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Abstract

We use a charitable experiment to study altruistic motivations among children living in Mumbai,
India. Using structural estimation of the utility function, we disentangle warm-glow and pure altru-
ism motives. In light of historical clashes between Hindu and Muslim religious groups, we further
study whether those motivations change when the beneficiary is of the same or different religious
identity. We find that warm-glow is the most important motivation. However, this motive is less
important for teenagers who display a relatively higher degree of pure altruistic preferences than
younger children. Participants show a higher degree of warm-glow and total altruism towards out-
group than in-group members. Other factors such as religiosity and father’s altruistic giving are

positively correlated with the relative degree of warm-glow giving.
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1 Introduction

There is substantial generosity across the world . About 50 percent of the population offer
help to strangers, almost 30 percent donated money, and 20 percent volunteered their time. According
to the World Bank, in 2018, remittances accounted for US$689 billion, while US$27 billion was invested
in humanitarian assistance. Therefore to design policies that encourage increased charitable behavior, it
is important to understand why people voluntarily contribute and engage in charitable behavior.

Two prominent explanations for charitable behavior are provided. On the one hand, the theory of
pure altruism assumes that individual donations are motivated solely by the interest in the welfare of
the recipient . This theory implies that third-party contributions generate a one-to-one
crowding out in donations . On the other hand, proposed that donations
are also motivated by warm-glow or the utility that the donor experiences from contributing. Hence, as
donations are motivated by an egoistic motive, there is no perfect crowding out of third-party donations.

This paper makes two contributions to existing research. First, we examine how pure altruism and
warm-glow motivations vary with the cognitive development of children. Second, we investigate how
those motivations are affected by the identity of the recipient. Ample empirical evidence has identified

that individuals display parochial altruism, discriminating in favor of in-groups and against out-groups

(Bernhard et all, [2006; (Corr et al. 2015; [Willard, 2017} |Chiang and Wu|, [2015} [Fehr et al., |2013). We

trace the origins of identity based discrimination by investigating the motivations for giving to different
groups and how those motivations change with age.

The context of our study is Mumbai, India. During the last decade, Mumbai, among other cities,
has experienced extensive communal violence between two main religious groups- Hindus and Muslims.

In addition to mass rioting, there is evidence of systematic institutional discrimination toward Muslim

minorities in economic and social spheres (e.g., access to public goods (Banerjee et al., 2005, exclusion

in education and labor markets (Deshpande and Sharmaj, 2016; Sachar, [2006), and lack of economic

mobility (Asher et al.| 2018))). Therefore, this context provides a backdrop to study the role of deeply

rooted and salient identities in social preferences. Particularly, we study its impact among school age
children between 7 and 17 years.

To disentangle the role of pure altruism and warm-glow, we invite children to complete a survey on
educational aspirations and pay them in the form of school materials. We then ask them if they would be

willing to donate part of the materials they received to support a charity that works with disadvantaged

children. Following Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017), we present to each participant six scenarios that vary

in the value received by the donor and the value that we as researchers donate to the charity. This allows
us to disentangle the role of pure altruism and warm-glow using a structural estimation of the utility
function.

To study the role of parochialism on altruistic preferences, we use a between subjects design that



varies the frame used to present the charity. In the control treatment, donors receive a flyer of the
charity that contains pictures of the beneficiary organization’s library. The other two treatments present
pictures of school-age beneficiary children who are either Hindu or Muslim. To compare the effect of
in-group and out-group discrimination, we conduct the experiment in schools with a majority Hindu or
Muslim population.

We find that warm-glow preference is the most important motivation of giving among younger chil-
dren. However, the relative importance of warm-glow decreases with age while the importance of pure
altruism increases. For the older cohort, and parents, pure altruism and warm-glow are equally impor-
tant. We find that the motivations for giving depend on the identity of the beneficiary and participants
display higher degree of altruism towards out-group than the in-group. This is mainly explained by
higher warm-glow towards the out-group. Children younger than 13 years display significantly higher
degree of warm-glow towards the out-group than the in-group. In addition to children’s altruistic pref-
erences, we also measure the warm-glow and pure altruistic motivations of their parents. We find a high
degree of correlation between the altruistic preferences of parents and their children. However, parents
display lower degree of altruism than their children both in terms of pure altruism and warm-glow.

We contribute to the empirical literature that investigates the motivations of voluntary giving. Pre-

vious papers tested theories of pure altruism (Ribar and Wilhelm| 2002} [Eckel and Grossmanl [2005}

Bolton and Katok, [1998)), warm-glow (Crumpler and Grossman|, [2008), or a combination of both

land Vlassopoulos| [2014; Konowl, 2010). The closest paper to ours is [Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017, who

uses a lab experiment and a structural estimation of the utility function to not only disentangle different
motivations of giving but also provide evidence of interdependence in social preferences. We contribute to
this literature by investigating how both warm-glow and pure altruism vary toward recipients of different
identities, and also how those motivations vary for children of different age groups.

A relatively large body of literature has documented in-group favoritism and out-group discrimination

(Kranton| [2016; Dotterer and Lowe, [2015). Similar to Bauer et al| (2014) and [Fehr et al| (2013), we

consider how norms of discrimination develop in children. We complement this research by investigating
whether discrimination is associated with different norms of altruism. The emphasis of our study is

religious discrimination and identity in India.

2 Literature Review

The notion that norms of altruism affect behavior can be traced back to Adam Smith, who wrote in the
Theory of Moral Sentiments (1976): "However selfish man may be supposed, there are evidently some
principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary

to him, though they derive nothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it." Such a sympathy-driven



motivation for voluntary acts was also propounded by (1977) and Sen (1977} [1985]).
(1976) formalized this idea as a pure altruistic motive in which the utility of giving in-

creases with the increase in the social income i.e., the total income of both the donor and the recipientEI

Bergstrom et al.| (1986), and (1983) show that this motivation for giving generates a one-to-one

crowding out when donations of a third party increase. However, contradicting this proposition, empirical

data revealed that any government grant did not result in the complete crowding out of private transfers,

but instead, people continued to donate (De Wit et al., 2017; De Wit and Bekkers, [2017; Kingma, [1989).

An explanation on why complete crowding out did not occur was provided in (1990)’s

impure altruism model. He proposed that voluntary giving was associated with both a pure altruistic

motivation and a warm-glow motivation. The latter was related to the utility that individuals derive
from the act of giving. One implication of warm-glow giving is that individuals would donate irrespective

of government grants, or any other third-party. A series of studies followed Andreoni proving the non-

existence of the complete crowding out hypothesis. An earlier study by Ribar and Wilhelm| (2002)

reviewed this theory using experiments in the lab and actual donations by people to real charities. They
found that despite a large membership base of charities, people continued to donate. Thus, an increase
in the number of members and donations to the charity increased individual contributions, supporting a

warm-glow motivation of giving.

Eckel and Grossman (2005) — EGJ — introduced a novel method to disentangle this warm-glow

motivation. They varied the degree of fiscal illusion by making one group aware that a tax had been
deducted from their earnings to benefit the charity, while the other treatment group was unaware of the
tax deductions for a charity. EGJ find when participants are unaware of the tax deductions, there was

incomplete crowding out, rejecting the null hypothesis of pure altruism. However, when there was no fiscal

illusion regarding the tax, the results were close to a complete crowding out. |Crumpler and Grossman|

— CG — implemented another method to isolate and measure warm-glow giving. Participants
donated to a charity of their choice; however, the amount that the charity received was fixed ex-ante.
The researcher would complement any amount donated by the participant to fulfill the criteria of the fixed
amount. A pure altruistic individual would not donate any amount (since donating would not impact
the total amount of the charity good and further reduce the social income i.e, the sum of its income and
the charity’s income). A pure warm-glow individual would donate despite the crowding effect that this
would generate on the research team’s donations. The results showed extensive warm-glow motivations,

wherein 57 percent of the participants donated and, on average, the donations amounted to 20 percent of

their endowment. Similarly, Tonin and Vlassopoulos| (2014) found support for the warm-glow motivation.

The study included an additional treatment to disentangle the experimenter demand effect by including

one treatment considering recipients to be the researchers, the second treatment replicated the CG study,

2Therefore, if the recipient receives a transfer from a third party, the donor is expected to reduce own transfer to retain
the social income, the total income of the donor and recipient.



and the third treatment tested for baseline altruistic preferences.

While the above studies test the pure altruism model, i.e., the crowding out hypothesis, following

the work by |Andreoni| (1990)) and Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017), this study situates the impure altruistic

model as the null hypothesis. Keeping in mind preference interdependence, our contribution to this
literature is to measure the relative importance of pure altruism and warm-glow preferences in individuals.

Furthermore, we observe these motivations of giving for children across different age groups. Two papers

close to our study are by Liebe and Tutic (2010) and List and Samak] (2013) who disentangle motivations

for altruistic giving in children. [Liebe and Tutic (2010) conduct an artefactual field experiment in primary

schools in Germany to study the effect of social status (determined by the type of schooling — Hauptschule,
Realschule, Gymnasium and private Gymnasium in increasing order of social status) on the voluntary
contribution of children. They implemented dictator games and hypothesized that pure altruism is
prevalent when high-status schools donate more than low-status school children and receive less than
the latter. Warm-glow will persist if donations remain constant, irrespective of the income status of
the recipient. The results showed support for a warm-glow preference of giving, whereby particularly
students from high-status schools gave consistent amounts to both high-status and low-status recipients.

