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effectiveness of transfer programs by precluding transfer payments when subsidies do not increase public 

good provision. 
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1. Introduction 

Evidence from the natural sciences warns about the disastrous threats of global warming, mass 

extinction of animal and plant species, and the preservation of the global ecosystems necessary 

for the well-being of present and future generations (Hagedorn et al., 2019; Ripple et al., 2019). 

Underlying these threats are economic incentives and institutions that induce individuals, firms, 

and countries to largely neglect the negative externalities from their decisions, under-providing 

the positive externalities associated with ecosystem conservation. Even in the Covid-19 

dominated policy agenda in the spring of 2020, think tanks and political leaders continue to call 

for economic reconstruction policies to respond to the climate crisis and the ecological 

emergency to support human well-being in the future (see for example the open letter to the 

world leaders by the Club of Rome released in March 26, 2020, the European alliance for a 

Green Recovery launched on April 14, 2020, or the Covid-19 implications on the UN 

Sustainable Development Goals). A polycentric approach for conservation, combining 

unilateral, bilateral and multilateral policies between countries, regions, cities and individuals 

is emerging in the policy arena (see also for example 

https://www.americaspledgeonclimate.com/). Payments for ecosystem services (PES) 

represent one type of program designed to contribute to these objectives. Examples include the 

UN-REDD program (https://www.un-redd.org/) and the Trillion Tree Campaign 

(https://www.trilliontreecampaign.org/). Such programs allow individuals and organization 

who benefit from environmental conservation, but cannot directly take direct actions, to assist 

public good providers who can provide enhanced maintenance of the ecosystems (Chichilnisky 

and Heal, 1998; Kinzig et al., 2011).  

In an earlier study, Blanco, Haller and Walker (2018), herein BHW, provided evidence from 

the first experimental study analyzing the effect of group payments for public good provision 

with endogenous transfer payments. In the decision settings studied, a group of individuals 

(insiders) provide a public good with benefits within their group and to an extended group 

(outsiders). Outsiders cannot directly provide the public good but can become donors who 

financially compensate the insiders for their efforts. In that study, transfers were shared equally 

among insiders in all treatments. Results show that donation transfers from outsiders, despite 

substantial, did not lead to greater public good provision by insiders. This result was robust to 

a setting where outsiders’ transfers acted as a matching mechanism for contributions, with an 

upper threshold for matching based on the level of transfers offered. Thus, the results in BHW 

provided evidence questioning the use of programs designed around group payments shared 

https://www.americaspledgeonclimate.com/
https://www.un-redd.org/
https://www.trilliontreecampaign.org/)
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equally among recipients: transfers from outsiders were realized, but did not induce a significant 

increase in public good provision.  

In this study, we build on the decision setting in BHW and focus on the relative performance 

of alternative institutions specifically designed to incentivize greater public good provision with 

endogenous donors. The decision setting with endogenous insiders and outsiders broadens the 

scope of previous research on the provision of public goods in closed groups where all 

individuals are simultaneously providers and beneficiaries of the public good (e.g. Andreoni, 

1988; Isaac and Walker, 1988; and Croson, 2007). It also extends previous research where 

public good provision by one group benefited another group composed of passive by-standers 

(Engel and Rockenbach, 2009; Delaney and Jacobson, 2014). In addition, the decision setting 

differs from previous experimental studies where the experimenter provides exogenous 

incentives framed as PES payments, that are either tied to individual performance (Vollan, 

2008; Handberg and Angelsen, 2015; Midler et al., 2015; Alpízar et al., 2017) or based on 

collective performance (Travers et al., 2011; Narloch et al., 2012; Midler et al., 2015; Kaczan 

et al., 2017; Salk et al., 2017; Gatiso et al., 2018; Moros et al., 2019; Rodriguez et al., 2019). In 

both BHW, and this study, donors of transfer payments are active and the available funds to 

compensate insiders’ efforts are endogenously determined. Thus, by considering the decisions 

of donors to subsidize the provision of public goods, this study also contributes to the large 

body of literature on the behavioral drivers of charitable donations (Andreoni, 1990; 

Vesterlund, 2003, Frey and Meier, 2004; Benabou and Tirole, 2006; Ariely et al., 2009; Gneezy 

et al., 2014; Garcia et al., 2020).   

The study herein presents novel evidence showing that payments from outsiders can work. 

Broadly, we find that outsiders use the possibility of making transfer donations to compensate 

insiders for their effort, and that under certain institutional arrangements, insiders reciprocate 

by increasing public good contributions. More specifically, we show that group transfer 

payments allocated proportionally to relative contributions and individually targeted payments 

generate similar increases in public good provision. We also show that both do better than group 

payments when transfers are shared equally. These institutions incorporate key design attributes 

suggested by previous meta-analyses of payments for ecosystem services programs (e.g. 

Ferraro and Kiss, 2002; Jack et al., 2008; Pattanayak et al., 2010; Ferraro, 2011; Hejnowicz et 

al., 2014; Naeem et al., 2015; Engel, 2016; Wunder et al., 2018). These meta-analyses argue 

that PES design is complex and further emphasize the need for empirical evidence on the 

relevance and causal effects of institutional design in their success (e.g. Pattanayak et al. 2010; 
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Ferraro 2011; Naeem et al. 2015). Thus, as many prior social dilemma experimental studies 

(e.g. Ostrom et al., 1992), we contribute to the literature by providing a test bed for investigating 

the effects of alternative institutional arrangements.   

We present the results of two studies, including six main treatments and one supplementary 

treatment, with observations based on decisions by 1,032 individuals in 129 groups. In Study 

1, a 2x2 design, transfers from outsiders (donations) are made to insiders at the group level. The 

two rules for distributing transfers are Equal and Proportional. In Equal, transfers are 

distributed equally among insiders regardless of individual contributions to the public good. 

Equal serves as the baseline treatment for Study 1. In Proportional, transfers received by 

individual insiders are proportional to their contribution relative to other insiders in a group.1 

In addition, we examine settings with and without an additionality criterion. Additionality, 

motivated largely by the PES literature, requires that transfers by outsiders to insiders are 

implemented only if insiders increase their contributions relative to their prior behavior without 

transfers. Equal(Add) and Proportional(Add) implement the additionally requirement in 

conjunction with the two sharing rules. In Study 2 we examine two main decision settings, 

namely Targeted-transfers in which individual outsiders endogenously choose how to direct 

their transfers to individual insiders, and Equal(baseline2) which serves as the baseline 

treatment for Study 2.  

In field settings, the implementation of sharing rules critically depends on the monitoring 

capacity of insiders, outsiders, and program administrators, and is based on technical feasibility, 

transaction costs and political support. All sharing rules under consideration require sufficient 

monitoring capability for outsiders to monitor the contribution decisions of insiders as a group. 

The equal share rule captures a setting where monitoring individual insider decisions is not 

feasible by insiders nor outsiders and donation transfers are shared equally, as a natural default. 

The proportional share rule captures a setting where outsiders only have information at the 

group level. At the same time, insiders have monitoring capacity of peers and conflict 

resolutions mechanism are in place, so that relative effort and relative compensation can be 

aligned. Lastly, the targeted-transfers rule requires that outsiders have the capacity to monitor 

individual insiders. Allegedly, donations targeted by outsiders to individual public good 

providers are the most effective, as the link between payments and performance is the most 

direct (Engel, 2016). In our study, a proportional sharing and an individual targeting of transfers 

 
1 This decision setting builds on previous studies that have analyzed alternative sharing rules in decision settings 
with an external party that allocates an endogenously provided good that is rival in consumption (Stoddard et al., 
2014; Drouvelis et al., 2017; and Stoddard et al., 2018). 
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do similarly well, and both result in significantly higher public good provision than an equal 

share. This is relevant for policy design, as individual monitoring by outsider donors necessary 

to make individual targeted-transfers feasible may not be possible in all field settings. Our 

results from the Proportional decision setting support that even if individual payments are not 

feasible, transfer payment programs can be effective: if insiders have monitoring and 

enforcement capacity (for example, through collective action arrangements), group transfers 

can enhance public good provision.  

The Additionality criterion is designed to examine settings where payments for public good 

provision are made only when public good provision exceeds a group-defined historical 

benchmark. Thus, implementation of additionality requires impact evaluation, using a 

counterfactual scenario, to identify the additional effects of the program (Wunder, 2005; 

Ferraro, 2011). When considering alternative counterfactual outcomes, historic baselines are a 

common approach (e.g. Engel, 2016). In practice, this not only requires historical monitoring 

of the efforts of public good providers; it also requires sufficient political and social 

commitment to distribute the payments to providers only if the additionality requirement is 

fulfilled. Despite its alleged benefits, many PES programs do not incorporate or enforce 

additionality (Wunder et al., 2008; Ezzine-de-Blas et al., 2015), considered by some as an 

important design flaw in program implementations (Pattanayak et al., 2010; Naeem et al., 

2015). Contrary to its alleged relevance in PES design, we find that the inclusion of 

additionality does not significantly increase public good provision. Yet, our results also suggest 

that the relevance of the additionality criterion may be justified by taking cost-effectiveness 

into consideration, as it creates a setting where donations are only used if there is an increase 

in public good provision.  

The remainder of this manuscript is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the experimental 

design, hypotheses, and results for Study 1. Similarly, Section 3 discusses Study 2. Section 4 

provides a discussion on the degree of variation in behavior across groups and individuals, 

within and across all experimental treatments. Section 5 serves as a conclusion. 

2. Study 1:  Group Sharing Rules and Additionality 

2.1. Decision settings and parameters 

As in BHW, an experimental group is composed of two randomly assigned types of subjects, 

𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼 insiders and 𝑛𝑛𝑂𝑂  outsiders, where 𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼=𝑛𝑛𝑂𝑂=4, for a total group size of 8. Each experimental 

treatment condition consists of 15 decision making periods and includes two parts, 5 periods of 
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Part 1 and 10 periods of Part 2. In both Part 1 and Part 2, insiders participate in a repeated linear 

public good game in which provision of the public good creates a positive benefit for both 

insiders and outsiders. In Part 1, which is equivalent in all treatment conditions, outsiders are 

inactive and insiders make contributions gi out of an endowment of 𝑤𝑤 = 100 Experimental 

Currency Units (ECUs), with  𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 ∈ [0,𝑤𝑤], to a Group Account 𝐺𝐺 = ∑ 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼
𝑖𝑖=1 . G constitutes a 

public good with a marginal per capita return (MPCR) of 𝑎𝑎 = 0.4, for insiders and outsiders. 

