constant), RESPONSIBILITY, OTHERS_OPINIONS, PRESTIGE, VALUES, GUILT

	c. Dependent Variable: warm glow fair trade


	
	
	


Factor analysis of the warm glow items

	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,673

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	117,746

	
	df
	6

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	2,225
	55,620
	55,620
	2,225
	55,620
	55,620

	2
	,732
	18,309
	73,929
	
	
	

	3
	,717
	17,934
	91,863
	
	
	

	4
	,325
	8,137
	100,000
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Warm glow diseases
	,949
	,083
	,075

	Warm glow animal welfare
	,177
	,968
	,116

	Warm glow human rights
	,722
	,372
	,369

	Warm glow fair trade
	,170
	,116
	,970

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


Correlation tables

	Correlation table 1: Warm glow feelings and factors influencing these feelings

	
	
	VALUES
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	RESPONSIBILITY
	PRESTIGE
	GUILT
	Warm glow diseases
	Warm glow animal welfare
	Warm glow human rights
	Warm glow fair trade

	VALUES
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	,227*
	,250**
	,013
	,042
	,111
	,178*
	,151
	-,006

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	,011
	,005
	,888
	,638
	,217
	,048
	,092
	,950

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	Pearson Correlation
	,227*
	1
	,162
	,150
	,100
	,013
	,065
	,155
	-,033

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,011
	
	,071
	,096
	,267
	,888
	,474
	,084
	,712

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	RESPONSIBILITY
	Pearson Correlation
	,250**
	,162
	1
	,289**
	,348**
	,107
	,156
	,258**
	,284**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,005
	,071
	
	,001
	,000
	,235
	,083
	,004
	,001

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	PRESTIGE
	Pearson Correlation
	,013
	,150
	,289**
	1
	,211*
	,127
	,221*
	,226*
	,194*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,888
	,096
	,001
	
	,018
	,157
	,013
	,011
	,030

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	GUILT
	Pearson Correlation
	,042
	,100
	,348**
	,211*
	1
	,210*
	,073
	,128
	,181*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,638
	,267
	,000
	,018
	
	,019
	,417
	,154
	,043

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow diseases
	Pearson Correlation
	,111
	,013
	,107
	,127
	,210*
	1
	,296**
	,611**
	,283**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,217
	,888
	,235
	,157
	,019
	
	,001
	,000
	,001

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow animal welfare
	Pearson Correlation
	,178*
	,065
	,156
	,221*
	,073
	,296**
	1
	,472**
	,273**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,048
	,474
	,083
	,013
	,417
	,001
	
	,000
	,002

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow human rights
	Pearson Correlation
	,151
	,155
	,258**
	,226*
	,128
	,611**
	,472**
	1
	,464**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,092
	,084
	,004
	,011
	,154
	,000
	,000
	
	,000

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow fair trade
	Pearson Correlation
	-,006
	-,033
	,284**
	,194*
	,181*
	,283**
	,273**
	,464**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,950
	,712
	,001
	,030
	,043
	,001
	,002
	,000
	

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Correlation table 2: Amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products and factors influencing this behavior

	
	
	Amount diseases
	Amount animal welfare
	Amount human rights
	Amount fair trade
	Amount self
	VALUES
	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	RESPONSIBILITY
	PRESTIGE
	GUILT

	Amount diseases
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-,317**
	-,264**
	-,381**
	-,196*
	,028
	,171
	-,067
	-,112
	,025

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	,000
	,003
	,000
	,029
	,754
	,057
	,459
	,213
	,783

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount animal welfare
	Pearson Correlation
	-,317**
	1
	-,244**
	-,354**
	-,134
	,085
	-,032
	,039
	,080
	,016

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	
	,006
	,000
	,135
	,345
	,719
	,665
	,374
	,863

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount human rights
	Pearson Correlation
	-,264**
	-,244**
	1
	-,174
	-,179*
	,058
	,166
	,183*
	,058
	,036

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,003
	,006
	
	,052
	,045
	,517
	,065
	,041
	,518
	,693

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount fair trade
	Pearson Correlation
	-,381**
	-,354**
	-,174
	1
	-,185*
	-,061
	-,199*
	,164
	,052
	,015