Uunlike them, in our study, the recipient’s deservingness (socioeconomic conditions of recipient) remains

constant. [List and Samak] (2013) measure warm-glow giving among very young children (aged three to

five). They rejected warm-glow motivations of giving as children donated less to teddy bears than to
other children. In our study, we are able to observe these motivations over a longer age range (7 to
17 year-olds). Unlike these two studies, we are also able to estimate the relative importance of both
warm-glow and pure altruism by the structural estimation of the utility function.

Our study adds to the burgeoning literature on the development of social preferences in children which

has been studied in both psychology (Fabes and Eisenberg| [1998) and economics (Fehr and Hoff] |2011)).

Most of the studies unanimously agree that social preferences such as inequality aversion, generosity,

altruism, and fairness preferences increase with age (Gummerum et al., [2008; [Harbaugh et al.| 2003; [Fehr]|

let all |2013} |Angerer et al., 2015alb; [Almas et al.l [2010). A recent literature review on the development

of pro-sociality can be found in [Fehr and Hoff| (2011)) and |Angerer et al.| (2015a). We add to this line of

research by comparing the motivations for giving for children of different age groups and studying the
drivers of parochialism preferences.

Apart from the importance of age, we are keen on studying how contextual factors such as recipients’
identity impact the relative strength of warm-glow and altruistic giving among children. Previous studies

have shown that an increase in the social distance of the recipient (from the donor) is negatively correlated

with charitable giving (Roth, |1995; Hoffman et al.,|1996; Bohnet and Frey, 1999; Rotemberg), 2014). The

familiarity hypothesis 2010) and the social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner} |1979) is used

to explain more generous donations toward recipients who are closer in terms of identities such as race,



ethnicity or citizenship (Gangadharan et all 2014). Apart from the importance of age, we are keen on

studying how contextual factors such as recipients’ identity impact the relative strength of warm-glow

and altruistic giving among children. Previous studies have shown that an increase in the recipient’s

social distance (from the donor) is negatively correlated with charitable giving (Roth) [1995; Hoffman
let al., 1996; Bohnet and Frey), 1999; Rotemberg, [2014). The familiarity hypothesis 2010) and

the social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, [1979) is used to explain more generous donations toward

recipients who are closer in terms of identities such as race, ethnicity, or citizenship (Gangadharan
2014). These theories have been operationalized in lab or lab in the field experiments using

either induced identities (Kranton et al., 2013; |Chen and Li, 2009; |Costard and Bolle, 2011} |Corr et al.,

[2015; |Ahmed, 2008; Pan and Houser, 2013) or making pre-existing identities salient (Chai et al., [2011}

|Goette et al., |2006; |Chakravarty et al., |2016; Hoff and Walsh| [2017; Friesen et al., 2012). The studies

find strong in-group favoritism or out-group discrimination among adults when the recipient’s identity

is revealed | By making existing identities salient, [Chakravarty et al. (2016) found that homogeneous

religious villages have greater cooperation and [Selten and Ockenfels| (1998) observed more altruism and

reciprocal intentions toward in-group members in various solidarity games.

The familiarity bias and social identity (Tajfel and Turner] [1979] [2019) has been observed among

children from the age of five years (Banerjee et all 2005). It was found that as children grow, they

increase altruism and decrease envy/spite toward recipients who belonged to the in-groups

let al., 2012; |Angerer et al., |2015a). The in-group bias is seen to be higher in regions where individuals

experienced conflict. This was observed by Bauer et al.| (2014) who identified children exposed to conflict

and found significantly higher donations to the in-group than the out-group among those who had the
most exposure to the conflict. However, none of the studies observe whether the recipient’s identity
impacts pure altruistic or warm-glow giving. Our study contributes to this literature as it observes how
saliency of religious identities in cultural contexts where these identities are prominent can motivate pure
altruism and the warm-glow preferences of giving, respectively.

In summary, our contribution to the existing research is as follows; first, we measure the relative
importance of pure altruism and warm-glow as motivations for voluntary giving across three cohorts of
school children aged 7 to 10, 11 to 13, and 14 to 17. Second, we study how motivations for giving change
according to the identity of the recipient. Finally, we study how the children’s social background and

other demographic factors could affect overall altruistic giving.

3Kranton et al. (2013) find that participants willing to destroy the social welfare of a member from the out-group at
their own cost.




3 Conceptual Model

The conceptual framework follows the empirical strategy of |Andreoni| (1990) and |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.
(2017). Consider an economy in which individuals are endowed with wealth, w;, that they can allocate
between the consumption of a private good, z;, and a contribution to a charity good, g;. Let n be the
total number of individuals in the economy and G = )" | g; the total amount of charity goods generated.

Following the model of impure altruism by |Andreoni| (1990)), the utility function can be written as:

U =U(z;,G,g;); V i=1,..n (1)

where U is assumed to be a continuous and strictly quasi-concave function of its components. This
model of impure altruism implies that the utility depends on the consumption of the private good, the
total charity goods generated, and the own contribution to the charity good. Assuming a homogeneous

Cobb-Douglas utility function of degree 1, Equation [1] can be written as:
Uzi,G,9:) = (1 —a—fB)Inz; + a(InG) + f(Ing;) (2)

where @ (0 < a < 1) is the measure of pure altruism obtained from the total value of the charitable
good; 8 (0 < B < 1) represents the degree of warm-glow from own contribution to the charity. For a
pure altruist a > 0 and 8 = 0, whereas for a pure warm-glow individual « = 0 and 3 > 0.

Equation [2]is subject to the budget constraint:
ri=w;—g; YV gi=G-G (3)

Z; is the donor’s social income (i.e combination of own income w; and giving by others G_;). Based
on the utility framework of [Becker| (1976), |Andreoni| (1990), and |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017)), the charity
good in this model has the properties of a public good, namely both non-excludability and the generation
of positive externalities[]

Substituting the budget constraint [3]in Equation[2] the donor’s maximization problem can be written
as:

maxr U=(1—-a—-p)In[Z; — G+ alnG+ SIn[G — G_}] (5)

The first order conditions can be solved for the implicit demand functions for the total amount of public

4We assume that a third-party contribution to the charity good creates a positive externality on the donor who gains
utility even when they do not contribute on their own for the same good.



good:
l-a—f « I5)

=z —etetea, "~

0 (6)

In terms of the individual’s giving, the predictions of warm-glow and pure altruism within an impure

altruism model can be rewritten as:
gf=—G_i +05[(1=B)G_i + (a+B)Z; + {[1 = B)G_i + (a + B) Zi)? — 4aG_; Z;} /] (7)

Assuming a Cobb-Douglas utility function, the model tests the null hypothesis of impure altruism
such that a) a+f — 1 and an increase in giving by others increases own optimal giving. b) the warm-glow
parameter 3 is greater than 0 and increasing, showing evidence of no complete crowd-out.

To test for the impure altruism model, we use |(Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017)’s experiment design as

explained with detail in the next section.

4 Experiment Design and Hypothesis

In this section, we will discuss the experiment design, hypothesis and the procedures used to implement

the experiment.

4.1 Experiment Design

We implement a between-within subject design, which allows us to disentangle different altruistic giving
motivations such as warm-glow and pure altruism. We implement a modified version of the within-subject
design by |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017) where each individual has to make six decisions as presented in
Table [I] In each situation, participants receive a fixed endowment, either 40 or 46 rupees. They can
donate part of their endowment to an NGO with a presence across different states in India and whose
objective is to help Indian children in need. Information about the NGO was given in the form of a flyer.

As both the participant and the NGO received an endowment from the experimenters, we can analyze
three main effects — subsidy, tax, and income effect at two different levels of donations from the third-party
(researchers) to the charity. The subsidy effect measures the change in a participant’s donation when
the participant’s initial endowment remains the same, but the foundation’s initial donation increases
by 6 units. Budgets 1 and 2 and Budgets 4 and 5 represent this case. If participants are motivated by
warm-glow preferences, donations should be the same in both budget scenarios. Comparing the donation
decisions in budgets 2 and 3 (5 and 6), we can examine a lump-sum tax effect. From Budget 3 to Budget
2, and Budget 6 to Budget 5, 6 units are deducted from the participant’s endowment and are directly
transferred to the foundation’s initial donation. If participants are purely altruistic, they would reduce

their transfer by 6 units, resulting in a one-to-one crowd out. Finally, we analyze an income effect



comparing budgets 1 and 3 (also budgets 4 and 6) wherein the foundation’s initial donation does not

change but the participant’s endowment increases by 6 units.

Table 1: Experimental Budgets.

Budget Participant’s Foundation’s Participant’s
endowment (w;) fixed donation (G_;) social income (G_; + w;)
1 40 4 i
2 40 10 50
3 46 4 50
4 40 28 68
5 40 34 74
6 46 28 74

We modified |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017) design to test the strength of warm-glow and pure altruism
for different age groups and when the social identity of the recipient changes. In order to study how
altruistic giving varies for different age groups, we implement the experiment with children of three age
groups or cohorts; 7-10 years (youngest cohort), 11-13 years (middle cohort), and 14-17 years (oldest
cohort). Using the experiment design with 6 donation decisions, we can obtain a warm-glow and pure
altruism measure for each participant and compare the motivations of altruistic giving for the different
cohorts.

