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Introduction

The purpose of this literature review is to identify studies that provide insight into the
philanthropic giving of donors in the communities where they own a second home.
These donors are referred to as second-home owners (SHO).

The review begins with an overview of second-home ownership in the target area and
findings from the one study related directly to SHO giving. It then highlights findings
about what little is known about the influence of geography on giving as well as
psychological barriers to giving. It concludes with recommendations from scholars and
consultants about the need for additional study about geography and giving.

Second Home Ownership in the Target Area

The geographic area of interest includes the Mountain West states of Nevada, Arizona,
New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, and Texas along with the
South Central states of Oklahoma, Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippi, Kentucky,
Tennessee, and Arkansas.

The National Association of Home Builders' estimates that there are 7.15 million second
homes nationwide, as of 2020. Half of the second homes are in eight states: Florida,
California, New York, Texas, Michigan, North Carolina, Arizona, and Pennsylvania.

Second homes account for at least half of the housing stock in nearly three dozen
counties. The target area states that include one or more of these counties are:
Colorado (five counties), Utah (two counties), ldaho (one county), and Texas (one
county).

(Note: Estimates are based on homes that qualified for the home mortgage interest
deduction and were non-rental properties that were not the taxpayer’s primary
residence.)

Second-Home Owner Study — Philanthropic Giving Literature

Only one report? specifically addressed the giving interests of donors in the
communities where their second homes were located. It was conducted in October
2008 in Sullivan County, New York.




Second-home owners reported interest in offering the following types of support to
nonprofits:

63% making a financial contribution

55% attending events

28% becoming a member

20% volunteering

12% donating product/service

5%  helping organize fundraising events

The types of nonprofits they supported included:
e 72% open space preservation

57% emergency services

51% arts and culture

26% children’s education programs

25% youth development

Factors that influenced their giving were:
e 60% personal experience or a philanthropic mission consistent with their
priorities
27% event attendance
22% family or friend recommendations
7%  media coverage
3%  planned giving opportunities
2.5% celebrity endorsements

Related Literature: Donor Preferences, Residency, and Giving

The literature review only revealed one study that specifically addressed the giving
interests of SHO. There were, however, several studies that were related to the topic.
Although they are not a precise fit, the findings may be useful for informing the SHO
donor study. The following section provides an overview of the relevant findings.

Donors Prefer to Give Locally

Scholars have determined that donors primarily give locally to their own communities®.
Furthermore, theﬁ/ tend to support organizations or activities that they benefit from or
use themselves34[scu.

A preference for local giving also is supported by more recent reports.

e 77.8% of high-net wealth donors reported their 2022 giving was at the
local/community level®.

e Survey and focus group participants of varying wealth levels across the U.S.
indicated that a great deal of their giving was at the local and interpersonal level®.

e For Fidelity Charitable donors nationwide, 39% of donor-recommended grants
were made in cities where the donors lived. Local giving was even more common
for the top 30 cities. Seventeen of these cities granted a higher percentage of



philanthropic dollars to local nonprofits (when compared to the national
average)’.

e Finally, a report on grants made by giving circles indicated that 70% of gifts were
made in the home state of the group’s members with 47% reporting that grants
go to the city, town, or county where they are located®.

The Fidelity report suggested that making local donations enables donors to witness the
impact of their gifts on the community and neighbors’.

Donor Residency and Charitable Giving

The prior studies found a strong preference for local giving. How then does changing
location influence giving? That was the question at the center of an academic study
conducted in 2010 on the giving of 470 older adults who moved to Wilmington, North
Carolina. The study examined how geographic relocations (not dual-home ownership)
influenced giving in the former and new home communities. The authors found that:

e The longer a respondent lived in a community, the more likely he or she was to
give locally to secular organizations. Additionally, a larger proportion of their total
and secular giving stayed local®°,

e Three communal factors influenced giving: sense of community, social networks,
and regional cultures®.

o As individuals gained a stronger sense of community, they increased their
local donations.

o Larger social networks increased donation magnitude and volunteering.

o Midwesterners moving to Wilmington gave more generously than
Southerners. Initially, Northeasterners gave at lower amounts but after about
10 years increased the amount of their donations.

The authors reported in another article that donors “try to replicate their giving and
volunteering behaviors in [their] new community” and that some monetary donations are
“sticky”. In other words, people continued to donate to agencies where they previously
lived.

Psychological Barriers to Giving
Thoughtful giving in one location can be a significant challenge, as evidenced by a new
study'? that identifies psychological barriers donors may encounter. Though the report
authors did not extend their findings to donors living in two communities, it may be
valuable to consider how psychological barriers apply to giving by SHO. Extending
philanthropic donations to a new community may especially activate these
psychological barriers:
o feeling overwhelmed with too many options,
e worrying that more information is needed to make a good decision,
e lacking trust in nonprofits,
e feeling uncomfortable with the risk and uncertainty that accompany not having
relationships with local nonprofits, and/or
e operating with a scarcity mindset or sense of inadequate wealth when compared
to external benchmarks.



Need for More Study About the Influence of Geography on Giving

Though there is some research about the locations of donors and their giving, there are
relatively few studies that examine how geography affects giving. A team of scholars™®
observed that “little is known about how geographic movement influences philanthropic
behavior.” In a related article®, they suggested that qualitative research could help
illuminate the “complexities of personal giving stories and their relationship to time and
place.” A more recent study conducted about high-net wealth donors of color by Donors
of Color Network'? also suggested that a geographical lens would be useful to consider
in future research. In summary, though many studies explore diverse demographics and
motivations of donors, few address the role that geography plays in giving decisions.
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