
Including Donors in the Provision of  
Public Goods

Esther Blanco (University of  Innsbruck, The Ostrom Workshop)
j.w.w.

Natalie Struwe (University of  Innsbruck)
Tobias Haller (University of  Innsbruck)

James M. Walker (Indiana University, The Ostrom Workshop)

Funded by 

Vienna Center for Experimental Economics – 18 November 2022 



Main contribution: Develop a new experimental game to endogenously link donors to public 
goods and providers of  public goods. 

3 Laboratory experiments: Assess the relative performance of  alternative institutions for 
distributing endogenous donations (n > 1700).

Main results: 

Equal endogenous rewards do not increase public good provision. 

All institutions linking relative effort to relative endogenous rewards similarly increase public 
goods. 

In a nutshell
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Motivation

https://earth.google.com/web/
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Motivation

VCEE Seminar - Nov 22Esther Blanco 4/40



Often, individuals (outsiders) care about public goods they cannot provide themselves (due to
physical or institutional constraints). 

Another group of  individuals (insiders) can provide the public good that benefits themselves 
and the outsiders. 

We study the capacity of outsiders to increase public good provision by sending donations 
to compensate insiders’ efforts.

Institutions / NGOs allow outsiders to make donations to support insiders. 

e.g. payments for ecosystem services, foreign aid, conditional cash transfer programs.

Motivation
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How can limited funding from outsiders be allocated among public good providers to increase 
public good provision?

Test-bed alternative institutions suggested in previous literature on program-design 
(e.g. Ferraro and Kiss 2002; Jack et al. 2008; Pattanayak et al. 2010; Ferraro 2011;  Hejnowicz et al. 2014; 
Naeem et al. 2015; Engel, 2016; Wunder et al. 2018). 
Each study addressing the causal impact from specific attributes of  program-design. 

A novel experimental game for cumulative empirical evidence: 
Lab experiments allow to identify behavioral responses at the root of causal effects.
Complements results from naturally occuring settings, where multiple (potentially
confounding) variables are at work.
Generates results to be further investigated in field experiments or RCTs.

Motivation
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Passive outsiders in social dilemmas: Schwartz-Shea & Simmons 1990; Engel & Rockenbach 2011; Delaney 
& Jacobson 2014.

All consider passive recipients of externalities who cannot act to improve outcomes.

Exogenous incentives to enhance pro-sociality: Extrinsic incentives can, but do not need to, enhance 
pro-social behavior of  individuals (e.g. review by Gneezy et al. 2011). PES-framed experiments (e.g. Vollan, 
2008; Midler et al. 2015; Gatiso et al. 2018; Moros et al. 2019; Rodriguez et al. 2019).

All consider only insiders and exogenously provided payments (by experimentalist).

Within-group rewards in PG: Can work with reputation (Rand et al 2009) but are prone to reduced 
effect through time with anonymity (Sefton et al. 2007).

All consider only insiders. 

Drivers of  charitable donations:  e.g. Andreoni 1990; Eckel and Grossman 2003; Vesterlund 2003; Frey & 
Meier 2004; Eckel et al. 2005; Bénabou & Tirole 2006; Ariely et. al. 2009; Gneezy et al. 2014; Garcia et al. 2020.

All consider only outsiders. 

Related Literature
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Provide experimental evidence on the capacity of endogenous donations to enhance public good 
provision in group-to-group interactions (donors and public good providers).

Research Questions: 

Project 1: Can evenly-shared donations by outsiders increase public good provision?
Do conditional transfers do better?

Project 2: Can fixed proportional donations to effort increase public good provision?
Do free-form individual donations further increase public good provision?

Project 3: Does strengthening competition for donations further increase public good provision?

Ongoing: Do donations that increase the productivity (MPCR) of  public good providers enhance 
public good provision?

Contribution
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Project 1:
Equal and Conditional
Payments in Groups
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Repeated linear public good game with 4 insiders and 4 outsiders in partner matching.

MPCR to insiders and outsiders: 0.4 (global positive externalities).

Between-subjects design, 4 treatment conditions (n= 292 subjects in 34 groups).

Hypothesis 1: For any positive transfer by outsiders, public good contributions in Donation are larger 
than in Baseline.
Hypothesis 2: Contributions to the public good and transfers are higher in Contract than in Donation.

   Treatment 
Transfers Part 1 

(5 periods) 
Transfers Part 2 

(10 periods) 
  

 
  
 

Baseline Inactive Inactive   

Donation Inactive Unconditional   

Contract Inactive Conditional   

Donation II Unconditional Unconditional   
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Project 1: The Decision Setting

Inactive Outsiders: Each insider i makes independent provision decisions ( gi ) to a Group Account, 
outsiders ( j ) are inactive. 

