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Why not just start
with tips and
techniques
instead of going
“inside the mind”?




Understanding the WHY of behavior
gives you the tools you need to

Build custom approaches for your situation
Adapt current approaches to new environments

Understand when certain
approaches won’t work

Avoid brute force trial
and error (especially

when each trial
takes 40 years)

N



Why not just ask They may not tell you
people wW y they * As much as 75% of survey

3 response variation comes
act: from wanting to appear
socially acceptable wedernor a, 1585,

* This is a particular problem
They may not know with giving motives
* Many processes are

automatic or subconscious.




Inside the Mind of the Bequest Donor

|. Experimental psychology findings
ll. Neuroimaging findings
lll. Experimental marketing messages

lll. Practical applications in fundraising
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Warning!
The psychological theory

and neuroscience sections
come first and may be a

lot to get through

Promise

We will get to a range
of practical
applications at the end



Bequest Giving is Different

There is a large “behavioral gap” between current
giving and planned bequest giving




U.S. Over-50 Donors Giving >S500/year

Over-50
Donors with
Charitable
Plans, 9.4%

Over-50
Donors With

No Charitable
Plans, 90.6%

* weighted nationally representative 2006 sample from Health and Retirement Study



The simple lack of planning activity is a
major barrier to bequest giving




U.S. Over 50 Population

Charitable
Plans, 5.7%

No Planning

Documents,
56.10%

* Weighted nationally representative 2006 sample



What is cognitively different about
bequest decisions?




* Regardless of
terminology or
packaging, estate
planning is planning
for one’s own death.

1’
* Itis a strong _ /’ |

reminder of the
reality of one’s
own mortality.

* Experimental
research has
identified consistent
reactions to
mortality reminders.



15t Stage Defense
to Mortality Reminders

AVOIDANCE

Avoid death reminders, e.g.,
deny one’s vulnerability,
distract oneself, avoiding self-
reflective thoughts

2"d Stage Defense
to Mortality Reminders

SYMBOLIC IMMORTALITY

Some part of one’s self —
one’s family, achievements,
community — will continue to
exist after death (a form of
autobiographical heroism)




Avoidance
(15t Stage Defense)




“The initial line of defense
against conscious death-
related thoughts are ...
relatively rational, threat-
focused cognitive maneuvers
that push these thoughts out
of consciousness, often by
simply seeking distractions”

(Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Solomon, 1999)



Avoiding death-

related thoughts

“may be achieved by
actively suppressing
death concerns,
distracting oneself, ;
shifting to an external .
focus of attention, W e
avoiding self-
reflective thought, or
biasing inferential
processes to deny
one’s vulnerability”

(Hirschberger, 2010)

)




Forms of Avoidance

Distract: I’'m too busy to
think about that right now

Differentiate: It doesn’t

apply to me now because |
. (exercise, have good
cholesterol, don’t smoke...)

Deny: These worries are
overstated

Delay: | definitely plan to
think about this... later

Depart: | am going to stay
away from that reminder




Those given fake test
results showing they
had a serious
fictional disease
rated the test as far
less reliable than
those told they
didn’t have the
disease or that the
disease was minor

(Landau, Greenberg, & Sullivan, 2009)




“If the driver was A “If the driver was
OK, then he drove , seriously hurt, then
like | would have.” o g he drove much

worse than | would

. T - have.”
| \

a

Death reminders increased blame for victims of car

accidents with serious, but not minor, injuries

(Hirschberger, 2006)



Example:
Organ donation

* Life saving gift for
others

* No tangible costs

* Perceived positively
by society

e Strong personal
death reminder




What is the most
common response to an
organ donation request?

YES

| don’t want

to think
about it
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Effective consent rates| by country

No, people
don’t want to

donate organs
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No, people Yes, people do
don’t want to want to donate
donate organs organs



©
99.98 99.91 99.97 99.5 99.64
& 100+ 98
$ 90- 85.9
g 80 4
o 70 -
=
o) 60'
g 50 -
© 404
02’ 30 - 275
9 1717
é e 12
0 = 4 s ! T T T T T & - T
- E E.’ © - 8 2" © © (o
© h=: ) © = = = © @ = %
= = e = < © L 5 g 5 2
a 2 2 & m T o @
z B
=
a5

Effective consent rates, by country.
“Opt-in” “Opt-out”
systems in Gold systems in Blue

Johnson, E. J., & Goldstein, D. (2003). Do Defaults Save Lives? Science, 302, 1338-1339.



© T 4
99.98 99.91 99.97 99.5 99.64
to{ | don’t e =
$ 90- 85.9
: 21 want to
o 70 -
=
$ 60- [
< optin
© 40-
.02’ 30 - 27.5
+ AT
é e 12
0 o T & T T T PR T T E E .. 7
= S £ c = £ 3 = z o ®
© c O © = = c © © = ke,
= ® T 2, o © oy i = )
c 5 2 = < g s g & 5 2
a 2 2 & m T o @
z 3
=
=

Effective consent rates, by country.
“Opt-in” “Opt-out”
systems in Gold systems in Blue

Johnson, E. J., & Goldstein, D. (2003). Do Defaults Save Lives? Science, 302, 1338-1339.




2 99.98 99.91  99.97 . 99.64
3100-
S 90- 859
g 80 -
| d
=
Z 60- on t Wada nt
g 50 -
° .o to O t out
.g - 27.5
= 17.17
é i 12
0 < T = T = T g a & - 2" E o T - T -
T 2 S % = > c S & > £
g ..g (9)) g = % 9 o o) y = q;)
§ £ ¢ & ° & % £ " & b
z 3
=
=)

Effective consent rates, by country.

w@[@fﬁ@ﬁ[ﬁ]pp
systems in Gold

“Opt-out”
systems in Blue

Johnson, E. J., & Goldstein, D. (2003). Do Defaults Save Lives? Science, 302, 1338-1339.




8) 99.98 99.91 99.97 99.5 99.64
3100-
S - ﬂ o0 H B
g 80 4
2 70+ On Wan O
=
3 60 - ° °
1 F think about it!
© 40+ (]
02’ 30 - 275
9 1717
é i 12
0 = 4 s ! T T T T T B - s
- = £ c o £ 3 = 2 © ©
© = O © - = = © © 120 o
£ ke k. = s > S 2 5 . ©
= = e = < © L 5 5 5 2
a 2 2 0 m T o @
z %
=
>

Effective consent rates, by country.
“Opt-in” “Opt-out”
systems in Gold systems in Blue

Johnson, E. J., & Goldstein, D. (2003). Do Defaults Save Lives? Science, 302, 1338-1339.




. ° ‘ Yes Charitable

’\Plans, 5.7%
No Planning
Documents,
56.10%

4
Wasn't
asked
* Weighted nationally representative 2006 sample

[} 17
representing age 52 and over population of U.S. O r n o




External realities at times break through
this 15t stage avoidance defense

* |lIness

* Injury

* Advancing age

e Death of a close friend

* Death of a family
member

* Travel plans

* Intentionally planning
for one’s death
through estate
planning




2"? stage defense:

Symbolic immortality
(a form of autobiographical heroism) A

Some part of one’s self - one’s
name, family, community,
achievements, values, goals, etc.
- will persist after death



The “house” of
autobiographical
heroism requires the
foundation of one’s
community and values
which provide a
framework of

meaningfulness. Autobiographical
Heroism

Symbolic immortality is I

in the “attic” of the

“house”, as itisthe
hlihest autobiographical
achievement.
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The “house”
protects the
subconscious
against the

psychological
Impact of death
reminders when
avoidance fails




Death
reminders
are a
psychological
attack which
result in
greater
attachment
to and

support of
these
defenses




Death reminders increase desire for

expressions of symbolic immortality and
autobiographical
heroism
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Death reminders increase

e Desire for fame (creenberg,

Kosloff, Solomon, et al., 2010)

* Interest in naming a
star after one’s self (iig)

* Perception of one’s past

S|gn |f|Ca nce (Landau, Greenberg, &
Sullivan, 2009)

e Likelihood of describing
positive improvements
when writing an
autobiographical essay

(Landau, Greenberg, Sullivan, et al, 2009)

* Perceived accuracy of a
positive personality
profile of one’s self

(Dechesne, Pyszczynski, Janssen, et al., 2003)
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Death reminders are a psychological attack
which result in greater attachment to and

support of one’s
community

and community
values

Aut!o'biogt_'aaﬁical

. Heroism

wmcrp< l



Death reminders increase allegiance to one’s
community, such as:

Giving among Americans to U.S.
charities but not to foreign
Ch d r|t|eS (Jonas, Schimel, Greenberg, et al., 2002)

Negative ratings by Americans of
ant|‘US essayS (highly replicated)

Negative ratings of foreign
SOft d r| N kS (Friese & Hoffmann, 2008)

Predicted number of local Autobuographucal

NFL football team wins Heroism
(Dechesne, Greenberg, Arndt, et al., 2000) .

Ethnic identity among Hong
KOng Ch|ne5e (Hong, Wong & Liu, 2001)

German preference for
German mark v. euro yonss,

Fritsche & Greenberc 2005)




Acceptance of negative stereotypes of residents of
other cities (renkema, et al, 2008, OF NATIONS (schimel, et al. 1999)

Support by Israeli participants of military action
aga|n5t |ran (Hirschberger, Pyszczynski & Ein-Dor, 2009)

Support by Iranian students
for martyrdom attacks against
t h e U . S « (Pyszczynski, et al. 2006)

Willingness of English
participants to die or self-

Sacrifice fOr Engla nd(RoutIedge, et al, 2008) A t b ‘ h I
Dutch agreement = OH:;-%:S& =
(disagreement) with art .
opinions given by Dutch

(Japanese) CritiCs renkema, etal, 2008

Voting for female candidates
by females, but not by males

(Friese & Hoffmann, 2008)




Death reminders
increased allegiance to
one’s “in group”
(community) and
resistance to “out

groups”

Autobiorjafihical

Heroism

What effect might this I
have on bequests to
charities focused on
international
assistance?




Top 100 UK
fundraising
charities:
Average share of
income from
legacy gifts

26.6%

UK international l
relief charities
(17) in top 100:
Average share
of income from

legacy gifts
5 e 9% =9 data from Pharoah (2010)




Domestic-focused
children’s charities in
top 100 UK fundraising
charities: Average share
of income from legacy

gifts 0

B?Enarollo’s; Ngﬁi?dnal S%cé%ty(/: P]:OIEI Preven|;clioncI . \ I,
of Cruelty to Children; ildren in Nee "
Appeal graphical

Heroism

International-focused
children’s charities in
top 100 UK fundraising
charities: Average share
of income from legacy

gifts 7.3%

Save the Children; Compassion UK Christian
Child Development

=¥ data from Pharoah (2010)



Death reminders are a psychological attack
which result in greater attachment to and
support of one’s
community

and community
values

Aut!o'biogt_'aaﬁical

. Heroism



Death reminders increase

 Liking (disliking) for
candidates of person’s
same (opposite)

political orientation
(Kosloff, Greenberg, Weise, et al., 2005)

* Punitive attitudes Autobiofaiihical
towards hate crimes Heroism
(Lieberman, Arndt, Personius, et al., I
2001)

* The amount of bond

set for a prostitute (ignly
replicated)

* Certainty of belief in
God (Norenzayan & Hansen, 2006)
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The “Ebenezer More self-focused

Scrooge” Effect (other-focused)

individuals

increased

(maintained) their

ratings of charitable

organizations
following

.. mortality

A \remmders

\ (J0|reman & Duell, 2007)

"
2



This defensive reaction may help to explain
significant bequests from non-donors







V4

Grave marker in

South Dakota

19t Century
Cemetery, Poland

R

=0 ZSEe B Egyptian
Traditional Family ~ Pharaoh
Cemetery Sulawasi,

Indonesia

Kilmuir Cemetery Scotland

Example: Cross-
cultural use of
permanent
materials for
memorials

= ‘g;;ﬁ '%;k\ .
D
- ..

