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Experimental Stimuli: Survey of Experts (Study 1)

Introduction

We are planning to test a few matching fundraising solicitations on prior donors of a local non-profit.

The non-profit promotes young artists by organizing exhibitions and workshops. It also offers summer
art classes for children.

The solicitations will be sent using postal mail. The mail will include an appeal letter, a pledge card, and
areturn envelope.

Random groups of donors will be sent different matching solicitations, and we are interested to

compare the groups on participation (average donate rate) and the amount donated by participating
donors (average donation amount).

We are interested in your opinion about these matching fundraising solicitations. There are no right or
Wrong answers.

We are planning to test five (5) different appeal letters. A random group of prior donors will see only
one letter.

Below you will see the actual texts (shown within quotation signs) in these letters. Please review them
carefully before answering a few questions about them.




Details about the five appeals (including control) shown to the experts

1. Control

"During our 7Bth Anniversary, we hope you will continue to join us in demonstrating your commitment to
Chicago's art and artists by making a contribution today."

2. Standard Matching

"In recognition of the Organization's success over its T5-year history, a supporter has offered a
matching grant to encourage you to increase your donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will give $1 for EVERY $1 you contribute. So, for every dollar you give, we will receive two
dollars in support of our programs — your dollar and a dollar from this supporter.

Let's not lose this match — please give today!"

3. Standard Matching with Credit to the Donor

"In recognition of the Organization's success over its T5-year history, a supporter has offered a
matching grant to encourage you to increase your donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will add $1to your contribution for EVERY $1 you give. So, for each dollar you give, we
will receive two on your behalf in support of our programs.

Let's not lose this match—please give today!"

4. Incremental Matching

"In recognition of the Organization's success over its 7T5-year history, a supporter has offered a
matching grant to encourage you to increase your donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will give $1 for every additional $1 you donate OVER your last gift. So, for each dollar you
add to the amount of your last contribution of $«PREVIOUS», we will receive two in support of our
programs —your dollar and a dollar from this supporter.

Let’s not lose this match — please give today!"

[the placeholder $<<PREVIOUS>> reminded the donor about his/her last contribution amount]

5. Incremental Matching with Credit to the Donor

"In recognition of the Organization's success over its 75-year history, a supporter has offered a
matching grant to encourage you to increase your donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will add $1to your contribution for every $1 you donate OVER your last gift. So, for every
dollar you add to the amount of your last contribution of $«PREVIOUS», we will receive two dollars on
your behalf in support of our programs.

Let's not lose this match—please give today!"

[the placeholder $<<PREVIOUS >> reminded the donor about his/her last contribution amount]




Ilustrative example of a comparison (Standard matching with regular framing vs. Control)

Considering the control and the standard matching conditions, shown below once again, please answer
the two questions that follow.

1. Control

"During our 75th Anniversary, we hope you will continue to join us in demonstrating your commitment to
Chicago's art and artists by making a contribution today.”

2. Standard Matching

“In recognition of the Organization's success over its 7T5-year history, a supporter has offered a
matching grant to encourage you to increase your donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will give $1 for EVERY $1 you contribute. So, for every dollar you give, we will receive two
dollars in support of our programs — your dollar and a dollar from this supporter.

Let's not lose this match — please give today!"

Compared to the Control condition, do you think participation (i.e., number of people responding to the
appeal) would be HIGHER in the Standard Matching condition?

Definitely Yes Probably Yes Cannot Predict Probably No Definitely No
O O O O O

Compared to the Control condition, do you think average donation amount (i.e., non-zero dollar amount
donated by those who decided to respond to the appeal) would be HIGHER in the Standard Matching
condition?

Definitely Yes Probably Yes Cannot Predict Probably No Definitely No
@] @] @] @) @)




Experimental Stimuli: Survey of Experts (Study 2)

Introduction after passing screener

(1/4) Thank you for your answers. The main survey will begin now. This will take
approximately 5-10 minutss to complets.

We are doing some academic research on fundraising solicitations and your feedback will
be immensely valuable to better understand the effectiveness of fundraising strategies.

(2/4) One common solicitation technique used in fundraising is matching donations. There
could be several types of matching. For example, every dollar donated could be matched by
a dollar from a generous benefactor.

(3/4) We are interested in testing matching-based fundraising campaigns which target prior
donors of an actual local non-profit. The non-profit promotes young artists by arganizing

exhibitions and workshops. It also offers summer art classes for children.

The solicitations will be sent using postal mail. The mail will include an appeal letter, a
pledge card, and a return envelope.

Randomized groups of donors will each be sent a different matching solicitations, and we are

interested in how you would evaluate these matching fundraising solicitations.

(4/4) We are interested in your opinion about these matching fundraising solicitations. There
are no right or wrong answers.




Main questions asked for the standard matching with regular framing (Appeal A). Appeal A is
evaluated first in this illustrative example.

Appeal A

"For a limited time, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase
your donation and invest in our future. This supporter will give $1 for EVERY $1 you
contribute. So, for each dollar you give, we will receive two dollars in support of our programs
—YOUR DOLLAR AND A DOLLAR FROM THIS SUPPORTER.

Let’s not lose this match — please give today!”

How would you rate this appeal in terms of its ability to increase participation (i.e., the
number of people responding to the appeal)?

- 6. High
1. Low ability . =
. ability to
to increase 2 3 4 5 .
increase

participation .
participation

How would you rate this appeal in terms of its ability to increase donation (i.e., the amount
donated by those who send money in response to the appeal)

1. Low 8. High
ability t bility
e 2 3 4 5 ability to
increase increase
donation donation




Follow-up questions asked for the standard matching with regular framing (Appeal A). Appeal
A is evaluated first in this illustrative example.

oaal &

"For @ Imited Hme, & aupporter has offered @ matching grant to enecurage you to increems
o and Imvast In our futune. This Supporter w

=] for gpsd dol r Yo R, Ve
- DOLLAR AND A DOLLAR FROM THIS EUPPORTER

Leta not keae this mateh — pleaie ghe todayl”

Tlease rabe the degrae te wiich you Think petential densrnweuld see thia appeal 33 an ovena
eanafickl epperbunity ta donate?

1. P=or

& Gocd
opgorhuniy z a % ] coportunity
o cosote o dorats

Tlaase rabe the degrae te wiich you Think this appesl would make potential denors fee
parscnally good about ghing?

1. Low & Higs

mgacton = = . : mgacton
Twal=g Twal=g
goad goad

Pieans rabe this appeal on the Segree to whizh you think potential denora woubd fes that they
ang helping sthera?

Pieans rabe thia appeal on the Segree tn whizh you think potential denora woukd
fedl perasrally responalble for thi furds thit the non-prest will receve?

Tilow

B High

reaporaibiity = 5 " A reaporaitiity

for tam fusdy for tam funds
rzaiend rmcbend

Pieans rabe this appeal on the Segree to whizh you think potential denora wouki find it esdy
oy umcarakana thi tema of tha matehing campalgn?

LMotate B very
mzayin 1 a + E meayin
urdaratend underxtend

Plaame rabe the degrae te wiich you Think this appeal would fai puahy or manipulotive te
petental donore?

L Mot et i

peETyEr o = « =

menipsicties =aniguictve




Transition before within-subject evaluation of the next appeal.

MNow you will see the relevant portion from a different appeal letter. A different randomized
group of prior donors would receive this letter.

Main questions for the “giving-credit” framing (Appeal B). Appeal B is evaluated second in this
illustrative example

The difference between the messages is highlighted in different colors.
Appeal A

"For a limited time. a supporter has offered 8 matching grant to encourage you to increase
your donation and invest in our future. This supporter will give $1for EVERY $1 you
contribute. So, for each dollar you give, we will receive two dollars in support of cur programs
—¥OUR DOLLAR AND A DOLLAR FROM THIS SUPPORTER.

Let's not lese this match — please give today!”

Appeal B

"For & limited time, & supporter has offered a matching grant to enNcourage you to increasse
your donation and imvest in our future, This supporter will ADD $1 TO YOUR
CONTRIBUTION for EVERY $1 you give. So, for each dollar you give, we will receive TWO
DOLLARS ON YOUR BEHALF in support of our programs.

Let's not loge this match—please give today!™

How would you rate Appeal B in terms of its ability to incresse participation (i.2.. the number
of people responding to the appeal)?

For comparison, your rating of al A on the same guestion was: 4
8. High
1. Low aility - 'gm
to incresse 2 3 4 5 ',: A
Increase
——
participation T

How weould you rate Appeal B in terms of its ability to increase donation (i.e.. the amount
donated by those who send money in response to the appesl)

For comparison, your rating of Appeal A on the same question was: 4

1. Low 6. High
ahbility to 2 3 a 5 ahility to
increase increase
donation donation




Follow-up questions for the “giving-Credit” framing (Appeal B). Appeal B is evaluated second

in this illustrative example.

1

The difference batween the messages is highlighted in different colars.

Aposal &

“For a limited tirne, & supporter has offered & matching grant ta encourage you ta increass
your donation and invest in our future. This supperter will give $1 far EVERY $1 you
contribute. So, for each doller you give, we will receive two dollers in support of our programs
—YOUR DOLLAR AMD & DOLLAR FROM THIS SUFPORTER.

