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Abstract 

Background: Blood is a vital component of the human body, which constitute 7% of the body weight. To ensure an adequate 
supply of blood, it is necessary to make significant improvements in methods for recruiting and retaining donors and to increase 
their efficiency. This study was done to understand the factors that motivate and deter donors and also to assess the physical 
impacts perceived after blood donation. Materials and methods: A descriptive, cross-sectional study was conducted among 
voluntary donors coming to a blood bank   using a self-administered questionnaire. The questionnaire contained sections 
pertaining to motivating factors, potential deterrents and perceived physical impacts of blood donation. Statistical analysis was 
performed using R-software. Results: The total number of donors were 113 out which of female donors comprise 5.3% and 
male donors 94.7%. Altruism (73.1%) and pain due to phlebotomy (8.8%) was the strongest motivating and deterring factor 
respectively. Positive effects were perceived more than negative effects. Peer influence has a significant association with the 
level of education of the donors (X2 test was performed and p=0.03). As far as the occupation was considered availing leave was 
not a significant motivating factor (p<0.015). Social media hasn’t significantly influenced the donors in considering their 
occupation and place of residence (p<0.0009, p<0.0027). Conclusion: From the present study it can be inferred that the present 
awareness regarding blood donation through social media is inadequate. Thus, increased focus should be given on improving 
the awareness through social media. 
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Introduction 

Coping with the rising incidence of trauma cases, oncology, 
advanced surgical treatments and transplants, there is an 
ongoing need for blood donation, worldwide, to fulfill 
blood transfusion demands. WHO has estimates that India 
needs 12 million units of blood and its components 
annually. Each year the demand for blood increases by 2-
3% [1] and it is becoming increasingly difficult to recruit 
new blood donors. An understanding of the factors 
motivating and deterring donors of various age groups can 
facilitate more targeted recruitment and retention efforts by 
blood collection centers, thereby significantly expanding 
the existing donor pool [2,3]. 
 
One important step towards improving the recruitment 
process is to clarify the importance of blood donation for 
society and at the same time describe in greater detail how 
donating blood affects the donor.  
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The provision of a clear-cut picture of how accustomed 
donors perceive and experience blood donation [4] and 
decreasing the perception that there are health risks 
associated with donating blood may significantly contribute 
to an improvement in the recruitment of new donors [5]. 
 
In many studies conducted on voluntary donors across the 
world, prosocial beliefs [1-7] were the strongest motivating 
factors, regardless of age, sex, or ethnic background. They 
were altruism, (helpfulness), empathy (feeling for others) 
and social responsibility (a duty to help others) [3]. Other 
motivators were feeling of heroism, someone being proud 
of them and participation of friends or relatives [8]. Males 
responded more to altruistic factors, [8] and women, to 
motivation by friends and family [4]. Other studies [3,9,10] 
found that satisfaction with current donation influenced the 
donor’s intent to return. Thus, the strategy for keeping a 
donor base is three-fold: getting donors, keeping them 
happy and motivating them to return. 
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The pain associated with donation was the most commonly 
rated potential deterrent [4,6]. In most of the studies, Nurses 
should be aware of the fear of phlebotomy and manage 
needle-associated anxiety [8]. Inconvenience and time 
constraints were significant in college-aged [4,6] and older 
donors [11]. Males rated the time involved in blood 
donation as a deterrent more than women [8]. 
 
A majority of donors (54%) were affected by blood 
donation of which 29% reported positive effects, such as 
satisfaction, while 19% reported negative effects like 
dizziness, vertigo and by 6% reported mixed effects. 
Positive effects were long-lasting and negative effects 
transient [7]. 

Objectives 

-To assess the frequency and percentage of various 
motivating factors, potential deterrents and perceived 
physical impacts of blood donation on donors 
-To study the association of motivating factors, potential 
deterrents with various socio-demographic variables. 

Materials and Methods 

Study area: Blood bank of Malankara Orthodox Syrian 
Church Medical College, Kolenchery, Kerala, India. 