Insiders’ utility function:

Outsiders’ utility function:

w=100 initial endowment

a=0.4 MPCR

𝑈𝑈(tj)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝒂𝒂𝒂𝒂

𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 +𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖) where 𝐺𝐺 = ∑𝑖𝑖=1
𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 and 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 ∈ 0,𝑤𝑤

and where 𝑓𝑓 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 captures warm glow utility from contributing
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Project 1: The Decision Setting

[Un]conditional
Stage 1: Each outsider j makes independent transfer decisions ( tj ) that are [un]conditional on 

insiders’ choices. 
Transfers are added together in a Transfer Fund ( T ). The size of  T is public information.

Stage 2: Each insider i makes independent provision decisions ( gi ).
Conditionality: Every token in G brings the group of  insiders one token from T (0.25 each), 
as long as funds are available. Proportional rebate of  transfers, if  not used. 

Unconditional
Insiders’ utility function:

Outsiders’ utility function:

Conditional

𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 +
1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼

𝑇𝑇 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)

𝑈𝑈(tj)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗) 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 𝑇𝑇 > 𝐺𝐺
𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 +

1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼

𝑇𝑇′ + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)

𝑈𝑈(tj)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + (𝑇𝑇 − 𝐺𝐺)
𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗
𝑇𝑇

+ 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)

𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 𝑇𝑇 ≤ 𝐺𝐺 �
𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 +

1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼

𝑇𝑇 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)

𝑈𝑈(tj)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)

Where 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗) captures additional utility from sending transfers (e.g. warm glow etc)
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Project 1: Results

Initial transfers are substantial: 30% in Donation and 38% in Contract.
In period 6, in only 50% of  the Donation groups contributions exceeded transfers offered, 11% for the 
Contract groups (substantial transfers returned).
Result 1 (H1 ): Average provision in Donation is not higher than in Baseline.
Result 2 (H2 ): Average provision in Contract is not higher than in Donation.

Fig 1. Average individual contributions and transfers offered over time 
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Initial transfers are substantial: 30% in Donation and 38% in Contract.
In period 6, in only 50% of  the Donation groups contributions exceeded transfers offered, 11% for the 
Contract groups (substantial transfers returned).
Result 1 (H1 ): Average provision in Donation is not higher than in Baseline.
Result 2 (H2 ): Average provision in Contract is not higher than in Donation.
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Project 1: Results
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Conditional cooperation within insiders, present only in Baseline.
Positive but weak reciprocal response of insiders to transfers offered by outsiders.

Project 1: Results – Dynamics
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No significant relationship between contributions and deviations between
expected transfers and transfers offered. 

Project 1: Results – Expectations
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Project 1: Discussion 

Donations by outsiders do not trivially increase public good provision. 

What could be the reasons for the limited effect of  transfers?
Payoff  differences are not a primary driver of  lower contributions (Donation II).
Initial unfulfilled expectations are not the primary reason for the limited cooperation of
insiders.
Within group free-riding, along with a lack of  sufficient reciprocity across groups are 
remarkable obstacles to cooperation.
Lack of  cooperation in Contract is particularly remarkable (higher MPCR and substantial 
transfers).

Further research needed on how group-to-group cooperation can be enhanced through 
alternative institutional arrangements.
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Project 2:
Proportional Payments in 
Groups & Individual 
Payments
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Project 2: Experimental Design

Between-subjects design, 4 main treatment conditions:

n=944 participants (17-21 groups per treatment) (+ 2 “Additionality” treatments in Study 1),
data collected at Innsbruck EconLab.

Study 1: Group transfers

Treatment Sharing rule
Equal (baseline 1) Equal, unconditional of  efforts
Proportional Proportional to effort

Study 2: Individual transfers 

Treatment Sharing rule
Equal (baseline 2) Equal, unconditional of  efforts
Targeted-transfers Individual payments
Study 1 & Study 2: Relative performance of  group and individual transfers. 
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Stage 1: Outsiders send transfers to Transfer Account (T).
Stage 2: Insiders observe Transfer Account and make contributions to Group Account (G).

Equal Insiders’ utility function: [Prop] Insiders’ utility function:

Outsiders’ utility function: Outsiders’ utility function:

Hypothesis 1: Prop will increase contributions & transfers on average as compared to Equal.

𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 + 1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼
𝑇𝑇 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖) 𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 +

𝒈𝒈𝒊𝒊
𝑮𝑮

𝑻𝑻 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)

𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡j)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗) 𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡j)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)
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Project 2: Decision Setting
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Fig 1. Average group contributions and transfers offered over time
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Project 2: Results – Proportional sharing

Result 1 (H1 ): A proportional sharing rule increases both contributions of  
insiders as well as transfers of  outsiders compared to an equal sharing rule.
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Project 2: Results – Proportional sharing

Result 1 (H1 ): A proportional sharing rule increases both contributions of  
insiders as well as transfers of  outsiders compared to an equal sharing rule.

 (I) (II) 
In % of group endowment: 
 

Net group contributions 
 

Net group transfers 
 

   
Proportional 10.46*** 

(3.443) 
7.283** 
(3.448)  

Period -1.586*** 
(0.420) 

-1.392*** 
(0.156)  

Constant 10.79** 
(5.046) 

2.224 
(3.127)  

   
Observations 410 410 
Number of sessions 14 14 
Number of groups 41 41 
Reference Category Equal 

 Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Mixed Effects Regression for Treatment Effects Proportional vs. Equal:
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Hypothesis 2: On average, contributions & transfers in Targ will be higher than in Equal(base2).

[Targ] Insiders’ utility function:

𝑈𝑈(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 + ∑𝑖𝑖=1
nO 𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)

Outsiders’ utility function:

𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − ∑𝑗𝑗=1
nI 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)

Equal(base2) Insiders’ utility function:

𝑈𝑈(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 + 1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼
𝑇𝑇 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)

Outsiders’ utility function:
𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)

Stage 1: Insiders make contributions to a Group Account.

Stage 2: Outsiders observe contributions of  each insider and make transfers.
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Use of  targeted transfers similar to the inflexible proportional share rule in Proportional.

  
Individual transfers received  

 
Rank in contributions in a group: 

 

1st rank 36.45**** 
 (5.126) 
2nd rank 19.29**** 
 (3.233) 

3rd rank 6.662**** 
 (1.801) 

Period -1.369**** 
 (0.313) 

Constant 23.26**** 
 (4.026) 
  
Observations 800 
Number of groups 20 
Number of subjects  80 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. **** p<0.005, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
Note: chi-squared tests confirm that all coefficients are significantly different from each other  
(p-value <0.0001, for all comparisons). 

Project 2: Results – Targeted

Fig 1. Individual transfers received relative to deviation from mean 
contribution of  other insiders’ in a group in Targeted-transfers

Table 2. Individual transfers received in Targeted-transfers relative to 
where individual’s contributions rank within group 

Results – How do outsiders use their opportunity to make targeted transfers?
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Fig 3. Average group contributions and transfers in Targeted-transfers and Equal (baseline2)
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Project 2: Results – Targeted

Result 2 (H2 ): Targeted transfers significantly increase contributions of  insiders 
and transfers of  outsiders compared to an equal sharing rule.
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Result 2 (H2 ): Targeted transfers significantly increase contributions of  insiders 
and transfers of  outsiders compared to an equal sharing rule.

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

 (I) (II) 
In % of group endowment: Net group contributions 

 
Net group transfers 

 
   
Targeted-transfers 14.62*** 

(4.901) 
10.51* 
(6.253)  

Period -1.162*** 
(0.245) 

-1.048*** 
(0.125)  

Constant 9.219** 
(4.084)  

-4.597 
(4.461)  

Observations 410 410 
Number of sessions 14 14 
Number of groups 41 41 
Reference Category Equal(baseline2) 

 

Mixed Effects Regression for Treatment Effects Targeted vs. Equal(base2):
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Project 2: Results – Targeted
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Project 2: Results – Comparison of  Treatment Effects

As compared to their respective baselines:
Proportional increases 10.46% net-contributions, 7.3% in net-transfers.
Targeted-transfers increases 14.62% net-contributions, 10.5% in net-transfers.

Difference in increase not significant (p-value = 0.24 & 0.41, respectively)

Result 3: Proportional group payments do similarly as individual payments (in donations and 
in public good provision) and better than equal payments.
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Project 2: Results – Dynamics

Higher shares of transfers
received correlate positively with
higher future contributions by
insiders.

Other insiders‘ behavior is less
relevant. 
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Project 2: Discussion

Group-transfers from outsiders can increase public good provision by insiders. 
Good news: Individual payments are not the only way. 
If  insiders have peer-monitoring capacity and collective action agreements (needed for a 
proportional distribution of  transfers), group payments could work. 

Importance of  guaranteeing that those who make higher efforts in society receive 
higher financial support. 