Let's not bese this match — plesse give taday™

Appeal B

"For a limited tirne, & supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increasa
your donation and invest in our future. This supperter will ADD %1 TO YOUR

CONTRIBUTION far EVERY %1 yoll giwe Sa, for each dellar yeu give, we will receive TWO

DOLLARS OM ¥OUR BEHALF in support of our progrems.

Let's not bese this match—plesse give today!™

Please rate the degree to which yeu think potential denars would see Appeal B as an overzll
beneficial apportunity o donate?

Eor comparison, wour rating of Appesl & on the same guestion was: 3
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Flease rate the degres to which yeu think Appesl B weuld make potentisl donors feel
perssnally geod about giving?

Eor comparison, vour rating of Appesl & on the same guestion was: 4
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Flaase rate Appesl B on the degres tewhich you think potential donors would find it easy to
understand the terms of the matching cempaign?

Fof camparison, waur rating of Appeal A on the same guestisn was: 3
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Flagge rate the degree to which you think Appeal B would feel pushy or manipulative te
patential donors?

Fof camparison, waur rating of Appeal A on the same guestisn was: 3
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Experimental Stimuli: Field Experiment (Study 3)

Letter sent to prior donors in control condition

September 5, 2014
«Name»
«Company»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»

Dear «Short_Salutation»,

Art enters our lives at different moments, both intentionally and unexpectedly. For some, it is a brief yet
memorable encounter; for others, a long-term relationship that has been cultivated over years. And for many
more, art is an essential part of life—something that has always been there, engrained in everything you do.
Whatever your relationship, the fact that art begins and ends with people is universal. Art exists solely
because of the people who communicate through it, interpret it, share in it—you.

At the Hyde Park Art Center, we work to make sure that anyone in our city can participate and progress in the
visual arts. With your help, we provide long-term arts education both within our award-winning facility and
inside of our neighboring south side Chicago Public Schools. Alongside this work, we nurture artistic
advancement and launch diverse Chicago artists into the international contemporary art dialogue.

Successfully carrying out and intertwining these differing activities has grown our audience to over 45,000
participants each year and gained us national recognition as a model for how an organization can develop its
city’s artists while remaining accessible and relevant to its immediate community.

During our 75t Anniversary, we hope you will continue to join us in demonstrating your commitment
to Chicago’s art and artists by making a contribution to the Hyde Park Art Center today.

By investing in the Art Center you will: provide artists at all levels the opportunity to challenge their practice
and take the next step in their career; empower students to learn new skills through art and become positive
leaders amongst their peers; and, continue to build a vibrant community of art participants and supporters in
Chicago.

We truly appreciate your involvement and support, and hope to see you soon!

Thank you,

Ch¥istina Jensen
Deputy Director

P.S. Please join us on Saturday, September 13 from 12 - 9 PM for our free 75 Anniversary BBQ Block Party

Bash. You can find out more about the Block Party, all of our programs, and make a gift online at
hydeparkart.org.
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Letter sent to prior donors in standard matching with regular framing condition

September 5, 2014
«Name»
«Company»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»

Dear «Short_Salutation»,

Art enters our lives at different moments, both intentionally and unexpectedly. For some, it is a brief yet
memorable encounter; for others, a long-term relationship that has been cultivated over years. And for many
more, art is an essential part of life—something that has always been there, engrained in everything you do.
Whatever your relationship, the fact that art begins and ends with people is universal. Art exists solely
because of the people who communicate through it, interpret it, share in it—you.

At the Hyde Park Art Center, we work to make sure that anyone in our city can participate and progress in the
visual arts. With your help, we provide long-term arts education both within our award-winning facility and
inside of our neighboring south side Chicago Public Schools. Alongside this work, we nurture artistic
advancement and launch diverse Chicago artists into the international contemporary art dialogue.

Successfully carrying out and intertwining these differing activities has grown our audience to over 45,000
participants each year and gained us national recognition as a model for how an organization can develop its
city’s artists while remaining accessible and relevant to its immediate community.

During our 75% Anniversary, we hope you will join us in demonstrating your commitment to Chicago’s art
and artists by making a contribution to the Hyde Park Art Center. In recognition of the Art Center’s success
over its 75 year history, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase your
donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will give $1 for EVERY $1 you contribute. So, for each dollar you give, we will receive two
dollars in support of our programs—your dollar and a dollar from this supporter.

By investing in the Art Center you will: provide artists at all levels the opportunity to challenge their practice
and take the next step in their career; empower students to learn new skills through art and become positive
leaders amongst their peers; and, continue to build a vibrant community of art participants and supporters in
Chicago.

We truly appreciate your involvement and past support, and hope that you will help us take advantage of this
matching grant and give today!

Thank you,

Ch¥fstina Jensen
Deputy Director

P.S. Please join us on Saturday, September 13 from 12 - 9 PM for our free 75t Anniversary BBQ Block Party

Bash. You can find out more about the Block Party, all of our programs, and make a gift online at
hydeparkart.org.
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Letter sent to prior donors in standard matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

September 5, 2014
«Name»
«Company»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»

Dear «Short_Salutation»,

Art enters our lives at different moments, both intentionally and unexpectedly. For some, it is a brief yet
memorable encounter; for others, a long-term relationship that has been cultivated over years. And for many
more, art is an essential part of life—something that has always been there, engrained in everything you do.
Whatever your relationship, the fact that art begins and ends with people is universal. Art exists solely
because of the people who communicate through it, interpret it, share in it—you.

At the Hyde Park Art Center, we work to make sure that anyone in our city can participate and progress in the
visual arts. With your help, we provide long-term arts education both within our award-winning facility and
inside of our neighboring south side Chicago Public Schools. Alongside this work, we nurture artistic
advancement and launch diverse Chicago artists into the international contemporary art dialogue.

Successfully carrying out and intertwining these differing activities has grown our audience to over 45,000
participants each year and gained us national recognition as a model for how an organization can develop its
city’s artists while remaining accessible and relevant to its immediate community.

During our 75% Anniversary, we hope you will join us in demonstrating your commitment to Chicago’s art
and artists by making a contribution to the Hyde Park Art Center. In recognition of the Art Center’s success
over its 75 year history, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase your
donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will add $1 to your contribution for EVERY $1 you give. So, for each dollar you give, we will
receive two on your behalf in support of our programs.

By investing in the Art Center you will: provide artists at all levels the opportunity to challenge their practice
and take the next step in their career; empower students to learn new skills through art and become positive
leaders amongst their peers; and, continue to build a vibrant community of art participants and supporters in
Chicago.

We truly appreciate your involvement and past support, and hope that you will help us take advantage of this
matching grant and give today!

Thank you,

Ch¥fstina Jensen
Deputy Director

P.S. Please join us on Saturday, September 13 from 12 - 9 PM for our free 75 Anniversary BBQ Block Party

Bash. You can find out more about the Block Party, all of our programs, and make a gift online at
hydeparkart.org.
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Letter sent to prior donors in threshold matching with regular framing condition

September 5, 2014
«Name»
«Company»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»

Dear «Short_Salutation»,

Art enters our lives at different moments, both intentionally and unexpectedly. For some, it is a brief yet
memorable encounter; for others, a long-term relationship that has been cultivated over years. And for many
more, art is an essential part of life—something that has always been there, engrained in everything you do.
Whatever your relationship, the fact that art begins and ends with people is universal. Art exists solely
because of the people who communicate through it, interpret it, share in it—you.

At the Hyde Park Art Center, we work to make sure that anyone in our city can participate and progress in the
visual arts. With your help, we provide long-term arts education both within our award-winning facility and
inside of our neighboring south side Chicago Public Schools. Alongside this work, we nurture artistic
advancement and launch diverse Chicago artists into the international contemporary art dialogue.

Successfully carrying out and intertwining these differing activities has grown our audience to over 45,000
participants each year and gained us national recognition as a model for how an organization can develop its
city’s artists while remaining accessible and relevant to its immediate community.

During our 75% Anniversary, we hope you will join us in demonstrating your commitment to Chicago’s art
and artists by making a contribution to the Hyde Park Art Center. In recognition of the Art Center’s success
over its 75 year history, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase your
donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will give $1 for every additional $1 you donate OVER your last gift. So, for each dollar you
add to the amount of your last contribution of $«Gift», we will receive two in support of our
programs—your dollar and a dollar from this supporter.

By investing in the Art Center you will: provide artists at all levels the opportunity to challenge their practice

and take the next step in their career; empower students to learn new skills through art and become positive
leaders amongst their peers; and, continue to build a vibrant community of art participants and supporters in
Chicago.

We truly appreciate your involvement and past support, and hope that you will help us take advantage of this
matching grant and give today!

Thank you,

Ch¥fstina Jensen

Deputy Director

P.S. Please join us on Saturday, September 13 from 12 - 9 PM for our free 75 Anniversary BBQ Block Party
Bash. You can find out more about the Block Party, all of our programs, and make a gift online at
hydeparkart.org.
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Letter sent to prior donors in threshold matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

September 5, 2014
«Name»
«Company»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»

Dear «Short_Salutation»,

Art enters our lives at different moments, both intentionally and unexpectedly. For some, it is a brief yet
memorable encounter; for others, a long-term relationship that has been cultivated over years. And for many
more, art is an essential part of life—something that has always been there, engrained in everything you do.
Whatever your relationship, the fact that art begins and ends with people is universal. Art exists solely
because of the people who communicate through it, interpret it, share in it—you.

