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Executive summary

1. On the basis of a preliminary methodological study, we devised this Barometer of the Support for Development Cooperation in the form of a survey questionnaire administered to 1,500 Belgian adults. As a methodological test, it was decided to administer the survey using a web panel – a rapid and inexpensive method which, if successful, can easily be duplicated in the future. The known risks associated with using a web panel in terms of representativeness were anticipated by working with a mixed mode (500 telephone interviews in addition to the 1,000 via web panel), by rigorously stratifying and by including several gold standard questions. Broadly speaking, the web panel came through the test and in this research field seems to be a better option than a telephone interview in view of the social desirability bias which is clearly stronger for a theme such as this with a telephone survey than with an online one.

2. The main components of public support are knowledge, attitude and behaviour. In the case of knowledge, on the one hand there is subjective, self-appraised knowledge, where the split between those who think they are / are not well-informed about the Third World is about fifty-fifty. Objective knowledge, examined by means of a number of test questions, turned out to be considerably lower, although compared with earlier surveys it does show an upward trend. French-speakers appear to be slightly better-informed than Dutch-speakers. The Millennium Goals were found to be more widely known in Belgium (8.7%) than in countries such as the UK (6%), but less widely known than in the Netherlands (17%).

3. The public’s concern about poverty in the South is fairly high. 70% regard the North-South divide as unacceptable. A majority think that we (the North) ought to do something about it. Even so, the questions about who is responsible for this poverty produce a divided response pattern: both the North (exploitation) and the South (local culture and religion) bear responsibility. Compared with earlier surveys, viewpoints on this issue are less pronounced. Practising religious people, the highly educated and older age groups demonstrate greater concern.

4. Compared with earlier surveys, we can state that the public has adopted a more critical attitude regarding development cooperation, when we lay the different aspects of the attitude questions side by side. In terms of relevance, 70% of the public believe that development cooperation, if implemented well, has positive consequences for the Third World. We get a different picture when we ask for people’s appraisal of the spending of the resources for development cooperation: the group that says the money is badly spent is larger than the group that says it is well spent, although half of the respondents do not take a position on this question. We see the same picture when questions are asked about the appropriate size of the development budget: the group that wants to decrease it is larger than the group that wants to increase it.

5. We find that practising religious people, highly educated people and younger people are more in favour of development cooperation. In terms of motives, the solidarity motive (we should help people living in poverty) predominates, followed at some distance by instrumental motives (less chance of war, slowing down immigration, sales market) and the guilt motive (colonialism, inequality, etc.). But what accounts for the increasingly critical attitude regarding effectiveness and the size of the budget? The lack of visible results undoubtedly plays a role, as does a certain remoteness from the institutions of development cooperation. However, we can also look for an explanation in the prevailing mood during the present period of economic crisis and uncertainty, which causes people to become more preoccupied with themselves and their immediate environment.

6. On the basis of the known attitudes and motives, we also attempted to classify the public into specific types (or clusters). Six clusters emerged for which we were able to assume that the response pattern among members of such a cluster is fairly similar. We called the largest group, which is also the hardest to characterise, the ‘non-committed’ (31.2% of the population): well-disposed towards development cooperation, but not very engaged. The picture is different among the ‘believers’ (23.5%), who believe in development cooperation for both solidarity-related and opportunistic motives. They include many practising religious people. Other groups are the ‘utilitarians’ (the 12.6% who believe that we too benefit from reducing poverty), the ‘non-believers’ (the 14.9% who believe that the Third World should solve its own problems) and the ‘anti-globalists’ (the 12.2% who believe precisely the opposite: it is our fault, and we must solve the problems). Finally, the ‘detached’ (5.6%) have an attitude of solidarity, but unrelated to any particular analysis or world view.

7. We also surveyed views regarding the who and what of development cooperation. In terms of perceived suitability, the traditional actors still come out on top, but confidence in the Belgian government and the NGOs in particular is falling, and this is not offset by rising confidence in other actors. In terms of forms of development cooperation, we find that the familiar concrete forms are most often described as useful, the most useful being education for local people. The forms of development cooperation relating to the North, such as public education and lobbying, receive least approval.

8. 40% of the population are currently givers or donors, and this is down on previous measurements. The highly educated, older groups and practising religious people are more likely to claim that they give money, and give more. Also, more Dutch-speakers claim that they give money than French-speakers. Once again, foremost among the conditions cited by people under which they might give more are the effectiveness and transparency of aid. In fact, the percentage of those citing these conditions is rising. The increasingly critical attitude and the effect of the economic crisis are possible explanations for this.

9. We observed various kinds of engagement, albeit on a limited scale: voluntary involvement in fund-raising, individual initiatives, sponsorship of children, petitions, etc. However, the most important form of behaviour other than donorship is the purchase of fair trade products, a practice that is gradually becoming more widespread. Over half of Belgians claim to buy products with a Fair Trade label occasionally.

10. In analytical terms, we can observe a strong correlation between the basic attitude or ‘disposition’ a person has with regard to poverty and development cooperation on the one hand, and that person’s behaviour on the other hand (charitable giving and other forms of engagement). The correlation with knowledge is far weaker. From this it can be deduced that the way to achieve more commitment to the South in the future will be not just via public education and information, but also via experience and direct involvement.
Introduction
This document reports on and presents the results of the support survey that was conducted in January 2010 among 1,500 adult Belgians. This survey constitutes an element of the four-year research platform PULSE (2009-2012), the subject of which is the measurement and reinforcement of the support for development cooperation. The client which has commissioned this research platform is the Flemish Inter-University Council (VLIR). The Directorate-General for Development Cooperation has also supported the research platform, in effect acting as joint commissioning client.
One of the components of this research platform consists of constructing and using a ‘barometer’ for the support for development cooperation among the population. In practice, this barometer takes the form of a traditional survey: a survey with a standardised questionnaire and a representative sample.
The purpose of this research component is not just to carry out this survey and thus ascertain the current state of support for development cooperation in Belgium, but also to set up a process of reflection about the methodological choices associated with a survey of this kind. We have therefore reported in detail about the methodological structure, the choices that come up in this connection and the motivations behind the decisions we have taken.
This report consists of a synthesis report and a series of appendixes. The synthesis report provides a succinct overview of the most striking substantive results and several relevant methodological findings. For anyone wishing to take a more in-depth look at how this survey was organised, the methodological steps and the numerous tabulated results, we have the following appendixes:

– Appendix 1: methodological report: design;

– Appendix 2: methodological report: conduct of the survey;

– Appendix 3: overview of frequencies per question;

– Appendix 4: comparison between the two survey modes (web panel/telephone interview);

– Appendix 5: comparison between the two linguistic groups;

– Appendix 6: comparison between different groups classified by education, age, income and faith;

– Appendix 7: multivariate analysis;
– Appendix 8: factor and cluster analysis;
– Appendix 9: comparison with the results of previous and other surveys;

– Appendix 10: sources consulted.

In this synthesis report we first discuss the design and progress of the survey. The results for the different support aspects are then presented: subjective and objective knowledge of development cooperation, basic attitude towards North-South relations, attitude towards development cooperation, views on the ‘who and how’ of development cooperation, donation behaviour and other forms of engagement. In the final section, the main conclusions are set out.

The methodology of support measurement: a reconstruction
In 2003, Patrick Develtere defined public support for development cooperation as the combination of attitudes towards and action with respect to the goals of development cooperation, whether or not based on knowledge (Develtere, 2003). It is open to discussion whether development cooperation should not be rephrased more broadly as North-South issues or poverty alleviation, and in addition whether it should only specifically concern the goals of development cooperation, or should also concern the relevance and practice of development cooperation. In any case there is a broad consensus that knowledge, attitudes and behaviour form the core elements of public support for anything, and hence too for development cooperation. By contrast, the way in which knowledge, attitudes and behaviour influence one another is still a matter of active discussion and research.

