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Abstract

While the effects of peers on charitable givingdéeen of considerable interest
to social scientists, there is little empirical demce on the magnitude of these effects. A
correlation between giving or volunteering by onpéers and one’s own giving can be
driven by self-selection into groups, common shdbles inspire both the solicitor to ask
and the individual to give, or social influence.itdgdata from a university, this paper
analyzes whether alumni are more likely to give giv@ larger amounts when they are
solicited by someone with whom they have socia. tlreshman year roommate assign-
ments and the structure of the university’s giviiagnpaigns are used to overcome prob-
lems of selection and common shocks. Social tiag @lstrong causal role in the decision
to donate and the average gift size. Additionallgplicitor’s request is much more effec-

tive if he or she shares characteristics, suclae with the alumnus being solicited.
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1. Introduction

The effects of peers on charitable giving have befwonsiderable interest to social
scientists. This interest is motivated by two cdesations. First, the underprovision of public
goods due to free-riding is a potentially seriousbfem. Behavioral norms may develop within
groups to dissuade such behavior — that is, thdsede not contribute their perceived fair share
may be ostracized. If free-riding is considerediatyc unacceptable and enforced with social
pressure, then underprovision may be reduced. Sepaer effects may distort giving between
charities. If social pressure (rather than provgdimformation) shifts an individual’s giving from
his or her desired level, certain public goods mexgive more funding at the expense of others.
To the extent that donations to different chariies substitutes, this may lead to suboptimal al-
location of funding: The strength of these social influences imply tttarities supported by
those with large social networks or a strong abild leverage these connections will attract
more funding than they otherwise would, while thokarities with weaker connections will suf-
fer, irrespective of their merit or individualsue valuation. For instance, universities can rely o
networks of alumni volunteers to solicit their figks, while a lesser-known charity may be una-
ble to reach as many people. Charitable organizajput great stock in the notion that personal
solicitation by acquaintances is effective, “oftdasign[ing] their campaigns to leverage the
power of social influences” (Carman [2004]). With astimated $306 billion donated in the
United States in 2007 (GivingUSA [2008]), thesesef§ may be quite large.

Unfortunately, there is scant empirical evidencalmmagnitude of peer effects in cha-
ritable solicitation; a recent New York Times Mamezarticle argued that charities “go by noth-
ing more than a few rules of thumb, some of whichyrhe profoundly insightful and others a

good deal less so” (Leonhardt [2008]). That thexeaicorrelation between solicitation by a

! Reinstein [2006] finds that charities, for the ioart, are substitutes for each other.



known person and giving is undeniable (see, forgte, Bekkers [2004]), but that relationship
does not shed any light on causality.

The absence of hard evidence concerning peer tadiliei is unsurprising in light of the
challenges associated with the estimation of pf#ects. Manski [1993] explains some of the
factors that can confound estimatidirst, there are correlated effects, in which samdharacte-
ristics or experiences affect donations. For insgtamndividuals may give more when they are
solicited by a friend because they share similéiefse these shared beliefs manifest themselves
in the solicitor’s volunteerism and the individwsabiving, leading to a correlation that is unre-
lated to social pressure. Another reason for smhiéhavior in a group are contextual effects, in
which peers’ exogenous characteristics affectnidéevzidual’s giving. For instance, an individual
may be reminded to donate to a charity fightingediain disease if he or she has a friend with
that disease. Finally, Manski notes the possibditgndogenous effects, in which the individu-
al’'s giving is affected by peers’ giving. Taken étiger, these effects make it quite difficult to
identify the independent impact of personal sdiaiin. This paper uses a unique data set to iso-
late the incremental effect of being solicited bfamiliar person over a stranger. Additionally,
we investigate whether shared characteristics l@twiee solicitor and the donor, such as race,
are important.

The data set used in this paper, described ingrdatail below, has a number of features
which allow us to measure the true effect of peassolicitation. The data come from a selective
research university, henceforth referred to as Adpand contain information about each alum-
nus’s annual donations, along with detailed denqgrainformation. In particular, we know
whether the alumnus volunteered for the univeraitgl in what capacity. Additionally, we have

information regarding freshman year room assigngjemtiich provide an avenue through which



to isolate the effect of being asked to donate pger — defined, for the purposes of this paper,
as someone with whom the individual has a socialtiomship. As noted below, at Anon U
freshman year rooms are not sorted on any unoldercharacteristics that can plausibly affect
giving. One might be concerned that roommates Isawdar experiences in college, and these
correlated effects drive giving. We address thissgality in two ways. First, we examine differ-
ent facets of volunteering. Specifically, becausesé with high affinity for the school may
choose to volunteer in different ways, many of wahito not involve fundraising, we can deter-
mine whether having a former roommate who is a ffaisér has a greater effect than having a
former roommate who is some other type of volunt@ge type of volunteerism is unrelated to
the size of a volunteers’ gift when he or she isvaunteering; therefore, these non-soliciting
volunteers provide a control for shared affinity tbe university. Second, estimates with donor
fixed effects, which compare giving in years in @fhthe alumnus is and is not solicited by an
acquaintance, control for any time-invariant indival effects, such as shared experience or af-
finity. Fixed effects estimation also addressessiibs concerns about contextual effects. While
every alumnus has had, at minimum, the same bapearience of attending Anon U, it is possi-
ble that certain characteristics of a freshman yeammate are associated with both that room-
mate’s volunteering and the alumnus’s affinity floe school. For instance, having a gregarious
freshman year roommate may lead the individuakteetra better experience and therefore higher
affinity; that same characteristic may make themowte more likely to be a volunteer — specifi-
cally, a solicitor. This mechanism seems unlikelyhave a large confounding effect on the re-
sults; if so, models including donor fixed effeatghich account for such relationships, will be

dramatically different from models that do not umié fixed effects.



Thus, we have addressed the concerns discussed,ddaving only the true incremental
effect of personal solicitation. However, the chalernby which solicitation works may yet be
unclear. After all, one could give more when askgdan acquaintance because one feels pres-
sured, or because one is given information abauthiarity’s activities and discovers a previous-
ly unknown affinity. Information provision may beame effective when coming from a peer, but
this still reflects a social influence, namely, ttiaformation coming from a peer must be at-
tended to more thoroughly than that coming fromtranger” As explained in Section 4.1,
though, the estimates of peer pressure in thiseveork are likely to be lower bounds; the true
effect may be larger.

Section 2 reviews some pertinent literature, wilntipular attention to prior attempts to
guantify the importance of social pressure anccgation. Section 3 describes the data set, while
Section 4 presents results. We distinguish betwbenprobability of making a gift and the
amount of the gift, conditional on giving. We fim¥idence that personal solicitation exerts a
powerful influence on the probability of making dt @nd on the overall amount of the gift; the
inclinations of charities to try to exploit socratworks seem justified. Further, we find that the
effects of solicitation are strongest when bothiparare the same race. The effect of a match in
social attitudes, as proxied by membership in dn&non U's fraternities or sororities, or in aca-
demic achievement, as proxied by academic honmesaleo substantial, though less strong. Ath-
letic status does not seem to affect the efficdcgoticitation. Section 5 concludes with a sum-

mary and suggestions for future research.

