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Abstract Keywords

This research aims to find out the effect of social assistance Non-Qovza_rnmental o
information given by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO) for ~ ©Organizations (NGO); social
donor decision to crowdfunding in Indonesia. Also find a  @assistance information; donor
relationship between the predicted factors (public trust, donor  decision; crowdfunding; public
altruism, government participation) that related to the  trust

effectiveness of information that comes from the government and

donor decision after social assistance information by Non- IBIRCU

Governmental Organizations (NGO). The approach used in this >

research is a quantitative approach. The data used in this study

are primary data, collected by using the interview method with a

guestionnaire. The sampling technique used is non-probability

sampling with purposive sampling technique. The sample taken

200 respondents in various place in Indonesia. Data analysis

techniques of this study are descriptive analysis techniques and

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis techniques. The

scale used in this study is a Likert scale. The results showed that

social assistance information given by Non-Governmental

Organizations (NGOs) has a positive effect on donor decision for

crowdfunding in Indonesia.

l. Introduction

Indonesia, the fourth most populated country globally, is an excellent example of
poverty alleviation and improvement of the human development index (Ranis & Stewart,
2012). One of the factors of concern is the Government's success in significant public
expenditure policies in the social sector through transfer money to the people. The Indonesian
Government announced that the poverty rate has been on a downward trend in the last 21
years (Biro Pusat Statistik, 2020). In 1998, the poverty rate reached 24.2% and continued to
fall in 2019 to only one digit. It was recorded that the percentage of poor people in September
2019 was 9.22%. In one year, this figure also decreased by 0.19% against March 2019 and
0.44% against September 2018 (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. (Poverty rate trends 1998-2019)

Many poor people can prove that there has been an imbalance in social justice, which
can cause social unrest and riots in society (Lanham, 2004). If multiplied by the total
population, the percentage of poor people owned by Indonesia will produce a quantity that is
not small. In line with this issue, the Indonesian Government continues to improve itself. This
increase includes ensuring citizens' right to know about plans for making public policies,
public policy programs, and public decision-making processes, as well as the reasons for
making a public decision. The Government clearly stated this guarantee in the form of
regulations, so that in 2008 they issued a law with the name Undang-Undang Republik
Indonesia Nomor 14 Tahun 2008 tentang Keterbukaan Informasi Publik (UU KIP).

Therefore, the commitment of the Government of Indonesia in allocating assistance for
underprivileged people is demonstrated through budget allocations based on the “Social
Protection” function as regulated in “PMK No.114/PMK.02/2016” concerning Budget
Classification. In this regulation, it is explained that the “Social Protection” account
distributes funds for social protection in the form of money and goods. It is also regulated in
Law number 17 of 2013 concerning Community Organizations (Ormas) which gives rights to
mass organizations to obtain and manage grants and social assistance (BANSQOS). The related
technical rules are strengthened again in the Minister of Home Affairs Regulation Number 14
of 2016.

However, the Indonesian government has recently planned to reduce people's
dependence on various forms of social assistance, especially ahead of the new Covid-19
normal period. The Coordinating Minister for Human Development and Culture, Muhadjir
Effendy (2020) stated that, "We also see the tendency of dependence on social assistance, we
must reduce this to a new normal. Then various kinds of activity fields, especially in the
labor-intensive sector and other employment fields, have begun to open, because there has
been a reduction in PSBB (Large-Scale Social Restrictions)".

Apart from structural deterioration, policies that have not been maximized (both in
concept and implementation), another thing that is also a factor in poverty still haunts the
nation is the low work ethic of the community. This work ethic belongs to what is often
called cultural poverty. Unlike structural poverty, cultural poverty actually comes from
within individuals and groups in society. Laziness, helplessness, lack of work ethic, and
maintained habits cause them to be poor. Therefore, it is their own habits that cause them to
not get out of poverty. (Dewi et al, 2018)

This paper seeks to find the effect of social assistance information given by Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs) for donor decision to crowdfunding in Indonesia. Then,
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the predicted factors (public trust, donor altruism, government participation) that related to
the effectiveness of information that comes from the government will be further reviewed to
find a relationship between them and donor decision after social assistance information by
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs).