Study design: A descriptive cross-sectional study. 

Study population: Voluntary donors coming to the blood 
bank of Malankara Orthodox Syrian Church Medical 
College, Kolenchery, Kerala, India. 

Inclusion criteria: All voluntary donors donating blood in 
the blood bank of a tertiary care hospital  

Exclusion criteria: Replacement donors and deferred 
donors 

Study sample: Sample size was calculated to be 113 

Study duration: 2 months (April 1st-May 31st 2019) 

Study method: Convenient sampling 

Study Tool: 7-expert validated structured questionnaire 
 
The expert validation was carried out by 7 experts, of which 
4 were working in the tertiary care hospital in which the 
study was conducted and other 3 elsewhere. A pilot study 
using the same questionnaire was also conducted. 

Data Collection Procedure: The data was collected using 
a 7-expert validated questionnaire from April 1st to May 31st 
2019. The questionnaire comprised of 4 sections. In section 
A, questions regarding demographic data, the donor’s age, 
gender, place of residence, occupation, education, number 
of times donated, desire for re-donation etc. were asked.  
 
Section B was regarding the factors that motivate people to 
donate blood. There were 13 questions in this section which 
can be broadly divided into 5 domains – altruism, peer 
pressure, family influence, social media impact and 
personal reasons. The participants were asked to rate on a 
5-point scale. The first 3 responses were taken as negative 
and next 2 were regarded as positive. Section C was 
regarding the factors that deter the donors from donating 
blood in future. It consists of 9 questions which can be 
divided into 3 domains, physical, psychological and donor 
center related factors. The participants were asked to rate 
on a 5-point scale. The first 3 responses were taken as 
insignificant and next 2 were regarded as significant. 
Section D was regarding the physical effects perceived by 
the donors after blood donation, which can be classified as 
negative or positive effects. The responses were marked as 
yes or no. 
 
Data Analysis: The results obtained and other details of 
analysis are given in section 5. Statistical analysis was 
performed using R-software. In this study, frequency and 
percentage for various motivating factors, potential 
deterrents and perceived physical impacts of blood donation 
on donors were assessed. The association of motivating 
factors, potential deterrents and perceived physical impacts 
with various socio-demographic variables was studied 
using Chi-square test/ Fischer’s exact test. P value < 0.05 
was considered significant.  
      
     
Ethical Consideration and Permission: The study was 
overseen and evaluated by the Institutional review board 
and Ethics committee of Malankara Orthodox Syrian 
Christian Church Medical College Hospital, Ernakulam, 
Kerala. Verbal and written informed consent was obtained 
and nature of study was explained to the participants before 
giving the questionnaire. The informed consent was 
separated from the questionnaire in order to maintain 
anonymity of the participants. The data was entered into 
Google forms. 

Results 

Descriptive studies: The total number of donors was113, out which female donors comprise 5.3% (6) and male donors 94.7% 
(107). 73 donors were in the age group of 18-30 years, 36 donors in the age group of 31-45 years and 4 donors, more than 45 
years. 8% of the donors studied till twelfth grade, 27.4% completed twelfth grade and 64.6% had an education of degree or 
higher level. 66.4% of the donors were employed, 8% were unemployed and 25.7% were students. 15.9% were first time donors, 
15.9% have donated once before, 26.5%have donated 2-5 times before and 41.6% have donated more than five times previously. 
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85% expressed strong desire to donate blood again, 14% were somewhat likely to donate again and 1% were not sure about 
further donation. 
 
Frequency and percentage of motivating factors, potential deterrents and perceived physical impacts of blood donation 
on donors 
 
Frequency and percentage of motivating factors: Out of the 113 participants, 112 (99%) agreed that donating blood is the 
right thing to do.  
 
