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Influence of Social Economical Status upon Charity Donation Behavior
LIU Feng-qin, LU Wertjing
(School of Social Development and Public Policy, BNU, Beijing 100875, China)

Abstract; In recent years, there has witnessed a rapid development in the individual charity donation cause; it is there-

fore necessary to launch a profound investigation of the behavior per se. The paper adopts the Tobit Model to study the in-

fluence of the social economical status of China’s urban citizens upon their charity donation behaviors. The statistic results

show that there is a positive relation in between. That is, those who own a bachelor degree donate more than those who do

not; however, the influence may vary according to donation domains. Meanwhile, the increase of income may also lead up to

increasing the amount, but those who have less income may donate more than those who have the average income, which

suggests a U model between the donation amount and the work income. Furthermore, profession and donation also have a

positive relation, which may result from the “working unit people” effect that still exists in China. That is, institutional mo-

bilization factors maintain a salient force in donation.

Key words: social economical status; donation behavior; income; education



