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Abstract
The impact of social capital on individuals’ giving behavior has been widely studied, how-
ever, most of the existing literature considers charitable giving to be one form of prosocial 
behavior without further exploring donations to various charitable causes and fails to cap-
ture the shaping role of the state on individuals’ giving preferences. We draw on social cap-
ital literature and deploy the 2012 wave of the Chinese General Social Survey to examine 
to what extent the key social capital correlates, including social networks, norms of gen-
eralized reciprocity and trust affect individuals’ giving preferences and the amount given 
to six specific causes. Results indicate that the effect of social network on giving varies 
across causes greatly. Attending religious group has the highest explanatory power of giv-
ing to Religious cause. Being any associational membership are likely to give to Poverty 
cause,  and individuals holding higher institutional trust give more , the charitable cause 
prioritized by the state’s political agenda and where donation is predominantly channeled 
through the state. Norm of generalized reciprocity is an important predictor of the decision 
to give to Neighborhood. Except for individuals attending community-based association 
donate higher amounts, others are relatively less likely to donate to the domain of Environ-
mental issues, the newly emerged causes whereas still suppressed by the state. This study 
contributes a better understanding that individuals’ giving preferences are not only driven 
by social capital correlates, but shaped by the state’ structural intervention in various chari-
table domains, which also sheds lights on future studies that explore giving behaviors in 
other authoritarian regimes.
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1  Introduction

In recent years, scholars have been increasingly interested in exploring the determinants 
of charitable giving from diverse perspectives (Gittell and Tebaldi 2006; Bekkers 2006). 
Social capital, as a well-known sociological concept, has been widely used in explain-
ing individuals volunteering and giving behaviors and is determined as one of the main 
factors eliciting charitable actions (Glanville et al. 2015; Brown and Ferris 2007; Cox 
et al. 2018; Herzog and Yang 2018). Despite a well-developed literature has recognized 
the prominence of social capital in facilitating philanthropy, there remain key research 
gaps that deserve further and systematic research.

First, although charitable giving behaviors, such as why individuals give and the 
amount they would like to give, have been extensively examined by the extant studies, 
almost all of which considers charitable giving to be one form of prosocial behavior 
without considering personal preferences, that is, without further exploring the dona-
tions to different causes. For instance, while the magnitude of social network, a key 
component of social capital, on charitable giving behavior in general has achieved con-
sensus in the literature (Putnam 1995; Diop et  al. 2018), no studies have investigated 
how the influences of social networks vary across charitable causes. Actually, charitable 
giving is far from an identical prosocial behavior. It varies greatly with personal choices 
and preferences. Therefore, studies on charitable giving cannot exclusively be confined 
to determining whether people donate or not and the amount donated, but include to 
what particular charitable causes they are inclined to donate.

Second, the existing empirical literature examines the relationship between social 
capital and charitable giving from the micro-level (e.g., individuals’ rationale), while 
how such behaviors being indirectly shaped by the macro-structural factors is barely 
captured. However, the latter is of great importance in the authoritarian regime. The 
propensity of giving to various causes is not only an individual choice driven by indi-
vidual-level social capital, but to a greater extent, it is reflective of the state’ structural 
intervention through taking differentiated controlling approaches over various charitable 
domains. Thus, only by segmenting the charitable causes and having a more nuanced 
study examining individuals’ giving propensity between causes, can we see the dual 
effects from both individual-level social capital and the shaping role of the state’s struc-
tural intervention.

To fill the research gap and to generate a further and comprehensive explanation of 
charitable giving behavior in a theoretically integrated approach, we explore to what 
extent the three indices of social capital, including social networks, norms of general-
ized reciprocity and trust (generalized trust and institutional trust) affect individuals’ 
giving decisions among six charitable causes, for both giving preference and the amount 
given in China. China serves as a typical case that in the authoritarian regime, how the 
shaping role of the state through monopolizing or opening-up charitable domains and 
spaces for civil society organizations (CSOs), coupled with the factors relevant to social 
capital, give rise to the intertwined and differentiated effects on individuals’ giving 
choices across charitable causes. To be specific, employing the nationally representative 
data from the 2012 wave of the Chinese General Social Survey (CGSS) and applying 
the Cragg model (Heckman and Tobit model used as robustness check), our study sys-
tematically examines the extent to which the three dimensions of social capital influence 
giving preferences among religious causes, poverty causes, health, education and cul-
ture, environmental issues and neighborhood.
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We begin by discussing the Chinese context of philanthropy. Then, building on the lit-
erature and theories of the relationship between social capital and charitable giving, we 
propose sets of hypotheses as to how each of the dimensions of social capital affect donors’ 
incidence of giving and the amount given. After introducing the research methods, includ-
ing the data, measures and modeling used in this study, we present the main findings and 
robustness check. A systematic discussion of the empirical research, along with the impli-
cations and limitations of the study, is included in the final section.

2 � Charitable Giving in China

China has a long and rich history of philanthropy. The value of philanthropical giving 
is deeply rooted in Confucian, Daoist, and Buddhist ethics (Zhou and Zeng 2006). Soon 
after the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) came into power in 1949, however, almost all 
private organizations were either dissolved or tightly constrained by the state (Hsu 2009; 
Wang et al. 2015). Individual giving, portrayed as dedication to the state and its people, 
was not suppressed but heavily politicized,1 as only the state could mobilize societal 
resources and raise money from the public (1949a, b; 1950; 1953). It was not until the 
1980s that Chinese philanthropy reemerged, with the first charitable foundation founded 
by the government.2 In the following years, the state gradually opened up space for CSOs 
and allowed for charitable giving to those organizations with divergent focuses for the two 
main reasons (Yan et al. 2007). On the one hand, the state was confronted with the press-
ing social needs, while has only limited capacity to provide the diversified social services; 
and on the other hand, the economic reform and opening-up in 1978 bring in remarkable 
expansion of private wealth, the rise of the newly wealthy elites and the middle classes 
provide a concrete economic and civil ground for the growth of CSOs (Johnson and Saich 
2017). Over the past few years, the state issues a series of new regulations and policies on 
philanthropy, especially the China Charity Law released in 2016 can be seen as one with 
milestone significance for the charitable sector. The Charity Law not only offers more 
encouraging environment for individual charitable giving but also provides a comprehen-
sive legal framework for the CSOs, under which they could gain more political legiti-
macy, as well as favorable tax reduction. As a result, philanthropy domains are expected 
to be more diversified.