Outsiders receive an equivalent endowment of 𝑤𝑤 = 100 ECUs. In Part 1 outsiders do not make 

allocation decisions. They simply receive the benefits of the contributions made by insiders, 

which was common information. Part 1 is important because we are interested in institutional 

changes to environments in which there is a history where insiders’ contribution decisions 

benefit outsiders. In addition, Part 1 allows subjects to become familiar with the public goods 

aspect of the decision setting, and allows for statistical control of group specific effects.2   

In Part 2 of each treatment condition, insiders make the same allocation decision as in Part 1 

and outsiders make transfer decisions (donations) from their endowment. Thus, the decision 

setting changes to a two-stage game in each period in Part 2. Subjects learned the decision-

making details of Part 2 only after the completion of Part 1. The institutional rules for the 

allocation of transfers in Part 2 varies depending on the specific treatment condition. Subjects 

participated in only one of the treatment conditions in a between-subjects design. Groups and 

participants’ roles remained fixed for the duration of the experiment (see the Supplementary 

Materials for instructions, which are common knowledge among insiders and outsiders). At the 

end of each period in Part 1 and Part 2, insiders and outsiders were informed of their individual 

earnings and the total allocations to the Group Account by insiders. No individual behavior of 

other players was displayed. In addition, as discussed below, in Part 2 subjects received further 

information that varied depending on the treatment condition.  

Table 1 provides an overview of the four treatment conditions implemented in Study 1, as well 

as the respective attributes of the decision settings that apply to Part 2. Recall that Part 1 is 

equivalent in all treatments. Equal serves as the baseline treatment to Study 1 and follows the 

 
2 BHW analyzed treatments equivalent to Equal referred to as “Donation” and “Donation II,” where the latter did 
not have a Part 1 with inactive outsiders. Part 1 was included in the original design to control for group specific 
effects. No statistical difference was found between “Donation” and “Donation II”. These results from BHW 
support the conclusion that the results observed in Part 2 were not driven by including a Part 1 in the experimental 
design. 
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equivalent protocol as the Donation treatment in BHW.3 All data presented herein is previously 

unpublished, based on experimental sessions conducted during March 2018 and January 2020 

at the University of Innsbruck, Austria. The experiments were programmed using zTree 

(Fischbacher, 2007) and subjects were recruited using the HROOT system (Bock et al., 2014). 

The sessions consisted of either 16 or 24 subjects and lasted between 60 to 70 minutes. At the 

completion of the experiment, subjects were paid privately in Euros. On average, subjects 

earned 13.5 Euros, which included a show-up payment of 4 Euros. 

Table 1. Overview of Treatment Conditions in Study 1 

Treatments Sharing rule among 
insiders in Part 2 

Additionality Number of 
observations 

Equal Equal share No 
20 groups 

160 subjects 

Proportional Proportional share No 
21 groups 

168 subjects 

Equal(Add)  Equal share Yes 17 groups* 
136 subjects 

Proportional(Add) Proportional share Yes 
19 groups 

152 subjects 
*The number of observations in the Equal(Add) treatment is smaller as we could not conduct one last 
remaining session originally scheduled for March 2020 due to the COVID-19 outbreak and associated 
constraints with running laboratory experiments. 
 

Equal 

With equally shared transfers, in stage 1 of each period each outsider j makes a non-contingent 

transfer, 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗, to the insiders, where 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 ∈ [0,𝑤𝑤]. All transfers are added to a Transfer Account of 

size 𝑇𝑇 = ∑ 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗
𝑛𝑛𝑂𝑂
𝑗𝑗=1 . The Transfer Account is divided equally among insiders, each insider 

receiving � 1
nI
� 𝑇𝑇, independent of their own contribution to the Group Account. Note that just as 

each insider has the opportunity to free ride on the contributions of other insiders, outsiders 

have the opportunity to free ride on the transfers made by other outsiders. 

In stage 2 insiders make simultaneous contribution decisions to the Group Account. By design, 

transfers received by insiders cannot be used directly for contributions. Transfers are designed 

to represent an opportunity for outsiders to compensate through monetary payments the costly 

actions of insiders. Thus, the maximum amount an insider can contribute to the Group Account 

 
3 Comparing Equal to the “Donation” treatment in BHW (which follows the identical protocol), panel regression 
analysis shows no significant differences between treatments for both net contributions and net transfers, as defined 
in section 2.2. See section 1 in the online SM for these results. 
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is w, irrespective of the transfer received. At the end of each period in Part 2 of Equal insiders 

and outsiders receive the same information they received in Part 1, jointly with information on 

the collective amount of transfers sent by outsiders, and each insider receives information on 

the amount of transfers received. As transfers to all insiders are the same, all insiders observe 

exactly the same information at the end of each period.   

The resulting profit functions for insiders and outsiders in each period are given in equations 

(1) and (2), respectively: 

𝜋𝜋𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 + 1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼

 𝑇𝑇  (1) 

𝜋𝜋𝑂𝑂𝑗𝑗 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 (2) 

where   𝑎𝑎 < 1 and (𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼 + 𝑛𝑛𝑂𝑂)𝑎𝑎 > 1. The Nash equilibrium for self-interested payoff maximizing 

agents who assume others have such preferences is zero contributions to the Group Account by 

insiders and zero transfers from outsiders. However, a broad range of previous research on 

social dilemma settings has shown that subjects make decisions that reflect diverse motivations 

beyond self-regarding income maximization (see Camerer, 2003; Camerer and Fehr, 2006; 

Chaudhuri, 2011; Ostrom and Walker, 2003). Thus, as in BHW, we incorporate simple social 

preferences into the respective utility functions, considering that insiders derive utility from 

contributing to the Group Account and that outsiders derive utility from making transfer 

donations. The resulting utility functions for insiders and outsiders are given in equations (3) 

and (4), respectively. 

𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 + 1
𝑛𝑛𝐼𝐼

 𝑇𝑇 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)  (3) 

𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡j)𝑂𝑂𝑗𝑗 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗) (4) 

where, 𝑓𝑓(0) = 0, 𝑓𝑓′(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖) > 0 and 𝑓𝑓′′(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖) < 0. In this form, subject i receives additional utility 

from the act of contributing to the Group Account, which is decreasing in contributions by 

subject i. We expect that, at least for a subset of subjects, −𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖) is positive for positive 

levels of 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖, resulting in positive contributions to the Group Account in equilibrium (e.g. 

Goeree, Holt, and Laury, 2002; Blanco, Haller, Lopez, and Walker, 2016). Similarly, 𝑦𝑦�𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗� 

captures the assumption that outsiders may derive utility from making transfers, with y(0) =

0, 𝑦𝑦′�𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗� > 0 and 𝑦𝑦′′�𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗� < 0. Ultimately, the impact transfers have on total contributions of 

insiders depends on the level of transfers offered by outsiders and the responsiveness of insiders 

to the offers. BHW showed that although outsiders send substantial transfers, and although 
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insiders did contribute positive amounts to the Group Account, the introduction of equally 

shared transfers did not result in higher contributions than in a setting were outsiders were 

inactive and could not send transfers.  

Proportional 

With a proportional sharing rule, the distribution of transfers is proportional to individual 

contributions to the public good, �𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
𝐺𝐺
� 𝑇𝑇. In each period of Part 2, at the beginning of stage 2 

insiders observe the total size of the Transfer Account from stage 1 and make simultaneous 

contribution decisions. At the end of each period, each insider is privately informed of the 

amount of transfers they receive, as well as the share of transfers it represents. As with the equal 

sharing rule, both insiders and outsiders are also informed of the collective contributions of 

insiders and the collective transfers of outsiders, as well as their individual earnings. 

The resulting utility functions for insiders and outsiders in each period are given in equations 

(5) and (6), respectively: 

𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 + �𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
G
� 𝑇𝑇 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)  (5) 

𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡j)𝑂𝑂𝑗𝑗 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 − 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗) (6) 

The Proportional rule links relative effort of insiders to compensation. Assuming a positive 

level of transfers, ceteris paribus, Proportional reduces within-group incentives among insiders 

to free ride on the contributions of other insiders compared to Equal. Insiders contributing more 

than the average in their group, receive a greater proportion than in the case of equal transfers 

(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
𝐺𝐺

> 1
𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖

) and insiders contributing below the average receive a smaller proportion (𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖
𝐺𝐺

< 1
𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖

).  

Thus, the Proportional sharing rule can be viewed as creating a competitive rewarding scheme 

among insiders. The literature on selective reward systems, such as rank-order tournaments, 

suggests that effort-inducing mechanisms can outperform those that do not tie rewards to 

relative effort (see for example Lazear and Rosen, 1981; Nalbatanian and Schotter, 1997). 

Based on these findings, we conjecture that in our setting the positive effort-inducing effect for 

high performers will be larger than a discouraging effect for low performers. Further, because 

our setting includes multiple decision rounds, the proportional sharing rule allows for 

competition among insiders across rounds. In addition, a proportional share rule can be 

perceived as fairer than an equal share rule that ignores relative effort (see discussion in 

Stoddard et al., 2014). Given the evidence on conditional cooperation from prior public good 

experiments, increased insiders’ public good provision would lead to greater transfers by 
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outsiders (Croson, 2007). Based on these arguments, we expect the overall effect of using a 

proportional share rule relative to an equal share rule is to increase contributions by insiders 

leading to increased transfers by outsiders.  

Hypothesis 1: Average contributions by insiders and transfers by outsiders will be 

 greater in treatment Proportional than in treatment Equal.  

Additionality criterion 

When the additionality criterion is present, the distribution of transfers among insiders is 

dependent upon contributions to the Group Account by insiders being strictly larger than the 

average aggregate contributions during Part 1. Otherwise, transfers are refunded to outsiders. 

Thus, the additionality criterion imposes a threshold that must be met by insiders for receiving 

the lump-sum transfers for the group. While the criterion is the same across groups, it entails a 

different threshold across groups based on their history from Part 1. Further, the value of 

meeting that threshold in a group varies across rounds depending on the level of transfers 

offered.  

We differentiate between transfers offered by the outsiders and transfers received by the 

insiders. During decision making in stage 2, both insiders and outsiders are informed of the 

collective average contributions to the Group Account during Part 1 (the threshold to receive 

transfers). At the end of each period, both insiders and outsiders received information on 

whether the additionality criterion was fulfilled.  Thus, insiders and outsiders learned whether 

the Transfer Account was shared among insiders or if transfers were refunded to the outsiders. 

In addition, insiders and outsiders in Equal(Add) and Proportional(Add) received the same 

information as their respective counterparts in Equal and Proportional.  

Note that the decision setting with an additionality criterion is related to a provision point public 

good decision setting, but with important differences. First, in standard threshold public goods 

settings, in any given period and in any given group, the contribution threshold necessary for 

provision of the public good is the same and set externally (e.g. see Marks and Croson, 1998). 

