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Giving to Government: Voluntary Taxation in the Lab

Abstract:

In the U.S., widespread antipathy toward taxatxiate alongside substantial voluntary donations
to nonprofit organizations whose missions parafiese of government agencies. We employ a
‘real donation’ experiment to compare giving to gmwment agencies and nonprofits with similar
missions, for four different causes (cancer resealisaster relief, education, parks and wildlife)
at three levels (federal, state, local). We finak individuals will give to government, paying
voluntary taxes to support specific functions. Bilions average 22 percent of an endowment to
government, and 27 percent to private nonprofitd, are influenced by their cause, level, and

perceptions of effectiveness and efficiency.

JEL codes: H2, D64, C91



Giving to Government: Voluntary Taxation in the Lab

l. Introduction

Giving USA 2007 reports that for 2006, giving tonpoofit organizations totaled $295
billion, or 2.2 percent of Gross Domestic Produthe largest share (33 percent) of this giving
went to religious organizations. The categoriesdfcation, health, and human services each
received about 10 percent of the total. Approxehat5 percent of donations was given by
individual donors. In the same year, the combiiegléral, state, and local governments had
current expenditures of $4,130 billion, approxinhaBd percent of Gross Domestic Product
(Economic Report of the President 2008). Manyhefgovernment agencies funded by these
outlays have missions that mirror or overlap wite missions of many nonprofit organizations.
While government agencies and nonprofit organinatioften serve the same constituent bases
with the same end goals, the means by which thepective activities are financed are perceived
very differently. The concept of paying taxesilied by individuals who, at the same time,
contribute to nonprofit causes.

What underlies this antipathy? Three possibleangtions come to mind. First, distaste
for government and taxes may reflect a belief éhgbvernment organization is inferior to its
private counterpart, either because it is relayivebfficient, or because private organizations are
more effective at accomplishing specific goals@spared to government organizations.
Second, such distaste may reflect the coercivamafitaxes versus the voluntary nature of
contributions. That is, an individual may perceawvgovernment agency as equal to, or better
than, the nonprofit counterpart, but object to gdorced to pay. Third, difference in attitudes

toward taxes and charitable giving may reflectviiials’ desire to control the use of their

! Numerous studies have found private sector omerstio be more cost-effective and more efficieantpublic
sector operations (see Mueller, 1989, for a re\oéthe literature).



funds? In the case of charitable contributions, people make their own decisions on the social
programs or causes to support, whereas for taxgsayers seldom are given the opportunity to
earmark their tax payments for specific causes.

In this study we use laboratory experiments to rabhor the latter two while examining
the first explanation. In our experiments, giviagoluntary, so coercion is absent, and subjects
may donate funds to a specific government orgainizathereby earmarking their contributions
for specific functions. We employ a “real donatiexperiment, first used in Eckel and
Grossman (1996), where subjects are given an endatvamd the opportunity to donate any part
of that endowment to a specific organization: deddtinds are forwarded to the organization in
guestion. The organizations consist of pairs ofgbe charities and government agencies
matched by their primary functions, the only diffiece being that one is private, and the other
government-managed. This makes the donation desisis comparable as possible. In addition,
we collect survey information to gauge perceptiohthe effectiveness and efficiency of the
organization. This allows us to compare directgubject’s giving in the form of voluntary taxes
paid to a government agency with giving in the fahvoluntary donations to a nonprofit
organization with a similar mission.

A related question is whether or not distastedgation differs by levebf government.
Assuming that the median voter rule applies antldhvarsity of tastes and preferences increases
with population size, voter dissatisfaction withvgsnment will be greater at the national level
than at the local level. Smaller, local governmerits may better reflect the tastes and

preferences of their constituents. As such, arfepence for nonprofits over government

%I 2000, the state of Pennsylvania mailed out Zlkomincome tax rebates to its taxpayers. Hundrefl
taxpayers, some who lived in the poorest city negghoods, signed over their checks to local scHwticts. One
donor was quoted as saying that “That’s exactlypthiat in giving people their own money — to dolwiit what they
want” (New York Times 2000).



organizations would be greater at the national tiahe local level. Our study covers three
levels of organizations: local, state, and national

We draw on previous experimental research to foougoluntary donations to
government organizations, and their relation tegig charitable giving. Experimental research
has made important contributions to the study xétian and charitable giving, using both lab
and field methods. Taxation experiments have fedus tax compliance, which, given the
relatively low probabilities of audit, is akin t@hntary taxation (Alm, McClelland and Schulze,
1992; Alm, Jackson and McKee, 1993; Alm and McKa&$)4; Andreoni, Erard and Feinstein,
1998. Blackwell, 2009, provides a meta analys@ih the subject of charitable giving, many
recent experimental studies address motives fangiand the factors affecting donations. (For
example, Andreoni, 2006, 2008, surveys much ofrgggarch; specific studies include Eckel and
Grossman, 2003; Eckel, Grossman and Johnston, R@0&n and List, 2007, and others too
numerous to cite®) List (2008a) argues the appropriateness andyutilab and field
experiments as complementary methods; the presaht s a lab experiment, but involving real
charitable donations, giving it some of the flavba field study.

We find that people are not averse to giving toggomnent. On average, subjects give 22
percent of their budgets to government organizatishen decisions are anonymous and
voluntary, although they do show a preference &ommofits, giving a higher share, 27 percent,
of their budgets. The willingness to give variestsynatically by the function and level of the
organization, as well as by perceptions of the wigion.

This study contributes to the literature by compgnroluntary contributions to public and

private agencies with similar causes. We identiy ¢haracterizations that make private agencies

3 List (2008b) introduces a special issudEgperimental Economics on field experiments in charitable giving, which
includes additional papers on this topic.



more attractive for charitable donations. Our firghi suggest that the antipathy often expressed
towards taxation is due more to coercion or lackasftrol over the use of resources, rather than
to governmenper se, and that taxpayers embrace the volunsaearmarked feature of a gift to
a specific government organization. This findisgonsistent with Alm, Jackson and McKee
(1993), who report, in a series of lab experimethizt individuals respond positively when tax
proceeds are directed toward programs they apmbvehis pattern of behavior also is consistent
with the increasing amount of contributions to “ck®ff’ programs — i.e., taxpayers can “check
off” contributions to federal and state programglogir income tax returns — as well as other
voluntary reporting and taxation measures. Wesiethese programs in the conclusion with an
eye to policy implications.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows:i8edt presents the experimental design;

Section Il presents the analysis and results;Sawation IV concludes.

Il. The Experiment
Design

The design of the study includes an experimentaapast-experiment survey. The
experiment consists of a series of distinct buddjetation decisions, where subjects choose how
much (if any) of an endowment to donate to a gawemt or private organization. The survey is
completed after the experiment and collects infdionaon standard demographics, religion,
major, political affiliation, other charitable gig behavior, and perceptions about the target
organizations. (See Appendix A for sample instand.)

The experiment consists of a set of allocationgiens. For each decision, a subject is
provided an endowment of $20.00, and given the dppity to donate (in private and

anonymously) any part of the endowment to a speoifjanization. This is repeated, with a



separate decision for each organizafiof.decision involves a real trade-off between ljstt’s
own earnings in the experiment and the amounttsghe organizations. Hence these measures
are likely to be more accurate and informative thiarvey based measures of altruistic behavior
(see Eckel and Grossman 1996, 2003, 2006, 2007).

The characteristics of the organizations are vasystiematically in order to study
preferences for giving. The design consists addtfactors: 1) government vs. private
organization; 2) level of the organization (natipiséate, and local), and 3) the function of the
organization (cancer, education, parks and wildtfsaster relief) for a total of 2x3x4 = 24
treatments. In each session, a subject makessigidns — a full set of government and private
organizations at each level — for each of two ranigepaired functions. Four different pairings
of the four categories were tested: Parks and Wéldtducation Enhancement, Parks and
Wildlife/Disaster Relief, Cancer Research and Pn&ve/Education Enhancement, and Cancer
Research and Prevention/Disaster Relief.

An important and challenging part of the design teaslentify organizations that were
parallel in their scope of activities, and where government organization had the capability to
receive donations. Although we were constrainethbylimited number of government agencies
who are able to receive direct donations, much anccare was invested to insure that the
organizations were parallel, not only in their moss but also in terms of their specific activities
and beneficiaries. Appendix B lists and descrithesorganizations used in the experiment. For
example, both of the local Dallas area organization parks and wildlife services improve the

same physical area, and both engage in similarteffy making the organizations as parallel as

* An alternative design would be to give subjedistaof public and private organizations, and tetmn choose
organizations and decide how much to contribute diawback of this design is that researchers ¢arbserve the
contributions for those organizations that subjéctsiot select. In this design, a decision mushbkde for each
target organization.



possible, we can focus on relative giving, andb®toncerned with heterogeneity of
organizations apart from their governmental or gosernmental status. The information in
Appendix B was available to the subjects while mgkheir decisions. In addition, everyone
was given a separate sheet containing more detdésctiptions of the organizations.

At the end of the experiment one decision was ahosedomly for payment, and the
money allocated as indicated by the subject. Tibgests received the part of the endowment
they allocated to themselves, and the specificrorgéion was mailed its allocated part of the
endowment as described below.