Autobiographical

Heroism

<4-zcggoq



Example: Speaking well of
the dead by altering life
stories to emphasize
autobiographical heroism

C
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Example: SYmboIicaIIy
immortalizing the
autobiographical

heroism of the loved one

A study of
extended grave
epitaphs (1660-

1813) categorized
almost all into
career biogrthy
or a portrait of the

person’s moral,

religious, civic,
social, and family
qgualities (vovelle, 1980)




15t Stage Defense
to Mortality Reminders

AVOIDANCE

Avoid death reminders, e.g.,
deny one’s vulnerability,
distract oneself, avoiding self-
reflective thoughts

2"d Stage Defense
to Mortality Reminders

SYMBOLIC IMMORTALITY

Some part of one’s self —
one’s family, achievements,
community — will continue to
exist after death (a form of
autobiographical heroism)




Part ll: Examining
Charitable Bequest
Decision-Making in

the fMRI Brain
Scanner

Results from the lab




v), Background / justification

Applications to practice




Charitable bequests financial significance

e US charitable estate gifts
over S22 billion; exceeds
corporate giving of S15

nillion (Giving USA, 2011).

* |n prior 20 years, charitable

oequests more than
doubled in real dollars
(Giving USA, 2011)

* Future growth from
population aging and
increasing propensity due
to greater education and

childlessness (James, Lauderdale, &
Robb, 2009).




Potential for greater philanthropy

* 70% to 80% of Americans
engage in charitable giving
each year (Giving usa, 2011).

* About 5% of Americans have a .

charitable estate plan pames,
2009a).




Challenges to encouraging bequest giving

* Unlike current giving, it is
difficult to measure
experimental success in
bequest fundraising

Ask to receipt may take 40+
years

ldentification of distinct
cognitive characteristics could
inform fundraising strategies
sensitive to these differences



Previous fMRI studies in giving:
reward/salience

 Moll, et al. (2006) found
giving engaged mesolimbic
reward systems in the same
way as when subjects
received monetary rewards.

 Harbaugh, Mayr, and
Burghart (2007) found giving
elicited neural activity in
reward processing/salience
areas, e.g., ventral striatum.




Previous fMRI in charitable giving:
social cognition

* |zuma, Saito, and Sadato (2009) found greater ventral
striatum activation before a decision to donate when
observers were present v. absent

* Hare, et al. (2010),

w found giving value
calculation was
driven by input
from regions
involved in social

cognition
Moll, et al. (2006)

, found decision to
donate mediated
by activation in

| areas which play

L

key roles in social
attachment and
aversion



Basics of fMRI
experiments




We place subjects in an MR
scanner where they can
observe a video screen
and make choices .

by pressing buttons ¥

\_‘~"’

. WY
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We can then associate those
choices with blood
oxygenation levels in Gy
different brain

regions -4




15t stage “Avoidance” is not
an option, as the questions
are asked directly ’ "




Subjects spend time in
the scanner working
with the buttons and
screen to acclimate to

the environment



Now some technical details™

A

*Written while
watching the Disney
Channel with my 7
year old daughter




" An fMRTI picture of the
brain is made up of
thousands of boxes, called

%els,sjus‘r like mel




"We voxels
are small -
usually
about the
size of one

(peppercorn




"Inside each)
of us
voxels are

thousands
of neurons /




KNhen a lot o?
these neurons

start to fire,
the body

rushes in
ngygen to hel&

B

)




/" This rush of )

oxygen comes
through the
blood and

makes me
start to
change color/




" As my blood"

- oXygen
increases, 1

Z\ get redder
,/







('If this keeps)
going, I will be
totally red

from all of the
oxygen in my
Z\ lood -/




The fMRI machine can see m?l color
change because blood with a [ot of
oxygen (red) is less attracted to
maghets than blood without much
oxygen (blue).
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The fMRI machine is measuring a BOLD
sighal because the color is

Blood
Oxygen
Level

Dependen‘r

Q ;j High blood oxygen

&

r

o 2
1=\ &a . ‘ Low blood oxygen

Nt

Q
Q




We want to estimate the likelihood
that a voxel, or group of voxels, is
activated

| |-
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But, fMRI data does not; start

like this
\J

Activation :




fMRI data starts like thi

Activation




The sugnal ,
iS noisy

1. The brain
IS noISy

2. The scanner
IS noisy




The brain is noisy

The brain is
constantly active,
constantly firing,
constantly receiving
input, constantly
sending instructions




The brain is noisy

Even conscious
thought is scattered.
Did you think about
something other

than fMRI in the
last 3 minutes?



- How do
we
design
for noisy)
brains? 4\ .
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Think in contrasts




A single image

contains much

unrelated brain
activations

A contrast can
subtract out
the noise

Task A-
Task B

)
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) We canusea
cognitive subtraction”
comparison to isolate an activity




Cognitive subtraction:

the comparison task is
identical, except for one
variation of interest

i



The
Experiment

A comparison of
bequest decision
making with giving
and volunteering
decision making




Question

What brain regions
are differentially
activated by
bequest decisions
as compared with
giving and
volunteering
decisions?




Exploratory
expectations

* Increased activation in areas
involved in death-related
contemplation

* Unfortunately, very limited fMRI
research on what these areas are



Death-related words: precuneus

* Gundel, et al (2003) worked
with subjects who had lost a
first-degree relative in the
previous year. The only
region showing significant
activation (at p<.05, FWE) in
response to grief-related (v.
neutral) words was the
precuneus.

Freed, et al. (2009) examined
subjects who had lost a pet
dog or cat within the
previous 3. Four of twelve
areas showing activity in
response to the deceased
reminder (v. neutral) words,
were in the precuneus.




Methods

* Prior to entering the scanner,
subjects reviewed terms along
with the names and a one
sentence description of each
charitable organization.

e Subjects had two right and two
left response buttons for each
hand, for a total of four
response options.

e 16 adult male subjects



Comparison Questions

1. “If asked in the next 3 months, what is the
likelihood you might GIVE money to

2. “If asked in the next 3 months, what is the
likelihood you might VOLUNTEER time to

’)

3. “If you signed a will in the next 3 monthes,
what is the likelihood you might leave a
BEQUEST gift to ”

96 questions: 3 x 28 large charitable organizations and
3 x 4 family member categories

16 second pairs (2B, 2G. 2V or 2G. 2B, 2V)



Results




Behavioral Responses

(2) Highly | Missi
Category Unlikely ng | Avg.
CETEE T 30.7% 38.9% 16.6% 11.3% 2.5% 2.09
[N 30.5% 28.3% 26.8% 12.7% 1.8% 2.22
e 24.4%  29.1% 25.8% 19.9% 0.8% 2.42




What areas are
more engaged
during bequest
guestions than
during giving/
volunteering
guestions?

A flight through *
the brain:


http://youtu.be/NKKKE_7aFqM




Core areas more
engaged for bequest
contemplation

* Precuneus
* Lingual gyrus

— Activation also increased as
projected likelihood of
making a charitable bequest
increased




Activations Greater with Bequests than
with Giving and/or Volunteering

(reporting only p<.05 FWE corrected cluster—le neak-level m
/-

P P
MNI Co- (FWE- scor (FWE
Title ordinates corr) e -corr) Kk,
(1) Bequest> Lingual Gyrus -2,-78,-2 0.004 5.44 0.000 1399
Precuneus 26, -66,42 0.102 4.64 0.009 313
(2) Bequest> Lingual Gyrus 2,-80,-4 0.007 5.32 0.000 2254
Volunteer Precuneus 30, -66,40 0.180 4.47 0.004 356

(3) Bequest> Lingual Gyrus 0,-78,-4 0.001 5.82 0.000 2016
AL BN precuneus 26, -66,42 0.007 5.33 0.001 475
Note: Using the same protocol with 37 mixed gender

participants (21 female, 16 male) also peaked in lingual gyrus,
precuneus, and button pushing areas




Areas where activation increases with
greater agreement (disagreement) with the
likelihood of leaving a bequest

(Linear Parametric Modulattion reporting only p<.05 FWE corrected) Peak-level | cluster-level |

P P
- MNICo-  (FWE- z-  (FWE- cluster
Contrast Title ordinates corr) score corr) size
ncreasing |_|ngua| 10,-68,-4 0.004 5.46 0.000 671
with agreement G rus

ncreasmg
with
disagreement
_Insua 42,-20,18 0.171 4.61 0.013 196



The lingual gyrus is part of the visual system. Damage
can result in losing the ability to dream ischor & sassetti, 2004)

The precuneus has been called “the mind’s eye” (eiches et
2, 1005, 1S implicated in visual imagery of memories
retcher, etal, 2005 aNd in taking a 3™ person perspective
on one’s self.

Visualized autobiography

visualization + 3™ person perspective on self




Visualized In a study where older
adults were shown

AUtOb'Ography photographs from across
their life, precuneus

and lingual gyrus
activation occurred when
they were able to vividly
relive events in the
photo, but not where
scenes were only vaguely
familiar.

(Gilboa, et al., 2004)



Visualized "retrg)eving dﬁ_tai:ed vivid
. autobiographica
AUtOb'Ography experiences, as opposed to
personal semantic
Information, is a crucial
mediating feature that
determines the
involvement of
hippocampus and two
posterior neocortical
re%ions, recuneus and
ingual gyrus, in remote
autobiographical

memory.
(Gilboa, et al., 2004, p. 1221)




Visualized - Ir}V.iard, et al. (2007), four
. of six regions showing
Autobiography isnificant activation
when reliving events by
mentally “traveling back
in time”, were in the

precuneus and lingual
gyrus.

* |n Denkova (2006), three
of the four most
statistically significant
regions associated with
recalling autobiographical
personal events were in

the lingual gyrus and
precuneus.




Precuneus: Taking a 39 person
perspective on one’s self

Differentially involved in |
observing one’s self from an |
outside perspective (vogeley &
Fink, 2003)

Greater activation when
subjects described their own
physical and personality traits
as compared to describing
another’s (kjaer, et al.,2002)

Activation greatest when
referencing one’s self, lowest
when referencing a neutral
reference person (Lou, et al.; 2004)

TMS disrupting normal neural circuitry
indprecuneus slowed ability to recall
judgments about one’s self more than the ability to recall
judgments about others (Loy, et al., 2004)



Autobiography: The self across time

Inter alia, the In Meulenbroek, et al.
“precuneus may respond (2010), the precuneus
more strongly to familiar was the most

events involving the statistically significant

region of

activation for

autobiographical
memory tasks v.
semantic true-
false questions

self and possibly
when the self
is projected

across time.”
(Rabin, et al., 2009)

L
V
\




Lingual Gyrus:
Autobiographical
Visualization

“activation of the visual
cortex (in the lingual gyrus)
might also be related to
autobiographical memory
retrieval and in particular
to visual imagery
components, which play a
key role in autobiographical
memory (Greenberg &
RUbin, 2003)” (D’Argembau, et al.

2007, p. 941).



Visual autobiography in practice

In her 2011 dissertation,
Routley identified the
importance of
autobiographical connection
when interviewing donors
with planned bequests,

writing, “Indeed, when
discussing which
charities they had
chosen to remember,
there was a clear link
with the life narratives :
of many respondents” ﬁ &




New
experiment

e 36 participants (20
female, 16 male)

* Attempted increasing
realism of decision-
making

* Now comparing
different types of
BEQUEST decision
(not bequest giving v.
current giving)



At the end of this session, a legally
valid last will and testament will be
mailed to you at no charge. To help
you design your plan, we need to ask
about some of your desires and
preferences...

(in varied order) About what
|oercentage of your estate would you
ike to go to any charities?... friends
who are not family members?... family
members?

Are there any specific personal
property items Xou would like to leave
to any charities? ...friends who are not
family members? ...family members?

Would you like to leave any specific
dollar amount cash gifts (e.g., $250) to
any charities? ...friends who are not

family members? ....family members?




As compared with charitable bequest decisions,
bequests to friends and family more heavily involve

1. Emotion (mid/posterior cingulate cortex; insula)

See Maddock, Garrett & Buonocore, 2003

2. Memory (hippocampus)

S N PP PP R A CTTrT.

i - SPM{T,.}

wfernmes

..........................................................................

This difference was stronger for females than males. As compared with resting state,

bequest decisions more strongly activated lingual gyrus and precuneus, in addition to a
wide range of regions associated with reading, cognition and button pressing.