Second, we investigate whether motivations for giving change for beneficiaries of different identities.
We used a between-subjects design that varies the visual cues regarding the identity of the recipients.
The selected NGO helped children across different religiously populated regions within India, allowing
us to vary the identity of potential beneficiaries. In the first treatment, called ‘abstract treatment,’
children saw photos of a school building and a library. In the other two treatments, children saw photos
of only Hindu recipients or photos of only the Muslim recipients of the NGO. We called the treatment
‘in-group’ if they received flyers with photos of children from their same religious group or ‘out-group’ if
they received the flyer with pictures of children belonging to the other religious group. By inducing this
experimental variation, we can assess whether participants discriminate positively or negatively towards

beneficiaries of different identities relative to the abstract framework.

4.2 Hypothesis

This modified version of the |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017) experiment enables us to test two hypothesis,

which we discuss in this section.

Pro-sociality and altruism generally increase and occurs through sympathy for other individuals (Sen,
1977; Smith and Adam), [1759). Harbaugh et al. (2007)) reveals that as children grow, they are more
aware of fairness, distributive concerns, and the presence of multiple donors (Rochat et al., |2009} [Fehr

et al., 2013} Blake et al., [2015)). Therefore, we expect that older children will be less individualistic and



more altruist. While there is sufficient empirical evidence of increasing altruism with age (Angerer et al.

[2015a} [Kosse et al.,[2019), we go one step further and propose that older children display higher levels of

warm-glow and pure altruism. On the one hand, pure altruism is concerned with evaluating the efficiency
of the public good production. Hence, as evaluating the cost and benefits of giving requires high cognitive
capacity, we postulate that the pure altruism parameter will be higher for older cohorts. On the other
hand, warm-glow is considered a consequence of repeated socialization and is closely associated with

social image concerns and preferences for following social norms. Since those capacities more prominent

among adults (Banerjee, |2002; Engelmann et al., 2013, 2018), we expect that the warm-glow parameter

will be non-decreasing in age.

Hypothesis 1: Pure Altruism («) and warm-glow () motivations increase with age.

There is considerable theoretical (Konow) 2010; Tajfel and Turner, 1979) and empirical evidence

showing a high degree of in-group favoritism in social preferences (Gangadharan et al., |2014; Kranton

let al., 2013; |Chakravarty et al., |2016; Chen and Li, 2009). Therefore, we expect altruistic motives will

be higher towards recipients from the in-group. However, our study focuses on how warm-glow and pure
altruism are affected by the recipient’s identity. A warm-glow giver gains utility from her contribution to
the charity good. Considering that this warm-glow is associated with status and reputational concerns,

which are more relevant for the close social network, we expect individuals to have a higher degree of

warm-glow towards in-group than out-group members (Vesterlund), 2003} [Hungerman| 2009} [Banerjee),

[2002} [Engelmann et al., 2018). We expect this hypothesis to hold even when warm-glow giving has non-

egoistical motivations (e.g., giving is motivated by sympathy (Arrowl, [1977), or a sense of commitment to

the society 1977)), as empathy decreases when the recipient is from an out-group 2010}
|de Vignemont and Singer| 2006; [Meyer et al., [2013; Xu et al., 2009).

Hypothesis 2: We expect both warm-glow and pure altruism to be higher toward the in-group than
toward the out-group. The relative degree of warm-glow will be higher when the recipient is from the
in-group compared to the out-group.

In addition to observing the age and recipient’s identity effect, we consider the association of other

factors with altruistic giving motivations. Factors considered are peer expectations and willingness to

follow the social norm (Engelmann et al.| [2013} Kosse et al., [2019; |Simpson et al., [2017), religiosity

|Andreoni| (2006)); Bekkers and Schuyt| (2008); |Li| (2017) and intergenerational transmission of altruistic

giving Ben-Ner et al.| (2017); Wilhelm et al.| (2008)); Brown et al.| (2014).
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4.3 Experimental Procedures

We conducted the experimental sessions in eight public schools in Mumbaiﬂ To identify biased social
preferences towards the in-group and out-group, we selected half of the schools with a high proportion
of Hindu population. The other half was highly Muslim-dominated. We aimed to capture an extreme
form of discrimination if any. As a result, we ensured that our sample came from segregated localities,
particularly from areas that had experienced the riots in 1992-93. Mumbai has multiple administrative
wards that are under the purview of the local municipality (BMC). Each ward has localities that are
extensively segregated by religion and income. Within each ward, we selected areas that are either
highly Hindu or Muslim dominant. Since we do not have information on the population composition
by religion at the ward level, we selected the localities based on detailed focus group discussions with
various stakeholders living in these areas.

Children from grades 4 to 10 participated in one session that lasted approximately one hour. All
the sessions were conducted during regular school hours to avoid self-selection in the experiment. The
children’s participation was voluntary. Particularly in many Indian public schools, each class had at
least three divisions due to a large number of students. We randomized the identity treatments at the
division level, but the altruism elicitation was undertaken for all the students.

In each session, children completed a 30-minute survey on educational aspirations. We informed
participants that all their answers and decisions would be treated and analyzed anonymously. The
survey included some socio-demographic questions, a coguitive test (8 matrices of the original set of
Raven’s progressive matrices (Raven et al., [1998))), and some questions on expectations and aspirations
from education. These questions were used for another study on expected educational returns.

After completing the survey, as a means of thanking children for their time, it was announced that
each child would get some payment that could be redeemed in the form of school items such as pens,
pencils, and notebooks, among others. At this point, participants were informed that they could donate
part of the endowment to the NGO. The flyer informed: "The NGO helps children and gives them good
schooling. They give books, pens, and pencils to the children. The children come from low-income
families. Some of the children do not have homes. The NGO is in Delhi. However, they work in other
parts of the country". The flyer including the pictures and the information is provided in the Appendix
[6] and [g).

As explained above, in each flyer, we presented different photos of the beneficiaries according to the
treatment assignment. Treatment assignment was at the class level. We asked participants to complete
the six donation decision shown in Table [I] directly in the flyer. In order to avoid spillover effects across

classes, we collected the flyers at the end of the session. Other classed could therefore not see the different

5In total we have 8 schools - Maroli church (Muslim), Anjuman Islam (Muslim), Jaffri (Muslim), SIES (Hindu), Mori
road(Muslim), Sewri (Hindu) and Mahalaxmi (Hindu), Amarnath (Hindu).
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type of flyers.

In each situation, children knew their endowment received from completing the education survey and
the initial amount that the NGO received. They had to decide on the amount (from their earnings)
that they would like to give to the NGO recipients. All decisions are payment consequential as one was
randomly selected to calculate payments.

At the end of this activity, each child randomly picked a colored ball from a bag with six balls that
represented the six situations from Table [l Payments were calculated in a separate room, and each
child received a package with school items that corresponded to the amount they kept for themselves.
To attenuate the experimenter demand effects, we implemented a double-blind format. We ensured that
the enumerators handing out the gift packages were no present in the classroom and did not know which
decision was selected for payment. The students received a small voucher that stated which one of the six
decisions was randomly selected for payment. The student took this voucher to the enumerators outside
the classroom to receive their payment. This drill was made clear to the students from the beginning
of the session. One week after the sessions, surveyors returned to the schools and randomly selected
around 60 percent of the children to conduct a post-experimental survey. The survey included questions
regarding their religiosity and hypothetical questions such as willingness to follow a social norm and
expectations regarding their peers (post-experiment survey).

We also elicit parents’ pure altruistic and warm-glow preferences using a survey based experiment
similar to that in Table . To avoid spillover effects, if they have multiple children in the school, we did
not provide copies of the flyers. In addition to the parent’s consent, the project received approval from
the principals in each school. Moreover, we informed parents and teachers about the project’s general
objectives and the payments to the children. Parents could withhold their child’s participation, but we

did not receive any denials.

5 Results

5.1 Descriptive Statistics
Socio-demographics

In this section, we provide an insight into the socio-demographic characteristics of our sample and their
decisions in the experiment. Table [2] displays the mean values for the characteristics of our sample
across the three treatment groups; namely abstract, in-group and out-group. Across all three treatment
groups, girls comprise of 48 percent of the sample. Children in our sample are on average 12 years-old, 50
percent of them are from the Hindu religion, and the remaining are Muslims. On average, the children
have three to four siblings and travel for 12 to 13 minutes to their school. The cognition variable denotes

the number of correct answers entered in the Raven’s matrices test. On average, the children answered
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three to four questions correctly and there is a positive correlation on performance on this test and age.
The variable religiosity measures the frequency of visiting a religious shrine where 0 means never and 6
denotes every day. On average, children visited a religious shrine such as a temple or mosque a few times
a month. All of the characteristics in our sample are balanced across the treatment groups. The second
panel of Table [2]shows the information on the post-experiment survey where we asked the children some
questions after the experiment regarding their decisions. Children allocated to the in-group treatment,
on average, perceived charity to be fair and believed that the NGO might be biased toward their own
in-group (variable ‘NGO favors in group’). Columns 4, 5 and 6 in Table [2| display the orthogonality
test and show the p-values testing whether the baseline characteristics across the treatment groups are
significantly different. The columns show on average (77%) of the children in the in-group treatment
believe that the NGO favors their in-group compared to 58% of the children in the out-group treatment
(p=0.000). We consider this to be a sign of confirmation that our priming treatments for in-group and
out-group identity worked. It should be made clear that the questions regarding the NGO and role of
charity, i.e., from the variables ‘Known NGO’ onward, were asked in a post-experiment survey only once
the children had completed their decisions and received the gifts. As a result, these questions did not
frame the students before they made their donation decisions. It is worthy to note that most students
across the three treatments declared that they would increase their contributions when there is a third
party funding (variable: After subsidy) and when a tax is imposed on them (variable: After tax) hinting
at the children’s tendency to be more influenced by warm-glow giving. Finally, we asked the children for
the reason why they had donated. Children said they donated across the three treatments because the
recipients were poor (the options included Poor, Poor and own religion, Own religion). However, slightly
more students who were in the in-group treatment said they donated because the recipients belonged to
their religion, and this is significantly different across the treatment groups (see Table .

