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Abstract: 
Understanding donor motivations is crucial as this impacts the efficacy of fundraising 

practices.   We decompose individual giving and classify donors by motivation (altruism, 

warm glow, or impure altruism). We then test if our donor types differ in other aspects of 

giving decisions, specifically paternalism.  Results suggest that donors are heterogeneous in 

their motivations for giving.  We also find that while donors are predominantly paternalistic, 

the extent of paternalism depends on the donor’s motivations for giving. 
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I. Introduction 

A key challenge faced by researchers and the philanthropic community is understanding the 

underlying motivations for giving.  Economists conjecture that at one extreme, pure altruists are 

motivated solely by concern for the well-being of the recipient.  They care only about the 

provision of the good to the recipient, not by whom or how it is provided. For them, a dollar of 

charitable contribution by an individual is completely crowded out by giving by any other third 

party. At the other end of the spectrum, pure warm-glow givers do not care about the well-being 

of the recipient, they only care about how the act of giving makes them feel about themselves 

(Andreoni 1989, 1990). Warm-glow giving is therefore purely egotistical – whether that be a 

desire to win prestige or acclaim, to avoid the guilt associated with not giving, to be reciprocal, 

to satisfy some moral imperative, or to comply with social norms (Vesterlund 2006).  

For charitable organizations, understanding donor motivations is crucial as this directly 

impacts the efficacy of fundraising practices. Studies have found that reputation plays an 

important role in giving and that fundraising strategies may be more effective if peoples’ giving 

decisions are observed by others or if they are part of a giving team (Andreoni and Petrie 2004, 

Liu et al. 2012). However, fundraising strategies that utilize social effects such as pride, shame 

or prestige are likely only effective where giving is egotistical. If donors are purely altruistic, one 

would expect these strategies to have little to no effect on giving. For policy makers, on the other 

hand, the motivations can influence the potential impact of governments’ welfare spending. If 

donors are predominately motivated by pure altruism, governments’ welfare expenditures result 

only in a transfer in the source of funding rather than an increase in overall spending on services. 

In contrast, if donors are motived purely by warm-glow, governments’ welfare expenditures add 

to the total amount spent on services.   

Considerable evidence exists that donors are impure altruists in that they are motivated by 

both warm glow and altruism.
1
 Studies have pointed to the existence of both warm-glow and 

                                                 
1 
Empirical studies using field data have attempted to identify warm-glow giving at the aggregate level through the 

extent of crowding out of private contributions by government spending. If individuals are pure altruists in that they 

care only about the recipient, a dollar of government spending should perfectly crowd out a dollar of charitable 

donations. Alternatively, if donors are pure warm glow givers in that they receive utility from the act of giving itself, 

private contributions would not be crowded out at all by government spending. Though studies have found 

conflicting results, most find the magnitude of crowding out is quite small (Burton and Schitz 1978, Steinberg 1991, 

Ribar and Wilhelm 2002, Gruber and Hungerman 2007). Andreoni and Payne (2011) find that crowding out by 

charities is primarily due to reduced fundraising as opposed to classical crowding out of donors. Laboratory 

experiments have also found partial crowding out in charitable giving and public goods games (Andreoni 1993, 

Bolton and Katok 1998, Eckel et al., 2005, Konow 2010). The existence of partial crowding out in both the 
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altruistic motivations for giving, but few have attempted to decompose giving at the individual 

level to classify donors by type into altruistic donors, warm-glow donors and impure altruists.
2
 

Motivations may also have an impact on how donors give, specifically if they are 

paternalistic or not in their giving. Existing research has not yet examined if donors with 

different motivations for giving behave differently in how they give.
3
 Altruistic givers seek to 

improve the well-being of the recipients.  Depending on an assessment of the recipients’ abilities 

to make “good” choices, altruistic givers may prefer to donate in kind rather than in cash.  

Warm-glow givers, being egotistically motivated, would be less inclined to care how donations 

are spent and therefore indifferent between donating in kind or in cash.  

This paper aims to deconstruct the motivations for giving in order to identify donor types 

and then determine if types differ in their preferences for paternalistic giving. This is difficult to 

accomplish using empirical approaches that employ self-reported giving, or giving reported on 

tax returns, since motivation cannot be observed.  We use a laboratory experiment as it allows us 

to observe and separate out different motivations for giving behavior at the individual level. In 

the first task in our experiment, participants are given the opportunity to donate in an 

environment where the donations are fully crowded out (Crumpler and Grossman, 2008). We 

refer to this as the Warm Glow task. This operationalizes the notion suggested by researchers 

(for example, Andreoni 1989, 1990) that warm glow giving provides benefits to the donor 

independent of, and without concern for, any benefit to the recipient. In the second task, 

participants are given another opportunity to donate to the same recipient, but this time with no 

crowding out and all donations going to the recipient. This is the Altruism task. In the third task, 

the Paternalism task, we provide participants the option of controlling how their donations are 

given to the recipients, in cash or in kind. We provide evidence from additional experimental 

scenarios and demonstrate that giving in the first two tasks cannot be explained by other motives 

such as experimenter demand effect or concern for the experimenter.     

                                                                                                                                                             
empirical and experimental literature is indicative of the existence of impure altruism.  Harbaugh et al. (2007, 

p.1624) study neural activity and concluded “…both pure altruism and warm glow are important motives for 

charitable giving.”  
2 
Previous experiments have utilized both public goods games (Goeree et al., 2002, Palfrey and Prisbrey 1997) and 

dictator games with varying endowments and levels of crowding out (Korenok et al., 2013, Bolton and Katok 1998, 

Crumpler and Grossman 2008, Konow 2010) in an attempt to identify warm-glow and altruism.  Ottoni-Wilhelm et 

al. (2014) use a variation of Bolton and Katok with varying other donations and donor endowments to test for pure 

and impure altruism.  
3
In a related line of research, de Oliveira et al. (2011) test if there are “giving types”, that is people who give in 

many instances and across many charities as opposed to people who seldom or never give.
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This paper makes two contributions. The first is identifying donor types by motivation. We 

find that donors are heterogeneous in their motivations for giving ranging from strong warm-

glow givers to strong altruists (we classify the extremes as strong rather than pure to reflect that 

there may be measurement imprecision). Our second contribution is showing that donor type 

affects the likelihood of the donor choosing to act paternalistically in giving, with strong warm-

glow givers less paternalistic than both nongivers and other donor types.   

Our findings indicate that fundraising strategies, such as announcing contributions, which 

make use of identity and social status, may only be effective for some types of donors. It may be 

more effective to combine these strategies with campaigns that stimulate empathetic concern, 

and altruism, by ‘tugging at your heart-strings’. Furthermore as warm-glow givers are less likely 

to be concerned how a disadvantaged recipient spends a donation, the need to ensure donors that 

donations have been spent effectively, is likely to be much lower where donors are egotistically 

motivated.        