2 our sample involves a single charity, with whomddlthose solicited are familiar. The Communicasi@md De-
velopment offices provide frequent updates regardimmpus activities, so all alumni should have sdegree of
familiarity with current events at the universitpformal discussions with a number of Anon U alurmdicated
that they are almost never given information of akhihey were not aware during these solicitatidis c@ahe De-
velopment Office periodically surveys alumni in ana scientific manner; it is our hope that questisnch as these
will be included on the next survey.



2. PreviousLiterature

There is a voluminous literature on interdependearigaeferences, particularly in charit-
able giving (for two thorough surveys, see Vestatlj2006] or Andreoni [2006]). Becker
[1974], in developing a theory of interpersonaknactions, notes that “apparent ‘charitable’ be-
havior can also be motivated by a desire to aviegddcorn of others or to receive social ac-
claim.” Bernheim’s [1994] model of conformity assesnthat individuals care about how others
perceive them and strive to behave within sociainsg and Harbaugh [1998] posits that prestige
is a driving factor in donations. Examining theeetf of giving by reference groups, such as
people with similar incomes, Feldstein and Clo#ell976] include average giving by these
groups as an explanatory variable for an individugiving. They find “no support for the view
that the total amount that an individual contrilsui® a function of the amount given by others,”
but Andreoni and Scholz [1988], examining socio-dgnaphic reference groups, do find evi-
dence of interdependent preferences. It is impbttanote, however, that people in these groups
are unlikely to know each other, and defining refee groups is inherently difficult.

Social comparisons have also been shown to plagiea Frey and Meier [2004] and
Shang and Croson [2004] design field experimentsipodating information given to a prospec-
tive donor on the proportion of his or her peerowhve already donated and the amount a pre-
vious donor gave, respectively. Frey and Meier fimat, when donors’ previous giving history is
taken into account, the participation comparisoeresxa small influence on the decision of
whether or not to give. Shang and Croson find ¢hedlatively high comparison amount is asso-
ciated with an increase of approximately 12 pergerthe donor’s gift. Alpizaret al [2008],
who manipulate anonymity and reciprocity in additio social reference points, find that a high

social reference point tends to increase gifthtlgbut a low social reference actually decreas-



es gifts. While these social reference experimentside valuable insight to how individuals
compare themselves to others, they do not shetldigihhow these donors are directly influenced
by those they know.

Experimental results indicate that social distantke degree of familiarity with others —
is important to solicitation response. In lab expents of linear public goods games, Andreoni
and Petrie [2001, 2004] find that revealing photpds of the other participants has a positive
effect on contributions that is even larger thareading the distribution of group contributions;
they conclude that “fears that social effects contdrfere with the strict economic incentives are
indeed well justified.” Interestingly, Landmt al’s [2007] field experiment finds that door-to-
door solicitation is far more effective at yieldiadigh participation rate than mailing, but condi-
tional on responding, households contacted by dwihte far more. One presumes that it is far
more difficult to say ‘no’ to a solicitor on oned®orstep than it is to ignore a letter.

In a similar vein, Schervish and Havens [1997] sis&ey data to conclude that “the me-
thod of direct contact may be as important asgastact... higher levels of contribution involve
a personal contact by a previously known individulabng [1976] also finds that personal soli-
citations are more effective, particularly when teguest comes from a person that the individu-
al knows. Bekkers [2004] examines giving in theldetands and concludes that “solicitations to
contribute are more often successful when theyreage by a person with a stronger relationship
to the potential donor or volunteer because a atfioscontribute will endanger the relationship
with the solicitor.” However, much of this conclasiis based on responses to hypothetical sce-
narios; Bekkers concedes that “intentions are lisuadre positive than actual behavior... [and]
the scenarios elicited socially desirable respahdésreover, none of these studies address the

factors which confound estimation of the effectpefsonal solicitation.



A further topic of interest is the potential irdetion between solicitor and donor charac-
teristics. In the economics literature, Landtyal. [2007] find that the physical attractiveness of a
female solicitor has an effect on the likelihooattla male subject makes a gift. Shagal
[2004] find that donations are substantially higldren the reference amount provided to a
prospective donor refers to a previous donor whaj the same gender. List and Price [2008] use
matches on race and gender to proxy for sociahmigt and find limited evidence of the impor-
tance of these connections, though their sampgeisizelatively small. In a larger sense, these
papers fall into the literature on homophily, whipbsits that individuals form closer bonds with
those who are like themselves (for a survey, seBhdrsoret al. [2001]). Psychologists have
used experiments to study these interactions ds Brglan and Test [1967] find that whites are
less likely to make a donation to the Salvation gifrithe solicitor is black. Yinon and Sharon
[1985] find that secular subjects are influencedwhether their religious views coincide with
the solicitor. Soleet al.[1975] examine opinion similarity in a series @periments and find that
“the absence of disagreement about important nsaiethe most critical determinant of promo-
tive social relationships.” It seems evident thegse interactions do exert an effect on both the
formation of relationships and, more specificatlying behavior. See Bekkers and Wiepking
[2007] for a thorough overview of the pertinenetature.

One recent study that thoroughly examines peectfiin charitable giving using empiri-
cal data is Carman [2004]. She is able to idemiy-self-selected groups of people who are
likely to know each other using workplace mail co@dad team assignments and shows that in-
creased mean giving within a group leads to highd@ividual contributions. Her data also con-
tain the identity of the team captain, who is resiole for encouraging team members to partic-

ipate, and she posits that the strong correlatiomstra-team giving behavior are due in part to



unobservable characteristics of this leader, whgtiould be interpreted as social influences.”
However, she focuses on identifying how changehéngroup’s behavior affect the individual,

rather than how one individual directly affects .

3. Data

The construction of our sample is guided by thetiras of Anon U’s development of-
fice. The fundraising year begins on July 1. Ev@pmnus receives at least two mailings and, in
recent years, several emails, during the firstexlemonths of the giving cycle. In general, few
personal solicitations are made during this 11-imquériod, excepting a small number of very
large donors. In June, the strategy shifts. Adfsthe alumni in a particular class year who have
not yet contributed are given to volunteers from shme class, who begin by picking the names
of those they know off the list. Additionally, theye assigned a number of other non-donors.
These volunteers aasked to make a personal solicitation, generallyebsphone. Alumni who
have made gifts during the previous 11 months atesabject to any further solicitation. Our
analysis sample focuses on the alumni who are ctmatan June. In effect, these are the margin-
al givers who are subject to the treatment of pebsolicitation® Although an attempt is made
to reach each alumnus, our data do not indicateh&hg@ersonal solicitation actually occurred,;
however, given the structure of this process, tiseticitation is very likely to have taken place
when the volunteer and the alumnus know each oHwwever, it is important to note that soli-
citors may start encouraging their friends to geeglier in the year, either directly or simply by

discussing their volunteer activities.

® Gifts made in June tend to be far smaller — thampositive gift is $613, compared to $1441 duthegrest of the
year. Dropping the top 1% of gifts, the mean puesityift is $168 in June, compared to $358 durirgyrést of the
year.



