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a b s t r a c t
The economics literature suggests that enhanced social connection can increase trust
amongst agents, which can ultimately lead to more efﬁcient economic outcomes, including
increased provision of public goods. This study provides a test of whether social connectedness (proxied via agent similarities in race and gender) inﬂuences giving to a charitable
fundraiser. Using data gathered from more than 2000 households approached in an actual
door-to-door fundraising drive, we ﬁnd limited evidence of the importance of such social
connections. A robust result in the data, however, is that our minority solicitors, whether
approaching a majority or minority household, are considerably less likely to obtain a contribution, and conditional on securing a contribution, gift size is lower than their majority
counterparts receive.
© 2008 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
It is well established that relying upon voluntary contributions for the provision of public goods generally results in
the under provision of such goods relative to ﬁrst-best levels. Numerous mechanisms have been proposed to alleviate the
tendency of agents to free-ride (see, e.g., Groves and Ledyard, 1977; Walker, 1981; Bagnoli and McKee, 1991; Varian, 1994;
Falkinger, 1996). A related literature that has recently expanded considerably revolves around instrument choice for the
private organization attempting to provide public goods. Approaches used by individual charities and fundraisers range from
rebates and matching (Eckel and Grossman, 2003), seed money (Andreoni, 1998; List and Lucking-Reiley, 2002), charitable
auctions (Engers and McManus, 2007; Goeree et al., 2005) to rafﬂes and lotteries (Morgan, 2000; Morgan and Sefton, 2000;
Landry et al., 2006; Lange et al., 2007).
At the same time, a literature has evolved that highlights that in the absence of complete contracts, individuals critically
rely upon trust in others to overcome market failures. Intuitively, when individuals trust one another, transactions costs are
reduced and large organizations function more efﬁciently. A growing literature that examines the relationship between trust
and economic outcomes at both the individual (see, e.g., Fehr and List, 2004; Karlan, 2005) and macro-levels (see, e.g., Arrow,
1972; Putnam, 1993; Knack and Keefer, 1997) reveals the importance of trust and trustworthiness.1
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1
In a similar spirit, economists have begun to examine the role of trust attitudes on cooperation (see, e.g., Gächter et al., 2004; Andreoni and Petrie,
2008). As many important economic interactions involve situations of multilateral cooperation with free-rider incentives, the extent to which people will
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Given the importance of trust on economic outcomes, economists have started to examine the types of characteristics
that are correlated with interpersonal trust. For our purposes, it is important to note that this literature highlights that
trusting behavior and trustworthiness rise with social connection (see, e.g., Glaeser et al., 2000; Fershtman and Gneezy,
2001; Andreoni and Petrie, 2008). Further, the literature provides empirical evidence that (i) belonging to a group that is
historically discriminated against and (ii) living in racially mixed communities and/or communities with a high degree of
income inequality are signiﬁcant factors that lead to lower trust attitudes (Glaeser et al., 2000; Alesina and La Ferrara, 2002).
Interestingly, these same factors have been shown to lower participation rates in social activities and public expenditures on
local public goods such as education and roads (Easterly and Levine, 1997; Alesina et al., 1999; Alesina and La Ferrara, 2000;
La Ferrara, 2002).
Combined, these literatures suggest that ethnic diversity and income inequality in a community may lead to mistrust
amongst individuals and prevent the types of cooperation required to facilitate the private provision of local public goods.
Theoretically, the importance of social ties on the private provision of local public goods has been shown by van Dijk and
van Winden (1997). In their model, aggregative public good provision depends on the homogeneity of communities and
tolerance for inequality in contribution levels: in equilibrium, provision levels are increasing in tolerance and the equality
of local income distributions.2 Experimental evidence from van Dijk et al. (2002) provide support for these conjectures
and show that social ties develop through successful economic interactions and have a direct impact on public good
provision.3
In this study, we take a ﬁrst step to advance these insights to a controlled ﬁeld environment by exploring the role of social
connection on individual contribution decisions in an actual door-to-door charitable fundraising campaign for the Center for
Natural Hazards Mitigation Research at East Carolina University (ECU).4 Importantly, by use of randomization we are able
to examine whether potential donors contribute more to solicitors of a like social grouping than to solicitors of a different
social grouping. In doing so, we examine the role of individual donor characteristics that have been shown to correlate
with trust (such as race and gender) on observed contribution decisions. In this regard, our study builds upon Landry et al.
to further our understanding of the inﬂuence of solicitor–solicitee interaction on charitable giving.5 Further, our approach
extends the existing experimental literature on social connection, trust, and the private provision of public goods to a ﬁeld
setting.
Several insights emerge. A ﬁrst ﬁnding is that there is only limited evidence of a signiﬁcant correlation between social
connectedness and individual contribution decisions. Indeed, we ﬁnd that both minority and majority households contribute
signiﬁcantly more, on average, to Caucasian solicitors. For Caucasian households this result is driven by both male and female
solicitees; for minority households this result is driven by male solicitees. Interestingly, it is minority male solicitors who
raise signiﬁcantly less money than Caucasian male solicitors from minority male households.
A second result is that, in aggregate, minority solicitees contribute less to the public good than majority solicitees. Similar
to the ﬁrst result, this insight is robust to a myriad of solicitor and household level controls. Further, it is a result that holds
across solicitee gender. Clearly there are several underlying data generating processes that can explain such a ﬁnding, yet it
is consonant with Alesina et al.: southern minorities are historically subject to discrimination, inducing lower levels of trust,
which results in fewer contributions to a pure public good such as the Hazards Center that provides a beneﬁt shared across
racial groups.
These results suggest that social connection per se has limited impact on contribution decisions in our experiment.
The data patterns are more consistent with a model whereby there is systematic mistrust toward minority male solicitors who raise signiﬁcantly less money than all other solicitors from all household types. In this sense, our data support
laboratory evidence suggesting that individuals act upon stereotypes and are more (less) cooperative with people perceived to be more (less) helpful or trustworthy (see, e.g., Devine, 1989; Fershtman and Gneezy, 2001; Andreoni and Petrie,
2008).
The remainder of the paper is crafted as follows. Section 2 outlines our experimental design. Section 3 describes our
results. Section 4 concludes.