At the Hyde Park Art Center, we work to make sure that anyone in our city can participate and progress in the
visual arts. With your help, we provide long-term arts education both within our award-winning facility and
inside of our neighboring south side Chicago Public Schools. Alongside this work, we nurture artistic
advancement and launch diverse Chicago artists into the international contemporary art dialogue.

Successfully carrying out and intertwining these differing activities has grown our audience to over 45,000
participants each year and gained us national recognition as a model for how an organization can develop its
city’s artists while remaining accessible and relevant to its immediate community.

During our 75% Anniversary, we hope you will join us in demonstrating your commitment to Chicago’s art
and artists by making a contribution to the Hyde Park Art Center. In recognition of the Art Center’s success
over its 75 year history, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase your
donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will add $1 to your contribution for every $1 you donate OVER your last gift. So, for every
dollar you add to the amount of your last contribution of $«Gift», we will receive two dollars on your
behalf in support of our programs.

By investing in the Art Center you will: provide artists at all levels the opportunity to challenge their practice
and take the next step in their career; empower students to learn new skills through art and become positive
leaders amongst their peers; and, continue to build a vibrant community of art participants and supporters in
Chicago.

We truly appreciate your involvement and past support, and hope that you will help us take advantage of this
matching grant and give today!

Thank you,

-

Ch¥istina Jensen
Deputy Director

P.S. Please join us on Saturday, September 13 from 12 - 9 PM for our free 75 Anniversary BBQ Block Party
Bash. You can find out more about the Block Party, all of our programs, and make a gift online at
hydeparkart.org.
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Pledge Card included in all conditions

( )
Thank you for your support!

D$50 O %75 O$I00 O$250 O$500 O$1,000° O$2500" OOther $

O I'd like to support the Art Center all year long by making a monthly gift of § ending or

Board of Directors

ter Vice Chair.

Chair: Janis Ka
Dawo
L

Name (as you wish to be recognized) > | would like my gift
> My company losed)

Address > | would like t ing option:
i ) This gift is in honor of
i it t Z
i Email PF Addr
i ) Check enclosed to Hyde Park Art Center
f Please charge my: O Visa O MasterCard O American Express City State  Zip
]
E Card # Exp. Date Donate or become a member online at hydeparkart.org
: Your gift is tax deductible as provided by law.
i
H

Return envelope in control condition
| 1N | |
unuwJ 1USD) UV MJed of ay1 2104093

Hyde Park ART CENTER
5020 S. Cornell Avenue
Chicago, IL 60615
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Return envelope in standard matching with regular framing condition

er community

Center > year story supporter has
1t to en ate and est in our future
his supporter will give $1 for EVERY $1 you contribute. So, for every dollar
you give, we will receive two dollars in support of our programs —your dollar
and a dollar from this supporter. Let’s not lose this match—please give today

Hyde Park ARTCENTER

5020 S. Cornell Avenue
Chicago, IL 60615

Return envelope in standard matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

This supporter will add $1 to your contribution for EVERY $1 you give. So,
for each dollar you give, we will receive two on your behalf in support of
our programs. Let t lose t tch—ple eqg i

Hyde Park ART CENTER
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Return envelope in threshold matching with regular framing condition

Join!

ft. So, for every dollar you add to the amount of your last contribution, we
will receive two dollars in sunpol! of our pmqv‘m\ -your dollar and a dollar
from t h\xsu;:pm[(r i

Hyde Park ARTCENTER

hicago, IL 6061¢

Return envelope in threshold matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

i

id $1 to your contribution for every yu donate
OVER yo ast gift. So, for every dollar you add to the '\moum of your last
conmbu(xon we will receive two dollars on your behalf in support of our
programs. Let’s not lose this match—please give

Hyde Park ART CENTER

5020 S. Cornell Avenue
Chicago, IL 60615
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Experimental Stimuli: Field Experiment (Study 4)

Letter sent to prior donors in standard matching with regular framing condition

May 7,2018
[Long Salutation]
[Address Lines]
[City], [State], [Postal Code]

“The Art Center is a key component of the community. It is the space where people gather to share ideas, projects,
and experiences. The Art Center has allowed me to meet people and to better know our neighborhood, its history,
and its community.” -Hyde Park Art Center
Student

e

E i - E-

| &1

Spring 2018 Portrait Painting Class with Teaching Artist Randall
Dear [Short Salutation],

Behind the Coca Cola machine that serves as a secret passageway at Hyde Park Art Center, the Oakman
Clinton School & Studios reverberate with creative energy. Sometimes the spaces are quiet and artists are
focused. At other times, the studios buzz with conversation, critique, instruction, and exchange of ideas
between people of all different backgrounds. Seven days a week, art projects are started, reworked, and
completed.

On Saturday mornings, the drawing and painting studio fills with people who know each other well. Some
artists have taken this class for years and are honing their craft. “Our Portrait Painting class is like a
community within the community,” says teaching artist Randall Miller. “Many of the artists have been taking
Portrait for years, nurturing friendships as well as individual talent. There is an amazing collective wisdom to
the group; techniques, ideas about materials, and even coupons for art supplies are shared freely.” At the
same time, new students are quickly welcomed into the micro-community of the classroom and the larger
community of the Art Center.

Whether you are a long-time class-taker, or you have never been behind the “Coke door,” your personal
investment of money, time, or other resources is what makes the Art Center thrive. We hope you will
continue to support these creative communities by making a financial contribution to Hyde Park Art
Center today.
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For a limited time, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase your
donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will GIVE $1 for EVERY $1 you contribute. So, for each dollar you give, we will receive two
dollars in support of our programs—YOUR DOLLAR AND A DOLLAR FROM THIS SUPPORTER.

Hyde Park Art Center is one of the only places in Chicago where art makers of all levels, ages, and stages come
together in an inclusive learning environment. Each person’s perspectives are specific and personal, but also
contribute to an environment of exchange and conversation where the whole is greater than the sum of its
parts. "I've been working with Hyde Park Art Center for some time, and it's been a pleasure being part of such
a diverse community,” says DaLawn Simpson, a regular figure model for the Portrait Painting class and others
such as Sculpture: Portrait & Figure, and The Figure in Watercolor. (Simpson is pictured above as the subject
of students’ paintings.) “Society would find it very beneficial to have more facilities like this.”

In an increasingly polarized society, institutions that bridge the economic, racial, and geographic lines that
divide us through art-making, like those in Hyde Park Art Center’s studios, are more important now than
ever.

Your contribution today will help the Art Center continue offering 200 skill-based courses annually in
painting, drawing, ceramics, textiles, printmaking, digital media, and more while ensuring all spaces in the
building are vibrant and diverse learning environments. Because of supporters like you, the Art Center is
able to welcome both long-time class-takers and newcomers who might not otherwise be able to
participate to learn skills like portrait painting.

We truly appreciate your involvement and hope that you will help us take advantage of this matching grant
and give today!

Sincerely,

AAA

Kate Lorenz
Executive Director
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Letter sent to prior donors in standard matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

May 7,2018
[Long Salutation]
[Address Lines]
[City], [State], [Postal Code]

“The Art Center is a key component of the community. It is the space where people gather to share ideas, projects,
and experiences. The Art Center has allowed me to meet people and to better know our neighborhood, its history,
and its community."” -Hyde Park Art Center
Student

c

| &1

Spring 2018 Portrait Painting Class with Teaching Artist Randall
Dear [Short Salutation],

Behind the Coca Cola machine that serves as a secret passageway at Hyde Park Art Center, the Oakman
Clinton School & Studios reverberate with creative energy. Sometimes the spaces are quiet and artists are
focused. At other times, the studios buzz with conversation, critique, instruction, and exchange of ideas
between people of all different backgrounds. Seven days a week, art projects are started, reworked, and
completed.

On Saturday mornings, the drawing and painting studio fills with people who know each other well. Some
artists have taken this class for years and are honing their craft. “Our Portrait Painting class is like a
community within the community,” says teaching artist Randall Miller. “Many of the artists have been taking
Portrait for years, nurturing friendships as well as individual talent. There is an amazing collective wisdom to
the group; techniques, ideas about materials, and even coupons for art supplies are shared freely.” At the
same time, new students are quickly welcomed into the micro-community of the classroom and the larger
community of the Art Center.

Whether you are a long-time class-taker, or you have never been behind the “Coke door,” your personal
investment of money, time, or other resources is what makes the Art Center thrive. We hope you will
continue to support these creative communities by making a financial contribution to Hyde Park Art
Center today.
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For a limited time, a supporter has offered a matching grant to encourage you to increase your
donation and invest in our future.

This supporter will ADD $1 TO YOUR CONTRIBUTION for EVERY $1 you give. So, for each dollar you give,
we will receive TWO DOLLARS ON YOUR BEHALF in support of our programs.