When we are considering public support, we are taking a broad rather than an in-depth view of the population. We wish to be able to say something about a very large and diverse group, i.e. the population, rather than to say a lot about a small, specific target group. This calls for a methodology which can do justice to this broad public field, like a wide-angled lens. The survey methodology, complete with a standardised questionnaire and a representative sample, is the most obvious one in the circumstances. This does not in any way prevent such a survey from being supplemented afterwards by more qualitative methods (e.g. group discussions) in order to gain a better understanding of certain results.
With a survey, a number of decisions immediately need to be made: the sample size, the survey mode (how the questionnaire is administered: face-to-face, by telephone, via web panel or in writing), the population from which the sample will be selected and the stratification that will be used during the selection of this sample. In Appendix 1, this whole thinking and decision-making process is revealed in detail. A sample size of 1,500 Belgians was opted for, giving a reliability interval of +/- 2.5%. The population which the sample is supposed to reflect is the Belgian population (i.e. people who both have Belgian nationality and are resident in Belgian territory) between the ages of 18 and 75. The lower limit of 18 years is motivated by the consideration that within the ‘education barometer’ section of the platform, a separate survey is supposed to take place of young people attending school, the questions for which will reflect the linguistic habits and interests of this age group. The upper limit of 75 years was set for pragmatic reasons: beyond that age, physical factors or a lack of affinity with the Internet may make involvement in telephone or web surveys difficult. For the actual sample selection, including the stratification sizes, use was made of Statbel and the Labour Force Survey by the National Institute for Statistics.
This left the question of how the survey would be administered. The four obvious modes were subjected to closer examination, which in brief produced the following picture:

Table 1 Advantages and disadvantages of the different survey modes
	Mode
	Advantages
	Disadvantages



	Face-to-face (selection via population register and arrangement of appointment by telephone /random walk

method)

	Representativeness approximated most closely

Increased reliability due to physical presence of interviewer
	High cost

Longer completion time

	Telephone
	Cost and completion time controllable
	Representativeness declining or unknown (mobile phone owners; increasing opt-out)

Social desirability of responses



	Web panel
	Low cost and short completion time
	Unknown representativeness of an opt-in web panel



	Written 
	Cost controllable
	Low response rate
Long completion time 



The decision was eventually made in favour of a ‘mixed mode’, consisting of a web panel
(1,000 respondents) and a telephone survey (500 respondents). This was due firstly to the project’s financial constraints, which virtually ruled out a face-to-face survey from the start. In addition, it was our explicit intention to test out a web survey with the possibility in mind of more frequent use in the future, since it can be conducted more quickly and is relatively inexpensive (around 6 to 7% of the cost of a face-to-face survey and 25 to 30% of the cost of a telephone survey).
However, there are some reservations in the scientific world regarding surveys conducted via web panels, on the grounds that such a panel is composed of people who have been approached via the Internet and asked whether they would be prepared to take part in occasional surveys in the future which will be sent out via an email with a web link. An incentive is usually provided in the form of a lottery in which meals, film tickets and so on can be won. The main criticism is that not everyone has had the opportunity to enrol in such a web panel (e.g. all non-Internet-users are excluded), and that the participants will mainly come from a particular category of the population (e.g. the more highly educated or the newly retired). This form of selectivity is called opt-in: people have expressly indicated their willingness to be part of the panel. This contrasts with the more traditional opt-out (the group of people who decline to take part in telephone or other surveys). The opt-out group is also known mainly to represent those educated to a lower level, but in the case of telephone surveys it also applies to more and more younger people (who can only be reached by mobile phone). With regard to this last point, research firms are increasingly responding by creating listings of mobile phone numbers (e.g. by calling numbers at random and asking to include the person in the listing).
Now the distortion created by opt-in is at present estimated to be greater than that caused by opt-out. However, the expectation is that the opt-in distortion will level out in the future as an increasingly large group of the population becomes contactable online on a daily basis. This distortion can only partly be corrected by working with weighting coefficients, since it has regularly been demonstrated that even after reweighting, those who decline to participate (in the case of opt-out) or who do not participate (in the case of opt-in) are mainly people with an apolitical disposition and a low level of social engagement. The method that is used to estimate this deviation and if necessary correct it is the inclusion of ‘gold standard’ questions. These are questions from other surveys for which the response distribution is known and where the method of sampling (e.g. random-walk or direct sampling from the population register) and the interview mode (face-to-face) minimise the possibility of response distortions.
In the case of this Barometer of the Support for Development Cooperation, taking account of these considerations, we operated as follows:
· a web panel survey in which the sample was selected from a sufficiently large panel; 

· an identical survey via CATI (computer-assisted telephone interview), so that the results of these two surveys could first be compared together; 

· the inclusion of three gold standard questions taken from the European Social Survey conducted in 2008 (which included 1,730 face-to-face interviews in Belgium with respondents selected from the Population Register ). One question gauged political interest, while the other two gauged socio-economic conservatism (see Appendix 2 for the exact formulation).

A questionnaire was drawn up for both web-based and telephone use. The different elements (identification questions, knowledge, attitudes and behaviour) were assessed in detail against other existing questionnaires and discussed with a number of substantive and methodological experts. Apart from the validity and reliability of the questionnaire as a measuring tool, the ease with which responses could be processed and compared was also regarded as important criteria. For this reason, we opted exclusively for precoded answer categories and several questions were used with the same wording as in earlier surveys. Versions in both Dutch and French were provided to the research firms IVOX (web panel survey) and TNS Dimarso (telephone survey).

The resultant database
Both the web panel and the telephone survey work took place during January 2010. A total of 1,554 interviews were recorded: 1,050 via the selected web panel and 504 by telephone. These 504 can be further subdivided into 390 interviews conducted by landline and 114 by mobile phone. Moreover, the distribution according to the predetermined population parameters was adhered to fairly closely.
In the table below, we give an overview of the database which was created, with a comparison between the sample and population percentages after the database had been reweighted. In accordance with usual standards, the weighting factors used were never less than 0.3 or greater than 3. Apart from in the top three rows of data in the table below we always refer in this report to the weighted database, where 100% of the total group is equal to 1,504 respondents.

Table 2 Figures for the Barometer of the Support for Development Cooperation
	Target public
	Adult Belgians (18-75 years)

Requested from iVOX (web panel): 1 000

Requested from Dimarso (telephone): 500


	N
	% 


	Population

	Number of interviews
	Total 


	1 554 
	
	7 780 704

	
	web panel
	1 050 
	
	7 780 704

	
	telephone
	504 
	
	7 780 704

	Database reweighting
	Total 
	1 504 
	100.0
	

	
	web panel 
	1 000
	
	

	
	telephone 
	504
	
	

	
	(landline) 
	(390)
	
	

	
	(mobile) 
	(114)
	
	

	Region
	Brussels
	149 
	9.9
	9.9

	
	Flanders
	874
	58.1 
	58.1

	
	Wallonia
	481
	32.0
	32.0

	Language
	Dutch
	927 
	61.6
	

	
	French
	577
	38.4
	

	Gender 
	Male 
	748
	49.7
	49.8

	
	Female
	756
	50.3
	50.2

	Age
	18-24 years
	177 
	11.8
	11.8

	
	25-44 years 
	578
	38.4 
	38.5

	
	45-64 years 
	556 
	36.9 
	37.1

	
	65-75 years 
	193
	12.8 
	12.6

	Education 
	Low (none/primary/lower secondary)
	502 
	33.4 
	34.5

	
	Medium (higher secondary) 
	562
	37.4 
	37.6

	
	High (further/univ.) 
	440
	29.2
	27.9


The complete questionnaire can be found in Appendix 3; the response distribution (in percentages) has been added to all the questions.
Apart from the identification characteristics mentioned above, professional category, income level, size of household and religion are also included in the survey.
In terms of profession, 13.3% identified themselves as blue-collar workers, 29.3% as white-collar workers, 4.3% as in education and 5.4% as executives. The self-employed, practitioners of the liberal professions and entrepreneurs together accounted for 5.3%. 35.2% were officially non-working (i.e. entitled to benefits, retired or househusbands/housewives), while 7.1% were students.
The distribution by income shows a group of 21.1% earning a net income of less than 1,000 euros per month and a small group (2.8%) with a net income of more than 3,000 euros. 63.7% lay in-between, while 10.4% had no income and were financially dependent on someone else.

13.1% of the respondents lived alone, 35.5% in a household consisting of 2 people and 40.9% in a household of 3 or 4 people. 10.6% were living in a household of 5 or more people.
66.7% of the respondents described themselves as religious: 13.2% practising and 53.5% non-practising. The other 33.3% described themselves as non-religious.
Special attention was also paid to the gold standard questions, which might show that the sample from the web panel database, despite the reweighting, was still not entirely representative.
The gold standard questions that we took from the European Social Survey (ESS) were:

· how interested are you in politics? (very/fairly/not much/not at all);

· most unemployed people are not really trying to find a job (Likert scale: from completely agree to completely disagree);

· large income differences are acceptable, as an appropriate reward for differences of talent and dedication (Likert scale: from completely agree to completely disagree).