However, the Chinese government still plays a dominant role in the philanthropy mar-
ket (Deng 2015). Specifically, the state slowly opens up spaces for certain types of CSOs 
to harness the strength of social forces, such as those with environmental protection and 
neighborhood orientated (Wong 1994; Tomba 2014). Meanwhile, the state still monopo-
lizes the philanthropy market by possessing the quasi-government nonprofit organizations 
(QGNOs), such as the Red Cross and China Foundation for Poverty Alleviation, to achieve 
its political agenda and share its assumed public service responsibilities. For instance, the 
state could mobilize the public to donate to poverty cause through letting those QGNOs 
initiate political campaigns such as propaganda and education (Bi et  al. 2010; Tomba 
2014). Taken together, we see that charitable giving in China is influenced by the state’s 

1  With an exception of the period of Culture Revolution.
2  The first charitable foundation, the China Children and Teenagers’ Fund, was founded in 1981.
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structural intervention. Donation in China is primarily channeled through the differentiated 
philanthropy fields controlled by the state.

Regarding specific charitable causes or domains, the Chinese charity predominantly ori-
ented towards urgent social needs such as poverty alleviation, health and education (John-
son and Saich 2017). Poverty alleviation has been a top concern of the CCP since 1978. 
The market reforms bring about economic take-off and yet also greater inequality of wealth 
and worsening poverty. Poverty alleviation became the first domain opened up for philan-
thropy market through founding QGNOs, aiming at devolving more social responsibility 
from the government to the society. In addition to poverty alleviation per se, emergency 
and disaster relief, usually in the name of poverty alleviation or relief, were also opened 
up for charitable donation, and the social forces were encouraged to contribute to. Since 
President Xi has proposed the ambitious plan to completely eliminate poverty by 2020, the 
policy priority placed on it has become more prominent than ever. Accordingly, QGNOs 
and even some private foundations are heavily involved in fundraising activities for poverty 
alleviation.

Next to poverty alleviation are the two most concerned charitable domains, education 
and health, both of which have also attracted the widespread attention from both the gov-
ernment and private philanthropic charities (Johnson and Saich 2017). As opposed to pov-
erty alleviation, those two domains are relatively independent of the extensive intervention 
of the state, allowing social force to step in and help to meet the rising social needs unmet 
by the state (Spires 2011). Thus, active CSOs contribute to education and health domains 
in complementary ways rather than as subsidiaries to the government. For instance, to pro-
vide free lunch to children living in rural villages who are not covered by national educa-
tion welfare, Deng Fei, alongside over 500 journalists and a broad range of mainstream 
media, initiated the charitable education program Free Lunch for Children (FL4C 2011) 
on a social media platform. Similarly, in the health domain, several large private crowd-
funding platforms, such as Water Droplets, have been established for those who cannot 
afford medical bills. Despite the fact that both campaigns have been active and raised large 
amounts of charitable donations, it only suggests that health domain has developed com-
pared to that in the past, whereas comparatively speaking, there remains huge disparity 
when compared to other domains, such as poverty alleviation, in which the state intervenes 
and mobilizes a lot.

As we stated above, Chinese charities have developed with an extending array of 
charitable domains. Among them, neighborhood and environmental affairs as two chari-
table domains have emerged only in the past two decades (Wong 1994; Tomba 2014) 
and thus are quite new to Chinese donors. Unlike the above-mentioned three areas, 
neighborhood and environmental issues are suppressed by the state to a certain extent. 
For instance, deriving from the perception that environmentalism is a threat to social 
stability, the state dominates the field of environmental issues by regulating the mar-
ket and emphasizing on corporate social responsibility rather than collaborating with 
CSOs (Ho 2001; Lin 2007). Neighborhood CSOs only emerged in 1990s when welfare 
services cannot adequately be met by work units (danwei) (Wong 1994) and since then, 
neighborhood CSOs have started to undertake the obligations in sharing social welfare 
burden. However, the state has long been taking a controlling attitude towards neighbor-
hood CSOs at the community level, especially those that promote collective action, such 
as owner’s committee (Read 2008), so that there is still quite a limited number of neigh-
borhood CSOs while neighborhood charitable cause is unfamiliar to donors in China. 
It should be noted that with the shift of political priorities and the burgeoning of the 
public awareness, philanthropic practices in both two areas are changing but slowly. In 
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addition, while China has witnessed a revival of religion since the reform era, religious 
organizations are still in an intricate situation in which the state wields restrictive con-
trol over them (McCarthy 2013). Because of the nature of political sensitivity, religious 
organizations are forced to keep a low profile and to avoid being engaged in philan-
thropic practices, except for raising funds from lay believer populations.

Drawing upon the state’s graduated controls over CSOs as proposed by Kang and 
Han (2008), if we consider the state’s differentiated strategy towards charitable causes 
as a spectrum  according to political agenda and political sensitivity of CSOs, the state’s 
controlling and prioritizing strategies could be seen as the two ends of the spectrum 
with poverty alleviation locating at one end and religious cause at the other. Education 
and health as the two charitable causes approach poverty alleviation while environmen-
tal issues and neighborhood reach to religious cause (Fig. 1).

In terms of individuals’ giving preferences, the donors in China essentially shares 
some similarities with its Western democratic counterparts, such as wealthy donors 
functioning as the leading force and the people most in need being the targets of charity 
funds (Ryan et  al. 2014). However, by segmenting the charitable causes and focusing 
on individuals’ giving preferences among various causes, it is expected to see that in an 
authoritarian regime, the state intervenes in philanthropic domains through adopting the 
differentiated controlling strategies. In sum, placing the donation discourse in the Chi-
nese context, this study will generate a comprehensive explanation for the dual ration-
ales that individuals’ giving preferences to various charitable causes is not only driven 
by individual-level social capital factors, but shaped by the varying degree to which the 
state intervenes in different philanthropy fields. That is to say, the state exerts an under-
lying and indirect influence on individuals’ giving preferences by means of controlling 
the donation channels of charitable causes. A schematic diagram illustrating the state’s 
structural intervention can be seen from Fig. 2.

controlling prioritizing

Religious cause
Environment issues
Neighborhood

Education and Culture
Health Poverty alleviation

Fig. 1   The state’s differentiated controlling strategies to various charitable causes

Fig. 2   Schematic diagram of the state’s impact on individuals’ giving preferences
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3 � Literature Review and Theoretical Hypotheses

3.1 � 3.1 Social Capital and Charitable Giving

Starting with the classic sociological understanding, social capital is defined as the accu-
mulated resources correlated with “the possession of a durable network” that facilitates col-
lectively-owned capital with one another by “transforming contingent relations” (Bourdieu 
1986) and similarly, Coleman (1988) sees it as a property of relationships that people can 
benefit from. While as a dynamic and developmental concept, Putnam (1995) views social 
capital as a key attribute of building viable communities that entails mutual obligation and 
responsibility for action and over time, scholars have gradually come to a consensus that 
social capital is consisted of three key dimensions: networks, norms and trust as proposed 
by Putnam (1995). Together, the three dimensions facilitate coordination and cooperation 
for mutual benefits.