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,000
	,052
	
	,039
	,498
	,026
	,068
	,566
	,866

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount self
	Pearson Correlation
	-,196*
	-,134
	-,179*
	-,185*
	1
	-,144
	-,116
	-,428**
	-,077
	-,140

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,029
	,135
	,045
	,039
	
	,108
	,200
	,000
	,391
	,120

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	VALUES
	Pearson Correlation
	,028
	,085
	,058
	-,061
	-,144
	1
	,227*
	,250**
	,013
	,042

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,754
	,345
	,517
	,498
	,108
	
	,011
	,005
	,888
	,638

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	OTHERS_OPINIONS
	Pearson Correlation
	,171
	-,032
	,166
	-,199*
	-,116
	,227*
	1
	,162
	,150
	,100

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,057
	,719
	,065
	,026
	,200
	,011
	
	,071
	,096
	,267

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	RESPONSIBILITY
	Pearson Correlation
	-,067
	,039
	,183*
	,164
	-,428**
	,250**
	,162
	1
	,289**
	,348**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,459
	,665
	,041
	,068
	,000
	,005
	,071
	
	,001
	,000

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	PRESTIGE
	Pearson Correlation
	-,112
	,080
	,058
	,052
	-,077
	,013
	,150
	,289**
	1
	,211*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,213
	,374
	,518
	,566
	,391
	,888
	,096
	,001
	
	,018

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	GUILT
	Pearson Correlation
	,025
	,016
	,036
	,015
	-,140
	,042
	,100
	,348**
	,211*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,783
	,863
	,693
	,866
	,120
	,638
	,267
	,000
	,018
	

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Correlation table 3: Amount used to make donations or to buy fair trade products and warm glow feelings

	
	
	Warm glow diseases
	Warm glow animal welfare
	Warm glow human rights
	Warm glow fair trade
	Amount diseases
	Amount animal welfare
	Amount human rights
	Amount fair trade
	Amount self

	Warm glow diseases
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	,296**
	,611**
	,283**
	,449**
	-,137
	-,052
	-,177*
	-,177*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	,001
	,000
	,001
	,000
	,127
	,561
	,048
	,048

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow animal welfare
	Pearson Correlation
	,296**
	1
	,472**
	,273**
	-,136
	,545**
	-,115
	-,234**
	-,101

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,001
	
	,000
	,002
	,131
	,000
	,201
	,009
	,263

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow human rights
	Pearson Correlation
	,611**
	,472**
	1
	,464**
	,043
	-,055
	,266**
	-,087
	-,187*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,000
	
	,000
	,638
	,543
	,003
	,337
	,037

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Warm glow fair trade
	Pearson Correlation
	,283**
	,273**
	,464**
	1
	-,141
	-,097
	-,030
	,393**
	-,198*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,001
	,002
	,000
	
	,117
	,280
	,737
	,000
	,027

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount diseases
	Pearson Correlation
	,449**
	-,136
	,043
	-,141
	1
	-,317**
	-,264**
	-,381**
	-,196*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,131
	,638
	,117
	
	,000
	,003
	,000
	,029

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount animal welfare
	Pearson Correlation
	-,137
	,545**
	-,055
	-,097
	-,317**
	1
	-,244**
	-,354**
	-,134

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,127
	,000
	,543
	,280
	,000
	
	,006
	,000
	,135

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount human rights
	Pearson Correlation
	-,052
	-,115
	,266**
	-,030
	-,264**
	-,244**
	1
	-,174
	-,179*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,561
	,201
	,003
	,737
	,003
	,006
	
	,052
	,045

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount fair trade
	Pearson Correlation
	-,177*
	-,234**
	-,087
	,393**
	-,381**
	-,354**
	-,174
	1
	-,185*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,048
	,009
	,337
	,000
	,000
	,000
	,052
	
	,039

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	Amount self
	Pearson Correlation
	-,177*
	-,101
	-,187*
	-,198*
	-,196*
	-,134
	-,179*
	-,185*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,048
	,263
	,037
	,027
	,029
	,135
	,045
	,039
	