The first question relates to political interest, and the second and third to socio-economic conservatism. If we compare the Barometer with the ESS, we see that the differences in response percentages regarding political interest are minimal and non-significant, whereas the differences in terms of socio-economic conservatism are considerable: the ESS respondents’ scores show them to be significantly more conservative than the Barometer respondents. Moreover, it is striking that the differences between the two modes used in the Barometer are likewise very slight. In Appendix 2, we have shown the percentage response distributions from the two surveys and the two modes alongside one another in a table and also considered a number of possible explanations.
A first explanation lies, in spite of everything, in the sample that was produced, which in the case of a face-to-face survey via random-walk selection may be considerably more representative than the web panel and telephone surveys, which are contaminated by opt-in and opt-out mechanisms respectively. A second explanation lies in the mindset that is created in a survey on development cooperation, which may unconsciously appeal to feelings of aversion to injustice, poverty or inequality. Income differences have a different resonance for respondents in a North-South context (where one instantly thinks in terms of a factor of 30 or 50) than they do in the Belgian context (cf. the ESS, where the perception of an ‘acceptable’ factor is more like 2 or 3).
Between the web panel respondents and those surveyed by telephone, significant differences were apparent in the response results for virtually all questions, although we cannot talk in terms of opposing trends anywhere. These differences can be verified question by question in Appendix 4. We note that web panel respondents have a slightly more critical or remote attitude towards development cooperation, and show less engagement in their behaviour. One possible explanation for this is that social desirability plays more of a role in telephone than in web surveys.

One important methodological conclusion is that a face-to-face survey remains superior as a mode to the others. But as a second best (especially when cost and completion speed are also taken into account), we can state that there is no reason to assume that a web panel survey is inferior at present to a telephone survey. At present a telephone survey can claim more non-selective sampling (although refusal behaviour and mobile phone use are making this increasingly dubious), whereas a web panel survey is far less susceptible to distorted responses for the sake of social desirability. It follows that both of these advantages and disadvantages need to be weighed up against each other in each specific situation.

Knowledge of development cooperation
How well informed people are about current realities and trends in North-South issues and development cooperation constitutes an important component of public support. Both the subjective and the objective aspect are important, as are the channels and sources that are used.
Subjective knowledge is the extent to which someone considers himself to be well-informed.

Regarding the situation in Third World countries, 47.8% of respondents believed they were well or very well informed, and 52.2% that they were not very well informed or not at all informed. Strikingly, only 44.5% of the Dutch-speakers considered themselves to be well or very well informed, compared with 53% of the French-speakers. If we only consider the Dutch-speakers, we can state that the proportion who regard themselves as well or very well informed has remained fairly stable since we asked this for the first time in 2003 (cf. Pollet & Develtere, 2003).
What for the sake of convenience we call objective knowledge about development cooperation corresponds to the ability to give correct answers to several test questions.

In the table below we have summarised the results:
Table 3 Knowledge questions about development cooperation: percentage of correct answers
	Indicator 


	% that give the right answer

(100%=all respondents)

	Who is currently the minister for development cooperation in Belgium?
	17.1

	What does the abbreviation NGO stand for?
	42.7

	Can you say what the Millennium Goals are about?
	8.7


At the time of the survey, Charles Michel was the minister for development cooperation in Belgium. This was better known by French-speakers (19%) than by Dutch-speakers (16%). The abbreviation NGO was also better known by French-speakers (45.6% compared with 40.8% of the Dutch-speakers). On the other hand, the Millennium Goals were better known by the Dutch-speakers (11.8% compared with 2.8% of French-speakers).

Of the 8.7% who ‘knew’ the Millennium Goals, just 2.6% were capable of listing several of them (i.e. more than one). The other 6.1% knew what they were about and were able to demonstrate this in an open answer without prompting. All ‘open answers’ to these three questions were checked for their accuracy, incidentally.
Also striking was the fact that for the first two questions, more correct answers were given in the web survey (21% got the minister right and 49% the NGO) than in the telephone survey (9.4% and 29.2% respectively). In Appendix 6 we see that – as we might have expected for knowledge questions – the highly educated in particular were significantly more likely to give the right answer (25% to the minister question and 65.7% to the NGO question), and also that practising religious people and non-religious people were better informed than non-practising religious people. From this we can deduce that in this case it is not so much the type of belief that counts as the strength of the conviction.
In the logistic regression we examine the influence of various independent variables on objective knowledge, controlling for the other independent variables. Thus the influence of one cannot be ascribed to the influence of the other. To this end, a single summary dependent knowledge variable was constructed from the three above-mentioned questions. This shows that the most important explanatory influences are: being highly educated (odds ratio 3.2)
, being interested in politics (3.0) and being male (2.0). Other factors each of which plays a role are being French-speaking (1.7), being non-religious (1.3) and having a high income (1.5). On the other hand, the age category or being a practising religious person do not play any role in this case. Knowledge turns out to be a property that can be accurately predicted: the factors that we included in the logistic regression model together account for 74.4% of the total variance in knowledge about development cooperation.
From an historical viewpoint, we can state that knowledge about the meaning of the abbreviation ‘NGO’ is improving (including if we confine ourselves to the telephone section of the survey in Flanders: from 20.1% to 27.5%). Knowledge about the minister fluctuates and is probably also associated with the general knowledgeability of the person in question. The Millennium Goals turn out to be better known in Belgium than in a country such as the UK (6%), but less well known than in the Netherlands (17%). This may perhaps be explained by the extent to which awareness-raising campaigns have been conducted about this subject – which for example also explains the difference between Dutch-speakers and French-speakers within Belgium.

Incidentally, subjective (self-assessed knowledge) turns out not to be a particularly reliable indicator for actual, objectively observed knowledge about development cooperation. Among the group that regarded themselves as ‘very well informed’ about the situation of the Third World countries, 60.2% failed to guess the name of the minister for development cooperation, 39.1% did not know what an NGO is, and only 14.8% could say something about the Millennium Goals.
Among the sources of information about development cooperation, the TV was clearly in the lead (86% of the respondents mentioned it, ahead of the newspaper (66%) and the Internet (46%)). Leaflets published by development organisations were mentioned as a source by 30%. The Internet as a source varied greatly with age (61% among people under the age of 25, and 31.2% among the 65-plus group). Practising religious people as a category generally relied on the traditional and sector-specific channels: leaflets from development organisations (49% of practising religious people compared with 30% of all respondents) and explanations by development organisations (24% of practising religious people compared with 15% of all respondents).
Compared with the survey that we conducted for Flanders in 2003 (Pollet & Develtere, 2003) the TV has declined slightly as a source (from 92.8% to 85.8%), the Internet has progressed markedly (from scarcely 11.3% to 42.7%), brochures by development organisations have declined (from 53% to 29%) and the newspaper remains stable as a source (68.9% then, 67.7% now)
. The rise of the Internet as a means of communication was of course a general phenomenon during the described period.

Concern about poverty in the South
Before coming to development cooperation itself, we asked the respondents about their attitude towards poverty in the South (or the Third World).
A first indication of this concern is the degree of priority ascribed to the problem of poverty in the Third World compared with other societal problems (unemployment, mobility problems, crime). 29.5% of the respondents believed that poverty in the Third World was the most important problem, less than unemployment (48.7%), but more than crime (20.1%) and mobility (1.8%). The factor that influences this figure is religious attitude: 39.3% of practising religious people see poverty in the Third World as the most important problem.
Another indication are the direct questions about the respondent’s attitude towards the fact that many people lack sufficient food and have insufficient access to education and healthcare. 70.2% stated that they are really concerned about this (including some who were extremely concerned), while 29% said they were not concerned. The highly educated, older people and religious people turned out to be more concerned, but these differences are relatively slight (even among the other groups, a majority said they are concerned).
Moreover, a number of statements were presented, and the respondent was asked whether he/she agreed or disagreed (completely or otherwise) with them. The statements relating to North-South relations without directly referring to development cooperation were as follows:

Table 4 Statements about attitude towards North-South relations
	
	Agree


	Neutral
	Disagree 

	Total



	d. The gap in the world between the rich North and the poor South is unacceptably large
	67.9
	20.0 
	10.0
	100.0



	e. Poverty in the Third World is a consequence of their population’s religion or culture
	26.7 
	26.3 
	44.1
	100.0



	g. Third World countries need to solve their own problems without support from the North
	11.2 
	25.5 
	61.6
	100.0



	h. The wealth in the North is based on poverty and exploitation of Third-World countries
	30.5 
	35.2 
	31.5
	100.0




One statement (d) has clear moral content, another (g) considers practical implications, while two other statements are about where the responsibility lies (e and h). It is not automatically the case that agreeing with one rules out agreeing with the other. For example, of the 11.2% who thought that the Third World countries should solve their own problems, just under half nonetheless think that the gap is unacceptably large. Nearly one-third of this 11.2% even think that the North’s wealth is based on exploitation of the South.
What can we deduce from this? Among the general public, there is a clear position regarding the morality of the North-South situation (‘unacceptable’) and the practical consequences (they should not have to solve the problem themselves, i.e. we need to do something about it too). Concerning the more analytical statements gauging responsibility (exploitation of the South or local culture), opinions are far more divided. Those with a low level of education and older people attribute more responsibility to both the North (exploitation) and the South (culture).