Procedures

A total of 11 sessions were conducted at the Unityeof Texas at Dallas (UTD) with
125 subjects participating. We intended to usg anbergraduate students as subjects; however,
a few, mostly international graduate students (@dre inadvertently recruited. We dropped all
graduate student observations to prevent biasmgetbults, since international graduate students
were unlikely to have the same preferences asrttiergraduates, who are overwhelmingly U.S.
residents. We ended up with a total of 104 undergraduateestusubjects, 11 of whom served
as monitors for their sessions, leaving 93 decisiakers.

Subjects were recruited for the hour-long experinbgre-mail using a database of
undergraduate students who previously indicategtest in participating in experiments. The
sessions were run at the Center for BehavioraExqetrimental Economic Science (CBEES) at
the University of Texas at Dallas. Subjects adiaéthe lab and signed a consent form while
seated in the lab’s reception area. Before startive experimenters asked for a volunteer to be a

monitor. It was announced the monitor would beal@eflat amount of $20, and that the monitor

® We did not collect information in the survey onatler subjects were U.S. citizens or residentsv&were not
able to identify international undergraduate stasié@mour sample. We dropped only graduate studemts our
sample since they are overwhelmingly internatiatadlents.



would help the experimenters when needed, maketisaténstructions were properly followed,
and most importantly, accompany the experimentersdil the checks to the organizations after
the experiment was over.

All subjects were then escorted into the lab, witchtains partitioned desks. On each
desk were a set of instructions, an index card withndomly assigned ID number, a packet of
allocation decision forms, and an envelope to tioddallocation decision forms. Experiment ID
numbers were used to preserve anonymity. Theutgdns, which covered all aspects of the
procedure, were read aloud and included examglks.instructions also included a detailed
description of the monitor’s duties. Subjects wgiken the opportunity to ask questions. Upon
finishing their allocation decisions, subjects sdahe forms in the envelopes provided. An
experimenter then brought each subject a 6-sidedadiich was rolled twice. The first roll
determined the function (an odd roll meant the fuisction in their packet was selected, an even
roll meant the second) and the second roll detexdwmhich of the six decisions of the selected
category would be used for payment (the decisicgre wumbered in each category 1-6). Having
each subject separately and randomly determinim@dired organization ensured independent
decisions After subjects finished with their allocation d#ons, they were asked to sign a
payment receipt form stating that they received &2 had the opportunity to allocate some of it
to a charity. Forms were then collected, and timeey distributed.

While subjects were filling out the surveys, anexmenter and the monitor went to a
separate room. They prepared a payment envelogadh subject, containing the subject’s
earnings (how much he had allocated to himself)aslip reminding the subject of his donation

and the selected organization. Envelopes wereraahked with an ID number on the front.

® If a common decision were chosen for all subjestswere concerned that crowding out might occsedan
subjects’ (differential) expectations of the doaas of others in their session, complicating infiees from the data.



Subjects used their ID cards to claim payment ftloenmonitor. This structure ensured complete
anonymity of decisions.

After the subjects were paid, the monitor assigttecexperimenter in writing checks to
the organizations. The monitor verified and seal@ch stamped, pre-addressed envelope and
then walked with the experimenter to drop the ceackhe mailbox. Subjects also were invited
to stay behind and accompany the experimenterkanchonitor to the mailbox, although none
did.
lll. Results

Among 93 participants, 17 always gave the same atrregardless of the types, causes,
and levels of the organizations. Thirteen partictpalways gave zero, whereas two always gave
all $20. Each participant made 12 decisions (fahlpublic and private types, two causes, and
three levels), which yields 1116 decisions. Thaage contribution is $4.85 out of $20, with
$5.30 for private charities and $4.40 for governtraggencies. The histogram of contributions by
pooling all these decisions is presented in Figui®ver all, subjects give zero in thirty six
percent of the decisions. Another two focal amowfigiving are $5 (16 percent) and $10 (12
percent). In 4 percent of decisions subjects giv$29 and keep zerb.

[Figure 1 about here]

Average giving is shown in Figure 2 and in Tableelow. Donations are highest for

Disaster Relief and Cancer, and somewhat lowelPéoks and Wildlife and Education. To our

surprise, in all cases average giving is nontrifoalboth government and private organizations.

" Despite our painstaking effort to ensure anonymiiy cannot entirely rule out experimenter demand a
motive for giving. It is not impossible that paiiants are making contributions in part becausg Helieve this is
what the experimenter wants them to do. On therdihand, participants may believe the experimeméats them
to give nothing (to validate the economic theoryreg-riding). Experimenter demand is a probleat filagues any
experiment conducted in the artificial environmehthe laboratory. However, our analyses and amichs are
based on comparative statics — the variations mtritutions across types, causes, and levels tedeast likely
subject to this bias — rather than the absolutel$eaf giving.
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For government organizations, the average contabwaries from $1.78 (local-level Parks and
Wildlife) to $6.51 (local-level Cancer). For nonfiteharities, it varies from $2.53 (local-level
Parks and Wildlife) to $8.76 (national-level DisasRelief). In many cases giving is very similar
across matched private and government organizafidns leads to first two results.

[Table 1 about here]

[Figure 2 about here]
Result 1: People will give to government organizations, paying voluntary taxes for specific
functions.
Support: Table 1 and Figure 2 show that average donatiogeternment organizations are
significantly different from zero for all levels drall causes (t test of meapss 0.01). By
pooling data from all levels, we find that the age contributions to government organizations
are $5.89, $3.67, $3.48, and $4.59 for Cancer, &tug Parks and Wildlife, and Disaster Relief,
respectively.
Result 2: Contributionsto charity and to government organizations are positively and
significantly correlated for all causes and all levels.
Support: Table 1 shows that average giving to paired prichtities and government
organizations are highly correlated across allllegad categories. The correlation varies from
0.52 to 0.81, and all are statistically significgm& 0.01).

Table 1 contains results of t tests for three messaf average giving: mean giving for
all decisions; mean giving for participants who elto give a positive amount to at least one
organization (i.e., thoggarticipants who always gave zero regardless of the organizatioe
excluded); and mean giving for positive donationkydi.e., thoselecisions in which participants
gave zero are excluded). Excluding participants gilre zero has little effect on levels or

significance of the results. The third measumissussed below (Result 6).
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We find that, in general, giving is contingent be types, causes, and levels of
organizations. In particular, average giving gngficantly higher for private than government
organizations for Cancer and Disaster Relief aeakls p < 0.05, one-tail test of means for
paired sample) except for Cancer at the local 1@vel0.13). Parks and Wildlife organizations
receive similar amounts of giving at all levgbs0.10). Giving to Education varies by the level
of the organization. Specifically, average givisgimilar for private and government
organizations at the national level, is signifidgmigher for the government organization at the
state level = 0.02), and is significantly higher for privateganization at the local levegb €
0.05).

We also conduct Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-tasts to compare the distributions
of giving to government and private organizatioigble 2 presents the results, which are
generally consistent with the means tests in Tabl&his gives us our third result.

[Table 2 about here]
Result 3: Giving to private organizations is typically greater than or equal to giving to
government organizations.

The probability of a positive contribution is shownTable 3, and exhibits wide
heterogeneity across causes, types, and levelgafiazations. Participants chose to keep all $20
and give zero to the organization in 36.3 percétier decisions. We conduct McNemar's test
for binomial proportions for matched samples, and that the probability of giving is generally
higher for the private than for government orgatiizes, with significant difference for Cancer at
all levels p = 0.003 at the national level,= 0.034 at the state level, apd 0.059 at the local
level), Parks and Wildlife at the local level£ 0.059), and Disaster Relief at the national and
local levels p = 0.005 and 0.034, respectively). The only excepis for Education at the state

level where 58 percent of participants made coutidins to the government organization
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compared to 48 percent to charity, although tfffer@ince is not significanp(= 0.275). Pooling
over levels, the probability of giving is signifitly higher for charities than for government
organizations for Cancer and Disaster Relpet 0.00), but insignificantly different for
Education p = 0.721) and Parks and Wildlifp € 0.42). In addition, the probability of giving i
contingent on the causes. It is significantly higloe Cancer (83 percent for private and 68.8
percent for government organization) and Disas&ieR(79.8 percent and 66.7 percent) than for
Education (54.7 percent and 54 percent) and Pawks\ldlife (55.1 percent and 50 percent).
These findings support our fourth and fifth resgits: 0.05, two-tail test of proportions).
[Table 3 about here]

Result 4: Subjects are more likely to make a positive contribution to private than to government
organizations.
Result 5: Compared to Education and Parks and Wildlife, the likelihood of giving is significantly
higher for Cancer and Disaster Relief.

Table 1 also shows average donations conditiongivng. In only one case (Disaster
Relief at the national level) is the average caodé#l donation to government ($7.45)
significantly different from the average conditibdanation to the private organization ($10.18)
(p < 0.10). It appears that the primary decisiordbgors is whether to give, with a few focal
levels of giving leading to very similar sized aage gifts> Overall, average donations to
charities conditional on giving are higher for Can¢$8.84) and Disaster Relief ($8.53) than for
Education ($6.54) and Parks and Wildlife ($6.68)erage donations to government
organizations conditional on giving are higher @ancer ($8.56) than the other three causes

($6.80 for Education, $6.95 for Parks and Wildlded $6.89 for Disaster Relief).