	
	N
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125
	125

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Regression analysis of different values on warm glow feelings
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,025
	1,265
	
	1,601
	,112

	
	Values belonging
	,011
	,113
	,009
	,095
	,924

	
	Values excitement
	,173
	,112
	,161
	1,553
	,123

	
	Values warm relationship
	,046
	,168
	,036
	,277
	,782

	
	Values self-fulfillment
	,181
	,204
	,110
	,884
	,378

	
	Values respect
	,279
	,140
	,230
	1,995
	,048

	
	Values fun
	-,349
	,216
	-,188
	-1,619
	,108

	
	Values security
	-,202
	,152
	-,177
	-1,330
	,186

	
	Values self-respect
	-,148
	,176
	-,109
	-,838
	,404

	
	Values accomplishment
	,340
	,146
	,253
	2,319
	,022

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow human rights
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4,856
	1,322
	
	3,673
	,000

	
	Values belonging
	-,070
	,118
	-,061
	-,596
	,553

	
	Values excitement
	,070
	,117
	,064
	,600
	,550

	
	Values warm relationship
	,433
	,175
	,328
	2,475
	,015

	
	Values self-fulfillment
	,227
	,213
	,135
	1,062
	,290

	
	Values respect
	-,167
	,146
	-,135
	-1,147
	,254

	
	Values fun
	-,372
	,225
	-,196
	-1,653
	,101

	
	Values security
	-,386
	,158
	-,332
	-2,436
	,016

	
	Values self-respect
	,221
	,184
	,160
	1,199
	,233

	
	Values accomplishment
	-,016
	,153
	-,011
	-,102
	,919

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow fair trade
	
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,693
	,586
	
	4,594
	,000

	
	Social pressure others expect
	-,011
	,124
	-,010
	-,085
	,932

	
	Social pressure agree
	,171
	,077
	,208
	2,219
	,028

	
	Social pressure others think
	,007
	,106
	,007
	,070
	,945

	
	Social pressure live up
	,123
	,126
	,119
	,975
	,331

	a. Dependent Variable: warm glow human rights
	
	
	


Appendix 2 -- Questionnaire

ENGLISH (translation)

Survey on donating to charity and buying fair trade products.

Thank you for your contribution to the research on charities and fair trade products. This is a survey for my graduation thesis at the economic faculty of the Erasmus University Rotterdam. Please try to be open and honest in answering the questions. Your responses are completely anonymous and absolutely confidential.
The following questions are about the donation behavior and buying fair trade products behavior. Answering the questions will take approximately 10 minutes.

Fair trade and charities

Fair trade is a trading partnership based on dialogue, transparency and respect, that seeks greater equity in international trade. Fair trade contributes to sustainable development by offering better trading conditions to and securing the rights of disadvantaged producers and workers especially in South America and Africa.

A charity is a matter of general interest where you can donate to with money or goods. It is also possible to volunteer for charity. To add, the term ‘charity’ is being used for organizations working for such purposes.

Thank you for your cooperation in this research.

Peter Koning
1. Suppose you would be given 20 euro to spend on donations for charity or on buying fair trade products. What will you do? It is possible to divide the 20 euro on more answers.
a. I donate €____ to a charity for diseases.

b. I donate €____ to a charity for animal welfare.

c. I donate €____ to a charity for human rights.

d. I buy for €____ fair trade products that guarantee honest prices for the producers in Africa and South America.

e. I keep €____  of the amount for myself.

Suppose you just donated an amount to a charity for diseases. Please specify whether you agree with the following statement. 

Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
2. Donating to charities for research on  

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

diseases gives me a warm feeling.


Suppose you just donated an amount to a charity for animal welfare. Please specify whether you agree with the following statement.













Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
3. Donating to charities for research on 

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

animal welfare gives me a warm feeling.

Suppose you just donated an amount to a charity for human rights. Please specify whether you agree with the following statement.
Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
4. Donating to charities for human rights

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

gives me a warm feeling.


Suppose you just bought fair trade products. Please specify whether you agree with the following statement.
Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
5. Buying fair trade products gives me a

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

warm feeling
The next 2 questions ask about the real amount that you spent on donations and fair trade products this year.
6. What amount did you spent on donations to charities this year? 