In addition to the main survey and the post-experiment survey, we also interviewed the children’s par-
ents and asked them a few questions. This household survey was conducted over the phone and included
questions such as parents’ education, monthly income, risk and time preferences (non-incentivized), sub-
jective opinions of the parents regarding equal opportunities for all social identity groups in India. We
asked parents questions on their charitable giving patterns and whether their children were aware of
these donations. Finally, we conducted the same experiment on donation decisions with the parents.
Descriptive statistics of parents socioeconomic characteristics and randomization tests.

Appendix Table [7} provides information on the parents’ work status, the class distribution of the
children across treatments, and the mode of transport used to travel to school. Considering the entire
sample, 41 percent of fathers have permanent employment in offices, 24 percent are daily wage earners, 16
and 8 percent of the respondents’ fathers owned a small or large business, respectively, and 71 percent of

the mothers in the sample were housewives. Table [§ provides information on certain subjective beliefs of
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the fathers and mothers. On average, 20 percent of fathers and mothers have experienced discrimination.
Although 90 percent of our sample say they undertake charity, only 20 percent discuss their charitable
giving with their children. When asked if all religious and caste groups should have equal access to
education and work, only 30 percent of the sample agreed with this statement. About 60 percent of
them agreed with the statement that minority religious and caste groups face discrimination at work and
in education.

Table 2: Summary Statistics - Children

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Control Ingroup  Outgroup (1) vs. (2), (1) vs. (3), (2) vs. (3),
p-value p-value p-value

Socio Demographics

Female 0.489 0.486 0.474 0.918 0.617 0.678
(0.021) (0.020) (0.020)

Age 12.002 11.892 11.842 0.317 0.160 0.635
(0.084) (0.072) (0.077)

Hindus 0.517 0.498 0.553 0.498 0.226 0.049
(0.021) (0.020) (0.020)

Siblings 3.444 3.341 3.623 0.403 0.346 0.108
(0.095) (0.081) (0.157)

Distance to school 12.458 13.444 12.620 0.180 0.822 0.105
(0.658) (0.378) (0.335)

Nearest school 13.274 12.717 8.345 0.931 0.402 0.438
(4.803) (4.342) (3.556)

Cognition 3.486 3.403 3.431 0.384 0.565 0.771
(0.069) (0.065) (0.067)

Religiousity 3.738 3.799 3.586 0.606 0.237 0.053
(0.095) (0.071) (0.084)

Flyer 3.460 3.545 3.426 0.388 0.752 0.236

(0.073) (0.067) (0.075)

Post experimental survey

Expectation 21.133 21.835 21.234 0.389 0.904 0.432
0.621)  (0.528)  (0.554)

Familiar NGO 0.437 0.506 0.518 0.062 0.030 0.722
(0.028)  (0.024)  (0.024)

Charity is good 0.855 0.920 0.857 0.005 0.956 0.003
(0.020)  (0.013)  (0.017)

NGO favors 0.662 0.768 0.585 0.001 0.032 0.000

Ingroup (0.027) (0.020) (0.024)

Subsidy 0.075 0.113 0.112 0.104 0.110 0.993
(0.015)  (0.016)  (0.017)

Taxes 0.118 0.140 0.168 0.413 0.074 0.283
(0.019)  (0.018)  (0.019)

Follow social norm 0.153 0.139 0.155 0.620 0.935 0.538
(0.021)  (0.018)  (0.019)

N 047 647 626

Mean values; Standard deviations in parenthesis. Expectation-continuous variable of own expectation regarding
other’s contribution; Female (0=Male) is a dummy for gender, Age- continuous variable for age; Hindu (0=Muslim) is a
dummy for religion; Siblings - continuous variable as number of siblings for the respondent; Distance to school -
continuous variable measured in minutes; Nearest school (1=Yes); Cognition (scale 1-6); Religiousity (scale 0 Everyday-6
Never); Familiar NGO (1=Yes) - Is the NGO known to you?; Charity is good (1=Yes); NGO favors ingroup (1=Yes);
Subsidy (1=Crowdout) - Reduce giving under third party subsidy; Taxes (1=Crowdout) - Reduce giving under
compulsory tax; Follow Social norm (1=Yes).
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5.1.1 Charitable behavior

Next, we discuss the giving behavior across decisions in the game. Figure[l| presents the mean donated by
children and their parents. The children’s initial endowments were Rs.40 or Rs.46, while for the parents,
it was either Rs.100 or Rs.106. We expect a compulsory tax to crowd out one to one private donations for
a pure altruism model to hold. Comparing Budgets 3 and 2 (6 and 5), we find that a compulsory tax of
6 units decreases giving by 1.58 units and 1.75 units for low and high donations, respectively. Thus a tax
in our sample results in a less than one to one crowding-out effect (Student’s t-test p<0.001). Similarly,
for the parents, a compulsory tax of 6 units reduces giving by 1.49 units and 0.93 units respectively for
low and high-level donations. Contrary to |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017, we find no significant difference
in crowding-out between low and high levels of giving (Student’s t-test p>0.1) for children and adults.
We can reject the null hypothesis of complete crowding out (or a pure altruism model) for the parents
(Student’s t-test p<0.001)[f]

We can assess the impact of the third party ‘subsidy’ on donations by comparing budgets 1 and 2 (4
and 5). Under such subsidy (without changing the donor’s income), the donation is expected to decrease
under pure warm-glow. For children, giving decreases by 0.50 rupees and 0.73 rupees for the low and
high giving by others (comparing Budget 1 and 2 and Budget 4 and 5). The difference is significantly
different from zero, leading us to reject "pure" warm-glow motivations (Student’s t-test p—0.018 and
0.0009). For the parents, an increase in one rupee from the third party significantly decreases giving
by 0.78 rupees for low levels (Student’s t-test p=0.021) and by 0.6 for high levels (p=0.061). From
these preliminary non-parametric tests, we can already attribute the impure altruism model to reflect

charitable giving motivations[]

6O0ttoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017) find very high crowding out at 97% and 82% for low and high levels of giving compared
to our study, which is 30% and 14%. While levels of crowding-out are different, both reject the pure altruism model
for adults. |Konow| (2010} observes crowding out of 24% of endowment under tax treatment, Eckel and Grossman| (2005))
observe complete crowd out when there is no fiscal illusion about the tax - a tax of 3% decreases giving by 2.84$ i.e 94%
crowd out, fiscal illusion sees a crowding in of 78%.

"Figures and in the Appendix are Kernel densities for the children and their parents. It depicts the difference in the
distribution of giving before and after a subsidy or tax. For the children, the left side of the figure reveals the tax effect.
The two distributions are not significantly different based on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the equality of distributions.
The right side of the panel shows the change in distributions under the indirect subsidy effect. The KS test is significantly
different under an indirect subsidy, and the giving after the subsidy skewed the distribution to the left.
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Figure 1: Average Giving
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5.2 Empirical Strategy

In this section, we present the procedures used to estimate the parameters of the Cobb-Douglas impure
altruism utility function from Equation [2 The optimal gift, g, derived from implicit demand function

(Equation [6) is written as follows:

9l = =G+ 0.5[(1 = B)Gjp + (a+ B) Zin + {[(1 — B)Gjv + (v + B) Za)* — 4aGj, Zin }'/*] + €; + ugp, (8)

Based on the theoretical model of |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.|(2017) where ¢ = 1,...N is the total sample

size, b = 1,..6 indexes the six decisions made by each participant. The first order condition given by
Equation El implies that the optimal gift g, is a function of the amount given by others Gj;, and the
social income in the economy Z;;,. The parameter u;;, is the randomness in each participants giving that
is not correlated across their six decisions, and e; is the individual specific random effect. We utilize the
above first order condition to structurally estimate the coefficient of pure altruism «, and the coefficient
of warm-glow f.

We undertake three types of analysis: First, using a non-linear random effect Tobit estimation,
we calculate the average pure altruism o and warm-glow § estimate for the entire sample based on
Equation Additionally, we are able to calculate the pure altruism, «, and warm-glow, 3, estimates

for each participant in the sample based on the 6 individual decisions. We refer to this analysis as the
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individual Cobb-Douglas estimation. The parameter wu;; is the randomness in each participant’s giving
that is not correlated across their six decisions and is assumed to be normally distributed (Cappellari
and Jenkins|, |2006)). Similar to |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al,| (2017)), we are able to calculate the likelihood of
optimal giving accounting for corner solutions when g;;, = 0 or g;, = w;p. The Equation for the individual

Cobb Douglas estimation is given as follows:

g = —Gjp +0.5[(1 — B)Gjp + (a+ B)Zp + {[(1 — B)Gjp + (a + B) Zup)* — 4G jpZp} ] +uir,  (9)

Finally, as a robustness check, we implement a linear maximum likelihood estimation without ac-
counting for the corner solutions. Here we consider the sample’s average effects and refer to this analysis
as robustness check. The results are available on the Appendix.