Hyde Park Art Center is one of the only places in Chicago where art makers of all levels, ages, and stages come
together in an inclusive learning environment. Each person’s perspectives are specific and personal, but also
contribute to an environment of exchange and conversation where the whole is greater than the sum of its
parts. "I've been working with Hyde Park Art Center for some time, and it's been a pleasure being part of such
a diverse community,” says DaLawn Simpson, a regular figure model for the Portrait Painting class and others
such as Sculpture: Portrait & Figure, and The Figure in Watercolor. (Simpson is pictured above as the subject
of students’ paintings.) “Society would find it very beneficial to have more facilities like this.”

In an increasingly polarized society, institutions that bridge the economic, racial, and geographic lines that
divide us through art-making, like those in Hyde Park Art Center’s studios, are more important now than
ever.

Your contribution today will help the Art Center continue offering 200 skill-based courses annually in
painting, drawing, ceramics, textiles, printmaking, digital media, and more while ensuring all spaces in the
building are vibrant and diverse learning environments. Because of supporters like you, the Art Center is
able to welcome both long-time class-takers and newcomers who might not otherwise be able to
participate to learn skills like portrait painting.

We truly appreciate your involvement and hope that you will help us take advantage of this matching grant
and give today!

Sincerely,

A

Kate Lorenz
Executive Director
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Pledge Card included in all conditions

%

Grey areas do not print:
to indicate glue areas

HydePark ARTCENTER

Yes!l want to support Chicago’s Art, Artists & Creative Community!

D550 0500 05250 OS500 O$1000* OS2500% OS5000° O Other §

2°d like to make this an ongoing monthly gift ending on {credit/debit cards only)
HMonth Year

Donate or become a member online at- www . hydeparkart.org/donate

*Giving at this level includes you as a member of Ruth's Cirde, the Art Center's dedicated group of annual supporters who
receive additional benefits.

#

MName (as you wish it to appear in donor Bstings) O | wioudd like for my gift to remain ano nymous.

O My company matches employee gifts

Agdress O | wooudd ke bo beann mane about leaving a legacy in my will
- - O This gift is in honor of .

City State  Zip

Emai Phone Achdress

D Check endosed to Hyde Park Art Center

Please charge my- OVisa O MasterCard O American Express City State o

Carcd # Exp.Date oY Thark yeu for your generosity!
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Return envelope in standard matching with regular framing condition

Yes' For a limited time, a

= supporter has offered a

| want to support  matching grant to encourage
Chicago's Art, you te donate and invest in our

Artists & Creative future. This supporter will GIVE $1
- Ty for EVERY $1you contribute. So,
Sirinthlis] tor every dollar you give, we will
receive two dollars in support of
our programs— YOUR DOLLAR
AND A DOLLAR FROM THIS
SUPPORTER. Let's not lose this
mateh— please give today!

Hyde Park ARTCENTER

5020 5. Cornell Avenue
Chicago, IL 60615

Return envelope in standard matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

Yesl For a limited time, a
- supparter has offered a
I 'want to sUpport  matching grant to encourage
Chicaga's Art, you to donate and invest in
Artists & Creative our future. This supporter will
= gl ADD $1 TO YOUR CONTRIBUTION
Community! for EVERY $1 you give. So, for
each dollar you give, we will
raceive TWO DOLLARS ON
YOUR BEHALF in suppeort of
GlF programs. Let's not lose
this match—please give today!

Hyde Park ARTCENTER

5020 S. Cornell Avenue
Chicago, IL 60615
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Study 4 pre-registration from aspredicted.org
htt aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=na3yk9

CONFIDENTIAL - FOR PEER-REVIEW ONLY

= AsPredicted

Matching Field Study 2018 (#11631)

Created: 06/06/2018 11:13 AM (PT)
Shared: 09/08/2018 11:37 PM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This anonymized copy (without author names) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review. A
d version (c ining author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents
of this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?
A matching solicitation that gives donors credit for dollars obtained via matching ("giving-credit" intervention) will perform no better than a standard
hi icitati Ithough theories of impure altruism will predict at least a weakly better performance of the giving-credit

intervention. We predict that the giving-credit intervention will perform worse than standard matching.

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.

We will track three DVs: participation, average non-zero contribution, and average money raised per mail
4) How many and which diti
Two between-subject conditions:

will particij be assigned to?

Condition 1: Standard 1:1 matching.
The operative text in the solicitation letter will say: "So, for each dollar you give, the Center will receive two dollars in support of our programs "your
dollar and a dollar from this supporter."

Condition 2: Giving-Credit matching.

The operative text in the solicitation letter will say: "The supporter will add $1 to your contribution for every $1 you give. So, for each dollar you give,
we will receive two dollars on your behalf in support of our programs.”

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to ine the main ion/h h

This field study is meant to collect fresh data and replicate the results of a prior field study that we ran. So, we intend to run the same set of analyses
with the new data.

Primary Analysis: We will do a t-test comparing the mean values of money raised per mail in the two experimental conditions. We will do a t-test
comparing the mean values of non-zero contributions in the two experimental conditions. Finally, we will compare the average participation in the

two experimental conditions using a Chi-Square test.

Secondary Analysis: We will collect information on covariates that might be good predictors of the DVs of interest. These covariates include last
donated amount, last donation date, median income (based on zip code), total lifetime donation amount, the total number of prior donations. We
will examine the effect of experimental conditions controlling for these variables, and the potential moderating effect of these variables on the effect
of experimental conditions.

In addition, we are trying to get data from our partner on a few additional covariates like the first donation amount (and date) and the largest

donation amount (and date). If we get this data, we will also run the above analyses with these variables.

Finally, unlike our previous field experiment, in this experiment, we will have prior-donors as well as a smaller group of non-donors. We will examine
the potential moderating effect of this variable (i.e., donor type) on the effect of experimental conditions. We will also analyze these two groups

separately since many of the covariates will be absent for non-donars.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.
We will log-transform all donation amounts before analysis. Our partner has excluded high-stake potential donors from the campaign who are
generally targeted using individually customized strategies, however, we will still plan to examine the distribution of past donation amounts, and

make sure there are no outliers.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.
Around 3600 mailers will be sent - around 3000 will be prior donors and the rest will be non-donors. We will track responses for around 3 months

before looking at the data.

Verify authenticity:http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=na3yk9

Version of AdPredicted Questions: 2.00

AsPredicted

Pre-Registration made easy

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for expl Y purposes, I 1l

planned?)
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Additional Analysis: Survey of Experts (Study 2)

1. Between-subject evaluations
1.1  Mediation Effects

Mediating role of personal resonponsibility in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and feelings of warm glow.

Personal
Responsibility
/ \0?1 REE
0.29*
"Giving Credit" 0-39’:__(0-13} Feeling of
framing Warm Glow

*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Feeling of warm glow B SE t p
Intercept 4.18 0.13 33.30 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.39 0.18 2.16 .032
DV: Personal responsibility B SE t p
Intercept 3.90 0.12 33.12 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.29 0.17 1.72 .087
DV: Feeling of warm glow B SE t p
Intercept 141 0.24 5.87 <.001
Personal responsibility 0.71 0.06 12.56 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.18 0.14 1.34 181
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Mediating role of personal resonponsibility in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and perceptions as a good opportunity to help others (measure of pure altruism)

Personal
Responsibility
/ \O-Gg***
0.29%
"Giving Credit" 0-35’:__(0-15} Better opportunity
framing to give

*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Better opportunity to give Yij SE t p
Intercept 4.35 0.12 37.54 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.35 0.17 2.09 .038
DV: Personal responsibility i SE t p
Intercept 3.90 0.12 33.12 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.29 0.17 1.72 .087
DV: Better opportunity to give B SE t p
Intercept 1.62 0.21 7.76 <.001
Personal responsibility 0.69 0.05 14.17 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.15 0.12 1.22 224
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2. Within-subject evaluations
2.1 Mediation Effects

Mediating role of warm glow in the relationship between “giving-credit” framing and beliefs
about participation.

Feeling of
Warm Glow
/ \061 i
0_28:&3-3-
"Giving Credit" 0.207(0.03) Beliefs about
framing - Participation
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Beliefs about participation B SE t p
Intercept 4.05 0.08 48.22 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.20 0.09 2.38 .018
DV: Feeling of warm glow )i SE t p
Intercept 4.30 0.09 48.16 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.28 0.08 3.63 <.001
DV: Beliefs about participation )i SE t p
Intercept 141 0.18 8.07 <.001
Feeling of warm glow 0.61 0.04 16.16 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.03 0.07 0.43 671
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Mediating role of warm glow in the relationship between “giving-credit” framing and
beliefs about dollars donated.

Feeling of
Warm Glow
/ \D_EG#**
0.28***
"Giving Credit" 0.14%(-0.02) Beliefs about
framing - Donation
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Beliefs about donation B SE t p
Intercept 3.98 0.08 48.82 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.14 0.08 1.73 0.084
DV: Feeling of warm glow B SE t p
Intercept 4.30 0.09 48.16 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.28 0.08 3.63 <.001
DV: Beliefs about donation i) SE t p
Intercept 1.53 0.17 8.78 <.001
Feeling of warm glow 0.56 0.04 15.09 <.001
"GC" appeal -0.02 0.07 -0.33 0.742
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Mediating role of pure altruism in the relationship between “giving-credit” framing and
beliefs about participation.