II. Pure Altruism, Pure Warm Glow, and Impure Altruism  

To make clear the distinction among pure altruism, pure warm glow, and impure altruism, we 

draw on Andreoni’s model of an impure altruist (Andreoni, 1989, 1990) and use his terminology 

in this section. He argues that a person defined a pure altruist is an individual who cares only for 

the total amount of the public good G and has the utility function Ui = Ui(xi, G).  Concerned only 

with the level of the public good and not with how it is financed, the pure altruist will only 

donate if it will increase the level of G.  Since own giving and giving by others G-i (= G – gi) are 

perfect substitutes, if G is fixed the pure altruist has no incentive to donate.   

A person defined as a pure warm-glow giver (i.e., purely egoistic) is an individual who cares 

only for his private gift gi and has the utility function Ui = Ui(xi, gi).  A pure warm-glow giver 

has no concern for those who benefit from the public good, but instead is concerned that others 

think well of him and/or he think well of himself.
4
  Since donating is the same as purchasing a 

purely private good for a warm glow giver, this suggests that even if the warm-glow giver’s gift 

completely crowds out giving by others, he still has an incentive to donate. 

Finally, a person defined as an impure altruist is an individual who cares both for the total 

amount of the public good and for his private gift and has the utility function Ui = Ui(xi, G, gi).  

                                                 
4
 This does not mean that the nature of the public good does not matter.  Giving to a cause thought “worthy” by 

others will lend the giver more warm-glow prestige than giving to a less worthy cause.  
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For an impure altruist, motivated by both altruism and warm glow, the warm-glow motivation 

still gives him an incentive to donate, even in the face of complete crowding out.   

While previous work has identified that people are motivated by warm glow and altruism, no 

one has been able to determine if some donors are motivated by warm glow or altruism alone.  

At best, previous results can only conclude that both motivations exist. Our experimental design 

allows us to examine donor motivations for giving by identifying and classifying strong warm-

glow givers, strong altruists, and impure altruists using a within-subject design feature.  This 

gives us our first research question:  

Research question 1: Do donors differ by motivation; are individual donors motivated 

primarily by altruism, primarily by warm glow or by a combination of warm glow and altruism?  

III. Altruism, warm glow and paternalism 

Having classified donors by motivation, we then examine how types differ with respect to 

paternalism. We allow subjects to choose whether recipients receive their donations in kind (food 

and necessities) rather than cash, in situations when it is free and when it is costly. 

Paternalism in charitable giving occurs when donors seeking to improve the welfare of 

recipients do so but at the expense of the recipients’ liberty and personal preferences. This can 

occur through donating in kind rather than in cash or by placing restrictions on how a donation 

can be spent by the recipient (Breman 2006, Jacobsson et al., 2007, Helms et al., 2012, Jones 

2014).  For a donor to donate in kind (or to restrict a donation), they must care about the 

recipient’s consumption of a particular type of good more than the consumption of other goods 

(or care less for the consumption of the restricted good), or alternatively believe that they know 

better than the recipient about what is best (i.e., they may believe the recipient is irrational and 

unable to make the optimal decision or may believe the recipient to have dynamically 

inconsistent preferences).  Jones (2014) identifies two types of donors, one whose concern is 

maximizing the utility of the recipient and a second who has preferences about how the money is 

spent by the recipient. Arrow (1963) suggests that high levels of individual donations to hospitals 

and medical education indicate that donors have stronger preferences for improving the health of 

others than other aspects of their welfare. Jacobsson et al. (2007) test this hypothesis by allowing 

subjects to donate either nicotine patches or money to a diabetes patient who also smokes.  They 

find that giving is paternalistic; significantly more is donated when the donation buys nicotine 

patches as compared to food stamps or a direct cash transfer.  
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Following Jacobsson et al., we distinguish between two types of altruists: paternalistic 

altruists and non-paternalistic altruists.
5
  If a donor is a non-paternalistic altruist, someone who 

only concerns herself with the welfare of the recipient, she will make a direct cash transfer, 

allowing the recipient, who best knows his own utility function, to choose how to spend the 

money. Conversely, a paternalistic altruist wants to help the recipient, but thinks she knows 

better than the recipient as to the best way to improve his position. She may therefore restrict her 

donation, donating in kind rather than in cash, to help the recipient make (what the donor views 

as) a more optimal consumption decision. While the Jacobsson et al. study doesn’t test directly 

for non-paternalistic altruism, they classify very few of their subjects as non-paternalistic 

altruists, as non-paternalistic altruists would be expected not to donate in kind.    

The motivation of a warm-glow giver with regard to paternalism is slightly more complex. 

As a warm-glow giver is egotistically motivated, she should be indifferent to how her donation is 

spent by the recipient. If restricting the donation imposes a cost on the donor, she should choose 

not to restrict the donation. On the other hand, a warm-glow giver might behave in a manner that 

appears paternalistic if she has a preference for (or against) the consumption of some goods as 

compared to others, receives some egotistical benefit from enforcing her values on others, or 

wishes to look good by following social cues.
6
 In our experiment, a paternalistic donor can 

donate in kind in the form of household and personal necessities (explained in detail below). 

Since, we know of no social norm that says a cash payment is preferable to donating household 

and personal necessities, we predict our strong warm-glow givers will be less inclined to give 

paternalistically.  

Our second research question is:  

Research question 2: Does paternalism differ by donor motivation; are strong altruists or 

strong warm glow givers more likely to act paternalistically in their giving? 

                                                 
5
 Jacobsson et al. refer to non-paternalistic altruists as pure altruists. We refer to these donors as non-paternalistic 

rather than ‘pure’ altruists to minimize confusion with those donors who give entirely out of altruism. 
6
 For example, a non-smoking, warm-glow giver may prefer money not be spent by the recipient on cigarettes if she 

wants to reduce the number of smokers around her. If there is a social norm against giving cigarettes/alcohol to the 

disadvantaged, a warm-glow giver may not want to break this norm by allowing the recipient to spend the money on 

cigarettes/alcohol.  
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IV. Experimental design 

A. Overview 

To classify donors into altruistic, warm-glow and impure altruists, we conduct a three-task 

within-subject experiment which is a variation of the real donation design in which subjects 

donations go to disadvantaged individuals. Subjects are given a $10 show-up fee as well as $20 

for use in the experiment. Each subject is paired with a specific disadvantaged recipient who is 

endowed with $20.  In the first two tasks, subjects are given the opportunity to donate to their 

paired recipients from their endowments. The first task differs from the second in that in task 1 

there is 100 percent crowding out of a subject’s donation; in task 2, there is no crowding out, and 

any donation increases the recipient’s earnings. In Section VI we discuss alternative reasons for 

giving in these two tasks and show using additional treatments and the existing literature that 

these reasons are not likely to explain giving in our setting.   In the third task, donors are given 

the option to act paternalistically and restrict the total donation (endowment plus any donation 

from task 2) to (the monetary equivalence in) food and necessities. 

The recipients are clients of the Salvation Army’s Melbourne 614 project. The Melbourne 

614 project provides services to hundreds of people in Melbourne city each day who are 

homeless or at risk of homelessness, suffering from serious mental health issues, or who are 

suffering from social poverty (see http://www.salvationarmy.org.au/melbourne614). A signed 

letter was provided by the commanding officer of the Melbourne 614 project ensuring subjects 

that any donations they made would be given to their matched recipients and in the manner the 

subjects prescribed.  

