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Abstract 

 

This study compares individual preferences over time (i.e. elicitation at two different points in 

time) and across incentives (i.e., hypothetical vs. real incentives) in a discrete choice experiment 

involving charitable donating decisions. We provide little evidence of instability but a stronger 

case for hypothetical bias of individual giving. There is significant heterogeneity in individual 

preferences, with real incentives either dampening or pronouncing the observed donating 

behaviour. Neither instability nor hypothetical bias are observed when we examine the 

propensity of individuals to make internally consistent decisions over identical choices. 

 

JEL Classifications: C91, D11, D91, H40 

 

Keywords: individual preferences, time stability, hypothetical bias, discrete choice experiments, 

charitable donations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
*
 Corresponding author: Emmanouil Mentzakis, e-mail: e.mentzakis@soton.ac.uk 

mailto:e.mentzakis@soton.ac.uk


2 
 

“…The combined assumptions of maximizing behavior, market equilibrium, and stable 

preferences, used relentlessly and unflinchingly, form the heart of the economic approach as I 

see it." (Becker 1976, page 5) 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Economic theory almost always implicitly assumes that preferences are stable. Becker (1976, 

page 5) described this assumption as “a stable foundation for generating predictions about 

responses to various changes, and prevents the analyst from succumbing to the temptation of 

simply postulating the required shift in preferences to explain all apparent contradictions to his 

predictions”. Stigler and Becker (1977) further stressed the importance of not attributing changes 

in behavior to changes in preferences to keep the research question economically interesting. 

Despite its key role in economic theory, little systematic attention has been devoted to testing 

this assumption to see whether preferences are indeed stable.  

 

This paper provides evidence from a laboratory experiment on the stability of preferences by 

repeating the experiment with the same subjects one week after the first experiment. In 

particular, we measure the degree to which the other-regarding preferences revealed in charitable 

donations are stable over time. Moreover, the same experiment was conducted in two different 

environments (i.e. hypothetical and real) using a between-subject design. In the hypothetical 

environment, subjects’ decisions had no financial consequences whereas in the real environment 

with monetary incentives, subjects were paid according to their donating decisions. This 2x2 

experimental design allows us to test for of the stability of individual preferences, as well as 

hypothetical bias both across incentives and over time.  

 

Our paper belongs to a very scarce literature that examines the temporal stability of other-

regarding preferences.
1
 As far as we know, there exist only two related laboratory studies which 

provide opposite results. Volk et al. (2012) report that the distribution of preference for 

cooperation is unchanged when subjects played public goods game repeatedly over time.
2
 In 

contrast, Brosig et al. (2011) observed stable preference only with selfish subjects in various 

dictator and prisoner’s dilemma games. Other-regarding behavior was found to decrease 

significantly over the three repeated experiments and converged to game theoretical payoff 

maximizing behavior in the final experiment. Note, in both studies, participants’ payoffs depend 

not only on their own choices but also (directly or indirectly) the choices of others in the lab. The 

public goods game in Volk et al. (2012) involves concerns of free-riding and strategic play. 

                                                           
1 

Previous studies on other-regarding preference focused on its consistency and stability across different games or 

repetitions of the same game within a session (Anderoni and Miller, 2002; Fisman et al., 2007; Fischbacher and 

Gachter, 2010; Blanco et al., 2011; Burlando and Guala, 2005; Muller et al 2008). There are some papers testing the 

stability of different types of preference over time. For example, Horowitz (1992) and Andersen et al. (2008) study 

risk preference and Meier and Sprenger (2010) study time preference.   
2
 Carlsson et al. (2012) document similar stable aggregate results in natural field public goods experiments. 
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Subjects in Brosig et al (2011) played one prisoner dilemma game in between four dictator 

games against different opponents in the lab in each session. Moreover, although a random-

matching protocol was used to reform groups when the experiment was repeated in both studies, 

they cannot completely rule out the effect of indirect reciprocity which has been observed 

consistently both in the lab and in the field when people interact with different people from the 

same community.
3 

   

 

To minimize possible strategic behavior, we choose to implement the donation decision as a 

dictator allocation game instead of public goods game and the donations were made to a real 

charity rather than another anonymous participant in the lab so that their donating decisions 

could not affect the monetary payoffs of other participants within the current session or in the 

repeated session. At the end of each session, subjects were informed the total amount donated in 

the session not the individual donations.  

 

We are also interested in how individual giving responds to matching mechanism over time – 

one of the increasingly popular programs that have greatly stimulated individual donations.
4
 

Using field experiments, researchers try to understand the efficacy of matching mechanism by 

estimating the price elasticity of charitable giving (Karlan and List, 2007, Huck and Rasul, 

2011).
5 

 Yet little attention has been paid in examining the temporal stability of the effect of the 

matching mechanism.
6
 Furthermore, given the common practice in firms matching their 

employees’ donations is to present a list of charities for the employees to choose from (i.e. to 

accommodate for heterogeneous preferences for different types of charity), there exist 

surprisingly few studies examine the interplay effect of matching and charity type.
7
  

 

To fulfill our goal of studying the temporal preference of charitable donation and to what degree 

it intertwines with three main attributes of giving behavior, namely, the donation amount, the 

matching levels and the type of charity, we employ discrete choice experiments (DCEs) to elicit 

                                                           
3
 Nowak and Sigmund (2005) reviewed early experimental findings and concluded that there is direct reciprocity 

and two types of indirect reciprocity, i.e., upstream or observation-based (“A helps B because B helped C”) and 

downstream or experience-based (“A helps B because C helped A”). For recent experimental evidence, see 

Sheremeta and Zhang (2013).  
4
 In US, nearly 16,000 firms offer matching gift programs as a benefit to their employees. On average, roughly one 

in 10 donors is matching gift-eligible (Council for Advancement and Support of Education, 2009). 
5 

Another strand of the literature focuses on comparing the effectiveness of different mechanisms to subsidize giving 

such as rebate subsidy, matching grant, challenge gifts, seed money etc.. See for example, List and Lucking-Reiley 

2002, Davis et al 2005, Eckel and Grossman 2003, 2006, Carpenter et al. 2008.  
6
 Meier (2007) reported that matching mechanism has a negative effect on contribution rate in the long run because 

after the matching mechanism was removed, contribution decreased significantly. This is different from the research 

question posed in this study - whether individual giving responds to matching mechanism in the same way over time 

when the mechanism is implemented.  
7 

Li et al. (2013) compare individual giving to government agencies and private charities. However, they don’t 

examine the effect of the matching mechanism. 
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individual giving preferences.
8
 Participants were presented with alternative donating scenarios 

and asked to indicate their preferred one. Each alternative is described by a defined set of 

attributes. The attributes are common across the alternatives but the values they take on can 

differ. The values of the three attributes in our experiment were: $4, $8, or $12 for the donation 

amount, 0%, 25%, or 50% for the matching policy and social service or health charity.
9
  