But the threshold implied by the additionality criterion is not the same for all groups; it is 

defined from the group-specific history. Second, the public good benefits to insiders and 

outsiders from contributions by insiders is provided irrespective of whether the additionality 

threshold is met. If the additionality criterion is not met, insiders do not receive the donations 

from outsiders, but still receive public good benefits. In summary, these differences result in 

important differences in incentives as compared to a standard threshold public good.  
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Also note that the additionality setting captures elements of what is referred to in the public 

goods literature as a matching mechanism, where contributions are matched externally if they 

exceed an exogenously defined threshold (e.g. Baker et al., 2009). Importantly, such settings 

can lead to multiple equilibria, some of which imply contributions sufficient to meet the 

threshold for matching. In our setting, to receive endogenously determined transfers, insiders’ 

contributions must meet the endogenously determined threshold based on their contributions 

from Part 1. As with public good matching mechanisms, the resulting discontinuity in the 

insiders’ payoff function due to the additionality threshold generates incentives to increase 

contributions as compared to the decision-setting without additionality. That is, given positive 

contributions in Part 1 (the threshold to receive transfers is not zero), and as long as the amount 

of transfers to receive is sufficiently large, even purely self-interested payoff-maximizing 

insiders could find it optimal to contribute positive amounts that lead the group to meet the 

threshold. Further, one might speculate that the repeated nature of the game and the endogeneity 

of both contributions and transfers could lead groups of insiders to make contributions beyond 

the intra-period threshold.  

Finally, from the perspective of outsiders, previous literature suggests that donations to charities 

increase in situations where perceived risk of performance is lower, by discouraging excuse-

driven behavior apparent under uncertainty (Exley, 2015; Garcia et al., 2020). In this sense, 

conditional on choosing to make transfers, we conjecture transfers from outsiders will increase 

when outsiders know that transfers will be returned to them if insiders’ contributions do not 

meet the additionality threshold.  

Overall, these effects are expected to increase across-group reciprocity among insiders and 

outsiders (see Sugden, 1984 for a formal discussion of reciprocity and Croson, 2007 for 

experimental evidence in repeated public good settings).  

Hypothesis 2: In treatments Equal(Add) and Proportional (Add) average contributions 

by insiders and average transfers by outsiders will be greater than their counterpart 

treatments that do not include additionality.   

2.2. Results 
 

The presentation of results of Study 1 is organized around two primary results. Result 1 

contrasts behavior in the two treatments Equal and Proportional, while Result 2 contrasts 

behavior between Equal and Equal(Add) and Proportional and Proportional(Add). For each 

result we present a graphical overview focusing on contributions by insiders and transfers by 
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outsiders in Part 1 and Part 2. This graphical overview is followed by panel-regression analyses 

of decisions in Part 2 that focus on net group contributions and net group transfers (defined 

below) that control for group specific differences based on decisions during Part 1.  

Result 1: A proportional share rule significantly increases contributions of insiders and 

transfers of outsiders compared to an equal share rule. 

Figure 1 compares the average sum of contributions as well as average sum of transfers in the 

Equal and Proportional treatments. The solid lines display the average sum of contributions 

(sumG) of the insider groups to the Group Account. The dashed lines represent the average sum 

of transfers (sumT) of the outsider groups. The vertical solid line displays the start of Part 2. 

 

Fig 1. Average group contributions and transfers in Equal and Proportional across periods 

Period 1 decisions are similar across both treatments, with insider’s contributing approximately 

35% of their endowment. In periods 2-5, however, average contributions to the Group Account 

decay at a slower rate in Equal compared to Proportional.4 Because experimental conditions 

are equivalent in Part 1, this difference is attributed to group-specific effects. In period 6, 

average group contributions are higher in Proportional than in Equal and decay thereafter, but 

remain at a higher level in Proportional in all periods. Average transfers by outsiders in 

Proportional are as well above those in Equal in all periods. 

 
4 Two-sample t-tests show that contributions in periods 1 - 4 are not significantly different between Equal and 
Proportional (all p-values > 0.05), and period 5 contributions are significantly different from each other (p-value 
= 0.03). 



13 
 

Table 2 presents the results of multilevel regressions with random effects at the group and 

session level.5 Analysis is based on decisions in periods 6-15 (Part 2 with transfers). The 

dependent variable in model (I) is each group’s net contribution, and in model (II) the group’s 

net transfers. The reference treatment is Equal. This analysis of Part 2 decisions controls for 

differences in decisions by groups of insiders in Part 1. In particular, for each group and each 

period of Part 2, we subtract the group’s average contributions during Part 1 (denoted by avgG) 

from the group’s contribution, yielding net group contributions = sumG – avgG. Similarly, we 

also report net group transfers (net group transfers = sumT – avgG). This difference-in-

differences approach enables us to identify causal treatment effects that consider group specific 

pre-treatment effects (see Tables SM2 and SM3 in the online SM for robustness tests on the 

treatment effects). 

Table 2. Treatment effects for average net group contributions and average net group transfers in Proportional 
 and Equal 

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

Net group contributions 
 

Net group transfers 
 

   
Proportional 10.46*** 

(3.443) 
7.283** 
(3.448)  

Period -1.586*** 
(0.420) 

-1.392*** 
(0.156)  

Constant 10.79** 
(5.046) 

2.224 
(3.127)  

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

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

As shown, on average, net group contributions and net group transfers are significantly larger 

in Proportional than in Equal. Thus, in line with Hypothesis 1; introducing a proportional share 

rule for distributing transfers significantly increases average contributions by insiders and 

transfer donations from outsiders, relative to an equal share rule. 

Next, Result 2 summarizes the effect of introducing additionality in each of the sharing rules. 

 
5 We use multilevel regressions to model the hierarchical structure of our data, and thus control for the existing 
intra-class correlations. Residual ICC estimates for groups within a session, or, respectively individuals within a 
group, range between 30% to 80% for all regression models under consideration. 
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Result 2: For both sharing rules, introducing additionality does not significantly affect 

contributions of insiders. 

As shown in Panel A of Figure 2, Part 1 contributions are similar in Equal and Equal(Add). In 

Part 2, contributions in Equal(Add) start and end at a similar level to Equal. In Panel B, average 

group contributions in Proportional(Add) are above those in Proportional in all periods in Part 

1, but differences are not significant (all p-values > 0.05). During all periods of Part 2, average 

group contributions remain higher for Proportional(Add) as compared to Proportional, and 

these differences are non-significant as discussed in Table 3. For both sharing rules with 

additionality, transfers received (shown in grey in figure 2) are well below transfers offered, 

meaning that transfers offered by outsiders to insiders are often returned to the outsiders, as 

aggregate contribution to the public goods do not meet the additionality criterion. That is, 

groups of insiders often contribute less in Part 2 than their group average in Part 1.  

 

Fig 2. Average group contributions and transfers in Equal & Equal(Add)  
and Proportional & Proportional(Add) across periods. 

 

Panel A: Equal & Equal(Add) 

Panel B: Proportional & Proportional(Add) 
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Table 3 presents multilevel regressions with random effects at the group and session level for 

examining the effects of incorporating additionality into each of the sharing rules. Analyses are 

based on decisions in periods 6-15. The respective reference group is the treatment without 

additionality. As shown, with additionality, net group contributions are not statistically different 

compared to their respective reference treatments without additionality. This is so, despite some 

significant differences in the use of transfers. Both net transfers offered and net transfers 

received in Equal(Add) are not significantly different compared to Equal, but are significantly 

lower in Proportional(Add) than in Proportional.  

Table 3. Treatment effects for net group contributions and net group transfers in Equal(Add) and Equal and in 
 Proportional(Add) and Proportional. 

 Equal Proportional 
 (I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) 
In % of group 
endowment: 

Net group 
contributions 

 

Net group 
transfers 
offered 

 

Net group 
transfers 
received 

 

Net group 
contributions 

 

Net group 
transfers 
offered 

 

Net group 
transfers 
received 

 
       
Equal(Add) -1.300 

(2.468) 
6.609 

(4.057) 
-5.308 
(4.747) 

N/A N/A N/A 

     
Proportional 
(Add) 

N/A N/A N/A -2.933 
(4.478) 

-7.836** 
(3.708) 

-13.098*** 
(4.424) 

    
Period -1.794*** 

(0.394) 
-1.027*** 

(0.206) 
-1.401*** 

(0.215) 
-1.727*** 

(0.381) 
-0.972*** 

(0.234) 
-1.103*** 

(0.242) 
   

Constant 12.97** 
(4.833) 

-1.601 
(3.403) 

2.328 22.82*** 
(3.507) 

5.153 
(3.289) 

6.478** 
(3.24) 

 (3.471)  
       
Observations 370 370 370 400 400 400 
Number of sessions 13 13 13 14 14 14 
Number of groups 37 37 37 40 40 40 
Reference Category Equal Proportional 

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

Focusing on the costs for outsiders associated with the different treatments, average transfers 

received (focusing now on the gross measure) are smaller in the two additionality treatments 

compared to their no-additionality counterparts. Average transfers received in percent of group 

endowment in Equal are 12.4% and Equal(Add) 6.5% (p-value from t-test comparison with 

number of groups as independent observations is 0.006), while average transfers received in 

Proportional are 15.4% and in Proportional(Add) 10.6% (p-value=0.096).  

In summary, we find lack of support for Hypothesis 2. The reduced free-riding incentives for 

insiders, as well as the reduced uncertainty for outsiders regarding the use of their transfers, did 
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not have a positive effect on net contributions to the public good by insiders nor on net transfers 

offered. Note however, because average transfers received are smaller in the treatments with 

additionality, this result implies that a similar level of public good provision is generated at 

lower cost to the outsiders when the additionality criterion is present. 

3. Study 2: Targeted Transfers in Individual Payments 

3.1. Decision Settings and parameters 

Table 4 provides an overview of the two main treatment conditions implemented in Study 2. 

Beyond the change in sharing rule, implementing Targeted-transfers required two changes 

relative to the treatments studied in Study 1: the order of decision making in Part 2 and the 

information available to insiders and outsiders in Part 1 and Part 2. By design, in Part 2 of 

Targeted-transfers outsiders made transfer decisions after observing insiders’ contribution 

decisions. Further, because outsiders observed individual contributions in Part 2, we chose to 

provide the information on individual contributions in Part 1 as well. These changes required a 

new baseline for study 2, Equal(baseline2), which uses an equal share of group transfers in a 

setting otherwise equivalent to Targeted-transfers.6 Part 1 is equivalent for both treatments of 

Study 2. The game parameters for Study 2 were the same as in Study 1. 