B. Tasks 

Task 1 is the ‘warm-glow’ task. The warm-glow task follows the methodology of Crumpler and 

Grossman (2008): a subject’s donation is completely crowded out and therefore any donation we 

observe can be interpreted as being motivated by warm glow.
 
 A subject is given a $20 

endowment and told that an additional $20 will be donated to her paired recipient.  The subject 

may make a donation from her endowment with the knowledge that whatever donation amount 

she chooses, the $20 donation to the recipient will be reduced by that amount (i.e., the total 

amount received by the recipient will always be $20). Subjects are told that the recipients they 

are matched with will receive a $20 donation from the experimenter and that subjects can donate 

any portion of their own $20 endowment to the recipients (see Appendix A for instructions).  
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In task 2, the ‘altruism task’, the subject is given an additional opportunity to donate, from 

what is left of her $20 endowment after task 1, to her recipient. In task 2 there is no crowding-

out; the subject is informed that 100 percent of any donation goes to the same matched recipient.  

As the subject’s donation in task 1 can be characterized as warm-glow giving, any additional 

donation made in task 2 could be argued to be capturing altruistic giving.  Subjects are not 

informed of the second task until after they have completed the first task.  Using these two tasks, 

donors can be defined as: strong warm glow givers if they give a positive amount in the warm-

glow task but zero in the altruism task; strong altruists if they give a positive amount in the 

altruism task but zero in the warm-glow task; and impure altruists if they give a positive amount 

in both the warm-glow task and the altruism task.  

One issue that previous studies of altruistic giving have not adequately controlled for is the 

impact of crowding out when donor groups are large. Ribar and Wilhelm (2002) argue that stark 

differences in the existing literature on altruistic giving and crowding out may be due to the size 

of donor groups. That is, crowding out of purely altruistic giving may be incomplete in small 

groups of donors but becomes more severe and possibly complete as the number of donors 

grows. Our donor/recipient matching design eliminates crowd out from other subjects’ 

donations.  A donor cannot free ride on the donations of others; if she does not donate in the 

altruism task, her recipient will receive no additional donation.  

The third task is the ‘paternalism’ task.  In the paternalism task, the subject is given the 

option to control how her recipient receives the total donation. The total donation includes both 

the $20 donation by the experimenter/donor in the warm-glow task as well as any additional 

donation made in the altruism task. All subjects, including those who have not donated, have an 

opportunity to make this decision. The donation can be an unrestricted cash transfer or restricted 

to the cash value in food and necessities.
7
 If the donation is restricted, the recipient receives 

access to the Melbourne 614 marketplace, located conveniently in the city center, to the value of 

the donation made in task 1 and task 2 of the experiment which can be spent on food and other 

                                                 
7
 Economists may argue that the fungibility of money means that restricting the donation to food and necessities 

does not prevent the recipient from reallocating other sources of money that would have previously been spent on 

food and necessities to non-food and expenditure related items. While we accept this, we conjecture that on an 

average subjects would not take this into consideration. If subjects did take this into consideration, economic theory 

would predict that they would never choose to impose the restriction (let alone be willing to pay to impose it). As we 

show in the results section, subjects do choose to impose the restriction and are also willing to pay a positive amount 

to do so. Moreover, this issue is independent of donor type.  
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necessities. Recipients of unrestricted donations receive their donations in the form of checks 

equal to the value of the donations.
8
  

In this task, first, the subject is asked if she is willing, at no cost to herself, to impose the 

restriction. If she answers in the affirmative, she is then asked how much of her $10 show-up fee 

(up to maximum of $5) she is willing to pay to impose the restriction. This format allows us to 

capture the willingness to impose a restriction when it is free and a unique Willingness to Pay for 

each subject when it is costly.  

At the end of the experiment, a computer-generated, random number between 0 and 5 

determines the actual cost of restricting the donation. This encourages subjects to express their 

true willingness to pay. Each subject has a separately generated random number. If a subject 

indicated that she was willing to pay at least as much as the actual cost of restricting the donation 

(as generated by the random number), the donation is restricted. The subject’s show-up fee is 

reduced by the actual cost. Alternatively, if the subject indicated she was not willing to pay that 

amount, the donation is not restricted and that subject’s show up fee remains at $10. A flow 

diagram of choices is given in the experimental instructions (see Appendix A).  

V. Procedures 

University students at Monash and Melbourne Universities in Melbourne, Australia are invited to 

participate in the experiment using ORSEE an opt-in web-based recruitment system (Greiner 

2004). A total of 115 subjects participated in the experiments (See Table 1 for a summary of 

subject demographics). Sessions run for approximately an hour and are conducted on computers 

using Z-tree (Fischbacher 2007).  The experimenter asks for two volunteers to act as monitors in 

addition to their role as subjects. All subjects are seated at individually partitioned work stations.  

They are asked to make no contact with any other subjects in the experiment and are asked not to 

provide any personal information with their responses. To ensure anonymity, the computer 

generates a random ID number for each subject at the beginning of the experiment which 

subjects are asked to record.  At the end of the three tasks subjects fill out a post-experiment 

survey with questions on socio-demographics and attitudes towards poverty. 

Subjects are paid their earnings in cash at the end of the experiment (an average of $23). One 

monitor assists the experimenter, out of the view of the second monitor, in placing subjects’ 

                                                 
8
 As welfare payments in Australia must be paid into a bank account, all recipients in this experiment have access to 

a personal bank account and can easily cash checks. This was the method recommended by the Melbourne 614 

project.  
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earnings in envelopes marked with ID number.  Subjects then collect their envelopes with the 

assistance of the second monitor, out of the view of the first monitor, the experimenter and other 

subjects. This double-anonymous procedure ensures that no-one is able to match subjects’ 

responses to their identities.  Subjects are aware of this procedure at the start of the experiment. 

Total donations are aggregated and donated to the Salvation Army’s Melbourne 614 Project. 

In total $2,658.04 was donated to the Melbourne 614 project, averaging $23.11 per recipient.  