 

To isolate the effects of the three attributes, 18 treatments (2x3x3) are required with traditional 

revealed preference economics experiment which has not allowed checking for the existence of 

interaction effects.
10

 On top of this we have four experimental conditions that are designed to 

study the stability of preferences over time and across incentives, which requires a total of 72 

treatments (18x4). With a moderate research budget, this means few number of observations per 

treatment can be collected (or few degrees of freedom for the estimations), making it difficult to 

conclude anything from the experiment. With DCEs, we are able to investigate multiple research 

questions with a single experiment in a very efficient way. Using experimental design principles 

the full factorial is reduced to a factional factorial design which still identifies all the necessary 

main effects (and potential necessary interactions) but drastically reduces the size of the 

“problem”. Moreover, unlike traditional economics experiments that focus subjects’ attention 

solely on one treatment variable at a time, DCEs encourage participants to think more clearly 

about trade-offs between alternatives by presenting multiple attributes of alternatives 

simultaneous in a single choice scenario (see Adamowicz et al 1998). Attribute levels are varied 

systematically across alternatives within a scenario and the trade-offs between attributes and 

their relative importance in people’s decision making can be elicited. 

 

Lastly, utilising the mechanics of DCEs, we evaluate the degree of internal consistency of 

preferences within each of the four experimental conditions by repeating the same scenario three 

times in a given session.
11

 We subsequently test for differences in the degree of internal 

consistency across treatments.  

 

Our study also contributes to the discussion on whether DCEs can consistently elicit individual 

preferences in a repeated setting. Previous studies report either no significant biases (San Miguel 

                                                           
8
 Economists have used DCEs to elicit individual preferences for a number of non-market goods and services, 

including public transportation systems, environmental policy, health care services and marketing (Ben-Akiva and 

Lerman 1985; Truong and Hensher, 1985; Hanley et al., 1998; Swait and Adamowicz, 2001; Ryan et al., 2008). 

DCEs are founded upon consumer (Lancaster, 1966) and random utility (McFadden, 1974) theories and postulate 

that utility is not derived from the consumption of a good per se, but from the characteristics of this good. 
9
 A more detailed design is presented in section 2.2. 

10
 The pros and cons of using strategy method, one-shot versus repeated observations, elicitation of beliefs, “within” 

versus “between” subject design to deal with budget constraint are discussed in Levitt and List (2009) and but no 

conclusion has been drawn yet.  
11

 We followed a D-efficient fractional factorial labelled design which consisted of 21 choice sets in a session. This 

allowed us to implement the extra repeated choice set in round 4, 12 and 21 with at least 7 different choice sets in 

between. 
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et al., 2002; Ryan and San Miguel, 2003) or partial bias in the utility space but not in the 

willingness to pay (Liebe et al., 2012; Bliem and Getzner, 2012). However, all studies to date 

have been implemented in hypothetical non-incentivized environments which potentially cast 

doubts in their findings and their generalization. Such lack of saliency might be a cause for 

concern as responses to hypothetical scenarios may overestimate real preferences and 

willingness to pay values (WTPs).
12

 The results from the literature on hypothetical bias are 

mixed, with one study (Carlsson and Martinsson, 2001) reporting no bias, while others find 

either partial – i.e. difference in WTPs but not underlying preferences (Cameron et al., 2002; , 

List et al., 2006) or full bias (Taylor et al., 2010; Broadbent et al., 2008; Ready et al., 2010).  

 

Briefly, our analysis provides several important results. We find individual preferences and 

WTPs to be relatively stable over time but there are significant differences between hypothetical 

and real incentive treatments. Neither hypothetical bias nor instability is observed when 

measuring the degree of internal consistency of preferences.  

 

This is the first study to test for the stability of preferences in repeated elicitation in an 

incentivized environment for discrete choice experiments. We propose discrete choice method as 

an alternative (or complementary approach) to traditional economic experiment. DCEs provide a 

cost-effective method to estimate the changes in the distribution of preference on the aggregate 

level caused by multiple varying factors and their interaction effects. However, DCEs cannot 

trace changes in decisions on the individual level, of which the traditional economic experiments 

serve very well. Section 2, discusses the experimental settings, tests and econometric analysis. 

Section 3 presents the results, while Section 4 discusses the findings and concludes. 

 

2. Methods 

 

2.1 Experimental treatments and procedures 

 

In order to test for the consistency of preferences over time and across incentives we employ a 

2x2 design with first versus second time play defining and hypothetical versus real environment 

defining the other (see Graph 1). Four treatments H1 (hypothetical first time play), R1 (real first 

time play), H2 (hypothetical second time play), and R2 (real second time play) were conducted. 

A total of 71 subjects from a Canadian university participated in three H1 and three R1 sessions. 

A week later 61 out of 71 subjects returned and participated in another three H2 and three R2 

sessions. There were 9 to 12 subjects in each of the twelve sessions. Subjects who participated in 

H1 (R1) sessions also participated in H2 (R2) sessions. It was clearly stated in the recruiting 

                                                           
12

 Hypothetical bias problems have been raised in related non-market valuation instruments, namely contingent 

valuation, for a while now (Cummings et al., 1995; List, 2001; Blumenschein et al., 2008). Recent studies reviewing 

the literature report that hypothetical preferences overstate real preferences by 2.6 (Murphy et al. 2005) to 3 times 

(List and Gallet, 2001; Little and Berrens, 2004). 
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email that subjects were required to return exactly one week later and participate again at the 

same time if they chose to participate in the experiment 
13

, which was instrumental for the within 

subjects treatment aspect of the design. However, to avoid any potential strategic answering (i.e. 

striving to be consistent to what they answered last time), participants were not told they would 

be playing the exact same experiment in the repeated session. Despite the fact that subjects 

would be able to recognize the similarities in the format and context of the two instances, 

strategic answering should not be a problem for the experiment as it would be virtually 

impossible to remember prior choices.  

 

The computerized sessions were run using z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007). Each session lasted about 

15 minutes. At the beginning of each session subjects were given audio instructions, completed a 

practice round, and then proceeded to complete 24 charitable donation decisions. In each of these 

24 decisions subjects were given a $12 endowment and asked whether they were willing to 

donate pre-specified amounts to a health charity, a social service charity or to not donate at all 

(for more details see Section 2.2). Subjects were told that one of their choice decisions would be 

randomly selected at the end of the experiment and the donation specified for their chosen 

alternative would be deducted from their endowments and donated to the charity, while they 

would receive the remaining amount of their endowment. In the hypothetical treatments, all 

decisions involving money were hypothetical and no donations were made. In the real 

treatments, subjects earned the portion of the endowments that were not donated. To ensure the 

credibility of donations, subjects were informed that after each session one of the experimenters 

would carry out the donation online in front of them. All subjects were paid a flat fee of $12 ($6 

for each of the two sessions) for participation. 

