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Social Pressure vs. Social Preferences



Two Models of Distributional Preferences

Differences between CES model and model of fairness ideals:

Ui =
[
απρ

i + (1− α)πρ
j

]
/ρ

versus

Ui = yi − β

2X
(yi −mi (X ))2

• Both represent homothetic distributional preferences

� CES model focuses on responses to price changes

� Fairness model focuses on changes in the provenance of income

• CES model implies giving to others increases utility, while model of
fairness ideals suggests subjects pay a cost because of their ideals

How much of actual (“real world”) giving is welfare-enhancing altruism
toward others, and how much is utility-reducing guilt, obligation, etc?
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Opting Out of Dictator Games

Lazear et al (AEJ: Applied, 2012) conduct DGs with an opt out option;
recipients never learn that they were part of a DG but received nothing

• Test whether dictators actually have a preference for giving

Propose the existence of three social preference types:

• Nonsharers

• Willing sharers

• Reluctant sharers

Obvious prediction:

• Mean allocation to recipient should decrease with option to opt out
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Opting Out of Dictator Games: Theory

Let Di = 1 if i participates in a DG, Di = 0 otherwise

• Participating means that recipient learns structure of game

Utility function: Ui = ui (Di , πi , πj)

• Dictators allocate πj > 0 to recipient if: u(1,m − x , x) > u(1,m, 0)

• Standard assumption is that this implies: u(1,m − x , x) > u(0,m, 0)

Anonymous dictators may feel an obligation to “be nice”

• Willing sharers: u(1,m − x , x) > u(0,m, 0)

• Reluctant sharers: u(0,m, 0) > u(1,m − x , x) > u(1,m, 0)

AREC 815: Experimental and Behavioral Economics Charitable Giving: Altruism vs. Social Pressure, Slide 5

Opting Out of Dictator Games: Results
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Opting Out of Dictator Games: Results

Some reluctant sharers seem to allocate a lot to the recipient!
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Opting Out of Dictator Games: Results
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Opting Out: Within-Subject Evidence

Within-subject follow-up experiment:

• Intended to show which types are least willing to participate in DGs

• In Decisions 2 through 5: choice between participating in a dictator
game with budget m ≥ 10 or opting out of the DG and receiving 10

Dictators’ Decisions (Means)

Decision Endowment Sorting? Allocations Participation

1 $10.00 No $2.42 (24 percent) 100

2 $10.00 Yes $1.22 (12 percent) 46

3 $10.50 Yes $1.34 (13 percent) 57

4 $11.00 Yes $1.42 (13 percent) 74

5 $12.00 Yes $1.52 (13 percent) 76
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Opting Out: Within-Subject Evidence
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Opting Out: Within-Subject Evidence
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Opting Out of Dictator Games: Takeaways

Heterogeneity is important (yet again!)

• Some dictators are motivated by a desire to give

� In other words, giving is utility-increasing for them

• Other dictators feel a utility-decreasing compunction to give

� Must be driven by a desire to avoid “letting down” the recipient

� Self-signalling, etc., cannot explain opting out in DGs

Capturing the range of human motivations in a model is tough!

• Highlights the (welfare) importance of targeting opportunities to
give, potential costs of nudges designed to increase charitable giving
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Social Pressure and Charitable Giving

Social Pressure and Charitable Giving

DellaVigna et al (QJE, 2012) conduct closely related field experiment
built around door-to-door fundraising campaign for two charities

Treatments allowing for opting out, solicitation avoidance

• No information

• Flyer

• Flyer w/ opt out option

Measure importance of “social pressure” in charitable giving

Model of opening door, giving conditional on opening door
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Experimental Design
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Utility depends on:

• Money income: W − g

• Supply of the public good: a ln (g + G−i )

• Social cost of rebuffing a fundraiser: s(g) = [S(gs − g)] I(g ≤ gs)

� gs is minimum “acceptable” donation

Heterogeneity in terms of W , a
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Utility of giving g > 0 to door-to-door campaigner:

U(g) = u(W − g) + a [v(g + G−i )]− s(g)

= (W − g) + a [ln(g + G−i )]− [S(gs − g)] I(g ≤ gs)

Note that U(g) is strictly concave if ∂v2/∂2g < 0 and a > 0

• Claim: g∗(a) is weakly increasing in a
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Case 1: g∗ = 0 ⇔ ∂U(g)
∂g

∣∣∣∣
g=0

≤ 0
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Case 4: g∗ > gs ⇔ ∂U(g)
∂g