Table 3| presents the average estimates for the entire sample of all children who participated. We find
that the estimated coefficient of pure altruism is 0.10, which is smaller than the coefficient of warm-glow
component () of 0.289. Since the warm-glow coefficient is significantly greater than zero, the pure
altruism model can be rejected. The correlation coefficient, p, is 0.63 (p=0.008), indicating substantial

heterogeneity in the error term for within-participants decisions.

Table 3: Altruistic Preferences- Non-linear random effect Tobit estimation

Coefficient Standard Error p -value

o 0.10 0.0102 0.000
B 0.289 0.008 0.000
P 0.63 0.008 0.000

Non-linear random effect Tobit model is estimated using the entire sample of 1820 children who partipated in the
study. The estimation is based on Equation [§}

The following subsection provides a detailed analysis of the individual estimations for pure altruism
and warm-glow. The between-subjects design enables us to compare the proportion of warm-glow and
pure altruism for all children in the age group. Keeping the deservingness of recipients constant, we
observe how their religious identity might affect the children’s altruistic preferences. The recipient’s
identity varies across three treatment arms: abstract (no identity salient), in-group and out-group.
Finally, we observe how the individual estimations of altruistic giving for each age group vary when the

recipient’s identity changes, i.e., the interaction between identity and age.

5.2.1 Altruistic Preferences and Age

We first study giving motivations in the Abstract treatment when the flyer displayed the photo of a
library. Table [d] presents an average for the individual estimations of pure altruism and warm-glow for
different age groups. The total number of observations is 527 individuals. The last columns of the table

display the average of the individual estimations for all the parents. We group participants in three age
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categories — Group 1 comprises children between 7 and 10 years, group 2 includes children between 11
and 13 years and group 3 children between 14 and 17 yearsEI Column 1 in Table {4 includes the mean
individual estimations for all children that participated between age 7 and 17 years. The warm-glow
(8) component is 0.22, and pure altruism («) is 0.17, indicating warm-glow to be the main motivation
of giving. The difference is significant at the 5% level for the pooled sample. This result is in line with
previous findings from |Liebe and Tutic| (2010) that found warm-glow to be the stronger motivation to
give.

The subsequent columns show the average of the individual estimations for each subgroup. While
warm-glow motivation is stronger in magnitude for the younger and middle cohorts (P-value=0.043 and
P=0.004), this is not the case for the oldest cohort and parents. For the latter groups, relative degree
of pure altruism is as important motivation as warm-glow (P-value>0.1). This results hold once we
consider |Anderson| (2008) False Discovery Rate Adjustment -FDR-.

Our hypothesis is that altruism increases with age. To examine this hypothesis we constructed an
aggregated measure of altruism as the sum of the estimated coefficients of pure altruism and warm-glow.
As depicted in Table[] contrary to our expectations, we find that there is a decay in altruistic motivations
with up-bringing. While there is a positive correlation between children and their parent’s aggregated
coefficient of altruism[”|the coefficient of altruism is higher for children than their parents. This difference
is significantly at the 1% level. Compared with the older cohorts, the aggregated coefficient of altruism
is higher for children between 7 and 10 years. The effect is significant only at the 10% level for the
one-side Student’s t-test (p-value is 0.0798 and 0.0724). The observed decay in altruism is consistent
with relatively low levels of charitable giving in India compared with other developing countries (CAF,
2018).

When we examine the correlation of pure altruism and warm-glow we find that they are negatively
correlated (Spearman’s rho coefficient is -0.6533 with a p-value lower that 0.01.). The oldest age group
displays higher degree of pure altruism and a degree of warm-glow giving compared with the other
two cohorts. Thus, the result partly confirm Hypothesis 1 stating that pure altruistic preferences are
positively correlated with age but reject the conjecture that warm-glow increases with age. We find
a similar pattern when we consider the average of the 6 decisions without accounting for the corner

solutions in our robustness checks (See Appendix Table .

8The groups are divided based on the class categories. The lowest group includes children in primary, the second group
has secondary students, and the oldest cohort comprises high secondary students.

9Spearman’s rho coefficient for children and their fathers is 0.0927 with a p-value equal to 0.0447 while that for mothers
is 0.0447 with a p-value equal to 0.0029
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Table 4: Altruistic Preferences - Age (Discrete)

Children 7-10ys 11-13yrs  14-17yrs Parents

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se

Pure altruism(a)

Constant 0.175 0.178 0.155 0.203 0.146
(0.256)  (0.265)  (0.242)  (0.267)  (0.211)

Warm glow ()

Constant 0.224 0.247 0.234 0.181 0.123
(0.22)  (0.215)  (0.235)  (0.195)  (0.159)

Altruism(a + 3)
Constant 0.399 0.425 0.390 0.384 0.270
(242)  (0.237)  (0.243)  (0.244)  (0.216)
HO: a=p 0.007 0.043 0.004 0.5183 0.1278
[0.022]  [0.069]  [0.021] 0.289] [0.13]
Hypothesis testing (2)vs (3) (2)vs(4) (3)vs(4) (1) vs(d)
HO: « 0.396 0.418 0.077 0.033
[0.278]  [0.278] [0.094] [0.06]
HO: 8 0.584 0.006 0.025 0.000
[0.289]  [0.022] [0.053] [0.001]
HO: Altruism 0.160 0.145 0.8300 0.000
(0.137]  [0.135]  [0.323]  [0.001]
Observations 527 152 232 143 489

The table shows the average of the individual estimations for both children and parents. Based on Equation EL
non-linear Tobit method is used to estimate the pure altruism and warm-glow for each individual in the sample. This
method takes into account the corner solutions. In order to observe differences across age we only consider the sample in
the Abstract treatment. Standard deviations in parentheses. Means comparison two-sided Student t-test is conducted to
test the differences in the coefficients. The estimated p-values are reported and the sharpened False Discovery Rate
(FDR) g-values are displayed in brackets. *p<.1, ** p<.05, *** p<.01
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5.2.2 Altruistic preferences and identity of the recipient

This section examines how the recipient’s religious identity could influence different altruistic motivations
for all the children in the sample. Keeping the deservingness of beneficiaries constant, we observe
how their religious identity might affect the donor’s altruistic preferences. The between-subjects design
enables us to compare the proportion of warm-glow and pure altruism for all children independently on
the age group, across three treatment arms: abstract (no identity salient), in-group and out-group.

Table [5| presents an average of the individual a and g8 and total altruism estimates for each treatment;
namely, abstract, in-group and out-group. The hypothesis testing at the bottom of the table is mean-
comparison tests (t-tests) of the across treatment groups for pure altruism and warm-glow, respectively.
The p-values correcting for multiple hypothesis testing using the procedures in Anderson’(2008) are
presented in brackets.

The total coefficient of altruism is significantly larger for the out-group than the in-group (at the
1% and 5% level), indicating that contrary to finding in previous studies (Bauer et al., 2014), there is
favoritism towards the out-group. Interestingly, such difference is mainly due to a significantly larger
degree of warm-glow towards the out-group than the in-group, although the difference is not statistically
significant once that we control for multiple hypothesis testing. The estimated coefficient of pure altruism
is not significantly different across treatment groups, hence we can reject Hypothesis 2 that warm-glow
and pure altruism will be higher towards the in-group. This finding is corroborated in the robustness
checks where we estimate the pure altruism and warm-glow coefficients without accounting for corner

solutions (See Appendix Table [11)).

5.2.3 Altruistic Preferences by Age and Identity

This section examines how motivations for giving change with age and identity of the participants.
Figure |2 presents the estimated coefficients that results from regressing altruism on age, identity and
the interaction effect. We find that a significantly negative association of total altruism and warm-glow
with age. However, none of the estimated coefficients is significantly associated with identity. This
association also does not change with age. Hence, we reject Hypothesis 1 stating that warm-glow and
pure altruism increase with age and also reject Hypothesis 2 stating that those motivations for giving

are higher towards the in-group than the out-group.
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Table 5: Altruistic Preferences - Identity effects

Abstract  In-group  Out-group
(1) 2) 3)
b/se b/se b/se
Pure altruism («)
Constant 0.175 0.186 0.202
(0.256) (0.246) (0.256)
Warm glow ()
Constant 0.224 0.206 0.227
(0.22) (0.211) (0.234)
Altruism (a + 3)
Constant 0.398 0.391 0.429
(0.241)  (0.229) (0.228)
Hypothesis testing (1) vs (2) (1) vs (3) (2) vs (3)
HO: « 0.468 0.07 0.264
[0.419] [0.187] [0.283]
HO: g 0.164 0.798 0.09
[0.254] [0.55] [0.187]
HO: Total Altruism 0.615 0.030 0.004
[0.445] [0.137] [0.038]
Observations 527 624 610

The table shows the average of the individual estimations. Based on Equation [9 non-linear Tobit method is used to

estimate the pure altruism and warm-glow for each individual in the sample. This method takes into account the corner

solutions. To observe identity effects, in each treatment, children across all ages are pooled. Standard deviations in

parentheses. For the hypothesis testing, a two-sided Student’s t-test is used to test differences in estimations across the

identity treatments. The estimated p-values are reported. The sharpened False Discovery Rate (FDR) g-values are
displayed in brackets. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, ¥*** p<0.01

Figure 2: Total effect of Warm-glow and Pure altruism
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The figure plots the estimated coefficients that result from regressing individual estimates of total altruism (panel a) and

pure altruism and warm-glow (panel b) on age, identity and the interaction. The The estimates were obtained using a

non-linear Tobit method from Equation El Table |§| in the Appendix provides the mean estimated parameters by age and

identity.
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6 Drivers of Altruism

In this subsection, we present the distribution of warm-glow and pure altruistic individuals in our sample.
We can also observe other drivers of altruistic giving (apart from the donor’s age and identity of the
recipient).