Increases effort of  recipients & donations from donors (induces positive reciprocity). 
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Project 3:
Strengthening competition
between insiders
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Project 3: Experimental Design

Between-subjects design, 4 treatment conditions:

Treatment Distribution of  Transfers

No Transfers No Transfers
Passive outsiders

Proportional Nobody excluded
Proportional share of  transfers to insiders’ effort

Loser-gets-nothing
(LN)

3 winners, 1 excluded
Lowest insider contributor in a group receives no transfers, 
proportional share for top 3

Winner-takes-all 
(WA)

1 winner, 3 excluded
Highest insider contributor in a group receives all transfers

n=480 subjects (13-21 groups per treatment), data collected at Innsbruck EconLab.
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Project 3: The Decision Setting

Stage 2: Insider’s (expected) utility function with transfers:

Stage 1: Each outsider j makes independent transfer decisions (𝒕𝒕𝒋𝒋) to a Transfer Account (T= ∑𝑗𝑗=1
𝑛𝑛𝑂𝑂 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗).

Outsider’s utility function with transfers: 𝑈𝑈𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑓𝑓 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗

𝑈𝑈𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 + 𝒛𝒛 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 ,𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊 T + 𝑓𝑓 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖

𝑧𝑧 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 ,𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊 =

)1 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 > 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑥𝑥(𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊
1
𝑚𝑚

in case i ties with m − 1 other insiders

)0 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 < 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑥𝑥(𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊

𝑧𝑧 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 ,𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊 =
𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
G

𝑧𝑧 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 ,𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊 =

𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
G𝑤𝑤

𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 > 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑛𝑛(𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊)

𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
G

in case of any ties

)0 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 < 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑛𝑛(𝒈𝒈−𝒊𝒊

Proportional contest:

Winner-takes-all contest:

Loser-gets-nothing contest:

where 𝒛𝒛(. ) defines each contest’s success function, as follows:
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Fig. 1a: Average group contributions Fig. 1b: Average group transfers
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Project 3: Results

Result 1 (H1 ): All contests generate significantly higher contributions of insiders relative to No-T.

Result 2 (H2 ): Contributions of  insiders in WA not different to Proportional & LN.
Transfers of  outsiders significantly lower in WA relative to LN.
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Project 3: Results

Result 1 (H1 ): All contests generate significantly higher contributions of insiders relative to No-T.

Result 2 (H2 ): Contributions of  insiders in WA not different to Proportional & LN.
Transfers of  outsiders significantly lower in WA relative to LN.

Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals based on cluster-robust standard errors on the session level for treatment 
differences from multilevel mixed-effects regressions with random effects at the group and session level.
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Project 3: Results – Impact of exclusion over time
Fig 3: mean contributions of  insiders before & after (not) winning in WA, and before & after (not) losing in LN, excluding period 6.

WA LNp < 0.001

p < 0.001
p < 0.001

p < 0.001

VCEE Seminar - Nov 22

Result 3:
After winning, insiders significantly decrease their contributions.
After losing, insiders significantly increase their contributions.
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Project 3: Results – Impact of exclusion over time
Fig 3: mean contributions of  insiders before & after (not) winning in WA, and before & after (not) losing in LN, excluding period 6.

WA LN

p < 0.001

p < 0.001

VCEE Seminar - Nov 22

Result 3:
But on average, winners tend to continue to be winners and losers tend to continue to be 
losers. 
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Table B2. Determinants of insiders’ behavior in contests, Periods 6-15, controlling for avg. transfers offered. 
Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  

 (I) (II) (III) 
Dep. Variable: 
individual contribution in 
period t, in % of endowment 

Prop WA LN 

    
other insiderst-1 0.156** -0.166*** 0.0278 
 (0.0678) (0.0588) (0.0781) 

avg_transferst 0.942*** 1.136*** 0.776*** 
 (0.165) (0.167) (0.141) 
avg1-5 0.415*** 0.420*** 0.485*** 
 (0.125) (0.0733) (0.0877) 
winnert-1 - 6.196 - 
  (5.334)  

#winnerst-1 - -0.947 - 
  (2.284)  

losert-1 - - -6.735*** 
   (1.810) 

period -0.0971 -1.846*** -0.884 
 (0.380) (0.492) (0.673) 

constant -0.645 27.25*** 14.84 
 (4.709) (9.195) (9.402) 
    
Observations 840 520 480 
Number of groups 21 13 12 
Number of subjects 84 52 48 

 

Project 3: Results – Dynamics 

Higher transfers offered correlate
positively with higher future
contributions by insiders.