€_______

7. What amount did you spent on fair trade products this year? 
€_______

Please specify whether you disagree or agree with the following statements. 1 = totally disagree and 7 = totally agree.
When I donate to charity or buy fair trade products I do this because:

Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
8. I am so much better off than the people

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

(and animals) that are supported by charities and
Fair trade organizations.
9. I have the responsibility to do what I can to

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

help.


10. Helping is the right thing to do.


1—2—3—4—5—6—7


11. I feel guilty about not helping.


1—2—3—4—5—6—7


12. I feel bad about helping.



1—2—3—4—5—6—7


13. The next question is about a list of things that people find important in life. Please read the list carefully and give every item a value on how important it is in your life. 1 = totally not important and 7 is very important.
Totally


Very
not important

important
1. Sense of belonging 


1—2—3—4—5—6—7 


2. Excitement



1—2—3—4—5—6—7

3. Warm relationships with others

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

4. Self-fulfillment



1—2—3—4—5—6—7

5. Being well respected


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

6. Fun and enjoyment in life

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

7. Security




1—2—3—4—5—6—7

8. Self-respect



1—2—3—4—5—6—7

9. A sense of accomplishment

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

Please specify whether you disagree or agree with the following statements:
Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
14. I find it important for others to know

1—2—3—4—5—6—7
that I donate to charity or buy fair trade products.
15. When I make donations to charity or buy

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

fair trade products I tell others about it.
16. I find it important to get recognition out 

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

of the things I do.
17. Social status is very important for me.

1—2—3—4—5—6—7


18. I often do things that others expect me to do.
1—2—3—4—5—6—7

19. Most people who are important to me

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

approve that I donate to charity or buy fair trade products.


20. Most people who are important in my life

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

think I should engage in making charity donations or 
buying fair trade products.

21. I find it important that I live up to others

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

expectations.
Please specify whether you disagree or agree with the following statements.
Totally


Totally
disagree


agree
22. I sometimes feel resentful if I don’t get

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

my way.
23. There have been times when I felt like

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

rebelling against people even though I knew they

were right. 
24. There have been occasions when I have taken
1—2—3—4—5—6—7

advantage of someone.

25. I’m always willing to admit when I make a.

1—2—3—4—5—6—7
mistake. 
26. I sometimes try to get even rather than to forgive
1—2—3—4—5—6—7

and forget.

27. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a 
1—2—3—4—5—6—7

good listener.
28. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

favors of me.
29. I have never deliberately said something

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

to hurt someone’s feelings.

30. With this question you chose one charity or fair trade product of which you decide it gets €10 from the government as donation.
a. A charity for research on diseases.

b. A charity for animal welfare.

c. A charity for human rights.

d. Support for fair trade products that guarantee fair prices for producers in Africa and South America.

Now you will be given €10 to spend on the charity or fair trade products of your choice at the last question yourself, so you can personally contribute to your chosen charity or fair trade product. This amount can be fully or partially used. If you donate €6, the government will add €4 so the total amount will donated will always be €10. The charity or fair trade product of choice will not receive less or more than €10. If you donate €10, the government will donate €0 and when you decide to donate €0, the government will add €10 to this amount to donate to the charity or fair trade product of your choice.

31. Please specify the amount you wish to donate to the charity to fair trade products of your choice: €________

DUTCH (original)
Enquête over het doneren aan goede doelen en het kopen van fair trade producten.

Bedankt dat u wilt meehelpen aan het onderzoek over goede doelen en fair trade producten. Dit is een enquête ten behoeve van mijn afstudeerscriptie aan de economische faculteit van de Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam. Probeert u alstublieft open en eerlijk in de beantwoording van de vragen te zijn. Uw antwoorden zijn volledig anoniem en volstrekt vertrouwelijk. 

De volgende vragen gaan over het onderzoek naar doneergedrag aan goede doelen en het kopen van fair trade producten. Het beantwoorden van de vragen zal ongeveer 10 minuten duren. 