The logistic regression yields a 61.4% predictability for ‘concern about the South’. The best individual predictors are being a practising religious person (odds ratio 1.9), being highly educated (1.6), being over 60 (1.4) and being interested in politics (1.4).
Compared with earlier surveys, however, the ‘agree’ figures for each of the four statements are noticeably lower. Taking the Flemish figures only (as the telephone surveys in 2003 and 2007 only related to Flanders), we find the following trend:
Table 5 Statements regarding attitude towards North-South relations: history
	% completely agreeing or agreeing with the following statement
	2003 (Fla.)*
	2007 (Fla.)
	2010 (Fla.)
	2010 (Fla. tel.)

	d. The gap in the world between the rich North and the poor South is unacceptably large
	86.8 


	90.7 
	69.0 
	66.3

	e. Poverty in the Third World is a consequence of their population’s religion or culture
	43.6 
	43.3 
	27.2
	28.1

	g. The Third World countries need to solve their own problems without support from the North
	15.2
	14.0 
	10.6 
	10.8

	h. The wealth in the North is based on

poverty and exploitation of Third-World countries
	57.1


	56.7 
	29.6
	26.4


* Flanders: survey only conducted in Flanders.
Responsibility for the trend for statement d (where ‘indignation’ drops from 90% to 70%), may lie with a certain dulling of enthusiasm. The public is saturated by urgent news and goaded on a daily basis by a media which increasingly clamours for attention. Part of the public may have got fed up with this and turned its back on the world.
The trends for the last three statements suggest that more people used to adopt an explicit position for or against, whereas thinking about North-South issues may now be more nuanced. However, it is also conceivable that as a result of the economic crisis an increasing group of people are becoming more indifferent to more remote global problems.

Basic attitude towards development cooperation
Whether people are in favour of development cooperation is a little different from their attitude and positions on North-South relations, which as we showed earlier are in themselves not uniform.
By ‘basic attitude towards development cooperation’ we mean the attitude and the various motivations that people entertain regarding development cooperation. This does not relate to the how, where and by whom: these are secondary questions which we will come to later on in this report under the heading ‘views on development cooperation’.
Basic attitude covers the following aspects:

· can development cooperation, if approached properly, have positive consequences? (relevance)

· why is development cooperation needed? (motives)

· is development cooperation approached properly? (effectiveness, quality)

· are enough resources put into development cooperation? (quantity)

Relevance was covered in this questionnaire by the statement ‘Well organised development aid has positive consequences for the Third World’
.
The respondents’ reactions were distributed as follows:

Table 6 Statements relating to the relevance of development cooperation (in %)

	
	Agree 
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Total

	c. Well organised development aid has positive consequences for the Third World
	70.7 
	19.8 
	7.6 
	100.0


Thus a large majority expressed a favourable position in principle regarding development cooperation. Among Dutch-speakers the pro-group (‘agree’) is slightly larger (72.2%) than among French-speakers (68.2%). The highly educated also have significantly more faith in development cooperation (75.1%) than those educated to a low level (62.5%).

In order to measure the motives for development cooperation, we set out eight statements and asked to what extent respondents regarded each one as a reason to provide development aid. Let us first take a look at the answers that were given:

Table 7 Motives for development cooperation (in %)

	
	Important reason
	Fairly important reason
	Not really a reason
	Not a reason at all
	Don’t know
	Total

	a. More development aid reduces the chance of war and attacks
	20.7 
	31.7 
	22.5
	17.9 
	7.1
	100.0



	b. Greater prosperity in the Third World means that more of our products will be sold there
	14.5 


	31.2 
	30.6 
	16.6 
	7.1 
	100.0

	c. Out of solidarity we should help people in the Third World who are living in poverty 
	34.6 
	43.2 
	13.2 
	5.8 
	3.2 
	100.0

	d. Greater prosperity in the Third World means that people there will less inclined to emigrate to countries such as Belgium
	36.7 


	35.0 
	15.8 
	9.3 
	3.2 
	100.0

	e. Due to our colonial past we are partly responsible for the poverty in the Third World
	13.5 


	32.3 
	26.3 
	21.2 
	6.7 
	100.0

	f. Total global wealth should be redistributed between the North and the South
	17.0 
	29.8 
	27.0 
	20.0 
	6.2 
	100.0

	g. Due to our CO2 emissions we are partly responsible for many problems in Third World countries
	15.1 


	31.5 
	26.6 
	20.2 
	6.6 
	100.0

	h. I have friends or family in the Third World whom I want to support
	14.4


	19.1 
	17.2 
	34.2 
	15.1 
	100.0


If the figures in the first two columns are added together, the solidarity motive (c) comes out on top. In addition, under a, b and d we see the importance of instrumental motives: development cooperation can be defended on the basis of some other ultimate purpose (preventing war, a market for the sale of products and above all a curb on immigration). A third type of motive is the guilt motive: development cooperation somehow atones for our guilt due to our colonial past (e), our CO2 emissions (g), or simply the fact that we are wealthy (f). Statement f can also be called the redistribution motive. A final type of motive is the personal motive: the respondent knows people in the Third World personally.

Among French-speakers the redistribution motive (f) weighs somewhat more heavily than among Dutch-speakers (an important reason for 19.2% of the French-speakers versus 15.5% of the Dutch-speakers). Among Dutch-speakers, reducing the chance of attacks or war is more often regarded as an important reason (24.1%) than among French-speakers (15.5%). Practising religious people have a higher importance score for all motives than non-practising religious people or non-religious people, apart from for the instrumental motives ‘curb on immigration’ and ‘sales market’. The immigration motive is important for the two older age categories (45- 64 years and 65-plus: 77.3% and 78.5% respectively). The highly educated feel considerably more affected by the colonial guilt motive (53.1%) than those educated to a medium or low level.

If we consider only the group that finds development cooperation relevant, the categories ‘important reason’ and ‘fairly important reason’ score higher percentages for all the presented motives.
While the survey was being conducted, the earthquake in Haiti took place (10 January 2010). This gave us the opportunity to check whether attitudes shifted in favour of development cooperation as a result of such an event, which also received intensive media coverage. This was not the case.
We measured views on the effectiveness of development cooperation by means of a direct question: How well do you think the resources for development aid are spent?

Table 8 Views on how well the money we spend on development aid is used (in %)

	Well or very well
	19.8

	Partly well and partly badly
	50.2

	Badly or very badly
	24.7

	(No view)
	5.2

	Total
	100.0


On this point, the public turns out to be significantly more critical than it is about North-South relations or the relevance of development cooperation. This confirms a result that also emerged from the Dutch NCDO-Motivaction survey: the group that thinks the money is badly spent is larger than the group that thinks it is well spent. Comparing categories of respondents, we find that 28.7% of French-speakers regard the money as ‘badly or very badly’ spent, compared with 22.2% of Dutch-speakers. Those with a lower level of education were also more likely to regard the money as ‘badly or very badly spent’ (28.6%), whereas practising religious people were more likely to believe that development money is well spent (27.5%).
These figures call for some clarification. A first explanation lies in the fact that after half a century, development cooperation in general cannot exactly point to spectacular results. Not a single country can be named which has been shown to have been lifted out of difficulties by development cooperation. This contrasts starkly with the lofty ambitions that the UN and other prominent promoters of development cooperation put forward from time to time. The discrepancy between expectations and achievements has not escaped the notice of the general public in this age of globalisation and mediatisation, either. Naturally, people realise that part of the money goes towards alleviating the most urgent needs (famines, epidemics, natural or humanitarian disasters), but a number of critical reports by investigative journalists have fuelled a kind of natural suspicion regarding the spending of money ‘somewhere far away’, out of sight. In any case, emergency aid will always be supported more out of a sense of solidarity than out of a desire for a return on investment.
A second possible explanation lies with the development cooperation establishment, the credibility of the various actors (government, NGOs, international institutions), their policies and their working practices. Together, these constitute an institution with its own rationale, its own professional style and its own jargon. Like all institutions, the development establishment has a life cycle and a shelf life. At a certain phase, the form becomes more bureaucratic, more self-referential, i.e. more focused on its own functioning than on the goal for which it was originally established, and thus more closed off to the outside world. This process is also seen with state structures, large businesses, trade unions, universities and so on. Naturally, the establishment can be shaken up and regenerated, but it can also ossify. It may be the case that the public currently believes that the establishment is increasingly going its own way, or is self-serving.
A third explanation, of course, lies with the public itself. Our society is changing, economic competition from new world powers and persistent immigration are increasing the pressure on our social structures, not least on structures focusing on solidarity and redistribution (such as the pension system and health insurance). In times of crisis and insecurity, people become more preoccupied with their own concerns. Because of this, attitudes which appear to point to intrinsic solidarity when expressed in non-committal terms can shift to suspicion and calculation when there is a concrete question of spending scarce resources and dividing up a pie that is shrinking (or perceived to be shrinking).