In terms of the relationship between charitable giving and social capital, a dominant 
rationale lies in that higher stocks of social capital are likely to increase the possibility 
of being exposed to giving opportunities and of being solicited to donate (Schervish and 
Havens 1997). By exploring different social capital indices, existing literature extensively 
investigates the relationship between volunteering or giving behavior, and almost all of 
which find that higher levels of social capital are positively related to individuals’ donating 
behaviors (Jackson et al. 1995; Brown and Ferris 2007; Lin 2019; Wang and Graddy 2008). 
For instance, Glanville et al. (2015) use social networks and generalized trust as individual-
level social capital and reveal that both of which are significantly associated with charitable 
giving. Taniguchi and Marshall (2012) empirically find that trust, especially institutional 
trust, has great explanatory power in predicting charitable giving. Brown and Ferris (2007) 
identify both associational networks and norms are key predictors to secular giving, while 
norms is of great importance to volunteering as well. Brooks (2006) finds that different 
social capital correlates, ranging from civic group involvement, social trust to political 
engagement, have impact on giving behavior to a various degree. Despite these advance-
ments, it remains understudied which particular dimensions of social capital matter to indi-
viduals’ giving decision to various domains.

In order to have a systematic and comprehensive understanding of individuals’ giving 
behavior from the social capital perspective, a future study that explores which specific 
dimension(s) of social capital is/are significant predictor(s) of giving preferences is neces-
sary. Hypotheses concerning the relationship between social capital correlates and giving 
preferences are proposed based upon the existing literature of individuals’ giving behavior 
in general, alongside the recent development of social capital measurement as suggested 
by Wu et  al. (2018), this study attempts to examine in China where the state intervenes 
in charitable field, the extent to which social networks, norms of generalized reciprocity 
and trust drive individuals’ giving behaviors to varying charitable causes.

3.2 � 3.2 Theoretical Hypotheses

3.2.1 � Social Networks

Social networks, generally referring to the involvement with diverse types of associations, 
is an important component of social capital (Putnam 1995). A causal relationship between 



653Social Capital, the State’s Structural Intervention and Donors’…

1 3

social networks and philanthropic behavior is identified by Putnam (2000) that, social net-
works provide the opportunities to be engaged with “good deeds” and whereby, encourage 
individuals to care about others’ welfare. Here, the key logic suggests that simply being 
solicited is a great impetus to charitable behavior. The more social networks an individual 
getting involved, the more opportunities of being asked to donate and higher expectation 
from the civic engagements will be faced with. As such, charitable giving can be strongly 
predicted by social networks.

Although the positive impact of social network on charitable giving has been well docu-
mented, in most of the existing literature (Jackson et  al. 1995; Brown and Ferris 2007), 
social network was treated as a homogeneous variable without further division. It is note-
worthy that by incorporating a range of associations with different characteristics as a sin-
gle predictor, the variations among individuals who are engaged with various groups could 
largely be undermined. This way of treating the nature of social network as a whole and 
assuming that the influence on charitable giving is the same is challenged recently. For 
instance, Taniguchi and Marshall (2012) find that associational memberships and religios-
ity as social network variables have divergent influences on volunteer work and financial 
donation, respectively. In addition to the chances of being solicitated for giving vary as 
people are engaged with various forms of social network, people attending associations dif-
fer widely in the motives, goals and missions they strive for (Putnam 1995), and certainty, 
donors give in a way that reflect the priorities and propensity of the associations they are 
affiliated with.

Inspired by the prior research by Taniguchi and Marshall (2012), religious group and 
associational memberships are taken as social network correlates in our study, with asso-
ciational membership including political association, community-based association and 
public association. Specifically, individuals who believe in religion are inclined to attend 
more religious gatherings and activities, by which the chances of being solicited to donate 
to religious causes are greatly improved. However, as religious organizations are under the 
strict control of the state as which challenge the official ideology, the specialty of giving to 
religious cause in China deserves further exploration.

As to particular associational memberships, the primary motive for those attend-
ing political associations is to engage with political activities and to impact the political 
process. In our study, as mentioned above, poverty alleviation as a main policy task has 
been put on the agenda for the Chinese government and other quasi-government agencies. 
As members of political associations mainly function as participants in deliberating and 
administering state affairs and being highly isomorphic with the CCP, it is reasonable to 
assume that they have more political support for the endeavors that the CCP concentrates 
on. Unlike participating political associations, the motive for attending community-based 
associations is to meet the needs of in-group members in leisure, entertainment, and other 
social needs without generating much spillover effects onto the out-groups. The spirit of 
cooperation and in-group loyalty derived from attending community-based associations, to 
a great extent, fosters neighborhood connection. As such, we propose that those attending 
community-based associations are likely to contribute more to Neighborhood. Moreover, 
driven by volunteering spirit, public associations seek to provide goods and services for 
society without being compensated. Unlike other social associations with activities con-
fined to in-group members, public associations commit themselves to benefiting larger 
society, especially those closely related to social welfare, such as education and culture, 
health, and environmental issues. Given the reality that although education and culture, 
alongside health, are the two domestic domains that Chinese CSOs are allowed to con-
tribute largely to, environmental affairs have only emerged for a short period and are still 
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suppressed by the state, whether attending public association would like to contribute more 
to the above three charitable causes as the general rationale implies is uncertain. In this 
study, we categorize social network into four groups: religious group, political associations, 
community-based associations and public associations, and formulate three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a  Attending religious group is positively related to the incidence of giving 
and the amount given to Religious causes.

Hypothesis 1b  Attending a political association is positively related to the incidence of 
giving and the amount given to Poverty causes.

Hypothesis 1c  Attending a community-based association is positively related to the inci-
dence of giving and the amount given to Neighborhood.

Hypothesis 1d  Attending a public association is positively related to the incidence of 
giving and the amount given to Health, Education and Culture, and Environmental issues, 
respectively.