104 (92%) donated blood to serve the community or to help someone. Only 32 (28.3%) were aware of the fact that there is a 
shortage of blood for people who need it. These three factors were grouped under the domain altruism and it was regarded as 
the strongest motivating factor (73.1%). 93 (82.3%) donated blood because their friends donated blood and 63 (55.8%) donated 
because of influence from society. Therefore, social or peer influence was the second most important motivating factor (69%). 
Family influence was also considered as an important motivating factor (55%). Family influence included encouragement from 
a family member to donate blood (57.5%), family being proud of his/her donating blood (60.2%), family members setting a role 
model by donating blood (40.7%) 
 
Personal reasons also served as motivating factors to donate blood (38%) like to get a mini-physical examination done (31%). 
It also included thoughts like donating blood is good for health (79.5%) or that he/she may need blood someday (33.6%) or for 
availing leave from college or workplace (4.4%). Only 10% have rated social media influence as a motivating factor for donating 
blood. 
 
Frequency and Percentage of Potential Deterrents: Personal reasons were regarded as potential deterrents for blood donation 
(3.83%). These include pain due to phlebotomy (8.8%), busy life (1.8%) and physical discomfort after donation (0.9%). 
 
Psychological factors were the most influential deterrents for blood donation (5.63%). These include fear of needles (8%) or 
blood (7.1%) and also concern about the potential negative impact on health (1.8%). 
 
Centre related factors were least rated deterrents (2.1%) like inconvenient location (2.7%) or timing of the donor centre (0.9%) 
as well as the behaviour of the staff (2.7%). 
 
Frequency and percentage of perceived physical impacts: Physical impacts perceived after donation were either be positive 
or negative. The positive effects perceived included feeling better, satisfaction, relaxation and increased motivation for health. 
Out of 113 participants, 110 (97.3%) experienced a feeling of satisfaction after blood donation, which was the most commonly 
perceived physical impact after donation, followed by effects like feeling better 9.7 %, relaxation -93.8%, and increased 
motivation for health-88.5%.The negative effects were found to be less in comparison to the positive effects. The most common 
negative effect was thirst (10 %). The other negative effects include lethargy, diminished physical capacity, dizziness and 
headache 
 
Association of motivating factors, potential deterrents with various socio-demographic variables. 
 
Association of motivating factors with various socio-demographic variables: Motivating factors have no significant 
association with age, gender, number of times donated or intention for re-donation. Peer influence has a significant association 
with the level of education of the donors (X2 test was performed and p=0.03) as given in Table 1.  
 
As far as the occupation was considered availing leave was not a significant motivating factor as given in Table 2. Social media 
hasn’t significantly influenced the donors in considering their occupation and place of residence as given in Table 3. 
 
Table-1: Association of motivating factors with various socio-demographic variables. 

Motivating Factors  
Level of Education 

p-value 
Up to 12thStd Higher 

My friends are 
donating 

Yes 29 64 
0.043 

No 11 9 
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Table-2: Association of motivating factors with various socio-demographic variables. 

Motivating Factors  
Occupation  

p-value Student Unemployed Employed 

To avail leave 
Yes 4 0 1 

0.015 
No 25 9 74 

 
Table-3: Association of motivating factors with various socio-demographic variables 

Motivating 
Factors 

 
Occupation 

 
p-

value 

Place of 
Residence 

 
p-value 

Student Unemployed Employed Urban Rural 

In response 
to the 

campaign on 
TV or radio 

Yes 7 0 4 0.009 6 5 0.027 

No 22 9 71  24 78  

Association of potential deterrents with various socio-demographic variables: The deterrents for blood donation does not 
have any significant association with age, gender, level of education, place of residence, occupation, no of times donated or 
intention for re-donation.  

Discussion 

Like most other studies [3,6] the present study also had a 
smaller number of female donors. In the study done in 
Chennai in 2013 also the male donors outnumbered 
females. Only very few studies [12,13] showed an increased 
number of female donors, one of which was done in Spain, 
in the province of Huelva. Women were more inclined than 
men to give blood, because of altruistic reasons, with 
females contributing to most of the donors and first-time 
donors. According to that study, the most common 
restrictions to women giving blood, is low hemoglobin 
concentration, which reduce the number of female blood 
donations. Women also experience more difficulty when 
blood is withdrawn and are more prone to vasovagal 
reactions, which can negatively affect their experience as 
donors. 
 