A fourth explanation, which to an extent is implicit in the previous three, is seen in the public indignation that quickly emerges whenever a case of corruption or misuse of resources comes to the attention. The inability to see exactly what happens to the money that has been donated or taken in taxes for development cooperation can lead to simmering suspicion among part of the population. This suspicion waits, so to speak, for an incident or an occasion (e.g. a journalistic exposé with a tone of ‘j’accuse’, whether fairly or not) to be transformed into aversion or indifference.
Explanation two (about the development establishment) is partly refuted in the answers to the question: To what extent do you agree that … development organisations learn lessons from the past to improve their approach. 42.8% agreed, 32.8% were neutral, 18.7% disagreed and 5.7% had no opinion. Again, Dutch-speakers were more positive (47.5% agreed) than French-speakers (35.8%).

Following on from the question relating to perceived quality or effectiveness comes the quantity question: should aid be increased, remain the same or be decreased?
Table 9 View on the level of spending on development aid (in %)

	Increase
	19.5

	Stay the same
	45.9

	Decrease
	23.2

	(Don’t know)
	11.4

	Total
	100.0


Here too, French-speakers prove more critical (26.4% want the budget to be reduced, compared with 21.2% of Dutch-speakers). In line with the trends that we have already observed, the highly educated and practising religious people are also more in favour than other categories of increasing the budget: 27.8% and 35.6% respectively.

Comparing with earlier surveys where this question was asked in the same way, we can talk in terms of a turnaround.

Table 10 View on the level of spending on development aid: history (in %)

	
	2004

Fla.*


	2007

Fla.*


	2010

Fla.


	2010

Bel.


	2010

Fla.

phone


	2010

Bel.

phone


	2010

Bel.

web


	2008

Neth.**

web



	Increase
	51.6
	49.6
	21.0
	19.5
	23.9
	24.8
	16.8
	13

	Stay the same
	31.5
	36.2
	47.6
	45.9
	64.4
	60.5
	38.5
	51

	Decrease
	5.8
	7.2
	21.2
	23.2
	11.1
	13.2
	28.3
	36

	(Don’t know)
	11.1
	7.0
	10.2
	11.4
	0.6
	1.5
	16.4
	

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


* 11.11.11 survey, Flanders.

** Motivaction survey, Netherlands, 2008.

We have printed in italics those columns that can really be compared in terms of territory (Flanders) and interview mode (phone). What emerges is a clear decrease in the size of the group that wants the budget to be increased, an increase in the size of the group that wants to keep it at the same level and an increase in the size of the group that wants to decrease it. It is clear that the social desirability effect disappears in the web survey (the Motivaction survey is also web-based) and a much larger group opts in favour of decreasing the budget
.
The logistic regression summarises various attitude questions to do with development cooperation in a single variable (which is composed of the scores for relevance, effectiveness and level of spending). The independent variables that we feed into the model account for 62% of the variance of the variable ‘attitude towards development cooperation’. The following individual variables can be singled out as good predictors: being a practising religious person (odds ratio 2.3) and being under the age of 30 (1.6). Significant to a lesser extent are being highly educated (1.4), being interested in politics (1.4) and being Dutch-speaking (1.3).

Recognisable groups in attitudes to development cooperation
Using the statistical process of factor and cluster analysis, on the basis of similar response patterns (or factors) we can come up with recognisable groups (or ‘types’, clusters) of respondents. It is then possible to check what the morphological characteristics of each of these clusters are.

Through factor analysis we took the correlating attitude questions in this questionnaire and bundled them together into four dimensions:
1. Guilt motive: the extent to which the need for development cooperation is coupled with the fact that the North is to blame for poverty in the South (exploitation, colonial past, CO2 emissions, unfair distribution, etc.).

Questions included:
· the wealth in the North is based on poverty and exploitation of Third-World countries;

· due to our colonial past we are partly responsible for the poverty in the Third World;

· total global wealth should be redistributed between the North and the South;

· due to our CO2 emissions we are partly responsible for many problems in Third World countries;

· the gap in the world between the rich North and the poor South is unacceptably large.

2. The South’s responsibility: the extent to which it is believed that people in the South should solve their own problems (religion and culture as cause, development cooperation more of a hindrance, not my problem, etc.).

Questions included:

· development aid is more of a hindrance than a help for getting out of poverty;

· Third World countries need to solve their own problems without support from the North;

· poverty in the Third World is a consequence of their population’s religion or culture;

· in the Third World there are many people who have insufficient food and lack sufficient access to education and medical care: that is not my concern.

3. Utilitarianism: the extent to which development cooperation is linked to outcomes which are also of benefit to the North (less emigration, improved security, larger sales market, etc.).

Questions included:

· greater prosperity in the Third World means that people there will be less inclined to emigrate to countries such as Belgium;

· more development aid reduces the chance of war and attacks;

· greater prosperity in the Third World means that more of our products will be sold there.

4. Solidarity: the extent to which it is believed on grounds of solidarity that development cooperation can solve the problems in the South.

Questions included:

· well organised development aid has positive consequences for the Third World;

· development organisations learn lessons from the past to improve their approach;

· out of solidarity we should help people in the Third World who are living in poverty;

· more development aid reduces the chance of war and attacks;

· how well do you think the money we spend on development aid is used? (very well/ well/ neutrally/ badly/ very badly).
These four factors were converted into newly-constructed variables that we can call the ‘dimensions’ of the respondents’ (i.e. the population’s) basic attitudes and motives with regard to development cooperation. Respondents were assigned a score on a ten-point scale for these dimensions. Cluster analysis was then applied to the dimensions. Similar combination patterns in respondents’ answers are brought together in groups or clusters. The number of clusters is determined by the extent to which they differ from one another in a manner which has sufficient statistical significance, as well as by the interpretability of the groups obtained in this way. We thus ended up with six clusters or types:

Table 11 Six clusters

	Cluster


	Dimensions
	Average (scale 1-10)

	Cluster 1

 The non-committed
 (469 respondents/31.2%)
	Guilt motive
	5.09

	
	Responsibility of the South
	3.88

	
	Utilitarianism
	5.23

	
	Solidarity
	5.86

	
	
	

	Cluster 2

 The believers

 (354 respondents/23.5%)
	Guilt motive
	7.24

	
	Responsibility of the South
	3.21

	
	Utilitarianism
	8.25

	
	Solidarity
	7.69

	
	
	

	Cluster 3

 The utilitarians

 (189 respondents/12.6%)
	Guilt motive
	3.71

	
	Responsibility of the South
	3.96

	
	Utilitarianism
	7.71

	
	Solidarity
	6.42

	
	
	

	Cluster 4

 The non-believers
 (224 respondents/14.9%)
	Guilt motive
	2.64

	
	Responsibility of the South
	6.30

	
	Utilitarianism
	3.32

	
	Solidarity
	3.31

	
	
	

	Cluster 5
 The anti-globalists
 (183 respondents/12.2%)
	Guilt motive
	7.86

	
	Responsibility of the South
	2.23

	
	Utilitarianism
	4.43

	
	Solidarity
	6.32

	
	
	

	Cluster 6
 The detached
 (85 respondents/5.6%)
	Guilt motive
	3.53

	
	Responsibility of the South
	2.48

	
	Utilitarianism
	2.46

	
	Solidarity
	5.52

	
	
	

	All respondents combined
 (1504 respondents/100%)
	Guilt motive
	5.32

	
	Responsibility of the South
	3.82

	
	Utilitarianism
	5.72

	
	Solidarity
	6.02


The dimension scores in italics are significantly lower than the general average, while the scores in bold are significantly above the general average. All except for the first cluster have a fairly clear profile, which deviates in one or more dimension from the average.
The non-committed (first cluster) are the largest group and have scores on each of the four dimensions that tend towards the general average. They are the hardest to characterise on the basis of the characteristics we are using. They are not opposed to development cooperation, but in terms of knowledge, concern about the South and donation behaviour they are somewhat below average. The only profile trait that we can indicate is that non-practising religious people are more than proportionally represented.