We begin by classifying individuals as types, namely warm-low, pure altruistic, and impure altruistic.
We find individuals are mainly impure altruistic (45%) or warm-glow givers (45%). The pure altruistic
is the less common type (10%). For the intensive margin, we observe the actual amount donated by the
respondents. Even though a small proportion of individuals are pure altruistic givers, their contribution
is the highest ranging from Rs.30.65 to Rs.28.82 for the in-group and out-group, respectively. The
majority of the children are classified as warm-glow givers, and their average donations to the recipient
is significantly smaller (ranging from Rs.14 to Rs.16). However, ﬁgurereveals substantial heterogeneity
in the donor’s estimated « and [ parameters. The sample’s heterogeneity is also confirmed by the positive

and significant (p) parameter in Table

Figure 3: Distribution of Individual Estimates
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The figure plots the individual estimates for pure altruism («) on the Y-axis and warm-glow (8) on the X-axis. The

individual estimates are obtained from Equation El

Given the high heterogeneity in our sample and the large deviations not only across but within

individuals, we create a new variable that measures the strength of warm-glow giving relative to the
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total measure of generosity, (o + 3), for each individual. This term is based on the assumption that
more individuals are impurely altruistic and have a relative degree of warm-glow associated with their
charitable decision-making. We create an index of warm-glow similar to that of [Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.

(2017), and it is defined as follows,

v=08/(a+p) (10)

The index () ranges from zero (pure altruism) to one (warm-glow). We use this parameter v, i.e.,
the degree of warm-glow preferences, as a dependent variable in the following section. We estimate a
simple OLS regression to observe other covariates (controlling for age and recipient’s identity) to explain
the degree of warm-glow giving and total altruism for the participants in our sample.

We estimate two models with the following dependent variables - degree of warm-glow or v (Column
1) and the combined motivation for altruistic giving or a + 8 (Column 2). Since the errors of the two
dependent variables could be correlated, with estimate a Seemingly unrelated OLS regression. Based
on the results in Table [6] we find a positive correlation between the degree of warm-glow and the
overall altruistic motivations of fathers and children. Furthermore, the parent’s engagement with recent
charitable giving and their beliefs on the importance of religious equality are both positively correlated
with the child’s altruism in the experiment. This can be corroborated in other recent empirical studies
that observe inter-generational preferences to be positively correlated, particularly with older children
(Ben-Ner et al., |2017; Brown et al., 2014; |Wilhelm et al., 2008)@

We find that religiosity, measured as the frequency of visiting a religious place, is positively correlated
with both relative degree of warm-glow, giving, and overall altruistic motives. The positive association
between religious practice and pro-sociality has been discussed in theoretical models whereby religiosity
is assumed to increase social contact among people and provide them with more opportunities to en-
gage in charity (Bekkers and Schuyt) |2008). It also makes individuals more salient to others’ suffering
and increases the emotion ’'feeling good about contributing’ (Andreoni, 2006; |Li, |2017). We find this
empirically for our sample.

In the post-experimental survey, we asked the participants questions about the NGO, their expec-
tations regarding others’ pro-sociality, and the willingness to follow social norms. We measured peer
expectations using first order beliefs by asking: ‘How much do you expect the others in your class to
have given to the NGO?’. We also ask whether the participants would follow the social norm and con-
tribute similar amounts as others in their class. Finally, we asked about beliefs that the NGO would
favor their respective in-groups. We find expectations regarding other’s giving are positively correlated

only with total altruism, supporting previous research that shows pro-sociality to be positively correlated

10Theories on inter-generational transmission of generosity (altruism) have been proposed by Becker et al.| (2016}, and
Wilhelm et al.| (2008) emphasize the parents’ objective to make responsible citizens and generosity part of their identity.
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with peer expectations and social norms (Kosse et al., 2019} [Engelmann et al. 2018 [Vesterlund), |2016).

The warm-glow giving was negatively correlated among those who believed that the NGO favored their
in-group and those willing to follow the social norm. This corroborates with our experimental evidence,
wherein we find warm-glow giving to be smaller in magnitude towards recipients from the in-group

(driven by the youngest and middle cohorts).
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Table 6: Other explanations for warm-glow and overall altruistic giving

Degree of Warm-glow  Altruism

1) )
b/se b/se
Warm-glow father 0.202%**
(0.042)
Warm-glow mother -0.059
(0.045)
Altruism father 0.123***
(0.047)
Altruism mother 0.028
(0.052)
Female -0.020 -0.048%*
(0.037) (0.022)
Hindu 0.127*** -0.057%*
(0.042) (0.028)
Siblings -0.006 0.028%**
(0.011) (0.008)
Distance to school -0.006%** 0.009***
(0.002) (0.001)
Cognition 0.005 0.021%**
(0.010) (0.006)
Religiousity 0.047*%* 0.017*
(0.014) (0.010)
Expectation -0.002 0.004***
(0.002) (0.001)
NGO favors in-group -0.194%*** 0.038
(1=Yes) (0.037) (0.025)
Follow social norm -0.151%%* -0.113%%*
(1=Yes) (0.038) (0.025)
Father’s years of education 0.003 -0.004
(0.004) (0.003)
Father recent charity 0.026 0.080***
(0.049) (0.029)
Parent’s beliefs on 0.070%*** -0.009
Religious Equality (1-Agree) (0.019) (0.013)
Constant -2.109%* -0.959
(1.156) (0.763)
R squ. 0.211 0.275
Observations 672 762
Treatment dummies Yes Yes
Age controls Yes Yes
VIF 1.55 1.57

The table represents a OLS model with the dependent variables as degree of warm-glow (Model 1) and total altruism
(Model 2). The analysis is conducted for all the children who participated in the experiment and later answered questions
about their decisions (post experimental survey). Standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01. Independent variables include: Expectation-continuous variable of own expectation regarding other’s
contribution; Female (0=Male) is a dummy for gender; Hindu (0=Muslim) is a dummy for religion; Siblings - continuous
variable as number of siblings for the respondent; Distance to school - continuous variable measured in minutes;
Cognition (scale 1-6); Religiosit (scale 0 Everyday-6 Never); NGO favors in-group (1=Yes); Follow Social norm (1=Yes);
Father’s years of education - continuous; Did the father undertake a recent charity action? (1=Yes); Both parents think
all religions are equal (1=Agree).
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7 Future research and potential concerns

There are three critical aspects concerning the experiment design that need to be highlighted to bring
the results into perspective. Our experiment builds on |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.[(2017) experimental design
where participants take decisions on donations with different implicit levels of taxes and subsidies. Unlike
Eckel and Grossman| (2005)), we do not make salient the trade-off across scenarios. Given that their
results revealed a 98% crowding-out of private contributions when the participants were aware of a 3$
tax imposed on them, future research should test whether the estimated parameters of pure altruism
and warm-glow that can underestimated in our design.

Apart from disentangling the motivations of altruistic giving, our study attempted to observe how
pure altruism and warm-glow vary with the recipient’s identity. Despite historically contentious relations
between the two selected groups and having implemented the treatments in either Hindu dominant or
Muslim dominant schools, we find a higher degree of total altruism towards the out-group than in-group
and abstract treatments. Besides, there is a higher degree of warm-glow to the out-group than the
in-group treatment. Omne of the reasons why there is out-group favoritism could be due to the weak
identity treatment. However, we argue that this is not the case. In a post-experiment survey, we asked
the participants if they thought the NGO favored children from their own religious groups. We find
that 78 percent of the sample in the in-group treatment recognized that the recipients belonged to their
own religion, and this is significantly larger than the control and out-group treatments as displayed in
Table One potential mechanism that needs to be explored in future work is whether perceptions of
deservingness explain out-group favoritisms.

Similar to |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017), we use a Cobb-Douglas utility function to estimate the
optimal demand for giving, pure altruism, and warm-glow parameters displayed in Table [3| One of the
concerns regarding the study is the use of a structural estimation assuming a Cobb-Douglas function.
This could entail two issues, namely difficulty in model convergence and high heterogeneity in parameters
across participants. In order to facilitate the convergence of the model, non-linear Tobit estimation
allowed for both upper and lower limit corner solutions. However, it did not include subjects that
sometimes choose lower and other times upper limit across the six decisions (2 participants). Besides, 3
participants mirrored the experimenter donation in each decision set, and 62 participants (7%) gave the
same amount across all the decisions. For the last two cases, the structural estimation assumed these
participants to be warm-glow givers.

Second is the high heterogeneity across participants based on the p estimate (0.63). The parameter
indicates heterogeneity in an individual’s random deviation from the Cobb-Douglas model. This could
be a consequence of misspecifying the model as a Cobb-Douglas function. Furthermore, a Cobb-Douglas
specification assumes constant elasticity of substitution and linearity (for the parameters). While these

assumptions have an advantage of algebraic tractability, they could result in bias from omitted variables
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(other factors explaining voluntary giving). We attempt to overcome this bias by controlling for other
factors that could explain the demand for giving as presented in Table [} However, in future studies,

researchers could assume alternative utility functions.

8 Conclusion

One of our paper’s main contributions is to observe warm-glow and pure altruistic motivations when we
consider voluntary giving, particularly across children of different ages. Besides, we attempt to explain
religious identity-based discrimination using these motivations of giving. To obtain our estimates of pure

altruism and warm-glow, we run a structural estimation and use non-linear Tobit maximum likelihood

techniques (Ottoni-Wilhelm et al., [2017). Our surveys and charity experiments were conducted across

different public schools in Mumbai. We mainly found locations within the city that were extensively
segregated, and as a result, the schools also had either Hindu or Muslim children.