Better opportunity
to give
/ \QGE*M
0_23***
"Giving Credit" 0.207 (0.06) Beliefs about
framing ~ Participation
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Beliefs about participation B SE t p
Intercept 4.05 0.08 48.22 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.20 0.09 2.38 .018
DV: Better opportunity to give B SE t p
Intercept 4.44 0.08 53.17 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.23 0.07 3.38 <.001
DV: Beliefs about participation i) SE t p
Intercept 1.28 0.20 6.48 <.001
Better opportunity to give 0.62 0.04 14.83 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.06 0.08 0.77 0.442
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Mediating role of pure altruism in the relationship between “giving-credit” framing and
beliefs about dollars donated.

Better opportunity
to give
0_5?‘***
//0.23*** \\
"Giving Credit" 0.1 4*£-005} Beliefs about
framing Danation

*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Beliefs about donation Yij SE t p
Intercept 3.98 0.08 48.82 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.14 0.08 1.73 .084
DV: Better opportunity to give i SE t p
Intercept 4.44 0.08 53.17 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.23 0.07 3.38 <.001
DV: Beliefs about donation B SE t p
Intercept 1.46 0.20 7.33 <.001
Better opportunity to give 0.57 0.04 13.47 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.006 0.07 0.09 .930

30



Mediating role of total perceived utility of giving in the relationship between “giving-
credit” framing and beliefs about participation.

Total perceived

benefits
0_64***
0.7
"Giving Credit” 0200 (0.09) Beliefs about
framing Participation
*<.10; **<,05;***<.01

DV: Beliefs about participation i SE t p
Intercept 4.05 0.08 48.22 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.20 0.09 2.38 .018
DV: Total perceived benefits B SE t p
Intercept 4.52 0.08 55.57 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.17 0.07 2.33 .021
DV: Beliefs about participation i) SE t p
Intercept 1.14 0.20 5.65 <.001
Total perceived benefits 0.64 0.04 15.16 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.09 0.07 1.30 196
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Mediating role of total perceived utility of giving in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and beliefs about dollars donated.

Total perceived

benefits
0_54***
0.7
"Giving Credit" 0.14.10.09) Beliefs about
framing Donation
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Beliefs about donation B SE t p
Intercept 3.98 0.08 48.82 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.14 0.08 1.73 .084
DV: Total perceived benefits i) SE t p
Intercept 4.52 0.08 55.57 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.17 0.07 2.33 .020
DV: Beliefs about donation )i SE t p
Intercept 1.51 0.21 7.13 <.001
Total perceived benefits 0.54 0.04 12.37 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.05 0.07 0.69 489
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Mediating role of personal resonponsibility in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and beliefs about participation

Personal
Responsibility
0-5?’!':#)&'
/0-35##:# \\
"Giving Credit" 0-20";_(0-005} Beliefs about
framing Participation
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01

DV: Beliefs about participation B SE t p
Intercept 4.05 0.08 48.22 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.20 0.09 2.38 .018
DV: Personal responsibility i SE t p
Intercept 4,01 0.09 46.33 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.35 0.08 4.42 <.001
DV: Beliefs about participation B SE t p
Intercept 1.76 0.18 9.88 <.001
Personal responsibility 0.57 0.04 13.95 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.005 0.08 0.06 .949
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Mediating role of personal resonponsibility in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and beliefs about dollar donated

Personal
Responsibility
0_56***
/0-35#** \
"Giving Credit" 0.1 4;-0-05) Beliefs about
framing Donation
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Beliefs about donation Yij SE t p
Intercept 3.98 0.08 48.82 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.14 0.08 1.73 .084
DV: Personal responsibility i SE t p
Intercept 4,01 0.09 46.33 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.35 0.08 4.42 <.001
DV: Beliefs about donation B SE t p
Intercept 1.75 0.17 10.17 <.001
Personal responsibility 0.56 0.04 14.08 <.001
"GC" appeal -0.05 0.07 -0.80 423
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Mediating role of personal resonponsibility in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and feelings of warm glow (incomplete mediation)

Personal
Responsibility
0_6?**:#
/0-28*#3# \
"Giving Credit" 0-35";(0-15"} Feeling of
framing Warm Glow
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Feeling of warm glow B SE t p
Intercept 4.01 0.09 46.33 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.35 0.08 4.42 <.001
DV: Personal responsibility B SE t p
Intercept 4.30 0.09 48.16 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.28 0.08 3.63 <.001
DV: Feeling of warm glow )i SE t p
Intercept 1.12 0.17 6.76 <.001
Personal responsibility 0.67 0.04 18.79 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.16 0.06 2.50 .013
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Mediating role of personal resonponsibility in the relationship between “giving-credit”
framing and perceptions as a good opportunity to help others (measure of pure altruism)

Personal
Responsibility
0-63*%‘#
/0-35**:# \\
"Giving Credit" 0-23*; (0.01) Better opportunity
framing to give
*<.10; **<.05;***<.01
DV: Better opportunity to give i SE t p
Intercept 4.44 0.08 53.17 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.23 0.07 3.38 <.001
DV: Personal responsibility i SE t p
Intercept 4,01 0.09 46.33 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.35 0.08 4.42 <.001
DV: Better opportunity to give i) SE t p
Intercept 191 0.15 12.60 <.001
Personal responsibility 0.63 0.03 18.04 <.001
"GC" appeal 0.01 0.06 0.24 0.81
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2.2 Order Effects

When experts evalued the two appeals: standard matching with regular framing and the standard
matching with “giving-credit” framing, in a counterbalanced fashion, the order of evaluation
affected their estimates. We report significant and marginally significant order effects here. In
particular, the order effect was marginally significant when experts evaluated the perceived
warm-glow benefits of the two appeals, and was significant when they evaluated the total
perceived benefit from giving, and perceived personal responsibility for the funds rasied by the
charity. No order effects were observed when experts evaluated the appeals on perceived good
opportuity to help others (i.e., pure altruism), coerciveness of the appeals, or ease of
understanding the appeals.

Warm-glow utility

DV: Warm-glow ratings i SE t p
Intercept 4.17 0.12 34.08 <.001
"GC" evaluated first 0.25 0.17 1.43 152
"GC" appeal 0.41 0.10 3.87 <.001
"GC" appeal * "GC" evaluated first -0.27 0.15 -1.77 .078
Regular framing evaluated first "Giving Credit" framing evaluated first

5.0+ 5.0+
=7} 494 494
é 48 481
= 4.7 4.7 1
DT 46- } 46+
ED 45- 451
ET 44 e 44+
DO 43+ L 43+
Sz 42- - 42+
@0 41 4.4
ST 401 40-
=T 3.9+ 394
% 3.84 3.81

377 3.71
E 364 364

3.5+ 3.51

Std. Matching Std. Matching with Std. Matching with Std. Matching
Giving Credit Giving Credit
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Total perceived utility of giving

DV: Total utility of giving B SE t p
Intercept 4.43 0.11 39.68 <.001
"GC" evaluated first 0.18 0.16 1.12 .262
"GC" appeal 0.32 0.10 3.23 .001
"GC" appeal * "GC" evaluated first -0.32 0.14 -2.21 .028
Regular framing evaluated first "Giving Credit" framing evaluated first

5.0 5.0+

49 497
°n 4.8 481
S 47 47+
ST 46; 467 eooeoeoeoeeeeoes
22 as5- 45
oE  44- A4-
g o 434 4.3
TE 427 42+
00 41- 4.1
ST 407 4.0
== 397 3.9
= 338+ 3.8
2 37- 37-

361 3.6

3.5 3.54

Std. Matching Std. Matching with Std. Matching with Std. Matching
Giving Credit Giving Credit
Feeling of personal responsibility
DV: Feeling of personal responsibility i) SE t p
Intercept 3.90 0.12 32.94 <.001
"GC" evaluated first 0.23 0.17 1.34 181
"GC" appeal 0.60 0.11 5.71 <.001
"GC" appeal * "GC" evaluated first -0.54 0.15 -3.50 <.001
Regular framing evaluated first "Giving Credit" framing evaluated first

5.0 1 5.0+

49 497
> 4.8 438
= —_ 474 47
ST 461 46
2 457 45+
QT 44 ‘ 4.4
g @ 434 7 434

¥ 427 - 421

=5 41 : 41
I 59
27 33 38
o 3.7 3.7

3.6 3.61

3.5 354

Std. Matching Std. Matching with
Giving Credit

Std. Matching with
Giving Credit

Std. Matching
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Additional Analysis: Field Experiment (Study 3)

1. Additional Results: Randomization Check

Online Table 1: The table examines the balance of the five experimental cells. The variables examined are Last
Donation Amount ($), Median Household Income ($), Lifetime Transaction Amount ($), Lifetime Transaction
Count. Due to certain technical problems (migration to a new MIS, etc.) we could not retrieve the Last Donation
Amount figures for 127 prior donors. The non-profit did not share demographic information about the donors like
age, gender, education, or income, and we use publicly available data (www.psc.isr.umich.edu/dis) to retrieve
median household income from zip codes.