Fair trade en goede doelen

Fair trade staat voor een handelspartnerschap, gebaseerd op dialoog, transparantie en respect, dat streeft naar meer rechtvaardigheid in de internationale handel. Fair trade draagt bij tot duurzame ontwikkeling door betere handelsvoorwaarden te bieden aan en de rechten veilig te stellen van achtergestelde producenten en arbeiders vooral in Zuid Amerika en Afrika.

Een goed doel is een zaak van algemeen belang waar men geld of goederen aan kan geven. Ook kan men als vrijwilliger zijn tijd besteden aan werkzaamheden ten behoeve van een goed doel. In het verlengde daarvan wordt de term 'goed doel' gebruikt voor organisaties die zich inzetten voor dergelijke doelen.

Bedankt voor uw medewerking aan dit onderzoek.

Peter Koning

1. Stel u krijgt 20 euro om te doneren aan goede doelen of te besteden aan fair trade producten. Wat gaat u doen? U mag de 20 euro eventueel verdelen over de verschillende antwoorden:

a. Ik doneer €____ aan een goed doel voor onderzoek naar ernstige ziektes.

b. Ik doneer €____  aan een goed doel voor het welzijn van dieren.

c. Ik doneer €____  aan een goed doel voor de rechten van de mens.

d. Ik koop voor €____ aan fair trade producten die eerlijke prijzen voor de producenten in Afrika en Zuid Amerika garanderen.

e. Ik houd €____  van het geld voor mezelf.

Stelt u zich voor dat u zojuist een geldbedrag gedoneerd heeft aan een goed doel voor onderzoek naar ernstige ziektes. Geef vervolgens aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stelling. 

Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens

2. Doneren aan goede doelen voor onderzoek 

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

naar ernstige ziektes geeft me een warm



gevoel. 

Stelt u zich voor dat u zojuist een geldbedrag gedoneerd heeft aan een goed doel voor het welzijn van dieren. Geef vervolgens aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stelling.






Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens

3. Doneren aan goede doelen voor het welzijn

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

van dieren geeft me een warm gevoel.

Stelt u zich voor dat u zojuist een geldbedrag gedoneerd heeft aan een goed doel voor de rechten van de mens. Geef vervolgens aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stelling.

Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens
4. Doneren aan goede doelen voor de rechten

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

van de mens geeft me een warm gevoel.


Stelt u zich voor dat u zojuist een fair trade producten heeft gekocht. Geef vervolgens aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stelling. 
Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens

5. Het kopen van fair trade producten geeft

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

me een warm gevoel.

De volgende 2 vragen gaan over het werkelijke bedrag dat u aan goede doelen heeft gedoneerd en aan fair trade producten heeft uitgegeven.

6. Welk bedrag heeft u het afgelopen jaar ongeveer gedoneerd aan goede doelen? 

€_______

7. Welk bedrag heeft u het afgelopen jaar ongeveer uitgegeven aan 

fair trade producten?


€_______

Geeft u bij de volgende vragen alstublieft aan in hoeverre u het met de stelling oneens of eens bent. 1 = helemaal mee oneens en 7 = helemaal mee eens.

Als ik doneer aan een goed doel of fair trade producten koop, doe ik dit omdat:

Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens
8. Ik zoveel beter af ben dan de mensen

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

(en dieren) die gesteund worden door

goede doelen en fair trade organisaties.

9. Ik de verantwoordelijkheid heb om te

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

doen wat ik kan doen om te helpen.


10. Helpen het juiste is om te doen.


1—2—3—4—5—6—7


11. Ik me schuldig voel als ik niet help.


1—2—3—4—5—6—7


12. Ik me slecht voel als ik niet help.


1—2—3—4—5—6—7


13. Deze vraag gaat over een lijst van dingen die mensen belangrijk vinden in het leven. Bestudeert u de lijst alstublieft zorgvuldig en geef elk punt een waarde van hoe belangrijk het is in uw leven. 1 = totaal onbelangrijk, 7 = heel erg belangrijk.