cooperate with others likely depends on perceived trustworthiness (i.e., individuals are more likely to cooperate when they trust that others will not exploit
their actions).
2
Similar predictions are provided in Alesina et al. who link heterogeneity of preferences across ethnic groups in a community with the level of expenditures
on local public goods.
3
Similar insights are provided in Andreoni and Petrie (2004, 2008) and Gächter et al. (2004) who demonstrate the importance of social connection and
trust on public good provision in experimental environments. In the Andreoni and Petrie studies, providing subjects with digital photos of other group
members leads to increased contribution levels, particularly in groups with attractive females who are ex ante perceived to be more helpful than male
counterparts. The Gächter et al. study highlights that contribution levels in a single shot public goods game are positively correlated with an individual’s
trust toward strangers and beliefs regarding the fairness of others in society.
4
The Hazard Center was founded by the North Carolina state government in the fall of 2004 in response to the widespread devastation in Eastern North
Carolina caused by hurricanes Dennis and Floyd and designed to provide support and coordination for research on natural hazard risks. For more information
on the Hazard Mitigation Research Center see www.artsci.ecu.edu/cas/auxiliary/hazardcenter/home.htm.
5
Among other things, Landry et al. explore the inﬂuence of solicitor–solicitee interaction. Interestingly, they report that the effect of a one standard
deviation change in physical attractiveness for female solicitors is roughly comparable to the effect of introducing a lottery incentive. While Landry et al.
examine the inﬂuence of other solicitor characteristics such as obesity and personality attributes on contribution decisions, they do not provide a systematic
analysis of social connection and trust.
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2. Experimental design
Our ﬁeld experiment was part of a door-to-door fundraising drive to support the Center for Natural Hazards Research
(henceforth the Hazards Center) at East Carolina University. We designed the door-to-door fundraising solicitation to allow
a clean comparison between four different treatments: a VCM with and without seed money, a ﬁxed-prize lottery with only
a single cash prize, and a ﬁxed-prize lottery with multiple cash prizes. 6 In each treatment, households in predetermined
neighborhood blocks in Pitt County, North Carolina, were approached by a paid solicitor and asked if they would like to make
a contribution to support the Hazards Center. Households that answered the door were provided an informational brochure
about the Hazards Center and read a ﬁxed script that outlined the reason for the solicitors’ visit. The script included a brief
introduction that informed the resident of who the solicitors were, the purpose of their visit, a two-sentence summary of
the non-proﬁt organization, and the details of the charitable rafﬂe (when applicable). A copy of the script for the single-prize
lottery is provided in Appendix A in supplementary material.
Across all treatments, potential donors were informed that proceeds raised in the campaign would be used to fund the
Hazards Center. In the VCM with seed money treatment, potential donors were also informed that the Hazards Center had
already received a commitment of $1000 from an anonymous donor. In the single-prize lottery treatment, households were
informed that each dollar contributed to the Hazards Center would provide them with one ticket for a rafﬂe where the
winner would receive a $1000 pre-paid credit card. In the multiple-prize lottery treatment, households were informed that
each dollar contributed would provide one chance in a rafﬂe that would award four $250 pre-paid credit cards as prizes.
Households were informed that they were eligible to win only one of the four pre-paid credit cards. Agents in the lottery
treatments were informed that their chances of winning the rafﬂe would be based upon their ticket purchases relative to
the number of tickets purchased by other households in Pitt County.
At this point, it is important to consider that we attempted to make the ﬁeld experiment correspond closely to naturally
occurring door-to-door fundraising drives. Thus, when crafting our script, we closely followed generally accepted guidelines
in such matters as the provision of information and other theoretically important factors. Such an approach is different from
laboratory experiments, wherein the scholar attempts to create a sterile environment that necessitates careful control of
individual preferences, others’ preferences, group size, and the like.
Table 1 summarizes our experimental design. The experimental treatments were conducted on four different weekends
between October 2nd and November 13th, 2004. Our design resulted in a sample of 6367 households approached: 1186 in
the VCM, 1282 in the VCM with seed money, 1826 in the single-prize lottery, and 2073 in the multiple-prize lottery. Of the
households approached, 2399 answered the door and spoke to a solicitor, and 838 made a contribution to the Hazards Center.
2.1. Part 2: recruiting and training the solicitors
As Table 1 reveals, we employed ﬁfty-seven solicitors: seven in the VCM treatment, twelve in the VCM with seed money
treatment, sixteen in the single-prize lottery treatment, and twenty-two in the multiple-prize lottery treatment. All solicitors
participated during a single weekend and elicited contributions within a single treatment. Solicitors were not aware of the
alternate treatments, and we took great care to ensure that solicitors in different experimental treatments were isolated
from one another to prevent cross-contamination and information exchange across treatments. Each solicitor’s experience
typically followed four steps: (1) consideration of an invitation to work as a paid volunteer for the research center, (2) an
in-person interview, (3) a training session, and (4) participation as a solicitor in the door-to-door campaign.
Undergraduate solicitors were recruited from the student body at ECU via ﬂyers posted around campus, announcements
on a university electronic bulletin board, advertisements in the local campus newspaper, and direct appeal to students during
undergraduate economics courses. All potential solicitors were told that they would be paid $10 per hour during training
and employment. Interested solicitors were instructed to contact the Economics Department to schedule an interview.
Initial 15-min interviews were conducted in private ofﬁces of the Economics Department faculty. Upon arrival to the
interview, students completed an application form and a short survey questionnaire (see Landry et al. for details concerning
the personality survey). All applicants delivered completed forms to the interviewer prior to the in-person interview. Before
the interview began, the interviewer explained the purpose of the non-proﬁt research center and the nature of the solicitation
work that was to be performed. We video-recorded all in-person interviews, which lasted approximately 10 min. Upon
concluding the interview, every applicant was offered employment as a solicitor.
Once hired, all solicitors attended a 1-h training session. Solicitors were randomly assigned to an experimental treatment
and training session. Each training session was conducted by the same researcher and covered a single treatment.7 The
training sessions provided the solicitor with background/historical information of the Hazards Center and reviewed the