Other insiders‘ behavior is less
relevant. 
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*** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Table 1: Mixed effects regression, robust sdt. errors in parantheses
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Project 3: Results – Expectations

Esther Blanco 38/40

The “prize” from competition is 
endogenously decided by outsiders.
Insiders form expectations (beliefs) 
and can act upon them.

Result 4:
Unmet-expectations of  transfers do not 
significantly decrease insiders’ 
contributions. 
Exceeded-expectations of  transfers 
significantly increase contributions in 
WA.



Project 3: Discussion

Competition can be an effective mechanism to increase transfer program outcomes:

Linking relative rewards to relative effort increases public good provision. 

All competitive environments generate similar increases in public good provision, 
irrespective of  the degree of  exclusion. 
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Putting it all together

The capacity of  donations to increase public good provision in group-to-group settings 
should not be taken for granted (BHW 2018) 

Group-donations from outsiders can increase public good provision by groups of  public 
good providers (BSW 2021, 2022). 

Proportional allocations, individual-donations, mild and strong exclusion, all result in similar 
increases in public good provision. 
Individual payments are not the only way. 

Suggestive evidence supporting proportional inclusive payments (BHW 2018, BSW 2021, 
2022): 

These are simpler to implement in field settings: simpler to communicate; simpler to 
enforce; and possibly outcome-based fairer (Wells et al., 2020).
These are able to sufficiently motivate donors, which is also critical (Wunder et al., 2018, 2020).
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Ongoing work

Main Research Question: 

What is the behavioral response of  insiders to the transfer decisions by outsiders that 
endogenously define the MPCR?

Secondary Research Questions:
1. Does it matter whether the MPCR is exogenously or endogenously defined through the 

transfers by outsiders?
2. Does it matter whether the MPCR is modified continuously or as a threshold?
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Ongoing work: Experimental Design
Prolific subjects in UK and one-shot decisions (first time in this decision environment).
Pre-registered: https://aspredicted.org/C6T_2FL
Between-subjects design, 6 treatment conditions with equal impact of  transfers:

n=1280 in May 2022; 20 minutes and participants earned on average £5.71.
VCEE Seminar - Nov 22
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https://aspredicted.org/C6T_2FL


Ongoing work: Results – Exogenous vs. Endogenous MPCR

In 87.5% of  groups in THRES & 67.5% of  groups in CONT, outsiders offer sufficient 
transfers to establish high MPCR of  0.8.

Comparison of  groups in THRES vs. groups in EXO:

 
Result 1 (H1): Investments by insiders in public goods do not significantly change for

endogenous vs. exogenously defined MPCRs.
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Ongoing work: Results – Continuous vs. Threshold

Result 2 (H2): There is no significant
difference in average contributions
between CONT and THRES. Average
transfers in CONT are significantly
below average transfers in THRES.

When comparing CONT (above / below 25% 
transfers) separately to groups reaching or failing to 
reach the threshold in THRES, there are no significant 
differences in contributions nor transfers. 
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Ongoing work: Beliefs & other heterogeneity in behavior

For outsiders, significant determinants of
transfer are:

Higher beliefs of insiders’ subsequent public
good provision. 

Social efficiency concerns, in the groups that
indeed achieve higher MPCRs endogenously. 
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Ongoing work: Beliefs & other heterogeneity in behavior

For insiders, significant determinants of
public good provision are:

Higher beliefs of outsiders’ transfers. 

Social efficiency concerns, in the groups that
achieved higher MPCRs endogenously or
exogenously. 

Remarkably, higher transfers do not
systematically increase public good provision
(no support for reciprocal behavior).
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Ongoing work: Why no responses to changes in MPCR?

Additional Result 1 (A-H1): Subjects do not respond to exogenous changes in the MPCR,
neither with active nor with passive outsiders.

It is not about outsiders being active (not even with high value transfers)

Active outsidersPassive outsiders
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Ongoing work: Why no responses to changes in MPCR?

Follow-up result 1 (FU-H1): In a conventional one-shot public good experiment (no
outsiders), prolific subjects do not respond on average to between-subject changes
in the MPCR (pre-registered https://aspredicted.org/HSX_P32).

It is not about outsiders being present.
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n=76-80 individuals per treatment

Esther Blanco

https://aspredicted.org/HSX_P32


Ongoing discussions

The research question of  this ongoing study is not answered with our data…
…after spending 15,000 Euros. 
… after 7 months of  data collection and analysis.

This is how science works! We failed to answer our initial research question (with a clean 
method and protocols) and thus opened wider research questions. 

Is it adequate to study cooperation…
… with a Prolific subject pool?
… online?
… in the lab? 
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