Lower emotional and memory
recall activation of charitable
bequests (as compared with
friends and family bequests)
may help explain:

 Why charitable bequests are
more rare than bequests to
friends and family

* Why charitable bequests
may be most compelling
when memorializing a
deceased loved one (i.e.,
connecting the emotion and
memory of the loved one to
the charity/cause)




Bequest narratives

* Autobiographical connections with the charity

* Autobiographical connections with a deceased
“loved one” memorialized via a charity

f” ‘[In my will] there’s the Youth Hostel \
Association, first of all...it’s where my wife and |
met....Then there’s the Ramblers’ Association.
We’ve walked a lot with the local group...Then
Help the Aged, I’'ve got to help the aged, | am
one...The there’s RNID because I’'m hard o
hearing...Then finally, the Cancer Research. My

father died of cancer and so | have supported
\_them ever since he died.’ -/

ey

Male, 89
married (Routley, 2011, p. 220-221)




Bequest narratives

* Autobiographical connections with the charity

* Autobiographical connections with a deceased
“loved one” memorialized via a charity

‘The reason | selected Help the Aged...it was \
after my mother died...And | just thought —

she’d been in a care home for probably three or
four years. And I just wanted to help the
elderly....I'd also support things like Cancer
Research, because people I’'ve known have
died...An animal charity as well, | had a couple

\_of cats.’
\\\\\\

“Female, 63

widowed
(Routley, 2011, p. 220-221)







The problem
Over-50
Donors
(S500+/year)
with
Charitable
Plans, 9.4%

Over-50
Donors
(S500+/year)
with No
Charitable

Plans, 90.6%

James, R. N., lll. (2009). Health, wealth, and charitable estate planning: A longitudinal
examination of testamentary charitable giving plans. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 38(6), 1026-1043.




Research

Question:

What
messages
reduce
this
gap?

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0%

Substantial donors during life  Substantial donors leaving any
gift at death



The bequest giving gap is driven by two factors

Intention ———ion
Do you plan .Execu“ et
to leave a Did you &
charitable your plan .,
beq uest? \ Comp\e'te_ ">
[ ‘ ‘;"
B v - - -

We explore the impact of different
messages on the first factor



We test the current-bequest giving intention gap
by comparing answers to these two questions
with 2,500 survey respondents

“If you were asked in the
next 3 months, what is

the likelihood you might
GIVE money to ﬁ
[organization]?” e =

V.
“If you signed a will in the
next 3 months, what is
the likelihood you might
leave a BEQUEST gift to
[organization]?”




Scored on a 1 to 100 point scale

“If you were asked in the
next 3 months, what is
the likelihood you might
GIVE money to
[organization]?”

V.

“If you signed a will in the
next 3 months, what is
the likelihood you might
leave a BEQUEST gift to
[organization]?”

0 — Absolutely no possibility
under any circumstance

10 — Extremely highly
unlikely

20 — Highly unlikely

30 — Somewhat unlikely

40 — Slightly more unlikely
than likely

50 - 50-50 chance

60 — Sli htIY more likely
than unlikely

70 — Somewhat likely

80 — Highly likely

90 — Extremely highly likely
100 — Absolutely certain
without any possible doubt



We explored results for 40 different organizations

American Cancer Society

National Cancer Coalition

Dana Farber Cancer Institute

MD Anderson Cancer Center
National Audubon Society

Ducks Unlimited

World Wildlife Fund

Wildlife Conservation Society

AIDS Project Los Angeles

San Francisco AIDS Foundation
Prevent Blindness America
Foundation Fighting Blindness

The American Humane Association
American Society for Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals

Big Brothers / Big Sisters of America
Boys and Girls Clubs of America
YWCA

YMCA

Girl Scouts

Boy Scouts

The American Diabetes Association
Joslin Diabetes Center

UNICEF

CARE

Guide Dogs for the Blind

Canine Companions for Independence
National Breast Cancer Foundation
Breast Cancer Research Foundation
Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer
Foundation

The Alzheimer's Association

The Alzheimer's Foundation

United Negro College Fund
American Indian College Fund

The American Heart Association
The American Lung Association
The Red Cross

The United Way

Goodwill Industries

The Salvation Army

Habitat for Humanity



This is the average
intention (1 to 100)

This is the average
intention (1 to 100) of
making a current gift

of making a bequest

oift to the charit

to the charit

Bequest Giving
intention intention

Bequest Giving
intentionintention

American Cancer Society 26.79 36.77 _ _
The Red Cross 2593  41.12 Wildlife Conservation Society 19.90 29.26
American Society for Prevention of Goodwill Industries 19.65 34.42
Cruelty to Animals 24.18 33.77 Big Brothers / Big Sisters of
Habitat for Humanity 24.01 34.90 America 19.47 30.49
The American Heart Association 23.17  33.95 The United Way 18.97 28.97
National Cancer Coalition 22.56  34.54 Joslin Diabetes Center 18.91 29.18
: Canine Companions for
ﬁ;ﬁi:\g Ial.;:rceearstR eCSaenacreC:] FFoouunnddaEch?Ioonn g%ig gglglg CepEneEce 18.90  29.67
' " Foundation Fighting Blindness 18.77 28.37
The American IHumane Association 22.23  33.91 AIDS Project Los Angeles 17.71  25.64
The Alzheimer's Foundation 21.40  32.00 proyent Blindness America 17.51 28.32
Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer . dati
Foundation 21.39  29.22 San.FranC|sco AIDS Fogn ation 17.39 25.49
Dana Farber Cancer Institute 21.13  29.63 National Audubon Society 17.33 24.24
_ _ o YMCA 17.16 28.12
The Ame!"ca.” Diabetes Association 20.84  32.54 Boys and Girls Clubs of America 17.14 30.10
World Wildlife Fund 20.82  29.08 .| scouts 16.71 31.27
Guide Dogs for the Blind 20.80  31.46 y\wca 16'21 24.42
The Alzheimer's Association 20.80 31.86 : : ' )
The American Lung Association 20.78 31.40 ET T I CalEge e 15.97  22.33
CARE 15.86  24.69
MD Anderson Cancer Center 20.59 30.53
Boy Scouts 1451 23.56
UNICEF 2037 32.32 United Negro College Fund 14.13 21.90
The Salvation Army 19.98 31.44 Ducks Unlimited 13:60 19.49



Different organizations have different charitable bequest
intention scores. But, EVERY organization has a GAP

between giving intentions and bequest intentions

American Cancer Society

The Red Cross

American Society for Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals

Habitat for Humanity

The American Heart Association
National Cancer Coalition

Breast Cancer Research Foundation
National Breast Cancer Foundation

The American Humane Association
The Alzheimer's Foundation

Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer
Foundation

Dana Farber Cancer Institute

The American Diabetes Association
World Wildlife Fund

Guide Dogs for the Blind

The Alzheimer's Association

The American Lung Association

MD Anderson Cancer Center
UNICEF
The Salvation Army

Bequest Giving
intention intention

26.79
25.93

24.18
24.01
23.17
22.56

22.53
22.43

22.23
21.40

21.39
21.13

20.84
20.82
20.80
20.80
20.78
20.59
20.37
19.98

36.77 _ .
41.12 Wildlife Conservation Society

Goodwill Industries
33.77 Big Brothers / Big Sisters of
34.90 America
33.95 The United Way

34.54 Joslin Diabetes Center
Canine Companions for

33.93

3348 Independence

Foundation Fighting Blindness
33.91 AIDS Project Los Angeles
32.00 preyent Blindness America
29,22 San Francisco AIDS Foundation

29.63 National Audubon Society
YMCA
32.54

31.46 y\\/cA

gizg American Indian College Fund
"~ CARE

Sloe Boy Scouts
32.31
31.44 YUnited Negro College Fund

Ducks Unlimited

Bequest Giving
intentionintention

19.90
19.65

19.47
18.97

18.91

18.90
18.77
17.71
17.51
17.39

17.33
17.16

17.14
16.71
16.21

15.97
15.86
14.51

14.13
13.60

29.26
34.42

30.49
28.97

29.18

29.67
28.37
25.64
28.32
25.49

24.24
28.12

30.10
31.27
24.42

22.33
24.69
23.56

21.90
19.49



Testing 6 Marketing
Messages

. * Two messages from experimental

e psychology results (TMT)

- * Two messages with two variations

i . each from neuroimaging results.

* 5 different surveys totaling 2,452
respondents (about 500 per
survey version)




Message 1: Spendthrift heirs

Results from experimental
psychology suggest that
death reminders, such as
estate planning, increase
the desire for “symbolic
immortality”, i.e., the
desire to leave a lasting
impact on the world.

We play off of this desire,
by sharing information
detailing the
impermanence of leaving a
bequest to heirs.




As expected, among those expressing a difference,
people wanted more permanence for bequest gifts
than current gifts by greater than 2 to 1 (s15v.407 When
asked this question:

With regard to the previous potential [or bequest] gifts, please state your

preference as to how you would like the funds to be used

o Strongly prefer an immediate expenditure of all funds to advance the cause of the
charity

o Somewhat prefer an immediate expenditure of all funds to advance the cause of
the charity

o Slightly prefer an immediate expenditure of all funds to advance the cause of the
charity

O No Preference

o Slightly prefer the establishment of a permanent fund generating perpetual income
to advance the cause of the charity forever

o0 Somewhat prefer the establishment of a permanent fund generating perpetual
income to advance the cause of the charity forever

o Strongly prefer the establishment of a permanent fund generating perpetual
income to advance the cause of the charity forever




Introduction to spendthrift heirs message

A recent national U.S. study shows that
1/3 of all heirs receiving inheritances
spend their entire inheritance within a
few months. In addition, among all
heirs, about half of the typical
inheritance has been spent within 12

months.

[Study Citation: Zagorsky, J. L. (2012). Do people save
or spend their inheritances? Understanding what
happens to inherited wealth. Journal of Family and
Economic Issues]




Spendthrift heirs message (continued)...

Which of the following factors do you think
contributes to this extremely rapid expenditure
of inherited funds in the U.S.?

Strongly | Agree | Neither |Disagree| Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Q Q Q Q

Lack of financial planning

True financial need

Guilty feelings about receiving
money from the death of a loved one

Rational, thoughtful financial
decision-making

Treating inheritance like “fun
money” or lottery winnings

Heirs who haven’t worked hard to
earn their own money

Expenditures on addictive
substances

©C 0 O O 0O 0O

©C 0O O O 0O O
©C 0 O O 0O
©C 0O O O 0O
©C 0O O O 0O



Message 2:
Social norms

Results from
experimental psychology
suggest that death
reminders (such as
estate planning)
increase allegiance
_ to one’s “in-
‘41 group” and to
~|“in-group” values
- |andnorms.
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Introduction to social norms marketing message
(underlying theme: you should leave a bequest
gift, because it is the American thing to do)

Unlike many foreign countries, it is
quite common in the United States
for people from the poorest to the
richest to leave 5% or 10% of their
estate to a charity when they die. We
are interested in your opinion about
this common American practice.




Social norms marketing message continued...

If you received an inheritance from a family member and later

learned that t

ne family member had left 10% of her estate to

her favorite charity would you feel offended by her decision

to leave this ¢

naritable bequest?

O Yes, definitely offended

O Maybe a little offended

O | don't know

o No, not really offended

o No, definitely not offended

Your answer will be added to this running total for the

guestion:

Previous Answers
0.5% Yes, definitely offended
1.5% Maybe a little offended
2% ldon’t know
5% No, not really offended
91% No, definitely not offended



Social norms marketing message continued...

If you received an inheritance from a family member and later
learned that the family member had left 10% of her estate to
her favorite charity would you feel offended by her decision
to leave this charitable bequest?

O Yes, definitely offended

O Maybe a little offended

O | don't know

o No, not really offended

o No, definitely not offended

Your answer will be added to this running total for the
guestion:
Previous Answers
0.5% Yes, definitely offended
1.5% Maybe a little offended
2% | don’t know
5% No, not really offended
91% No, definitely not offended

Posting these
numbers is intended
to suggest that
everyone agrees that
leaving a bequest gift
is acceptable




Social norms marketing message continued...

Unlike many foreign countries, it is quite common in the United States
for people from the poorest to the richest to leave 5% or 10% of their
estate to a charity when they die. We are interested in your opinion
about this common American practice.