6
The discussion of the experimental design closely follows Landry et al. It should be noted that for this paper we pool data from Landry et al. (2006) and
Gneezy and List (2006), though these papers asked much different questions than we pose herein. The sole difference across these two experiments is that
solicitors in Gneezy and List were informed that their wages would be doubled after arriving for their ﬁrst day of work. Importantly, solicitors in the two
studies were recruited and trained using the same protocol, and every aspect of the interaction between solicitor and potential donor was identical.
7
For each round of the experiment, we ran separate training sessions for each treatment, scheduled every 75 min throughout the Friday morning before
the solicitors canvassed the neighborhoods. The training sessions were typically held a few days after the initial interview process.
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Table 1
Experimental design.
Session 1
October 2nd–3rd

Session 2
October 23rd–24th

Session 3
November 6th–7th

VCM
7 Solicitors

3 Solicitors
607 Approach
207 Home

4 Solicitors
579 Approach
239 Home

VCM—seed
$1000 Donation
12 Solicitors

3 Solicitorsa
173 Approach
50 Home

6 Solicitors
662 Approach
236 Home

3 Solicitors
447 Approach
166 Home

Single-prize
$1000 prize
10 Solicitors

2 Solicitors
186 Approach
51 Home

5 Solicitors
515 Approach
200 Home

3 Solicitors
262 Approach
112 Home

Multiple-prize
4 Prizes—$250
15 Solicitors

3 Solicitors
248 Approach
90 Home

4 Solicitors
440 Approach
150 Home

4 Solicitors
393 Approach
130 Home

Single-prize
Gift exchange
6 Solicitors

6 Solicitors
863 Approach
353 Home

Multiple-prize
Gift exchange
7 Solicitors

4 Solicitors
457 Approach
198 Home

Session 4
November 13th

4 Solicitors
321 Approach
123 Home

3 Solicitors
214 Visit
94 Home

Note: Each cell represents one unique session in which we gathered data using one of the six treatments: VCM, VCM with seed money, single-prize lottery,
multiple-prize lottery, and the two lottery treatments with gift exchange where solicitors had their wages doubled to $20 an hour rather than $10 an hour
after arriving for work on Saturday morning. For example, row 1, column 1, denotes that session one of the VCM treatment employed three solicitors that
approached a total of 608 houses, of which 207 answered the door. Each solicitor participated in a single session and each household was approached by a
single solicitor. The data from the treatments without gift exchange are from Landry et al. whereas the data from the lottery treatments with gift exchange
are from Gneezy and List.
a
In this treatment, the solicitors worked only 5 h on Saturday before quitting.