The believers are in favour of development cooperation, mainly out of solidarity and a certain sense of guilt, but also with a view to the associated benefits (utilitarianism). They believe very strongly that development cooperation can make a difference. They are less likely to attribute responsibility to the South for the poverty there. Practising religious people and the two oldest age groups (45-64 years and 65-plus) are more than proportionally represented among the believers.
There is also a basic sense of solidarity and a belief in the effectiveness of development cooperation among utilitarians, but it is the incidental benefits (less immigration, less chance of war and attacks, better sales market) that constitute this cluster. For them, attributing responsibility to the North or the South is far less important. Young people under the age of 25 and non-practising religious people (i.e. people without a rigid world view) are more than proportionally represented in this group.
The non-believers have low scores on all dimensions, except for that which mainly attributes responsibility to the South. According to this group, development cooperation produces nothing positive and is therefore unnecessary. This group has a striking number of people educated to a low level, non-working people and one-person families, and is two-thirds male. These are people who rarely give any money for the Third World and do not engage in any other way. This group may lie in the so-called ‘disenchanted’ segment of society.
The anti-globalists are those for whom the guilt motive is uppermost. This group naturally has a pro development cooperation stance and also scores fairly highly on the solidarity dimension. In their view, responsibility clearly does not lie with the South, and they are not swayed by the incidental benefits (utilitarianism) either. Our supposition that this is a group with a pronounced (ideological) world view is confirmed when we see that more than 60% of them are either non-religious people or practising religious people. Moreover, the highly educated and younger people are strongly represented. They also have the highest scores for donation behaviour and engagement.
Finally, there is a group which is hard to characterise and which we have called the detached: there is a moderately solidarity-based belief in development cooperation, but this is divorced from any world view or analysis. These are usually young, professionally active people with a more than proportionate share of blue-collar workers, self-employed people and executives. They may be people who are fairly distant from the world of development cooperation, although they are not ‘against’ it.

What development cooperation?

And by whom?

Having considered basic attitudes towards development cooperation, we now look at views. We mainly deal with views about who and what: Whose role should it be to carry out development cooperation? And what form should that development cooperation take?

We asked the respondents how suitable they considered a number of actors to be. Below are given the responses, separated out to show Dutch-speakers and French-speakers.
Table 12 Views on the suitability of development cooperation actors (in %)

	% regarding the organisation as very suitable or suitable, per language group

	All respondents
	Dutch-speakers
	French-speakers

	The United Nations
	80.0
	82.4
	76.1

	The European Commission
	73.4
	75.0
	70.7

	The Belgian government
	61.2
	62.7
	58.6

	The non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
	68.6
	64.9
	74.6

	
	
	
	

	The regional (Fla/ Wa/ Bru) government
	41.9
	44.3
	38.1

	Businesses
	47.0
	46.9
	47.2

	Trade unions
	21.1
	20.3
	22.5

	Cities and municipalities
	28.4
	29.2
	27.0

	
	
	
	

	Churches, missionaries and mission sisters
	64.2
	67.3
	59.2

	Sports clubs
	22.5
	18.1
	29.5

	Schools
	35.9
	34.7
	37.9

	Individual citizens
	38.0
	37.2
	39.4


In the above table we first of all see that the ‘traditional’ actors are still at the top of the suitability list: international bodies, the NGOs, the government, and the missions too.
When the two linguistic groups are compared it turns out that Dutch-speakers have more confidence in the international bodies and governments, whereas the French-speakers give a higher score to the NGOs and the general public (sports clubs and individual citizens).

Appendix 6 contains a table which compares these figures by educational level. It can be seen that the highly educated have more confidence in institutions and that sports clubs, for example, are more highly regarded by those educated to a lower level. As one would expect, practising religious people regard the church and missionaries as suitable development cooperation actors (79.5%).

The trend in a number of these figures over the years can be found in Appendix 9. Strikingly, confidence in the UN as a suitable actor has remained stable (around 80%), as it has in the church and the missionaries (70%). However, confidence in the Belgian government as a development actor has dropped compared with 2004 (from nearly 80% to nearly 70%), as has confidence in the NGOs (from nearly 90% to 65%)
. We can also see waning confidence in the case of other actors. This probably reflects the increasing suspicion among the public regarding the effectiveness of development cooperation (cf. Tables 8 and 9 above). It does not reflect decreasing confidence in the institutions as such, as the Socio-Cultural Context Survey conducted in Flanders in 2009 showed that confidence in the institutions has risen in recent years – with the possible exception of the federal authorities (government, parliament and administration), confidence in which has been falling continuously
.
We next asked the respondents how useful they considered a number of forms of development cooperation to be. The results were as follows:
Table 13 Views on the usefulness of the different forms of development cooperation (ranked by perception from most to least useful)

	
	Useful
	Not useful
	Don’t know
	Total 


	Education of people from the Third World
	94.4
	3.6
	2.0
	100.0

	Small-scale projects (agriculture, medical care, etc.)
	92.7
	5.1
	2.2
	100.0

	Improving the position of women
	91.3
	6.1
	2.6
	100.0

	Food aid during famines
	90.6
	7.1
	2.3
	100.0

	Ensuring that government in the Third World functions more effectively
	89.9
	7.3
	2.8
	100.0

	Making trade relations between rich and poor countries fairer
	87.8
	9.0
	3.2
	100.0

	Large-scale projects (infrastructure, vaccinations)
	85.4
	11.1
	3.5
	100.0

	Encouraging birth control
	80.2
	15.7
	4.1
	100.0

	Support for human rights groups
	78.1
	17.0
	4.9
	100.0

	Encouraging the Belgian public to display solidarity
	65.0
	30.6
	4.4
	100.0

	Lobbying our government on behalf of the Third World
	48.6
	45.9
	5.5
	100.0


From this it can be seen that concrete programmes (such as food aid, education, small-scale projects, etc.) are rated more highly than abstract projects (the bottom three in the table). The least popular programme types are usually known in the jargon as public education and lobbying. They cover activities which take place entirely in the North, which probably arouses suspicion among part of the population. Strikingly, there does appear to be wide support for programmes to do with trading relations: thus most respondents do have some understanding of the economic interdependence between North and South.

Comparing these figures between Dutch- and French-speakers (Appendix 5) produces just one striking finding: among the French-speakers, a lower percentage regards each form as useful. This point also seems consistent with the finding that the French-speakers are more critical of the way in which money is currently spent on development cooperation in general. Other splits (Appendix 6) yield two more findings: (a) practising religious people are significantly more positive towards the ‘Northern forms’ mentioned above, i.e. public education and lobbying, and (b) the two older age categories are significantly more positive about encouraging birth control than the younger age categories.

Donation behaviour
The first question that comes up under this heading is: Does a person give money? Next come the questions that are logically associated with that: How much? To whom? And under what conditions?

40.6% of the respondents had personally donated money for the Third World during the past year.

Among Dutch-speakers the total was 48.3%, and among French-speakers 28.2%. Moreover, it can be seen that older people give slightly more than younger people (47.7% of the 65-plus group; 42.5% of the 45-64 group; 39.2% of the 25-44 group; and 31.3% of the under-25s). Educational level also plays a role: 52.8% of the highly educated give money, compared with 37.1% of those educated to a medium level and 33.8% of those with a low level of education. Belief is another factor: 64.9% of practising religious people give money, compared with 37.1% of non-practising religious people and 36.8% of non-religious people.
In the logistic regression analysis, these observations are confirmed: 68% of the variance for donation behaviour is predicted by the variables included in the model (those listed above, plus gender, income and political interest). We find a high odds ratio (predictive power) for the categories being a practising religious person (2.9), being Dutch-speaking (2.1) and being highly educated (1.8). Less pronounced though also significant are being interested in politics (1.4) and being over the age of 30 (1.4).
The most striking result, however, is the general figure of 40.6% for those who give money to charity, when considered in an historical perspective, as the table below shows.