Our data are extracted from the administrative igseshof Anon U’s Development Of-
fice, which contain information on all alumni doais from 1983 to 2007. The data are proprie-
tary and sensitive, and individuals’ names wergsd from the records before being made
available to us. Our unit of observation is a yegiling opportunity. For example, if an indi-
vidual has been an alumna for 5 years, she accdomts giving opportunities in our analysis,
starting in the first fiscal year after graduatidvultiple gifts in the same year are summed to-
gether. The Development Office data also includerimation on academic major, extracurricu-
lar activities when the alumnus was an undergrajymst graduate education, occupation, resi-
dence, whether he or she is married to anotheugtadf Anon U, several variables that can be
considered as proxies for affinity (such as paynérlass dues), as well as information on the
alumnus’s volunteer activitiésind freshman year roommates. Anon U’s Registraplsmented
these data with information on SAT scores, acaddmitors, ethnicity, type of high school,
summary evaluations made by the Admissions Offizend the application process, and grade
point average. The Registrar’'s data are availablg for the classes of 1972 to 2005, so we re-
strict our analysis to this group of individual®,333 alumni totaling 583,496 observations.
However, roommate information is unavailable foe ttlasses of 1993, 1994, and 1996, and
start- and stop-dates for volunteer spells aresgparior to the year 1992. Dropping those obser-
vations, along with others missing roommate infdraraand other covariates and those individ-
uals who lived in singles during their freshmannjeaves 259,642 observations from 1992 to
2007, of which 155,807 are associated with a éift.described above, we will further restrict

our attention to those who did not give in thetfit4 months of each annual giving campaign.

* 11,065 relevant volunteer spells with completetstnd stop-dates are observed. Entry of thesesdato the da-

tabase fell to the Development Offidee(they are not self-reported), and there is no reésdelieve that the miss-
ing data is not missing-at-random. An imputatiorthod is used to bring the total number of spell$2(845. When

those imputed spells are not used, the resultgemyesimilar both qualitatively and quantitatively.
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This leaves 139,869 observations on 18,060 alugm8 percent of these opportunities result in
a gift. The mean positive gift is $614.62, while thhedian positive gift is $72.73.

Identification of the effect of direct solicitatiorequires that relationships are not self-
sorted and that one can account for the effecfsiof experience. Merely observing that those
who have a relationship with a solicitor tend tgegmore does not mean that solicitation is at
work; people sort into groups based on interesds dne likely to be related to affinity for the
university, such as athletics, social clubs, arfteoextracurricular activities. Affinity for the
university will, of course, be a primary determihahgiving. In order to avoid this confounding
factor, we look at relationships based on freshyear room assignmentsit Anon U, fresh-
man roommates are not randomly assigned; howewemttching is unlikely to have an effect
in this context. Matriculating students are randpisbrted into a residential living unit. Each
unit’s staff then assigns rooms based on both fa¢hat we observe as well as a preference form
filled out by the incoming student. An Anon U admstrator explained that they “try to do as
much mixing as [they] consciously can,” negativebyting on characteristics such as geographic
origin, race, academic interests, athletics ane@roé#ictivities. Fortunately, we observe and in-
clude all of these factors as covariates. In aoldlitpreferences such as smoking, sleeping, and
cleanliness habits are taken into account. Whiseldata are not available, it seems implausible
that such factors might affect affinity or givinghmvior in a meaningful way, except possibly in
extreme cases; if this is indeed an issue, fixéectf estimates will account for them. Important-
ly, Anon U administrators never honor roommate esgist All in all, freshman year rooms offer
a peer group that can reasonably be classifiechsnted by self-selection, conditional on ob-

served characteristics.

® College roommate assignments have been explaitedefisure peer effects on academic outcomes &ed ot
choices, such as alcohol use; see, for instanoer&ate [2001], Kremer and Levy [2003], Zimmermaad3], and
Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner [2006].
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A second potentially confounding factor is shargdegience. A freshman who goes on
to become a solicitor for Anon U presumably haddyerperiences there. It stands to reason that
her roommate would be more likely to have had algogerience as well, leading to higher giv-
ing that is unrelated to solicitation. However,rahi can do volunteer work for the university in
a number of ways, many of which do not involve @tdtion. We group volunteers into four
groups: solicitors; reunion volunteers; universibjunteers, and regional volunteers; alumni can
volunteer in different roles at the same time. Tdle of the solicitors is clear, while reunion vo-
lunteers organize and promote Anon U’s reuniongheir class. University volunteers include
class leaders, trustees, advisory councils, andhraleouncils. Finally, regional volunteers in-
clude regional leaders who organize activitiesléaal alumni as well as alumni who interview
prospective students. The latter three groups @rémolved in solicitation. If shared experience
is the primary driver for higher giving, then adiciets of volunteering will have a significant ef-
fect on giving, since they will proxy for these peated effectslf we assume that those who
have a strong affinity for the school do not sysiBoally select into being solicitors rather than
other brands of volunteerism and solicitation iytrat work, only the variable corresponding to
having a freshman roommate who is now a solicitilirhave an effect. In essence, the other vo-
lunteer types serve as a diagnostic for whethesdiieitor roommate effect is driven by shared
experience. However, the assumption mentioned afsoceucial to the identification strategy
and warrants further investigation, though theradsreason to suppose that alumni with high

affinity are more likely to be solicitors than ottigpes of volunteer& The best measure of affin-

® Alumni of a differenttype may be more likely to become solicitors, which ldononfound estimates if the
attributes that lead individuals to become solisitare correlated with positive shared experiefce.instance, a
extroverted freshman year roommate may cause timenals to have a better experience and thereforehajffini-
ty; that same characteristic may make the roommate likely to become a solicitor. If this sort afntextual ef-
fect is indeed important, then models includingfixeffects, which account for such relationshipd,bve dramati-
cally different from models that do not includedikeffects. The results in Section 4.2 indicat¢ they are not, so
we conclude that these types of contextual eff@@aot of great importance in this framework.
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ity available is gift giving, so we compare giviaqong the different volunteer typeBurther, it
stands to reason that solicitors, who are more ewhthe university’s financial needs and are
involved in the process of raising funds, wouldldrger givers. With that in mind, it may make
more sense to look at these individuals’ givinghie years in which they are not volunteers. Ta-
ble 1 shows summary statistics for different typésolunteers in non-volunteer years. While
solicitors are slightly more likely to give in natolunteer years, the differences are not substan-
tial, and the means for giving for reunion and ensity volunteers are very similar to those of
solicitors, while those for regional volunteers ammewhat lower. Medians for solicitors, reu-
nion volunteers, and university volunteers are Igadentical: $126.17, $122.07, and $125.00,
respectively; regional volunteers have a mediahadiff103. Altogether, it seems unlikely that
there is sorting on affinity among the differentdts of volunteering. Taken together with the
extensive set of controls and the nature of thenroate assignment discussed above, we are
confident that the solicitor roommate coefficiemisha causal interpretation: the incremental ef-
fect of being solicited by a known person.