& Most common gift amounts are $0 (36.3 percent) 1852 percent), $10 (12.2 percent), $2 (6.1 peycéa5 (4
percent), $3 (3.9 percent), and $20 (3.7 percent).
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Result 6: Conditional on giving, average gift sizeis similar between matched government and
private organizations.

[Table 4 about here]

In the survey after the experiment, we solicit jggrants’ perceptions of the government
organizations and charities used in that ses3fde.first ask whether they think the cause is
important. We then ask how much participants trust eachrorgtion, and their perceptions of
theresponsibility, resources currently spentguality of work, additional resources needed, and
efficiency for each. Participants were told to use theit gasss if they had no prior experience
or were unfamiliar with the organization. A setsaimple questions for Cancer is included in
Appendix C. Summary statistics on participantspanses are presented in Appendix D.

Results of t-tests for paired samples comparingggeions of government agencies and
charities are reported in Table 4. Combining Appeiwith Table 4, we find that trust is
uniformly higher toward private than toward goveemnhorganizationg(< 0.05 except for
Education and Parks and Wildlife on the local I&vdlhis pattern also holds for quality of the
work (p < 0.05 except for Education on the state and llesals, and Parks and Wildlife on all
levels), and efficiency of the organizatiops<0.05 except for Parks and Wildlife on the nagion
level)? Government organizations are seen as havingegressponsibility for all functiongp(<
0.05 except for Cancer Research and Preventioheolotal level), with national-level
government most responsible for Cancer, and statd-bovernment for Education and Parks and
Wildlife. Government is seen as having greatendpe than charity at all levels for Education
(p = 0.081 at the state level apa 0.10 at the national and local levels). Thedion of

comparison is reversed for all other causes. Itiquadar, subjects perceive that charity has spent

° The only exception is fayuality of Parks and Wildlife at the state level, where prerception of quality of the state
government organization is 3.26, slightly higheaartt8.13 for the state charity.
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significantly more resources than government indéafResearch and Preventign<(0.05).
Private charities are seen as having greater reeeddources than their governmental
counterparts, with significant differences for natl- and local-level Cancer, as well as national-
and state-level Disaster Religf< 0.05).

[Table 5 about here]

To systematically investigate the effects on giviighe treatments and participants’
perception, we use a random-effects Tobit modeh thie amount contributed as the dependent
variable. The data are censored since, by desmatiobns are limited to lie between zero and
$20: 36.3 percent of observations are at zero ahgedcent at $20. Regression results are
presented in Table 5. As the benchmark, the ficehin column 2 contains the treatment
variables, including the types of organizati@indrity versusGovernment), causesGancer,
Education, Parks and Wildlife (P&W), andDisaster Relief) and levelsNational, Texas, and
Dallas), as well as the pairings of causes used in ezg$ian. Recall that participants made
decisions for a series of organizations for twalmnly-paired functions. Because of the
potential effects of the specific pairings of funas, we control for pairings within a session
(Cancer-Disaster, Cancer-Education, P& W-Disaster, andP&W-Education). The omitted
variables aré&overnment, Cancer, National, andP&W-Education. Column 3 adds three variables
to capture key features of perceptions: whethetiganization serves amportant cause,
whether it is the organizationtesponsibility to provide the service specified, and whethes & i
good organization. The variable$mportant Cause andResponsibility are constructed directly
from survey responses to questions 1 and 3 (seerfii C).Good Organization is constructed
using factor analysis with varimax rotation basadhe survey questions drust, resources
currently spentguality of work, andefficiency of the organization. Column 4 further includes

demographic variables such as gender, race, an€Cagenn 5 excludes the main effect for
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Charity but replaces it with interactions with each of thier causes to allow for differential
effects across causes.

The results in Table 5 are robust across the spatdns and consistent with earlier
analysis. We find that the amount given is sigaffity greater to charities than to government
agenciesf < 0.01). People give more to Cancer than to treetbther causep € 0.01). The
national organizations/agencies attract more dmutions than the state or local onps<(0.01).
The Cancer-Disaster pairing is associated with a higher level of ggzthan any other pairing (
< 0.05in columns 1 and 2). Tk@harity andDisaster Relief interaction suggests, other things
being equal, the amount given to disaster relisfgaificantly higher for private charities tharr fo
government agenciep € 0.01), no doubt reflecting recent perceptionsBMA’s handling of
Hurricane Katrina and its aftermath (see Ecke§gSman and Milano, 2007). The amount given
to Cancer is higher for charities than for governt@genciesg< 0.10). These findings confirm
the patterns in Figure 2.

People’s perceptions play important roles in indlils’ decisions about giving. The
more important the cause is perceived to be, thleehithe contributionp(< 0.05). A “good”
organization, which igrusted andefficient, had high levels of spendingegources), and provides
high quality of work, enjoys greater contributionp € 0.01). People give more if they perceive it
is the organization’s responsibility to provide gpecified servicep(< 0.05 in column 2 anpl <
0.10 in column 3), but the effect is smaller inuoah 4, which includes th@harity and cause
interactions.

Among the subject characteristic variables, we firet women contribute more than men
(p < 0.01), consistent with previous studies (Eckel &rossman, 1998 and 2008). Neither race
nor age is related to the level of giving.

[Table 6 about here]
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To closely examine the potential heterogeneous®sfien giving of the causes and levels
of organizations and individual perceptions, weadgregate the data Ihype of organization and
reapply the random effects Tobit models. Tablepdres the results with column 1-3 for private
charities and column 4-6 for governmental orgamrat The results, although largely
confirming those in Table 5, reveal two interestififerences. First, the difference in giving to
the national versus state levels exists only forgbe charitiesgf < 0.01 in columns 1-3).
Although the state government receives a smalle@uatthan the federal government the
difference is not statistically significarg ¢ 0.10 in columns 4-6). Second, the coefficieritdhe
variableGood Organization are 0.920 and 0.907 in columns 5 and 6, respégtisignificantly
higher than the 0.201 and 0.199 in columns 2 amdspectively < 0.01). Therefore, to be able
to solicit more funds, it is substantially more ionfant for government agencies than for private
charities to be perceived gsod organizations®

We also investigate separately the determinantiseolikelihood of giving and of gift size
conditional on giving. Results are reported in Babl and 8. Table 7 includes a random effects
probit model with the likelihood of giving as themkndent variable. Table 8 includes a random
effects linear regression and the dependent varialihe gift size conditional on giving. The
specifications and the set of independent variadmeshe same as in Table 5. Results in Tables 7
and 8 are largely consistent with Table 5. The ptioas are the variabldéesponsibility and
non-Caucasian. The effect oResponsibility on the likelihood of giving is not significantly
different from zero (as shown in Table 7) wherés®ifect on the conditional gift is positive and
significant ¢ < 0.05 in Table 8). This implies that whethesithe organization’s responsibility
to provide a specific kind of service does not etffane’s decision owhether to give, but it does

influence theamount of contribution if one decides to give. Ethniditgts a significant impact on

10 Appendix E includes the Tobit results by causectviare consistent with Tables 5 and 6.
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the probability of giving§ < 0.05 in Table 7). Caucasians are more likely than-Caucasians to
make a voluntary contribution. However, we casjéect that Caucasians and non-Caucasians
contribute the same amount conditional on thetfaattthey giveg > 0.10 in Table 8).

V. Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the question of waegieople will give to government, and
if so, what determines the amount of giving. Wsigle a lab experiment in which participants
make decisions about whether and how much to giyegivate and public organizations that are
matched according to function (Cancer ResearchPaedention, Disaster Relief, Education and
Parks and Wildlife) and level (federal, state, bvadl). Giving to the government organizations
amounts to voluntary taxes earmarked for a speftifiction, and giving to the nonprofit charities
is in the form of voluntary contributions. Thepeximent is conducted so that giving is
completely voluntary and anonymity is ensured. fivie that people give an average amount of
$4.40 (22 percent of their budgets) to governmegamizations, and $5.30 (27 percent of their
budgets) to private nonprofit organizations. Thiingness to give varies by the type, function,
and level of the organization, as well as by peioep of the organization. People give more to
Cancer Research than to the three other causdgnalaorganizations (whether public or
private) attract more contributions than do statlmcal organizations. Being perceived as serving
an important cause, being trustworthy, efficient aroviding a high quality of service increases
the amount of giving.

The levels of giving are of course substantiallyhi@r than one might expect to see a
donor give from a small windfall shock to incomelie field; nevertheless, two aspects of our
results are particularly informative. The firsth&t, subjects, even in a lab setting, will
voluntarily part withany of their earnings to support organizations whasgglets come from tax

revenue, thereby in essence paying voluntary taXés.second is that giving is almost always
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higher for private, nonprofit organizations. Tlagter result is driven by perceptions about the
relative efficacy and efficiency of the specifiganizations. There is no reason to expect that
these comparative static results would fail to hgddn the field.