Two studies have previously attempted to study motivations of altruistic giving among children.

While List and Samak| (2013) find pure altruism to be the strongest motivation for giving among children

between ages three and five, [Liebe and Tutic| (2010)) observed teenagers between 14 and 18 years and

found warm-glow as the primary motivation of giving. For the entire sample, similar to the latter, we
find warm-glow giving to be the stronger motivation driving charitable giving (relative to pure altruism).
However, when we consider the association of warm-glow and pure altruism with age, there is a tendency
to observe a higher degree of pure altruism and a lower degree of warm-glow motivation of giving
for teenagers than younger children. Unlike the previous two studies (who could test only one of the
motivations), our study’s advantage is the ability to identify both parameters, namely warm-glow and

pure altruism, and compare each motivation’s relative strength. In order to achieve this, we implement

the experimental design by |Ottoni-Wilhelm et al.| (2017).

Apart from understanding the cognitive effects on altruistic preferences, we are keen to see whether
the recipient’s religious identity impacts children’s altruistic motivations. Previous studies that utilized

pre-existing identities found strong evidence of in-group bias among adults and children (Angerer et al.)
[2015a; Ben-Ner et al, |2017; |Chai et al., 2011; Gangadharan et al., 2018; |Chakravarty et al., 2016). We

go a step further to analyze whether such an in-group bias exists for different motives of altruistic giving.
For our sample of children between 7 to 17 years of age, we do not observe an in-group bias in both
warm-glow and pure altruistic motivations. On average, we find that pure altruism is greater towards the
out-group (compared to the abstract identity) and warm-glow is higher towards the out-group than the
in-group. Apart from age and the recipient’s religious identity, we find altruistic giving to be positively
associated with religiosity. Furthermore, we observe an intergenerational transmission of altruistic giving

between the parents and children.
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We find that voluntary contributions are highly motivated by impure altruistic preferences in terms
of economic policy implications. Hence taxes and subsidies generate only incomplete crowding-out of
giving. Another policy-relevant aspect of our study is how heterogeneous altruistic motivations change
when the recipient is from a salient out-group. Given the widespread rhetoric that heterogeneous societies
negatively impact access to public goods, we do not observe an in-group bias in the domain of voluntary
or charitable donations. On the other hand, total altruism and warm-glow giving are greater towards

recipients from the out-group than in the abstract and in-group treatments.
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9 Online Appendix A

Table 7: Frequency Table

Control Hindu Muslim Total

No. % No. % No. % No. %
Class
4 57 7.5 85 10.6 79 9.7 221 9.3
5 159 209 181 22.6 163 19.9 503  21.1
6 69 9.1 23 2.9 65 7.9 157 6.6
7 141 18.5 269 33.6 239 29.2 649 273
8 118 15.5 63 7.9 81 9.9 262 11.0
9 177 23.3 113 14.1 154 18.8 444 18.7
10 40 5.3 66 8.3 37 4.5 143 6.0
Total 761 100.0 800 100.0 &18 100.0 2,379 100.0
Father Work
Job 315 414 298 373 375 458 988  41.5
Daily wage 174 22,9 211 26.4 178 21.8 563 23.7
Small Business 136 17.9 137 17.1 125 15.3 398 16.7
Big Business 53 7.0 62 78 71 8.7 186 7.8
At home 19 2.5 19 2.4 22 2.7 60 2.5
Missing 64 8.4 73 9.1 47 5.7 184 7.7
Total 761 100.0 800 100.0 &18 100.0 2,379 100.0
Mother Work
Job 52 6.8 61 7.6 67 8.2 180 7.6
Daily wage 64 84 60 7.5 61 7.5 185 7.8
Small Business 23 3.0 39 4.9 33 4.0 95 4.0
Big Business 6 0.8 8 1.0 9 1.1 23 1.0
At home 549 72.1 555 69.4 600 73.3 1,704 71.6
Missing 67 8.8 77 9.6 48 5.9 192 8.1
Total 761 100.0 800 100.0 &18 100.0 2,379 100.0
Travel to school
Walk 502 66.0 536 67.0 590 72.1 1,628 68.4
Cycle 17 2.2 23 2.9 12 1.5 52 2.2
Auto 15 2.0 17 2.1 15 1.8 47 2.0
School Bus 70 9.2 60 7.5 61 7.5 191 8.0
Public Bus 36 4.7 35 4.4 39 4.8 110 4.6
Van 33 4.3 39 4.9 30 3.7 102 4.3
Train 5 0.7 9 1.1 7 0.9 21 0.9
Taxi 2 0.3 1 0.1 2 0.2 5 0.2
Motor Bike 21 2.8 22 2.8 16 2.0 59 2.5
Private bus 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1 1 0.0
Car 2 0.3 1 0.1 3 0.4 6 0.3
Missing 58 7.6 57 7.1 42 5.1 157 6.6
Total 761 100.0 800 100.0 818 100.0 2,379 100.0
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Table 8: Balance Table - Parents

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Control Ingroup  Outgroup (1) vs. (2), (1) vs. (3), (2) vs. (3),
p-value p-value p-value
Father
Monthly Income  12875.629 13763.446 14348.840 0.119 0.018 0.371
Years Education 8.674 8.780 8.845 0.634 0.445 0.764
Religiousity 4.140 4.098 4.175 0.444 0.533 0.134
Experience dis- 0.203 0.217 0.220 0.666 0.584 0.917
crimin
Recent charity 0.881 0.910 0.886 0.285 0.842 0.325
Discuss charity 0.161 0.224 0.197 0.039 0.222 0.350
Risk seeking 0.727 0.695 0.681 0.223 0.091 0.614
Impatient 0.792 0.794 0.763 0.941 0.235 0.188
All equal educa- 0.269 0.281 0.325 0.653 0.041 0.093
tion
All equal work 0.349 0.331 0.382 0.520 0.251 0.062
Respect all 0.403 0.348 0.447 0.059 0.140 0.000
Minority  dis- 0.575 0.607 0.627 0.265 0.078 0.489
crimin work
Minority  dis- 0.499 0.540 0.562 0.172 0.036 0.437
crimin edu
Mother
Monthly Income  6697.312  7819.643  8460.507 0.223 0.104 0.539
Years Education 7.375 7.994 7.606 0.012 0.352 0.102
Religiousity 4.136 4.122 4.071 0.789 0.224 0.299
Experience dis- 0.269 0.215 0.208 0.096 0.061 0.807
crimin
Recent charity 0.857 0.883 0.886 0.308 0.311 0.900
Discuss charity 0.217 0.198 0.200 0.558 0.613 0.931
Risk seeking 0.767 0.713 0.691 0.041 0.005 0.396
Impatient 0.816 0.807 0.768 0.715 0.050 0.092
All equal educa- 0.296 0.285 0.350 0.677 0.056 0.014
tion
All equal work 0.376 0.339 0.395 0.187 0.522 0.040
Respect all 0.397 0.368 0.452 0.323 0.062 0.003
Minority  dis- 0.593 0.608 0.650 0.604 0.049 0.126
crimin edu
Minority  dis- 0.496 0.557 0.585 0.042 0.003 0.319
crimin work
N 547 647 626

* p <0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Figure 4: Distribution under tax and subsidy
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Figure 5: Distribution under tax and subsidy- Parents
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Table 9: Altruistic Preferences - Identity and Age

7-9 yrs  10-13 yrs  14-17 yrs Hypothesis test
(1) (2) (3)
b/se b/se b/se (D)vs(2) (1) vs(3) (2)vs(3)
Pure altruism («)
Ingroup (T1) 0.19 0.175 0.24 0.495 0.721 0.311
(0.247)  (0.248) (0.239) [0.980] [1.000] [0.845]
Outgroup (T2) 0.19 0.197 0.225 0.783 0.243 0.284
(0.257)  (0.252) (0.262) [1.000] [0.845] [0.845]
Abstract (T0) 0.178 0.155 0.202 0.396 0.418 0.077
(0.264)  (0.241)  (0.267)  [0.845] [0.845] 0.301]
Warm glow ()
Ingroup (T1) 0.215 0.205 0.193 0.643 0.357 0.583
(0.2) (0.22) (0.206) [1.000] [0.845] [1.000]
Outgroup (T2) 0.25 0.231 0.188 0.423 0.016 0.076
(0.229)  (0.245)  (0.209)  [0.845] [0.161] [0.301]
Abstract (T0) 0.247 0.234 0.181 0.584 0.006 0.025
(0.215)  (0.235)  (0.194)  [1.000] [0.122]  [0.166]
Observations 498 853 410

Notes: The table shows mean individual pure altruism and warm-glow estimations by age and identity treatment.
The mean is also presented in Figure ] The individual estimates of pure altruism and warm-glow in the table are based
on Equation [f] and a non-linear Tobit method. This method takes into account the corner solutions. Two sided Student
t-test. The estimated p-values are reported and the sharpened False Discovery Rate (FDR) g-values are displayed in
brackets. Standard deviations in parentheses. * p<.1, ** p<.05, *** p<.01

Table 10: Motivations of altruism - by Age

All 7-10ys 11-13yrs 14-17yrs Parents
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se

Pure altruism(ca)
Constant 0.042 0.035 -0.006 0.118** 0.119***
(0.036)  (0.070)  (0.060)  (0.057)  (0.022)