3.2.2 � Norms of Generalized Reciprocity

Norms of generalized reciprocity, as one of the essential dimensions of social capital, is 
captured from the attitudes and behaviors of citizenship that disseminated throughout the 
society by influence processes (Marsden and Friedkin 1993) and is defined as a critical 
indicator influencing philanthropic behavior as well (Putnam 1995, 2000). The principle of 
norms of generalized reciprocity lies in that expecting nothing specific back from someone 
that a person used to help out, and even without knowing whom he or she was, but in a 
great confidence that others will do a favour in return (Putnam 2000). Emphasis is placed 
on the necessity of mutual obligation and collective action that are required for mutual 
benefits. Reciprocity motives individuals to shape a sense responsibility and desire to care 
about others’ welfare and meanwhile, gives back the assistance that has received with grati-
tude. A person who believes that his or her generosity would be rewarded in the future, is 
likely to contribute to the community or society for the greater good through volunteering 
or charitable giving.

However, norms of generalized reciprocity are barely explored in the existing empiri-
cal studies, with the exception of Brown and Ferris (2007) and Wu et  al. (2018). In the 
study of Brown and Ferris (2007), the nature of norms and individuals’ trust in others and 
institutions are mixed up, which causes the inaccurate measurement of norms of general-
ized reciprocity. In the more recent empirical study undertaken in the Chinese context by 
Wu et al. (2018), by contrast, norms of generalized reciprocity as a key dimension of social 
capital was accurately captured and demonstrated to have a significant impact on voluntary 
giving than civic networks and generalized trust. Prior research show that in the ethnically 
heterogenous areas, prosocial behavior such as mutual trust and social cohesion among 
individuals are relatively lower (Leigh 2006; Andrews 2009), which inversely, leads us to 
draw a reasonable inference that reciprocity to a very large degree can be witnessed among 
neighbors, in which the homogeneity of the resident population tend to be higher and with 
the increase of daily interaction, the interpersonal relationship is expected to be closer.
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Consider that neighborhood charity in China has only opened up for a short period, the 
Chinese government has been strictly constraining its development, neighborhood charity 
is still relatively new to individuals. Whether the presumed logic that norms of generalized 
reciprocity facilitates people’s donation preference to neighborhoods being applicable to 
the Chinese context deserves further investigation. Therefore, we formulate the hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2  Norms of generalized reciprocity in neighborhoods is positively related to 
the incidence of giving and the amount given to Neighborhood.

3.2.3 � Generalized Trust

Trust, as one of the most widely recognized dimensions of social capital (Nieminen et al. 
2008), matters to people when deciding to make charitable donations. A great deal of the 
literature has confirmed that generalized trust and institutional trust are two determinants 
of both the likelihood of giving and the amount given (Irwin 2009; Wu et al. 2018). Gen-
eralized trust, defined as trust in strangers, is based on the perception of “shared fate with 
others (p16)” (Uslaner 2002). People who hold higher trust in others are generally more 
likely to engage in civic affairs and actively contribute their time and financial resources 
to society (Uslaner 2002). Empirically, Bekkers (2003) find that in the Netherland, social 
general trust increases the amount donated to charitable causes and similarly, Brown and 
Ferris (2007) reveal such positive relationship in the US as well.

Charitable giving is a voluntary behavior that donors expect no reward in return from 
the people who receive the donation except public respect (Hsu 2009). However, donors 
are in a poor position to determine whether the money they donated to charities is in fact 
well used, and it is such discrepancy that hinders donors from giving (Bekkers 2003). 
One rationale of generalized trust is that it “reduces the perception of risk in anonymous 
scenarios” (Yamagishi and Yamagishi 1994). In other words, individuals are expected to 
have higher levels of generalized trust and faith in the good intentions of others when are 
engaged in an action with higher uncertainty. Thus, generalized trust is viewed an impor-
tant motivator of donors’ charitable giving to the areas that cannot be monitored easily and 
take years to evaluate the results (Wiepking 2010). For instance, environmental issues is 
the typical cause in which the performance cannot be traced. In China, although an increas-
ingly national emphasis has been laid on environmental protection, environmental CSOs 
are suppressed by the state, particularly the local governments, which leads to difficulties 
and uncertainties in practice. Therefore, environmental efforts are even harder to be evalu-
ated and cannot be witnessed in the short term as well. As such, this study hypothesizes 
that people holding higher generalized trust give are more likely to environmental cause.

Hypothesis 3  Generalized trust is positively related to the incidence of giving and the 
amount given to Environmental issues.

3.2.4 � Institutional Trust

In addition to generalized trust, institutional trust, which is concerned with trust or con-
fidence in public agencies, has also been widely viewed as a determinant of charitable 
behavior (Paxton 1999). According to McKnight et  al. (1998) (p.478), institutional trust 
stems from “the necessary impersonal structures in place that enable one to act in antici-
pation of a successful future endeavor,” in which impersonal structures is referred to 
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monitoring systems (police, governments, commanders), legislations and regulations that 
restrain individuals’ inappropriate behavior (Farrell and Knight 2003).

Studies introducing institutional trust as a predictor of charitable giving, however, have 
generated conflicting results. These inconsistencies reveal that associations with institu-
tional trust vary by social welfare regimes (Hustinx et al., 2010; Vamstad and Essen 2012). 
For instance, the research conducted in the US suggests that people with less confidence in 
the federal government are more willing to contribute to both religious and secular organi-
zations (Brooks and Lewis 2001); while no correlation is found in Canada, where residents’ 
decision to give is separate from their attitudes towards the government (Wang and Handy 
2013). However, institutional trust is found to be a strong predictor of charitable giving in 
China, where donors’ giving behavior is deeply rooted in an institutional context (Wu et al. 
2018). We argue that the significance of institutional trust varies across philanthropy fields 
according to the degree to which the state intervenes. Specifically, institutional trust takes 
effect only in the fields that the state actively steps in or that are in line with the state’s 
political agenda. In other words, people’s willingness to donate is predominantly guided 
by public institutions (Hustinx et al. 2012; Zhao et al. 2016). Given that poverty alleviation 
has long been taken as the political priority over the past decades in China and is also an 
importance source from which the Chinese government gains legitimacy of performance, 
the Chinese government has a sustained dominance and strong monopoly over QGNOs in 
the poverty-alleviation domain. Thus, we assume that people who hold higher institutional 
trust tend to donate more to poverty cause than to other causes.

Hypothesis 4  Institutional trust is positively related to the incidence of giving and the 
amount given for Poverty causes.