Each variable of interest is defined dichotomoudlyif one or more of the alumnus’s
freshman year roommates is a volunteer of that ty@egiven year. Individuals often transition
into and out of volunteering; for instance, coratiall on being a solicitor in a given year, ap-
proximately 44 percent of alumni are not solicitorghe following year. 2,846 alumni serve as
solicitors who have former roommates in the Jumepda, for an average total of 2.56 years over
the course of the sample. These are associatedl@j#35 observations on 4,137 former room-
mates of these solicitors in the June sample. énydars in which an alumnus or alumna has a

former roommate who is now a solicitor, his or pesbability of giving in June is 29.5 percent,

" We also examine the effect of being a volunteetikelihood of being current on class dues, as wsllhaving
never paid class dues. While there are some diféee between the four facets of volunteering o Ibot¢asures,
none are particularly large. The full results afgh exercises are available on request.
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with a mean positive gift of $745 and a median gif$100. By contrast, in those years in which
there is no solicitor roommate, the probabilitygofing is 25.4 percent, with a mean positive gift
of $602 and a median gift of $73. Dropping the lopercent of gifts, the means are $349 and
$264, respectively. In raw terms, at least, hadmgommate who is a solicitor is related to giv-
ing.

Table Al provides definitions and summary statsstar the variables used in this study.

4. Econometric M odel and Results

Social pressure may have different effects on tttensive and intensive margins. Va-
riables such as economic resources (James andeSR&®/]), household income and employ-
ment type (Smitret al. [1995]), matching and lead donor treatments (Haic# Rasul [2007]),
and likelihood of being contacted by phone rathantby mail (Meer and Rosen [2008]), have
been found to have different effects on the prdigtnf giving and the amount of giving. Lan-
dry et al. [2007] find that direct social pressure (in themse, in the form of in-person door-to-
door solicitation) leads to relatively high pantiation rates, but low gift sizes. These results sug
gest that the econometric model should allow tifeces of a given variable on the extensive and
intensive margins to differ.

The first variable of interest, therefore, is th@hability of making a gift, which we
model with a probit. It takes the form

(1) Probl[Y;; > 0] = Prob§i; > -(SRB1 + VOLiB2 + XiiBs + YEARB4 + LOCi3s+ CLASSBs)]

where SR is an indicator signifying that alumnu$as a former roommate who is a solicitor in
yeart, VOL;; are the other roommate volunteer variables fomalusi in yeart, X is the vector
of covariates described in Table Al, including ragender; years since graduation and its qua-

dratic; type of secondary school; SAT scores; adimis office ranking on academic and non-
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academic factors; whether the individual playedud sport, was a varsity athlete, joined a so-
cial club, or received academic honors; academiomand minor; advanced degrees; a set of
affinity proxies, such as whether the individuaypalass dues; whether the individual’'s spouse
also attended Anon U; and whether it is a reuniearymultiple of 5 years since graduation).
YEAR; is a set of time effects, LQGs a set of location effects (state or foreignraoy of resi-
dence), and CLASSs a set of class effects (equal to one if thenalus graduated in a given
year and zero otherwise). The year and class sffestp control for correlated effects — they ac-
count for common influences within a cohort or arythat may lead to both increased volunteer-
ing and increased giving. The error tegims normally distributed, leading to the probit nebd
Since nearly all alumni in the sample are contabled classmate, the coefficigbit can be in-
terpreted as the increase in the likelihood ofrgivdue to being contacted by a known person
rather than a stranger. In essence, then, thigigffect of social pressure applied by a friend or
acquaintance.

We also estimate the amount of giving, conditiamalmaking a gift. We take the loga-
rithm of the amount to account for the long rigail bn the distribution of giving.Assuming
that gifts are distributed log normal, conditional a gift being given, we use the OLS estimator
using nonzero observatiofis:

(2) log(Yit) = SRiy1 + VOLiy2 + Xitys + YEARys +LOCiys+ CLASSYs + Mt if Yii > 0
The coefficienty; measureshe difference in the conditional means of giving those

who give for those who do and do not have a solichommate in yedr It is simple, further, to

8 In addition, we re-estimate a model with the topetcent of gifts dropped. The results are qualiht un-
changed, though of course the baseline amountféeselt.

° Imbens and Wooldridge [2008] argue that estimasgisg OLS can be biased if the linearity assumptioes not
hold globally. They suggest examining normalizeffedénces of means of covariates for the two sampking
compared (in this case, those with and withoutc#oli roommates). They suggest that if these difiees exceed
0.25, then linear regressions may not be appra@priddne of the covariates in X, YEAR, LOC, or CLA88ers by
more than 0.14 in the June sample, and most havenaalized difference of less than 0.05.
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combine the estimates in (1) and (2) to calculasegmal effects on the mean of giving, condi-
tional on the controls, with standard errors estdausing the delta method. These estimates
measure the incremental increase in the averapasgibciated with peer solicitation. It is impor-
tant to note, though, that in order to make caudatences using (2), the error term must be dis-
tributed with a mean of 0, conditional on makingii. This assumption is the primary differ-
ence between this model and the two-step selentmtel. There is a surprising amount of con-
troversy in the literature about which model is exiqr in what situations (see Leung and Yu
[1996] for a thorough discussion of the issues)thét exclusionary restrictions — that is, va-
riables that affect the probability of making at ditit not the amount given — the selection mod-
el's performance is suspect. However, when we eséirthis model in the two-step framework,
the marginal effects are quite similar to thos&able 1; for instance, the peer solicitation effect
on the overall amount of giving is 9.7 percent.(s.e..6 percent), which is comparable to the
equivalent effect in Column (3) of Table 1, 10.2qeat. It therefore seems that this assumption
is unlikely to be driving our results.

4.1 Basic Model

We begin by examining the effect of peer solictiation giving throughout the entire
year. As discussed above, solicitors may be caubiig friends to give, through direct requests
or indirect discussions about volunteering, eveiorgethe personal solicitations begin in June.
Moreover, if it is simply shared experience thavels giving, we would expect to see a peer so-
licitation effect throughout the entire year. Figur plots the solicitor roommate effect on the
probability of giving in month t, conditional on tbaving given prior to that month. It is evident
that the giving effect spikes in June; this prosidierther evidence that the peer solicitation ef-

fect is not spurious.
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We therefore focus on June, the month in which Ipeat personal solicitations are
made, whether by a peer or a stranger. The rasuitslumn (1) of Table 2 show the results for
the probability of making a gift, as in Equatior) ébove. In addition to the variables listed, the
model includes the other covariates mentioned icti@e 3 and described in Table Al, along
with year, class, and location effects; these ddieffts are not reported for brevityThe peer
solicitation effect is positive and significant;vireg a freshman roommate who is a solicitor in a
given year is associated with a 2.2 percentaget pagher probability of giving in June. Off of a
baseline of approximately 26 percent, this is dyfdarge effect. Taken together with the size of
the effect during the rest of the year, shown guFe 1, we feel confident that this result is not
due to shared experience. Further, the other, obeitation aspects of volunteering are small
and insignificant. This is also consistent with tistion that peer solicitation exerts a substantial
effect on the decision to make a gift and thatresults are not driven by shared experience. The
results in Column (2) show the effect on the logoant of giving, conditional on making a gift.
The coefficients are neither statistically sigrafit nor are they particularly large, indicatingttha
there does not seem to be much of an effect ositieeof the gift, conditional on making one;
this is consistent with models in which the mereaamaking a gift alleviates the social pres-
sure, but making a larger gift has no effect. Ushegresults from Equations (1) and (2) to calcu-
late the marginal effect on mean giving yields dffect on the average size of a gift for each
alumnus. We see in Column (3) that the peer satio has a positive and significant effect of
10.2 percent (s.e. = 2.7 percent) on the averdyeTtie other aspects of volunteering are still
insignificant and relatively small, so we conclutiat peer solicitation has a strong and direct

effect on both the probability of giving and theeeage qgift.