Table 14 Charitable giving: history
	Have you personally given money for the Third World during the past year?
	2004

Fla.*


	2007

Fla.*


	2010

Fla.


	2010

Bel.


	2010

Fla.

phone


	2010

Bel.

phone


	2008

Neth.**



	Yes
	60.2
	58.0
	48.3
	40.6
	51.3
	43.2
	45.0

	No
	39.8
	42.0
	51.7
	59.4
	48.7
	56.8
	55.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


* 11.11.11 survey, Flanders.

** Motivaction survey, Netherlands, 2008.

Even if we confine ourselves to the group of Flemish telephone respondents, we can see a clear fall in comparison with 2004 and 2007. This trend needs to be confirmed in other surveys before we can attach serious conclusions to it. However, a couple of possible explanations are:

· a certain degree of ‘donation fatigue’ may have arisen coupled with the perception that money is not spent effectively enough on development cooperation;

· due to the economic crisis, people are primarily focusing on their own needs and their immediate environment.

A mini-poll conducted last year by the PULSE research platform itself seems to confirm this second explanation (De Bruyn, 2009). The following question was added to the iVOX omnibus survey: ‘As a result of the financial and economic crisis are you giving more or less money to organisations working in the area of development cooperation?’ 36.7% of the 1,000 respondents said they were giving less, 48.5% the same and just 1.7% more. Among French-speakers 38% said they were giving less, and among Dutch-speakers 35.9% (difference not significant).

How much did people give in 2009?

Table 15 Amount given in 2009 (in %)

	0 euros
	59.4

	1 to 49 euros
	15.0

	50 to 199 euros
	18.3

	200 to 999 euros
	6.0

	1 000+ euros
	1.1

	Amount not specified
	0.2

	Total
	100.0

(=1,504 n, incl. donors and non-donors)


The average amount given last year was 51 euros, calculating for all respondents (including non-donors). If the donors alone are taken into account, the average is 127 euros. For comparison, in the Netherlands the average among donors is 145 euros (Motivaction, 2008).

This average is a quick way of comparing certain categories of respondent. Since a higher proportion of Dutch-speakers than French-speakers are donors, the average amount given by Dutch-speakers is higher: 62 euros (compared with 34 euros for French-speakers). But if donors alone are considered, the averages are close to each other (129 and 122 euros respectively). The most prominent groups among the donors are the highly educated (average amount: 206 euros) and those over 60 (average amount: 165 euros).

We can now also turn back to the clusters (types of respondents on the basis of their response patterns to attitude questions). On average, the non-committed give 35 euros, the believers 93 euros, the utilitarians 4 euros, the non-believers 10 euros, the anti-globalists 73 euros and the detached 45 euros. This is when we calculate the average for all respondents, both donors and non-donors. If we confine ourselves to the donors, the picture changes somewhat: the average amount given is then 98 euros for the non-committed, 167 euros for the believers, 120 euros for the utilitarians, 68 euros for the non-believers, 122 euros for the anti-globalists and 127 euros for the detached (who turn out to be not at all detached where donation behaviour is concerned).
To whom is money given? Of the donors, 79.5% give to a development organisation, 42.8% to people they known who are supporting a project in the Third World, and 18% directly to people in the Third World. Strikingly, French-speakers are more likely to give directly to people in the Third World than Dutch-speakers (23.3% versus 16.1%). Practising religious people are also more likely to give directly: 26.6% do so.

Finally, we look at the conditions which, if satisfied, might lead people to give more money than they currently do (or for the non-donors, might lead them to give something):

Table 16 Conditions for giving (more) (in %)

	Would you give more than at present if…
	Yes
	No
	Don’t know
	Total 

(1,504 n)


	a. …you could find out what happens to the money?
	61.9
	26.7
	11.5
	100.0

	b. …you could be sure that it ends up with people out in the Third World?
	75.4
	16.6
	8.0
	100.0

	c. … development aid recorded positive results in the fight against poverty?
	66.5
	21.8
	11.7
	100.0

	d. …you yourself were better off financially?
	71.0
	22.2
	6.8
	100.0

	e. …the situation in the Third World got worse?
	35.6
	43.8
	20.6
	100.0

	f. …you knew the development organisation in question better?
	47.6
	36.8
	15.6
	100.0


The most frequently mentioned condition relates to direct effectiveness: certainty that the money really gets there. Longer-term effectiveness (or impact, i.e. development aid having positive results) and the respondent’s own financial situation also emerge as critical factors in donation behaviour. Among Dutch-speakers , the two effectiveness conditions are rated more highly (78.2% and 70.2% respectively versus 70.9% and 60.6% among French-speakers). French-speakers assign their own financial situation more importance (75.4% against 68.2% for the Dutch-speakers). The respondent’s own financial situation also counts noticeably more as a condition for low incomes (e.g. it is a condition for 78.6% of people with incomes lower than 1,000 euros per month).

We can also place these figures in an historical perspective (cf. Appendix 9). If we again consider the Flemish telephone respondents alone, we see that the first three conditions display an upwards trend compared with 2004 and 2003, condition d shows more of a decline, and the last two are more stable. This confirms that the public’s critical attitude towards the institutions and the practice of development cooperation (the ‘establishment’) is becoming more pronounced.

Other forms of engagement
Besides giving money to charity, there are other forms of behaviour which may be indicative of the support for development cooperation. These range from voluntary work on behalf of development organisations to individual private initiatives and the purchase of fair trade products. The figures in the table below are given with all due reserve, because a standardised questionnaire often lacks the nuances to elicit accurate responses in areas where there is some room for interpretation. Thus we give these figures for what they are worth:

Table 17 Other forms of engagement (in %)

	Have you participated in the following things in the past year?
	‘Yes’

	a. Helping with fund-raising actions by development organisations (for example by selling stickers or trinkets in the street or door-to-door)
	10.0

	b. Helping with events (performances, parties, quizzes, etc.) whose proceeds go to the Third World
	13.3

	c. Being involved in a project run by friends, family or yourself in the Third World
	11.2

	d. Helping in a ‘Wereldwinkel’ fair-trade shop as a volunteer
	4.7

	e. Supporting a project in the Third World with colleagues
	7.3

	f. Organising demonstrations or actions for the Third World 
	2.7

	g. Taking part in demonstrations against injustice in the Third World 
	4.3

	h. Signing petitions against injustice in the Third World 
	29.1

	i. Sponsoring a child from the Third World 
	7.2

	j. Adopting a child from the Third World 
	1.0

	k. Going on holiday to the Third World 
	7.2

	l. Buying products with the ‘Max Havelaar’ label or another Fair Trade label
	52.8

	m. Doing something else that does not appear on the list
	11.6


Some of these unrealistically high percentages may be explained by a misunderstanding of the term ‘help with/be involved with’. A number of people who have simply given money during fund-raising actions or at a party to promote a project counted themselves as ‘helpers’. In Appendix 4 we split these figures out for web respondents and phone respondents. This shows that the phone respondents, who had less time to reflect, were more likely to misinterpret these questions. For example, 9.6% of the phone respondents claimed to have helped as a volunteer in a Wereldwinkel fair trade shop, compared with 2.3% of the web respondents. From the figures available on the Oxfam Wereldwinkels website, we can deduce that the actual percentage is 0.2%.

Even so, these figures provide a basis for comparing certain categories. Thus it turns out (Appendix 6) that practising religious people, people interested in politics and people who give money to charity scored higher for each of these activities. This refutes the hypothesis that ‘doing something’ represents an alternative to ‘giving something’ for certain groups in society. In fact, it forms a complement. An individual project with friends or family is more common among the highly educated and older age groups. Sponsoring a child and going on holiday to the Third World is much more common among the highly educated.
Buying fair trade products is worthy of special attention, in that it constitutes another behaviour type, ‘buying’, which is distinct from ‘giving’ or ‘doing’. The categories already mentioned (donors, practising religious people, the highly educated and older people) score more highly, as do women (57.2% compared with 48.3% of men), and Dutch-speakers (55.4% compared with 48.5% of French-speakers).
Logistic regression shows that the language region where the respondent lives plays no role whatsoever in fair trade buying behaviour, in other words that this variable is completely accounted for by the other variables which do play a role: being a practising religious person (odds ratio 2.3), being interested in politics (1.7) and being highly educated (1.6). Being female is also a significant factor. In total, 63.3% of the variation in fair trade buying behaviour is explained by the model.
Taking a longitudinal look, i.e. compared with the surveys in 2004 and 2007, there is reason to assume that more people are buying fair trade products either as a one-off or regularly (cf. Appendix 9). This is also confirmed from the sales figures for Max Havelaar products and a survey by the research firm GFK in which the purchases of 4,000 families were analysed (source: Belga news service, 25 March 2010).