Il. Research Methods

The approach used in this research is a quantitative approach. In social science, a
quantitative approach is used to measure behavior, opinions, or attitudes. This approach will
answer questions related to how much, how often, how much, when, or who from one
variable to another (Blumberg, Cooper, & Schindler, 2014). The data used in this study are
primary data collected using the interview method with a questionnaire. The sampling
technique used is non-probability sampling with purposive sampling technique. The
analytical method used is SEM (Structural Equation Modelling). The scale used in this study
is a Likert scale which has a value from 1 to 6. The analysis will also performed using
descriptive statistics in the form of frequency and graphic output on the variables of domicile,
gender, age, and occupation in order to obtain a complete picture of the demographic
characteristics of the respondents

This research is planned to be conducted in second week of April in 2021. The research
area is Indonesia, with data locking on research respondents. Research respondents were
Indonesian citizens, with the distribution of questionnaires through the Whatsapp group
media. The total population of Indonesia is 270.2 million people (Biro Pusat Statistik, 2020).
From this data, using the joint probability method, the prediction of the number of
Indonesians who donated using the crowdfunding method is 137.4 million people, with a
spread of 77.5 million people in Java, 30.5 million people in Sumatra, 9.6 million people for
Sulawesi, 8.6 million people for Kalimantan, 7.1 million people for Bali-Nusa, and 4.1
million people for Maluku-Papua Island.  The sample taken in conducting this research will
be 200 respondents, with details of the population of Java Island as many as 114 people,
Sumatra by 46 people, Sulawesi by 14 people, Kalimantan by 12 people, Bali-Nusa by 10
people and Maluku-Papua Island by 4 people. Sampling is done by using a purposive
sampling procedure, namely selecting samples based on considerations of several
characteristics that are suitable with respect to sample members needed to answer the
research objectives. The selected respondents are respondents who have made donations
using the crowdfunding method.

2.1 Data Analysis Technique
a. Descriptive Analysis

Descriptive analysis techniques are used to describe the demographic data of
respondents and research variable data. This descriptive analysis technique is to measure the
amount of data (n), the central tendency, which in this study uses the arithmetic mean, and
standard deviation (Ho, 2018). The standard deviation is the square of the difference between
all data values and their calculated mean, or the root of the sample variance. (Kuncoro, 2011,
Riana, 2012) The greater the standard deviation value means the higher the deviation of the
data with the average value. If the standard deviation is 30% higher than the average value,
then the standard deviation is classified as high (Kuncoro, 2011).

The average value of variable data is obtained by adding up the score values of these
variables, then dividing the added value by the score (Ho, 2018). The technique of
interpreting the mean value on a Likert scale of 1-6 uses the class interval formula (Riana,
2012).

3101



b. Analysis of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

The analysis technique at SEM-AMOS is in principle implemented in three stages as
follows: (i) First, testing the measurement model. This measurement model is intended to
obtain constructs, in this case the latent variables, which are fit. The latent variable that is fit
allows the analysis to be continued at a later stage. Testing this measurement model uses
Confirmatory Analysis Factor (CFA). (ii) Second, testing the structural model (structural
measure). This test aims to obtain the most fit structural model, using the Goodness of Fit
(GOF) test. (iii) Third, hypothesis testing (Haryono, 2017).

2.2 Statistical Hypothesis

In accordance with the hypothesis of this study, hypothesis testing (whether HO is
rejected and Ha is accepted, or vice versa) with this linear regression analysis model consists
of two partial effects. The size of the influence between variables and the positive or negative
effects between these variables is based on the value of the structure coefficient that relates
the latent variable to other latent variables, which can be seen in the SEM-AMOS output in
the form of a standardized regression coefficient graph (Standardized Regression). Weights),
or through the table “Standardized Regression Weights (Group number 1- Default model), in
the Estimate column (Haryono, 2017; Widarjono, 2015)

Meanwhile, to assess the significance of each latent inter-variable influence through the
use of SEM-AMOS is in two ways: (i) The first way, based on the p-value (p-value), by
comparing the p-value with the t-critical, or level significance, which in this study was 0.05.
If the p-value <critical value (0.05), then the influence between these variables is significant,
and vice versa. (ii) The second way is to compare the critical value (CR) on regression
weights (group number- Default model) and fit model. If the CR value is > |1.96] or the
probability value (p) < 0.05, it means that the relationship between latent variables is
significant. (Haryono, 2017; Widarjono, 2015).