For each session the charity matches each donor with a unique individual to be the recipient of 

any donation made. Recipients whose donations are unrestricted receive checks equal to the 

value of the donations; recipients whose donations are restricted receive access to the Melbourne 

614 marketplace equal to the value of the donations. To ensure everyone understood the 

instructions, subjects are given control questions at the start of each task which need to be 

correctly answered before they can proceed with the task.
9
  

VI. Experimental design issues 

In this section we discuss issues we considered when designing our experiment. First, we 

considered alternative experimental designs to decompose giving into its separate motivations, 

including varying the order of the altruism task and the warm-glow task, topping-up the 

endowment between tasks, having subjects participate in both tasks but only paying out one task 

at random, and a between-subject design. We chose not to vary the order of the tasks; we would 

have been unable to distinguish between warm-glow giving and altruism for subjects who 

participated in the altruism task first. Any giving in the altruism task, had it been played first, 

may have been due to either, or a combination, of these motivations.
10

 We were concerned that 

topping up the endowment between tasks would essentially act as a reset for subjects making it 

difficult to determine whether donations from the additional endowment were motivated by 

warm-glow or altruism. We chose not to pay for one task at random, as the definition of warm 

glow is that subjects are only concerned with their private benefits from donating, and not the 

outcome to the recipients. Thus, had they chosen to donate in the warm-glow task they may 

receive warm-glow regardless whether the task was actually paid out, and this may impact the 

                                                 
9 
The experimenter explained the answers individually to those who had trouble answering the questions.   

10
Giving in a standard real donation experiment and the sum of giving in our altruism and warm-glow tasks, are not 

necessarily comparable.  Unless motivations are assumed to be additively separable, an assumption we do not make, 

the amount of giving in the former game is not comparable to total giving in the latter game.  Furthermore, the 

former game does not permit us to classify donors by motivation which is one focus of this paper. 
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decision in any subsequent task.  We chose a within-subject design as it allows us to deconstruct 

motivations at the individual level.  

Second, we considered whether warm-glow giving is exhausted after the first task. That is, is 

giving in the second task really only altruistic giving? To determine how serious this problem 

might be, we conducted an additional treatment where 18 subjects played the warm-glow task 

twice.
11

 We find positive giving in the first warm-glow task and no giving in the second warm-

glow task, indicating that warm-glow giving is likely to be exhausted after the first task. This 

additional treatment also provides some evidence that giving in the altruism task is not likely to 

be confounded by an experimenter demand effect. Further, this treatment addresses another 

potential issue. It can be argued that some subjects do not contribute in the first task and wait for 

the unknown second task. These may be people without a strong warm-glow desire. Once they 

know the second altruism task, they might relent and give in to their weak warm-glow 

desire. Hence giving in our altruism task may potentially include some warm-glow. If this was so 

then in the second warm-glow task, we should have observed some giving, by those without a 

strong warm-glow desire, who held off giving until the second task. The fact that we observe 

zero giving in the second warm-glow task suggests that the effect of warm-glow giving is 

minimal in the altruism task. 

Third, it may be argued that donors give in the warm-glow task in order to adhere to a social 

norm. However, as a donor derives value from complying with the social norm, we choose to 

classify this giving as being egotistically motivated, or warm-glow giving. 

Fourth, it is possible that giving in the warm glow task results from experimenter demand 

effects. Despite extensive effort to ensure anonymity we cannot completely rule out 

experimenter demand effect. It is possible that subjects may be giving because that is what they 

believe the experimenter wants them to do or because that is the only action available to them. 

This concern exists for several laboratory experiments, including ones that examine social 

preferences such as public goods and trust games.  Luccasen and Grossman (2014) demonstrate 

that this is an unlikely explanation. They conduct an experiment similar to our warm-glow task 

but allow subjects to either ‘give’ to or ‘take’ from charity; where any amount given does not 

benefit the charity and any amount taken does not benefit the taker.  Luccasen and Grossman 

                                                 
11

 Demographic characteristics and survey responses are similar between this sample and our primary sample, 

except for one variable; subjects were significantly more likely to say that substance abuse was the cause of poverty. 

Results are available upon request. 
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argue, if subjects are driven solely by a desire to please the experimenter and are unclear what 

the experimenter expects, subjects will randomly choose give or take.  Likewise, if subjects are 

driven solely by a desire to act and now having multiple actions to choose from, subjects will 

randomly choose give or take.  They find that while subjects give to charity, they do not take. 

They argue that this indicates that giving in the warm-glow task cannot be explained by an 

experimenter demand effect.  

Finally, it could also be argued that subjects may choose to give in the warm-glow task due 

to concern about the welfare of the experimenter. Tonin and Vlassopoulos (2014) conduct a 

dictator game with the experimenter as the recipient and find evidence of concern for the 

experimenter; dictators pass approximately 18 percent to the experimenter. One explanation for 

this result is that subjects have been primed to consider the benefit to the experimenter. Frank 

(1998) conducts an incentivized experiment to test whether subjects care about the welfare of the 

experimenter in the ultimatum game by using stamps as payment.  In the baseline, the 

endowment reverts to the experimenter when offers are rejected; in the treatment, the 

endowments are destroyed by burning of the stamps. He finds no significant difference in the 

minimum acceptance level or level of offers between baseline and treatment and concludes that 

subjects do not care about the welfare of experimenters. Unlike the Tonin and Vlassopoulos 

experiment, in the Frank experiment, subjects are not primed to consider the welfare of the 

experimenter; no mention is made of the experimenter or the benefit to the experimenter of 

rejected offers in the no-burning baseline.  

We argue that absent priming, subjects in our experiment do not consider the welfare of the 

experimenter. To examine our assertion, we collected data from 40 additional subjects who were 

given our warm glow (task 1) instructions to assume that they were participating in the task. 

They were then asked if they were inclined to donate and if so what would be their reasons for 

doing so, and if not so inclined, what would be their reasons for doing so?
12

 While no mention 

was made of the benefit to the experimenter if a donation was made, subjects were free to 

express concern for the experimenter if this was a reason they were inclined to donate. 

                                                 
12

 This activity was conducted after an unrelated experiment conducted by the authors.  Participants did not know of 

the task until the original experiment had ended.  They were informed that if they wished, they could remain and 

participate in a short activity for which they would receive an extra $5. The Task 1 instructions were provided in the 

same manner as in the original experiment.  The questions on reasons for their actions were open-ended. We find no 

significant difference in demographic characteristics of subjects between the two samples. Results are available 

upon request. 
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Approximately 63 percent (25 subjects) indicated an inclination to donate, insignificantly 

different from the 46 percent who contributed in our actual task 1. Of those with an inclination to 

give, only one expressed any concern for, or even mentioned, the experimenter, commenting 

that: 

“Because I would like to help the disadvantage people. If i (sic) donate some money, 

experimenter can keep some money and help more people.”  

Of those who indicated no inclination to give, some recognized and motivated their 

unwillingness to give to the fact that their donations would be crowded out completely, noting 

that giving would not improve the well-being of the recipient. 

VII. Results 

A. Do donors differ by motivation? 

Approximately 72 percent (83 subjects) of subjects donated in one or both of our two giving 

tasks. Thirty one percent (36) are classified as impure altruists, giving in both tasks; 15 percent 

(17 subjects) are classified as strong warm-glow givers, donating in task 1 but not task 2
13

; and 

26 percent (30 subjects) are categorized as strong altruists, donating in task 2 only.
14

 Table 2 

presents the classification of subjects by donor types. Figure 1 depicts how subjects allocate their 

endowments. Each individual subject is represented along the horizontal axis. The vertical axis 

depicts the proportion of the $20 endowment each donor allocated to her recipient in the warm-

glow task, in the altruism task and how much she kept for herself.  From left to right are the non-

givers, the strong warm-glow givers, the strong altruistic givers, and the impure altruists.  