9 The full results are provided in Table A2.



17

It is important to note, though, that if we viewetlsolicitor roommate variable as
representing peer effects in charitable solicitgtibere are two ways in which it can be misclas-
sified. First, there may be a false positive, inaglhthe individual was not actually solicited by
the listed roommate. Second, there may be a fagative, in which a person without a solicitor
roommate was solicited by a friend with some ottedationship. The reference group is those
who do not have a freshman roommate who is nowlieitso, which is composed of a mix of
those who are familiar with their solicitor in som#her way and those who do not know the so-
licitor at all. If the effect of being solicited by familiar person for those in the false positive
case above is greater than z€rthis will bias the measured effect downward. Tams is true
for the false negative effect, assuming that ther gelicitor effect in those cases is positive as
well. This suggests that the true effect of beiolicged by a familiar person is larger. Given suf-
ficiently strong assumptions, it is possible tocglan upper bound on this effect, even without
instrumental variables. Frazis and Loewenstein 32@fesent formulas for finding the upper
bounds on binary variables with misclassificatibawever, these formulas require that the mis-
classification error be uncorrelated with both #lemnus’s exogenous characteristics and the
alumnus’s unobserved error. These strict condittbas seem unlikely to hold in this case — for
instance, it would require that the probabilityttha alumnus is solicited by a friend be uncorre-

lated with their participation in activities such arsity athletics or their choice of major.

11t may be, however, that the solicitor deliberatébes not contact a former roommate if they hapea relation-
ship. In that case, the solicitor effect for thasteractions may be zero or even negative; howesiece we are in-
terested in the effect of being solicited by a peraith whom one has a positive relationship, thisot a concern.
12 Abstracting from these issues, and ssuming a fadséive probability, conditional on having a sittir rooom-
mate, of 0.3 and a false negative probability, éothl on not having a solicitor roommate, of Qtiis latter num-
ber is based on discussions with a number of Anaoligitors), the upper bound on the effect of peaicitation
on the probability of making a gift is 2.0 time®tbstimated coefficient. The upper bound on thecefif a solicitor
roommate on the amount of the gift, conditionaheeking one, is 2.7 times the estimated coefficient.
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4.2 Fixed Effects

While our model controls for a large number of pdigdly confounding variables, it is
still possible that unobserved heterogeneity isidlgi our results. For example, our covariates
may not fully capture permanent income, affinity Anon U, or shared experience. In order to
better account for these effects, we estimate aaemincluding individual fixed effects in an
ordinary least squares framework. Transitions and out of volunteering by the solicitors en-
sures that individuals’ giving histories contaimé& of years in which their roommates were and
were not solicitors. The results are reported ibl&&8. These estimates capture all of the alum-
nus’s time-invariant attributes, including any fiegan-room-level effects. Therefore, if our re-
sults are actually driven by correlated effects amohmon shocks to freshman year roommates,
the solicitor effect should disappear.

Since estimating a fixed-effects probit is cumbarspColumn (1) uses a linear probabil-
ity model with fixed effects for the probability ohaking a gift in June; Column (2) estimates
ordinary least squares with fixed effects for tineoant of the gift, conditional on making one.
The results are consistent with the findings disedsin Section 4.1. The effect of having a
roommate who is currently a solicitor is still pps® and significant, though smaller than in the
basic model; the probability of making a gift inases by 1.3 percentage points (s.e. = 0.44 per-
centage points)’ The effect is about two-thirds the size of the an&ection 4.1, though an in-
crease of about 5 percent in participation is nobmsiderable. The other aspects of volunteering
are extremely small and insignificant; for instanitee effect of having a roommate who is cur-

rently a reunion volunteer decreases the probglafitgiving by 0.056 percentage points (s.e. =

13 For a more direct comparison, we also estimatedrtbdel in Equation (1) of Section 4 by ordinasesquares.
The result is similar to that in Section 4.1, wélsolicitor effect of 2.1 percentage (s.e. = 0.BEcentage points).
Only eight observations out of nearly 140,000 hayeedicted probability less than zero; none agatgr than one.
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1.1 percentage point$).The results in Column (2) are also similar to thizsSection 4.1. There
appears to be no effect on the intensive marghmeing a roommate who is currently a solicitor.
Finally, Column (3) combines the estimates and ntspmarginal effects on the average gift;
again, while the effect (6.4 percent, s.e. = 1Lit@®) is somewhat smaller than that in Table 1,
it is still relatively large, statistically signdant, and much larger than the effect of the o#iser
pects of volunteering. On the basis of these resiiltvould be difficult to argue that unobserved
heterogeneity is driving our results. Further, ngkihese results in conjunction with those in Sec-
tion 4.1, we feel confident that the effects meadusy the solicitor roommate variable in June
represent peer solicitation.

4.3 Shared Characteristics

An important question is whether there are certhiaracteristics shared by the solicitor
and the potential donor that change the effectisemé solicitation. To that end, we create a se-
ries of variables which equal one if the solici&md the individual do not share that attriblite.
Again, we do not know for certain whether soligdatactually occurred when an individual's
roommate is now a solicitor, just that it is likety have happenetlVe focus on race, as defined
in Table A1, along with whether the individuals wethletes, whether they joined one of Anon
U’s fraternities or sororities, and whether thegeiged academic honotSlt is important to note
that these latter two attributes are realized dfftese individuals lived together. Students at Anon

U do not join a social organization until their Bopore year, and, of course, academic honors

14 Another possible approach is to estimate a pinbitding the mean for the individual of each coatr as addi-
tional controls. Using the June sample, the malgiffact for the solicitor roommate variable inghnodel is quite
close to that from the linear probability model twitxed effects — 1.33 percentage points (s.e.52 Qercentage
points); the coefficients on other variables amailgirly close in magnitude.

15 |n the few cases in which a suite has more thatsaficitor, the average of their characteristicsaken.

% Summary statistics for these variables are aveilabTable Al. Approximately 25% of the solicittmremmate
observations are associated with different-racechest, along with 34% of the observations beingedifit social
club matches, 47% being different academic matched,44% being different athletic matches. Appratiety

17% of the solicitor-roommate observations are medoon all four characteristics.
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are not received until graduatidhin essence, then, these variables serve as prioxiagitudes
towards socializing and academics. The resultswshia Table 4, are striking. If the solicitor
and his or her former roommate share all four dattarsstics, the effect on the probability of giv-
ing is 4.8 percentage points, more than twice aglas the effect in Section 4.1. But if the two
are of different races, the effect on the probgbdf making a gift is significantly lower — to the
point that the combined effect is insignificantiyferent than zero (p = 0.176). Different social
club status has a smaller effect that is signiticanty at the 0.129 level, and different academic
honors is significant at the 0.091 level; the coedhts are large, representing about a third ef th
main effect, though the combined effect is stijrsiicantly different from zero. Different athlet-
ic status does not seem to have an effect andhisvedy small.