 

2.2 Choice experimental context, attributes and levels 

 

The choice experiment involved charitable donation decisions. Such environment was deemed 

realistic enough for a choice experiment and complex enough to approximate common stated 

preferences experiments. Most importantly, it was an environment that could facilitate both 

hypothetical and real treatments with no change in the design or presentation apart from the 

saliency of payments. Each alternative was described by three characteristics: the type of the 

charity, the matching policy and the donation amount.  

 

Type of Charity: Charities were identified as either a health or a social service charity according 

to their official mission and purpose. Health charities served causes directly linked to a health 

issue, while Social Service charities targeted a social. 
14

 Additionally, subjects were informed 

that all charities provided nationwide services and were comparable in terms of the percentage of 

                                                           
13

 For the second-time session each subject was seated in the same computer as the first time session. 
14

 Health charities: Heart and Stroke Foundation of Canada, Muscular Dystrophy Canada. Social service charities: 

Opportunity International Canada and Boys and Girls Clubs of Canada. 
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funding received from the government (45%-55%) and the percentage of funds spent on 

administrative/managerial purposes (40%-60%). 
15

  

 

Matching Policy: The matching policy indicated the percentage by which subjects’ donations 

would be matched by the experimenters and took three levels:  0%, 25% and 50%.  

 

Amount Donated: The donation amount was the dollar amount that subjects were asked to donate 

within a choice scenario. This could be $4, $8 or $12. These values were deemed to be large 

enough to create saliency and to elicit truthful behavior for the individuals.   

 

An example of the exact language and instructions of the experiment is given in Appendix 1.    

 

2.3 DCE experimental design 

 

Absorbing the type of charity as a label in the choice experiment allows for the estimation of 

type-of-charity specific effects (i.e. separate parameters estimated for health and social charities). 

A D-efficient fractional factorial labelled design with two three-level attributes was generated 

(L
MA 

= 3
2*2

), which consisted of 21 pair-wise choices. To ensure elicitation of realistic behaviors 

an opt-out alternative (i.e., an individual does not donate and keeps the full endowment) was 

included in the choice sets (Hensher et al., 2005). An extra choice set was also added and 

repeated three times throughout the experiment, in equally spaced intervals, to allow 

measurement of the degree of internal validity with which subjects responded 
16

, bringing the 

total number of choice sets subjects saw to 24. All aspects of the experimental design were 

performed using SAS 9.1.3 built-in capabilities (Kuhfeld, 2005). 

 

2.4 Testing consistency and stability 

 

The four main research questions are:  

 

1. Can individual preferences be consistently revealed in repeated elicitation settings 

(i.e. stability of the preference)?  

2. Does hypothetical bias exist in individual decisions in choice experiments? If yes, 

what is the direction and magnitude of the bias?  

3. If preferences are not stables do they also result in changes in the direction and 

magnitude of hypothetical bias?  

                                                           
15

 To ensure well-defined preferences (or at least well-informed choices), participants in the current study were 

given information on the charities’ background characteristics, purpose and official mission, which information was 

accessible at all times during the experiment. 
16

 Choice sets 4, 12 and 21 were identical. These three choice sets were added to the 21 of the DCE experimental 

design. 
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4. Do individuals make the same decision over identical choice sets in a DCE within the 

same treatment? Does the degree of internal validity differ over time and across 

incentives? 

 

To address these questions five tests are conducted. 

 

Test 1 - The same model specification is run for all four treatments and equality of underlying 

preferences is tested with LR-tests (the econometric model estimated are discussed in Section 

2.5; results reported in Tables 1 and 2).  

 

Test 2 - Following estimation, WTP values are calculated and comparisons across treatments are 

drawn (results reported in Tables 1 and 2). To test for statistical differences in WTP we use a 

combinatorial approach that provides a simple, unbiased non-parametric test of the difference in 

two distributions (Lusk and Schroeder, 2004). The test is based on drawing 1000 observations 

from a multivariate normal distribution using the coefficient estimates and the variance-

covariance matrices from each of the estimated models and then calculating all possible 

differences between the WTP values that need to be tested. See Poe et al. (2001) and Lusk and 

Schroeder (2004) for further details on this approach. 

  

Test 3 – Having a thrice repeated choice set, internal validity of individual preferences in 

completing a DCE within each treatment, was measured by the number of times the individual 

did, in fact, choose the same alternative in all three instances (an individual with well-defined, 

consistent preferences would be expected to prefer the same alternative in all three repetitions). 

The internal validity indicator takes the value of zero if an individual’s choices match in none of 

the three choice sets, the value of one if two out of the three choices match and the value of two 

if all three choices are identical. The distribution of this variable is compared across treatments 

using a Pearson χ
2

statistic, testing the hypothesis that the rows and columns in a frequency 

table are independent. Failing to reject the hypothesis implies homogeneous distributions across 

the treatments, i.e., internal validity is, on average, similar when playing for first or second time 

and when playing in real or hypothetical environments (results reported in Table 4).  

 

Test 4 and Test 5 are facilitated by the fact that we are able to match the individuals’ responses 

from the first and the second time they completed the experiment (i.e. similar to a panel data 

structure).  

 

Test 4 - We compare the degree of internal validity (measured in Test 3) an individual displays 

when playing for the first time with the corresponding internal validity when they play for the 

second time. Hence, a new stability variable is created that takes the value of one when the 

individual displays the same degree of internal validity on both times they play and zero 
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otherwise. A Pearson χ
2

statistic is used to test whether the stability variable values are the same 

between real treatments and hypothetical treatments (the results are reported in Table 5).   

 

Test 5 - We compare each individual’s decision in each choice set in the first time play with the 

corresponding choice in the second time played. Again, we would expect an individual who 

exhibits well-defined preferences to give identical answers in the two time periods. Hence, this 

allows for the creation of another stability score taking values from zero (if no choice from 

period one matches the corresponding choice from period two) to 24 (if all choices match). In 

addition to using a Pearson χ
2

statistic, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test formally tests for 

differences in the distributions of the stability scores between real and hypothetical treatments 

(results reported in Table 6). 

 

2.5 Estimation models for the choice experimental data 

 

For the analysis a semi-parametric latent-class model (LCM) (Greene and Hensher, 2003) is 

used, where individuals are probabilistically sorted into classes following a multinomial 

distribution (Greene and Hensher, 2003). Within each class a conditional logit is fitted 

(McFadden, 1974). The LCM avoids problems often associated with the standard conditional 

logit model (i.e. restrictive IIA, ignoring panel nature of data, ignoring preference heterogeneity) 

and presents an intuitive and easily interpretable alternative. The number of latent classes is 

determined a priori, based on the performance of different models with respect to information 

criteria, i.e. BIC (Swait and Adamowicz, 2001). Following estimation and using the cost attribute 

(i.e. monetary donation) as a numéraire, average WTP values for the attributes can be obtained. 