We also ran a logistic regression model for voluntary involvement (composed of a and d in the table above), which explained 63.8% of the variance. Being a practising religious person is the dominant factor here (3.1 odds ratio), along with being under the age of 30 (1.5). For individual initiatives (c in the table above), 66% is explained by the logistic regression model, with being highly educated (2.2) and being a practising religious person (2.2) as the key factors.

Knowledge, views and action: correlation
At the start of this survey, we use the traditional definition of public support, in which knowledge, attitudes and behaviour form the main ingredients. The question now that is of practical importance is to what extent and how these three elements fit together. Does more knowledge lead to a more positive attitude, and hence to greater generosity and more engagement? In any case, the direction of causality will always be hard to determine on a purely statistical basis. The psychological principle of cognitive dissonance is based on the reverse direction: when people do something (e.g. helping with a campaign action), they adjust their views, and may become interested in the theme of the action, as a result of which they also acquire more knowledge.
In Appendix 7 we have given an overview of the bivariate and multivariate correlations between knowledge, attitudes and behaviour. For this, synthetic variables were constructed which classified the respondents into two groups (high scoring; low scoring) for each of the following parameters:

· knowledge (sum of answers to the questions about the minister for development cooperation, NGO, and the Millennium Goals);

· concern about North-South relations (poverty in the South as a priority area, concern about poverty and unacceptable nature of the North-South divide);

· basic attitude in favour of development cooperation (relevance, effectiveness of spending, level of budget);

· donation behaviour (donor/non-donor);

· engagement (at least two other activities apart from giving money).

On a bivariate basis (i.e. measured one-to-one) we get the following simplified matrix:

Correlation (significance level & Cramer’s V)
	Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	

	NS concern
	++
	
	
	
	

	Basic DC attitude
	+
	+++
	
	
	

	Donation behaviour
	++
	+++
	++++
	
	

	Engagement
	++
	+++
	+++
	++++
	

	
	Knowledge
	NS concern
	Basic DC attitude
	Donation behaviour
	Engagement


+ V < 0.10 (weak correlation).

++ V > 0.10 (moderate correlation).

+++ V > 0.20 (strong correlation).

++++ V > 0.30 (very strong correlation).

From this we can deduce that, as expected, knowledge, attitudes and behaviour cohere in a statistically significant manner, but that there are gradations.
Thus the link between knowledge on the one hand and the attitude and behaviour variables on the other are rather weak. Especially where the basic attitude to development cooperation is concerned, it seems that good knowledge is absolutely no guarantee of an attitude in favour of development cooperation. More knowledge probably leads some people to have a more positive attitude (perhaps via greater concern), while for others it leads to a more critical attitude. One practical conclusion that can be drawn from this is that knowledge is a basic condition for creating or broadening/deepening support, but not a sufficient condition. Perhaps organisations need to submit themselves to the ‘test’ of a critical public and at the same time create involvement in other ways, e.g. by getting people to do things or giving them a say in identifying projects, planning programmes or deciding how much money should be spent.
By contrast, the connection between basic attitude to development cooperation and donation behaviour is a strong one. This somewhat contradicts the notion of the ‘crowding out effect’ that was suggested by Kinsbergen & Schulpen (2009), whereby government efforts are regarded by citizens as a legitimisation for doing less themselves. We find that those most in favour of development cooperation also give and do the most themselves. And giving and doing are not two ‘communicating vessels’, but mutually reinforcing behavioural patterns.
In Appendix 7 a logistic regression model has also been compiled for donation behaviour with knowledge, concern about North-South relations, basic attitude to development cooperation and political interest as independent variables. Each of them turned out to deliver a significant explanatory contribution, although attitude to development cooperation (odds ratio 2.8) and concern about North-South relations (odds ratio 2.1) were the most important. The odds ratio for knowledge (1.5) is scarcely any greater than that for interest in politics (1.4). The total explained variance in this model is 68%.
The same regression exercise was conducted for the purchase of fair trade products, with knowledge, concern about North-South relations, basic attitude to development cooperation and donation behaviour as independent variables. The total explained variance was 67.5%. Donation behaviour (with an odds ratio of 2.8) emerged as the most powerful predictor, followed by basic attitude towards development cooperation (1.8) and concern about North-South relations (1.7). Knowledge has the lowest predictive value here (1.4).
Finally, we performed a logistic regression with basic attitude towards development cooperation as the dependent variable, and knowledge, concern about North-South relations and donation behaviour as independent variables. This again clearly revealed what we have already indicated: concern about North-South relations (odds ratio 3.7) and donation behaviour (3.1) are far more of a factor for a person’s attitude than knowledge (1.2). Even so, all three factors have a significant influence, and the total explained variance in this case is 61.5%.

Conclusions

This research had a twofold objective. Firstly, it aimed to provide a substantive update on  Belgian public support for development cooperation. Secondly, it served as a methodological test for a regularly deployed barometer for support measurement.
Among the most striking findings we note the gradually increasing knowledge among the public concerning the theme, and the high level of concern about poverty in the South. At the same time we noticed an increasingly critical attitude towards the way in which funds for development cooperation are spent, decreasing confidence in the traditional actors (government and NGOs) and a falling percentage of people giving money to charity. On the other hand, fair trade as a form of contribution displays an upward trend.
We observed a strong statistical correlation between attitudes and behaviour with regard to development cooperation. The link with knowledge is less clearly defined. With due caution we would suggest that information campaigns are of limited use as a means for strengthening support, and that in future the emphasis could be placed more on experience and direct concern.
It will also be necessary to further diversify the approach to suit different groups in society. Certain groups are already quite well known: the ‘believers’ and ‘anti-globalists’ on the one side, the ‘non-believers’ on the other. The profile of the other half of the population is less clear. Some (the ‘non-committed’) are in favour of development cooperation, but display less inclination to engagement. Others are willing to engage, but divorced from any ideology or world view (the ‘detached’), or mainly on the grounds of the benefits that we ourselves reap in the North (the ‘utilitarians’). For development education actors, it will thus be a challenge to go fishing in these other ponds in the future – those other than the pond of ‘believers’. This will require innovation in terms of approach and message.
From the methodological viewpoint we regard this survey as an instructive test. The comparison between the telephone and online surveys demonstrated that a web panel is usable as a quick and efficient means of polling. The disadvantage of the possible bias in the selection of respondents is offset by the advantage of eliminating social desirability. As is the case in most surveys, a combination of research methods involving in-depth or group interviews in addition to a quantitative survey offers the best guarantee of valid and reliable insights into the realities of public support.
�See Kinsbergen & Schulpen (2009, p. 6): as well as the cognitive approach (knowledge influences attitudes, which in turn influence behaviour), other possibilities include the dissonance approach (behaviour influences attitudes, and hence knowledge) and the emotional approach (sympathy or emotional images lead to changed behaviour, irrespective of knowledge). In practice, the cognitive approach often comes up against limitations (information campaigns which invariably reach the same public which is already convinced). The implication of the dissonance approach for organisations is that people need to be impelled to do something (for social motives or as a form of imitative behaviour), as a result of which they will form or adjust their views of their own accord.


� Miller & Panjikaram (2001) have demonstrated that distortion caused by social desirability is more pronounced with telephone surveys than with online self-administered surveys.


� The odds ratio estimate indicates, independently of the influence of other factors in the model, how many times greater the chance is that the characteristic under consideration will appear in the included category than in the non-included category. In our example, if all other factors are the same (income, language, belief, age, gender and interest in politics), the chance that someone who ‘knows’ the answer will be highly educated is 3.2 times greater than that he has a medium or low level of education.


� To make a proper comparison possible, for this barometer too we have only used the figures from Flanders.





� To ensure the comprehensibility of the questions for the general public, wherever possible consistent use was made of the terms ‘development aid’ (rather than ‘development cooperation’) and ‘Third World’ (rather than ‘the South’).





� Right from the time of the first experiments with online surveys, researchers concluded that socially desirable answers are given more frequently in telephone surveys than in so-called self-administered surveys in which the questionnaire is filled in without an interviewer (Miller and Panjikaran, 2001).


� These figures only relate to Flemish respondents who were interviewed by phone (for the sake of comparability with the surveys in 2004 and 2007).


� Flemish Government Research Service (2010), VRIND 2009: Vlaamse Regionale Indicatoren, Brussels: Flemish Government.