∣∣∣∣
g→g+

s

> 0
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Case 3: g∗ = gs ⇔ ∂U(g)
∂g

∣∣∣∣
g→g−

s

≥ 0 AND ∂U(g)
∂g

∣∣∣∣
g→g+

s

≤ 0
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Case 2: g∗ ∈ (0, gs)

∂U(g)

∂g

∣∣∣∣
g=0

> 0 and
∂U(g)

∂g

∣∣∣∣
g→g−

s

< 0

together imply an interior solution for g∗ which i below gs

Solving for interior solution:
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Optimal Response to Solicitation

Case Donation Utility

a ≤ a(S) g∗ = 0

a(S) < a < a(S) g∗ ∈ (0, gs)

a(S) ≤ a ≤ a(S) g∗ = gs

a(S) < a g∗ > gs
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When to Open the Door

In absence of flyer, Pr(donor at home) = h0

Donor observes flyer with probability r ∈ (0, 1)

After observing flyer, donor chooses when to avoid opening the door:

h [U(g∗)] + (1− h) [U(0)]− (h − h0)
2

2η︸ ︷︷ ︸
cost of avoidance

Claim: ∃! a0 ∈
(
a(S), a(S)

)
such that

h∗(a) < h0 ⇔ a < a0

h∗(a) > h0 ⇔ a > a0
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When to Open the Door

Case 1: g∗ = 0

h [W + a [ln (G−i )]− Sgs ] + (1− h) [W + a [ln (G−i )]]− (h − h0)
2

2η

Interior solution for h∗ solves:
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When to Open the Door

Case 4: g∗ > gs

h [W − g∗ + a [ln (g∗ + G−i )]] + (1− h) [W + a [ln (G−i )]]− (h − h0)
2

2η
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When to Open the Door

Cases 2 and 3: g∗ ∈ (0, gs ]

⇒ U(g∗) = W − g∗ + a [ln (g∗ + G−i )]− S(gs − g∗)

Optimal h∗(a, S) solves:

W−g∗(a)+a [ln (g∗(a) + G−i )]−S [gs−g∗(a)]−[W + a [ln (G−i )]] =
1

η
(h∗−h0)

Differentiating h∗(a, S) wrt a demonstrates monotonicity
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Opting Out

Implication: ∃!a0 ∈
(
a(S), a(S)

)
such that h∗(a, S) = h0

What if donors are given the option to “opt out” of solicitation?

• Donors with a < a0(S) will clearly opt out

Suppose a is distributed according to CDF F

How will behavior vary across treatments (nf, f, oo)?
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Testable Predictions

Let P(H)t = Pr(opening door|treatment = t)

P(H)nf = h0

P(H)f = (1− r)h0 + r

∫ ∞

∞
h∗(a, S)dF

P(H)oo = (1− r)h0 + r

∫ ∞

a0

h∗(a, S)dF

How will the treatments impact P(H) in practice?

• Under social pressure only: P(H)nf > P(H)f > P(H)oo

• Under altruism only: P(H)f = P(H)oo > P(H)nf
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Testable Predictions

Similar story with unconditional probability of giving:

P(G )nf = h0
[
1− F (a(S))

]

P(G )f = (1− r)h0
[
1− F (a(S))

]
+ r

∫ ∞

a(S)

h∗(a, S)dF

P(G )oo = (1− r)h0
[
1− F (a(S))

]
+ r

∫ ∞

a0

h∗(a, S)dF

Under social pressure only: P(G )nf > P(G )f > P(G )oo

Under altruism only: P(G )f = P(G )oo > P(G )nf
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Reduced Form Results
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Reduced Form Results
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Reduced Form Results

Opening the Door

Unconditional Giving Conditional Giving

AREC 815: Experimental and Behavioral Economics Charitable Giving: Altruism vs. Social Pressure, Slide 32



Reduced Form Results
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Estimates of Model Parameters

Assumptions:

• Functional form for utility function

• Altruism parameter normally distributed

Survey experiment to identify avoidance cost parameters

Minimum distance estimator: (m(ξ)− m̂)′W (m(ξ)− m̂)
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Estimates of Model Parameters
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Estimates of Model Parameters
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Welfare Impacts
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Welfare Impacts
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Summary and Conclusions

Evidence of heterogeneity in whether giving increases utility

• Lab and field evidence is consistent

• Many people do not feel comfortable saying no

Charitable fundraising may make people (donors) worse off

• Allowing for opt-out can improve efficiency
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