  

3. Results  

 

A total of 71 university students participated in the experiment: 35 for H1 and 36 for R1. Of 

those 30 returned for H2 and 31 for R2. In the real sessions subjects earned about $16 on average 

(out of possible $24 for playing twice and in addition to the $12 flat fees) and a total amount of 

$353 was donated to charities. The LCM outperformed the conditional logit, while convergence 

was achieved for all estimations only when two latent classes were specified. 
17

 Interestingly, 

none of the demographics significantly affected the class probabilities and hence they were 

dropped from the analysis.
18

 

 

Before proceeding with the preference stability and hypothetical bias results we will briefly 

discuss the interpretation of the H1 model to familiarise the reader with inference from choice 

models. Estimated coefficients depict part-worth utilities, with a positive coefficient implying an 

increase in the alternative’s attractiveness (i.e. bringing higher utility) as the attribute’s level 

                                                           
17

 For models that converged with three classes, the results of the second and third classes were largely comparable. 
18

 Insignificant demographic effects are common in such models, e.g. Hanley et al. (2005). 
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increases. Hence, in Class 1, from the constants, we find a preference for health charities relative 

to a social charity. All other attributes possess a positive sign implying that as the percentage of 

matching increases or as the amount to donate required increases, the probability of choosing 

such charity increases. 
19

 The counter-intuitive nature of the contribution attributes (which is in 

contrast with the marginal disutility of increasing price that would be expected a priori) will be 

briefly discussed later. Turning to Class 2, contribution attributes display the expected negative 

signs confirming the disutility associated with increasing cost, whereas matching is as before 

increasing in utility.  

 

Although the latent nature of the model does not make known which participant falls in which 

class we can estimate the size of such class probabilities, with Class 2 being more likely with 

63% relative to 37% of Class 1. 

 

Moving away from the raw coefficients, the WTP column of the H1 model presents the 

willingness-to-donate values for each class. WTP values themselves indicate the amount of 

money by which a subject increases/decreases their donation for a percentage increase in the 

matching policy. For Class 1, on average, individuals imply a reduction in their willingness-to-

donate by $0.08 and $0.07 for the health and social charities, respectively, for every unitary 

increase in the matching percentage (i.e. going from 1% to 2% matching policy), whereas 

matching has the opposite effect for Class 2, with the corresponding WTPs indicating a 

willingness to increase donations by $0.29 and $0.41 for health and social charities, respectively. 

 

3.1 Results for Test 1 

 

We first estimate parameters using the latent class model (Table 1). We regress the probability of 

choosing an alternative on the level of matching percentage (Matching Health, Matching Social), 

the amount to donate (Contribution Health, Contribution Social), the dummy variable which 

equals to 1 if health charity is chosen (i.e., Donate to Health Charity) and the dummy variable 

which equals to 1 if the opt out option is chosen (i.e., Do Not Donate). We then test for equality 

of parameters across treatments using LR tests and allowing for scaling differences (Swait and 

Louviere, 1993). Equality of parameters cannot be rejected when comparing treatments H1 and 

H2, suggesting stability of preferences in repeated elicitation. However, such stability is rejected 

when comparing treatments R1 and R2 (failing to reject only at higher than conventional 

significance levels, i.e. 1‰). Comparing treatments H1 and R1 and treatments H2 and R2 we 

reject the null hypothesis that parameters are equal, suggesting evidence of hypothetical bias.  

 

3.2 Results for Test 2 

                                                           
19

 Only the sign and the relative importance of the raw coefficients within each model can be interpreted. The size of 

the raw coefficients cannot be interpreted directly and cannot be compared across models. WTPs can be used for 

this.  
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We compare WTPs across models and classes. WTPs are given in the second column of each 

treatment in Table 1, while Table 3 presents the p-values from the combinatorial test of pair-wise 

comparisons of interest. Comparing WTPs of first and second time played for those in the 

hypothetical environment we find no evidence of time instability (none out of 4 tests is 

significant), a result that is repeated for those playing in the real environment (only one out of 4 

tests is marginally significant). On the other hand, comparing those playing first time with real 

incentives to those playing first time hypothetically, the former are much less responsive to 

changes in the matching policy (3 out of 4 test indicate significant differences), with the same 

picture observed when comparing the same groups playing for the second time (again 3 out of 4 

tests are significant). Specifically, for Class 1, comparing hypothetical and real treatments we 

find a crowding-out effect which is more pronounced for those playing for real stakes (e.g. 

WTPR1=-0.57 vs WTPH1=-0.07), implying that subjects playing for real tend to reduce their 

donation for every increase in the matching by more than 8 times the reduction observed in those 

playing hypothetically. For Class 2, comparing hypothetical and real treatments, we find that 

matching induces donation but this donation is much smaller in the real treatment. Subjects in the 

real treatments tend to increase their donation by less (2 to 7 times less) for every percentage 

increase in matching compared to the subjects in the hypothetical treatments.  

 

3.3 Results for Test 3, Test 3 and Test 5 

 

Tests 3 to 5 are feasible due to the fact that the same choice set is repeated three times for each 

individual. These tests are not testing differences in the choice experiment estimations 

(parameters or preferences) but rather the internal validity in completing the DCE across 

treatments and the intertemporal stability of such internal validity across incentives. Tables 4, 5 

and 6 present the results. In general, we find that subjects do not display varying degrees of 

internal validity between the two times they played or according to the treatment they were 

assigned to, i.e. the levels of observed internal validity in the choice experiments were the same 

for all four of our treatments. None of the χ
2

 tests detect any significant differences, while a 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic confirms the lack of systematic differences between the 

distributions of the stability scores (D = 0.2903, p-value = 0.153).   

 

Acknowledging the potential biases in testing for the stability of preferences over time when 

including in the analysis subjects who participated in the “1
st
 time” but did not participate in the 

“2
nd

 time” of each treatment we repeat the analyses excluding such participants (5 from treatment 

H1 and 5 from R1).
 20

 Results indicate little difference from the full sample with the constants in 

Class 1 now becoming insignificant as does contribution for social charity across four treatments, 

whereas the findings from the LR-tests and other tests remain unchanged.  