To avoid reputation building, we follow the common approach in the literature (Fehr and 

Gächter, 2000; and Sefton et al., 2007) of making information on individual contributions 

available only for the current period and provided in random order without revealing subject 

IDs. Note that these earlier studies considered a single group setting unlike our insider-outsider 

setting.  As we do not allow insiders to gain reputation related to past contributions, examining 

the additionality condition is not feasible in Study 2.  

Table 4. Overview of Treatment Conditions in Study 2 

Main Treatments 
Sharing rule 
among insiders 

Order of decision 
making in Part 2 

Unit of  
feed-back 

information 

Number of 
observations 

Equal(baseline2) Equal share Insiders First Individual  20 groups 
160 subjects 

Targeted-transfers Targeted transfers Insiders First Individual  
21 groups 

168 subjects 

 
6 To explore the relevance on behavior of these design choices, we also conducted Equal(supplementary), 
isomorphic to Equal(baseline2), but where subjects did not receive information on individual decisions (as in 
Equal, from study 1). As reported in Appendix A, treatment effects are not significantly different between 
Equal(supplementary) and Equal(basline2) nor between Equal(supplementary) and Equal.   
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Targeted-transfers 

With Targeted-transfers, in stage 1 of each period insiders make simultaneous contribution 

decisions. At the beginning of stage 2 outsiders observe the decisions of individual insiders and 

each outsider j makes individual transfer decisions, 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗𝑖𝑖, to each of the individual insiders i, where 

∑ 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗𝑖𝑖
nI
𝑗𝑗=1 ∈ [0,𝑤𝑤] is the sum of transfers sent to all insiders by outsider j. The sum of transfers 

received by insider i from all outsiders in a group, is given by ∑ 𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖𝑗𝑗
nO
𝑖𝑖=1 . At the end of each 

period, each insider is privately informed of the total transfers received from all outsiders. In 

addition, both insiders and outsiders are informed of the individual contribution decisions of 

each insider (with random ordering in each period), the total contributions of insiders, and the 

total transfers of outsiders. Outsiders are not informed of the total transfers received by each 

insider and insiders are informed only of their own transfers received. 

Parallel to Study 1, the resulting utility functions for insiders and outsiders in each period are 

given in equations (7) and (8), respectively: 

𝑈𝑈(gi)𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 = 𝑤𝑤 − 𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 + ∑ 𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖𝑗𝑗
nO
𝑖𝑖=1 + 𝑓𝑓(𝑔𝑔𝑖𝑖)   (7) 

𝑈𝑈(𝑡𝑡j)𝑂𝑂𝑗𝑗 = 𝑤𝑤 + 𝑎𝑎𝐺𝐺 − ∑ 𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗𝑖𝑖
nI
𝑗𝑗=1 + 𝑦𝑦(𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗)   (8) 

Similar to a proportional share of transfers, Targeted-transfers reduces within-group incentives 

to free ride as compared to an equal sharing rule. Targeting transfers can be viewed as 

encouraging a selective reward mechanism of insiders, inducing competitive pressures among 

insiders, as discussed in relation to Hypothesis 1. One can expect this competitive pressure to 

generate increased contributions to the public good relative to the equal sharing rule. Further, 

the flexibility of individual targeting of transfers also allows for a more direct (and endogenous) 

link between effort and compensation to insiders. Behavior based on conditional cooperation 

would imply an increase in transfers by outsiders upon observing increased contributions by 

insiders (e.g. Sudgen, 1984 and Croson, 2007).  

Hypothesis 3: Average contributions by insiders and transfers by outsiders will be 

greater in Targeted-transfers than in Equal(baseline2).  

Direct comparisons of Targeted-transfers and Proportional are not feasible given the 

differences in the decision settings. First, outsiders receive different information between the 

two treatments regarding contributions made by insiders. Secondly, differences in behavior will 

depend on the endogenous use of and response to transfers in Targeted-transfers relative to a 

proportional rule setting. Thus, each must be compared to its corresponding baseline treatment. 
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In the limit, if outsiders in Targeted-transfers endogenously choose to allocate transfers based 

strictly on proportionality of contributions, one might presume the two institutions would 

generate similar changes in behavior, including the response by insiders to the change in 

marginal incentives to cooperate. Yet, in such a case, insiders’ response to that choice could 

differ from a situation where the rule was public and exogenously enforced. Thus, to what 

degree a requirement of a proportional sharing rule or a more flexible targeted transfer rule is 

more effective in increasing public good provision relative to an equal sharing of transfers is an 

empirical question.  

3.2. Results 

Figure 3 displays the average sum of contributions, as well as the average sum of transfers, in 

Targeted-transfers and Equal(baseline2).  

 

Fig 3. Average group contributions and transfers in Targeted-transfers and Equal(baseline2) across periods 
 

As shown, contributions in period 1 are very similar in the two treatments but decay at a faster 

rate in Equal(baseline2) than in Targeted-transfers. Despite this difference in decay, none of 

the period differences between the two treatments are statistically significant (all p-values > 

0.05). In all periods of Part 2, average group contributions and transfers in Targeted-transfers 

are well above those in Equal(baseline2). 

Table 5 provides evidence from multilevel regressions with random effects on the group and 

session level. As for Study 1, the analysis is based on decisions in Part 2, periods 6-15, and 

focuses on net group contributions and net group transfers that control for group specific effects 
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from Part 1. The results reported in columns I and II show that average net group contributions 

in Targeted-transfers are significantly larger and net group transfers are weakly larger than in 

Equal(baseline2). 

Table 5. Treatment effects for net group contributions and net group transfers in Targeted-transfers  
 and Equal(baseline2) 

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

 
Net group transfers 

 
   
Targeted-transfers 14.62*** 

(4.901) 
10.51* 
(6.253)  

Period -1.162*** 
(0.245) 

-1.048*** 
(0.125)  

Constant 9.219** 
(4.084)  

-4.597 
(4.461)  

Observations 1,640 1,640 
Number of sessions 14 14 
Number of groups 41 41 
Reference Category Equal(baseline2) 

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

Result 3: When outsiders can explicitly target transfers to individual insiders, insiders’ 

contributions are significantly higher than when transfers are distributed according to 

an equal share rule. 

Lastly, the treatment effect of Targeted-transfers as compared to its baseline is not significantly 

different from the treatment effect of Proportional as compared to its baseline. More 

specifically, the increase in net contributions in Targeted-transfers relative to Equal(baseline2) 

is 14.62 percent and the increase in net contributions in Proportional relative to Equal is 10.46 

percent. The differences in the increases with respect to each baseline are not significantly 

different (p-value=0.24). 

Result 4: Relative to their equal share baselines, a proportional sharing rule and 

targeted transfers do not generate significantly different increases in contributions to 

the public good by insiders. 

4. Heterogeneity  

To establish overall treatment effects, the analysis above focused on aggregate group behavior 

across treatments. This section focuses on heterogeneity in behavior by examining three 

separate issues: (1) differences in Part 1 and Part 2 contributions across groups, (2) determinants 



20 
 

of contributions decisions by insiders, and (3) the distribution of transfers made by outsiders in 

targeted transfer payments.   

4.1. Are there systematic group differences in behavior? 

We begin by classifying individual groups according to whether or not their Part 2 contributions 

are greater than those made in Part 1. Figure 4 displays the difference between Part 1 and Part 

2 average contributions by group.  

 
Fig 4. Correlation of mean Part 1 and mean Part 2 contributions for each group in each treatment 

We refer to groups above the 45-degree line in Figure 4 as “Groups that do better” (meaning 

having positive mean net group contributions) after the introduction of the transfer institution, 

and those below the 45-degree line as “Groups that do worse” (having negative mean net group 

contributions). 

As shown in Figure 4, positive net group contributions are only obtained for groups with Part 

1 contributions below 50% of endowment. This might be expected, as higher contributions in 

Part 1 makes larger increases in public good provision in Part 2 more challenging. Figure 4 also 

illustrates that the sharing rule for transfers is relevant for both the number of groups that do 

better and the extent to which they do better (the vertical distance to the 45-degree line). Table 

B1 in Appendix B compares insiders’ Part 2 contributions in groups that do better to those in 

groups that do worse. We observe that groups that do better have significantly higher Part 2 

contributions in treatments with a proportional or targeted sharing rule.  
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4.2. What determinants affect insiders’ behavior? 

We also observe substantial variation in the response by insiders to transfers.7 To better 

understand the determinants of this variation, we explore the response of insiders to the across 

period dynamics within their respective groups and how these responses vary across transfer 

institutions. Table 6 presents results from a multilevel regression for the determinants of 

insider’s decision-making, focusing on the treatments that led to the highest percentages of 

groups that do better, as identified in section 4.1, namely the Proportional, Proportional (Add) 

and Targeted-transfers treatments. The dependent variable in all treatments is the insiders’ 

individual contribution to the public good in a given period. Explanatory variables in columns 

I, II and III are: a) the average transfers offered (Transfers offered), b) the previous periods’ 

average contribution of the other insiders in the group (Lagged other insiders), c) the relative 

share of transfers the insider received in the previous period (Lagged share of transfers) and d) 

if the group did not meet the additionality condition in the previous period (No Additionality, 

relevant only in Proportional(Add)).8  

Table 6 reveals that a higher relative share of transfers in the previous period is associated with 

greater individual contributions in the current period for all treatments under consideration. 

However, the magnitude of the response to the relative share of transfers received is greater in 

the two treatments with a proportional share rule than the one with targeted transfers. Recall, in 

Proportional and Proportional(Add) insiders are explicitly informed of the share of transfers 

received in each period. This is not the case in Targeted-transfers, where information is 

provided for only own and group transfers received. As conjectured, we observe an effort-

inducing effect on high performing individuals from the proportional sharing rule which 

outweighs the possible negative effect on low performers, resulting in an overall increase of 

aggregate public good provision, as noted in Result 1. Further, the lagged average contribution 

of other insiders is significant in the case of Targeted-transfers and Proportional, but not in 

Proportional(Add). Lastly, as shown in Table 6, column II, not meeting the additionality 

threshold in Proportional(Add) has a non-significant effect on individual contributions. Table 

B3 in Appendix B shows that this result is mainly driven by the non-significant effect that not 

meeting the additionality criterion has on groups that do better. On the contrary, groups that 

 
7 See Figures B1-B7 in Appendix B for more details. 

8 Appendix B presents additional analyses: Table B2 includes in addition the explanatory variable “being in a 
group that does better” as well as interaction effects, and Table B3 presents results for receiving an above average 
share of transfers in the previous period as the explanatory variable. Thus, Table B3 captures the comparative 
statics analysis for the Proportional treatment discussed in section 2.1. Further, Table B4 presents results for all 
treatments with an equal share rule, for completeness. 
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do worse significantly reduce public good contributions after not meeting the additionality 

criterion, compatible with a demotivation in prosocial behavior.  