Voluntary giving to government occurs in the Wl8ough several mechanisms. People
have been able to make earmarked gifts to thedeédevernment for reducing the national debt
since 19611 Slemrod and Oltmans (2001) find that the sizeuh gifts is systematically
related to attitudes toward government and thediziee deficit. Taxpayers may also contribute
to a special federal account called Gifts to théédhStates, maintained by the Department of
Treasury since 1843. The amount of gifts totale@4$300 in fiscal year 2001, and increased
substantially after September 11, 200&l Sreet Journal, 2002). In addition, the state “check-
off” programs, through which taxpayers can makeintary contributions to public or social
programs via their state income tax, have beenemehted since 1977, and have gained
popularity over the years. In 2002, 210 such mogr collected a total amount of $32.8
million.*? As of 2007, the number of such programs had grmw818** Appendix F summarizes
these programs across the forty-one states witbadkbased personal income tax. The most
common programs as of 2007 were to provide funtbngongame wildlife preservation, child
abuse and neglect prevention, breast cancer résaadcprevention, and military families.

The functions we study in this paper, includiageer research, education, disaster
relief, and environmental causes, parallel sonté@popular categories in the check-off

programs. Our findings offer some explanationsAbat makes these programs successful. This

" The Internal Revenue Service has included instuostin the tax packet on how to make a contribusimce 1982
(Slemrod 2003).

2 Data come from Federation of Tax Administrator§AJFarticle “Check-off Programs See Strong GrowtHRL:
http://www.taxadmin.org/fta/rate/checkoff03.htmIl & conducted biannual surveys on state check-affj@ams
from 1989 to 2003.

13 According to the authors’ computation based or20@7 U.S. states personal income tax return foPmgercent
of these programs were private targeting charitpbdgrams, 55 percent public and social programd tlae rest
public/private combinations.
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paper shows that, as confirmed by the succes®dtéte check-off programs, people are willing
to pay voluntary tax when allowed to decide the afsheir funds. In addition, organizations that
are perceived as serving an important cause, ag beistworthy and efficient, and providing a
high quality of service are more likely to attrbonhds. We also find that conditional on function,
national organizations (whether public or privage) more contributions than do state or local
organizations. It suggests the potential of broadgtihe check-off programs on the federal
income tax return, which included only one suchgpam on political campaign as of 2007.
Voluntary donations such as these may be a uskduhative source of funding for causes that
are seen as salient to taxpayers, and where trergoent units that provide these services are

seen as deserving of additional support.
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Table 1. Means Tests of Giving — Matched Pairs

Matched Pairs Drop Participants who Conditional on Donation >
Always Kept Everything $0
Mean Two- Mean Two- Mean Two-
(Std. dev.) tail Correlation (Std. dev.) tail (Std. dev.) tail
N t-stat* | (p value) N t-stat* N t-stat*
Category Level Gov't Private Gov't Private Gov’ ivate
$5.61 $7.89 3.40 0.69 $5.99 $8.43 $8.50 $9.27 0.64
National | (5.41) | (6.18) ) (0.00) (5.38) (6.02) 3.43 (4.41) (5.65) :
47 47 44 44 ) 31 40
$5.55 $6.94 1.69 0.52 $5.93 $7.41 $8.42 $8.81 0.32
State (5.55) | (5.94) ) (0.00) (5.53) (5.84) 1.69 (4.72) (5.30) :
Cancer 47 47 44 44 ) 31 37
$6.51 $7.18 1.13 0.78 $6.95 $7.67 $8.74 $8.44 0.23
Local (6.18) | (6.00) ) (0.00) (6.14) (5.88) 113 (5.62) (5.61) :
47 47 44 44 ' 35 40
$5.89 $7.34 0.66 $6.29 $7.84 $8.56 $8.84
All (5.70) | (6.01) 356 (0'00) (5.67) (5.89) 357 (4.92) (5.49) 0.39
141 141 ) ' 132 132 ) 97 117
$4.14 $4.40 0.42 0.60 $4.93 $5.24 $6.90 $6.67 0.21
National | (4.74) | (4.98) ’ (0.00) (4.78) (5.01) 0.42 (4.27) (4.73) '
50 50 42 42 ' 30 33
$4.08 $2.84 204 0.57 $4.86 $3.38 $7.03 $5.92 0.93
State (5.00) | (4.06) ’ (0.00) (5.10) (4.23) 205 (4.72) (4.02) '
Education 50 50 42 42 ) 29 24
$2.80 $3.48 1.69 0.81 $3.33 $4.14 $6.36 $6.96 0.45
Local (4.29) | (4.85) ’ (0.00) (4.49) (5.02) 1.69 (4.37) 4.77) '
50 50 42 42 ) 22 25
$3.67 $3.57 0.64 $4.37 $4.25 $6.80 $6.54
All (4.69) | (4.66) 031 (0'00) (4.81) (4.79) 0.31 (441) | (451) | 0.38
150 150 ) ' 126 126 ' 81 82
$4.42 $4.22 0.40 0.78 $5.65 $5.39 $7.26 $6.69 0.44
National | (5.43) | (4.80) ’ (0.00) (5.55) (4.81) 0.40 (5.27) (4.46) '
46 46 36 36 ' 28 29
$4.23 $4.25 0.04 0.78 $5.40 $5.43 $7.20 $6.98 017
State (5.36) | (5.01) ) (0.00) (5.51) (5.07) 0.04 (5.23) (4.70) '
Parks and 46 46 36 36 ' 27 28
Wildlife $1.78 $2.53 150 0.67 $2.28 $3.24 $5.86 $6.13 0.15
Local (3.89) | (4.35) ) (0.00) (4.27) (469) | 151 | (5.16) (4.89) '
46 46 36 36 14 19
$3.48 $3.67 0.76 $4.44 $4.69 $6.95 $6.66
All (5.05) | (4.76) 0.65 (0'00) (5.33) (4.92) 0.65 (5.19) | (4.61) | 0.36
138 138 ) ) 108 108 ) 69 76
$5.02 $8.76 4.00 0.53 $5.68 $9.91 $7.45 | $10.18 1.94
National | (5.38) | (6.97) ) (0.00) (5.38) (6.59) 4.10 (4.97) (6.47) :
43 43 38 38 ) 29 37
$4.49 $5.94 231 0.71 $5.08 $6.72 $6.43 $7.74 1.06
State (4.65) | (5.80) ) (0.00) (4.63) (5.72) 233 (4.29) (5.45) :
Disaster 43 43 38 38 ] 30 33
Relief $4.27 $5.73 299 0.68 $4.83 $6.49 $6.80 $7.47 0.51
Local (5.10) | (5.57) ) (0.00) (5.17) (5.49) 294 (4.92) (5.23) :
43 43 38 38 ) 27 33
$4.59 $6.81 0.62 $5.20 $7.71 $6.89 $8.53
All (5.02) | (6.25) 5.02 (0.00) (5.04) (6.11) 508 (4.69) (5.85) 2.10
12¢ 12¢ ) 114 114 ) 86 10z

* Significant t-statistics (p-value €.10) in bold.




Table 2: Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Tesp-values for Matched Pairs

Cancer Education Parks and Wildlife | Disaster Relief
(N =47) (N =50) (N = 46) (N =43)
National 0.001 0.712 0.968 0.000
State 0.221 0.170 0.991 0.069
Local 0.011 0.062 0.102 0.016

Table 3: Probability of Giving (McNemar’s Test)

Government Private | McNemar's Test
(%) (%) p-value
Cancer (N = 47)
National 66.0 85.1 0.003
State 66.0 78.7 0.034
Local 74.5 85.1 0.059
All 68.8 83.0 0.000
Education (N = 50)
National 60.0 66.0 0.439
State 58.0 48.0 0.275
Local 44.0 50.0 0.317
All 54.0 54.7 0.721
Parks and Wildlife (N = 46)
National 60.9 63.0 0.655
State 58.7 60.9 0.739
Local 30.4 41.3 0.059
All 50.0 55.1 0.418
Disaster Relief (N = 43)
National 67.4 86.0 0.005
State 69.8 76.7 0.257
Local 62.8 76.7 0.034
All 66.7 79.8 0.000

24



Table 4. Comparison of Perceptions of Governmentral Charities
(p-values for t-test for paired samples)

Trust Responsibility Resources Quality | Need Efficiency
Cancer
National 0.014 0.001 0.017 0.002 0.049 0.000
State 0.001 0.014 0.031 0.001 0.054 0.000
Local 0.000 0.063 0.015 0.000 0.037 0.000
All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000
Education
National 0.019 0.000 0.736 0.016 0.108 0.000
State 0.031 0.000 0.081 0.180 0.220 0.001
Local 0.119 0.000 0.340 0.295 0.500 0.020
All 0.001 0.000 0.077 0.017 0.116 0.000
Parks &
Wildlife
National 0.016 0.000 0.511 0.500 0.156 0.060
State 0.026 0.000 0.837 0.729 0.136 0.031
Local 0.158 0.000 0.447 0.306 0.059 0.016
All 0.001 0.000 0.336 0.523 0.017 0.001
Disaster
Relief
National 0.000 0.003 0.113 0.000 0.003 0.000
State 0.013 0.000 0.233 0.010 0.016 0.000
Local 0.039 0.006 0.087 0.000 0.069 0.013
All 0.000 0.000 0.011 0.000 0.000 0.000

Note: The hypothesis fdrrust, Quality, Need, andEfficiency is “government < charity.”