Table 3 presents a summary of the amount donated across tasks. On average the 115 donors 

donated, in one or both tasks, $6.91 or 35 percent of the $20 endowment. Twenty-eight percent 

of subjects gave zero in both tasks and 13 percent gave the entire $20 endowment.  The average 

donation in the warm-glow task is $3.80 or 19 percent of the endowment. This is significantly 

different from zero (Wilcoxon sign-rank p-value = 0.00) and consistent with the 20 percent 

found in Crumpler and Grossman.  Of the 108 subjects who did not donate their entire 

endowments in the warm-glow task, the average donation in the altruism task was $3.31 or 22 

                                                 
13 

This included seven subjects who donated their entire endowment in the warm-glow task. For these donors we are 

unable to say whether they would have donated in the altruism task had they had a larger endowment.  Any 

experiment where subjects face a budget constraint would have these constrained decision making situations. We 

control for subjects who gave the entire $20 in the regressions reported in this section.  
14

 Using a different experimental design, Ottoni-Wilhelm et al. (2014) report that 44 percent of their subjects were 

pure altruists, 39 percent were impure altruists, and 9 percent were pure warm glow givers.  
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percent of the residual endowment.  The 17 strong warm glow givers contributed an average 60 

percent of the endowment ($11.94); the 30 strong altruists contributed an average 34 percent of 

the endowment ($6.84).  The 36 impure altruists contributed an average of 54 percent of the 

endowment ($10.75).  In task 1 the average donation was 32.5 percent of the endowment 

($6.50); in task 2 the average donation was 35.9 percent of the residual endowment ($4.25).
15

     

B. Does paternalism differ by donor motivation? 

We find evidence that the extent of paternalism does differ by donor motivation with pure warm-

glow givers being significantly less likely to act paternalistically. When it is costless to restrict 

the donation approximately 66 percent of strong altruists (20), impure altruists (25), and non-

givers (20) were willing to impose the restriction, compared to only 24 percent (4) of the strong 

warm-glow givers. Table 4 reports the number of subjects by type willing to impose the 

restrictions when it is costless to do so, when a cost is incurred, and the average price subjects 

are willing to pay to impose the restriction. A Chi-squared test of the relationship between donor 

type and the probability of restricting the donation reveals a statistically significant relationship 

between type and the probability of restricting a donation when it is free to do so (p-value = 

0.01).    

We also conduct a Probit analysis to test whether donors choose to restrict their donations 

when it is free to do so as a function of their demographic characteristics and giving motivations 

(see Table 5). We find that pure warm-glow givers are significantly less likely to restrict their 

donations. This remains true after controlling for donor demographics and attitudinal variables. 

Subject demographics are jointly insignificant (p-value = 0.99). However, subjects who are more 

likely to agree that poverty is caused by substance abuse or a lack of effort of the poor in a post-

experiment survey are significantly more likely to restrict their donations to food and 

necessities.
16

  

Twenty-seven percent (31) of our subjects were willing to pay an average of $1.95 to restrict 

their donations to food and necessities.  Twenty-seven percent (8) of all strong altruists are 

                                                 
15

 We conducted a Multinomial Logit analysis with the type of donor as the dependent variable. We find that subject 

demographics do not significantly explain a subject’s motivation to give (see Appendix B). 
16

In the post-experiment survey, subjects were asked their opinions on causes of poverty in Australia. Exploratory 

factor analysis was used to identify underlying causes of poverty due to high potential correlation amongst subject 

responses. Factor analysis revealed two main underlying factors: that poverty is caused by substance abuse and that 

poverty is caused by a lack of effort by the poor themselves. As with most post-experiment surveys, care needs to be 

taken when interpreting survey responses as it is possible that subjects’ survey responses may be used to justify their 

within-experiment decisions.  
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willing to pay an average of $1.61, 47 percent (17) of impure altruists are willing to pay an 

average of $1.97, 19 percent (6) of all non-givers are willing to pay an average of $2.34 to 

restrict their donations.  No warm-glow givers are willing to pay a positive amount to restrict 

their donations. A Chi-squared test of the relationship between donor type and willingness to pay 

to restrict a donation reveals a statistically significant relationship between type and the 

willingness to pay (p-value = 0.00). We also find a strong positive and significant relationship 

between the amounts donated in the altruism task and the amount subjects are willing to pay to 

restrict their donations (correlation coefficient 0.24, p-value = 0.01. There is no significant 

difference for the warm-glow task (correlation coefficient -0.01, p-value = 0.87). 

 There is no significant difference between probabilities of restricting the donation or 

willingness to pay to do so for givers and non-givers. Not donating but being willing to pay to 

restrict the experimenter’s donation indicates that these six non-donors may not be giving $0 

solely out of self-interest but because they feel that the recipient is undeserving. This is 

confirmed through the factor variable “lack of effort” (see Table 1 for an explanation of this 

variable), where the six non-givers are significantly more likely to agree that the recipients are 

responsible for their own poverty due to a lack of effort as compared with other subjects 

(Wilcoxon rank-sum p-value = 0.01). 

VIII. Conclusion and discussion 

This paper presents results from a laboratory experiment on individual motivations for giving. 

While warm glow and altruism are studied extensively in the literature, this is the first paper to 

classify individual donors based on their motivations for giving and examine how these 

motivations impact on other giving decisions, such as paternalism.  We find heterogeneous 

motivations for giving ranging from strongly altruistic givers to impure altruists to strong warm-

glow givers.  Specifically, of 115 donors, we find that 30 are strong altruists, 36 are impure 

givers and up to 17 could be considered strong warm-glow givers.  While our results identify that 

strong warm-glow givers, impure altruists, and strong altruists exist, we acknowledge that the 

distribution of types may be a function of factors such as the specific charity and the size and 

distribution of total endowments. 

More importantly, our results indicate that donors with different motivations for giving also 

behave differently in relation to paternalism. As in Jones (2014) and Jacobsson et al. (2007), 

donors are predominately paternalistic with 60 percent of donors choosing to restrict their 



16 

 

donations to food and necessities. Strong warm-glow donors are significantly less likely to 

choose to restrict their donations than other types of donors. We also find that strong warm-glow 

givers are not willing to pay any amount to restrict their donations.  There is also more variation 

in paternalism amongst altruists, with around two-thirds of strong altruists choosing to restrict 

their donations. These results fit the Jacobsson et al. notion of different types of altruists 

including non-paternalistic altruists (who allow the recipient to choose how to best spend a 

donation) and paternalistic altruists (who have a stronger preference for some aspects of welfare 

than others).   

The results of this paper hence show that donors are very diverse in their motivations for 

giving, and that these motivations, in turn, influence how they choose to give.  Effective charities 

need to take into consideration the different motivations of donors and tailor their fundraising (as 

well as how they spend donor contributions on beneficiaries) appropriately; as a one-size fits all 

approach is likely to be unsuccessful.   