Control 1:1 1:1+ Threshold Threshold F p
“GC” + “GC”
Last Donation Amount ($) 63.51 68.66 78.25 74.21 79.20 166 155

Median Household Income ($)* 54526.85 54713.19 55019.63 52983.56 54771.48 0.22 926

Lifetime Transaction Amount (3$) 1736.20 2142.11 702.97 561.60 682.78 1.53 .188

Lifetime Transaction Count 5.5 5.1 3.6 3.9 38 532 <.001
*based on zip-code

The table shows that the randomization for the field experiment worked for all the variables
except the lifetime transaction count. Below, we reanalyzed the main results of the study after
controlling for this covariate.

Participation: Controlling for lifetime transaction count, the participation was marginally higher
with standard matching compared to control (4=0.58, z=1.66, p=.093). Adding “giving-credit”
framing to a 1:1 match reduced participation directionally (f=-0.55, z=1.51, p=.132). Likewise,
adding “giving-credit” framing to a threshold match also reduced participation directionally (/= -
0.53, z=1.35, p=.175). Overall, “giving-credit” framing reduced participation compared to the
regular framing across the two matching mechanisms (= -0.55, z=2.07, p=.038). In the
regression controlling for lifetime transaction count, there was no significant difference between
a threshold match compared to a standard match, both using a regular framing (4= -0.12, z=0.37,
p=.708).

Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, controlling for lifetime transaction count, the
average amount raised in the regular 1:1 matching condition was not statistically different from
the control condition (f=-0.35, =1.31, p=.197). However, adding “giving-credit” framing to a
1:1 match reduced the average donation significantly (f=-0.49, =2.34, p=.025). The threshold
matching mechanism was also severely detrimental for average contribution relative to full
matching (f=-0.54, 1=2.49, p=.016), and adding a “giving-credit” framing also did not result in a
significant reduction (f= 0.14, 1=0.35, p=.728). Overall, controlling for lifetime transaction
count, there was no significant decrease in contributions from the “giving credit” framing
compared to regular framing, across different matching mechanisms (f=-0.21, r=0.96, p=.338).

Net Money Raised: Controlling for lifetime transaction count, the net money raised per mailer in

the regular 1:1 matching condition was not statistically different from the control condition (4= -
0.15, =1.52, p=.129). However, adding “giving-credit” framing to a 1:1 match reduced the net
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money raised per mailer marginally (4= -0.16, =1.72, p=.085). The threshold matching
mechanism did not reduce net money raised per mailer significantly compared to regular
matching (f=-0.06, 1=0.66, p=.509), and adding a “giving-credit” framing did not reduce money
raised any further (4= -0.11, =1.29, p=.196). Overall, controlling for lifetime transaction count,
there was a significant decrease in the net money raised per mailer from the “giving credit”

framing compared to regular framing, across different matching mechanisms (f= -0.14, =2.24,
p=.025).

Therefore, overall, the results reported in the main paper were substantively replicated even after
controlling for lifetime transaction count.

2. Distribution of actual non-zero donations in the five experimental conditions, including
control

Control Standard Standard +"GC"

o I III I 1 III 1 I II I | II II 1

Threshold Threshold +"GC”

Count

Non-zero Donation Amounts ($)

3. Non-parametric Analysis

We used the Wilcoxon rank sum test to perform non-parametric analysis for average contribution
and net amount raised in the campaign, to account for skewed data.

Average (non-zero) Contribution: Using the Wilcoxon tests, “giving-credit” framing
significantly reduced average contribution compared to regular framing for a 1:1 match (p=.010),
although the regular match did not yield statistically distinguishable contribution compared to
control (p=.545). Reducing the matching multiplier, by introducing a threshold matching,
reduced contributions compared to full matching with regular framing (p=.013); and credit
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framing for threshold matches did not improve performance significantly (p=.481). Overall,
combining the various matching mechanisms, the results of “giving-credit” framing was not
statistically different from regular framing (p=.255).

Net Money Raised: Non-parametric Wilcoxon tests confirmed that a “giving-credit” framing
significantly reduced net money raised compared to regular framing for a 1:1 match (p=.036),
although a 1:1 match was not a significant improvement over control (p=.140). The threshold
matching mechanism did not improve performance compared to a full match (p=.434); and
adding a “giving-credit” framing to the threshold mechanism was marginally detrimental
(p=.155). Overall, combining both matching mechanisms, the “giving credit” framing raised
significantly less money per mailing compared to regular framing (p=.011).

The results using non-parametric tests further confirms while that the effect of “giving-credit”
framing on contribution upon participation is ambiguous, there is indeed a significant decrease in
net money raised with “giving-credit” framing. The findings suggest that the decrease in net
money raised with “giving credit” framing is largely driven by a decrease in participation.

In sum, the conclusions drawn in the paper hold if we use non-parametric tests that are more
robust to skewed data for analyzing statistical significance.

4. Analysis of Raw Donation Amount after Handling Outliers

We attempted to flag outliers in the raw donation amounts using multiple techniques: Iterative
Grubbs’ test that assumes the univariate data set comes from a normal distribution, and
Winsorizing that does not impose any distributional assumptions on the data set. Both 90% and
95% Winsorizing were used. The results of all three approaches are described below.

4.1 Iterative Grubbs’ test. The test detected seven outliers, all on the higher end of the data set
i.e., donations > $300. These donations were replaced by the highest non-outlier donation
amount, i.e., $300.

4.1.1 Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, the average money raised in control
was $177.18. The average amount raised in the regular 1:1 matching condition was $155.96 (ns
vs. control, #(40)<1). However, adding “giving-credit” framing to a 1:1 match raised only
$89.75, on average, from participating donors. This reduction was significant (#36)=2.41,
p=.021). Therefore, the decrease in average contribution in a 1:1 matching solicitation on
account of “giving-credit” framing was robust to outlier treatment using Grubbs’ test. The
threshold matching mechanism was also severely detrimental for average contribution relative to
full matching ($99.94; 1(42)=2.19, p=.033), and adding a “giving-credit” framing did not
increase contributions significantly ($122.27; #(27)<1). Overall, using this outlier handling
strategy, there was a marginal decrease in contributions from the “giving credit” framing
compared to regular framing, across different matching mechanisms ($105.30 vs $133.04,
#65)=1.29, p=.199).
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4.1.2 Net Money Raised: The net revenue here should be interpreted as outlier-recoded average
donation times the probability of donating. The net money raised per mailer was $9.05 in control
and was $12.59 in the regular matching condition (#(633)<1). However, adding the “giving
credit” framing to a 1:1 match significantly reduced money raised ($3.71; #610)=2.86, p=.004).
The threshold matching mechanism was also marginally detrimental compared to full matching
($6.61; 1(592)=1.73, p=.083), and adding a “giving-credit” framing reduced net money raised
further, though this reduction was not significant ($4.75, #(553)<1). Overall, across different
matching mechanisms, “giving-credit” framing raised significantly lower money per mailer
compared to regular framing ($4.23 vs $ 9.85, t(1165)=2.76, p=.0006).

4.2 90% Winsorizing: The test detected nine outliers — five in the lower end of the data set (<
$35) and four on the upper end (>$500). The outliers at the lower end were replaced by the
lowest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $35. The outliers at the upper end were replaced by the
highest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $500.

4.2.1 Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, the average money raised in control
was $252.18, and a 1:1 match generated significantly lower contributions ($156.34; #(40)=2.11,
p=.041). Moreover, adding the “giving-credit” framing to a 1:1 match reduced contributions
even further ($89.75; #(36)=2.43, p=.019). Therefore, once again, the decrease in average
contribution in a 1:1 matching solicitation on account of the “giving-credit” framing was robust
to outlier treatment. The threshold matching mechanism also reduced average contribution
relative to a regularly framed 1:1 match ($101.01; #42)=2.19, p=.034), and adding the “giving-
credit” framing did not increase contributions significantly ($145.00; #(27)=1.13, p=.269).
Overall, using this outlier handling strategy, there was a directional decrease in contributions
from the “giving-credit” framing compared to regular framing, across different matching
mechanisms ($116.17 vs $133.75, #(65)<1).

4.2.2 Net Money Raised: The net revenue here should be interpreted as outlier-recoded average
donation times the probability of donating. The net money raised per mailer in control was
$12.89 and that in the regular matching condition was $12.62 (#(633)<1). However, adding the
“giving-credit” framing to a 1:1 match reduced money raised significantly ($3.71; #610)=2.86,
p=.004). The threshold matching mechanism was also marginally detrimental compared to full
matching ($6.69; #(592)=1.72, p=.086), and adding a “giving-credit” framing reduced net money
raised further, though this reduction was not significant ($5.63, #(553)<1). Overall, across
different matching mechanisms, “giving-credit” framing raised significantly lower money per
mailer compared to regular framing ($4.66 vs $ 9.91, t(1165)=2.43, p=.015).

4.3. 95% Winsorizing: The test detected six outliers — three in the lower end of the data set (<
$25) and three on the upper end (>$550). The outliers at the lower end were replaced by the
lowest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $25. The outliers at the upper end were replaced by the
highest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $550.