4 � Data, Measures, and Method

4.1 � 4.1 Data

The data used in this study come from the 2012 CGSS (http://cgss.ruc.edu.cn/index​
.php?r=index​/index​&hl=en). The CGSS is a large-scale survey investigating residents 
aged 18 and above in both urban and rural China except Tibet (Wu 2013). A multistage 
and stratified sampling method is adopted to ensure a nationally representative sample (Wu 
2013; Bian and Li 2012). In addition to providing detailed information on demographic 
characteristics, socioeconomic status and other variables at the individual level, the 2012 
wave of the survey also involves an extensive measures of social capital variables in part 
N and respondents’ charitable behaviors in part Q, all of which are well suited to our 
research. In this study, we confine the analysis to the sample with part N and Q completed. 
The 2012 CGSS covers 11,765 respondents in total, with 5,819 answering part N and part 
Q. After excluding 358 cases with missing values of our key variables, the final sample is 
5,461 individuals.

4.2 � 4.2 Dependent Variables

Our study contains two sets of dependent variables: charitable giving in general and giving 
to specific causes in the past 12 months (see Table 1). For giving in general, we include 
two variables: whether an individual gave (a dichotomous variable) and the amount given 

http://cgss.ruc.edu.cn/index.php?r=index/index&hl=en
http://cgss.ruc.edu.cn/index.php?r=index/index&hl=en
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(a continuous variable). Regarding giving to the specific causes, it contains six paired vari-
ables: if an individual donated to each of the six causes involving Religious causes, Pov-
erty causes, Health, Education and Culture, Environment issues, or Neighborhood, and the 
amount given to each cause.

4.3 � 4.3 Independent Variables

The predictors used for testing the hypothesis described above are social capital indices, 
involving social networks, norms of generalized reciprocity, generalized trust and institu-
tional trust (see Table 2).

As close correlates of social network, religious group and three types of associational 
memberships are involved. In the light of prior studies, religious group is measured by 
a dummy variable implying whether respondents identify themselves as being reli-
giously affiliated (Lin 2019; Liu and Lu 2013). The question is asked “Do you have reli-
gious beliefs (including Buddhism, Taoism, Catholicism, etc.,)?” The order of the code is 
reversed with 1 representing Yes and 0 otherwise. With respect to association member-
ships, they are measured based on statements about the extent (1 = member, and actively 
attend; 2 = member, but almost don’t attend; 3 = not member) to which the respondents are 
affiliated with the organizations as follows: (a) political association, (b) community associ-
ation, (c) public association (voluntary association or nonprofit association), and (d) enter-
tainment club.3 We code respondents who are active or inactive members (“1 = members, 
and actively attend” and “2 = member, but always don’t attend”) of any type of organiza-
tion as “1”, otherwise coded as “0” (Lu et al. 2019). Given that (b) community association 
and (d) recreational association are often community-based, these two are added up and 
recoded as a dummy variable, in which respondents who are active members of at least one 
group are coded as “1”, otherwise coded as “0”.

As another key predictor variable of social capital, norms of generalize reciprocity is 
measured based on statements that “neighborhoods care for one another” and “When I was 
in need, neighbors would like to give me a hand in return” (Wu et al. 2018). The reversed 

Table 1   Descriptive statistics on dependent variables (N = 5461)

% Mean SD Min Max

Amount of donation in general 31.3 195.447 1859.42 0 80,000
Amount of donation to specific causes
 Religious causes 3.10 51.409 1060.31 0 50,000
 Poverty causes 26.7 99.284 914.563 0 32,793
 Health 2.50 16.261 508.897 0 30,000
 Education and culture 2.90 10.877 207.707 0 10,000
 Environmental issues 0.56 1.578 50.238 0 3,000
 Neighborhood 2.82 7.934 115.169 0 6,000

3  It worth noting that in the CGSS 2012 questionnaire there are nine types of associations, including (a) 
political association, (b) community association, (c) public association (voluntary association or nonprofit 
association), (d) entertainment club, (e) citizen’s movement association, (f) religious association, (g) alumni 
association, (h) labor union, and (i) professional association. For this study, we only include four types of 
associations.
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order of codes for the two questions ranges from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating strongly disagree 
and 7 indicating strongly agree (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.907).

In line with the measurement of generalized trust in the prior studies conducted in the 
Chinese context (Fan, 2019; Tan and Tamnyah 2011), generalized trust is measured by two 
questions using a five-point Likert scale. The questions asked are “In general, can most 
people be trusted?” and “Would most people take advantage of you if you are not careful?” 
The questions are recoded so that the higher value indicates higher trust. The total values 
of the responses for the two questions range from 2 to 10, with 2 representing the low-
est generalized trust and 10 representing the highest. Generalized trust is calculated as the 
mean of the two questions (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.718).

Institutional trust is an index variable based on statements about the extent to which 
the respondents trust the following types of people: local government officials, central 
government officials, police, military officials and judges, which is a typical measure of 
institutional trust internationally (Wu et al. 2018; Steinhardt 2012). The codes of the five 
categories are added up and reversed, so that a higher value indicates higher institutional 
trust (1 = totally not; 2 = not very much; 3 = quite a lot; 4 = very much). Institutional trust is 
calculated as the mean of these items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.789).

Table 2   Descriptive statistics on 
independent variables (N = 5461)

Independent variables % Mean SD Min Max

Regions for control
 Eastern 41.66 0.417 0.493 0 1
 Central 31.55 0.316 0.465 0 1
 Western 26.79 0.268 0.443 0 1

Gender (female = 1) 49.50 0.495 0.500 0 1
Age
 18–35 23.42 0.234 0.424 0 1
 35–55 40.65 0.407 0.491 0 1
 > 55 35.93 0.359 0.480 0 1

Marital status (married = 1) 79.49 0.795 0.404 0 1
Political identity (CCP = 1) 12.05 0.121 0.326 0 1
Educational attainment
  ≤9 years 64.55 0.645 0.479 0 1
 10–12 years 19.06 0.191 0.393 0 1
 > 12 years 16.39 0.164 0.370 0 1

Ln of annual income 9.413 1.343 0 16.118
Social networks
 Religious group 14.14 0.141 0.348 0 1
 Political association 8.28 0.083 0.276 0 1
 Community-based association 8.46 0.085 0.278 0 1
 Public association 3.63 0.036 0.187 0 1

Norms of generalized trust 11.638 1.901 2 14
Trust
 Generalized trust 6.414 1.608 2 10
 Institutional trust 14.386 2.884 5 20
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4.4 � 4.4 Control Variables