Table 6. Determinants of insider's contributions by treatment 

 Group payments  Individual Payments 
 (I) (II) (III) 
Dep. Var: individual contributions Proportional Proportional(Add) Targeted-transfers 

    
Transfers offered 0.934*** 

(0.157) 
1.026*** 
(0.185) 

1.011*** 
(0.0739) 

 
Lagged other insiders 0.205*** 

(0.0687) 
0.0939 

(0.0686) 
0.251*** 
(0.0586) 

 
Lagged share of transfers  16.07*** 

(4.185) 
22.41*** 
(6.016) 

8.736* 
(4.750) 

 
No Additionality - -3.116 

(2.246) 
- 

Period -0.0950 -1.338*** 0.435* 
 (0.351) (0.458) (0.244) 

Constant 2.766 21.32*** -0.300 
 (4.580) (6.670) (4.303) 
    
Observations 840 760 800 
Number of groups 21 19 20 
Number of subjects 84 76 80 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
Note: In order to have a consistent measure for the variable share of transfers received in previous period across 
all treatments, for Proportional(Add) subjects are classified according to the variable, even if the additionality 
criterion was not fulfilled in the given period. In every period in the experiment, insiders received feedback on 
their potential share of transfers even if transfers were not made.  
 

4.3. How do outsiders use their opportunity to make targeted transfers? 

Lastly, we examine how outsiders in Targeted-transfers make use of the opportunity to freely 

target transfers. Figure 5 displays the distribution of transfers received by individual insiders in 

a given period. The vertical axis represents the amount of transfers received and the horizontal 

axis represents insiders’ deviation from the mean contributions of the other insiders in their 

group within a period (n=800). Those contributing below the average of the other insiders in 

their group are represented to the left of the zero value in the horizontal axis, and those 

contributing above the average of the other insiders in their group to the right of the zero value.  
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Fig 5. Individual transfers received relative to deviation from mean contribution  
of other insiders’ in a group in Targeted-transfers 

 

As shown, higher than average contributors receive higher transfers, and those transfers are 

greater the greater the contribution as compared to the average contribution of other group 

members (moving rightward in the figure). Below average contributors often receive lower 

transfers. These results are supported by further regression analysis reported in Table B5 in 

Appendix B. A further observation from Figure 5 is that lower than average contributors often 

receive zero transfers, even when their contribution is close to the average contribution.  

Table 7 provides evidence from multilevel regressions with random effects on the group and 

subject level where the independent variable is individual transfers received by an insider in a 

given period in Targeted-transfers and the dependent variables are rank of contributions within 

a group and period. Rank one corresponds to the highest contributions, rank two to the second 

highest and rank three to the second lowest contributions in a group. Rank four corresponds to 

the lowest contributions and is the reference category. As shown, the relation between the rank 

of an insider’s contributions in a group and the amount of transfers received is positive and 

highly significant. The coefficient is the largest for the top contributor, smaller for each lower 

rank, and all differences are highly significant (chi-squared tests confirm that all coefficients 

are significantly different, p-value <0.0001, for all comparisons).  
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Table 7. Individual transfers received in Targeted-transfers relative to where individual’s contributions rank 
 within group  

  
Individual transfers received  

 
Rank in contributions in a group: 

 

1st rank 39.610*** 
 (6.054) 
2nd rank 21.778*** 
 (3.193) 
3rd rank 10.245*** 
 (2.621) 
Period -1.001*** 
 (0.354) 
Constant 20.507*** 
 (4.624) 
Observations 800 
Number of groups 20 
Number of subjects  80 
Reference category 4th Rank 

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

In sum, the evidence presented here suggests that, on average, outsiders in Targeted-transfers 

use the opportunity to target transfers in a manner that is similar to that of the inflexible 

proportional share rule in Proportional. However, variations in use of transfers by outsiders 

suggests a variety of underlying motivations. 

5. Summary and Conclusions 

This study provides experimental evidence supporting that proportional group payments can be 

as effective as individual targeted payments in increasing public good provisions. This novel 

result emerges from a decision setting with endogenous public good providers and endogenous 

donors of transfer payments. Both sharing rules do better than group payments shared equally 

among insiders. Broadly, we find that outsiders use the possibility of making transfer donations 

to compensate insiders for their effort, and that under certain institutional arrangements, 

insiders reciprocate by increasing public good contributions. Our results point to the importance 

of guaranteeing that those who make higher efforts to benefit society receive higher financial 

support, as opposed to an equal support of all recipients. This not only increases efforts of 

recipients, but also the donations from donors, promoting a positive interaction between donors 

and recipients over time. In sum, if insiders have monitoring and enforcement capacity among 

peers for proportional distribution of transfers (for example, through collective action 

arrangements), group transfers can enhance public good provision. While our study is 

motivated primarily by payments for ecosystem services, the results are informative for a 
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broader range of transfer payment programs, such as the widely implemented conditional cash 

transfer (CCT) programs aimed at reducing poverty (for an overview, see, for example, Fiszbein 

and Schady, 2009). 

Our results complement previous experimental results questioning the capacity of group 

payments to enhance public good provision, by exploring a richer set of institutional designs 

and richer decision settings. We show that a variation in the sharing rule used for allocating 

transfer payments from those considered in BHW significantly improves the provision of the 

public good: First, moving from equal shares to proportional shares based on relative effort 

among insiders enhances public good provision. This is in line with previous results from 

studies using simpler settings where only insiders are present and transfers are grandfathered 

by the experimenter. For example, Narloch et al. (2012), Midler et al. (2015) and Gatiso et al. 

(2018) show that proportional group payments do better than equal share payments. Our study 

extends these findings to a richer decision environment with endogenous donors. In addition to 

validating these previous findings, our results show that outsiders can be sufficiently motivated 

to provide enough transfers, when these are proportionally distributed. Second, we compare for 

the first time individually targeted payments by donors to proportionally distributed group 

payments. This comparison is not straightforward and justifies the combination of the studies 1 

and 2 reported here.  

Our results also provide evidence that setting historical baselines as thresholds to receive 

financial support may not be critical to improving social objectives, although it may reduce 

overall program costs. Specifically, our experimental design includes a setting with an 

additionality criterion that requires insiders’ contributions to meet a threshold for distributing 

transfers based on prior public good provision. We find that this criterion did not significantly 

increase contributions by insiders for both sharing rules under consideration. On average, 

however, the additionality criterion did result in lower costs to outsiders to achieve similar 

levels of public good provision. In implementing a historical threshold for the additionality 

requirement, our study complements the previous experimental literature considering 

exogenous thresholds for matching funds in public good provision (e.g. Rondeau and List, 

2008; Baker et al., 2009), thresholds for receiving exogenous payments imposed by the 

experimenter (e.g. Midler et al., 2015), as well as exogenously imposed sanctions if not 

reaching a pre-defined additionality target (e.g. Kaczan et al., 2017). In the setting that we study, 

incentives to provide the public good depend on the size of the threshold that insiders need to 

meet (endogenously defined by insiders’ history) and the benefits to be obtained if meeting the 

threshold (endogenously defined by outsiders’ transfers). Further, adding an additionality 
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criterion, where thresholds were based on early game behavior, our study complements the 

literature on the Rachet Effect (e.g. Gallier and Sturm, 2020; Charness et al., 2011; Amano and 

Ohashi, 2018; Chaudhuri, 1998). Subjects in our study did not know in initial decision periods 

(Part 1) that outsiders would be allowed to make transfer payments later in the game (Part 2). 

Therefore, subjects could not strategically adjust Part 1 behavior to the upcoming institutions 

in Part 2. While there are settings where upcoming institutions using historical baselines are 

pre-announced (such as the Paris Agreement), there are others where this is not the case due to 

technical impossibility or political unfeasibility. Thus, we see research adopting both 

approaches as relevant for institutional design.  

We interpret our results as a call for additional research on the attributes of institutions that 

create the most successful use of donations to increase public good provision. For example, it 

would seem natural to examine settings where an additionality criterion is present and there are 

multiple groups of public good providers, who are eligible and mutually exclusive in receiving 

transfer funds contingent on their behavior. In such settings, the additionality criterion may 

further enhance efficiency in use of donations and public good provision by recipients. 

Moreover, a change in information allowing reputation building and additionality for individual 

payments might be relevant for some field application and thus worthy of future study. Our 

approach is pragmatic, acknowledging the complementary relevance of multiple methods to 

provide evidence that is cumulative, gaining insights from different methodological approaches 

and disciplines. We also interpret our results as pointing to the importance of further field 

research that examines monitoring capacity within public good provision programs that allow 

for transfer payments from outsiders, and how criteria such as additionality can be used 

effectively.  

In light of the Covid-19 pandemic, the efficient design of PES programs becomes even more 

relevant. Many of the recent disease outbreaks, such as AIDS, SARS, Ebola, the swine flu and 

the most recent coronavirus, have likely been transmitted through zoonoses. These disease spill-

overs from wildlife to humans represent a significant threat to global health (e.g. Jones et al., 

2008). Research shows that human-induced changes in land-use such as deforestation and the 

associated losses in biodiversity and wildlife habitats, that are bringing wildlife and humans 

into closer contact with each other, are highly correlated with the increasing emergence of 

infectious diseases (Kilpatrick et al., 2012; Keesing et al., 2010; Jones et al., 2008; Patz et al., 

2004). It has been shown that payments to reduce deforestation can have large returns on 

investments, even if considering only the benefits from reduction of future zoonosis outbreaks 

(Dobson et al., 2020). Further, a recent study on Indonesia’s national anti-poverty program 
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shows the interrelation of poverty alleviation and conservation efforts by providing evidence 

on a reduction in deforestation as a side effect from the CCT (Ferraro and Simorangkir, 2020). 

These findings stress the importance of research aimed at identifying more efficient institutions 

for transfer donation programs designed to help sustain ecosystems as well as increase well-

being of society – not only to reduce the impact of the climate crisis but also to decrease the 

likelihood of future pandemics such as Covid-19. 

 

Acknowledgements: We are grateful to Ines Ladurner, Paul Dinter, Dominik Schmidt, and Sebastian 

Kupek for their exceptional assistance in running the experimental sessions, and participants of the 5th 

Workshop on Experimental Economics for the Environment and the 3rd AERNA Workshop on Game 

Theory and the Environment for their comments. Financial support was provided by the Austrian 

Science Fund (Grant Number P 25973-G11 and P 32859-G).   