organization’s mission statement. Once solicitors were familiarized with the Hazards Center, the trainer reviewed the data
collection procedures. Solicitors were provided with a copy of the data record sheet that included columns to record the race,
gender, and approximate age of potential donors, along with their contribution level. The trainer stressed the importance of
recording contribution (and non-contribution) data immediately upon conclusion of each household visit.
Next, the trainer reviewed the solicitation script and, in the lottery treatments, explained the lottery rules/procedures. At
the conclusion of the training session, the solicitors practiced their script in front of the trainer and the other solicitors. When
necessary, the trainer provided immediate feedback to the solicitor on ways in which the pitch could be improved. Next,
the solicitors had two further opportunities to practice their script by knocking on two different ofﬁce doors and soliciting
contributions in the Economics Department. Personnel in the Economics Department evaluated the “sales pitch,” which was
used to provide feedback to the solicitor on his or her performance.
Before proceeding to the results discussion, we should highlight a few important design issues. First, as previously noted,
in carrying out our door-to-door campaign, we wished to solicit donors in a way that matched, as closely as possible, the
current state of the art in fundraising. We therefore used the local newspaper to advertise the fundraising campaign to notify
the public that the Hazards Center was a legitimate entity and that ECU representatives might be visiting their households
in the near future. Second, solicitors were provided an attractive polo shirt on which the name of the non-proﬁt organization
was professionally embroidered and were instructed to wear khaki pants (or shorts) during their door-to-door solicitations
in order to provide a formal, standardized appearance. Third, each solicitor wore an identiﬁcation badge that included
his or her picture, name, and city solicitation permit number. Fourth, solicitors distributed an information brochure after
introducing themselves to potential donors. Fifth, we randomly allocated solicitors across neighborhoods and treatment
type, and solicitors remained in the same treatment throughout the weekend.
Finally, to summarize, we have gathered a rich set of solicitor and household control variables. Not only do we have
measures of several potentially relevant solicitor attributes (age, race, gender), but we also gathered data on the households
that our solicitors approached. After the interaction with the household, each solicitor ﬁlled out forms that included the
estimated age, gender, and race of the potential contributor.
3. Experimental results
There is a growing theoretical and empirical literature that suggests that ethnic diversity and income inequality in a
community may lead to mistrust amongst individuals and prevent the types of cooperation required to facilitate the private
provision of local public goods. If a similar phenomenon occurs at the individual level (potential donors trust (and prefer)
solicitors of like social groupings more than those of different social groupings), then one might expect to observe rates of
giving that depend on the race and/or gender mix of solicitors/solicitees. In our case, we wish to explore the relationship
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Table 2
Summary statistics.

Total households approached
Total households home
No. of households that contribute
Percent of households contributing
Average donation per solicitation

Pooled VCM treatments

Single-prize lottery treatment

Multiple-prize lottery treatment

2468
898
180
20.0
$1.09 (3.43)

1826
716
349
48.7
$1.72 (3.67)

2073
785
309
39.4
$1.55 (3.21)

Solicitor characteristics
Total no. of solicitors
Percent of male Caucasian solicitors
Percent of female Caucasian solicitors
Percent of minority male solicitors
Percent of minority female solicitors

19
21.1
36.8
26.3
15.8

16
31.3
31.2
6.3
31.2

22
22.7
36.4
13.6
27.3

Household characteristics
Percent Caucasian male solicitee
Percent Caucasian female solicitee
Percent minority male solicitee
Percent minority female solicitee
Estimated average age

46.2
44.8
4.9
4.1
41.3

45.1
40.1
6.7
7.8
42.8

39.4
46.6
6.4
7.6
43.4

Note: Cell entries are summary statistics across our various experimental treatments. We elect to pool the data from the VCM and Seed money treatments
as there is no quantitative difference in average gifts across these two treatments. For a more detailed summary of the data at the individual treatment level,
we refer the interested reader to Landry et al. Cell entries can be read as follows: we employed 19 solicitors in our pooled VCM treatments that approached
2468 households and spoke with 898 of these individuals.

between individual donor characteristics that have been shown to correlate with trust such as race and gender, and observed
contribution decisions. In doing so, we can naturally examine whether potential donors contribute more to solicitors of a
like social grouping than to solicitors of a different social grouping.
Table 2 summarizes the racial and gender composition of our solicitors and the households visited across our experimental
treatments. One stark feature of the data is the high percentage of potential donors approached who are Caucasian relative
to the percentage of Caucasian solicitors. Between 85 and 91 percent of the households solicited were Caucasian. In contrast,
the percentage of Caucasian solicitors employed ranges from 57 to 62 percent. Across all treatments, the percentage of both
Caucasian male and female solicitors is less than the percentage of households of the corresponding racial and gender mix
at the p < 0.05 level using a two-sample test of proportions. Nevertheless, Table 2 shows that we have a solicitor/household
mix that permits us to identify the correlation of social grouping and contribution decisions.
Table 3 provides a ﬁrst glimpse at the raw data. To construct the ﬁgures in Table 3, we ﬁrst compute the average contributions received by each individual solicitor across all households approached within each household type. We then average
these solicitor means to obtain the ﬁgures in Table 3. Thus, Table 3 provides a ﬁrst conservative indication of the relationship
between social connectedness (via race) and contribution decisions. The ﬁgures can be read as follows: the average Caucasian solicitor raised $1.72 per contact when visiting a household of the same race but only $0.96 per contact when visiting
a minority household.
A ﬁrst result in Table 3 is that both Caucasian and minority solicitors raise more money from Caucasian households than
minority households. For Caucasian (minority) solicitors, the $0.76 ($0.67) difference is statistically signiﬁcant at the p < 0.05
level using a matched-pairs t-test. Similar results are obtained from a Wilcoxon signed rank test for matched pairs. The
Wilcoxon signed rank test for matched pairs is a standard non-parametric test that has a null hypothesis of no treatment
effect, or that the two samples are derived from identical populations. This result is noteworthy because it is based on purely
within-solicitor differences, yet it must be viewed with caution because it is an unconditional insight.
A second result from Table 3 is that, regardless of household type, there is some evidence that Caucasian solicitors raise
more money than minority solicitors. For Caucasian households the solicitor difference is approximately $0.31 per household;
Table 3
Social connection and contribution decisions—the role of race.