4.3.1. Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, the average money raised in control
was $261.56, and a 1:1 match generated significantly lower contributions ($155.96; #(40)=2.22,
p=.032). Moreover, adding a “giving-credit” framing to a 1:1 match reduced contributions even
further ($89.75; #(36)=2.41, p=.021). Therefore, once again, the decrease in average contribution
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in a 1:1 matching solicitation on account of “giving-credit” framing was robust to outlier
treatment. The threshold matching mechanism also reduced average contribution relative to a
regularly framed 1:1 match ($100.00; #(42)=2.19, p=.033), and adding a “giving-credit” framing
did not increase contributions significantly ($147.72; #(27)=1.14, p=.265). Overall, using this
outlier handling strategy, there was a directional decrease in contributions from the “giving-
credit” framing compared to regular framing, across different matching mechanisms ($117.47 vs
$133.07, 1(65)<1).

4.3.2 Net Money Raised: The net revenue here should be interpreted as outlier-recoded average
donation times the probability of donating. The net money raised per mailer in control was
$13.37 and that in the regular matching condition was $12.59 (#(633)<1). However, adding the
“giving-credit” framing to a 1:1 match reduced money raised significantly ($3.71; #(610)=2.86,
p=.004). The threshold matching mechanism was also marginally detrimental compared to full
matching ($6.62; #(592)=1.73, p=.084), and adding a “giving-credit” framing reduced net money
raised further, though this reduction was not significant ($5.74, #(553)<1). Overall, across
different matching mechanisms, “giving-credit” framing raised significantly lower money per
mailer compared to regular framing ($4.71 vs $ 9.86, t(1165)=2.35, p=.019).

Using a series of outlier detection and handling strategies using the raw, untransformed donation
data, there was a robust decrease in net money raised per mailing with “giving-credit” framing
compared to regular framing although the results for average contribution among those donating
was more ambiguous. Overall, the results substantively replicate the findings reported in the
paper, suggesting that the reported findings are robust to alternative analysis strategies.

43



5. Lasso Regressions

We used the Double-Lasso covariate selection method (Urminsky, Hansen, & Chernozhukov
2016%) to test whether there were covariates in the data which should be controlled for when
estimating the effect of the various appeals on participation, average non-zero contribution, and
net money. Controlling for empirically supported covariates can increase statistical power and
correct for potential failures in randomizing participants to conditions. However, the analysis
failed to find sufficient empirical support for including any additional covariates in any of the
three models (i.e., participation, average non-zero contribution, and net money raised). This
suggests that controlling for additional covariates is unlikely to make any of the regression
estimates more accurate.

6. Potential Moderators

We examined potential moderation of the experimental interventions by Last Donation Amount,
Median Household Income, Lifetime Transaction Amount, and Lifetime Transaction Count of
the relationship between each of the condition pairs and participation, contribution upon
participation, net contribution. We also examined moderation by these covariates of the
interaction between overall matching mechanism (threshold, standard) and overall framing
(“giving-credit”, regular). For brevity, we report significant interactions (p<.05), along with
interpretations of the results.

Moderation by Last Donation Amount

Online Table 2: For high last donation amount (mean + 1SD), “giving-credit” framing decreased average net
contribution, whereas for low last donation amount (mean - 1SD) there was a small increase with “giving-credit”
framing.

DV: Log of Donation Amount (net) i) SE t p
(Intercept) -0.52 0.25 -2.05 .041
Condition = Standard +”GC” vs. Standard 0.60 0.34 1.76 .079
Last Donation Amount 0.17 0.06 2.67 .008
Condition x Last Donation Amt. -0.17 0.08 -1.96 .050

1 Urminsky, O., C. Hansen & V. Chernozhukov, The Double-Lasso Method for Principled Variable Selection,
UChicago Working Paper, 2016

44



Moderation by Lifetime Transaction Amount

Online Table 3: For high lifetime transaction amount (mean + 1SD), matching increased participation, more than it
did for low lifetime transaction amount (mean - 1SD).

DV: Participation B SE z p
(Intercept) -9.15 1.50 -6.11 <.001
Condition = Standard vs. Control 3.94 1.73 2.28 .023
Log Lifetime Transaction Amount 0.89 0.18 4.84 <.001
Condition x Log Lifetime Transaction Amt. -0.44 0.22 -1.97 .049

Online Table 4: For high lifetime transaction amount (mean + 1SD), matching decreased average contribution
upon participation, whereas for low lifetime transaction amount (mean - 1SD) matching increased average
contribution upon participation.

DV: Log of Donation Amount (upon Participation) i SE t p
(Intercept) -0.21 1.18 -0.18 .859
Condition = Standard vs. Control 3.97 1.34 297 .005
Log Lifetime Transaction Amount 0.66 0.14 4.68 <.001
Condition x Log Lifetime Transaction Amt. -0.49 0.17 -2.94 .006

Online Table 5: For high lifetime transaction amount (mean + 1SD), threshold mechanism increased average
contribution upon participation, whereas for low lifetime transaction amount (mean - 1SD) threshold mechanism
decreased average contribution upon participation.

DV: Log of Donation Amount (upon Participation) B SE t p
(Intercept) 3.46 0.60 5.76 <.001
Threshold vs. Standard (combined) -2.36 1.07 -2.20 .032
Log Lifetime Transaction Amount 0.19 0.09 2.16 .034
Threshold mech. x Log Lifetime Transaction Amt 0.33 0.16 2.02 .048

Moderation by Lifetime Transaction Count
No significant interactions.

Moderation by Median Household Income
No significant interactions.

Therefore, the moderation analysis found largely weak results, with the exception of results in
table 3 above, which suggest that matching in general is more effective for those who have
donated less in the past.
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Additional Analysis: Field Experiment (Study 4)

1. Distribution of actual non-zero donations in the two experimental conditions
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2. Non-parametric Analysis

Average (non-zero) Contribution: Using Wilcoxon rank sum test to account for skewed data we
found no difference in the average contribution between a “giving-credit” framed match and a
regularly framed match (p=.754)

Net Money Raised: Non-parametric analysis using Wilcoxon test also found that “giving-credit”
framing significantly reduced total money raised compared to regularly framed 1:1 match
(p<.001). The results held with both log-transformed as well as raw donation amounts.

In sum, the conclusions drawn in the paper hold if we use non-parametric analysis to control for
skew when analyzing statistical significance.

3. Analysis of Raw Donation Amount after Handling Outliers

We attempted to flag outliers in the raw donation amounts using multiple techniques: Iterative
Grubbs’ test that assumes the univariate data set comes from a normal distribution, and

Winsorizing that does impose any distributional assumptions on the data set. Both 90% and 95%
Winsorizing were used. The results of all these three approaches are described below.
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3.1 Iterative Grubbs’ test. The test detected nine outliers all on the higher end of the data set i.e.,
Donations of $130 or higher. These donations were replaced by the highest non-outlier donation
amount, i.e., $110.

3.1.1 Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, the average amount raised in the
regular 1:1 matching condition was $54.78. The corresponding amount in the 1:1 matching
condition with “giving-credit” framing was $53.10. The difference was non-significant
(1(91)=0.25, p=.799).

3.1.2 Net Money Raised: The net revenue here should be interpreted as outlier-recoded average
donation times the probability of donating. The net money raised per mailer sent to prior donors
was $2.27 in the regular 1:1 matching condition. The corresponding amount in the 1:1 matching
condition with “giving-credit” framing was $1.03, significantly lower than the regular condition
(1(3034)=3.20, p=.001).

3.2 90% Winsorizing: The test detected nine outliers — five in the lower end of the data set ($3,
$5, $6, $10, $22) and four on the upper end ($505, $1000, $1000, $2000). The outliers at the
lower end were replaced by the lowest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $25. The outliers at the
upper end were replaced by the highest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $500.

3.2.1 Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, the average amount raised in the
regular 1:1 matching condition was $82.89. The corresponding amount in the 1:1 matching
condition with “giving-credit” framing was $84.23. However, this difference was non-
significant (#(91)=0.07, p=.941).

3.2.2 Net Money Raised: The net revenue here should be interpreted as outlier-recoded average
donation times the probability of donating. The net money raised per mailer sent to prior donors
was $3.43 in the regular 1:1 matching condition. The corresponding amount in the 1:1 matching
condition with “giving-credit” framing was $1.65, significantly lower than the regular condition
(1(3034)=1.98, p=.047).

3.3 95% Winsorizing: The test detected six outliers — three in the lower end of the data set ($3,
$5, $6) and three on the upper end ($1000, $1000, $2000). The outliers at the lower end were
replaced by the lowest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $10. The outliers at the upper end were
replaced by the highest non-outlier donation amount, i.e., $505.

3.3.1 Average (non-zero) Contribution: Among donors, the average amount raised in the
regular 1:1 matching condition was $82.14. The corresponding amount in the 1:1 matching
condition with “giving-credit” framing was $85.00. However, this difference was non-
significant (#(91)=0.11, p=.914).

3.3.2 Net Money Raised: The net revenue here should be interpreted as outlier-recoded average
donation times the probability of donating. The net money raised per mailer sent to prior donors
was $3.40 in the regular 1:1 matching condition. The corresponding amount in the 1:1 matching
condition with “giving-credit” framing was $1.65, marginally lower than the regular condition
(#(3034)=1.93, p=.053).
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In sum, the conclusions presented in the paper are robust to various outlier detection and
handling strategies.