The hypothesis foResponsibility is “government > charity.” The hypothesis fResources is “government =
charity.” As shown in Appendix D, according to peigants’ perception, government spends more ressur

than charity at all levels for Education. The dii@t of comparison is reversed for all other causes
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Table 5: Random Effects Tobit Model on Uncondition&Giving
(All causes pooled)

1) 2 (3) 4)
Experiment variables yes yes yes yes
Perceptions yes yes yes
Demographics yes yes
Charity-Cause interactions yes
Charity 1.539** (0.285) 1.406*** (0.351) 1.401*** (0.351)
Education -2.194**40.514) -2.036***(0.525) -2.054***(0.525) -1.268* (0.665)
P&W -2.365*** (0.584) -2.118***(0.622) -2.113***(0.621) -1.406* (0.751)
Disaster Relief -1.378**10.452) -1.619***(0.462) -1.618**(0.462)  -1.987** (0.608)
Texas -1.149**%0.344) -1.205***(0.345) -1.206*** (0.345) -1.208***(0.342)
Dallas -2.105***(0.349) -1.864***(0.353) -1.866*** (0.353) -1.880***(0.350)

Cancer-Disaster 4.952* (2.126) 5.039** (2.083) 42* (2.050) 3.445*  (2.054)
Cancer-Education -0.208  (2.142) -0.364 (2.096) 764. (2.065) -1.854 (2.062)
P&W-Disaster -0.749  (2.279) -0.849 (2.230) -1.854(2.166) -2.018 (2.162)
charity*cancer 1.524*  (0.801)
charity*education 0.135 (0.314)
charity*P&W 0.229 (0.841)
charity*disaster 2.363***(0.807)
important cause 0.583** (0.266) 0.589** (0.265) 0.591** (0.263)
good organization 1.244**(0.235) 1.239*** (0.235) 1.146*** (0.235)
responsibility 0.335** (0.170) 0.327* (0.170) .286 (0.172)
Female 4.674** (1.592) 4.347** (1.505)
non_Caucasian -1.104 (1.615)

Age -0.001 (0.225)

Constant 3.487* (1.547) -0.133 (1.994) -1.044 .9) -1.139 (1.984)
Log-likelihood function -2254 -2125 -2121 -2116
Observations 1116 1062 1062 1062

Number of persons 93 92 92 92

Notes: Dependent variable is the unconditionalrgjviStandard errors are in parentheses. * signifiaathe 10% level,
** gignificant at the 5% level, *** significant ahe 1% level.
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Table 6: Random Effects Tobit Model by Type of theédrganizations

1) 2 3 4) 5) (6)
Type Charity Charity Charity Governmer Government Government
Experiment variables yes yes Yes yes yes Yes
Perceptions yes Yes yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes
Education -3.479** (0.639) -3.487*** (0.685) -3.549*** (0.686) -0.796 (0.669) -0.675 (0.706)  -0.690 (0.705)
P&W -2.692*** (0.735) -2.475*** (0.796) -2.472** (.795) -1.884** (0.731) -1.480* (0.816) -1.465* .@16)
Disaster Relief -0.227 (0.572) -0.468 (0.605) -8.44 (0.604) -2.600*** (0.557) -2.599** (0.583) -2.8@%* (0.583)
Texas -2.005*** (0.435) -2.005*** (0.447) -2.011***(0.447) -0.278 (0.427) -0.491 (0.438) -0.490 (843
Dallas -2.447%* (0.438) -2.217*** (0.453) -2.222* (0.453) -1.699*** (0.438) -1.703** (0.453) -1.70** (0.452)
Cancer-Disaster 4.381** (2.091) 4.314** (2.111) M4 (2.047) 5.569**  (2.326) 6.017** (2.246)  4.731* (2.247)
Cancer-Education 0.205 (2.097) 0.011 (2.116) -1.598(2.053) -1.497 (2.381) -1.285 (2.284) -2.401 (2)29
P&W-Disaster -1.881 (2.231) -2.031 (2.252) -3.224 2.15) 1.150 (2.480) 1.496 (2.387) 0.706 (2.358)
important cause 0.637* (0.335) 0.647* (0.334) 799*  (0.355)  0.808** (0.355)
good organization 0.201 (0.409) 0.199 (0.406) 920+  (0.321) 0.907*** (0.321)
responsibility 0.455 (0.295) 0.402 (0.293) 0126 (0.242) -0.068 (0.242)
female 5.234** (1.561) 3.827** (1.738)
non_Caucasian -1.305 (1.579) -1.077 (1.760)
age 0.0674 (0.219) -0.157 (0.248)
Constant 5.942** (1.551) 1.827 (2.226) -0.371 @y 2.447 (1.727) -0.656 (2.459) 1.734 (5.572)
]':uongc't'i"g‘n*“ho‘)d -1186 11119 1114 -1060 -1010 -1008
Observations 558 526 526 558 536 536
Number of persons 93 92 92 93 92 92

Notes: Dependent variable is the unconditionalngjviStandard errors are in parenthe$esignificant at the 10% level, ** significant dte¢ 5% level, *** significant

at the 1% level.
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Table 7: Random Effects Probit Model on the Likelilood of Giving

(All causes pooled)

(@)

®3)

(4)

Charity

Education

P&W

Disaster Relief
Texas

Dallas
Cancer-Disaster
Cancer-Education
P&W-Disaster
charity*cancer
charity*education
charity*P&W
charity*disaster
important cause
good organization
responsibility
female
non-Caucasian

0.479%* (0.114)
-0.590*(0.200)
-0.707** (0.232)

-0.314** (0.140)
-0.681**(0.142)
2.859*0.359)

0.381*** (0.146)
-0.484** (0.209)
-0.734**%(0.253)

-0.583%0.250)
-0.426*++(0.150)
-0.726*+*(0.151)
1.793%* (0.338)

-0.069  (0.244)
-0.439  (0.297)

0.127  (0.094)

0.539**4(0.086)

0.053  (0.069)

0.333*  (0.145)
-0.535* (0.215)
-0.690*** (0.254)
-0.588* (0.254)
-0.456*** (0.153)
-0.766*** (0.155)
1.916%* (0.307)
618 (0.270)

-0.207(0.248)

0.213*  (0.088)

0.574** (0.086)

-0.007  (0.066)

0.924* (0.207)
-0.650*(0.169)

-0.088  (0.272)
-0.344  (0.308)
-0.479  (0.299)
-0.430*** (0.151)
-0.752%** (0.154)
1.943%* (0.572)
0.145  (0.433)
0.153  (0.442)
0.871**  (0.362)
-0.017  (0.121)
0.226  (0.312)
0.675%  (0.355)
220 (0.103)
0.508** (0.105)
015 (0.075)
0.586**  (0.265)

age 0.031 (0.019)

Constant 0.269 (0.564) -0.370 3@)6 -0.375 (0.614)
Observations 1062 1062 1062
Log-likelihood function -384.18 -379.61 -375.41
Observations 1062 1062 1062

Number of persons 92 92 92

Notes: Dependent variable is the probability ofirgiva positive gift. Coefficient estimates are néed. Standard errors
are in parentheses. * significant at the 10% leffedjgnificant at the 5% level, *** significant ahe 1% level.
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Table 8: OLS Conditional on Giving
(All causes pooled)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Charity 0.718** (0.223) 0.767** (0.268) 0.766*** (0.268)
Education -1.091*%(0.404) -1.242%* (0.415) -1.257** (0.415) -0.980* (0.537)
P&W -0.939* (0.456) -0.666 (0.482) -0.669 (038 -0.170 (0.595)
Disaster Relief -0.871%*%0.333) -0.900%** (0.347) -0.898* (0.347) -1.412% (0.467)
Texas -0.779***(0.260) -0.776%* (0.263) -0.780*** (0.263) -0.789*** (0.262)
Dallas -1.037%* (0.270) -0.874** (0.274) -0.883* (0.274) -0.883*** (0.273)

Cancer-Disaster
Cancer-Education
P&W-Disaster
charity*cancer
charity*education
charity*P&W
charity*disaster
important cause
good organization
responsibility
female
non-Caucasian
age

Constant
Observations

R2

Number of persons

1.925  (1.305)
0.250  (1.351)
0.0736  (1.482)

7.259%+ (1.007)
711

0.042
80

1.641 (1.324)
-0.200  (1.368)
-0.474  (1.503)
0.618%* (0.217)
0.517** (0.193)
0.306**  (0.132)

3.752%* (1.439)

677

0.081

79

1.026 (1.359)
618. (1.421)
-0.752 (1.532)
0.621%* (021
0.513%* (M3)
0.304**  (0.132)
2.141%  (1.048)
-1.569  (1.052)
0.060 (0.148)
2.332 (3.307)
677

0.126

79

1.025  (1.370)
-0.839 (1.422)
-1.051  (1.531)
0.553 (0.631)
0.109 (0.255)
-0.335 (0.683)

1.555* (0.637)
0.606* (0.216)
0.453* (0.194)
0.276* (0.134)
1.754* (1.018)

3.418*(1.469)
677
0.117

79

Notes: Dependent variable is gifts conditional giyistandard errors are included in parenthesgigyiificant at the 10%
level, ** significant at the 5% level, *** signifant at the 1% level.



Dollars

Figure 1: Donation Histogram by Pooling All Data
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Appendix A. Sample Instructions and Allocation Foms

Instructions

You are going to participate in a study of decisimeking. The study will last about 50 minutes m8wf you will receive
compensation for your participation, which will paid to you in cash at the end of the study. Howwill be compensated is
explained below.