I11. Results and Discussion

3.1 Analysis of Respondent Descriptions

The survey, which was conducted through Google Forms for about 19 days, resulted in
213 respondents who returned the research questionnaire. After being selected by the criteria
for completeness and quality of answers to the questions and statements in the questionnaire,
200 respondents were finally selected. Demographically, respondents were asked four general
demographic characteristics, starting from gender, domicile, age, and occupation. A summary
of the demographic data of respondents with n = 200 is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Respondent Demographic Description

No Criteria Total Respondent (person) | Percentage
1. | Gender
Man 136 68.0
Woman 64 32.0
200 100.0
2 | Domicile
Sumatera 47 235
Java 113 56.5
Kalimantan 12 6.0
Sulawesi 14 7.0
Bali-Nusa 10 5.0
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No Criteria Total Respondent (person) | Percentage
Maluku 4 2.0
200 100.0
3 | Age
<16 0 0
16-25 6 3.0
26-35 129 64.5
36-45 41 20.5
46-55 19 9.5
>55 5 2.5
200 100.0
4 | Occupation
Student 1 5
Private employees 33 16.5
BUMN / BUMD employees 3 1.5
ASN /PPPK/PNS 128 64.0
Entrepreneur 27 13.5
Not yet working 1 5
Housewife 6 3.0
Retired 1 5
200 100.0

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 1. shows that most of the respondents (68 percent) were male. Then the rest (32
percent) are women. Judging from the domicile of the respondents, it appears that they are
spread across six major islands in Indonesia. The largest number of respondents (56.5
percent) are domiciled in Java, followed by the second largest number of respondents (23.5
percent) who are domiciled in Sumatra. Respondents from the two islands comprise 80
percent of the respondents. As for 20 percent of respondents, including respondents who live
in Sulawesi (7.0 percent), domiciled in Kalimantan (6.0 percent), domiciled in Bali-Nusa
(5.0), and the smallest portion (2.0 percent) are respondents who live in Maluku Island.

3.2 Validity test

Test the validity of the construction of each questionnaire item in this study used factor
analysis, namely by correlating the score of the instrument items in a factor, and correlating
the factor score with the total score (Sugiyono, 2013). Statement items are considered valid if
the validity value is greater than the product moment correlation value (r table) at the 0.05
significance level. To find out "r table”, assuming the number of respondents is 30 (n = 30)
and the degree of freedom or two-tailed Sig (hypothesis test results can be positive or
negative) is 0.05, then the value of "r table" is 0.365.

Table 2. Validity Test Results for Donor Decision to Crowdfunding after Social Assistance
Information Given by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO) (DD)

Indicator r Description Indicator r Description
Calculate Calculate
Statement DD1 0.893 Valid Statement DD3 0.875 Valid
Statement DD2 0.904 Valid

Source: Processed from research results (2021)
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Table 3. Variable Validity Test Results of Public Trusts to NGO (PT)

Indicator r Calculate | Description Indicator r Description
Calculate
Statement PT1 0.884 Valid Statement PT3 0.833 Valid
Statement PT2 0.871 Valid Statement PT4 0.906 Valid

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 4. Results of Testing the Validity of Donor Altruism (DA) Variables

Indicator r Description Indicator r Description
Calculate Calculate
Statement DAL 0.844 Valid Statement DA3 0.831 Valid
Statement DA2 0.872 Valid

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 5. Results of Testing the Validity of Government Presence (GP) Variables

Indicator r Descriptio Indicator r Descriptio
Calculat n Calculat n
e e
Statement GP1 0.808 Valid Statement GP2 0.748 Valid

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

3.3 Reliability Test

The second instrument test is the reliability test. A questionnaire is said to be reliable if
the answers to the statements are consistent. If the reliability test results show that all items
(all) of the questionnaire in the variable have an Alpha coefficient above 0.70, then the
variable can be declared reliable. This means that these variables meet the minimum
requirements for reliability, namely the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient> 0.70 (Ghozali, 2012).

Testing of variables (i) Donor Decision to Crowdfunding after Social Assistance
Information Given by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) (DD); (ii) Public Trusts to
NGOs (PT); (iii) Donor Altruism (DA), and (iv) Government Presence (GP).