Caucasian solicitor
Minority solicitor
Difference in column values

Caucasian household

Minority household

Difference in row values

$1.72 (0.17)
$1.41 (0.18)
$0.31**

$0.96 (0.19)
$0.74 (0.26)
$0.22

$0.76*
$0.67*

Note: Cell entries are mean contribution levels and associated standard errors for the mean contributions received by Caucasian and minority solicitors
from a given household type. The differences in row values are tested using a Wilcoxon signed rank test for matched pairs of observations (i.e., the
average contributions for a given solicitor from Caucasian households versus the average contributions for the same solicitor from minority household).
The differences in column values are tested using a Mann–Whitney rank-sum test. As not every solicitor approaches households where a minority opens
the door, the number of observations underlying the derivation of the Wilcoxon and Mann–Whitney test statistics is different.
*
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at p < 0.05 level.
**
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at p < 0.10 level.
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Table 4
Dollars given—social connection and the role of race.

Caucasian solicitor and Caucasian household
Caucasian solicitor and minority household
Minority solicitor and Caucasian household
Minority solicitor and minority household
Indicator for single-prize lottery treatment
Indicator for multi-prize lottery treatment
Indicator for a solicitee under the age of 30
Indicator for a solicitee age 65 or older
Beauty rating for white male solicitor
Beauty rating for a white female solicitor
Beauty rating for a minority male solicitor
Beauty rating for a minority female solicitor
Solicitor random effects
Number of solicitors
Total number of observations
Log likelihood

Model A

Model B

Model C

1.29* (0.18)
0.56** (0.31)
0.94* (0.21)
0.28 (0.36)
0.73* (0.24)
0.49* (0.23)

1.39* (0.18)
0.66* (0.31)
1.05* (0.21)
0.38 (0.36)
0.70* (0.24)
0.44** (0.23)
−0.38** (0.23)
−0.50** (0.27)

Yes
57
2399
−6348.8

Yes
57
2399
−6346.1

1.38* (0.18)
0.68* (0.31)
1.10* (0.24)
0.40 (0.37)
0.67* (0.24)
0.49* (0.23)
−0.37** (0.23)
−0.52* (0.27)
−0.96* (0.43)
0.52* (0.22)
0.34 (0.48)
−0.09 (0.31)
Yes
57
2399
−6340.4

Note: Cell entries are parameter estimates for a linear random effects regression model examining the number of dollars donated by an individual household
to the Hazards Center. Standard errors are in parentheses. The controls for household age include two dichotomous indicators, one for a potential donor
under the age of 30 and a second for a potential donor over the age of 65. The controls for solicitor physical appearance include the interaction of solicitor
race and gender with individual speciﬁc measures of attractiveness.
*
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at the p < 0.05 level.
**
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at the p < 0.10 level.

for a minority household the solicitor difference is $0.22 per household. To test whether these differences are signiﬁcant,
we use a Mann–Whitney rank-sum test of treatment differences. Similar to the Wilcoxon signed rank test for matched pairs,
the rank-sum test is a standard non-parametric test that has a null hypothesis of no treatment effect. To construct the test
statistic for the Mann–Whitney rank-sum test, we rank the solicitor average contributions received from each household type
and explore whether there are treatment differences. We ﬁnd that the approximate 21.9 percent difference for Caucasian
households is signiﬁcant at the p < 0.10 level whereas the approximate 29.7 percent difference for minority households is
not signiﬁcant at any meaningful level. Again, while potentially interesting, this result should be interpreted cautiously since
solicitor level differences are not accounted for in the analysis. For example, there might be solicitor speciﬁc variables that
are correlated with race that lead to success.
To complement these unconditional insights, we estimate a series of linear regression models that explicitly control
for observable and unobservable differences across solicitors and households. Speciﬁcally, we estimate a linear regression
model of the amount contributed by each household that answered the door (including zero contributions) on indicator
variables for our experimental treatments and the social connection between a solicitor and potential donor along with other
covariates:
Lij = Zij ı + Xij ˇ + εij

(1)

where Lij is the contribution level of the jth household to the ith solicitor, Z is a vector of treatment group status indicators, and
X is a vector of other covariates, including a rich set of solicitor and household control variables. Not only do we have measures
of several potentially relevant solicitor attributes (age, race, gender, work experience, beauty, BMI, and personality scores from
the survey), as noted earlier, but we also have data on the households our solicitors approached, including the estimated age,
gender, and race of the potential contributor. We supplement these household level data with household incomes measured
at the Census block level. We specify εij = uij + ˛i , where the two components are independent and normally distributed with
mean zero. It follows that the variance of the disturbance term εit is var(εit ) = u2 + ˛2 . The individual random effects ˛i
capture heterogeneity across subjects.
Empirical estimates presented in Table 4 suppress estimates of the various treatments and other control variables to
focus on our hypotheses of interest. Table 4 provides insights consistent with the unconditional results in Table 3: minority
households contribute approximately 50.7–56.6 percent (63.6–70.2 percent) less than a Caucasian household to a Caucasian
(minority) solicitor. Both of these differences are statistically signiﬁcant at the p < 0.05 level across all three model speciﬁcations. In addition, a clear pattern in the results is that minority solicitors receive considerably less in contributions than
their majority counterparts.8