For today's experiment | will select a MONITOR winill be paid $20 for helping me with the experimeiihe MONITOR is
responsible for verifying that all the decisions arade according to the instructions. The MONITiI®©&so responsible for
making sure that any money donated to organizatiotie course of the experiment actually getseddib the organization. The
MONITOR will be responsible for distributing anyreigs in the experiment.

Each subject has been given a set of INSTRUCTI@NER;ISION SHEETS, an ENVELOPE and an INDEX CARD.

To insure the anonymity of all subjects’ decisiaesh subject has been assigned randomly a fivtesdide number. This number
is written on an index card that has been distithth you. Please keep this card: it is your claim check to pick up your earnings.
You will collect your compensation by turning iristtode number.

Please write your code number on your INSTRUCTIONSnd DECISION SHEET now.

The DECISION SHEET contains a series of allocgtiablems. You will be asked to make an allocatieaision for each of
these problems. In each allocation problem yoyaired with an organization of either a governnag@ncy or a nongovernment
charity. For each allocation problem you have kgeen an endowment, i.e., an initial amount of ByonYou are asked to
allocate this money between yourself and the orgéion. It is important that you pay careful atitemto theorganization and the
endowmentas you make each decision. We will explain howéke the decisions in more detail later.

After you complete the DECISION SHEET you will bigen a SURVEY to fill out. While you are fillingub your survey we will
calculate your earnings.

When everyone is finished making their decisiores vl pick six people at random from the clas$ie3e six people will be paid
in cash for their participation. If you are orfete six people, we will pay you for ONE of thecd#ons you made. This will be
explained in more detail at the end of the instoast We will put your payment in an envelope wittur code number on it. After
earnings are calculated, the MONITOR will returtivihe envelopes for the people who are going foelide The code numbers
for these people will be announced. To pick uprygarnings, you need to show your code number.

The experimenters will also calculate the totaladimm to each of the organizations. The experiersiwill make out checks for
these amounts, and place them in addressed angestanvelopes. The experimenter and the MONITORywito the nearest
mailbox and drop the envelope in the mailbox.

If you wish to remain behind after class to leamwhmuch has been donated to each organizatioroaratify that the checks are
written and mailed, you are welcome to do so.

Examples of Allocation Problems:

Let’s look at Example 1 for an allocation problemihie chart below. In this problem you are matchitlal theNational Park
Service a federal government agency that serves theearetion of the U.S. You must divide $10.00 betwbénorganization
and yourself. You can keep it all, keep some a®s gome, or pass it all. For instance, suppaselgot to pass $7.00 and keep
$3.00. | have filled in the table to show how yeould indicate that choice. If this were your démi, the National Park Service
would receive $7.00 and you would earn $3.00.

Example 1
Government or | Area Served Pass tothe | Kee
ProblenEndowmen Organizations Nongovernment by the P

Organization Organization Organization | for Self

National Park Service

Administered by the U.S. Department [of
1 $10.00 | the Interior. It is responsible for the Government agency u. S. $7.00 $3.00
development and maintenance of the
national parks.

Let’s look at Example 2. In this problem you arege¢had with theCommunities in Schools Dallas Regigra local nongovernment
charity that serves the Dallas area. You must di$it).00 between this charity and yourself. Youkegep it all, keep some and
pass some, or pass it all. For instance, supgmselgct to pass $4.12 and keep $5.88. | haed fill the table to show how you
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would indicate that choice. If this were your &, the Communities in Schools Dallas Region doeteive $4.12 and you
would earn $5.88.

Example 2:
Government or | Area Served Pass to the | Kee
ProblenEndowmen Organizations Nongovernment by the P

Organization Organization Organization | for Self

Communities in Schools Dallas Region
A nonprofit charity that works to reduce

the number of high school dropouts. It Nongovernment Local

2 $10.00 encourages community involvement in charity Dallas Area $4.12 $5.88
Dallas area schools to enhance
education.

Important Note: In all cases you may choose any amant to keep and any amount to pass, but the amougbu keep plus
the amount you passnust equal your endowment.The decision is up to you.

When you are done, Please place the DECISION SHEHE provided envelope and seal the envelope. ekperimenters will
collect the envelopes at this time. But keep thid wéth your code on it.

After completing these tasks, the experimentershaifd out a surveyPlease write your five-digit code number on the survey
form. Please note that the survey will be used for resgaurposes only. We will collect the completerd/ey forms.

Remember that, while you are completing the sunbeyexperimenters will be determining your congagion and donation to the
organizations. We will choose six people at rantlopay in cash for participating. If you are ofto$or payment, one of your
decisions will be chosen at random for payment.rsampensation, the amount you kept for yourself b& sealed in an
envelope with your code number on its face. Yoy piek up your envelope at the end of the studynil&ly, a check for the
amount you passed to the organization will be rddlethe experimenter and monitor at the end ofthey.

If you have any questions about the procedureaselask now.

Allocation Forms

For this study, each of you will be paired withdiferent organizations of two categories. Pagerains organizations that
benefitParks and Wildlife, and page 3 contains organizations that bedfication. Each category has 6 decisions in which
allocations are to be made between yourself andrf@nizations. These organizations either arsopaarying levels of
governmentsuch as the U.S. federal government, the Textesgaaernment and the Dallas local governmentreor a
nongovernment charitiesthat serve different geographic areas such ad.tgthe State of Texas and the local Dallas area.
Information on these organizations is provided. Yy also refer to the separgteen sheets for more detailed descriptions of
these organizations.

Read each allocation problem carefully. Noticé thaeach problem you are given an endowment. eRdewment i$20. You
must make a decision for each problem below.

If you are picked to be paid you and the orgaroratiill be paid according to ONE of the decisidmattyou make. However, you
will not know which decision is the one you will paid for until the end. So it is important to readach decision as if that is the
one you will be paid for.

Remember that you can allocate your endowmentyimaiy you like. You may:
1) keep it all for yourself,

2) keep some for yourself and pass the remaindeetortfanization, or

3) passit all to the organization.

The amount you keep plus the amount you pass mustual your endowment.The decision is up to you.

If you are picked to be paid, one of these decisisnwvill be chosen and you will be paid in cash anth¢ organization will
receive a check based upon the allocations you gawmethe decision.

This is how the payment will work. First, 6 enyids will be drawn by the monitor: three will be otegtd with each of the two
categories, i.e., Parks and Wildlife, or Educati@hen for each of the chosen envelopes, a 6-slidedill be rolled to determine
which decision is paid. For example, suppose gouelope is drawn for the Parks and Wildlife catggoSuppose the die comes
up 4. Then we will pay you for decision 4 for tharks and Wildlife category on page 2, and serteealkcto The Nature
Conservancy of Texas.

32



For these 6 problems, you are matched ®afks and Wildlife organizations includingovernment agenciesndnongovernment charities Any money you

pass will be mailed to the organization randomlgcted at the end of the experiment.

Government or

Area Served by

Pass to the

enhances the lake and park through
renovations and fundraising.

Problem | Endowment Organizations Nongovernment o - Keep for Self
S the Organization | Organization
Organization

National Park Foundation
Funds the National Park Service which is Government

1 $20 administered by the U.S. Department of the agenc u.S.
Interior. It is responsible for the development gency
and maintenance of the national parks.
National Park Trust

2 $20 A nonprofit land conservancy. Nongovernment U S
It is dedicated to preserving national parks, charity T
wildlife, and historic monuments.
Texas Parks and Wildlife Foundation

3 $20 Funds the Texas State Parks gnd W'ildlife Government State of T
Department. The Department is dedicated tp agency ate of Texas
preserving Texas natural parks and wildlife.
The Nature Conservancy of Texas
A nonprofit charity that concentrates on a Nongovernment

4 $20 science-based approach to conservation. I gharit State of Texas
works to protect ecologically important lands y
and waters in Texas.
Establishment of a White Rock Lake
Museum
Administered by the Dallas Parks and Government

5 $20 Recreation Department. The Museum will agency Local Dallas Area
preserve the history of White Rock Lake Park
and enhance the lake and park area.
For the Love of the Lake
A nonprofit charity dedicated to preserving

6 $20 the White Rock Lake Park. It maintains ang Nongﬁ;ﬁ{;ment Local Dallas Area




For these 6 problems, you are matched fihcation organizations includingovernment agenciesndnongovernment charities Any money you pass will
be mailed to the organization randomly selectedeaend of the experiment.

Government or

Area Served by

Pass to the

Problem | Endowment Organizations Nongovernment L - Keep for Self
o the Organization | Organization
Organization
Project Grad USA
Run by the U.S. Department of Education.
. - A Government
1 $20 The program focuses on improving the quality u. S.
. : : . agency
of public school education and increasing
graduation rates.
| Love Schools.com
A nonprofit charity focused on providing Nongovernment
2 $20 necessary supplies for classrooms. It conngcts gove u.S.
; : charity
donators with teachers who need supplies tp
increase the quality of education.
The College for Texans Campaign
Funds the Texas Higher Education
3 $20 Coordinating Board. The Boe_lrd s missioni$  Government State of Texas
to enhance the Texas education system and agency
increase the percentage of students college
bound.
Texas Parent Teacher Association (PTA)
A nonprofit organization consisting of Nongovernment
4 $20 educators, parents and the general public. |t gharit State of Texas
unites efforts to achieve the highest possiblg y
education for all children.
The Dallas Education Foundation
Funds the Dallas Independent School District.
; T Government
5 $20 It supports the city government’s initiatives to Local Dallas Area
. e agency
graduate high-achieving, engaged students
ready for college.
Communities in Schools Dallas Region
A nonprofit charity that works to reduce the Nongovernment
6 $20 number of high school dropouts. It encourages gharity Local Dallas Area

community involvement in Dallas area
schools to enhance education.
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Appendix B. Description of Organizations

Area
Typ_e Of Served Government Nonprofit
Organization by

Charity

National Park Foundation
: Funds the National Park Service which jg\ational Park Trust
United e ,

States of admlnlst_ered by the U.S: Department of A nonprofit land conservancy.