                                                           
20

The potential biases are only related to Tests 1, 2 and 3, as for Tests 4 and 5 which required the panel aspect of our 

design such subjects were excluded anyway. 
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4. Conclusions 

 

This is the first study to test for the temporal stability of other-regarding preferences  in an 

incentivized environment for discrete choice experiments, while our novel design also allows for 

replication and testing of past findings on the consistency of individual preferences across 

incentives (i.e. hypothetical bias). Using a charitable contributions context within a controlled 

laboratory setting facilitates both within and between subjects treatments that thus allows further 

tests on internal consistency of preferences and the degree of such consistency across treatments.  

 

Partial support for stability of preferences is found. In particular, looking at the equality of 

parameters across models significant differences in the underlying preferences between first time 

and second time of play in the incentivised treatments is found but no instability for the 

preferences in the hypothetical treatments or any of the WTP values (incentivized or 

hypothetical). In incentivized games, Brosig et al. (2011) also reported evidence of instability of 

preferences with respect to other-regarding behavior, although such problems were mitigated for 

selfish subjects. Stability was also found by Volk et al. (2012) who reported that preferences for 

cooperation were unchanged when repeatedly over time. Regarding hypothetical games, we 

confirm past findings of lack of instability in the preferences or the WTP figures (San Miguel et 

al., 2002; Liebe et al., 2012; Bliem and Getzner, 2012). On the other hand, strong evidence of 

hypothetical bias based on the underlying preferences and the derived WTP (or more correctly 

willingness-to-donate) values is presented. Overall, two distinct preference patterns emerge from 

our sample. For some subjects, matching policy increases donations with the effect being smaller 

for real than hypothetical scenarios, while for others a crowding-out effect is observed with the 

effect being more pronounced for those playing with real incentives. Hence, contrary to past 

literature, we observe a more persistent presence of hypothetical bias irrespective of the testing 

method (List et al., 2006; Lusk and Schroeder, 2004). Finally, neither time instability nor 

hypothetical bias are observed when we focus on the degree of internal validity in completing the 

choice experiment elicited from a thrice repeated choice set. 

 

Regarding the theoretical validity of our substantive results, our findings are consistent with past 

experimental findings on the observed heterogeneity in people’s other-regarding preferences 

(Anderoni and Vesterlund, 2001). The positive signs for contribution (and subsequent negative 

WTPs given increases in the matching rate) can be attributed to pure altruism (a preference for 

other’s well-being), warm glow (a pleasurable feeling from giving) or impure altruism (a 

combination of pure altruism and warm glow) (Anderoni 1989, 1990), while the negative WTPs 

to a motivational crowding-out effect, where the amount experimenters matched may be 

perceived as reducing in self-determination or as controlling and undermining the intrinsic 

motivation of giving (Deci and Ryan, 1985; Frey, 1997). However, thorough analysis and 

discussion of the issue is beyond the scope of this paper.   
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As a general remark, despite acknowledging potential limitations in the representativeness and 

generalisation of our small samples, this study has shown some problems of time instability of 

preferences in choice experiments, especially in cases where the underlying preferences are of 

interest as opposed to the WTP values, while the presence of a strong hypothetical bias is 

confirmed. Caution is suggested in drawing inferences from hypothetical DCEs, while their 

implementation should particularly focus on enhancing the realism of the question and its 

context. In addition to contributing to the emerging literature of the external and internal validity 

of choice experiments, this paper further demonstrates that choice experiments can be a useful 

tool in examining charitable donations decisions, especially in disentangling income and 

substitution effects, although it leaves more in depth examination of the issue to future research.  

 

Acknowledgements  

 

The authors would like to thank Jeremiah Hurley, Stuart Mestelman and Jacob Goeree for their 

valuable comments on earlier drafts of the paper. We are also grateful to the participants of the 

NET research meetings for their helpful suggestions. We acknowledge financial support from the 

Canadian Institutes of Health Research (Grant #76670). Jingjing Zhang gratefully acknowledges 

financial support from the European Research Council (ERC Advanced Investigator Grant, SEI-

249433) and Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF-135135).The usual disclaimer applies. 

 

References 

Andersen, S., Harrison, G. W., Lau, M. I., Elisabeth, R. E., (2008) Lost in State Space: Are Preferences Stable? 

International Economic Review, 49(3), 1091-1112. 

Andreoni, J. (1989). Giving with Impure Altruism: Applications to Charity and Ricardian Equivalence, Journal of 

Political Economy, 97(6), 1447-158 

Andreoni, J. (1990). Impure Altruism and Donations to Public Goods: A Theory of Warm-Glow Giving? Economic 

Journal, 100 (401), 464-477.  

Andreoni, J. and Vesterlund, L. (2001). Which Is the Fair Sex? Gender Differences in Altruism. Quarterly Journal 

of Economics 116. 293-312. 

Andreoni, J. and Miller, J. (2002). Giving according to Garp: an experimental test of the consistency of preferences 

for altruism. Econometrica 70, 737–753. 

Becker, G.S., (1976). The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Ben-Akiva, M., and S.R. Lerman. (1985), Discrete choice analysis: Theory and application to travel demand. 

Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Benz, M. and Meier, S. (2008). Do People Behave in Experiments as in the Field?-Evidence from Donations, 

Experimental Economics, 11 (3), 268-281.  

Blanco, M., D. Engelmann, and H.-T. Normann (2011), A Within Subject Analysis of Other Regarding Preferences, 

Games and Economic Behavior 72, 321-338. 

Bliem, M. and Getzner, M. (2012). Willingness-to-pay for river restoration: Differences across time and scenarios. 

Environmental Economics and Policy Studies, 14, 241-260. 

Blumenschein, K., Blomquist, G.C., Johannesson, M., Horn, N., and Freeman, P. (2008). Eliciting willingness to 

pay without bias: Evidence from a field experiment. Economic Journal, 118(525), 114-137. 

Broadbent, C.D., Grandy, J.B. and R.P. Berrens (2010). Testing for hypothetical bias in a choice experiment using a 

local public good: riparian forest restoration. International Journal of Ecological Economics, 19 

Brosig, J., Riechmann, T., Weimann, J., (2011). Selfish in the end? An investigation of consistency and stability of 

individual behavior. Discussion paper,  University of Magdeburg. 



14 
 

Burlando, R.M. and Guala, F. (2005). Heterogeneous agents in public goods experiments. Experimental Economics 

8, 35–54. 

Cameron, T.A., Poe, G.L., Ethier, R.G., and Schulze, W.D. (2002). Alternative non-market value-elicitation 

methods: Are the underlying preferences the same? Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 

44, 391-425. 

Carlsson, F., and Martinsson, P. (2001). Do Hypothetical and Actual Marginal Willingness to Pay Differ in Choice 

Experiments? Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 41, 179–92. 

Carlsson F., Johansson-Stenman O. and Nam P. (2012). Social preferences are stable over long periods of time, 

Working Paper, University of Gothenburg. 

Carpenter, J., Holmes, J. and Matthews, P. (2008). Charity auctions: A field experiment. The Economic Journal, 

118(1), 92–113. 