Table 6. Reliability Testing Results per Variable Method

No | Variable Cronbach’s Alpha Description
1. | Donor Decision to Crowdfunding | 0.870 Reliable
after Social Assistance Information
Given by  Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs) (DD)
2. | Public Trust to NGOs (PT) 0.805 Reliable
3. | Donor Altruism (DA) 0.805 Reliable
4. | Government Presence (GP). 0.884 Reliable

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

3.4 Analysis of Variable Descriptions

This study uses four variables, consisting of three independent variables and one
dependent variable. How do respondents perceive each of these variables when implemented
in the donor decision case study, the results are recapitulated in Table 7.
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Table 7. Description of Statement Items per Research Variable

Variable ltem Average Dimension | Total Average value
Average of the variables
PT1 4,97
. PT2 4,94 4,96
Public Trust PT3 183
PT4 5.10
DAl 5.01
Donor Altruism DA2 4.85 4.83 16.80
DA3 4.62
Government GAl 2.00 212
Presence GA2 2.24 '
DD1 4.88
Donor Decision DD2 4.86 4.88
DD3 491

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

The descriptive analysis of the research variables measures the central tendency, in this
case is the arithmetic mean and standard deviation (Ho, 2018). The average value for the
variable is calculated by adding the score of the variable and dividing the added value by the
total score (Ho, 2018). In interpreting the average value on a Likert scale (1-6), a formula is
used (Riana, 2012).

| =R/IK
where

| = Class Interval

K = Sum of class = 6 (Likert Scale 1-6)

R = Max value — Min Value=6-1=5

Which mean that class intervals on the scale of this study is
| = R/IK=5/6= 0,833

In detail, the class intervals are as presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Class Intervals

Class Interval in Likert 1-5 Mean

1-1.833 Strongly Disagree
1.833 <X <2.666 Disagree

2.666 <X < 3.499 Slightly Disagree
3.499 <X < 4.332 Slightly Agree
4,332 <X < 5.165 Agree

5.165 <X < 6.000 Strongly Agree

Class intervals for the Likert Scale 1-6 as presented in Table 8 can be a measure for the
average value of the four research variables as presented in Table 7.
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3.5 SEM-AMOS Analysis Results

Analysis of structural equation modeling (SEM), in this case SEM-AMOS, is basically
carried out in three stages, namely: (i) The first stage, testing the measurement model. This
measurement model stage is intended to obtain a construct, in this case the latent variable,
which is fit. A latent variable that is fit is a prerequisite so that SEM analysis can be
continued at a later stage. The method of testing this measurement model uses Confirmatory
Analysis Factor (CFA). (ii) The second stage, testing the structural model (structural
measure). The purpose of structural model testing is to obtain the fittest structural model,
using the Goodness of Fit (GOF) test. Model fit testing was carried out for the four variables
of the study, namely three exogenous variables, namely Public Trust (PT), Donor Altruism
(DA), Government Presence (GP), and one endogenous variable, namely Donor Decision
(DA). (iii) The third stage is testing the research hypothesis (Haryono, 2017).

3.6 Testing the Measurement Model

The first stage of SEM-AMOS analysis is the model measurement test. This test is
carried out using confirmatory factor analysis techniques or confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA), which includes analysis of the CFA model and significance testing. This test aims to
obtain the appropriate construct, so that the CFA model can be accepted. The CFA model can
be accepted if it has a fit, and shows the model has sufficient reliability and validity
(Haryono, 2017).

3.7 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Testing

The purpose of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) test is to determine whether the
model contains a negative variant and a critical ratio (CR) significance value that is less than
|1.96] (Haryono, 2017). Negative variants occur, because of the Heywood case, which
indicates the occurrence of an in-proper solution. The final model must not contain the
Heywood case. The consequence is that if there is a negative variant, the negative variant
must be eliminated in the final construct (Haryono, 2017). Testing the CFA model was
carried out on the four research variable, namely Public Trust (PT), Donor Altruism (DA),
Government Presence (GP), and one endogenous variable, namely Donor Decision (DD)
using three research construct namely Public Trust (PT) to Donor Decision (DD), Donor
Altruism (DA) to Donor Decision (DD), and Government Presence (GP) to Donor Decision
(DD), as presented in Table 9., Table 10., and Table 11.

Table 9. Regression Weights: (Public Trust to Donor Decision - Default model)

Estimate  S.E. C.R. P  Label
DonorDecision <--- PublicTrust 913,072 12,655 *** par 5
DD1 <--- DonorDecision 1,000
DD2 <---  DonorDecision 1,048 077 13,582 *** par 4
DD3 <---  DonorDecision 1,029 077 13,350 *** par_6
PT1 <---  PublicTrust 1,000
PT2 <--- PublicTrust ,887 ,062 14,238 ***  par_ 1
PT3 <--- PublicTrust 913,073 12,443 ***  par 2
PT4 <---  PublicTrust 969 059 16,506 ***  par_3