America | (e Interior. Itis responsible for the It is dedicated to preserving national
development and maintenance of the | parks, wildlife, and historic monuments.
national parks.

Texas Parks and Wildlife Foundation | The Nature Conservancy of Texas
Pa_rks_ and State of Funds the Texas State Parks and Wildlifé nonprofit charity that concentrates on|a
Wildlife Texas | Department. The Department is dedicatescience-based approach to conservatioh.
Services to preserving Texas natural parks and | It works to protect ecologically important
wildlife. lands and waters in Texas.
I\E/lsutsagﬂﬂment of a White Rock Lake For the Love of the Lake
Local | Administered by the Dallas Parks and A nonprofit charity dedicated to
Dallas ) ipreserving the White Rock Lake Park. [t
Recreation Department. The Museum wifl_~~~ "
Area : . maintains and enhances the lake and park
preserve the history of White Rock Lake throuah renovations and fundraisin
Park and enhance the lake and park area. 9 9.
Project Grad USA | Love Scfhoorl]s.c_:or? q i
United | Run by the U.S. Department of A nonprofit ¢ arl.ty ocused on providing
. necessary supplies for classrooms. It

States of | Education. The program focuses on :

; . . . . connects donators with teachers who need

America | improving the quality of public school ; - .

. ! . . supplies to increase the quality of
education and increasing graduation rates. .
education.
The College for Texans Campaign Texas Parent Teacher Association
Funds the Texas Higher Education (PTA)
Education State of | Coordinating Board. The Board’s A nonprofit organization consisting of
Texas | mission is to enhance the Texas educati@tducators, parents and the general public.
system and increase the percentage of| It unites efforts to achieve the highest
students college bound. possible education for all children.
The Dallas Education Foundation Communities in Schools Dallas Region
Local Funds the Dallas Independent School | A nonprofit charity that works to reduce
Dallas | District. It supports the city government’sthe number of high school dropouts. It
Area initiatives to graduate high-achieving, | encourages community involvement in
engaged students ready for college. Dallas area schools to enhance education.
National Cancer Institute Gift Fund Amerlcanf.Cancer. S°F"*‘¥ (ACS)
Cancer United | Part of the National Institute of Health. Itfégggfcrr? Iég;%ggg:tlggvgégfn;ﬁg
Research ane State§ Of | is the federal government's principal ervice ,Its oal is t,o revent)::ancer save
Prevention | America | agency for cancer research, training, arqsi ’ 9 b '

treatments in clinical practice.

ves, and diminish suffering from cance

=
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Area

Typ_e Of Served Government Nonprofit
Organization by
Charity
Texas Cancer Council Young Texans Against Cancer (YTAC)
Created by Texas Legislature to support A nonprofit charity comprised of young
State of | the Texas Cancer Plan. The Plan men and women affected directly or
Texas | promotes cancer prevention research anindirectly by cancer. It raised funds to
aids cancer patients with treatment and| help support research and prevention
recovery. programs.
garkland Foundation, Oncology Baylor Medical Center’s Charles A.
epartment
Fund the Parkland Heath and Hospital Sammons Cancer Center
Local und t ,e arkland Health and Hospita A nonprofit system that offers treatment
System’s Oncology Department. It helps,
Dallas X ) I f]pr all types of cancer. The Center also
cancer patients in the most trying times|o
Area S - -| -offers a full spectrum of oncology
their lives by providing access to a varie tg ; .
ervices from education to advanced
of cancer-related treatments. o
rehabilitation programs.
Corporation for National and ) ] )
Community Service Disaster Relief American Red Cross Disaster Relief
Fund
Fund
United | An independent federal agency whose | A nonprofit charity that focuses on
States of | efforts focus on meeting people’s providing aid to disaster victims
America | immediate emergency disaster-caused | nationwide. It meets people’s immediate
support to volunteer organizations. shelter, food, and health services.
. Texas.Dlsaster Relief Fund United Way of Texas
Disaster Established by the Office of the Texas . . . .
- State of ; A nonprofit charity dedicated to meeting
Relief Governor. It provides funds for
. . . the needs of people across the state. It
Texas | immediate emergency assistance to .
. . enables health and human services to get
Texans in need due to a disaster. . : .
back in operation after a disaster.
Dallas City Office of Emergency North Texas Rescue
Management _ ) )
Local Run by the City of Dallas. It warns of A nonprr]oflt charity .tgat pr_ovgjes support
Dallas | disaster events, provides disaster-related® NOrth Texas residents in disasters.
Area | safety information to the public, and Assistance focuses on financial, housing,

trains Dallas city rescue workers in
disaster relief.

emotional support and long-term benefits
for displaced individuals.
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Appendix C. Post-Experimental Survey

The first question was asked once for each function.

1.

To what extent do you agree or disagree that stipgarancer research and prevention is
animportant cause? (1=strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

The following questions wer e asked separately for each type and level of organization (e.g., local
government, local charity, etc.)

2.

How much do yourust the following organizations in providing cancesearch and
prevention? (1=strongly distrust, 5=strongly trust)

To what extent do you agree or disagree that teigeeccancer research and prevention is
theresponsibility of the following organizations? (1=strongly disagyr5=strongly
agree)

How manyresourcesdo you think the following organizations spend @ity in cancer
research and prevention? (1=low spending, 5=higinding)

Please evaluate tlygiality of the work done by the following organizations in
supporting cancer research and prevention. (1=fe@xcellent)

How manyadditional resourcesdo you think the following organizations need rder
to provide better cancer research and preventibritle resources, 5=lots of resources)

How confident are you that donations to the follegvcancer research and prevention
organizations will be usegfficiently? (1=not very confident at all, 5=very confident)



Appendix D. Summary Statistics on the Perceptionsf@rganizations

Organization Perception Means (Std. Dev.)
Q1: Q2: Trust Q3: Q4: Q5: Q6: Need Q7:
Important Responsibility | Resources| Quality Efficiency
Cause
Cancer 4.30 (0.82)
National Govt. 3.21(1.16) 4.26 (0.97) 3.20 (3.333.02 (1.04)| 3.21(1.28) 2.57 (1.35)
State Govt. 3.11 (0.84) 3.62 (1.09) 2.66 (1.01) 7020.83) | 3.53 (0.93) 2.38 (1.09)
Local Govt. 2.94 (0.76]) 3.28 (1.28) 2.19 (1.06) 352(0.85)| 3.60(1.19) 2.45(1.14)
National 3.70 (0.95)| 3.60 (0.99) 3.77 (0.89) 3.64(0.92)6431.19)| 3.66 (1.22
Charity
State Charity 3.62 (0.68) 3.15 (0.93) 3.06 (0.763.26 (0.83)| 3.85(0.98) 3.40 (1.10)
Local Charity 3.64 (0.85] 2.91 (0.97) 2.72 (0.983.02 (0.84)| 4.04 (1.19) 3.47 (1.04)
Education 4.59 (0.70)
National Govt. 2.72 (1.36) 4.14 (1.16) 3.22 (3.232.30 (1.07)| 3.20(1.46) 2.14(1.18)
State Govt. 2.80 (1.23) 4.56 (0.79) 3.52 (1.22) 6821.13) | 3.56 (1.18) 2.52 (1.11)
Local Govt. 2.88 (1.30] 4.34(0.92) 3.20 (1.11) 68(1.02) | 3.66 (1.29) 2.80 (1.36)
National 3.26 (1.19)| 2.78 (1.31) 3.14 (1.13) 2.76(1.04)5431.27)| 3.06 (1.25
Charity
State Charity 3.22 (0.97) 2.88 (1.29) 3.10(1.16).88 (1.04)| 3.74 (1.14) 3.24 (1.13)
Local Charity 3.16 (1.04] 2.80 (1.25) 2.98 (1.192.78 (0.82)| 3.66 (1.17) 3.35 (1.25)
Parks and 3.62 (0.85)
Wildlife
National Govt. 3.11(1.23) 3.67 (1.27) 2.78 (3.353.11 (1.06)| 3.02(1.31) 2.74(1.32)
State Govt. 3.26 (0.88) 4.26 (0.53) 2.85(0.99) 2630.98) | 3.11(1.16) 2.93(1.12)
Local Govt. 3.50 (0.78] 4.07 (0.90) 2.59 (1.0p) 98(0.95) | 3.22(1.13) 3.00 (1.19)
National 3.59 (0.83)| 2.78 (1.09) 2.96 (1.17) 3.11(1.06)2831.15)| 3.15(1.19
Charity
State Charity 3.60 (0.75) 3.02 (1.14) 2.89 (1.043.13 (1.07)| 3.37 (1.10) 3.37 (1.08)
Local Charity 3.67 (0.87) 3.02 (1.18) 2.76 (1.18) 3.09(1.09) 3.60(1.18).52 (1.11)
Disaster Relief | 4.16 (0.72)
National Govt. 2.56 (1.22) 4.26 (1.03) 3.02 (3.472.26 (1.11)| 3.05(1.33) 2.30 (1.28)
State Govt. 3.37(0.90) 4.26 (0.82) 2.77 (1.21)9521.11) | 3.16 (1.23) 2.77 (1.21)
Local Govt. 3.53(0.93] 4.16 (0.95) 2.56 (1.01) 842(0.97)| 3.30(1.28) 3.14(1.13)
National 3.79 (1.01)| 3.67 (0.89) 3.47 (1.08) 3.51(1.01)7430.93)| 3.56 (0.98
Charity
State Charity 3.79 (0.80) 3.60 (0.86) 3.05 (0.923.47 (0.88)| 3.70(1.04) 3.56 (0.88)
Local Charity 3.88 (0.88]) 3.62(1.01) 2.93 (0.993.53 (0.88) | 3.70 (1.17)| 3.67 (1.06
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Appendix E: Random Effect Tobit Model by Cause