 

References 

Alix-Garcia, J. M., Shapiro, E. N., & Sims, K. R. (2012). Forest conservation and slippage: Evidence 
 from Mexico’s national payments for ecosystem services program. Land Economics, 88(4), 
 613-638. http://dx.doi.org/10.3368/le.88.4.613 
Alpízar, F., Nordén, A., Pfaff, A., & Robalino, J. (2017). Unintended effects of targeting an 
 environmental rebate. Environmental and Resource Economics, 67(1), 181-
 202.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10640-015-9981-2 
Amano, T., & Ohashi, H. (2018). Ratcheting, Competition, and the Diffusion of Technological 
 Change: The Case of Televisions under an Energy Efficiency Program. Columbia Business 
 School  Research Paper, (18-71). http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3241157 
Andreoni, J. (1988). Why free ride?: Strategies and learning in public goods experiments. Journal of 
 Public Economics, 37(3), 291-304. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0047-2727(88)90043-6 
Andreoni, J. (1990). Impure altruism and donations to public goods: A theory of warm-glow giving. The 
 Economic Journal, 100(401), 464-477. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2234133 
Ariely, D., Bracha, A., & Meier, S. (2009). Doing good or doing well? Image motivation and monetary 
 incentives in behaving prosocially. American Economic Review, 99(1), 544-55. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.99.1.544 
Baker II, R. J., Walker, J. M., & Williams, A. W. (2009). Matching contributions and the voluntary 
 provision of a pure public good: Experimental evidence. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
 Organization, 70(1-2), 122-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2008.12.005 
Bénabou, R., & Tirole, J. (2006). Incentives and prosocial behavior. American Economic Review, 96(5), 
 1652-1678. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.96.5.1652 
Blanco, E., Haller, T., & Walker, J. M. (2018). Provision of environmental public goods: Unconditional 
 and conditional donations from outsiders. Journal of Environmental Economics and 
 Management. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2017.10.002 
Blanco, E., Haller, T., Lopez, M. C., & Walker, J. M. (2016). The tension between private benefits and 
 degradation externalities from appropriation in the commons. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
 Organization, 125, 136-147. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2016.02.008 
Bock, O., Baetge, I., & Nicklisch, A. (2014). hroot: Hamburg registration and organization online tool. 
 European Economic Review, 71, 117-120. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2014.07.003 
Camerer, C. F. (2011). Behavioral game theory: Experiments in strategic interaction. Princeton 
 University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2017.10.002


28 
 

Camerer, C. F., & Fehr, E. (2006). When does" economic man" dominate social behavior? Science, 
 311(5757), 47-52. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1110600 
Cardella, E., & Depew, B. (2018). Output restriction and the ratchet effect: Evidence from a real-effort 
 work task. Games and Economic Behavior, 107, 182-202.
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2017.11.005 
Charness, G., Kuhn, P., & Villeval, M. C. (2011). Competition and the ratchet effect. Journal of Labor 
 Economics, 29(3), 513-547. https://doi.org/10.1086/659347 
Chaudhuri, A. (1998). The ratchet principle in a principal agent game with unknown costs: an 
 experimental analysis. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 37(3), 291-304. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-2681(98)00095-X 
Chaudhuri, A. (2011). Sustaining cooperation in laboratory public goods experiments: a selective survey 
 of the literature. Experimental Economics, 14(1), 47-83. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-010-
 9257-1 
Chichilnisky, G., & Heal, G. (1998). Economic returns from the biosphere. Nature, 391(6668), 629. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35481 
Costanza, R., de Groot, R., Sutton, P., Van der Ploeg, S., Anderson, S. J., Kubiszewski, I., ... & Turner, 

R. K. (2014). Changes in the global value of ecosystem services. Global Environmental Change, 
26, 152-158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.04.002 

Croson, R. T. (2007). Theories of commitment, altruism and reciprocity: Evidence from linear public 
 goods games. Economic Inquiry, 45(2), 199-216.  
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7295.2006.00006.x 
Delaney, J., & Jacobson, S. (2014). Those outsiders: How downstream externalities affect public good 
 provision. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 67(3), 340-352. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2013.12.007 
Dobson, A. P., Pimm, S. L., Hannah, L., Kaufman, L., Ahumada, J. A., Ando, A. W., ... & Kinnaird, M. 
 F. (2020). Ecology and economics for pandemic prevention. Science, 369(6502), 379-381. 
 DOI: 10.1126/science.abc3189 
Drouvelis, M., Nosenzo, D., & Sefton, M. (2017). Team incentives and leadership. Journal of 
 Economic Psychology, 62, 173-185. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2017.07.002 
Engel, S., Pagiola, S., & Wunder, S. (2008). Designing payments for environmental services in theory 
 and practice: An overview of the issues. Ecological Economics, 65(4), 663-674. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.03.011 
Engel, C., & Rockenbach, B. (2011). We are not alone: the impact of externalities on public good 
 provision. MPI Collective Goods Preprint (2009/29). 
Engel, S. (2016). The devil in the detail: a practical guide on designing payments for environmental 
 services. International Review of Environmental and Resource Economics, 9(1–2), 131-177. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2712376 
Exley, C. L. (2015). Excusing selfishness in charitable giving: The role of risk. The Review of Economic 
 Studies, 83(2), 587-628. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdv051 
Ezzine-de-Blas, D., Wunder, S., Ruiz-Pérez, M., & del Pilar Moreno-Sanchez, R. (2016). Global 
 patterns in the implementation of payments for environmental services. PloS one, 11(3). 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149847 
Fehr, E., & Gächter, S. (2000). Cooperation and punishment in public goods experiments. American 
 Economic Review, 90(4), 980-994. 
Ferraro, P. J. (2011). The future of payments for environmental services. Conservation Biology, 25(6), 
 1134-1138. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01791.x 
Ferraro, P. J., & Kiss, A. (2002). Direct payments to conserve biodiversity. Science 298 (5599), 1718-
 1719. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1078104 
Ferraro, P. J., & Simorangkir, R. (2020). Conditional cash transfers to alleviate poverty also reduced 
 deforestation in Indonesia. Science Advances, 6(24), eaaz1298. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaz1298 
Fiszbein, A., & Schady, N. R. (2009). Conditional cash transfers: reducing present and future poverty. 
 The World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-7352-1 
Fischbacher, U. (2007). z-Tree: Zurich toolbox for ready-made economic experiments. Experimental 
 Economics, 10(2), 171-178. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10683-006-9159-4 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.03.011
https://dx.doi.org/10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0149847


29 
 

Frey, B. S., & Meier, S. (2004). Social comparisons and pro-social behavior: Testing" conditional 
 cooperation" in a field experiment. American Economic Review, 94(5), 1717-1722. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/0002828043052187 
Gallier, C., & Sturm, B. (2020). The ratchet effect in social dilemmas. ZEW-Centre for European 
 Economic Research Discussion Paper, (20-015). http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3571154 
Garcia, T., Massoni, S., & Villeval, M. C. (2020). Ambiguity and excuse-driven behavior in charitable 
 giving. European Economic Review, 103412. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2020.103412 
Gatiso, T. T., Vollan, B., Vimal, R., & Kühl, H. S. (2018). If possible, incentivize individuals not groups: 
 evidence from lab‐in‐the‐Field experiments on forest conservation in Rural Uganda. 
 Conservation Letters, 11(1), e12387. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/conl.12387 
Gneezy, U., Keenan, E. A., & Gneezy, A. (2014). Avoiding overhead aversion in charity. Science, 
 346(6209), 632-635. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253932 
Goeree, J. K., Holt, C. A., & Laury, S. K. (2002). Private costs and public benefits: unraveling the effects 
 of altruism and noisy behavior. Journal of Public Economics, 83(2), 255-276. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(00)00160-2 
Hagedorn, G., Kalmus, P., Mann, M., Vicca, S., Van den Berge, J., van Ypersele, J. P., ... & Kromp-
 Kolb, H. (2019). Concerns of young protesters are justified. Science, 364, 139-140. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aax3807 
Handberg, Ø. N., & Angelsen, A. (2015). Experimental tests of tropical forest conservation measures. 
 Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 118, 346-359. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2015.03.007 
Hejnowicz, A. P., Raffaelli, D. G., Rudd, M. A., & White, P. C. (2014). Evaluating the outcomes of 
 payments for ecosystem services programmes using a capital asset framework. Ecosystem 
 Services, 9, 83-97. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.05.001 
Isaac, R. M., & Walker, J. M. (1988). Group size effects in public goods provision: The voluntary 
 contributions mechanism. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 103(1), 179-199. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1882648 
Jack, B. K., Kousky, C., & Sims, K. R. (2008). Designing payments for ecosystem services: Lessons 
 from previous experience with incentive-based mechanisms. Proceedings of the National 
 Academy of Sciences, 105(28), 9465-9470. http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705503104 
Jones, K., Patel, N., Levy, M. et al. (2008). Global trends in emerging infectious diseases. 
 Nature, 451, 990–993. https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature06536 
Kaczan, D., Pfaff, A., Rodriguez, L., & Shapiro-Garza, E. (2017). Increasing the impact of collective 
 incentives in payments for ecosystem services. Journal of Environmental Economics and 
 Management, 86, 48-67. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2017.06.007 
Kerr, J., Vardhan, M., & Jindal, R. (2012). Prosocial behavior and incentives: evidence from field 
 experiments in rural Mexico and Tanzania. Ecological Economics, 73, 220-227. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.10.031 
Keesing, F., Belden, L. K., Daszak, P., Dobson, A., Harvell, C. D., Holt, R. D., ... & Myers, S. S. (2010). 
 Impacts of biodiversity on the emergence and transmission of infectious diseases. Nature, 
 468(7324), 647-652. https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature09575 
Kesternich, M., Lange, A., & Sturm, B. (2014). The impact of burden sharing rules on the voluntary 
 provision of public goods. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 105, 107-123. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2014.04.024 
Kilpatrick, A. M., & Randolph, S. E. (2012). Drivers, dynamics, and control of emerging vector-borne 
 zoonotic diseases. The Lancet, 380(9857), 1946-1955. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/S01406736(12)61151-9 
Kinzig, A. P., Perrings, C., Chapin, F. S., Polasky, S., Smith, V. K., Tilman, D., & Turner, B. L. (2011). 
 Paying for ecosystem services—promise and peril. Science, 334(6056), 603-604. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1210297 
Lazear, E. P., & Rosen, S. (1981). Rank-order tournaments as optimum labor contracts. Journal of 
 Political Economy, 89(5), 841-864. https://dx.doi.org/10.1086/261010 
Marks, M., & Croson, R. (1998). Alternative rebate rules in the provision of a threshold public good: 
 An experimental investigation. Journal of Public Economics, 67(2), 195-220. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(97)00067-4 