Council for Advancement and Support of Education (2009). Matching Gift Administration: Examining the Evolving 

World of Matching Gifts, 4th Ed. 

http://www.case.org/Documents/MatchingGifts/MatchingGiftAdministration_4th_Edition.pdf 

Cummings, R.G., Harrison, G.W., and Rutstrom, E.E. (1995). Homegrown values and hypothetical surveys: Is the 

dichotomous choice approach incentive-compatible? American Economic Review, 85(1), 260-266. 

Davis, D. D., Edward Millner, and Robert Reilly (2005). Subsidy Schemes and Charitable Contributions: A Closer 

Look, Experimental Economics, 8, 85–106. 

Deci, Edward L. and Richard M. Ryan (1985). Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior. 

New York: Plenum Press. 
Eckel, C. and Grossman, P. (2003). “Rebate Versus Matching: Does How We Subsidize Charitable Giving 

Matter?” Journal of Public Economics, 87, 681–701. 

Eckel, C. and Grossman, P. (2006). Subsidizing charitable giving: a field test comparing matching and rebate subsidies, mimeo, 

Virginia Tech. 

Fischbacher, U. (2007). z-Tree: Zurich Toolbox for Ready-made Economic Experiments. Experimental Economics, 10, 

171-178. 

Fischbacher, U. and Gächter, S. (2010). Social preferences, beliefs, and the dynamics of free riding in public goods 

experiments. American Economic Review 100, 541–556. 

Fisman, R., Kariv, S. and Markovits, D. (2007). Individual preferences for giving. American Economic Review 97, 

1858–1876. 

Frey, Bruno S. (1997). Not Just for The Money. An Economic Theory of Personal Motivation. Cheltenham, UK and 

Brookfield, USA: Edward Elgar. 

Greene, W.H. (2003), Econometric analysis. 5th Edition ed. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Greene, W.H., and D.A. Hensher (2003), 'A latent class model for discrete choice analysis: Contrasts with mixed 

logit', Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 37(8): 681-98. 

Hanley, N., Adamowicz, W.L., Wright, R.E. (2005). Price vector effects in choice experiments: an empirical test. 

Resource and Energy Economics, 27, 227–234 

Hensher, D.A., J.M. Rose, and W.H. Greene. (2005), Applied choice analysis: A primer. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Horowitz, J.K. (1992). A test of intertemporal consistency. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 17, 171–

182. 

Huck, S. and Rasul, I. (2011). Matched fundraising: Evidence from a natural field experiment, Journal of 

Public Economics, 95, 351-362. 

Karlan, D. and List, J.A. (2007). Does price matter in charitable giving? Evidence from a large scale natural field 

experiment. The American Economic Review, 97, 1774–1793. 

Kuhfeld, W.F. (2005), 'Marketing research methods in SAS', TS-722, SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA. 

Lancaster, K.J. (1966), A New Approach to Consumer Theory. Journal of Political Economy, 74, 132-157. 

Levitt, S.D. and List, J.A. (2009). Field experiments in economics: The past, the present, and the 

future, European Economic Review, 53(1), 1-18. 

Li X., Eckel, C., Grossman, P. and Brown, T.L. (2011). Giving to Government: Voluntary Taxation in the Lab. 

Journal of Public Economics, 95, 1190-1201. 

Liebe, U., Meyerhoff, J.A. and Hartje, V. (2012). Test-Retest reliability of choice experiments in environmental 

valuation. Environmental and Resource Economics, 53, 389-407. 

http://www.case.org/Documents/MatchingGifts/MatchingGiftAdministration_4th_Edition.pdf
http://www.case.org/Documents/MatchingGifts/MatchingGiftAdministration_4th_Edition.pdf
http://www.case.org/Documents/MatchingGifts/MatchingGiftAdministration_4th_Edition.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2010.10.005
http://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/eecrev/v53y2009i1p1-18.html
http://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/eecrev/v53y2009i1p1-18.html
http://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/eecrev.html


15 
 

List, J. A. (2001). Do explicit warnings eliminate the hypothetical bias in elicitation procedures? Evidence from 

field auctions for sportscards. American Economic Review, 91(5), 1498-1507. 

List, J.A. and Gallet, C.A. (2001) What Experimental Protocol Influence Disparities between Actual and 

Hypothetical Stated Values, Environmental Resource Economics, 20(30), 241-254.  

List, J.A. and Lucking-Reiley, D. (2002). The effects of seed money and refunds on charitable giving: experimental 

evidence from a university capital campaign. Journal of Political Economy 110, 215–233. 

List, J.A., Sinha, P., and Taylor, M.H. (2006). Using choice experiments to value non-market goods and services. 

Advances in Economic Analysis and Policy, 6, 1-37. 

Little, J. and Berrens, R. (2004). Explaining disparities between actual and hypothetical stated values: further 

investigation using meta-analysis, Economics Bulletin, 3(6), 1-13. 

Lusk, J.L., and Schroeder, T.C. (2004). Are choice experiments incentive compatible? A test with quality 

differentiated beef steaks. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 85, 840-56. 

McFadden, D. (1974). Conditional logit analysis of qualitative choice behavior, in P. Zarembka (ed.), Frontiers in 

econometrics, New York: Academic Press. 

Meier, S. (2007). Do subsidies increase charitable giving in the long run? Matching donations in a field experiment. 

Journal of the European Economic Association 5, 1203–1222. 

Meier, S. and Sprenger, C. (2010). Stability of time preferences. IZA Discussion Paper No. 4756. 

Muller, L., Sefton, M., Steinberg, R. and Vesterlund, L. (2008). Strategic behavior and learning in repeated 

voluntary contribution experiments. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 67, 782–793. 

Murphy, J.J., Allen, P.G. and T.H. Stevens. (2005). A meta-analysis of hypothetical bias in stated preference 

valuation. Environmental Resource Economics, 30(3), 313-325. 

Nowak, M. A., and K. Sigmund. (2005). Evolution of Indirect Reciprocity. Nature, 437, 1292–1298. 

Poe, G. L., K. L. Giraud, and J. B. Loomis (2001). Simple Computational Methods for Measuring the Difference of 

Empirical Distributions: Application to Internal and External Scope Tests in Contingent Valuation. Staff Paper 

2001-05, Department of Applied Economics and Management, Cornell University. 

Ready R.C., Champ, P.A., Lawton, J.L. 2010. Using respondent uncertainty to mitigate hypothetical bias in stated 

choice experiments. Land Economics 86(2), 363-381. 

Ryan, M., K. Gerard, and M. Amaya-Amaya, eds. 2008. Using discrete choice experiments to value health and 

health care. The economics of non-market goods and resources., ed. I. J. Bateman. The Netherlands: Springer. 