8
Throughout the empirical section we use linear regression models to provide a transparent approach to presenting the impacts of social connection and
trust on average contribution levels, yet it may be the case that participation decisions and contribution levels are correlated and our approach overlooks
potential selection effects. To attenuate these concerns, we have run regression models that explicitly account and correct for selection. These results, which
are available upon request, are qualitatively similar to the results presented in the text.
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Table 5
The probability of giving—social connection and the role of race.

Caucasian solicitor and Caucasian household
Caucasian solicitor and minority household
Minority solicitor and Caucasian household
Minority solicitor and minority household
Indicator for single-prize lottery treatment
Indicator for multi-prize lottery treatment
Indicator for a solicitee under the age of 30
Indicator for a solicitee age 65 or older
Beauty rating for white male solicitor
Beauty rating for a white female solicitor
Beauty rating for a minority male solicitor
Beauty rating for a minority female solicitor
Solicitor random effects
Number of solicitors
Total number of observations
Log likelihood

Model A

Model B

Model C

−0.90** (0.10)
−0.85** (0.14)
−0.91** (0.12)
−1.14** (0.17)
0.89** (0.14)
0.62** (0.13)

−0.84** (0.10)
−0.79** (0.14)
−0.85** (0.13)
−1.08** (0.17)
0.88** (0.14)
0.59** (0.13)
−0.28** (0.10)
−0.30** (0.11)

Yes
57
2399
−1428.02

Yes
57
2399
−1420.8

−0.88** (0.11)
−0.81** (0.15)
−0.88** (0.15)
−1.11 (0.19)
0.91** (0.14)
0.65** (0.14)
−0.28** (0.10)
−0.30** (0.11)
−0.19 (0.25)
0.32** (0.14)
0.005 (0.31)
0.10 (0.18)
Yes
57
2399
−1418.2

Note: Cell entries are parameter estimates for a random effects probit model examining whether an individual household elects to make a contribution to
the Hazards Center. Standard errors are in parentheses.
**
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at the p < 0.05 level.
Table 6
Social connection and donations—the role of household race and gender.

Caucasian male household
Minority male household
Difference in column values
Caucasian female household
Minority female household
Difference in column values

Caucasian solicitor

Minority solicitor

$1.94 (0.24)
$0.95 (0.24)
$0.99**
$1.53 (0.16)
$0.96 (0.23)
$0.57**

$1.47 (0.19)
$0.58 (0.16)
$0.89**
$1.24 (0.19)
$1.03 (0.55)
$0.21

Difference in row values
$0.47*
$0.37
$0.29
−$0.07

Note: Cell entries are mean contribution levels and associated standard errors for the mean contributions received by Caucasian and minority solicitors from
a given household type. The differences in column values are tested using a Wilcoxon signed rank test for matched pairs of observations (i.e., the average
contributions for a given solicitor from Caucasian male households versus the average contributions for the solicitor from minority male households). The
differences in row values are tested using a Mann–Whitney rank-sum test where solicitor speciﬁc averages are the relevant unit of observation. As not every
solicitor approaches households where a minority male or female opens the door, the number of observations underlying the derivation of the Wilcoxon
and Mann–Whitney test statistics is different.
*
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at p < 0.10 level.
**
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at p < 0.05 level.

To gain insights into the factors that inﬂuence the household decision to contribute any positive amount to the Hazards
Center, we estimate a probit model of the contribution decision of households that answered the door:
Cij = Zij ı + Xij ˇ + eij ,

(2)

where Cij equals unity if solicitor i received a contribution for household j and equals zero otherwise; Z and X are deﬁned
above. We again include solicitor speciﬁc random effects to control for unobserved heterogeneity across solicitors.
Empirical estimates are presented in Table 5 and indicate that minority households are approximately 8 percent less likely
than a Caucasian counterpart to contribute to a minority solicitor at the p < 0.10 level.9 Interestingly, minority households
are approximately 2 percent more likely than a Caucasian counterpart to contribute to a Caucasian solicitor. However, this
difference is not signiﬁcant at any meaningful level. Thus, the difference in average gifts across minority and Caucasian
households observed above accrue along the intensive rather than extensive margin (i.e., there are no discernable differences
in rates of giving but there are differences in the average conditional gifts from the household types).
Combined, these insights suggest that social connection per se has limited impact on contribution decisions in our
experiment. Rather, observed differences in contribution levels across social groupings may by driven by lower levels of trust
(and associated contribution levels) by minority groups to all solicitor types. This leads to our ﬁrst formal result:
Result 1. Minority households contribute signiﬁcantly less on average than Caucasian counterparts to both minority and
Caucasian solicitors. These differences accrue along the intensive, rather than the extensive, margin.