If you received an inheritance from a family member and later learned
that the family member had left 5% of her estate to her favorite charity
would you feel offended by her decision to leave this charitable
bequest?

o Yes, definitely offended

o Maybe a little offended

o | don't know

o No, not really offended

O No, definitely not offended

Your answer will be added to this running total for the question:
Previous Answers

0.2% Yes, definitely offended

1% Maybe a little offended

2% | don’t know

5% No, not really offended
92% No, definitely not offended




Social norms marketing message continued...

Unlike many foreign countries, it is quite common in the United States
for people from the poorest to the richest to leave 5% or 10% of their
estate to a charity when they die. We are interested in your opinion
about this common American practice.

If you received an inheritance from a family member and later learned
that the family member had left 5% of her estate to her favorite charity
would you feel offended by her decision to leave this charitable
bequest? .
o Yes, definitely offended Here we just repeat the

O Maybe a little offended message with the 5% level

O | don't know instead of the 10% level
o No, not really offended

O No, definitely not offended

Your answer will be added to this running total for the question:
Previous Answers

0.2% Yes, definitely offended

1% Maybe a little offended

2% | don’t know

5% No, not really offended
92% No, definitely not offended R S




Social norms message: American Values

Unlike many foreign countries, it is quite common in the United States
for people from the poorest to the richest to leave 5% or 10% of their
estate to a charity when they die. We are interested in your opinion
about this common American practice. Which of the following reasons
might help to explain, in part, why Americans in particular are so likely
to leave part of their estate to a charitable organization when they die?

e e g
Agree Disagree Disagree
Q Q Q Q Q

unusual levels of American
GENEROSITY

unusual levels of American
INDEPENDENCE

unusual levels of American
RELIGIOUS BELIEF

unusual levels of American
INDUSTRIOUSNESS

unusual levels of American
SELF-RELIANCE

unusual levels of American
EDUCATION

unusual levels of American
FREEDOM

©c 0 0 O O O
©c 0 0 O 0O ©
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Social norms message: American Values

Unlike many foreign countries, it is quite common in the United States
for people from the poorest to the richest to leave 5% or 10% of their
estate to a charity when they die. We are interested in your opinion
about this common American practice. Which of the following reasons
might help to explain, in part, why Americans in particular are so likely
to leave part of their estate to a charitable organization when they die?

Strongly | Agree | Neither Agree nor | Disagree | Strongly
Agree Disagree Disagree
O ' () () ()

unusual levels of American
GENEROSITY

The underlying message

unusual levels of American :
INDEPENDENCE O { here is that you should leave
unusual levels of American a charitable beqUESt
RELIGIOUS BELIEF O d because it is the AMERICAN
unusual levels of American O q thmg to do.
INDUSTRIOUSNESS
unusual levels of American
SELF-RELIANCE Q Q O O Q
unusual levels of American
EDUCATION Q Q Q O Q
unusual levels of American e 0 O O o

FREEDOM



Results




The first group had no
marketing messages. So, this
shows the “natural” levels of

current giving intentions and
bequest giving intentions.

Relationships with no marketing messages
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs
2: Charitable bequests as an American value
(1) followed by (2)
(2) followed by (1)

Average
Across

Avg.

(Age Survey Org.
. 50+) Group Group

19.63/12.75

All Oxg )
7.07

10.30

-0.88
-1.50
-2.09
-2.47

14.32

-2.93
-2.58
-5.47
-2.71

1
1

1

2(a)
3(a)
2(b)
3(b)

A&B
A&B

A&B

> > W



With no marketing messages,
we see a 10.3 point gap (on
our 100 point scale) between

current giving intentions and
bequest giving intentions.

Relationships with no marketing messages
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs
2: Charitable bequests as an American value
(1) followed by (2)
(2) followed by (1)

Average
Across

19.63

-0.88
-1.50
-2.09
-2.47

Avg.

(Age Survey Org.
All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
29.93 27.07

12.75

-2.93
-2.58
-5.47
-2.71

1
1

1

2(a)
3(a)
2(b)
3(b)

A&B
A&B

A&B

> > W



This gap is the problem we
will focus on. Why will you

give money, but not leave a
bequest?

Average Avg.

Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention @ 4.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47

(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71

2(a)
3(a)
2(b)
3(b)

> > W



llI

This gap isn’t a problem of
don’t like the charity”, but a

problem of “I’ll give, but |
won’t leave a bequest”.

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention @ 4.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2(a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A



This is gap that we will try to
erase with our marketing

messages.

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention @ 4.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2(a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A



This gap was even bigger for

those aged 50 and above.

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 9.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 1963 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention 10.3 t@ 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2(a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A



After stating their current giving
intentions, this group read the

spendthrift heirs marketing message, and
was then asked about their bequest gift
intentions for 20 charities.

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing ngessages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intenton and bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequegtt gap with marketing
Mmessage-gre

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2(a) B
: ClTarrtetie=-oeaastc-as-arr an value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A



The gap was .88 points smaller for the group
receiving the spendthrift heirs marketing

message as compared with the original group
that received no marketing messages (i.e.,
9.42 instead of 10.30).

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing

message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs 2.93 2(a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value B6” -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A



But, notice that the
spendthrift heirs

message more strongly
impacted older
respondents.

Relationships with no marketing mésgages
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs
2: Charitable bequests as an American value
(1) followed by (2)
(2) followed by (1)

Average Avg.

Across (Age syrvey oOrg.

All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
29.93 27.07 1 A&B
19.63 12.75 1 A&B

10.30 14.32 1  A&B

¥6  3(a)
-2.09 -5.47 2(b)
-2.47 -2.71 3(b)

> > W



This group read the “American social
norms” marketing messages before

stating their bequest gift intentions
for the same 20 charities.

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving integltion and bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequgst gap with marketing
message groups

i -0.88 -2.93 2(a)
-1.50 -2.58 3(a)
-2.09 -5.47 2(b)
(2) followed by(l) -2.47 -2.71 3(b)

> > W



The gap was smaller for the group receiving
the “American social norms” message than for

the group that had received the “spendthrift
heirs” message”.

Relationships with no marketing messages
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs
2: Charitable bequests as an American value
(1) followed by (2)
(2) followed by (1)

Average Avg.

Across (Age syrvey oOrg.
All Orgs. 50+) Group Group

29.93 27.07
19.63 12.75

10.30 14.32

1
1

1

2(a)
3(a)
2(b)
3(b)

A&B
A&B

A&B

> > W



We then gave the “American social norms”
message to the group that had already had

the “spendthrift heirs” marketing message,
and asked them about bequests to 20 more
charities.

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketig® messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving jpftention and bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in givgfbequest gap with marketing
message group
1: Data onfrapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2(a)

LeArartaie-resilests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a)
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b)
SR E=5r -2.47 -2.71 3(b)

> > W




After receiving this second
set of messages, the gap was
even smaller.

Average Avg.

Across (Age syrvey oOrg.
All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
29.93 27.07 1 A&B
19.63 12.75 1 A&B

Relationships with no marketing messages
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest

intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs 2.93 2(a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) (-2.09)5.47 20b) A
(2) followed by (1) . -2.71 3(b) A



Similarly, we gave the “spendthrift heirs”
message to the group that had already had

the “American social norms” marketing
message, and asked them about bequest to
20 more charities

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketig® messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving jpftention and bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in givgfbequest gap with marketing
message group
1: Data onfrapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2(a)

Lerarrtaore-resilests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a)
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2(b)
BINSE=1D% -2.47 -2.71 3(b)

> > W




After receiving this second
set of messages, the gap was
also smaller.

Average Avg.

Across (Age syrvey oOrg.
All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
29.93 27.07 1 A&B
19.63 12.75 1 A&B

Relationships with no marketing messages
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest

intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs B8 -2.93 2(a)
2: Charitable bequests as an American value @ -2.58 3(a)
(1) followed by (2) =09 _-5.47 2(b)
(2) followed by (1) -2.71 3(b)

> > W



So, in both cases, adding the second
message improved results

(although tested with a new set of charitable organizations)

Average Avg.
Across (Age survey Org.

Relationships with no marketing messages All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with marketing
message groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs

2: Charitable bequests as an American value
(1) followed by (2)
(2) followed by (1)

> > W

2.47 2.71 3(b)



Spotlight on cancer research organizations

Dana MD
American National Farber Anderson
Subgroup Cancer Cancer Cancer Cancer
Relationships with no interventions Total Society Coalition Institute Center
Giving intention 32.87 36.77 3454 29.63 30.53
Bequest intention 22.77 26.79 2256 21.13 20.59
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention 10.10 9.98 11.98 8.50 9.94
Difference in give-bequest gap with intervention
groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.37 0.98 -1.72
2: Charitable bequests as an American
value -3.64 -3.59 -3.69
(1) followed by (2) -0.58 -1.40 0.24
(2) followed by (1) -0.86 -1.16 -0.57

Note: Not every organization is tested with every intervention (40 organizations x 6
interventions x 2 ordering sequences = 480 permutations)



Marketing messages
3&4
Life stories

Our neuroimaging
results with these
guestions suggests that
bequest contemplation
(as contrasted with
current giving) engages
“visualized
autobiography” regions

James, R. N., Il & O’Boyle, M. (in press) Charitable estate
planning as visualized autobiography: An fMRI study of its
neural correlates. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly.




Message Type 3: Life stories of deceased donors
Text from the Leave a Legacy® campaign

’ School jamtor Lester Ho]mesl
died in 1992. ‘

Alfter scbc;ol today,
he’ll help an 8-year-
old understand math.

Lester never finished school, buthe leamed a lot mopping classroom floors. “You kids
can be anything youwant,” he’d say. Lester wasn't nich. butbecause he included a gift
to support the school’s tutonng program in his will, things will add up for a few more
students. Include vour favornte causein your will or estate plan.



Message Type 4: Life stories of living donors
Modified text from Leave a Legacy®

| Schooljanitor Lester Holmes| | !

signed his will today. ' " Different
groups saw

- different
One day, his | ads, but no

charitablé bequest = one saw

. giftwill help an 8- | both

)  year-old understand versions of

Rl | math. the same

ad.

Lester never finished school, buthe leamed a lot mopping classroom floors. “You kids
can be anything youwant,” he’d say. Lester wasn't nich. butbecause he included a gift
to support the school’s tutonng program in his will. things will add up for a few more
students. Include your favonte causein your will or estate plan.



Pet groomer Jenny Baxter diedin 1972
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At S p.m. today, sbeﬂfeed?Ostmydogs

causein your will or estate plan.

Tomorrow, hell

at the local
shelter

o
\ >

TR |

As a carpenter, Dominic renovated homes fot his chents

Asachild. he and his mother found a home in a shelter when times were hard.

A counselorthere showed Dominic a future filled with opportunity,
and he never forgot thatlife-changing vision. Thanks to a bequest in his will,
afew more children will have a chance to build their dreams.
Include vour favornte cause in vour will or estateplan.

Jenny would have done her job for free. She loved caring for animals and was forever
rescuing strays. More animals will be saved because Jenny included a bequest to the
local shelter in her will. Thanks to Jenny, tails are still wagging. Include your favorite

renovate the f]a yroom
omeless

Pet groomer Jenny Baxter signed her will today
-

SO S e il i SN T e IO P DN -

VL i P S PNTH

Even aliersbe Jsgme she’ll still be caring
for?Ostmydogs.

Jenny would do herjob for free. She 10\ es caring for animals and is forever rescuing
strays. More animals will be saved because Jennyincluded a bequest to thelocal shelter
in herwill. Thanks to Jenny, tails will still be wagging. Include your favorite causein

your will or estate plan.

Carpenter Dominic Mason signed his will today.

His charitable bequest
zift will, one day,
renovate the playroom
at the local fomc]css

shelter

. s * ;
Asa carpenter. Dominic renovates homes for his clients.
Asa child, he and his mother found a home in a shelter when times were hard.
A counselorthere showed Dominic a future filled with opportunity.
and he never forgot thatlife-changing vision. Thanks to a bequestin his will,
a few more children will have a chance to build their dreams.

Include vour favonte cause in vour will or estate plan.