30 
 

Midler, E., Pascual, U., Drucker, A. G., Narloch, U., & Soto, J. L. (2015). Unraveling the effects of 
 payments for ecosystem services on motivations for collective action. Ecological Economics, 1
 (20), 394-405. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.04.006 
Moros, L., Vélez, M. A., & Corbera, E. (2019). Payments for ecosystem services and motivational 
 crowding in Colombia's Amazon Piedmont. Ecological Economics, 156, 468-488. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.11.032 
Muñoz-Piña, C., Guevara, A., Torres, J. M., & Braña, J. (2008). Paying for the hydrological services of 
 Mexico's forests: Analysis, negotiations and results. Ecological Economics, 65(4), 725-736. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.07.031 
Naeem, S., Ingram, J. C., Varga, A., Agardy, T., Barten, P., Bennett, G., ... & Ching, C. (2015). Get 
 the science right when paying for nature's services. Science, 347(6227), 1206-1207. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa1403 
Nalbantian, H. R., & Schotter, A. (1997). Productivity under group incentives: An experimental 
 study. The American Economic Review, 314-341. 
Narloch, U., Pascual, U., & Drucker, A. G. (2012). Collective action dynamics under external rewards: 
 experimental insights from Andean farming communities. World Development, 40(10), 2096-
 2107. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.03.014 
Ostrom, E., Walker, J., & Gardner, R. (1992). Covenants with and without a sword: Self-governance is 
 possible. American Political Science Review, 86(2), 404-417. https://doi.org/10.2307/1964229 
Ostrom, E., & Walker, J. (Eds.). (2003). Trust and reciprocity: Interdisciplinary lessons for experimental 
 research. Russell Sage Foundation. 
Pagiola, S. (2008). Payments for environmental services in Costa Rica. Ecological Economics, 65(4), 
 712-724. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.07.033 
Pattanayak, S. K., Wunder, S., & Ferraro, P. J. (2010). Show me the money: do payments supply 
 environmental services in developing countries?. Review of Environmental Economics and 
 Policy, 4(2), 254-274. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/reep/req006 
Patz, J. A., Daszak, P., Tabor, G. M., Aguirre, A. A., Pearl, M., Epstein, J., ... & Bradley, D. J. (2004). 
 Unhealthy landscapes: policy recommendations on land use change and infectious disease 
 emergence. Environmental Health Perspectives, 112(10), 1092-1098. 
 https://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.6877 
Ripple, W. J., Wolf, C., Newsome, T. M., Barnard, P., Moomaw, W., & Pujol, B. (2019).  
 World  Scientists’ Warning of a Climate Emergency. BioScience, biz088. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz088 
Rodriguez, L. A., Pfaff, A., & Velez, M. A. (2019). Graduated stringency within collective incentives 
 for group environmental compliance: Building coordination in field-lab experiments with 
 artisanal gold miners in Colombia. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 98, 
 102276. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2019.102276 
Rondeau, D., & List, J. A. (2008). Matching and challenge gifts to charity: evidence from laboratory 
 and natural field experiments. Experimental Economics, 11(3), 253-267. 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-007-9190-0 
Salk, C., Lopez, M. C., & Wong, G. (2017). Simple incentives and group dependence for successful 
 payments for ecosystem services programs: evidence from an experimental game in rural Lao 
 PDR. Conservation Letters, 10(4), 414-421. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/conl.12277 
Sefton, M., Shupp, R., & Walker, J. M. (2007). The effect of rewards and sanctions in provision of 
 public goods. Economic Inquiry, 45(4), 671-690.  

http:// doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7295.2007.00051.x 
Stoddard, B., & Cox, C. (2018). Provision of Collective Goods: Allocation Rules. 
Stoddard, B., Walker, J. M., & Williams, A. (2014). Allocating a voluntarily provided common-
 property resource: An experimental examination. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
 Organization, 101, 141-155. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2014.02.019 
Sugden, Robert (1984) “Reciprocity: The supply of public goods through voluntary 

contributions”, Economic Journal, 94(376), 772-787. 
Travers, H., Clements, T., Keane, A., & Milner-Gulland, E. J. (2011). Incentives for cooperation: The 
 effects of institutional controls on common pool resource extraction in Cambodia. Ecological 
 Economics, 71, 151-161. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.08.020 



31 
 

Vesterlund, L. (2003). The informational value of sequential fundraising. Journal of Public Economics, 
87(3-4), 627-657. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(01)00187-6 
Vollan, B. (2008). Socio-ecological explanations for crowding-out effects from economic field 
 experiments in southern Africa. Ecological Economics, 67(4), 560-573. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.01.015 
Wunder, S. (2005). Payments for environmental services: some nuts and bolts. 
Wunder, S., Brouwer, R., Engel, S., Ezzine-de-Blas, D., Muradian, R., Pascual, U., & Pinto, R. (2018). 
 From principles to practice in paying for nature’s services. Nature Sustainability, 1(3), 145. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0036-x 
Wunder, S., Engel, S., & Pagiola, S. (2008). Taking stock: A comparative analysis of payments for 
 environmental services programs in developed and developing countries. Ecological 
 Economics, 65(4), 834-852. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.03.010 
 

  



32 
 

Appendix A. Analysis of Supplementary Treatment 

We introduced the supplementary treatment Equal(supplementary) in order to control for 

design changes in the two baseline treatments in Study 1 and Study 2, respectively. The 

treatment Equal(supplementary) is equivalent to Equal except the order of decision making is 

reversed, such that in Part 2 insiders decide first upon contributions to the Group Account and 

then outsiders make transfer decisions. The purpose of the following analysis is to assess the 

robustness of treatment responses to the introduction of transfers under different experimental 

protocols. We explore the robustness to i) reversing the order of decision making in 

Equal(supplementary) compared to Equal, and ii) the level of feedback information comparing 

Equal(supplementary) to Equal(baseline2).  

Starting with an analysis of the impact of the order of decision making, Figure A1 shows the 

average group contributions and average group transfers across periods in the 

Equal(supplementary) and the Equal treatment. As Part 1 follows an identical protocol for both 

treatments, we attribute the large difference in contributions between the two treatments to 

group specific effects. In Part 2 for all periods, contributions in Equal(supplementary) remain 

below those in Equal.  

 
Fig A1. Average group contributions and transfers in Equal and  

Equal(supplementary) across periods 
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Using multilevel regressions with random effects on the group and subject level for decisions 

in periods 6-15, Table A1, provides evidence that treatment effects of introducing transfers are 

not significantly different between treatments where insiders move first in 

Equal(supplementary) compared to where outsiders move first in Equal. 

 
Table A1. Treatment effects for group contributions and transfers in Equal and Equal(supplementary)   

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

Net group contributions 
 

Net group transfers  
 

   
Equal(supplementary) -2.700 

(3.926) 
2.034 

(5.059) 
Period -1.215*** -0.998*** 
 (0.364) (0.158) 
Constant 6.890 -1.905 
 (4.695) (3.059) 
   
Observations 310 310 
Nr. of sessions 11 11 
Nr. of groups 31 31 
Reference Category Equal 

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

 

Moving to an analysis of the role that the level of information has on public good provision, 

Figure A2 shows average group contributions and average group transfers across periods in the 

Equal(supplementary) and Equal(baseline2) treatments. Average group contributions in Part 1 

in Equal(supplementary) are well below those in Equal(baseline2). Note that Part 1 of these 

two treatments does not follow identical protocols. In Equal(supplementary) feedback about 

insiders’ decisions is provided to subjects at the aggregate level, while in Equal(basline2) it is 

displayed at the individual level. Thus, unlike the analysis presented in the main body of the 

paper and in Figures A1 and Table A1, we cannot attribute Part 1 differences solely to group-

specific effects. In Part 2 for all periods, average group contributions and transfers in 

Equal(supplementary) remain below those in Equal(baseline2).  
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Fig A2. Average group contributions and transfers in Equal(baseline2) and  
Equal(supplementary) across periods 

 

 

Table A2 provides the results for multilevel regressions with random effects on the group and 

subject level. Column I displays results for decisions of insiders in periods 1-5 with the 

dependent variable being the sum of group contributions in a period. Columns II and III provide 

results for decisions in periods 6-15, assessing treatment responses to transfers by analyzing net 

group contributions and net group transfers. First, the observed differences in contributions to 

the public good between Equal(supplementary) and Equal(baseline2) in Part 1 are not 

significant (column I). Further, the difference in differences approach shows that net group 

contributions and net group transfers in Part 2 are not significantly different between the two 

treatments (columns II and III). In summary, we find that providing individual as opposed to 

group feedback information does not result in significantly different contributions to the public 

good nor to different treatment responses to the introduction of transfers. 
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Table A2. Treatment effects for group contributions and transfers in Equal (baseline2)  
 and Equal (supplementary)  

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

Group contributions 
(Part 1) 

Net group contributions 
 (Part 2) 

Net group transfers  
(Part 2) 

    
Equal(baseline2) 9.966 5.808 

(5.619) 
-4.874 
(6.056)  (7.269) 

Period -3.351*** -1.133*** -0.675*** 
 (0.876) (0.238) (0.0630) 
Constant 25.7*** 3.115 -3.635 
 (5.965) (4.706) (4.550) 
Observations 320 320 320 
Number of sessions 11 11 11 
Number of groups 32 32 32 
Reference Category Equal(supplementary) Equal(supplementary) 

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

 

Appendix B. Analysis of variation within and across treatments 

1. Across group heterogeneity 

Figures B1-B7 below show for each group the sum of contributions by insiders (sumG, solid 

line) as well as sum of transfers by outsiders (sumT, dashed line) in each period, for each 

treatment separately. Groups classified as a being a group that does better are marked with a 

star. 
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Fig B1. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Equal treatment. 
 

 
Fig B2. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Equal(baseline2) treatment 

 

 

 
Fig B3. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Equal(supplementary) treatment 
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Fig B4. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Proportional treatment. 

 

 

 
Fig B5. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Equal (Add) treatment. 
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Fig B6. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Proportional (Add) treatment. 

 

 
 

 
Fig B7. Sum of contributions and transfers by group in the Targeted-transfers treatment. 
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2. Within-group heterogeneity – Additional analyses 

 
Table B1. Difference in avg. contributions by insiders in groups classified as doing better vs. doing worse,  
 by treatment 

 Avg. individual contributions in Part 2  
(in % of endowment) Difference 

Treatment Groups that do better 
(GB) 

Groups that do worse 
(GW) 

Equal 21.25 
(1.9) 

17.93 
(1.16) 

3.32 
(2.17) 

Equal(baseline2) 32.67 
(1.71) 

16.58 
(1.22) 

16.09*** 
(2.10) 

Equal(supplementary) 5.13 
(16.92) 

6.79 
(13.55) 

-1.66 
(2.3) 

Equal(Add) 11.18 
(1.09) 

18.28 
(1.12) 

-7.1*** 
(2.48) 

Proportional 30.91 
(1.37) 

13.60 
(1.13) 

17.31*** 
(2.1) 

Proportional(Add) 35.63 
(1.80) 

25.82 
(1.63) 

9.81*** 
(2.43) 

Targeted-transfers 44.85 
(1.55) 

32.65 
(2.45) 

12.2*** 
(2.86) 

Standard errors in parentheses. P-values bases on two-sample t-tests. *** p<0.005. 
 