The results are also striking for the amount ofdlie conditional on giving. Column (2)
shows that the mean gift conditional on giving thoose who have a roommate who is a solicitor
is 17.5 percent higher (s.e. = 5.8 percent) thanhiose who do not, — but only if both the indi-
vidual and the solicitor are matched in the fouarelateristics. The race mismatch effect is nega-
tive, significant, and of the same magnitude astthen effect. Different athletic and social club
status do not significantly reduce the main efféiabugh the coefficients are relatively large,
about a third of the size of the main effect, dllbegih large standard errors.

Column (3), in turn, shows the results on the daraount of giving. The peer solicita-
tion effect for individuals who are fully matchesl quite large, 24.4 percent (s.e. = 5.2 percent).
Mismatches on race (-13.9 percent, s.e. = 4.9)alsoleib (-8.3 percent, s.e. = 4.8 percent), and
academic honors (-9.1 percent, s.e. = 4.3 percehtown peer solicitation effect dramatically.

However, only the race mismatch reduces the sofieitfect to one that is insignificantly differ-

" Redefining the academic mismatch using the adorissiffice’s academic rating, which is defined ptimarrival
at Anon U, yields very similar results.
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ent from zero. Adding several mismatch effectsh® main effect can yield a prediction that is
negative and significantly different from zero. $may occur because donors feel obligated to
give when called by a former roommate with whonythave little in common, but they give a
very small amount; however, it is difficult to bertain of the means through which this effect
arises. These findings seem consistent with theéirfgs from the psychology literature men-
tioned previously, that individuals are more likedydonate when asked by those who are similar
to them. Or perhaps roommates who have similaibates form a closer relationship; if mis-
matched individuals are not friends at all, thecstolr may not even contact the individual. Then
the observed result is explained by a lack of gation, not ineffective solicitation. Alternative-
ly, a closer relationship allows the solicitor fgpéy more pressure years later.

Observing the overall effect of these mismatchesuige interesting. But it is also inter-
esting to hold the alumnus’s unobservable attitdikesl — covariates for race, academic honors,
social club, and athletics will account for someladse time-invariant attitudes, but fixed effects
should control for them entirely. These specifiosasi control for the experience of living in that
particular freshman year room, including the foroatof friendships. The results including do-
nor fixed effects, shown in Table 5, differ frono#le in Table 4 in several important ways. For
the decision of whether or not to make a gift, gsinlinear probability model, the solicitor
roommate effect for those who are matched on all imensions is still positive and significant
(2.4 percentage points, s.e = 0.80 percentageg)omit the race mismatch is very small and in-
significant (-0.25 percentage points, s.e. = 11@gmage points). The athlete mismatch is simi-
larly small, while mismatches in social club statue relatively large (-1.7 percentage points,
s.e. = 0.90 percentage points), as are mismatohasademic honors (-1.3 percentage points, s.e.

= 0.86 percentage points). For the size of the gifiditional on giving, the fully-matched effect
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is still large and significant (9.7 percent, s.e4.6 percent). Race mismatches are, as for the ex-
tensive margin, relatively small and insignificgf8.5 percent, s.e. = 5.8 percent). However, un-
like the extensive margin, athlete mismatches aabke, though statistically insignificant (-5.9
percent, s.e. = 4.8 percent) and social club mignestare small and insignificant (0.10 percent,
s.e. = 5.5 percent). Academic honors mismatches tielargest effect (-9.1 percent, s.e. = 4.9
percent). Turning to the effects on the average sizhe gift, we see that race (-2.0 percent, s.e.
= 3.8 percent) and athletic mismatches (0.24 pérsem = 3.3 percent) are small and insignifi-
cant, while social club (-7.7 percent, s.e. = 34cpnt) and academic honors mismatches (-8.3
percent, s.e. = 3.3 percent) are large and statilstisignificant. The difference in the race mis-
match between the estimates with and without figtdcts indicates that the race mismatch ef-
fect is due to something about the experience wvihigea freshman year roommate of a different
race. This seems to imply that friendship is léssy to form or forms less strongly between in-
dividuals of different race, but conditional on tlegel of friendship, there is no difference in the
peer solicitor’s influence. On the other hand, sitite social and academic mismatches are still
present after controlling for that freshman yeagpazience, those aspects seem to operate on a
different dimension. Even conditioning on a certawel of friendship formation, the solicitor is
less able to influence his or her former roommatary later.

4.4 Gender

There is extensive evidence that men and womemoapip philanthropy in different
ways. (see, for example, Andreoni and Vesterlurd12 and Meer and Rosen [2008]). While
there are no mixed-gender rooms, which makes ibgsible to examine reactions to solicitation
by a peer of a different gender, we can examinetiv@nanen or women are more sensitive to

peer solicitation. To investigate these differenases re-estimate the models from Table 1 in-
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cluding an interaction term between the male intdicand the solicitor roommate indicator. The
results, reported in Table 6, show a negligibledgereffect. The additional effect of the interac-
tion term is just 0.4 percentage points (s.e. =fde&entage points). Examining the intensive
margin, the effect for women is 2.6 percent (s.&.2percent), while the effect for men is 5.0
percent (s.e. = 4.3 percent). While the relatifeedBnce between the two is fairly large, it is in-
significant, as shown by the coefficient on theigatbr. These results carry through to Column
(3), which shows an insignificant difference betweabe genders on the incremental effect of
peer solicitation.

To compare how shared characteristics, as in @eeti3, affect each gender, we re-
estimate the model interacting the mismatch indisawith the gender dummy. The results are
reported in Table 7. For the decision of whethemtike a gift, the effect of having a solicitor
roommate who shares similar characteristics for aons quite large, about 5.5 percentage
points (s.e. = 1.8 percentage points). It is sligbmaller for men, though the difference is not
statistically significant. Turning to the mismateariables, different race seems to be more im-
portant for women than for men, with the effect 'aymen being large and significant: -3.6 per-
centage points (s.e. = 1.4 percentage points). Sogntihe main effect, gender interactions, and
race mismatch variables for men, we find a smaiftct (-1.5 percentage points, s.e. = 1.5 per-
centage points) that is insignificantly differendbrh zero. For women, the effect a mismatch on
academic honors status is statistically significamd fairly large (-2.4 percentage points, s.e. =
1.4 percentage points), while for men, the effdca onismatch on social club status is signifi-
cantly different from zero at p = 0.11 (-2.0 pettage points, s.e = 1.2 percentage points). It is

apparent that shared characteristics affect thieiteols ability to influence the decision of
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whether or not to give — though, as stated in 8acli.3, the precise causes of this relationship
are unclear.

There are some interesting effects on the amounhedfgift, conditional on giving. It
seems that the large negative social club misnmeftelt is limited to men; conversely, the large
negative academic mismatch effect is limited to wopas is the race mismatch effect. While it
is statistically insignificant, there is a fairlgrge negative athletic mismatch effect that is also
limited to men. Without making too much of it, ibes seem that men and women react diffe-
rently to different characteristics.

The effects are somewhat clearer for the ovenmalbunt of the gift, in Column (3),
though they vary widely and are, for the most penprecisely estimated. Having a solicitor
roommate who is fully matched on these charactesishcreases an alumna’s giving by 27.0
percent (s.e. = 8.6 percent); the difference wilihllgg matched alumnus is not statistically signif-
icant. For both men and women, having a race m@m@&duces giving by a large amount, equal
or greater to the effect for being fully matchedr women, the other shared characteristics that
seem to matter most are academic honors statuke fehimen, shared fraternity and athletic sta-
tus exert the largest effects. It is important tden though, that the standard errors on most of
these mismatch variables are relatively large.