Control variables identified by previous studies as having a critical effect on giving are also 
included in this study. First, given that individuals’ giving preference and giving choices 
might vary by region due to different socio-economic or cultural conditions, regional dum-
mies of the Eastern, Central and Western areas of China are controlled. Then, we con-
trol for gender, a dummy variable (female = 1), as empirical evidence has shown that 
women are more generous than men in charitable giving (Andreoni and Vesterlund 2001; 
Willer et al. 2015). Age is also expected to have a nonlinear relationship with giving, as 
age groups differ in the likelihood of giving (Bekkers 2003). Empirical evidence reveals 
that people below 65 years old tend to have more discretionary income and would like to 
expose themselves to philanthropy until they retire (Wu et al. 2004; Bekkers and Wiepking 
2011). Referring to the real retirement age in China,4 the three categories used to measure 
age are below 35 (reference category), between 35 and 55 and aged over 55. Given that 
individuals with extensive connections are more often solicited for donations, we then con-
trol for marital status using dummy variable (Slyke and Brooks, 2005; Wiepking and Maas 
2009; Ren and Ye 2017). An individual in our study is classified as “married or not living 
alone” and “single or living alone.”

In addition, other variables found to have underlying impact on individuals’ charitable 
giving are controlled as well, including political identity, educational attainment and level 
of income. Political identity is assessed by asking the political orientation, which is coded 
as “1” if the respondents indicated belonging to the CCP and as “0” if anything else (Liu 
and Lu 2013). In the Chinese context, educational attainment is usually measured as fol-
lows: <  = 9 years of formal education (no schooling/elementary school/junior high school 
are included) serves as reference category, 10–12 years (12 years is included, high school/
vocational high school) of formal education along with > 12 years of formal education (col-
lege/bachelor/graduate school) (Liu 2018). We adopt the log form of individuals’ annual 
income to assess level of income. For respondents who responded with no personal income 
over the past 12 months, we use information on gross household income divided by the 
number of people in a family as a proxy of personal income. Missing values are replaced 
with the mean personal income.

4.5 � 4.5 Modeling

In this study, we attempt to predict how social capital indices influencing the donor’s deci-
sion among the six charitable causes and to gain a systematic understanding of donors’ 
charitable giving behavior. Charitable giving in general and to the six charitable causes are 
examined using Stata 15.1, respectively.

Based on Forbes and Zampelli (2010)’s examination of the three typical applications of 
studies of charitable giving, Cragg model (Cragg 1971) and Heckman (Heckman 1979) are 
identified as the models far superior to the standard Tobit. In both the Cragg model and the 
Heckman model, individuals are assumed to make their charitable giving decision in two 
stages: first, they determine whether to give, and then make an optimal giving amount by 
incorporating the results of the first-stage selection (only when the individual determined to 

4  By law, men retire at 60 while women retire at 50 in China. We use the mean retire age (= 55) as the sec-
ond threshold of age categories in the analysis.
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give). In other words, the factors affecting the decision to give could be significantly different 
from those affecting the amount given. Moreover, Cragg model relaxes Heckman’s assump-
tion by allowing those who decide to give to choose a zero donation (Cragg 1971). Thus, in 
this study, Cragg model is conducted, while the Heckman and the Tobit are adopted as the 
robustness check.

In the Cragg model, the first-stage dependent binary variables are giving or not, and the 
logarithm of the amount of giving to charitable causes are used in the second-stage to elimi-
nate the impact of skewed distribution embedded in dependent variables. It is also worth not-
ing that in addition to the impact of social capital correlates, individuals’ giving preferences 
towards various charities also depends on the possibility of giving to other potential causes. 
Consider the coexistence of the six charitable causes in CGSS of 2012, coupled with the fact 
that the amount of a person’s discretionary income is limited, his or her likelihood of giving 
and the amount given to certain causes indicate that the donors have given up contributing to 
other causes. It is therefore necessary to control for the potential of giving to other charities 
when evaluating both the incidence of giving and the amount given to one charitable cause. 
yi_general and yi_cause are the observed (actual) giving amount in general and to specific charita-
ble causes in the last year, respectively, we model them as:

where y∗
i1
= �i� + �i and y∗

i1_cause
= �

�

i
� + z

�

i
� + �i denote individuals’ decision to give in 

general and to specific charitable causes, y∗
i2
= xi� + �i and y∗

i2_cause
= x

�

i
� + z

�

i
� + �i repre-

sent the level of giving. �i is a vector of variables indicating whether an individual give; xi 
is a vector of variables indicating the amount an individual give; zi indicates controlling for 
the incidence of giving to five of the other charities that might affect the decision to donate 
to the target cause.�i and �i are the error terms, which are assumed to be uncorrelated. The 
likelihood function is written as follows (Cragg 1971).

where Φ and ∅ are the standard normal cumulative distribution function and density func-
tion, respectively.

To capture the magnitude of the effect of the variables, the interpretable marginal effects 
are calculated adopting Garcia and Williamsburg (2013)’s approach. Marginal effects for the 
key variables can be seen from Tables 4 and 6.
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5 � Findings

In this section, we first describe the findings on each of the social capital indices and 
their effects on giving in general as well as giving to specific charities, with both the 
incidence of giving and the amount given included.

Of the 5,461 respondents in our analysis sample, approximately 31.3% donated in 
the past 12 months. As Table 1 shows, among the six specific charitable causes, Poverty 
cause is the most common one that 26.7% of the respondents have donated to, while 
Environmental issues are the least common cause, with only 0.56% being engaged in 
donation. The findings are consistent with the state’ structural intervention over various 
charitable causes, as discussed above.