Totaal



Heel erg

onbelangrijk


belangrijk
1. Gevoel van erbij horen 


1—2—3—4—5—6—7 


2. Spanning/opwinding


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

3. Warme relatie met anderen

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

4. Tevreden zijn over jezelf


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

5. Gerespecteerd worden


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

6. Plezier in het leven hebben

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

7. Veiligheid




1—2—3—4—5—6—7

8. Zelfrespect



1—2—3—4—5—6—7

9. Een voldaan gevoel hebben

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

Geeft u bij de volgende vragen alstublieft aan in hoeverre u het met de stelling oneens of eens bent. 1 = helemaal mee oneens en 7 = helemaal mee eens.

Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens

14. Ik vind het belangrijk dat anderen weten

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

dat ik doneer aan goede doelen en/of

fair trade producten koop.


15. Als ik een donatie aan een goed doel


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

maak of een fair trade product koop

dan vertel ik anderen hierover.


16. Ik vind het belangrijk dat ik waardering

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

krijg voor wat ik doe.



17. Status is erg belangrijk voor mij.


1—2—3—4—5—6—7


18. Ik doe vaak dingen die anderen van


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

mij verwachten.

19. De meeste mensen die belangrijk voor mij

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

zijn keuren het goed dat ik doneer aan 

goede doelen en fair trade producten koop.


20. De meeste mensen die belangrijk zijn in

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

mijn leven vinden dat ik moet doneren aan 

goede doelen of fair trade producten moet

kopen.

21. Ik vind het belangrijk om aan de


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

verwachtingen van anderen te voldoen.

Geeft u bij de volgende vragen op een schaal van 7 alstublieft aan of u er helemaal niet mee eens bent of helemaal mee eens bent. 1 = helemaal mee oneens en 7 = helemaal mee eens.

Helemaal


Helemaal

mee oneens


mee eens

22. Ik word soms kwaad als ik mijn 


1—2—3—4—5—6—7

zin niet krijg.


23. Ik heb me weleens tegen anderen afgezet

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

ook al wist ik dat ze gelijk hadden. 

24. Er zijn weleens omstandigheden geweest

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

waarin ik misbruik heb gemaakt van een ander.

25. Ik geef het altijd toe als ik een fout maak.

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

26. Soms ben ik eerder op vergelding uit dan

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

dat ik bereid ben om te vergeven en vergeten.

27. Tegen wie ik ook praat, ik ben altijd een

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

goed luisterend oor. 

28. Ik raak soms geïrriteerd als mensen mij

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

om een gunst vragen.

29. Ik heb nooit expres iets gezegd om een

1—2—3—4—5—6—7

ander te kwetsen.
30. Bij deze vraag kiest u één goed doel of fair trade product waarvan u bepaalt dat het €10 van de overheid ontvangt als steun: 

a. Een goed doel voor onderzoek naar ernstige ziektes.

b. Een goed doel voor het welzijn van dieren.

c. Een goed doel voor de rechten van de mens.

d. Steun aan fair trade producten die eerlijke prijzen voor de producenten in Afrika en Zuid Amerika garanderen.

Nu krijgt u €10 om zelf aan het goede doel of fair trade product van uw keuze bij de vorige vraag te geven, zodat u persoonlijk kunt bijdragen aan het door u gekozen goede doel of fair trade product. U kunt dit bedrag helemaal of gedeeltelijk doneren. Als u €6 doneert zal de overheid dit aanvullen met €4 zodat het totaal van €10 aan uw goede doel naar keuze overgemaakt wordt. Het goede doel of fair trade product van uw keuze zal niet meer of minder dan €10 ontvangen. Als u €10 doneert zal de overheid €0 doneren en als u besluit om €0 te doneren zal de overheid het bedrag tot €10 aanvullen voor het goede doel van uw keuze.
31. Geeft u alstublieft aan hoeveel u zelf aan het goede doel of fair trade product van uw keuze wilt doneren: €________

Appendix 3 -- Website with article for filling in the questionnaire
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Goede doelen en fair trade wetenschappelijk benaderd

Op universiteiten wordt tegenwoordig steeds meer onderzoek gedaan naar de beleving van
goede doelen en fair trade producten bij de consument. Zo wordt er nu een interessant
onderzoek gedaan door een student aan de Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam, over de
verhouding tussen doneren aan goede doelen en het kopen van fair trade producten.
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