Symphony
patron
Maria
Sanchez
died in 1984

On Friday night,
she’ll present a

% program of Bach,
‘ Brahms and

Beethoven

A e e B 5

A lifelong music lover, Maria never missed a classical concert. The works of the old
masters made her heart soar. Other hearts will soar because Marnia included a bequestto
the symphonyin her will. Thanks to Maria, her beloved orchestra won't miss a beat.
Include your favorite causein your will or estate plan.

Ralph Feterson signed his will today
instead of mﬁlﬁ'gbtsﬁmzte fishing hole.

His charitable
bequest gift will,
one day, release
bundreds of
blueglls into its

walers.

)
Ralph is happiest sitting next to a pond with his dkids.
i ppwa.iting fc;g{' the bluegglls to bite. i
To keep the pond stocked for his great-grandchildren,
he included a bequestto a local conservation organization in his will.
Thanks to Ralph, the fish will still be biting for generations to come.
Include your favorite causein your will or estate plan.

____ Evenafifersheis
=S gone, she will still
s be presenting
programs of Bach
and Brahms

masters make her heart soar. Other hearts will soar because Maria included a bequestto
the symphonyin her will. Thanks to Maria, her beloved orchestra won’t miss a beat.
Include vour favorite causein yvour will or estate plan.

Ralph Peterson was buried beside his
favonite fishing hole in 1997.

This Saturday at 2
p.m., hellrelease a
Bundred bluegills
into its waters.

Ralph was happiest sitting next to a pond with his grandkids.
i pxg'aiting forgthe blue gi.ﬁs to bite. =
To keep the pond stocked for his great-grandchildren,
he included a bequest to a local conservation organization in his will.
Thanks toRalph, thefish are still biting.
Include your favorite cause in your will or estate plan.
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m loves to coach. notjustbec res fi $ : 1 p Jim loved to coach, notjust because he loved football. but because he believed sports
can teach important lessons. To continue those lessons, Jim placed a bequestto fund could teach important lessons. To continue those lessons. Jim placed a bequestto fund
camp scholarshipsin his will. Thanks to Coach Bindley. a few more kids will reach camp scholarshipsin his will. Thanks to Coach Bindley. a few more kids will reach
their goals. Include your favorite causein your will or estate plan. their goals. Include your favorite causein your will or estate plan.

Dr. Marjorie Chun included a chantable gift in her will.

Affer she is gone, shell build a chapel in
the hospital where she worked.

Dr. Chun practices the science of medicine, but sheis also a woman of faith. To help

This fall, shell build a chapel in the
hospital where she worked.

Dr. Chun practiced the science of medicine, but she was also a woman of faith. To help
her hospital treat body and soul, she will fund a new chapel with a gift from her estate her hospital treat body and soul. she funded the new chapel with a gift from her estate
plan. Thanks toDr. Chun. patients and their families will one day have a place to seek plan. Thanks to Dr. Chun, patients and their families will have a place to seek peace.
eace. Include vour favorite cause in vour will or estate plan. Include vour favorite cause inh vour will or estate plan.




Ads were on the screen for a fixed duration
followed by questions about the ad, such as:

What was the name of the person What type of charity did the previous
described in the previous advertisement?  described gift benefit?
o Jim Bindley o Symphony
O Dominic Mason o Choir
O Ralph Peterson O Ballet
O Lester Holmes o Opera
O Theatre

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Q

 Inspirational |

Makes you
think

Boring

CO O O

CO O O
CO O 0O
CO O
CO O ©



This top half is just the results from before

Across

0
Relatigaships with no interventions All Orgs. 50+) Sno Grc;%p
ing intention 29.93 27.07 1

equest intention 19.63 12.75 1
Gap between giving intention and bequest

intention 10.30

Difference in give-bequest gap with intervention

gre

B
~ B
(1) followed B3 395, A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A

3: Stories of deceased bequest donors making an
impact -5.29 -7.65 4(a) A
4: Stories of living bequest planners future impact  -3.52 -6.71 5(a) B
(3) followed by (4) -5.31 -7.93 4(b) B
(4) followed by (3) -3.31 -6.62 5(b) A



This group read a set of the “deceased
donor story” ads and was then asked about

their bequest gift intentions for 20 charities.

Average Avg.
Across (Age

Relationships with no interventions All Orgs. 50+) %“révfg Gcr)g%'p
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention afid bequest
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap pvith intervention

groups
1: Data on rapid expenditupe by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2a) B
2: Charitable bequests as gin American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2b) A
(2) followed.hb -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A
. Stories of deceased bequest donors making af
impact -5.29 -7.65 4(a) A
4: Stories Of NV oegquestpirarmers tuture impact -3.52 -6.71 5 B
(3) followed by (4) -5.31 -7.93 4(b) B
(4) followed by (3) -3.31 -6.62 5(b) A



The gap for this group was lower than for
any combination of the previous marketing

messages

Average Avg.

Across (Age Survey Org.

Relationships with no interventions All Orgs. 50+) Group Group
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and beqg§est
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with intervention

groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A

3: Stories of deceased bequest donors making an
impact -7.65 4(a)

4: Stories of living bequest planners future impact : -6.71 5(a)
(3) followed by (4) -5.31 -7.93 4(b)
(4) followed by (3) -3.31 -6.62 5(b)

> o w >



When we then added some “live donor

stories” ads for this group, the gap didn’t
change much.

Average Avg.
Across (Age

Relationships with no interventions All Orgs. 50+) %“révfg Gcr)g%p
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequgst
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with interventipn
groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs 2(a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value 3a) B
(1) followed by (2) 2(b) A
(2) followed by (1) 3(b) A
3: Stories of deceased bequest donors making an

impact 4(a) A
4: Stories of living bequest planners future impact 5(a) B
(3) followed by (4) 4b) B
(4) followed by (3) 5(b) A



The final group got the “living donor story”

ads. These also resulted in a smaller gap than
for any non-story message combinations.

Average Avg.
Across (Age

Relationships with no interventions All Orgs. 50+) %“révfg Gcr)g%p
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequst
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B

Difference in give-bequest gap with interventin

groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A
3: Stories of deceased bequest donors making an

impact 29:-7.65 4(a) A
4: Stories of living bequest planners future impact 6.71 5(a) B
(3) followed by (4) -5. -7.93 4b) B
(4) followed by (3) -3.31 -6.62 5(b) A



When we then added some “deceased
donor stories” ads for this group, and then

asked about a different set of charities, the

didn’t chan :
Across (Age
Relationships with no interventions All Orgs. 50+) %“révfg Gcr)g%p
Giving intention 29.93 27.07 1 A&B
Bequest intention 19.63 12.75 1 A&B
Gap between giving intention and bequekt
intention 10.30 14.32 1 A&B
Difference in give-bequest gap with interventid
groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs -0.88 -2.93 2a) B
2: Charitable bequests as an American value -1.50 -2.58 3(a) B
(1) followed by (2) -2.09 -5.47 2b) A
(2) followed by (1) -2.47 -2.71 3(b) A
3: Stories of deceased bequest donors making an
impact -7.65 4(a) A
4: Stories of living bequest planners future impact @ 6.71 5(a) B
(3) followed by (4) -7.93 4b) B
(4) followed by (3) 6.62 50b) A



Overall, the donor story ads appeared much
more effective than the other messages

Relationships with no interventions
Giving intention
Bequest intention
Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention

Difference in give-bequest gap with intervention
groups
1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs
2: Charitable bequests as an American value
(1) followed by (2)
(2) followed by (1)
3: Stories of deceased bequest donors making an
impact
4: Stories of living bequest planners future impact
(3) followed by (4)
(4) followed by (3)

Average Avg.

Across (Age

All Orgs. 50+) Sé“ri,vfg G?c;%'p
29.93 27.07 1 A&B
19.63 12.75 1 A&B

10.30 14.32 1 A&B

-0.88 -2.93 2(a)
-1.50 -2.58 3(a)
-2.09 -5.47 2(b)
-2.47 -2.71 3(b)

> > o W

-5.29 -7.65 4(a)
-3.52 -6.71 5(a)
-5.31 -7.93 4(b)
-3.31 -6.62 5(b)

> W W >



Relationships with no interventions

Giving intention
Bequest intention

Gap between giving intention and bequest
intention

Difference in give-bequest gap with intervention

groups

1: Data on rapid expenditure by heirs
2: Charitable bequests as an American
value

(1) followed by (2)

(2) followed by (1)

3: Stories of deceased bequest donors
making an impact

4: Stories of living bequest planners future
impact

(3) followed by (4)

(4) followed by (3)

Subgroup

Total

32.87
22.77

10.10

-0.37

-3.64
-0.58
-0.86

-4.82

-3.87
-6.64
-1.55

American National Farber

Cancer
Society

36.77
26.79

9.98

-1.40
-1.16

-3.23

-1.42

Spotlight on cancer research organizations

Dana MD
Anderson
Cancer Cancer Cancer
Coalition Institute Center
34.54 29.63 30.53
22.56 21.13 20.59
11.98 8.50 9.94
0.98 -1.72
-3.59 -3.69
0.24
-0.57
-6.40
-4.30 -3.45
-7.67 -5.62
-1.68



Final intervention set

A e

Memorlal or honormg glft
reminders



As compared with charitable bequest decisions,
bequests to friends and family more heavily involve

1. Emotion (mid/posterior cingulate cortex; insula)

See Maddock, Garrett & Buonocore, 2003

2. Memory (hippocampus)

S N PP PP R A CTTrT.

i - SPM{T,.}

wfernmes

..........................................................................

This difference was stronger for females than males. These results are not yet
published and will be presented at academic conferences later this year.



Lower emotional and memory
recall activation of charitable
bequests (as compared with
friends and family bequests)
may help explain:

 Why charitable bequests are
more rare than bequests to
friends and family

* Why charitable bequests
may be most compelling
when memorializing a
deceased loved one (i.e.,
connecting the emotion and
memory of the loved one to
the charity/cause)




Memorial or honoring gift reminders

Do you have a deceased friend or deceased
family member who would have appreciated
your support of a [ORGANIZATION TYPE] (such
as the [EXAMPLE ORGANIZATIONS])?

If yes, please state your relationship to them
and write at least 25 words describing their
interest in or connection with this cause. If no,
please write at least 25 words describing what
you believe to be the typical characteristics of a
person who supports this cause.

If you signed a will in the next 3 months, what is
the likelihood you might leave a BEQUEST gift
honoring a deceased friend or family member
to each of the following organizations?

If asked in the next 3 months, what is the
likelihood you might GIVE money honoring a
deceased friend or family member to each of
the following organizations?

Alternative
versions replace
“deceased friend
or deceased
family member”
with “currently
living friend or
family member”

And “honoring a
deceased friend
or family
member” with
“honoring a living
friend or family
member”




Examining before and after changes within the
same person (not group 1 v. group 2 as before)

ASKED EARLIER

“If you signed a
will in the next 3
months, what is
the likelihood
you might leave
a BEQUEST gift
to
[organization]?”

ASKED AT END

“If you signed a will in
the next 3 months,
what is the likelihood
you might leave a
BEQUEST gift honoring
a deceased friend or
family member to
[organization]?”

We look at only those who answered “Yes” to having a
friend/family member who would [would have] appreciated
their support of the organization




This compares their first response on
willingness to leave a bequest with their

final response on willingness to leave a

bequest to honor friend/family member.

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

n=1240

[n 3440]
7.43%%*
[n=1594]
5.96%**
[n=5250]

-1.51

[n=1236]
-0.02

[n=3440]
-5.71***
[n=1588]
[n 5250]

Tota
(Age 50+)
10.00***
[N=191]
[n 578]
12.40***
[n=175]
6.91***
[n=734]

-5.08*
[n=191]
-1.47
[n=578]
-5.03*
[175]
4,92 ***
[n=734]



Here, the willingness to leave a bequest
went up 8.55 points on the 100 point scale

after the memorial reminder.

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

7.43***
[N=1594]
5.96***
[n=5250]

-1.51

[n=1236]
-0.02

[n=3440]
-5.71***
[n=1588]
-1.83%**
[n=5250]

Total
(Age 50+)
10.00%***
[n=191]
9.03***
[n=578]
12.40***
[n=175]
6.91%**
[n=734]

-5.08*
[n=191]
-1.47
[n=578]
-5.03*
[175]
4,92 ***
[n=734]



This is for those who said “Yes” to having a
friend/family member who would have

appreciated their support of the

organization.