) 2) 3 4) 5) (6) @) (8) ©) (10) (11) (L2
Cause Cancer Cancer Cancer Education Education aEdoc P&W P&W P&W Disaster Disaster Disaster
Experiment variables yes yes yes yes yes yes yes S ye yes yes yes yes
Perceptions yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Demographics yes yes yes yes
charity 2.276*** 1.055 1.033 -0.003 0.335 0.267 185 0.667 0.636 3.140** 2.833** 2.891***
(0.530) (0.691) (0.691) (0.555) (0.840) (0.840) .56%) (0.713) (0.712) (0.534) (0.659) (0.658)
Texas -0.786 0.224 0.214 -1.441*  -1.862** -1.852*-0.0969 -0.294 -0.289 -2.183*** -2.339*** .2 32%*
(0.646) (0.677) (0.678) (0.667) (0.683) (0.683) .649) (0.684) (0.684) (0.646) (0.652) (0.652)
Dallas 0.334 1.776*%  1.764*  -2.351** -2 579%* _B70*** -4508** -4.161** -4.161** -2.603*** -2.766*** -2.742%*
(0.642) (0.721) (0.7212) (0.685) (0.695) (0.695) .71@) (0.739) (0.739) (0.650) (0.660) (0.660)
cancer-disaster 5.698** 5,132*** 4,915*** g50**  6.117%* 5.405*
(2.028) (1.820) (1.718) (2.202) (2.352) gL
cancer-education -0.0895 -0.0286 -1.548
(2.086) (2.139) (2.207)
P&W-disaster -1.469 -0.108 -0.453
(2.645) (2.389) (2.575)
important cause 2.805**  2.329* -0.824 -0.804 120%* 4.063*** 1.623 1.681
(1.130) (1.138) (1.504) (1.456) (1.406) (1.524) (1.640) (1.567)
good organizations 2.278*** 2 295%* 1.194%xx 1 QR*** 0.691 0.707 1.044*  0.964**
(0.533) (0.532) (0.452) (0.452) (0.596) (0.597) (0.488) (0.489)
responsibility 0.206 0.173 0.280 0.239 0.305 78.2 0.460 0.473
(0.347) (0.346) (0.379) (0.380) (0.385) (0.385) (0.361) (0.360)
female 4.586** 4.514* 2.150 5.624**
(1.919) (2.352) (2.714) (2.125)
non_Caucasian -1.976 -0.335 -1.279 -0.903
(1.923) (2.389) (2.889) (2.223)



age 0.0149 -0.0967 -0.160 -0.0808

(0.228) (0.367) (0.546) (0.279)
Constant 1.601 -10.97* -10.97 2.371 5.385 6.291 04Q. -14.48*  -11.13 1.519 -7.613 -8.798
(1.551) (5.233) (6.747) (1.491) (6.903) (9.959) .74D) (5.627) (11.09) (1.739) (7.653) (9.375)
L.L.F. -663 -613 -611 -563 -540 -538 -484 -428 -427 -589 -580 -577
Observations 282 265 265 300 291 291 276 250 250 8 25 256 256
Number of person 47 46 46 50 49 49 46 42 42 43 43 3 4

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. * - sigmfiat 10% level; ** - significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level.
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Appendix F. Voluntary Contributions Accepted on the State Personal Income Tax Returns
Wildlife  Child Breast Military  Other
Abuse Cancer Families

Alabama X X X 1,2,3,5,6,7,8,23,31,49,82,84

Arizona X X 3,8,9,10,11,12,13,49

Arkansas X 14,15,16,19,31,69,86

California X X X X 18,19,20,21,22,87,88

Colorado X X 3,9,10,11,18,25,27,28,29,36,38

Connecticut X X X 30,31,32

Delaware X 3,14,31,33,34,49,89

District of 52,90

Columbia

Georgia X X 23,27,49,55,91

Hawaii X 35,72

Idaho X X 49,92

lllinois X X X X 3,18,24,25,30,34,38

Indiana X

lowa X 3,12,39,40

Kansas X X 41,46

Kentucky X X X 3,

Louisiana X X 23,33,93,94,95

Maine X X 3,12,24,27,96

Maryland X 13,23

Massachusetts X X 14,30,31

Michigan X X 93,

Minnesota

Mississippi X X 4,10,47,97

Missouri X X 1,3,23,24,34,49,65,69,78,83,85,98,99
100,101

Montana X X 50,77

Nebraska X 13,

New Jersey X X X 10,30,31,37,48,51,52,53,53*

New Mexico X 3,10,12,49,52,54,101

New York X X 14,37,57,63

North Carolina X

North Dakota X 4

Ohio X X 4

Oklahoma X X 1,3,10,16,27,28,31,35,39,45,48,49,
56,57,58,75

Oregon X X X X 3,4,4*9,11,16,18,26,30,34,44,59,
60,61,62,64,66,66*,67

Pennsylvania X X 4,31,89

Rhode Island X X 14,31,52,68,69

South Carolina X X X 1,3,4,4*,10,42,43,62,70,71,73

Utah X 4,25,27,31,35



Vermont X X 12,

Virginia X X 1,4,4%,12,14,17,23,26,27,33,35,36,
48,48*55,57,68,73,74,75,76,79,80

West Virginia X

Wisconsin X 3,4,20,37,38,81

Notes:
* When a category is listed more than once withgtate, that state has different check-off programtkat same
category.

1. Senior Services, 2. Arts Fund, 3. Veterans,atuM Conservancy, 5. Indian Children, 6. FosteeCa Mental
Health, 8. Neighbors Helping Neighbors, 9. Spe@igimpics, 10. Education, 11. Domestic Violence, R@litical
Parties/ Campaigns, 13. Clean Elections, 14. Olgripind, 15. Disaster Relief Fund, 16. School fon@Deaf, 17.
Office of Commonwealth Preparedness, 18. Alzhein&¥sFund of Senior Citizens, 20. Firefighters, Réace
Officer Memorial, 22. Emergency Food, 23. Cancdr,Asthma/Lung Disease, 25. Homeless, 26. Humao®typ
27. Pet Overpopulation, 28. Special Advocates, 28af¢hed Protection, 30. AIDS, 31. Organ Transpit
Safety Net, 33. Housing Fund, 34. Diabetes, 3508c8upport/Repair, 36. Family Services, 37. Ptestancer,
38. Multiple Sclerosis, 39. State Fairgrounds,K&ep lowa Beautiful, 41. Meals on Wheels, 42. FaiarLiteracy,
43. Parks, 44. Planned Parenthood, 45. RetirenféPamital Dome, 46. Military Emergency Relief Fudd,
Volunteer Service, 48. Scholarship Fund, 49. Nali@wuard, 50. Agriculture in Schools, 51. USS Nensdy, 52.
Drug Abuse, 53. Korean or Vietham Veterans' Menhobié. Forest re-leaf, 55. Natural Areas, 56. Maitlc57.
Memorials, 58. Roads and Highways, 59. HabitatHfomanity, 60. Head Start, 61. Coast Aquarium, G2ZIyE
Literacy, 63. Missing/Exploited Children’s Fund,.@t. Vincent de Paul Society, 65. Arthritis, 6&il@rens'
Hospital, 67. Salvation Army, 68. Arts & Tourisn®.6Childhood Disease, 70. Gift of Life, 71. CivilaMHeritage,
72. Libraries, 73. Community Policing, 74. HistoResources, 75. Uninsured Medical Fund, 76. Hureasn&
Public Policy, 77. Renal Disease, 78. Multiple 8a$és, 79. Jamestown-Yorktown, 80. Children of Airer
Finding Hope, 81. Packers Football Stadium, 82.tiddvocacy, 83. Muscular Dystrophy, 84. Alternatfuel,
85. Cervical Cancer, 86. Umbilical Cord Blood laftve, 87. CA senior special fund, 88. CA sea dttand, 89.
Juvenile Diabetes, 90. DC Statehood Delegation FahdStem Cell Research, 92. American Red Crdss, 9
College Savings, 94. Animal Welfare, 95. Health, Béne Marrow Screening Fund, 97. Burn Care, 98tRkafts
Memorial, 99. Childhood Lead Testing, 100. GenB=¥enue, 101. Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis Fund
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