Source: Processed from research results (2021)
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Table 10. Regression Weights: (Donor Altruism to Donor Decision - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
DonorDecision <---  DonorAltruism 1,004 ,085 11,777 *** par_4
DD1 <--- DonorDecision 1,000
DD2 <--- DonorDecision 994 073 13,642 *** par_3
DD3 <--- DonorDecision 986,073 13,443 *** par 5
DA1 <---  DonorAltruism 1,000
DA2 <---  DonorAltruism 1,025 ,084 12,150 *** par 1l
DA3 <---  DonorAltruism 952,094 10,146 ***  par_2

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 11. Regression Weights: (Government Presence to Donor Decision - Default model)

Estimate  S.E. C.R. P  Label
DonorDecision <--- GovernmentPresence -347 ,058 -5980 *** par 3
DD1 <---  DonorDecision 1,000
DD2 <--- DonorDecision 1,077 ,085 12,680 *** par 2
DD3 <---  DonorDecision 899 076 11,840 ***  par 4
GP1 <--- GovernmentPresence 1,000
GP2 <--- GovernmentPresence 821,092 8,913 *** par_ 1

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 9, Table 10, Table 11, show that of all the relationship indicators with latent
constructs or variables, there is no negative variant. Likewise, the value between the indicator
and the error term (S.E.) did not have a negative variant. This means that the model does not
contain the Heywood case, which means that in this model there is no in-proper solution
(Haryono, 2017). Thus, one of the CFA requirements is fulfilled, namely all variant is
positive on the relationship between the indicator and the construct (latent variable) or the
error term.

In addition, if looking at the significance value of the critical ratio (CR), as presented in
Table 9, Table 10 and Table 11 for the three constructs, namely Public Trust (PT) to Donor
Decision (DD), Donor Altruism (DA) to Donor Decision (DD), and Government Presence
(GP) to Donor Decision (DD); then there is no CR value < |1.96|, meaning that there is no CR
value less than 1.96. All CR values in the four constructs consisted of two digits on average,
with a maximum value of 14.238 and a minimum of 5.980, which means that all of the
constructs of this study had the CR value> 1.96. Thus, the three research constructs passed
the CFA test.

3.8 Significance Testing

The test of significance is seen in the probability value (P value), as shown in Table 9.
Table 10, and Table 11. In the table, it can be seen that all latent variable relationships with
other latent variables or between latent variables and their respective indicators (P value)
have a star (***). Three star indicates a probability value (P value) <0.05, which means that
all relationships between latent variables and latent variables and between latent variables and
their respective indicator variables have a significant effect, regardless of whether the effect
IS positive or negative (Haryono, 2017).
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3.9 Validity and Reliability Test
a. Validity Test

The validity test in SEM-AMOS aims to determine the level of ability of an indicator
(manifest variable) in measuring latent variables. A variable is said to have good validity
against a latent construct if: (i) The t value of the factor loading is greater than the critical t
value > 1.96 or practically > 2. This value is shown in the AMOS output. "Variances (Group
Number) 1- Default model)”. (ii) Standardized loading factors > 0.5.

Table 12. Validity Test with Factor Loading (Estimate) Public Trust to Donor Decision

Constructs

Estimate
DD1 <--- DonorDecision ,807
DD2 <--- DonorDecision ,835
DD3 <--- DonorDecision ,846
PT1 <--- PublicTrust ,843
PT2 <--- PublicTrust ,824
PT3 <--- PublicTrust , 761
PT4 <--- PublicTrust ,894

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 13. Validity Test with Factor Loading (Estimate) Donor Altruism to Donor Decision

Constructs

Estimate
DD1 <--- DonorDecision ,834
DD2 <--- DonorDecision ,818
DD3 <--- DonorDecision ,838
DA1 <--- DonorAltruism , 799
DA2 <--- DonorAltruism , 799
DA3 <--- DonorAltruism ,698

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 14. Validity Test with Factor Loading (Estimate) Government Presence to Donor
Decision Constructs

Estimate
DD1 <--- DonorDecision ,835
DD2 <--- DonorDecision ,887
DD3 <--- DonorDecision , 7164
GAl <--- GovernmentPresence 1,010
GA2 <--- GovernmentPresence , 785

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Table 12. Table 13., and Table 14. shows that the value of the loading factor
(Standardized Regression Weights) summarized from three construct, namely in the estimate
column, are valid, because the loading factor value is greater than or equal to 0.05 (loading
factor > 0.05).
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b. Reliability Test

Reliability test in SEM-AMOS aims to measure the level of consistency of the manifest
variable in measuring its latent constructs. Hair et al., (2010) states that a construct has good
reliability if: (i) the value of construct reliability (CR) is> 1.96; and (ii) The average (average)
variance extracted (VE) or AVE >0.5.