Ryan, M., and F.S. Miguel (2003), 'Revisiting the axiom of completeness in health care', Health Economics, 12(4): 

295-307. 

San Miguel, F., M. Ryan, and A. Scott (2002), Are preferences stable? the case of health care, Journal of Economic 

Behavior & Organization, 48(1): 1-14. 

Sheremeta, R. and Zhang, J. (2013). Three-Player Trust Game with Insider Communication, Economic Inquiry, 

forthcoming.  

Stigler, G. J. and Becker, G. S. (1977), De Gustibus Non Est Disputandum. American Economic Review, 67, 76-90. 

Swait, J., and W. Adamowicz (2001), 'The influence of task complexity on consumer choice: A latent class model of 

decision strategy switching', Journal of Consumer Research, 28(1): 135-48. 

Swait, J., and J. Louviere (1993), 'The role of the scale parameter in the estimation and comparison of multinomial 

logit models', Journal of Marketing Research, 30(3): 305-14. 

Taylor L.O., Morrison, M.D., Boyle, K.J. (2010). Exchange rules and the incentive compatibility of choice 

experiments, Environmental and Resource Economics, 47, 197–220. 

Truong, T.P., and D.A. Hensher (1985), 'Measurement of travel time values and opportunity cost from a discrete-

choice model', The Economic Journal, 95(378): 438-13. 

Volk, S., Thöni, C., Ruigrok, W., (2012). Temporal stability and psychological foundations of cooperation 

preferences, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 81 (2012) 664– 676. 

 

 



16 
 

 

Table 1. Latent Class model estimations and willingness-to-pay calculation by treatment. 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 

 Hypothetical, 1
st
 time (H1)  Real, 1

st
 time (R1)  Hypothetical, 2

nd
 time (H2)  Real, 2

nd
 time (R2) 

 Coeff. WTP . Coeff. WTP . Coeff. WTP . Coeff. WTP 

Class 1            

Donate to Health Charity 1.421**   1.003**   0.435   0.963  

 (0.703)   (0.498)   (0.978)   (0.727)  

Do not donate 0.221   0.587   1.607*   0.134  

 (0.686)   (0.363)   (0.906)   (0.521)  

Matching Health  0.014* -0.0821*  0.046*** 21.3610  0.055*** -0.1553***  0.038*** -1.4888 

 (0.008) (0.045)  (0.006) (334.0)  (0.013) (0.032)  (0.006) (2.22) 

Contribution Health 0.17***   -0.002   0.353***   0.025  

 (0.054)   (0.034)   (0.087)   (0.038)  

Matching Social 0.022*** -0.0671**  0.058*** -0.5737***  0.047*** -0.0940***  0.04*** -0.2544*** 

 (0.008) (0.026)  (0.006) (0.209)  (0.011) (0.0247)  (0.008) (0.095) 

Contribution Social  0.326***   0.100***   0.504***   0.155***  

 (0.054)   (0.035)   (0.081)   (0.048)  

Class 2            

Donate to Health Charity 0.299   -0.273   0.452   -0.305  

 (0.359)   (0.756)   (0.437)   (0.626)  

Do not donate -0.17   0.393   -0.112   -1.008**  

 (0.198)   (0.417)   (0.265)   (0.444)  

Matching Health  0.042*** 0.2905***  0.052*** 0.1532***  0.062*** 0.3133***  0.044*** 0.0844*** 

 (0.003) (0.0603)  (0.009) (0.035)  (0.004) (0.0467)  (0.008) (0.017) 

Contribution Health -0.146***   -0.338***   -0.198***   -0.521***  

 (0.03)   (0.053)   (0.028)   (0.067)  

Matching Social 0.035*** 0.4068***  0.031*** 0.1199***  0.051*** 0.4737***  0.041*** 0.0682*** 

 (0.004) (0.103)  (0.008) (0.035)  (0.005) (0.127)  (0.009) (0.0147) 

Contribution Social  -0.086***   -0.255***   -0.107***   -0.594***  

 (0.023)   (0.048)   (0.028)   (0.079)  

            

Prob. of Class 1 0.369   0.668   0.341   0.259  

Prob. of Class 2 0.631   0.332   0.659   0.741  

# of subjects 35   36   30   31  

BIC  1.79   1.62   1.55   1.42  

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Donate to Health Charity and Not donate are alternative specific constants, where the vase category is  Donate to Social Charity. Such constants capture differences in utility 

based solely on the type of charity. 
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Table 2. Likelihood ratio tests for equality of model parameters across models 

  . 

Sum  

LL Model 1 + 

LL Model 3 

. 

Sum  

LL Model 2 + 

LL Model 4 

. 

Sum  

LL Model 1 + 

LL Model 2 

. 

Sum  

LL Model 3 + 

LL Model 4 

. 
LR test:  

2*( LL Sum – LL Pooled) 

LL Model 1: Hyp, 1
st 

-615.741           

LL Model 2: Real 1
st 

-570.325           

LL Model 3: Hyp, 2
nd

  -446.510           

LL Model 4: Real, 2
nd 

-419.135           

LL Pooled Model 1 & 3 
a 

-1209.4  -1062.251        6.51 

LL Pooled Model 2 & 4 
a 

-922.078    -989.460      32.59 

LL Pooled Model 1 & 2 
b 

-1065.510      -1186.066    46.66 

LL Pooled Model 3 & 4 
b 

-1005.760        -865.645  112.86 

Critical value for χ
2
 statistic at 5% =23.69, 1%=29.14, 1‰=36.12 

a 
Indicates test relevant to time stability (i.e. across time comparisons)

 

b 
Indicates test relevant to hypothetical bias (i.e. across incentives comparisons) 
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Table 3: P-values for the combinatorial test of equality of WTPs across treatments testing for time stability and hypothetical bias 

 
Health Class 1 Social Class 1 Health Class 2 Social Class 2 

Time stability 
a 

    
     Hypothetical  0.106 0.217 0.573 0.646 

     Real  0.495 0.895 0.051 0.109 

     
Hypothetical bias 

b 

    
     Time 1 0.490 0.001 0.047 0.019 

     Time 2  0.349 0.027 0.000 0.001 
a 
Compares WTPs between Time 1 and Time 2 for each of the two samples (i.e. Hypothetical and Real) 

b
 Compares WTPs between Hypothetical  and Real samples for each of the two instances 
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Table 4. χ
2

tests of degree of internal validity across treatments 
a
  

Internal validity measure values  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 

 . Hypothetical, 1
st
 time . Real, 1

st
 time . Hypothetical, 2

nd
 time . Real, 2

nd
 time 

0  0  1  1  0 

1  11  12  9  6 

2  24  23  20  25 

# of subjects  35  36  30  31 

         

Hypothetical bias tests         

 (1)  (H1) vs. (R1)  χ
2

= 1.05     

 (3)  (H2) vs. (R2)  χ
2

= 2.14     

Time stability tests         

 (1)  (H1) vs. (H2)  χ
2

= 1.19     

 (2)  (R1) vs. (R2)  χ
2

= 2.72     
a  

Internal  validity is based on comparison of choices across three repetitions of a choice set (i.e. consistency in completing the DCE)  

Critical value for χ
2

= 5.99 
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Table 5. χ
2

tests for the stability measure across incentives 
a
  

Stability measure values  Real . Hypothetical . χ
2

test for stability of preference between of Real treatments vs. Hypothetical treatments 

0  13  11   

1  18  19   

# of subjects  31  30   

      χ
2

= 0.177 
a
 Stability is based on the individuals’ degree of internal validity displayed in the two times they played. 