To summarize, both genders are far more likelgdoate a larger gift in a given year if
they are solicited by a former roommate with whawytshare all four of the characteristics in-
cluded in Table 5. However, men seem more resperisia former roommate who shares their
attitudes on socializing, while women seem mor@aasive to a former roommate who shares
their attitudes towards academics, at least asqutdyy the variables described above. Ultimate-

ly, though, it is difficult to speculate as to tinederlying causes of these gender differences.
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4.5 Geographical Proximity

It may be that solicitor roommates are more ablapioly their influence if they live close
to their former roommate; then again, modern tetgoonications means that geographical
closeness may not be relevant at all. We crea¢ena that equals 1 if the alumnus has a room-
mate who is a solicitor and lives in the same aagajefined by the first two digits of their ZIP
codes'® Alumni listed as living abroad are dropped, legvir81,828 potential gift opportunities,
of which 34,380 are taken.

Only 7.1 percent of those with a solicitor roommiate in the same two-digit ZIP code
area as that roommate; this small number is prgbaddponsible for the imprecision on the
match coefficients seen in Table 8. For both tlebability of making a gift and the amount giv-
en, conditional on giving, the match coefficiensimilar in size to the main effect, though it is
negative — a finding that contradicts the hypothéksat roommates who live relatively closer
may be better able to apply their influence. We atpeated this exercise with geographic prox-
imity defined by state or foreign country; whileeth are more matches in this situation, the re-
sults are quite imprecise as well. It is diffictdtdraw conclusions, therefore, about the effetts o
geographic proximity?®

4.6 Solicitor’s Giving

The amount given by the solicitor him- or herseffynaffect the alumnus’s gift in several
ways?° First, it may proxy for the solicitor's own affiyi thus providing an additional control

for shared experience. It may further signify théensity and energy he or she brings to the

18 The first two digits of a ZIP code cover a broaga(sedttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:ZIP_Code_zones.s
for a map). Using more precise measures, thoudtpla negligible number of matches.

19 Information about geographic region of origin ist mvailable for all classes. We use this limitadhple, with
44,089 observations (10,661 associated with a, gift)l define a region of origin match in a varietyvays, but no
significant or consistent results emerged frometkercise.

% The mean gift associated with a solicitor roommeoaditional on having one, is $5420, with a madia$223.
Note that multiple individuals with the same sdticiroommate will have the same value for thatcioli’s gift.
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process. Second, given the literature on socialpasisons, the solicitor may point to his or her
own gift as an example. This second possibilityrse&ess likely, given that many potential do-
nors may view discussing the solicitor's own gsgtumcouth.

In any case, the effect, shown in Table 9, is tingluding the solicitor’s giving (in dol-
lars) and its quadratic yields infinitesimally sinabefficients. For example, the marginal effect
of solicitor's giving on the probability of givingevaluated at the mean, is about -9.58%1Be
effect on the intensive margin is similarly smaidainsignificant — about 1.24xP0The effect
on overall giving is about -1.8xTQimplying that implies that an increase of abot0,800 in
the size of the solicitor’'s gift is associated wétldecrease of 1 percent in the donor’s gift. It is

safe to say, then, that the amount of the solisigiving has no effect on the alumnus’s giving.

5. Conclusions

Using a unique data set on alumni donations tdecthee research university, we have
estimated the effect of personal solicitation oartthble donations. Our data allow us to account
for self-selection into groups, shared experieneas, a host of other potentially confounding
factors, leaving only the incremental effect ofrtapasked to give by an acquaintance rather than
a stranger. We find that this effect is fairly stgo confirming the intuition of professional fun-
draisers and providing evidence for peer presstieets. Personal solicitation has an effect on
both the decision to make a gift and the average i the gift, with our estimates likely to be a
lower bound. However, matches between the soliaitak his or her former roommate on several
dimensions exert a strong influence on the effégeosonal solicitation. When the alumnus and
the solicitor are matched on these dimensionspéee solicitation effect is much larger; howev-

er, mismatches reduce this effect substantially ieans by which those solicitors with closer
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matches to their former roommates are better ablefluence these donors is unclear, but it is
evident that similarity between the solicitor ahd tlonor is quite important.

A further question is whether it is worthwhile toange for personal solicitation when-
ever possible. More than 92 percent of the sampés diot have a solicitor roommate, and these
alumni have a mean gift of $153, including nongsver is difficult to put an exact figure on the
potential increase in gifts, since, as discusse8dction 4.1, misclassification error means that
estimate is a lower bound; moreover, the existefdalse negatives means that some alumni are
already receiving personal solicitation. Furthbgse who choose to be solicitors are likely to be
more effective than those who do not, so enlistitgge solicitors may not yield the same quality
of solicitation. But with about 10,000 giving opparmities per year, it seems evident that a shift
to personal solicitation could increase the univgssfundraising substantially. Whether that is a
worthwhile use of resources depends on amountnoé &and effort it would take to link each
alumnus with a solicitor he or she knows. Everyidiial is already contacted. Excluding the
time spent linking alumni and solicitors, there \Wboot be an increase in the overall amount of
time spent — merely a shift of the burden to nelicgors who are familiar with alumni currently
contacted by a stranger. Given the large sumske sit seems that the effort involved in making
sure that each alumnus is solicited by an acquatetaeems worthwhile. This is particularly true
if there is habit forming in giving; there is soraeidence to suggest that is the case (see Meer
[2009]). Intense efforts to use peers to soliatividuals will therefore have larger long-term ef-
fects.

In a larger context, this paper provides evideheg $ome behaviors are driven by social
motives — specifically, social pressure. This ootecemphasizes the importance of accounting

for these motives in studies of charitable givikgrther, leveraging such social influences can
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affect the allocation of public goods — to the extdat personal solicitation applies pressure and
distorts decisions, donations may be misdirected.

The results are also informative for fundraiserspwnay want to modify their solicita-
tion strategy so that solicitors focus on the peapho are most like them. There are implications
for the distribution of solicitor effort; if the pnary effect is on the extensive margin, lower-
intensity solicitation of more people may resultnmore gifts. Alternatively, fundraisers may
choose to focus their efforts on large givers,vitnom additional solicitation intensity is much
more likely to yield more giving. Future researgiven appropriate data, can focus on these

guestions.
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Figure 1
Solicitor Roommate Effect by Month
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Table 1
Giving in Non-Volunteer Years

(1) (2) (3) 4
Proportion Median Mean Mean
Gave Conditional on Giving Conditional on Giving  Dropping Top 1%
Conditional on Giving
Solicitors 0.826 $126.17 (122%?;;% ($$ 16; (;'52;3)
Volunteers 0696 812207 (sa07%) (243500
Volunteers 0787 8125.00 ($18960) (705,07
Vonmears | 07 $103.30 (5204548 2377
Vohﬂ%?éers 0.516 $64.48 ($$53§:8.?737) (23214215)