4. Lasso Regressions

As in Study 3, we used the Double-Lasso covariate selection method (Urminsky, Hansen, &
Chernozhukov 2016 ) to test for covariates which should be included in regressions predicting
participation, average non-zero contribution, and net money based on the experimental
conditions. For net amount raised, the lasso did not identify any covariates with sufficient
empirical support to include, and therefore no model has been included for that metric.

Below we include models for participation and average non-zero contribution controlling for the
additional double-lasso-selected covariates. Overall, the original results reported in the main

paper held controlling for covariates identified by the double-lasso procedure.

Dependent variable:

Participation Log of Non-zero Contribution

Logistic OLS
@ (2)

Constant -2.39"* (0.23) 1.73"* (0.46)
Condition= Standard + “GC” -0.73" (0.24) -0.09 (0.18)
Lifetime Transaction Count 0.05"" (0.01)
Days from Last Donation -0.002" (0.0003)
Log Last Donation 0.22™ (0.08)
Log Largest Donation 0.13 (0.13)
Log Lifetime Donation 0.07 (0.09)
Observations 2,983 88
R? 0.27
Adjusted R? 0.23
Log Likelihood -328.79
F Statistic 7.55""
Note: “p<0.05; ><.05 “p<0.01; ><.01 ““p<0.001
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5. Potential Moderators

We examined potential moderation by Last Donation Amount, Largest Donation Amount,
Lifetime Transaction Amount, and Lifetime Transaction Count, Median Household Income,
Population Density, Days from Last Donation, Days from Largest Donation for participation,
contribution upon participation, net contribution.

No moderating effect of these variables was found for participation and contribution upon
participation. For net contribution, we only report the significant interactions (p<.05), along with
interpretations of the results.

Online Table 6: For high largest donation amount (mean + 1SD), “giving-credit” framing decreased average net
contribution much more than when largest transaction amount is low (mean - 1SD).

DV: Log of Donation Amount (net) i SE t p
(Intercept) -0.210 0.094 -2.23 .026
Condition = Std. + “GC” vs. Std. 0.179 0.132 1.36 174
Log Largest Donation Amount 0.065 0.017 3.96 <.001
Condition x Log Largest Donation Amt. -0.046 0.023 -1.99 .046

Online Table 7: For high total lifetime transaction amount (mean +1SD), “giving-credit” framing decreased
average net contribution much more than when total lifetime transaction amount is low (mean - 1SD).

DV: Log of Donation Amount (net) B SE t p
(Intercept) -0.353 0.078 -4.52 <.001
Condition = Std. + “GC” vs. Std. 0.207 0.111 1.87 .062
Log Lifetime Transaction Amount 0.082 0.012 6.69 <.001
Condition x Log Lifetime Transaction Amt. -0.046 0.017 -2.66 .008

Online Table 8: For high total lifetime transaction count (mean + 1SD), “giving-credit” framing decreased average
net contribution, whereas for low total lifetime transaction count (mean - 1SD) there was a small increase with credit
framing.

DV: Log of Donation Amount (net) B SE t p
(Intercept) 0.018 0.021 0.87 .384
Condition = Std. + “GC” vs. Std. -0.018 0.029 -0.60 .545
Lifetime Transaction Count 0.030 0.002 12.73 <.001
Condition x Lifetime Transaction Count -0.013 0.003 -4.03 <.001

Online Table 9: When days from last donation is less (mean - 1SD), “giving-credit” framing decreased average net
contribution much more than when days from last donation is more (mean + 1SD).

DV: Log of Donation Amount (net) Vi SE t p
(Intercept) 0.289 0.028 10.41 <.001
Condition = Std. + “GC” vs. Std. -0.146 0.039 -3.72 <.001
Days from Last Donation -0.0001 0.00001 -6.20 <.001
Condition x Days from Last Donation 0.00006 0.00002 2.49 .013

The above results suggest that the “giving-credit” framing was more harmful for donors who
were more engaged with the charity (e.g., those who had given more in the past or who had
given more often or more recently). These donors potentially did not value acknowledgement
for someone else’s contribution.
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Study Al: Incentive-compatible Experiment as Guidance to the Fundraiser

We consider a feasible (i.e., low-cost) internal “marketing research” study or survey
experiment as an additional source of guidance that a charity might rely on in making decisions
about how to formulate their matching offer. Some charities conduct internal research,
particularly using low-cost methods, to learn about donors and better anticipate their reactions to
the charity’s activities. Typical research methods range from simply monitoring donor feedback
to structured qualitative interviews with small numbers of donors to simple surveys of potential
donors. We test one such research method, conducting an incentive-compatible survey
experiment to measure the effect of each type of matching offer on intentions to donate.
Design

Online survey respondents (N=524) were recruited from Amazon’s Mturk employment
marketplace to participate in a decision-making study. This approach was chosen to enable best
practices (e.g, incentive compatibility) under the constraint of using low-cost methods feasible
for typical charities. The sample chosen was motivated by the widespread reluctance among
charities to contact their donors more than necessary, particularly when doing so would reveal
tactical considerations in fundraising that might leave their donors feeling manipulated.

Respondents were informed that they at the end of the survey, five people would be
selected at random and be given a real $20 lottery reward. The Mturk platform allows this claim
to be made with reasonable credibility, as the funds would be paid as an Mturk bonus within two
days of study completion, from a highly-rated requester account with a track record of paying
bonus incentives.

A key challenge in this kind of survey experiment with a publicly-recruited sample is

how to replicate the “warm donor” mindset of the prior donors to an organization who would be
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targeted in that organization’s actual fundraising appeals. We asked respondents to select their
favorite from a list of 20 well-known charities, to ensure that they had a baseline level of interest

in the charity analogous to the motives of a charity’s prior donors.

In this survey, you will be making some decisions about a charity. Please choose which of the following
charities you would be most interested in donating to.

(O Direct Relief International

(O United Way

(O Feeding America

() Catholic Charities USA

(O Goodwill

(O Food for the Poor

(O American Cancer Society

O YMCA

() World Vision

(O sSt. Jude Children's Research Hospital
(O Boy's and Girl's Clubs of America
(O American Red Cross

() Habitat for Humanity

(O Feed the Children

Figure 1: Choice of favorite charity

We then randomly assigned respondents to one of five between-subject conditions, in
which they were shown offers to pre-commit an amount (up to $20) to be deducted from their
bonus and donated to their selected charity, in case they later won the lottery.

The control condition involved no matching amounts. The four other conditions
proposed a match from the experimenter’s funds (e.g., “we will donate an extra $1 for every $1
you give”), with differing contingencies and framing matching the interventions in Study 3
(Standard; Standard + “giving-credit” framing; Threshold; Threshold + “giving-credit” framing).
In the threshold matching conditions, respondents were told that the match would apply to
amounts over $3.00.

Respondents were then asked to choose how much of their $20 bonus they would donate

to their favorite charity, between $0 and $20, should they win. As described to the respondents,
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five winners were selected at random, the amount they chose as their donation was deducted
from their bonus payment, the remainder was paid via Mturk bonus and we sent their donation

amount to the selected charity, along with any applicable matching amount.

If you are randomly selected to receive the $20 surprise reward as part of this survey, you could
choose to donate to ${q://QID80/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}, if you wish.

A matching grant is available. We will add an extra $1 to your donation for EVERY $1 you give. So,
for every dollar you give, ${q://QID80/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} will receive two dollars on
your behalf in support of their programs.

If you do choose to donate, we will deduct the amount you specify from your $20 winnings if you
win and donate it to ${q:f!QIDSO{ChoiceGroup{SeIectedChowces}. You would then receive the
remainder via Mturk as a bonus.

You need to make your decision about donating now. Please select below how much money, in
dollars, if any, you would donate to ${q://QID80/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}, in case you win.

Figure 2: Illustrative example of a question with piped choice (of favorite charity) soliciting donation in the standard
matching with “giving-credit” framing condition

Results

The overall participation rate (i.e. survey respondents choosing to commit more than $0)
was 80% (see Fig. 1; left-panel), substantially higher than most actual fundraising campaings.
There were no significant difference in participation rates between any of the pairs of conditions
(all p’s >.25).

The survey experiment also revealed similar levels of average contribution amount
among participating donors (i.e., among those who committed some non-zero amount) across
conditions. Most of the comparisons between pairs of conditions were not significant (all p’s >
.18) except: standard matching with “giving-credit” framing received significantly higher
conditional contributions compared to the no-match control (p=.037) and received marginally
higher conditional contributions compared to standard matching with regular framing (p=.062).
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Participation Average Contribution upon Participation
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Figure 3: Results for survey experiment using Mturk participants as donors. The vertical bars are 95% CI.

Overall, the survey experiment was not very conclusive as to whether one version would
perform significantly better. There was no significant difference in net contribution between any
pairs of conditions. A fundraiser might either treat these non-significant results as irrelevant to
their decision, or perhaps as evidence that the decision of which version to use would be of little
consequence. Alternatively, a fundraiser who did not engage in significance testing might
simply focus on directional differences (e.g., which version did the best in this test) and interpret
these results as suggestive evidence that the “giving-credit” framing with a standard match has
the highest likelihood of success, particularly in terms of average contribution, largely consistent

with the model implications and expert opinions.
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