As shown in Table 9., it appears that all the relationships between the first latent
variable and the second latent variable, the value of the construct reliability (CR) is greater
than 1.96. This means that all indicator elements are proven to be reliable. In addition, the
average (average) variance extracted (VE) or AVE > 0.5, as presented in Table 11.

Table 15. Reliability Test with AVE

Estimate AVE
DD1 <--- DonorDecision ,807 0.829
DD2 <--- DonorDecision ,835
DD3 <--- DonorDecision ,846
PT1 <-- PublicTrust 843 0.831 |
PT2 <--- PublicTrust ,824
PT3 <--- PublicTrust , 761
PT4 <--- PublicTrust ,894
DAl <-- DonorAltruism 799 © 0,765 |
DA2 <--- DonorAltruism , 799
DA3 <--- DonorAltruism ,698
GAl <--- GovernmentPresence 1,010 0,897 |
GA2 <--- GovernmentPresence ,785

Source: Processed from research results (2021)

Based on the reliability test results with the AVE value, as presented in Table 11., all
constructs have an AVE value> 0.05, so that the construct is considered reliable. So, it can be
concluded that it has met the reliability requirements.

3.11 Social Assistance Information Given by Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs)
has a Positive Effect on Donor Decision for Crowdfunding in Indonesia

Based on the descriptive analysis of the Donor Decision (DD) variable, the total
average value has reached 4.88 on a Likert scale of 1-6 which means Agree, which means
that Social assistance information given by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOSs) has a
positive effect on donor decisions for crowdfunding in Indonesia. This means that the first
hypothesis is proven.

The results of this study are in accordance with the results of previous studies. Research
by Reyniers & Bhalla's (2013), de Wit (2020) and Hughes et al. (2014) shows that other
parties, including NGOs, can provide information that make donors have willing to make
donations. However, the results of this study are not in line with the results of research by
Horne et al. (2016) which found a negative influence on Social assistance information given
by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) on donor decisions.
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3.12 Public Trust to NGOs has an Influence on Donor Decision after Social Assistance
Information for Crowdfunding in Indonesia

Public Trust has a positive and significant effect on Donor Decision. This means that
the research hypothesis 2 is proven. The results of this study support the research results of
Taniguchi & Marshall (2014) and de Vries et al (2015) which found that Public Trust has a
positive and significant effect on Donor Decision.

Considering that public trust has a positive and significant effect on donor decisions,
parties related to donor decisions must pay attention to public trust. Public trust is related to
two parties, namely the public who gives trust, and another party who is given trust (trustee),
in this case the crowdfunding institution. Trustees can be individuals, organizations, or
systems. Public trust contains two things, namely the public giving authority to the trustee
(crowdfunding institution); and at the same time the public is ready to accept the vulnerability
of the trustee's behavior (crowdfunding institutions). The results show that public trusts are
formed and maintained by trustees (crowdfunding institutions) with reference to past
experiences, as well as beliefs or attitudes about competence, reliability, reputation, honesty,
or the trustee's interests (crowfunding institution).

1VV. Conclusion

Based on the research results and related to the problem formulation and research
hypotheses, it can be concluded that:

Based on the descriptive analysis of the Donor Decision (DD) variable with a total
average value of 4.88 on a Likert scale of 1-6, which means Agree. Social assistance
information given by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) has a positive effect on
donor decisions for crowdfunding in Indonesia, where donor agree to compensate more on
donation if there were reduction in social assistance budget to NGOs. This means that the
first hypothesis is proven. Public Trust to NGOs has a positive and significant effect on
Donor Decision. Donor who have high trust to NGOs have a higher tendency to compensate
more on donation if there were reduction in social assistance budget to NGOs. This means
that the research hypothesis 2 is proven. Donor Altruism has a positive and significant effect
on Donor Decision. Donor who have high level of altruism have a higher tendency to
compensate more on donation if there were reduction in social assistance budget to NGOs.
This means that the research hypothesis 3 is proven. Government Presence has a negative and
significant effect on Donor Decision. Donor perception about government presence has
shown a significant influence albeit shown a negative tendency to donor donation eventhough
there were reduction in social assistance budget to NGOs. This means that the research
hypothesis 4 is proven.
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