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

n=1240

[n 3440]
7.43%%*
[n=1594]
5.96%**
[n=5250]

-1.51
[n=1236]

-0.02

[n=3440]

-5.71%%*

[Nn=1588]
[n 5250]

Total
(Age 50+)
10.00***
[N=191]
[n 578]
12.40***
[n=175]
6.91***
[n=734]

-5.08*
[n=191]
-1.47
[n=578]
-5.03*
[175]
4,92 ***
[n=734]



We see a similar effect, even when other

market messages had already been

employed prior to the first response to the

bequest question.

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Total
Total (Age 50+)
8.55%** 10.00***
N=1240] [n=191]
7.98*** N\ 9,03***
[n=578]
- 12.40%**
[n=1594] [n=175]
5.96***  6.91***
[n=5250] [n=734]
-1.51 -5.08*
[n=1236] [n=191]
-0.02 -1.47
[n=3440] [n=578]
-5.71***  -503*
[n=1588] [175]
-1.83*** -4 92%**
[n=5250] [n=734]



This suggests that the memorial opportunity
can be “stacked” with other marketing

messages to achieve high intentions.

Total
Charitable bequest intentions Total (Age 50+)
10.00***
[n=191]
9.03%**
[n=578]
12.40***
[n=175]
: 6.91°%**
Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions) [n=5250] [n=734]

Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)

Honor living person v. Initial

-1.51 -5.08*
Memorial v. Initial [n=1236] [n=191]

-0.02 -1.47
Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial [n=3440] [n=578]

-5.71***  -503*
[n=1588] [175]
-1.83%** 4 g **x*
[n=5250] [n=734]

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial



It seems to be similarly effective whether
honoring a deceased friend/family member

or living friend/family member.

Total
Charitable bequest intentions Total (Age 50+)
8.55%** 10.00%**
Memorial v. Initial [n=1240] [n=191]

7.98*** 9 03***

Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Current charitable giving intentions

-1.51 -5.08*
Memorial v. Initial [n=1236] [n=191]
-0.02 -1.47
Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial [n=3440] [n=578]
H .. - -5.71***  -503*
onor living person v. Initial (n=1588] [175]

- L : " -1.83%** 4,92 **
Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial [n'=5250] [n'=734]



But, people do not want to make a current
gift to honor a living or deceased friend or

family member.

Total
Total (Age 50+)
8.55%** 10.00***
[n=1240] [n=191]
7.98*** g Q3***
[n=3440] [n=578]
7.43%*** 12.40***
[n=1594] [n=175]
5.96***  6.91***
[n=5250] [n=734]

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding intervention
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial



People were less willing to make this kind of
a current gift than they were to make an

undesignated current gift prior to the
memorial/honoring reminder.

Total
Total (Age 50+)
8.55%** 10.00***
[n=1240] [n=191]
7.98*** g Q3***
[n=3440] [n=578]
7.43%*** 12.40%**
[n=1594] [n=175]
5.96***  6.91***
[n=5250] [n=734]

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventio
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial



Before and after changes
in bequest and current giving intentions
following memorial/honorific gift reminders

(among those who answered “Yes” to having a friend/family member who would

[would have] appreciated their support of the organization)

Charitable bequest intentions
Memorial v. Initial
Memorial v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial (w/ preceding interventions)
Current charitable giving intentions

Memorial v. Initial

Memorial (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Honor living person v. Initial

Honor living person (w/preceding interventions) v. Initial

Total
8.55%**
[n=1240]
7.98%**
[n=3440]
7.43%**
[n=1594]
5.96%**
[n=5250]

-1.51

[n=1236]
-0.02

[n=3440]
-5.71***
[n=1588]
-1.83%**
[n=5250]

Total
(Age 50+)
10.00%***
[n=191]
9.03***
[n=578]
12.40***
[n=175]
6.91%**
[n=734]

-5.08*
[n=191]
-1.47
[n=578]
-5.03*
[175]
4,9 **
[n=734]



Stacking earlier interventions with
memorial/honoring reminders

(group effects + within-person changes)
giving v. bequest gap in
the group with no
interventions

initial giving v. final
bequest gap in groups
exposed to interventions
AND who responded
“Yes” to having a
friend/family member
who would [would have]
appreciated their support
of the organization




Now we combine the
effects of the marketing

messages with
memorial/honoring giving.

Dana MD AIDS San
Avg American National Farber Anderson National Project Francisco
. " Cancer Cancer Cancer Cancer Audubon Ducks Los AIDS
Interventions 8dP Society Coalition Institute Center Society Unlimited Angeles Found.
None (Baseline
giving-bequest gap) 8.66 998 1198 850 9.94 6.91 5.89 793 811
-5.63 -2.95 -6.05 -6.79 -10.7 -17.1 -16.08  -24.96

A Memorial alone -6.20 [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [58/473] [58/473] [54/466] [54/466]
A Memorial + info

10.07  -655  -11.11 -9.33 -8.18 025  -5.62  -6.57
1&2 -7.59 [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [55/484] [55/484] [52/478] [52/478]
A Honor Living 678  -11.36  -9.08 -9.47 -7.91 411 -472 -11.19

Person +info 1 & 2 -7.84 [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [90/473] [90/473] [78/469] [78/469]



And we ask, for those who
answered “yes” to the
friend/family question AND

received the marketing
messages, did the giving-
bequest gap completely

[ ]
disappear?
Dana MD AIDS San

Avg American National Farber Anderson National Project Francisco

. " Cancer Cancer Cancer Cancer Audubon Ducks Los AIDS
Interventions 83dP Society Coalition Institute Center Society Unlimited Angeles Found.

None (Baseline

giving-bequest gap) 8.66 998 1198 850 9.94 6.91 5.89 7.93 8.11
-5.63 -2.95 -6.05 -6.79 -10.7 -17.1 -16.08  -24.96

A Memorial alone -6.20 [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [58/473] [58/473] [54/466] [54/466]

A Memorial + info 1007 655  -11.11 933  -818 025 562  -6.57
182 -7.59 [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [55/484] [55/484] [52/478] [52/478]

A Honor I:|vmg 678  -11.36  -9.08 -9.47 -7.91 411 472 -11.19
Person +info 1 & 2 -7.84 [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [90/473] [90/473] [78/469] [78/469]



For these charities, the gap
started as an 8.66 in the

group with no
interventions.

Dana MD AIDS San
Avg American onal Farber Anderson National Project Francisco
. " Cancer ancer Cancer Cancer Audubon Ducks Los AIDS
Interventions gdP Ssocie Coalition Institute Center Society Unlimited Angeles Found.
None (Baseline
giving-bequest ga 9.98  11.98 8.50 9.94 6.91 5.89 7.93 8.11
-5.63 -2.95 -6.05 -6.79 -10.7 -17.1 -16.08  -24.96

A Memorial alone -6.20 [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [58/473] [58/473] [54/466] [54/466]
A Memorial + info

10.07  -655  -11.11 -9.33 -8.18 025  -5.62  -6.57
1&2 -7.59 [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [55/484] [55/484] [52/478] [52/478]
A Honor Living 678  -11.36  -9.08 -9.47 -7.91 411 -472 -11.19

Person +info 1 & 2 -7.84 [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [90/473] [90/473] [78/469] [78/469]



Among those given only
the memorial bequest
opportunity (who said yes
to the friend/family

question) the gap dropped
by 6.2 points. So, it didn’t
completely disappear.

Dana viD AIDS San
Avg American National Farbe Anderson National Project Francisco
. * Cancer Cancer cer Cancer Audubon Ducks Los AIDS
Interventions 8adP Society Coalitigs Institute Center Society Unlimited Angeles Found.
None (Baseline
giving-bequest gap) 8.66 oz 11.98 8.50 9.94 6.91 5.89 7.93 8.11
. =5.63 -2.95 -6.05 -6.79 -10.7 -17.1 -16.08 -24.96
A Memorial alone 216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [58/473] [58/473] [54/466] [54/466]
=l
A Memorial + info -10.07 -6.55 -11.11 -9.33 -8.18 -0.25 -5.62 -6.57
1&2 -7.59 [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [55/484] [55/484] [52/478] [52/478]

A Honor I:|vmg 678  -11.36  -9.08 -9.47 -7.91 411 472 -11.19
Person +info 1 & 2 -7.84 [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [90/473] [90/473] [78/469] [78/469]



In the group that had first
been given the “spendthrift
heirs” and “American social

norms” marketing

messages, the difference
was even greater. But, the
gap wasn’t quite erased.

Dana 0P AIDS San
Avg American National Farber Anderson National Project Francisco
. " Cancer Cancer Cancg Cancer Audubon Ducks Los AIDS
Interventions 83dP Society Coalition Ipglitute Center Society Unlimited Angeles Found.
None (Baseline
giving-bequest gap) 8.66 9.3 198 850 9.94 6.91 5.89 7.93 8.11
-5.6 -2.95 -6.05 -6.79 -10.7 -17.1 -16.08  -24.96

A Memorial alone  -6.20 [215¢86] [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [58/473] [58/473] [54/466] [54/466]
A Memorial + info 1007 655  -11.11 933  -818 025 562  -6.57
182 230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [55/484] [55/484] [52/478] [52/478]

A Honor I:|vmg 678  -11.36  -9.08 -9.47 -7.91 411 472 -11.19
Person +info 1 & 2 -7.84 [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [90/473] [90/473] [78/469] [78/469]



Honoring either a living or a
deceased friend or family

member seemed similarly
effective.

Dafha MD AIDS San
Avg American National gfarber Anderson National Project Francisco
. " Cancer Cancergf Cancer Cancer Audubon Ducks Los AIDS
Interventions 83dP Society Coalifflon Institute Center Society Unlimited Angeles Found.
None (Baseline
giving-bequest gap) 8.66 99 11.98  8.50 9.94 6.91 5.89 7.93 8.11
-5 475 -2.95 -6.05 -6.79 -10.7 -17.1 -16.08  -24.96

A Memorial alone  -6.20 [3#]436] [216/486] [216/486] [216/486] [58/473] [58/473] [54/466] [54/466]
A Memorial + info
1&2

A Honor Living
Person +info 1l & 2

-10.07 -6.55 -11.11 -9.33 -8.18 -0.25 -5.62 -6.57
-7.59 230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [230/488] [55/484] [55/484] [52/478] [52/478]

-6.78 -11.36 -9.08 -9.47 -7.91 -4.11 -4.72 -11.19
[275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [275/476] [90/473] [90/473] [78/469] [78/469]



Avg.
Gap

Prevent
Blindness Fighting
America Blindne

None

(Baseline

giving-

bequest

gap) 10.82 9.6¥ 11.68
A Honor

living

person

alone 6.10 oiorfloina mesia
A Honor

living

person +

inffol &2 | -7.59 /'i,%] [;3?/.435%] [2-671'/Z639]
A Memoria

+ info 1&2 (-12.05 [;3/‘3?] [ﬁ/'z?s:ll] [1;?/2;892]

For this set of charities, we see the first case
where the gap, originally 11.03, completely
disappears.