Note: Equal(baseline2) is the only treatment with equal sharing of transfers in which “groups that do better” have 
significantly higher Part 2 contributions compared to “groups that do worse”. Note that in this treatment insiders 
did receive information of the individual contributions of other insiders. 
 
 

Table B2 extends Table 6 by including interaction effects. The interaction effects provide 

evidence of the difference in behavior of groups that do better (GB), as compared to groups 

that do worse (GW), in Proportional and Proportional(Add), columns II and IV. Groups that 

do better in these treatments are composed of insiders that respond more strongly upon 

receiving a larger relative share of transfers than insiders in groups that do worse, shown by the 

significant positive coefficients 20.26 and 24.43, respectively. Turning next to Targeted-

transfers, column VI, the share of transfers received has a positive significant effect on public 

good contributions, without significant differences in responses of insiders in groups that do 

better or groups that do worse, as the interaction term is non-significant. Lastly, as shown in 

Table 6, column IV, not meeting the additionality threshold in Proportional(Add) has a 

significant negative effect on contributions in groups that do worse, and a non-significant effect 

on groups that do better. 
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Table B2. Determinants of insider's contributions, including interactions 

 Group Payments Individual Payments 

 (I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) 

Dep. Var: individual 
contributions 

Proportional Proportional Proportional
(Add) 

Proportional
(Add) 

Targeted- 
transfers 

Targeted- 
transfers 

       
Transfers offered 0.919*** 

(0.158) 
1.137*** 
(0.143) 

1.035*** 
(0.190) 

1.418*** 
(0.223) 

1.010*** 
(0.0740) 

0.923*** 
(0.114) 

 
Lagged other insiders 0.200*** 

(0.0674) 
0.00170 
(0.0924) 

0.0959 
(0.0681) 

-0.00216 
(0.112) 

0.251*** 
(0.0576) 

0.387*** 
(0.102) 

 
Lagged share of transfers 16.08*** 

(4.213) 
4.001 

(4.352) 
22.46*** 
(6.008) 

13.00* 
(7.453) 

8.704* 
(4.776) 

15.10** 
(6.968) 

 
GB 4.455* 

(2.480) 
-1.728 
(3.741) 

-1.764 
(5.045) 

-3.721 
(6.519) 

5.226 
(7.124) 

12.34 
(7.858) 

 
Transfers offered*GB - -0.292 

(0.230) 
- -0.738** 

(0.280) 
- 0.104 

(0.145) 
    
Lagged other insiders*GB - 0.250** 

(0.120) 
 

- 0.146 
(0.127) 

- -0.187 
(0.129) 

     
Lagged share of 
transfers*GB 

- 20.26*** 
(6.507) 

- 24.43** 
(10.87) 

- -10.34 
(9.139) 

    
No Additionality - - -3.253 

(2.342) 
-7.167** 
(2.943) 

- - 

No Additionality *GB - - - 7.719 
(5.653) 

- - 

Period -0.119 -0.216 -1.328*** -1.519*** 0.433* 0.563** 
 (0.352) (0.359) (0.456) (0.467) (0.245) (0.266) 

Constant 0.404 5.487 21.90*** 26.84*** -3.881 -9.727 
 (4.929) (5.183) (6.680) (8.186) (7.732) (8.109) 
       
Observations 840 840 760 760 800 800 
Number of groups 21 21 19 19 20 20 
Number of subjects 84 84 76 76 80 80 

 
Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. GB: Groups that did Better (yes/no) 
 
Note: In order to have a consistent measure for the variable share of transfers received in previous period across 
all treatments, for Proportional(Add) subjects are classified according to the variable, even if the additionality 
criterion was not fulfilled in the given period. In every period in the experiment, insiders received feedback on 
their potential share of transfers even if transfers were not made.  
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Table B3 presents an extension of the regression model from Table B2, including interaction 

effects, while using as explanatory variable whether the insider received an above average share 

of transfers in the previous period (Lagged above avg. transfers), instead of the lagged share 

of transfers used in Table 6 and Table B2.  
 
Table B3. Determinants of insider's contributions, using “above avg. share of transfers” 

 Group Payments Individual Payments 
 (I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) 
Dep. Var: individual 
contribution 

Proportional Proportional Proportional
(Add) 

Proportional
(Add) 

Targeted- 
transfers 

Targeted- 
transfers 

       
Transfers offered 0.907**** 

(0.153) 
1.121**** 

(0.136) 
1.039**** 

(0.189) 
1.423**** 

(0.220) 
1.017**** 
(0.0746) 

0.931**** 
(0.115)  

Lagged other insiders 0.180*** 
(0.0696) 

-0.00482 
(0.0948) 

0.0536 
(0.0662) 

-0.0333 
(0.103) 

0.238**** 
(0.0551) 

0.375**** 
(0.102)  

Lagged above avg. 
transfers 

10.44**** 
(1.995) 

3.121 
(2.078) 

10.44**** 
(2.250) 

7.512** 
(3.476) 

3.485** 
(1.756) 

5.305* 
(3.010) 

 
GB 5.232** 

(2.517) 
-1.088 
(3.246) 

-1.905 
(5.202) 

0.655 
(6.637) 

5.378 
(7.167) 

11.14 
(7.220)  

     
Transfers offered*GB - -0.288 

(0.222) 
- -0.748*** 

(0.276) 
- 0.0993 

(0.147)     

Lagged other 
insiders*GB 

- 0.233* 
(0.125) 

- 0.127 
(0.118) 

- -0.180 
(0.126) 

    
Lagged above avg. 
transfers*GB 

- 12.92**** 
(2.850) 

- 5.875 
(4.582) 

- -3.267 
(3.733) 

    
No Additionality - - -2.909 

(2.422) 
-6.752** 
(2.928) 

- - 

       
No Additionality*GB - - - 7.158 

(5.778) 
- - 

      

Period -0.108 -0.230 -1.318**** -1.498**** 0.427* 0.549** 
 (0.335) (0.324) (0.448) (0.457) (0.248) (0.274) 

Constant 0.140 5.493 24.04**** 27.32**** -2.861 -7.839 
 (4.556) (4.552) (6.582) (7.440) (7.755) (8.137) 
       
Observations 840 840 760 760 800 800 
Number of groups 21 21 19 19 20 20 
Number of subjects 84 84 76 76 80 80 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. **** p<0.005, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
GB: Groups that did Better (yes/no) 

 
The results obtained in Table 6 and Table B2 are qualitatively robust to the change of the 

explanatory variable introduced in Table B3. Insiders receiving an above average share of 
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transfers in the previous period significantly increase individual contributions in the next 

period, with the effect being more pronounced in the two treatments with proportional sharing 

of transfers. We do observe, however, that the difference in response of insiders in groups that 

do better from receiving above average transfers as compared to groups that do worse is only 

significantly in the Proportional treatment, and not significant in the Proportional(Add) and 

Targeted-transfers treatment. 

Finally, Table B4 includes additional analyses for the treatments not included in Table 6. Recall 

that the variable “lagged share of transfers” is not relevant in treatments with an equal share 

rule. For treatment Equal, the results in Table B2 are comparable to those of Table 6. In 

treatments, Equal(supplementary) and Equal(baseline2), where insiders made contributions 

prior to outsiders making transfers, we find evidence that insiders are more strongly influenced 

by decisions by other insiders in their group.  

 
Table B4. Determinants of insider's contributions in the Equal treatments 

 (I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) 
Dep. Var: individual 
contribution 

Equal Equal Equal 
(supplementary) 

Equal 
(supplementary) 

Equal 
(baseline2) 

Equal 
(baseline2) 

       
Transfers offered 0.568*** 

(0.125) 
0.425** 
(0.153) 

0.583* 
(0.336) 

0.558 
(0.374) 

0.620*** 
(0.127) 

0.560*** 
(0.160) 

Lagged other 
insiders 

0.113 
(0.0804) 

0.233** 
(0.0927) 

0.185*** 
(0.0404) 

0.201*** 
(0.0493) 

0.317*** 
(0.0379) 

0.292*** 
(0.0468) 

GB -1.603 
(5.119) 

-0.148 
(6.585) 

-2.528 
(1.836) 

-3.056*** 
(0.702) 

8.366** 
(3.980) 

6.000 
(3.709)  

Transfers 
offered*GB 

- 0.320 
(0.206) 

- 0.178 
(0.309) 

- 0.151 
(0.236) 

Lagged other 
insiders*GB 

- -0.306** 
(0.114) 

- -0.118** 
(0.0600) 

- 0.0329 
(0.0767) 

Period -0.758** 
(0.294) 

-0.730** 
(0.277) 

-0.0657 
(0.293) 

-0.0495 
(0.266) 

-0.797** 
(0.288) 

-0.787** 
(0.308) 

Constant 18.11*** 16.92*** 3.375 3.193 14.47*** 15.27*** 
 (5.916) (5.475) (3.590) (3.346) (4.114) (4.290) 

Observations 800 800 440 440 840 840 
Number of groups 20 20 11 11 21 21 
Number of subjects 80 80 40 40 84 84 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
GB: Groups that do better (yes/no) 
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3.  Heterogeneity in the use of transfers – Additional analyses 

 
 
Table B5. Individual transfers received relative to deviation from others’ mean contributions  
 in Targeted-transfers 

  
Individual transfers received   

  
Average contribution of other insiders 0.313*** 

(0.0547) 
Positive deviation  0.669*** 
 (0.0753) 

Absolute negative deviation -0.382*** 
 (0.0413) 

Period -1.120*** 
 (0.166) 

Constant 18.72*** 
 (3.357) 
  
Observations 800 
Number of groups 20 
Number of subjects 80 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.005, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
Note: Following the approach used in Fehr and Gächter (2000), the variable absolute negative deviation is the 
modulus of the deviation of an insider’s contribution from the average of others in a group. It is zero in case the 
insiders’ contribution is above or equal to the average of the others in a given period. The variable positive 
deviation is constructed equivalently. chi-squared test confirms that the coefficients on positive deviation from the 
mean contribution of others and absolute negative deviation from the mean contribution of others are significantly 
different (p-value < 0.0001). 
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