Table 3   Results of Cragg’ s model for giving in general (N = 5461)

Level of significance: ***p ≤ 0.001; **p ≤ 0.01; *p ≤ 0.05; +p ≤  0.1

Incidence of giving Amount given

Coefficients SE Coefficients SE

Regions for control (ref. Eastern)
 Central − 0.109* 0.045 − 0.133 0.089
 Western − 0.094 +  0.049 − 0.378*** 0.097

Gender (female = 1) 0.133*** 0.038 0.106 0.074
Age (ref.18–35)
 35–55 − 0.050 0.049 0.177 +  0.095

  ≥ 55 − 0.315*** 0.054 − 0.126 0.112
Married 0.111* 0.049 0.470*** 0.100
Political identity (CCP = 1) 0.208*** 0.070 0.604*** 0.128
Educational attainment
(ref. <  = 9 years)
 10–12 years 0.216*** 0.049 0.448*** 0.098
 > 12 years 0.448*** 0.060 0.965*** 0.114

Ln of annual income 0.138*** 0.018 0.457*** 0.037
Social Networks
 Religious group 0.279*** 0.051 0.904*** 0.100
 Political association 0.191* 0.081 0.211 0.142
 Community-based association 0.334*** 0.068 0.623*** 0.119
 Public association 0.340*** 0.102 0.303 +  0.163

Norms of generalized reciprocity Trust 0.047*** 0.010 0.037 +  0.020
 Generalized trust − 0.012 0.012 − 0.003 0.022
 Institutional trust 0.012 +  0.007 0.033** 0.013

Constant − 2.676*** 0.244 − 2.993*** 0.535
Log-likelihood − 5998.77
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5.1 � 5.1 Results on Charitable Giving in General

The results of Cragg model for individuals’ giving in general and the marginal effects 
for the explanatory variables are presented in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. For the social 
network predictors, all of the four forms of social network are significantly associated 
with individuals’ decision to give, and except for being members of political association 
that have no effect on the amount given in general, attending religious group or being a 
member of community-based association and public association all have positive rela-
tionship with the amount given in general. In addition, norms of generalized reciprocity 
is positively related to a higher probability of charitable giving and the amount given in 
general. Unlike generalized trust that has no explanatory power in predicting individu-
als’ decision to give nor how much to give, institutional trust has a positively associa-
tion with the decision to give at 5% significance level and the amount given at 1%.

Specifically, we note that in Table 4, being a member of a public association and of a 
community-based have the greatest and second-greatest impact on individuals’ decision 
to give. That is, being membership of public associations is 10.8% more likely to give 
than those who are not and similarly, being a member of community-based association 

Table 4   Marginal effects of Cragg’ s model for giving in general (N = 5461)

Level of significance: ***p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; *p≤ 0.05; +p ≤ 0.1

Incidence of giving Amount given

Regions for control (ref. Eastern)
 Central − 0.035* − 0.015
 Western − 0.030 +  − 0.266***

Gender (female = 1) 0.042*** − 0.033
Age (ref.18–35)
 35–55 − 0.016 0.219***
 ≥55 − 0.100*** 0.188*

Married 0.035* 0.375***
Political identity (CCP = 1) 0.066*** 0.391***
Educational attainment
(ref. <  = 9 years)
 10–12 years 0.069*** 0.214***
  > 12 years 0.143*** 0.491***

Ln of annual income 0.044*** 0.312***
Social networks
 Religious group 0.089*** 0.601***
 Political association 0.061* 0.064*
 Community-based association 0.107*** 0.281***
 Public association 0.108*** − 0.051

Norms of generalized reciprocity 0.015*** 0.013+ 
Trust
 Generalized trust

− 0.004 0.006

I nstitutional trust 0.004+  0.021*
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is associated with a 10.7% increase in the probability of giving relative to others, and 
conditional on giving, they give 28.1% more to charity in general.

5.2 � 5.2 Results on charitable giving to specific causes

The findings of giving to the specific causes shown in Tables 5 and 6 suggest that, after 
controlling for other determinants of giving, three forms of social network, norms of gen-
eralized reciprocity, generalized trust and institutional trust have varied impacts on both 
incidence of giving and the amount given components of the Cragg model.

The effects of predictors on three forms of social network vary by causes. Being reli-
gious affiliated is significantly associated with the incidence of giving and the amount 
given to Religious causes. One unit change in religious group positively affects the prob-
ability of giving and amount given to Religious cause by 6.5% and 13.8%, respectively. 
Thus, the results lend support for Hypothesis 1a. Participation in a political association is 
primarily significant with the decision of giving but not the amount given to Poverty cause, 
which lend partial support to Hypothesis 1b. Being membership of community-based asso-
ciation is conducive to both giving and the amount given to Neighborhood, as hypothesized 
in 1c. Attending a public association has a positively significant impact on the decision to 
give to Health; whereas no correlation is found with Education and Culture, nor with Envi-
ronmental issues. Hypothesis 1d is partially supported.

Norms of generalized reciprocity lend partial support to Hypothesis 2, as it is signifi-
cantly correlated with the incidence of giving to Neighborhood but not the amount given. 
Increasing norms of generalized reciprocity by one unit is related to a 0.4% increase in the 
probability of giving to Neighborhood.

Contrary to the prediction, the effect of generalized trust on giving to Environmental 
issues does not reach statistical significance; Hypothesis 3 is rejected. Hypothesis 4 is par-
tially supported, as institutional trust does not influence donors’ decision to give to Poverty, 
but once a decision is made to give, institutional trust has a statistical impact on the amount 
given at 1% significance level. One unit increase of institutional trust is associated with a 
2.8% increase in the amount given to Poverty cause.

With respect to our control variables, results show that political identity is highly posi-
tively associated with the likelihood of giving and the amount given to Poverty causes. 
Individuals with schooling over 12 years are more likely to give to and give more to Health, 
Education and Culture, respectively, relative to the reference group (< = 9 years of educa-
tion). Moreover, level of income is shown to have great explanatory power in predicting 
charitable giving to Religious cause and the size of donation to Education and Culture.

5.3 � 5.3 Robustness check

We use the Heckman model and Tobit model to check the robustness of the Cragg esti-
mates. First, we deploy the Heckman model with the same set of explanatory variables as 
the Cragg specification, except for the variable on individuals’ place of residence. Con-
sidering a person’s place of residence, whether lives in rural or urban areas, has a stronger 
influence on his or her preference of giving, but not on the amount given (AFP 2010), this 
variable is exclusively included in the selection equation of the Heckman model. From the 
perspective of statistical significance, the results are basically robust across the Heckman 
and Cragg model, which is consistent with the finding derived from Forbes and Zampelli 
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(2010). Then, the Tobit model is used as well, which produce quite different results from 
the Cragg model. The log-likelihood value of the Cragg, Heckman and Tobit model in 
terms of giving in general are −  5879.22, −  5896.24 and −  7164.31, respectively, the 
considerably smaller value of Tobit suggests that the parameter estimates of the Tobit are 
upward biases.

6 � Discussion

This study aims at addressing the primary research question that in an authoritarian regime 
with the state’s differentiated controlling strategies in the charitable domain, how individu-
als decide to give and the amount given between charitable causes. By incorporating the 
state’s structural intervention into the analysis of individuals’ giving preferences, this study 
finds that the hypotheses regarding the relationship between social capital correlates and 
giving preferences, together with the amount given, to various charitable causes implied by 
general literature about charitable behaviors are partially supported while others rejected, 
which suggests that individuals’ giving preferences are not only driven by individual-level 
social capital, but closely related to the degree to what charitable causes are opened up or 
being controlling by the state.