American

Animals

9.59

-3.50
[266/451]

-7.71
[261/469]

-12.97
[133/492]

Big

Society for Brothers
drevention of / Big
Cruelty to Sisters of Girls Clubs

B d
it Girl Boy

America of America YWCA YMCA Scouts Scouts

11.02 12.96 8.21 10.96 14.56 9.05

-3.92 -761 -408 -7.61 -9.59 -8.28
[155/447] [155/447] [155/447] [155/447] [155/447] [155/447)

-3.7 -8.97 -0.24 -7.76 -9.53 -11.21
[153/459] [153/459] [153/459] [153/459] [153/459] [153/459]

-14.56 -12.04 -7.29 -15.27 -14.87 -14.43
[65/489] [65/489] [65/489] [65/489] [65/489] [65/489]



Finally, when we start to
combine both the donor
stories and the

memorial/honoring giving
opportunities, the gap
consistently disappears

Canine Susan G.
The Guide Compan Nat. Breast Komen The The
AVg. Amer. Joslin Dogs for ions for Breast Cancer Breast Alzheim Alzheim World Wildlife
G Diabet. Diabetes the Indepen Cancer Researc Cancer er's er's Wildlife Conserv.
ap Assn. Center BUNICEF CARE Blind dence Found. h Found. Found. Assn. Found. Fund Society
None
(Baseline
giving-
bequest
gap) 10.55 1170 10270 1194 883 1066 1078 1104 1140 7.83 1106 1060 826 936
A Honor
living
person + -12.86 -10.7¢ -15.87 -516 -518 -4.78 -10.02 -10.97 -11.18 -14.16
[182/48 [182/48-21.53 -13.29 _17.55 [106/47 [262/48 [262/48 [262/48 [163/48 [163/48 [202/49 [202/49

info3 & 4 -10.59 " 0] Ji74/477] [74/477] (i06/a71] 1] 7] 7] 7] 4] 4] 2] 2]
A

Memorial
+ info 3 & -13. -15.68 -9.65 -12.07 -11.77 -23.69 -24.48

[135/87 [135/47 -7.7 -7.62 -10.94 -11.63 [180/46 [180/46 [180/46 [152/45 [152/45 -12.01 -16.97
4 -14.60 71 [66/472] [66/472] [71/467] [71/467] 2] 2] 2] 6] 6] [88/463][88/463]



The combination of donor stories and
memorial/honoring gifts works every time.

Cani
Avg The Amer. Joslin Guide Dogs Comapnalrr:ieons
* Diabet. Diabetes for the for Indepen-
Gap Assn. Center UNICEF CARE Blind dence
None (Baseline giving-
bequest gap) 10 11.70 10.27 11.94 8.83 10.66 10.78
A Honor living person + -12.85 -10.76 -21.53 -13.29 -17.55 -15.87
info3&4 [182/480] [182/480] [74/477] [74/477] [106/471] [106/471]

] ] -13.63 -15.68 -7.70 -7.62 -1094 -11.63
A Memorial +info 3 & 4 \ _14 60 /1135/477] [135/477] [66/472] [66/472] [71/467] [71/467]

Susan G.
Breast Komen
Cancer Breast The The World Wildlife
Research Cancer Alzheimer's Alzheimer's Wildlife Conserv.
Found. Found. Assn. Found. Fund Society

1140 7.83 11.06 10.60 8.26 9.36

-5.18 -4.78 -10.02 -10.97 -11.18 -14.16
[262/487] [262/487] [163/484] [163/484] [202/492] [202/492]

-12.07 -11.77 -23.69 -24.48 -12.01 -16.97
[180/462] [180/462] [152/456] [152/456] [88/463] [88/463]




Conclusion: In this experimental
setting, it is possible to eliminate the
gap between charitable giving
intention and bequest giving
Intention in certain cases




The most powerful interventions were:

 Bequest giving to honor a friend or family
member [NOT for current giving]

 Stories about
deceased or
living donors
making a

lasting impact
ﬂ

Both fit with related
neuroimaging
findings




Part IV: Practical
Applications to
Fundraising




Experimental results show that death
reminders activate

15t stage defense 2"d stage defense

o |




Brain imaging results confirm visualized
autobiographical process for bequest
decision-making
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Using this framework, we can better
evaluate communication strategies

15t stage defense 2"d stage defense

o |




Steps in the bequest
decision-making process




Avoidance
keeps us here




If we overcome
avoidance of the
topic, we can present
motivations to justify
moving to “Yes”




/’} N

4 wu Strategies
s ] ’)”m for “l don’t
# - want to
- think about
it” avoidance




Avoid the Avoiders

* Only work with those who, due to
circumstances (age, health, family death),
are ready to charitably plan now

* “Low hanging fruit”
 Small audience relative to total supporters




Addressing
“I'don’t want

to

think about it”

avoidance

Yes

Now




For many, bequest decision
making is emotionally
aversive




What you see What the
subconscious sees

Seminar Tonight: .| Seminar Tonight:

Estate Planning . Your Upcoming
Death




Mixed Packaging

The topic is subconsciously aversive, so
combine (or mask) with more attractive
topics to sidestep the initial avoidance
response




|||||||||||||||||

Stories from

- Seminar: . 3 S

' Charitable )| f{‘aeuf;rg]“gl',ﬁes'
Estate those who
Planning make it happen

e Stories about the
nonprofit work and
donors planned giving

e Larger audience

* Audience interested in
the cause



llllllllllllllll

. /)
OO BOBOLBOEGGEGLLLLL LD P00 BOOLBOERGGECLLLLL LD

Seminar: o
 Estate :gﬁn)m.ar.
Planningand | | ristians
Christian and the
Stewardship Government

* Include estate planning
components along with “hot
button” religious liberties topics

* “The state has written your will
for you and they cut out your
church. Are you OK with that?”

* Larger audience



nnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

¥ | “
OO BOBOLBOEGGEGLLLLL LD l.t-lo. ..............

SemiRaF: Semmar

Seminar. . New Ways to

Charitable ' Save More
Estate - / Taxes When
Planning You Give

 Encompasses a wide range
of planned giving topics
including estate planning

* Income qualifies audience
based on who will be
interested in the topic



Manage Avoidance lgnore Avoidance
A series of bequest related A donor-wide mailing

messages in a general labeled as “estate
interest donor publication planning”
O\

&




Use a broad survey to learn and teach

Which of the following areas do you consider to be
the most important for this organization?

0 Student scholarships O Scientific research
0 Classroom teaching 0 Community outreach
0 Other:

Were you aware that, for those over age 55,
donating the future inheritance rights to your
home or farmland creates an immediate income
tax deduction of 70% or more?

O Yes 0 No 0 Uncertain
O | would like more information about this




Mixed packagin
(masking) avoids the
initial aversive response
and allows us to reach a
larger audience that we
can then educate

Yes




But, even after
someone agrees
with the intended
action, the more
difficult avoidance
barrier still remains

Yes Now ‘

)




The real enemy of
the charitable
bequest gift isn’t

“no,” it’s “later”

Yes

Now




But, this is a direct
acknowledgement
of one’s own
impending mortality
(otherwise “later”

works)

Here,
avoidance is
avoidance of
the topic in
general

Now




Why now?

If | am not going to die
tomorrow, why not deal with
this unpleasantness later?




“But, o%i
MIGHT get—=
hitbya =

truck
tomorrow.”




- :::'

"Eve rzthmg‘-———:‘
now —
about )L =

© s voidance

says this is
a bad
argument




We don’t—— _
wantto ==

admit or be =
reminded

of potential
impending

death

| —

E
S




“See, | told you |

This didn’t need to
delay plan yesterday”
bias Is

(almost)

always

confirmed



Avoidance suggests
that we don’t want
to admit the
likelihood of
impending death as
a reason to act




So create another reason...

If | am not going
to die tomorrow,
why not deal with

this later?







We are offering a
free simple will
service for
anyone who signs
up for an
appointment
tonight only




We are offering a
for
anyone who signs
up for an
appointment
tonight only




&

We have a matching No
grant that will pay Match
10% of planned
bequests (up to
S10, OOOOE)er donor)
5|gne before




¢

Our campaign to Left Out |
reach 100 of Group
planned bequest !

ends in 3 months,
won’t you
consider joining
these others




A college’s two-year campaign to reach 100
planned legacies with celebration dinner
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http://www.fcs.uga.edu/alumni/legacies.html



4

The §7520 rates Lower
went up. If you Deduction
don’t sign the , '
remainder interest
deed in the next 30
days, your
deduction will drop.




&'

The §7520 rates Lower |
went down. If you Deduction
don’t fund the |
CRT/CGA in the next
30 days, your
deduction will drop.




&'

OK, so it looks like Social

we are set for a Stigma
follow up |

appointment to

review things on
March 6.




&'

People really take
their cue from
leaders like you.
Your action would
motivate many of
them to act.

Bad ‘
Example




Pledge and follow-up

Consider promoting and
reco%nizing non-binding
simple check box “pledges”

| commit to complete
an estate plan with a
gift to (organization)
within 6 montns

O Yes
. S Aread

0O Already
- Completed




We really appreciate
your commitment to
make this bequest
gift. Can | check back
in @ month to see
how the pIanning
process Is going:

Violating
“Pledge” |




Pledge and follow-up

“To show a strong

leadership
commitment in
this planned
giving push, we
want to announce
100% board | commit to complete
participation by an estate plan with a
the fall banquet. a;ﬁhti% %?,f?g?ggl{ﬁtmn)
Can wei rsg’ynt you L Ves
: ¢ 0 No
0 Already

- Completed



We really appreciate
your commitment to
make this bequest
gift. Can | check back
in @ month to see
how the pIanning
process Is going:

Violating
“Pledge” |




Remembering the
power of defaults in
the organ donation
context, how can we

attach a required

action to NOT
planning?




Board Member / Group Pledge Form

To influence other supporters of this
organization, we are looking for leaders
who will demonstrate the importance of
planned giving. In preparation for the July
announcement of the planned giving
campaign kick off please let us know.

0 | have already included [org] in my
estate plans

O | will commit to completing an estate
plan with a gift to [org] before July 5"

0 | do not have [org] in my estate plans
and | cannot commit to doing so




The reason to plan
doesn’t have to be
charitable.
Anything that

generates planning
can overcome the
avoidance barrier.

Now




% ungest child
might see my will
and find out | never
got around to
naming her

Feelings

| Risk Bad




The kids would be
upset if they found

out | still had him as
the executor

Risk Bad |
Feelings




& ave 10
: Think

In case | am About All

unconscious, | This Stuff
should probably get ___Again

“those documents”
done for medical

stuff




| moved to a new Living with
state, so | should Uncertainty
probably make
sure everything is
still in order




The estate tax
laws are
changing, and
some benefits
may disappear if |
don’t act now




You are in great health,
maybe those gift annuities
would be a good idea

Some planned
givin%(options
work WITH
avoidance



MEZB0a0ST.

I

\ 1

N

@ Avoidance can

prevent us from
leaving here

Yes

Now




And avoidance
can prevent us

-
-.*\
\

from moving to
here

$'.. - ‘\\-
> -~

MOZ> Um0 <>

Yes Now




But, overcoming
avoidance does
not provide
reasons to say
“Yes” to charity




Overcomin%
avoidance can lead
to planning, but
not necessarily

CHARITABLE

olanning

» | Yes




Reasons to

(4 Vd4
say “Yes SYmMboIICY
to charity PRimmortalitya
bequests Autobiographical
come from ST

stage 2
factors

T <-=ZC2200
omerp<s |

Yes

»

‘about it



Bequest decision-
making is like
visualizing the final
chapter in one’s
own biography




Is this cause (or
charity) an

| important part of

my life story?




How can we
emphasize
autobiographical
connections?




|LILE Start with

e “So tell me about
"} 3 your connection to
s (organization).”



DON’T start with

“I've got some
great ways to get
you some huge tax
deductions.”




Recognizing and
rewarding donor
longevity %not just
annual levels)
emphasizes the
long-term
autobiographical
connections

OUr‘lo Year
nnIVerSar
togethen
tzi 8Iifts
5124o€

Than you!