Warm glow(5)
Constant 0.337*** 0.362*** 0.372%** 0.264*** 0.181***
(0.026) (0.051) (0.044) (0.040) (0.013)

sigma_m

Constant 12.227%%%  11.776%%*  12.670%** 11.859***  28.819***
(0.151) (0.273)  (0.235)  (0.282) (0.366)

Obs 544 155 242 147 517

Hypothesis testing (2)vs (3) (2)vs(4) (3)vs(4)

HO: o 0.138 0.213 0.025%*

HO: g 0.783 0.001*** 0.000***

Notes: Robustness checks - The table shows the estimates of pure altruism and warm-glow based on a linear
maximum likelihood estimation. The estimates are presented for the sample of children and their parents in the baseline
treatment - Abstract. The estimates are presented for three age groups. This method does not take into account the
corner solutions. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p<.1, ** p<.05, *** p<.01
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Table 11: Motivations of altruism - Religious identity of recipient

Abstract  In-group  Out-group

(1) (2) (3)
b/se b/se b/se

Pure altruism ()
Constant 0.042 0.093***  (.129%**
(0.036)  (0.028) (0.030)

Warm glow (5)
Constant 0.337*%* 0.286*** 0.287%%*
(0.026)  (0.020) (0.021)

sigma_m

Constant 12.227%%%  11.748%FF  11.812%%*
(0.151)  (0.133) (0.136)

Obs 544 645 624

Hypothesis testing (1) vs (2) (1) vs (3) (2) vs (3)

HO: Alpha 0.052 0.000 0.123

HO: Beta 0.000 0.033 0.953

Notes: Robustness checks - The table shows the estimates of pure altruism and warm-glow based on a linear
maximum likelihood estimation. The estimates are presented for the entire sample (pooling across agr groups) and
disaggregated by the three identity treatment groups. This method does not take into account the corner solutions.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p<.1, ** p<.05, ¥** p<.01.
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Table 12: Motivations of altruism - by Age and Identity

All 7-10yrs 11-13yrs 14-17yrs  Hypothesis test
(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6) (7)
b/se b/se b/se b/se (2) vs (3) (2) vs (4) (3) vs (4)
Pure altruism («)
Ingroup 0.050 0.010 0.097 0.033 0.017 0.805 0.384
(0.046)  (0.090)  (0.071)  (0.078)
Outgroup 0.087* 0.005 0.143** 0.081 0.053 0.217 0.477
(0.046)  (0.095)  (0.072)  (0.075)
Constant 0.042 0.035 -0.006 0.118** 0.138 0.213 0.025

(0.035) (0.069) (0.058) (0.055)

Warm glow (5)

Ingroup -0.051 -0.033 -0.087* -0.023 0.266 0.893 0.011
(0.032) (0.066) (0.051) (0.053)

Outgroup -0.050 0.002 -0.087* -0.047 0.211 0.227 0.343
(0.033) (0.070) (0.052) (0.051)

Constant 0.337F¥%  0.362%FF  0.372%**  (.264%** 0.78 0.001 0.000
(0.025) (0.050) (0.042) (0.038)

sigma_m

Constant 11.915%**  11.657***  12.233***  11.467***
(0.081) (0.149) (0.119) (0.161)

Obs 1813 544 645 624

Notes: Robustness checks - The table shows the estimates of pure altruism and warm-glow based on a linear
maximum likelihood method. The estimates presented are the marginal effects from the interaction term between age
groups and the identity treatment. The baseline or reference group is the Abstract treatment. This method does not take

into account the corner solutions. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p<.1, ** p<.05, ¥*** p<.01.
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T12

Figure 6: Flyer-Hindu Identity treatment (English version)

(a) Pages 1 and 4

Thank you!
gdlq !

T12

0:0:-0:0:0:-0-

Simple Education
Foundation

W7

This NGO provides poor children
support for their education.

They provide the children with
books, pens, pencils and other items
that can help them to study.

The children come from poor
families. Many of them do not even
have homes.

The NGO is based in Delhi, but works

in different parts of the country.

(b) Pages2 and 3

Who gets your help?

39

T12

How much money would you give
to the children from the NGO?

B: If you have 40 Rs and the children
of the NGO have 10 Rs

C: If you have 46 Rs and the children
of the NGO have 4 Rs
D: If you have 40 Rs and the children
of the NGO have 28 Rs
E: If you have 40 Rs and the children
of the NGO have 34 Rs
F: If you have 46 Rs and the children

of the NGO have 28 Rs

A: If you have 40 Rs and the children
of the NGO have 4 Rs




c1

Figure 7: Flyers-Abstract treatment

fra®r #ga FAaem?

c1

FEYT & eat B Rrear dar TET §
I,
A: 3T9% 91 40% § 3R JTdi & 9 4% §

@

: 3IF 9T 40% § 3R s=al & 9 10%

[e)

;3O 9TH 46% § 3R gTal & Ui 4% §

: 39 9T 40% § 3R STl & Ui 28%

: 3T 9T 40% § 3R STal & I 34%

Mm% O

n

;39S 9TH 46% § 3R gTdl & 9T 28%

Figure 8: Flyers-Identity treatment (Muslim children)
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E: 39 9rg 40% § 3T g<ai & 94
34% §

F: 3T0% 919 46% § 3R g=ai & 94
28% &

A: 39 I 40% § 3R STl & Irg 4%
g
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Appendix B - Questionnaires

I. Education survey

The education survey is the same as the survey ?? in Chapter 1.

II. Exit survey

The enumerators randomnly selected 50% of the students in the class and asked them questions regarding

the pictures and the NGO mentioned in the flyer. In addition, they were also asked questions on their

religiousity.

1.

2.

. Father’s name:

. Last name:

Student ID:

School ID:

Your name:

. Have you heard of this NGO (Show picture) before?

O Yes

O No

Below are some statements. Please answer by selecting one of the following options:

7.

Giving some of your earned gift to this NGO will benefit the entire society.
[ Yes 0O No

After looking at these pictures, do you think the NGO will help only those children

from your own religion?

O Yes O No

You would give your gift to the children of this NGO because: You can answer more
than one option

O They were children from your religion
O They were poorer that you
O They were poor and from your religion

0 They were poor but not from your religion

10. If other children increased their giving to the poor children, what will you do?

O Follow what the other children did

O I will give more
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O I will give less
O I will give the same as before
O I do not know

11. If we reduce some money from your gift and give it directly to the children, what will
you do?

O I will give more

O I will give less

O I will give the same as before
0 I do not know

12. If other children from your own religion increased their giving to the poor children,

what will you do?

O I will give more

O I will give less

O I will give the same as before
O I do not know

13. Expectation: How much do you think the other children in your class gave to the
children of this NGO? State a number.

Minimum:

14. Which of the following religious places do you frequently visit?

[0 Temple
[0 Mosque
O Church
O None [End the questionnaire]

O Others:

15. How often do you visit this religious place

O Everyday

O Once a week

O Few times in one month
O Once in 6 months

0 Once a year

O Never
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III. Parents survey

Both mothers and fathers of the respondents were asked a few questions over a telephonic conversation.
At the end of the survey, they played a dictator game and recieved some money in the form of telephone
recharge. Both the survey questions and the dictator game is explained below.

To the parents:I am a researcher conducting research on schooling in Mumbai. We had recently visited
your child [name of child] in their school. We would also like to ask you few questions. The questions
relate to your household situation and your opinions regarding the society. We would be grateful if can
respond to these questions. I would like to tell you that this information will be treated with complete

confidentiality and never disclose your views.

16. Are you willing to answer the questions that I will be asking you? You can withdraw
your consent incase you do not wish to answer any of the questions at anytime of this
survey.

O Yes [Continue to next question]

O No [End survey]

Opportunities 1

17. All religious groups and caste groups should have equal chances to get a good educa-
tion in this country.

0 Strongly disagree O Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

18. Women should have the same rights as men in every way.

O Strongly disagree U Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

19. All religious and caste groups should have equal chances to get good Jobs in this
country.

O Strongly disagree O Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

20. Schools should teach students to respect members of all religious groups.

0 Strongly disagree O Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

21. When Jobs are scarce, men have more right to a job than women.
O Strongly disagree 0 Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree
Opportunities 2

22, Children who are members of certain minority religious and caste groups have fewer
chances than other children to get a good education in this country.

O Strongly disagree 0 Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree
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23. Girls have fewer chances than boys to get a good education in this country.

O Strongly disagree O Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

24. Adults who are members of certain minority religious and caste groups have fewer
chances than others to get better jobs in this country.

0 Strongly disagree O Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

25. Women have fewer chances than men to get Jobs in this country.

O Strongly disagree 0 Disagree O Agree O Strongly agree

26. Have you faced discrimination from people of other religions?

O Yes
O No

27. In the last 6 months, have you donated anything for charity or to poor people?

U Yes
O No [Skip to 26]

28. Do your children know about this?

O Yes
O No

29. Do you speak to your children about charity and donations?

O Yes

O No

Socio-Economic details

30. Complete name:

31. What is the name of your child?:

32. What is your relationship with the child?
0 Mother O] Father O Guardian

33. What is your total monthly income? (in Rs.):

34. We would like to know something about the organisations in which you participate.
Here is a list of several organisations. Please indicate if you are a member or not, if

you are an active or non active member (Mark only one answer per line)
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I am not a member

I am

member

an

active

I am a member but

not active

Political party

Religious organisa-

tion

Housing society

Workers union

Others
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