9
We evaluate the likelihood of trade for a particular solicitor/solicitee interaction at the mean values for the treatment indicators. For example, the
estimated probability that a minority (Caucasian) household contributes to a minority solicitor in Model A is approximately 24.83 (32.64) percent. Exact
calculations for the probabilities are available from the authors upon request.
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Table 7
Social connection and donations—the role of solicitor race and gender.

Caucasian male solicitor
Minority male solicitor
Difference in column values
Caucasian female solicitor
Minority female solicitor
Difference in column values

Caucasian household

Minority household

Difference in row values

$1.64 (0.33)
$1.29 (0.31)
$0.35
$1.77 (0.18)
$1.47 (0.23)
$0.30

$0.88 (0.24)
$0.12 (0.05)
$0.76**
$1.01 (0.28)
$1.08 (0.37)
−$0.07

$0.76**
$1.27**
$0.76**
$0.39

Note: Cell entries are mean contribution levels and associated standard errors. The differences in row values are tested using a Wilcoxon signed rank test
for matched pairs of observations whereas differences in column values are tested using a Mann–Whitney rank-sum test. As not every solicitor approaches
households where a minority opens the door, the number of observations underlying these test statistics is different.
**
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at p < 0.05 level.

Given that minorities in the south are historically subject to discrimination, this insight is consistent with the notion that
such individuals have lower levels of trust and thus contribute less to a pure public good such as the Hazards Center that
provides a beneﬁt shared across racial groups. In this regard, this ﬁnding serves to extend the work of Alesina et al. to the
individual level. Yet, we should highlight that our experiment does not provide any evidence that this is the underlying data
generating process; rather it provides data patterns that are consonant with this story.
3.1.1. The role of gender
Result 1 reveals that Caucasian households contribute signiﬁcantly more to the public good than minority households.
Another potentially important factor that might inﬂuence contribution decisions is the gender between solicitor and solicitee.
We therefore follow the construction of Table 3 and interact gender and race to provide several estimates of potential interest
in Table 6. Table 6 summarizes average contributions by social grouping controlling for the gender of the potential donor.
Interestingly, both minority male and female households contribute signiﬁcantly less than a Caucasian counterpart to both
Caucasian and minority solicitors, highlighting the robustness of Result 1 to controls for household gender. Further, there
remains scant evidence of social connectedness: while Caucasian male solicitees contribute $0.47 more ($1.94 versus $1.47)

Table 8
Dollars given—the role of race and gender.

Caucasian solicitor and Caucasian male household
Caucasian solicitor and minority male household
Caucasian solicitor and Caucasian female household
Caucasian solicitor and minority female household
Minority solicitor and Caucasian male household
Minority solicitor and minority male household
Minority solicitor and Caucasian female household
Minority solicitor and minority female household
Caucasian male solicitor and Caucasian household
Caucasian male solicitor and minority household
Caucasian female solicitor and Caucasian household
Caucasian female solicitor and minority household
Minority male solicitor and Caucasian household
Minority male solicitor and minority household
Minority female solicitor and Caucasian household
Minority female solicitor and minority household
Indicator for single-prize lottery treatment
Indicator for multi-prize lottery treatment
Indicator for a solicitee under the age of 30
Indicator for a solicitee age 65 or older
Beauty rating for white male solicitor
Beauty rating for a white female solicitor
Beauty rating for a minority male solicitor
Beauty rating for a minority female solicitor
Solicitor random effects
Number of solicitors
Total number of observations
Log likelihood

Model A

Model B

1.45* (0.20)
0.64 (0.41)
1.13* (0.20)
0.48 (0.39)
1.07* (0.24)
0.29 (0.47)
0.80* (0.24)
0.25 (0.48)

1.54* (0.21)
0.76** (0.42)
1.22* (0.21)
0.62 (0.39)
1.25* (0.27)
0.42 (0.47)
0.96* (0.27)
0.38 (0.49)

0.73* (0.24)
0.50* (0.23)

Yes
57
2399
−6346.7

0.66* (0.24)
0.50* (0.23)
−0.38** (0.23)
−0.59** (0.27)
−0.98* (0.43)
0.53* (0.23)
0.36 (0.49)
−0.10 (0.31)
Yes
57
2399
−6338.2

Model C

Model D

1.10* (0.23)
0.52 (0.49)
1.44* (0.20)
0.60** (0.36)
0.86* (0.27)
−0.18 (0.67)
0.99* (0.25)
0.45 (0.41)
0.72* (0.24)
0.48* (0.22)

1.25* (0.23)
0.70 (0.49)
1.46* (0.20)
0.66** (0.36)
1.16* (0.47)
−0.03 (0.71)
1.07* (0.25)
0.53 (0.41)
0.69* (0.24)
0.49* (0.22)
−0.37 (0.23)
−0.53* (0.27)
−0.88* (0.43)
0.50* (0.22)
0.39 (0.74)
−0.09 (0.30)
Yes
57
2399
−6339.7