Where donors are predominantly motivated by warm glow, and hence less paternalistic, 

charities need be less concerned with reassuring donors that their contributions are well spent. It 

also may be more productive for fundraisers to combine strategies that utilize reputation (e.g. 

pride or shame). For example, one effective fundraising technique that has successfully exploited 

donors’ egotistical motivations for giving is the charity wristband. Introduced in 2004 as a 

campaign to raise money for the Livestrong Foundation, Nike sold yellow rubber bracelets for $1 

which donors could wear to indicate they have donated to cancer research. The wristbands were 

phenomenally successful with over 87 million bands sold and were worn by actors, athletes and 

presidential candidates. 

 If donors are primarily altruistic, and hence more paternalistic, it may prove worthwhile for 

charities to allow donors to direct their contributions to particular goods or services, such as 

Oxfam, that allows donors to choose how the donation will be spent, for example through buying 

guitar lessons for children in Vanuatu or buying a water-quality testing kit.   Efforts to stimulate 

altruism (e.g. through empathy) may also prove effective. As altruistic donors are more 

paternalistic, it may be useful for an effective charity to increase transparency in its operations 

and finance. For example, a charity could demonstrate its commitment to effectiveness and 

transparency by registering with a company, such as Charity Navigator, that publically evaluates, 

and ranks, the financial health and accountability of not-for-profit organizations. 
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Finally, as Andreoni (1988) and Ribar and Wilhelm (2002) have argued, under plausible 

assumptions, as the size of a population increases the marginal effect of an individual’s 

contribution on the aggregate provision of a public good approaches zero. As a result, only the 

warm-glow motivation for giving to a public good remains.  Policy makers need to be aware that 

where impure and strong altruism exist, increased government spending is likely to fully or at 

least partially crowd-out private charitable contributions.  This would need to be considered 

while designing public projects. 
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Table 1:  Subject Characteristics 

Demographic variables 

Variable Description  

Male Dummy variable 55.7% 

Age Integer 
21.9

a 

(4.04) 

Caucasian 
Dummy variable 

Subjects were asked which ethnic group they 

identified with 

65.2% 

Asian descent 25.2% 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait 

Islander 
1.9% 

Employed Dummy variable 60.9% 

Religiosity Dummy variable 30.4% 

Undergraduate Dummy variable 67.8% 

Business/Economics Student Dummy variable 13.9% 

   

Survey Variables 

Gives to charity Do you give to charity (yes/no?) 75.7% 

Personal self-reported economic 

situation (SES) 

Please indicate what you consider YOUR 

economic situation to be (0-10 from 

extremely poor to extremely wealthy) 

3.86
a 

(1.88) 

Family SES 

Please indicate what you consider your 

FAMILY’s economic situation to be (0-10 

from extremely poor to extremely wealthy) 

5.54
a 

(1.91) 

SES 
The SES is the average of Personal SES and 

Family SES 

4.70
a 

(1.55) 

Substance abuse 
Causes of Poverty(0-10 from extremely 

unimportant to extremely important) 

3.84
a 

(2.96) 

Lack of Effort 
6.35

a 

(2.80) 

a – standard deviation in parentheses. 
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Table 2. Subjects Classified by Donor Type (% in Parentheses) 

  Altruism Task 

  Giving = 0 Giving > 0 Total 

Warm-glow 

Task 

Giving = 0 32 (27.8) 30 (26.1) 62 (53.9) 

Giving > 0 17
a 
(14.8) 36 (31.3) 53 (46.1) 

Total 49 (42.6) 66 (57.4) 115 (100) 

a - includes seven potential warm-glow givers who gave everything in the warm-glow task 

 

Table 3.  Summary of Amount Donated Across Types 

 

 N 

Average Donation 

(Std Dev) 
Average Donation as 

% of Maximum 

Possible 

(Std Dev) 
Total 

Warm-glow 

Task 

Altruism 

Task 

All Subjects 115 
$6.91 

(6.87) 

$3.80 

(5.74) 

$3.31 

(4.65) 

34.57 

(34.37) 

Strong Warm 

Glow 
17  

$11.94 

(7.50) 
 

59.71 

(37.48) 

Strong Altruists 30   
$6.84 

(6.20) 

34.18 

(31.00) 

Impure Altruists 

 

Total 

 

 

Warm Glow 

 

 

Altruism 

 

36 

$10.75 

(5.03) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$6.50 

(4.03) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$4.25 

(3.11) 

 

 

 

53.75 

(25.13) 

 

32.50 

(20.13) 

 

35.90 

(28.61) 

 

Notes: Impure altruists are characterized as participants who give a positive amount in both the warm-glow 

task and the altruism task. Strong altruists are participants who give a positive amount in the altruism task 

but zero in the warm-glow task. Strong WG givers give a positive amount in the warm-glow task but zero in 

the altruism task.  
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Table 4. Number of subjects choosing to act paternalistically, by donor type 

 

Donor Type 
N 

% of Total 

Not Paternalistic 

% of Total 

Paternalistic 

Price = $0 

% of Total 

Price > $0 

% of Total 

Mean Price 

(Std Dev) 

Strongly Warm Glow 
17 

14.8% 

13 

28.3% 

  4 

5.8% 

0 

0% 

$0.00 

(0.00) 

Strongly Altruistic 
30 

26.1% 

10 

21.7% 

20 

29.0% 

8 

25.8% 

$1.61 

(1.46) 

Impure Altruists 
36 

31.3% 

11 

23.9% 

25 

36.2% 

17 

54.8% 

$1.97 

(1.08) 

Non-givers 
32 

27.8% 

12 

26.1% 

20 

29.0% 

6 

19.4% 

$2.34 

(2.16) 

Total 115 46 69     31  

 
Note: Impure altruists are characterized as participants who give a positive amount in both the warm-glow task and the altruism task. Strong altruists are participants who give a positive amount in 

the altruism task but zero in the warm-glow task. Strong WG givers give a positive amount in the warm-glow task but zero in the altruism task.  
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Table 5. Probit analysis of the probability of restricting the donation when it is free to do 

so, N = 115 

 

 (1) (2) 

Non-givers 
-0.068 

(0.11) 

-0.080 

(0.11) 

Strong WG
α
 

-0.437*** 

(0.12) 

-0.436*** 

(0.13) 

Strong altruist 
-0.028 

(0.11) 

0.023 

(0.11) 

Male  
-0.019 

(0.09) 

Age  
-0.006 

(0.011) 

Economics Student  
0.003 

(0.14) 

Caucasian  
-0.022 

(0.19) 

Asian  
-0.072 

(0.19) 

Religiosity  
-0.008 

(0.02) 

SES  
-0.022 

(0.03) 

Gave entire 20  
-0.019 

(0.14) 

Poverty is caused 

by substance abuse 
 

0.105** 

(0.05) 

Poverty is caused 

by a lack of effort 
 

0.133** 

(0.05) 
 

Notes: Table presents average marginal effects. Demographic variables are jointly insignificant. Impure 

altruists are characterized as participants who give a positive amount in both the warm-glow task and the 

altruism task. This is the reference dummy in the regression. Strong altruists are participants who give a 

positive amount in the altruism task but zero in the warm-glow task. Strong WG givers give a positive 

amount in the warm-glow task but zero in the altruism task. Standard errors in parentheses. 