In the present study, most of the donors belonged to the age 
group 20-35 years, were highly educated and employed. 
This was also comparable with the study done in Chennai 
[14] in which most of the donors where between 18 and 25 
years. Majority of them have donated more than five times 
and had a strong desire to donate again. Considering the 
motivating factors, altruism stands out as the driving force 
for blood donation regardless of age, sex, level of education 
or occupation compared to other studies [1-7].  
 
In a cross-sectional study conducted in Sikkim, India in 
2004 also, altruism was the primary reason among 
demographic groups to donate blood [15]. Very few donors 
have considered the shortage of blood as a reason to donate 
blood. This may be due to the lack of awareness that there 
is a shortage of blood for people who need it. Therefore, 
using the results of this study, the present study would like 
to highlight this issue and spread awareness about the  

 
 
necessity to donate blood. In contradiction to the present 
study, the study done in Chennai revealed that most of the 
people donated blood because they consider it as important 
life saving measure and they also thinks that there is a 
shortage of blood in blood banks [14].  The present study 
also showed that, most of the donors whether educated or 
not were significantly influenced by their peers. Family 
influence can also play a significant role in motivating the 
younger generation; parents can set an example for their 
kids to follow by donating blood. This is comparable to a 
study done in two blood banks in Delhi [16]. 
 
Surprisingly in the present study, availing leave was not a 
significant motivating factor for the donors, in contrast with 
many other studies. From this it can be understand that most 
of the donors don’t consider using blood donation as an 
excuse for taking leave. In a study done in Greece, United 
states and Germany, incentives was considered an 
important motivating factor for blood donation which 
included availing of leave from work [17,18,19]. 
 
Another aspect to be highlighted from the present study and 
a similar study done in Pune is that in contrast to what we 
expect social media hasn’t significantly influenced the 
donors. Thus, it can be inferred that the present awareness 
regarding blood donation through social media is 
inadequate. Thus, increased focus should be given on 
improving the awareness through social media. One study 
has shown that social media is the second most common 
motivating factor for the first-time donors [19]. In 
accordance with other studies [4,6,8], pain due to 
phlebotomy was rated the most common potential deterrent 
for future donation. Psychological reasons like fear of 
needles or blood also serve as deterrents. Previous studies 
[20-24] have cited inconvenient location and hours as 
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important barriers to donation for younger individuals [13], 
but in the present study, the results have proven that our 
blood bank is situated in an ideal location and the working 
hours are convenient for donors, as hardly few donors find 
the location, working hours and the behavior of the staff of 
the blood bank as a deterrent for donating blood. The 
present study also positive effects were perceived more than 
negative effects comparable with similar studies [7]. The 
majority of effects elicited by blood donation were positive 
like the feeling of satisfaction, feeling better, relaxation and 
increased motivation for health. The feeling of satisfaction 
was felt more than other effects by most of the donors 
[3,9,10].  
 
There was no association between frequency of occurrence 
of positive effects and the number of blood donation, 
indicating that there is no addictive relationship between 
donors and donations. The finding in this study of high 
frequency of occurrence of positive effects elicited in blood 
donors by blood donation may be of great importance in the 
recruitment of new blood donors. It can make blood 
donation less frightening and perhaps more attractive. 

Limitations 

The main limitations of the present study were the 
inadequate number of female donors and the study 
population of voluntary donors, which was not 
representative of the entire community. 

Conclusion 

Altruism and pain during phlebotomy where the most 
common motivating and deterrent factors among donors in 
our institution. The donors did not consider incentives and 
social media as motivating factors. Most of the donors felt 
very satisfied after donation and motivated to donate again.  
 

What the study adds to existing knowledge? 

From the present study it can be inferred that the present 
awareness regarding blood donation through social media 
is inadequate. Thus, increased focus should be given on 
improving the awareness through social media. 
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