Critical value for χ
2

= 3.841 
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Table 6. χ
2

tests for the stability of answers in each choice set between the two times of play across incentives  

Stability score . Real . Hypothetical . χ
2

test for stability of preference between Real treatments vs. Hypothetical treatments 

2  1  0   

5  1  0   

6  1  0   

7  2  0   

9  4  0   

10  1  1   

11  0  1   

12  3  2   

13  1  2   

14  1  2   

15  2  0   

16  1  2   

17  1  3   

19  2  4   

20  1  4   

21  2  3   

22  4  2   

23  0  2   

24  3  2   

# of subjects  31  30   

      χ
2

= 19.72 

Critical value for χ
2

= 28.87 



22 
 

  

2x2 Experimental design 

  
Between-Subject 

Design 

 
Hypothetical 

Incentive 

Real     

Incentive 

Within-Subject 

Design 

First-time play H1  R1 

Second-time play H2 R2 
 

Note: Internal validity is measured in every treatment 

 

Graph 1. Experimental Design and Treatment Labels 
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Appendix 

 

Instructions (Individual Treatment—REAL SESSIONS) 

 

Introduction 

 

This survey is concerned with charitable donating decisions, i.e. how much to donate and to which type of charity. 

We are interested in gaining an understanding of the relative importance individuals place on the different 

characteristics of a charity in the donation decision. 

  

There are two parts to this survey. In Part I you are asked to make 24 donating decisions and for each one you are 

given an initial monetary endowment of $12. You are then presented with the option to donate a fraction of your 

endowment to one of two charities or to not donate to either charity. Part II asks you for some basic demographic 

information to help us analyze the data from the survey. This information will not be used in any way to identify 

you. For Part II you will be compensated a flat fee of $6. 

 

Completing the survey should take somewhere between 15 and 30 minutes. 

 

Charity and Scenario description 

 

Each charity is described by three characteristics: 1) the type of the charity (social service or health); 2) the matching 

policy (0%, 25%, 50%); and 3) the amount to donate ($4, $8, $12).  

 

(1) Type of Charity:  

 

Each charity is identified as either a Health or a Social Service charity according to the mission and the purpose of 

the charity.  

 

 Health charities imply serving causes that are directly linked to some health issue (e.g. Cardiovascular 

diseases, Muscular Dystrophy).  

 

 Social Service charities target causes that deal with some social issue (e.g. Poverty, Support for youth 

and families at risk) 

 

The charities that have been chosen are comparable in terms of the percentage of funding received from the 

government (45%-55%) and the percentage of funds spent on administrative/managerial purposes (40%-60%). Two 

Health charities and two Social Service charities are identified. All charities provide nationwide services. More 

details about the exact causes and missions of each charity are given on separate sheets on your desk. This 

information comes directly from the web pages of the charities. 

 

(2) Matching Policy:  

 

For each charity, you will also be presented with our matching policy. This policy indicates the percentage 

with which we will match your donations. If you donate $8 (out of your initial endowment of $12) to a 

charity with a matching policy of 25%, we will automatically add $8*25%=$2 to your donation. Hence, the 

total amount that will be donated to the charity will be $2+$8=$10. If you donate $8 with a matching policy 

of 50%, we will automatically add $8*50%=$4 to your donation for a total of $4+$8=$12.  

 

There are three levels of matching policies: 
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 0% 

 25% 

 50% 

 

(3) Amount Donated  

 

Donations can be made in three different amounts:  

 

 $4 

 $8 

 $12 

 

Payments and Online Donations 

 

When you start the survey, you will be, sequentially, asked to make 24 donating decisions/scenarios. In each of 

these 24 scenarios you will be given a $12 endowment and asked how much you are willing to donate to a Health 

charity, or a Social Service charity or not to donate at all. At the end of your 24 decisions, one of these decisions will 

be randomly chosen for calculating your payment. 

 

The first two options (i.e. donate to Health or Social Service charity) will each have a donation of $4, $8 or $12 to 

be deducted from your endowment of $12, while the third option (i.e. No Donation) requires no dollar donation and 

you will keep all $12.  

 

Hence:  

 

 If you chose the third option (i.e. No Donation), you will be given $12 and no money will be 

donated to the charities.  

 

 If you have chosen either of the other two options, we will deduct the donation amount from 

your endowed $12 and you will keep the rest. We will then match your donation according to 

the matching policy, add it up to your donation and the sum will be donated to a charity in the 

specified category (social or health). 

  

If you have chosen a Health charity, the donations will be sent to one of the two Health charities that are described 

on the separate sheets. The specific charity is chosen at random and will be the same for all people in your session.  

 

If you have chosen a Social Service charity, the donations will be sent to one of the two Social Service charities that 

are described on the separate sheets. The specific charity is chosen at random and will be the same for all people in 

your session. 

 

Once the donated amounts are determined and calculated and the charity is randomly drawn, one of the 

experimenters will carry out the donation online in front of you. No one will be claiming a charitable donation tax 

credit.  
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PART I 

 

In this part you are presented with 24 donating decisions. You start with a new endowment of $12 in each scenario. 

Your decision in one scenario should not affect your decision in another scenario. 

 

In each scenario you will be asked to choose between donating to a Health charity, donating to a Social Service 

charity or no donation.  

 

All aspects of the charities apart from those presented should be assumed identical.  

 

THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.  

 

We are interested in your donation decisions. 

 

Example  

 

 
 In the example above, option B has been selected. Therefore, the individual has chosen to donate $4 of his $12 

endowment to a Social Service charity with a matching policy of 50%. Hence if this scenario is randomly drawn for 

payment, the individual will receive $8 and the charity will receive $6 (i.e. $4 + (50%*$4)).  

 

Are there any questions? 

 

In the section below, we will start with a practice round, followed by 24 donating decisions. In each case please 

indicate whether you prefer Option A, B or C by placing a tick in the appropriate radio button and then click 

“Submit”. 

 