α: WG is Warm-Glow. 

*** Significant at the 1 percent level.  

** Significant at the 5 percent level. 

* Significant at the 10 percent level. 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

Appendix 1. Instructions 

 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Thank you for participating in this experiment. This is a study of individual decision-making.  

You will be paid a show-up fee of $5 for attending the experiment. In addition to the show-up fee 

you will also receive compensation for your participation, which will be paid to you in cash at the 

end of the experiment.  How your compensation will be determined is explained below.  

The instructions that we have distributed to you are for your private information. The 

experimenter will read the instructions aloud and you should follow along on your own copy. It 

is important that you understand all the instructions. If you do not understand the instructions 

you may not be able to participate effectively. If there is something you do not understand or you 

have any questions please raise your hand. 

After you have completed the tasks in the experiment you will be asked to fill out an exit 

survey before you receive payment.  

We will ask for two volunteers to come forward to be the monitors for today’s study. The 

monitors will verify that the instructions, as they appear, have been followed, but will otherwise 

take part in the experiment as everybody else.  

To ensure all subjects’ choices remain anonymous, the computer will assign you a random ID. 

Write down this number on the piece of paper you have been given as you will need to remember 

it.  You can keep this piece of paper.  At the end of the experiment the first monitor and the 

experimenter will place the earnings of each subject into an envelope with an ID number on it.  

The envelopes will be placed on a table so you can collect it when you leave the experiment. 

This will be done out of view of the first monitor and the experimenter.  The second monitor will 

be asked to check that the ID number on the envelope you take matches the ID number you have 

written down on your piece of paper.  As the second monitor will NOT be involved in placing 

your earnings in the envelope – neither the experimenter, the monitors nor anyone else will be 

able to match your earnings with your name or your face.  As such, all of your responses are 

completely anonymous.  
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The experiment is divided into three tasks.  Once each task is finished, you will receive 

detailed information about the next task.  All tasks will be performed on the computer. At the 

end of the experiment you will be asked to fill out a computerised exit survey. 

Please do not turn around or look at anyone else or anyone else’s computer screen. Do not 

communicate with the other subjects during the experiment.  

You are free to leave the experiment at any time, however, you must complete the entire 

experiment as well as the exit survey in order to receive payment or to take any of the money 

earned home with you 

We anticipate that the experiment should not take longer than an hour.  The computer will now 

allocate you a random ID number. Please write your random ID number down on the piece of 

paper you have been given so you do not forget it.  Once you have written down the ID 

number please press OK.  
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TASK 1 

You have been given $20 to use in this task.  

In this task, each person in the room will be matched with a needy recipient.  The needy 

recipient is a disadvantaged Australian person living in Melbourne.  Each person in the room will 

be matched with a different needy recipient. That is, the Australian person you will be matched 

with is different to the Australians other subjects in the room are matched with.    

The Australian you are matched with will receive a $20 donation from the experimenter 

through the Salvation Army’s Melbourne 614 project.   

The Melbourne 614 project assists disadvantaged people in Melbourne by directly supplying 

them with meals, clothing, food and anything else they may need.  The project works with 

people who are homeless, those suffering from mental health issues as well as people suffering 

from social poverty. The Melbourne 614 project has agreed to pass on your donation directly to 

the disadvantaged Australian person that you will be matched with.   

You are now going to be given an opportunity to donate all, some or none of the $20 that you 

have been allocated to the disadvantaged recipient. You must decide how much of your $20 to 

keep for yourself and how much to donate.   You can choose to donate any amount from $0 to 

the entire $20.  

However, please note: The amount donated by the experimenter will be reduced by the 

amount you choose to donate to recipient you are matched with. That is, the amount the 

Australian will receive will be no more or no less than $20. How much of the $20 is donated by 

you, and how much is donated by the experimenter is up to you.  

For example, suppose you choose to keep $15 for yourself and to donate $5 to the recipient. 

Your earnings for this task will be $15 ($20 – your $5 donation).  The recipient you are matched 

with will receive $20: $15 from the experimenter (the original $20 less $5 in response to your 

donation) + $5 from you.   

You will be asked how much you would like to donate to the recipient you are matched with. 

Please remember, your responses in this experiment are completely anonymous. Nobody will be 

able to match your donation to your name or your face. As your decision is anonymous, the 

disadvantaged Australian recipient you are matched with will not know whether the donation 

was made by you or the experimenter.  
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Remember, whatever donation amount you choose - the total amount received by the 

recipient will be $20.  

 

Do you have any questions? 

You are going to be given 2 control questions on the computer. These questions are not 

designed to test you, they are merely to help you better understand the experiment. They should 

not be used as a guide for your decisions in the experiment. If you need any help with the 

questions please raise your hand and the experimenter will come and help you. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TASK 2 

Thank you for participating in the first task. In task 2, you will be given another opportunity to 

donate to the same person from what remains of your money from task 1. In this task, you will 

be matched with the same Australian recipient you are matched with in the first task. However, 

unlike in task 1, any additional amount you donate will increase the amount received by recipient 

you have been matched with.  Remember that each person in the room has been matched with a 

different disadvantaged Australian.   

Your donation will be added to the amount donated in task 1, such that the amount the 

disadvantaged recipient receives will be equal to the amount you choose to donate in this task in 

addition to the amount received in task 1.  In this task, the experimenter will NOT make any 

additional donation. 

You can choose to donate any amount from $0 to the total amount you had left after Task 1. 

The computer will remind you how much you have available to donate.  

For example, suppose that you had $16 left after your decision in Task 1.  Suppose in this task 

you choose to keep $7 for yourself and to donate an additional $9 to the disadvantaged 

Australian you are matched with. Your earnings will be $7.  Your recipient will now receive a 

total of $29 ($20 received in task 1 plus the additional $9 you donated in this task).   

Instead, suppose you had $20 left after your decision in Task 1. Suppose in this task you 

choose to keep $17 for yourself and to donate an additional $3 to the disadvantaged Australian 

you are matched with. Your earnings will be $17.  Your recipient will now receive a total of $23 

($20 received in task 1 plus the additional $3 you donated in this task).   

You will be asked how much you would like to pass to the disadvantaged Australian you are 

matched with.  

Please note: You will not be asked whether you would like to make any additional donations to 

your recipient in the experiment after this question.  

Remember, whatever donation amount you choose - that amount will directly increase the 

donation received by the recipient you have been matched with.  

Do you have any questions? 

You are going to be given 2 control questions on the computer. These questions are not 

designed to test you, they are merely to help you better understand the experiment. They should 
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not be used as a guide for your decisions in the experiment. If you need any help with the 

questions please raise your hand and the experimenter will come and help you. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TASK 3 

Thank you for participating in Task 2. You are now going to be asked to make another 

decision in relation to your donation to the Australian you are matched with. 

You are going to be asked whether you would like to control how your donation can be spent 

by the recipient. You will be given the option to have your donation made in kind (in the form of 

food and necessities) or whether to give the recipient money.  