Specifically, as shown in Tables 3 and 4, the findings show that different forms of social 
network indeed increase the incidence of giving and the amount given in general. This 
study further explicates the variance across subgroups under social network and reveals 
that each of which has markedly divergent social motives and inclination towards charita-
ble giving. The results offer strong evidence that even religious charities have been under 
the restrictive control of the state, attending religious group is a significant predictor influ-
encing giving to Religious causes relative to others, people who are religiously affiliated 
are more likely to give and give higher amount to religious cause. This finding is consistent 
with prior empirical work taken in China (Liu and Ruan 2018). Interestingly, attending 
each of the three types of associations is positively associated with poverty alleviation, 
even after controlling for being members of CCP, which reveals prevailing and dominant 
the role that the state could play in the public’s associational life.

Norms of generalized reciprocity in neighborhoods turns out to be an important facilita-
tor of the decision to give to Neighborhood, which is in line with previous study under-
taken by Lelieveldt (2004). The research finding explicitly suggests that norms of reciproc-
ity in neighborhood is a great stimulant of neighborhood-oriented participation, such as 
donating to neighborhoods programs that is dedicated to addressing neighborhood issues  
by community members themselves.

Institutional trust is found to be a positive predictor for giving in general, corresponding 
to prior research conducted by Wu et al. (2018) and affirms that individuals’ willingness 
to give depends on their trustworthiness in institutional system (Howell 2007). A further 
exploration with respect to the specific charitable causes reveals that, institutional trust has 
no correlation with the decision to give to Poverty cause, which is possibly due to fact that 
in China, poverty relief has long been a national priority, on which the public has widely 
reached a consensus. Thus, people hold an intangible “contract” type of agreement with 
poverty-alleviation organizations, and the decision to give is a matter of convention rather 
than a result after careful consideration (Evers and Gesthuizen 2011; Lyons 1994). Once 
individuals have entry in the charitable market, however, the Cragg model shows the size 
of giving in Poverty cause increases with the increasing of institutional trust, suggesting 
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that donors would like to give more to the domain that the state predominantly oriented 
and focus on.

Taking the state’s differentiated controlling strategies towards various charitable causes 
into account, some of the hypotheses are found to be quite surprising. Although being 
members of public association raise public awareness for the public goods and thus, would 
like to donate more to charitable domains focusing on social welfare, a nuanced divergence 
between causes are revealed from this empirical study that, attending public association 
has no impact on giving to Education and Culture nor to Environmental issues, but only 
to health cause, since which might be more easily to evoke profound empathy with people 
who are unfortunate and in need.

Similarly, the results concerning the effects of generalized trust on charitable giving are 
puzzling, as generalized trust has no significant correlation with either charitable giving in 
general or giving to Environmental issues. Such a finding essentially arrives at the opposite 
conclusion with previous studies, in which generalized trust, or trust in anonymous others, 
is a key factor affecting giving. As aforementioned, environmental affairs are rather new to 
China. They have not aroused adequate charitable attention and giving willingness among 
individuals until recent years, particularly since the process of constructing ecological civi-
lization accelerated in 2012. Meanwhile, as the Chinese government intervenes in environ-
mental causes extensively, little space is left for social forces. Consequently, it is difficult 
for Chinese donors to seek a suitable avenue for giving.

7 � Conclusion

This study employs the nationally representative data, 2012 CGSS, to investigate in the 
authoritarian regime where the state intervenes in charitable domain, the impact of social 
capital on individuals’ charitable giving. To be more specific, using a more comprehen-
sive approach, the Cragg model, we empirically examine the extent to which various social 
capital indices, including social networks, norms of generalized reciprocity, generalized 
trust and institutional trust affect individuals’ decision to give and the amount given to 
six various charitable causes. Concerning the magnitude of the effect of social network 
on charitable giving, our study reveals the variance across different associations in detail. 
Particularly, attending religious group serves as strong contributors to religious causes, 
being membership of political associations is found to be significantly correlated with the 
decision of giving to poverty alleviation while attending community-based association has 
a substantial impact on both the incidence of giving and amount given to neighborhood. 
Public association members are shown to be significantly correlated with contributions to 
charities focusing on Health. In addition, norms of generalized reciprocity in neighbor-
hoods has great explanatory power in predicting the incidence of giving to Neighborhood, 
and institutional trust is found to be a predictor for the amount given to Poverty cause.

Our study contributes to a better understanding of the complexity of individual chari-
table behavior, while such differentiated controlling approaches taken in the charitable 
causes can actually be captured from the data structure, in which donations in each cause 
is imbalanced. By segmenting the charitable causes and investigating individuals’ giving 
choices across various causes, this study generates a full explanation that in addition to 
social capital correlates, the dominating state shapes individual citizen’s personal charita-
ble giving preferences through monopolizing or opening-up various charitable areas and 
space for CSOs. For instance, being membership of any associations are likely to give to 
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Poverty cause, and individuals holding higher institutional trust give more, the charitable 
cause prioritized by the state’s political agenda and where donation is predominantly chan-
neled through the state; whereas except for individuals attending community-based asso-
ciation donate higher amounts, others are relatively less likely to donate to the domain of 
Environmental issues, the newly emerged causes whereas still suppressed by the state.

The limitation of study is that we rely on cross-sectional data. Due to the lack of fol-
low-up data on individual charitable behavior, longitudinal charitable giving studies in any 
country is rare, let alone on a national scale. Future studies on charitable giving behavior, 
especially those about non-Western societies in which the state’s influence on philanthropy 
varies across causes significantly, will greatly benefit from the analysis of longitudinal data 
with multiple waves of measures included.

In sum, despite the limitations, this study is of theoretical and empirical prominence 
as it analyzes individual-level giving preferences through the lens of the state’s structural 
intervention and based upon which, builds a better understanding of individual giving 
choices from the social capital perspective. Besides, the study provides a useful foundation 
for further investigating individual giving preferences as a response to the state’s struc-
tural intervene in other contexts. Consider the significant divergence of political sensitivity 
and social needs alongside other factors such as the state-civil society relationship among 
countries, the degree to which the state responding to the social needs and the differenti-
ated controlling strategies adopted in the charitable domains vary a lot. As such, a more 
critical research purpose of this paper lies in shedding lights on studies that explore the 
state’s shaping role in individuals’ giving preferences in other authoritarian regimes.
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