Alumni
magazines
that dwell

on the good
old days

. /"

;




a9 ;’. ' -~
Donor functions that encourage socializing with
long time friends associated with organization



Heroic Biographical Modeling:

Lionize deceased bequest donor
autobiographies

Doctor Fishing

Janitor Pet Groomer Symphony



' Permanent
Gifts

Symbolic
immortality in
practice




Perrr}:a?eqcelis \k/)ViII “V§
psychologically & - my(\beyon
attractive them

Autobiographical
Bl Heroismpp
Something el N
reflecting
the person’s
life story
(commun iti/

and values

<==ZC=2=200)



Normal Group Death Reminded
Average Gift Group Avg. Gift

Immeadiate
Focused Charity 5257.77 580.97

Permanent
Focused Charity 5100.00 $235.71

A poverty relief charity
was described as an
organization that focused
on either “meeting the
immediate needs of
people” (Immediate
Focused) or “creating
lasting improvements
that would benefit
people in the future”
(Permanent Focused) g e o

$1,000 award (Wade-
Benzoni, et al., 2012)




Lasting gifts (endowments, named buildings,
scholarship funds, etc.) to stable organizations
may be particularly compelling




Organizational age helps
(perceived stability and donor age)

% of gift income from bequests and founding date of
UK cancer charities among Top 100 UK fundraisers

(Pharoah, 2010)

Cancer Research UK 42.6% 1902
Macmillan Cancer Support 37.9% 1911
Marie Curie Cancer 31.0% 1948
Elﬁlifdﬁgagent Cancer Care for 18.6% (1968)
Breast Cancer Care 2.1% 1972
Breakthrough Breast Cancer 1.0% 1991
Walk the Walk Worldwide 0.0% 1998

Data from Pharoah (2010)



If your organization is
new, consider
marketing permanent
funds managed and
administered by, e.g.,
a large financial
institution to borrow
feelings of strength
and stability



The wealthy can
easily imagine making
a large gift with a
permanent impact



Consider developing
permanent giving
opportunities for
mid-level bequest

donors

* Scholarships,
lectureships, annual
performances, perpetual
child sponsorship,
perpetual rescued pet
sponsorship, etc.

* Limit to legacy donors to
emphasize specialness
and avoid pulling from
current giving

Permanence

Life StOry
(Community
and VaIUes)



Or
mid-level
memorial

donors

Symbolic
Immortality

Permanence

Life Story

Dear [Memorial Donor],

Please allow me to take this moment to extend our gratitude for your
generous contribution in memory of John P. Smith. We are honored
that you would choose to recognize the life of John through this gift
to [charity]. [Charity] has been committed to [cause] for over X years,
working in diverse fields such as...

In accordance with our memorial gift policy, we have established the
John P. Smith Memorial Fund. This fund will provide resources
sufficient to [ongoing project example] at an estimated annual
expenditure of $500 annually. At most recent account the total gifts
to this fund, including your contribution, have reached $1,612. Thus,
we anticipate this fund will actively support the work of [charity]
until its expiration in August of 2016. However, should the fund
reach the minimum threshold of $10,000, it will become perpetually
self-sustaining and will be renamed as the John P. Smith Permanent
Memorial Endowment.

As a contributor to this fund, we will keep you updated as to the
financial status of the fund and the impact that these gifts are
making. However, if you do not wish to be updated on the status of
this fund in the future, please check the box on the enclosed
postage-paid card and we will respect your wishes.

Once again let me express my gratitude for your thoughtful gift to the
John P. Smith Memorial Fund.

Sincerely,

Executive Director
[Charity]




Create a memorial
wall of heroes listing
all bequest donors.

(Consider adding
some connection to
their life stories —
graduation date,
restricted fund
designation, “lover
of cats”, city of
residence, etc.)

Make donors think,
“l want to be on that
[permanent] wall”




The permanent opportunity
must still align with one’s
community and values.

“Why would | want my name
on a permanent endowment
fund to rescue neighborhood
cats? | don’t even like cats.”
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Using the model to rethink use of media




Charitable products and media can...

I\/Iove]people Move people IdentifK
away fro towards those who
nadn’t RCRRILG are ready to

thought that idea” JERKIe
about it” desire help

A a

» ' Yes Now
Oout |

d



But, we measure media impact only he?
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But, we measure media impact only hey

N wio na:. ala N .wo na. ala

What about the other
99.6% of recipients?

apout I
L*.

.} |

IdentifK
those who
are ready to
JERKIe
desire help

es Now




As most bequests are “unknown” to the
organization in advance, this is a critical goal

Move people

towards

“Yes, | like
that idea”




So, measure it

Move people

towards

“Yes, | like
that idea”




Include in regular surveys about
donor priorities an attitudinal
guestion about bequest giving:

“If you completed a will in —
the next 3 months, what is /
the likelihood that you might| |
leave a bequest gift to /
(charity): none, | don’t know, ‘
slight possibility, some
possibility, strong possibility, -
deﬁnitely would” f

* Simply getting people to N
answer moves past “l hadn’t €7
thought about it” )

* Eliciting overt statements of |
intent can change choice f
during later planning




Bequest Decision-Making Process Overview
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Understanding the model can help you evaluate
and develop new approaches
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Applying the
model to
understand
your two
biggest

r‘.

competitors L

for
charitable
bequest gifts




#1. Children/
Grandchildren

Will live _
beyond them bolic

Something
reflecting
the donor’s
life story
(communitg/

and values




Among Donors (S500+/year) over age
50 with an Existing Estate Plan

% indicating a
charitable estate

Family Status plan
No Offspring 50.0%
Children Only 17.1%

Grandchildren 9.8%

2006 Health and Retirement Study, 10,113 respondent
households, weighted to be nationally representative



Regression: Compare only otherwise
identical people

Example: The effect of differences in education among those making the
same income, with the same wealth, same family structure, etc.



Likelihood of having a charitable plan

(comparing otherwise identical individuals over age 50)

Graduate degree (v. high school)
Gives S500+ per year to charity
Volunteers regularly

College degree (v. high school)
Has been diagnosed with a stroke
|s ten years older
Has been diagnosed with cancer

Is married (v. unmarried)
Diagnosed with a heart condition
Attends church 1+ times per month
Has $1,000,000 more in assets

+4.2 % points
+3.1 % points
+2.0 % points
+1.7 % points
+1.7 % points
+1.2 % points
+0.8 % points
+0.7 % points
+0.4 % points
+0.2 % points
+0.1 % points

not significant
not significant
-2.8 % points

-10.5 % points

Has $100,000 per year more income
Is male (v. female)

Has only children (v. no offspring)
Has grandchildren (v. no offspring)



Find your bequest donor...
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“Australian will-makers without=" -
-surviving children arété€n times more
- likely-to-make a charitable gift from-

vt their estate.”




Estate giving and annual giving for
6,342 deceased panel survey members

Average
Last Annual Annual Average Estate Gift
Offspring Volunteer Hours Giving Estate Giving | Multiple
No Children 32.6 (6.6) $3,576 $44,849 12.6
Children Only 25.4 (7.1) $1,316 $6,147 4.7
Grandchildren 23.2 (2.1) S1,497 S4,320 2.9
Total 24.3 (1.8) 51,691 58,582 51




Factors that triggered dropping the charitable plan
1. Becoming a grandparent 0.7226% (0.2997)

2. Becoming a parent 0.6111" (0.3200)

3. Stopping current charitable giving 0.1198%* (0.0934)
4. A drop in self-rated health 0.0768" (0.0461)

Some factors that didn’t seem to matter:
Change in income
Change in assets

Change in marital status

*Fixed effects analysis including 1,306 people who reported a charitable plan and later reported
no charitable nlan. Coefficients show relative magchnitude of factors.



Family bequest decision involve more
emotion (mid/posterior cingulate cortex;
insula) and memory recall (hippocampus)
than charitable bequest decisions.
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How can a charitable bequest compete
with this level of emotion and memories?
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How can a charitable bequest compete
with this level of emotion and memories?

Attach
Amplify
Argue
Active Modeling



Avoid

“ . , /
- & A

Avoid the strongest competition (i.e., focus
on those without children/grandchildren)



Attach

The emotion and memory associated with
a deceased “loved one” may be attached
to a cause representing the person



Attach

“Loved one” can include furry family
members. Among top 100 UK fundraising
organizations, 7 of the highest 15 bequest
income percentages were held by
domesticated animal charities (pharaoh, 2010).



Model by sharing stories of
those who immortalized
deceased loved ones with a
permanent bequest gift




Build the charity’s emotional and memory
connections with the donors



Leaving 100% to family is

Not required.

If you received an inheritance
where 10% of the estate had
gone to the person’s favorite
charity, would you feel
unhappy about their decision?

Potentially harmful.

Leave “enough money so that
they would feel they could do
anything, but not so much
that they could do nothing.” —
Warren Buffet

Temporary.

On average, 1/2 of inheritance
is spent immediately and
more than 1/3 of heirs quickly
spend it all (Zagorsky, 2012) V.
permanence and significance
of charitable opportunities.




Active
modeling

 Benefit the children
by charitable giving

* Pass along both
value and values by
modeling charitable
behavior for the
nhext generation

* Can the charity
create giving
opportunities where
the next generation
is involved?
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T a numerous and respe@table Meeting, held ac
the London Tavern, on Wedresday, the =t of March,
¥ ¢. torthe purposcof EXTENDING the CIRCULA-
TION ot the HOLY SCRIPTURLS,
GRANVILLE SHARP, Esq. in the Chair:

The following Resclutions were carried uhanimously :—

151, A Sociery s all be tormed, with this designation,
THE BRITISH AND FOREIGN B ¥ SOUTETY ;
of which the sole onject shall be to encourape a wider Dis.
p nsion: of the Holy Scripruares,

ad, This Soviery suall add its endeavours to thoze em-
pimven by other Socwetes for circnlsting the Scriptures
vhiroui tie Bricish Dominions, and shall also, according to
its ahjiy, exieid ity innvence to other Countries, whether
Christian, Mubomuian, or Payan, .

gve Each Subseriborof Oue Guinea annuaily shall be a
Muember,

atit, Each Subseriber of Twenty Poun!s at one time shall
be o Mzmbeor for hfe a Subseriber of ¥ive Guiveas per
enpur shall be a Governor ;3 and a Susscriber of Fitty
Poands, or npwards. at ore aune, shall be a Gevernor for
Iite. &eveiners shall beentitied vo attend and vote at all the
Meetings et the Commitiee.

sthy An Exve = - paying a Bequest of Fifty Pounds, shall
Lea Momtbar dor e oroi One Hundred Pounds, or morsz,
a Governor for e,

6th, Each Member shall be entisl.d, owier the dire®icn o)

the Comunnter, to purtirase Bib'es and Testamenrs, tor the |

urpose ¢! gratmitous districution, at fhe Nocicty's prices,
which shull be as low 25 possible; but nn English Bioles or
Testaments shall 5o givei away 1o Great Britain by the So-
ciety irseif, : ’

'h, The Anrmal Meeting ot the Society shail be held in
the month or May, when the Treasurer and Comnmirtee shall
be cinsen, the accoun s auufted, and the proceedings of the
forepeing year reporte 1,

8th, Tue Commite shall consist of 36 Meiabers, whe
sholl conduct the business of the Seviety, and have power to
cali an extraordinary Gemeral Meeting,  Uiventydbur of the
Committee, wiio shail have most frequcttly atrepded, shall
be el ible tc ie-eletion the ensuing vear,

gth, The Comouires shull recommend, at the General
Mectings, such Noblomen atd Gentlenien, as shull have
rendered important services to the Seciety, to be elected Ho-
porary M sanoers.

As tic very constitution of this Society will stynd aloof

from party views, it is hoped that Christians of every deno-
rinat'on wil clieactully come forwurd to encourage an gb-
Jeet, which they all so deciaedly profess 1o approve.

Henry Tiornton, Esq. M. P. was unauinously chesen
Treasurer t- the Sociery .

The Thanks of the Meeting were unarimously voted to
Granvilie Sharp, Esq. for his acceptance of tiie Chair, and
¥oulous attention to the business of the day.

The iollowing Sums were immediazely subscribed :—
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#2. The Ultimate Charitable
Competitor




Charitable estate gifts going to the
“Ultimate Charitable Competitor”
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“Ultimate Charitable Competitor”
fulfillment of key desires

* Can live forever —/1%%

 Carries donor’s name Autobiographical

* Managed by family He'i"sm
members, potentially
for generations

* Legally required to
perpetually follow the
donor’s stated values

<—H=ZC=2200
omerr< |

Often started during life, so creation is not

subject to death-related avoidance



Private Family Foundations:
We can learn from their success

* Can live forever —/1%%

 Carries donor’s name Autobiographical

* Managed by family He'i"sm
members, potentially
for generations

* Legally required to
perpetually follow the
donor’s stated values

<—H=ZC=2200
omers<

Started during life, so creation is not subject to

death-related avoidance



Consider developing competitive
ermanent giving opportunities
or mid-level bequest donors
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Bequest Decision-Making Process Overview
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Understanding the model can help you evaluate
and develop new approaches
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Inside the Mind of
the Bequest Donor

Research findings from experimental psychology and neuroimaging
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