The Melbourne 614 project has an onsite market place with a wide selection of food and daily 

necessities.  

 If you choose to donate in the form of food and necessities, the Australian you are 

matched with will be able to take items from the market place to the total value of the 

donation made by you and the experimenter in Task 1 and Task 2.  

 Alternatively, if you choose not to donate in kind, the Australian you are matched with 

will receive money equal to the total value of the donation made by you and the 

experimenter in Task 1 and Task 2. The recipient can spend this money however he/she 

pleases.   

You must decide whether you would like the donation to be made in kind (i.e., in food and 

daily necessities). However, this option is not free. If you would like to donate in kind it will cost 

you. If you choose to restrict the donation the cost will be taken from your $10 show-up fee.  It 

could cost any amount from $0 to $5. The exact amount will be determined at random at the end 

of the experiment.   

The recipient you are matched with will not be informed of the experiment so will not know 

that you had an option to restrict your donation. He or she will simply receive a donation in the 

form of food and necessities OR money depending on your decision. As such, your decisions in 

the experiment remain anonymous.  

You are going to be asked two questions: 

The first question is: Would you choose to restrict your donation to food and necessities if the 

option to do so are free? That is, if you could choose to restrict your donation to food and 

necessities without having to pay would you do so? 

If you select NO, that you would not restrict the donation even if it was free, the donation will 

be made with no restrictions imposed.  The donation will be made in the form of money and you 

will receive your earnings from this experiment plus the $10 show-up fee.  You will not be asked 
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any more questions in this task. If you select YES, that you would restrict your donation if it was 

free, you will be asked a second question.  

The second question is: What is the maximum amount (from $0 to $5) you would be willing 

to pay to restrict your donation to food and necessities? That is, you should consider whether you 

would choose to pay to restrict the donation to food and necessities if the cost of doing so was 

$0? $1? $2? $3? $4? Or $5?  

Please note: You should select NO in the first question only if you would not restrict your 

donation at any cost.  If instead, you would like to restrict your donation, but you would not be 

willing to pay any amount to do so, you should select YES and then enter $0 as the maximum 

amount you are willing to pay.    

How will the actual cost of restricting the donation be chosen? 

The actual amount it will cost to restrict the donation will be determined at random by the 

computer at the end of the task. The computer will generate a random number. This random 

number will determine how much it will actually cost to restrict the donation.  Whether the 

donation will be restricted (and whether you will be required to pay the cost of restriction) will 

depend on your answers as well as the value of the random number.  If the random number is 

less than the maximum amount you are willing to pay, the donation will be restricted to food and 

necessities and the random number will determine how much the restriction costs you.  If the 

random number is greater than the maximum amount you are willing to pay, the donation will 

not be restricted. As the donation is not restricted it will not cost you anything. 

Please note: The maximum amount you would be willing to pay is NOT the same as the 

amount you will actually pay. The actual cost of the restriction will be selected at random by the 

computer at the end of the experiment and compared to the maximum amount you have chosen to 

pay.  For example, you may choose $4 as the maximum amount you would be willing to pay, 

however, if the random number generated is $1.50 you will only be required to pay $1.50 to 

restrict the donation to food and necessities.  
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Example 1: 

 

 

 

For example, suppose that you are willing to pay up to $5 to make your donation in the form of 

food and necessities.   Suppose that the random number generated by the computer is 2.13.  The 

actual cost of restricting the donation is therefore $2.13.   

As you had chosen to pay up to $5 to restrict the donation to food and necessities and $2.13 is 

less than $5, the donation will be restricted.  The recipient you are matched with will be able to 

take items from the Melbourne 614 project market place to the total value of the donation made 

by you and the experimenter in Task 1 and Task 2.  The cost of the restriction will be taken from 

your show-up fee and your show-up fee will be reduced from $10 to $7.87 

Example 2: 

Suppose instead you are willing to pay $1 to restrict your donation and that the random 

number generated by the computer is 5. The actual cost of restricting the donation is $5. As you 

had only chosen to pay up to $1 to restrict the donation to food and necessities and $5 is greater 

than $1, the donation will NOT be restricted.  The recipient you are matched with will receive 

money to the value of the donation made by you and the experimenter in Task 1 and Task 2 to be 

spent however he/she pleases.  As you did not restrict the donation your show-up fee will be $10.   

 Do you have any questions? 

Would you restrict your donation if it 

was free to do so? 

Y N

What is the maximum amount you 

would pay to restrict your donation to 

food and necessities? 

Random number <= 

maximum amount 

Random number > 

maximum amount 

Donation restricted to food and 

necessities.  

Show up fee = $10 – random number 

Donation not restricted.  

Show up fee = $10 

Donation not restricted.  

Show up fee = $10 
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You are going to be given 4 control questions on the computer. These questions are not 

designed to test you, they are merely to help you better understand the experiment. They should 

not be used as a guide for your decisions in the experiment. If you need any help with the 

questions please raise your hand and the experimenter will come and help you.  

After you have completed this task you will be asked to fill out a computerised exit survey. 

After everyone has completed the survey the monitor will be asked to help the experimenter to 

place the earnings of all subjects into envelopes labelled with an ID number. The envelopes will 

be placed on a table by the door. You will be able to collect the envelope which matches your ID 

number as you leave the experiment.  
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Appendix B 

 

Multinomial Logit of donor type, N = 115 

 Non-giver 

Strong  

Warm 

Glow 

Strong 

Altruism 

Impure 

Altruist 

Male 
0.140* 

(0.08) 

-0.055 

(0.06) 

0.010 

(0.08) 

-0.095 

(0.08) 

Age 
0.017 

(0.01) 

0.010 

(0.01) 

0.003 

(0.01) 

-0.030** 

(0.02) 

Economics 

Student 

0.005 

(0.13) 

-0.126 

(0.12) 

-0.022 

(0.14) 

0.143 

(0.12) 

Caucasian 
0.004 

(0.17) 

-0.162 

(0.13) 

0.151 

(0.22) 

0.007 

(0.20) 

Asian 
-0.089 

(0.18) 

-0.049 

(0.13) 

0.064 

(0.23) 

0.073 

(0.20) 

Religiosity 
-0.009 

(0.02) 

0.008 

(0.01) 

-0.002 

(0.02) 

0.003 

(0.02) 

SES 
-0.006 

(0.03) 

0.013 

(0.02) 

0.026 

(0.03) 

-0.034 

(0.03) 

Gave entire 20 
-2.639 

(116.06) 

0.529 

(16.63) 

0.990 

(48.82) 

1.120 

(50.61) 

 
Notes: Table presents average marginal effects. Demographic variables are jointly insignificant. Impure 

altruists are characterized as participants who give a positive amount in both the warm-glow task and the 

altruism task. Strong altruists are participants who give a positive amount in the altruism task but zero in 

the warm-glow task. Strong WG givers give a positive amount in the warm-glow task but zero in the 

altruism task. Standard errors in parentheses. 

*** Significant at the 1 percent level.  

** Significant at the 5 percent level. 

* Significant at the 10 percent level. 

 