Yes
57
2399
−6347.5

Note: Cell entries are parameter estimates for a linear random effects regression model examining the number of dollars donated by an individual household
to the Hazards Center. Standard errors are in parentheses.
*
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at the p < 0.05 level.
**
Denotes statistical signiﬁcance at the p < 0.10 level.
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when approached by a solicitor of the same race, which is statistically signiﬁcant at the p < 0.10 level using a matched-pairs
t-test, no other differences are signiﬁcant at conventional levels.
To supplement these unconditional insights, we augment the regression models in Table 4 to include interactions with
household gender. Empirical estimates are contained in the ﬁrst two columns of Table 8 and suggest that Caucasian male
households contribute approximately $0.78–0.81 ($0.78–0.83) more than a minority counterpart to a Caucasian (minority)
solicitor. Across both model speciﬁcations these former differences are statistically signiﬁcant at the p < 0.05 (0.10) level.
Furthermore, Caucasian females contribute approximately 49.2–57.5 percent more than a minority counterpart to a Caucasian
solicitor with these differences signiﬁcant at the p < 0.10 level. Despite these pronounced differences, we observe little
evidence of social connection: neither Caucasian males nor females provide signiﬁcantly larger gifts to a solicitor when
they are of a like social grouping, and all minority household types contribute more to Caucasian solicitors than a fellow
minority solicitor.
Table 7 summarizes average contributions by social grouping controlling for solicitor gender. As noted in the table, Caucasian households give more to both male and female solicitors of the same race with both of these signiﬁcant at the p < 0.05
level using a Wilcoxon signed rank test. Interestingly, Caucasian households also contribute $1.27 ($0.39) more than a nonCaucasian counterpart to minority male (female) solicitors with this former difference statistically signiﬁcant at the p < 0.05
level.
To complement these unconditional insights, we augment the regression models in Table 4 to include interactions with
solicitor gender. Empirical estimates are contained in the ﬁnal two columns of Table 8 and suggest that the average donations
of Caucasian households are 26.7–31.3 percent greater when approached by a Caucasian female solicitor as opposed to a
minority counterpart. Both of these differences are statistically signiﬁcant at the p < 0.05 level. Further, Caucasian females
are able to elicit average gifts that are approximately $0.80–0.84 greater when approaching a household of the same race.
Combined, these insights highlight an importance difference in the success of Caucasian and minority solicitors but
provide minimal evidence of social connection. This leads to a second result:
Result 2.

Caucasian solicitors generally raise more money than their minority counterparts.

To the extent that Caucasian solicitors (particularly attractive Caucasian females) are perceived more trustworthy, this
result conﬁrms recent laboratory evidence from Andreoni and Petrie (2004, 2008) and Gächter et al. (2004) that cooperation
and associated public good provision is greater in groups with members that others perceive ex ante to be more trustworthy.
3.1.2. The role of negative stereotypes: contributions to minority solicitors
There is growing laboratory evidence suggesting that individuals act upon stereotypes and are less cooperative with
people perceived to be less helpful or trustworthy (see, e.g., Devine, 1989; Fershtman and Gneezy, 2001). Given the history
of discrimination and racism in the south, one might thus expect minority solicitors to raise signiﬁcantly less money from
all household types than a Caucasian counterpart. Table 7 highlights that racial “discrimination” against minority solicitors
was primarily a male phenomenon: while both male and female minorities raise less money from Caucasian households
than their Caucasian counterparts raise, we observe no difference in the average contribution levels of minority households
to females. However, minority households contribute signiﬁcantly more on average to Caucasian males ($0.88 versus $0.12
per contact). Combined, these observations leads to a third result:
Result 3.

Regardless of household type, minority male solicitors raise the lowest amount of money.

While we are unable to provide a deﬁnitive explanation for this result, such behavior may reﬂect a pattern of discrimination
and prejudice that has lead minorities in the south to believe in stereotypes about themselves.10
4. Conclusions
The demand side of charitable fundraising remains ill-understood. This study combines insights gained across the economic literatures that explore (i) the effect of trust on economic outcomes, (ii) the correlation between trust and social
connection, and (iii) the work on public good provision in heterogeneous groups to deepen our understanding of the demand
side of charitable fundraising. Overall, these literatures highlight that trusting behavior and trustworthiness rise with social
connection and that belonging to a group that is historically discriminated against leads to lower trust attitudes.
In this study, we step back from this literature to tackle a much simpler issue: what is the correlation between social
connection and individual contribution decisions in an actual door-to-door charitable fundraising campaign. We provide
evidence that social connection per se has minimal impact on contribution decisions. Rather, we interpret our data as
supporting recent laboratory evidence suggesting that individuals act upon stereotypes and are more (less) cooperative with
people perceived to be more (less) helpful or trustworthy.
We would be remiss not to stress that one should take caution in generalizing our results to other environments. Many
of our insights are garnered from comparisons across small samples (i.e., nine minority male solicitors versus fourteen

10

Similar sentiment is expressed in Fershtman and Gneezy to explain observed own group mistrust toward men of Eastern origin in Israel.
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Caucasian male counterparts) and average contribution levels are small (approximately $1.43 per contact), reﬂecting the
start-up nature of charity.11 An important next step in this research agenda is to examine whether similar data patterns
emerge in follow-up capital campaigns (or in campaigns for more established charities). To the extent that donors perceive
solicitors working in such campaigns as more trustworthy, such an approach may provide a means to differentiate amongst
the various behavioral models that could rationalize our data patterns.
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This outcome is in line with “best practice” fundraising results. For example, Sargeant et al. (2006) show that most charities lose money on their ﬁrst
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