Each column shows the respective summary stattiodividuals who ever served as each voluntgee tin years
in which individuals did not serve as that volumtggoe. For comparison, summary statistics for ¢hatio never
volunteered in any capacity are listed as welln&ad deviations, where appropriate, are listgquhientheses.
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Table 2
Basic Model
1) (2) (3)
Probability Log Amount Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
Probit Model oLsS

Roommate is a 0.0221** 0.0412 0.102**
solicitor (0.00571) (0.0329) (0.0265)
Roommate is a -0.0151 0.0404 -0.0574
reunion volunteer (0.0120) (0.105) (0.0545)
Roommate is a -0.00757 0.0190 -0.0288
university volunteer (0.00752) (0.0491) (0.0345)
Roommate is a 0.00195 0.0138 0.0109
regional volunteer (0.00546) (0.0355) (0.0250)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on théalodity of making a gift in a given year, basedaprobit mod-
el and using 139,869 observations. Column (2) shtbesncremental effects on the amount of the gidpditional
on making gift, using ordinary least squares andgusbservations with a positive gift in the mowothJune, a total
of 36,039 observations. Column (3) combines thasd,shows the marginal effects on total giving. Tibares in
parentheses are standard errors. Coefficientsatfeastatistically significant at the SBével are marked with **;
those significant at the 10% level are marked witBtandard errors are adjusted for clustering dhaseindividu-
als. In addition to the variables listed, the regrens include year, location, and class effestsyell as a constant,
which are not reported for brevity. Full results available in Table A2.
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Table 3
Donor Fixed Effects
(1) (2) (3)
Probability Log Amount Total Effect on Giving

of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving

OLS with Fixed Effects OLS with Fixed Effects
Roommate is a 0.0128** 0.0247 0.0641**
solicitor (0.00443) (0.0256) (0.0171)
Roommate is a -0.00056 0.0459 0.0093
reunion volunteer (0.0113) (0.0683) (0.0406)
Roommate is a -0.00246 -0.0239 -0.0172
university volunteer (0.00685) (0.0434) (0.0298)
Roommate is a 0.00638 0.0118 0.0318
regional volunteer (0.00440) (0.0264) (0.0193)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on thdalbdity of making a gift in a given year, OLS wifiied effects
and using 139,869 observations. Column (2) shoesntremental effects on the amount of the gifyditional on
making gift, using OLS with fixed effects and usiolgservations with a positive gift in the monthJohe, a total of
36,039 observations. Column (3) combines theseshows the marginal effects on total giving. Thgufes in pa-
rentheses are standard errors. Coefficients tieastatistically significant at the 5%vel are marked with **; those
significant at the 10% level are marked with *.r&tard errors are adjusted for clustering basechdividuals. In
addition to the variables listed, the regressiotude years since graduation and its quadratitdinator for reu-
nion year, as well as time and location effectdl fesults are available upon request.



37

Table 4
Shared Characteristics
(1) () (3)
Probability Log Amount of Gift ~ Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
Probit Model Ordinary Least Squares

Roommate is a fully-matched solicitor 0.0477™ 0.175* 0.244%
y (0.0108) (0.0579) (0.0521)

Roommate is a reunion volunteer -0.0149 0.0411 -0.0564
(0.0120) (0.105) (0.0546)

Roommate is a university volunteef -0.00812 0.0150 -0.0319
y (0.00752) (0.0491) (0.0344)

Roommate is a regional volunteer 0.00189 0.0144 0.0107
9 (0.00546) (0.0354) (0.0250)

Individual and solicitor are -0.0264** -0.196** -0.139**
different race (0.0124) (0.0710) (0.0487)
Individual and solicitor have -0.0171 -0.0686 -0.0825*
different fraternity/sorority status (0.0113) (0.0667) (0.0476)
Individual and solicitor have -0.0175* -0.109* -0.0908**
different academic honors status (0.0103) (0.0631) (0.0429)
Individual and solicitor have -0.00774 -0.0595 -0.0431
different athletic status (0.0102) (0.0625) (0.0444)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on thébaidity of making a gift in June of a given yehgsed on a
probit model. These results are based on 139,868raétions on gift-giving in June from 1992 to 20@8lumn (2)

shows the incremental effects on the amount ofgiftemade in June, conditional on making gift, wsiordinary

least squares, based on 36,039 observations anrgdtle from 1992 to 2007. Column (3) combines thasd

shows the marginal effects on total giving. Thetfrow shows the effect of having a solicitor rooatenin a given
year, conditional on being matched on the four atimristics shown in the last four rows. Each ofthfour rows
shows the effect on being mismatched on that at&ijkbut no other. The figures in parenthesestarelard errors.
Coefficients that are statistically significantthe 5%level are marked with **; those significant at the@% level

are marked with *. Standard errors are adjustedchastering based on individuals. In addition te thariables
listed, the regressions include the covariatesdigh the Appendix, as well as year, location, elads effects, which
are not reported for brevity. Full results are e upon request.
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Table 5
Shared Characteristics with Donor Fixed Effects
(1) (2 (3
Probability Log Amount Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
OLS with OLS with
Fixed Effects Fixed Effects

Roommate is a fully-matched solicitor 0.0236™ 0.0969* 0.134*
y (0.0080)) (0.0457) (0.0318)

Roommate is a reunion volunteer -0.00039 0.0458 0.0100
(0.0113) (0.0683) (0.0406)

Roommate is a university volunteef -0.0025 -0.0239 -0.0174
y (0.0068) (0.0434) (0.0298)

Roommate is a regional volunteer 0.0064 0.0112 0.0319
9 (0.0044) (0.0264) (0.0193)

Individual and solicitor are -0.0024 -0.0347 -0.0197
different race (0.0100) (0.0585) (0.0376)
Individual and solicitor have -0.0171* 0.0010 -0.0770**
different fraternity/sorority status (0.0090) (0.0549) (0.0339)
Individual and solicitor have -0.0132 -0.0915* -0.0821**
different academic honors status (0.0086) (0.0490) (0.0322)
Individual and solicitor have 0.0039 -0.0587 0.0022
different athletic status (0.0086) (0.0485) (0.0325)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on théaldity of making a gift in a given year, OLS witiked effects
and using 139,869 observations. Column (2) shoesntremental effects on the amount of the gifydittonal on
making gift, using OLS with fixed effects and usiolgservations with a positive gift in the monthJohe, a total of
36,039 observations. Column (3) combines these,stiosvs the marginal effects on total giving. Thestfrow
shows the effect of having a solicitor roommatea igiven year, conditional on being matched on the €haracte-
ristics shown in the last four rows. Each of thim& rows shows the effect on being mismatchedhan attribute,
but no other. The figures in parentheses are stdrefaors. Coefficients that are statistically sfigant at the 5%
level are marked with **; those significant at th@%o level are marked with *. Standard errors ajasidd for clus-
tering based on individuals. In addition to theiables listed, the regressions include years sinmaduation and its
quadratic, an indicator for reunion year, as weltime and location effects. Full results are adé upon request.
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Table 6
Gender
(1) (2 (3)
Probability Log Amount of Gift Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
Probit Model Ordinary Least Squares
Roommate is a solicitor 0.0188* 0.0260 0.0854*
(0.00919) (0.0515) (0.0423)
Male x Roommate is a solicitor 0.00449 0.0242 0.0264
(0.0117) (0.0671) (0.0535)
Roommate is a -0.0150 0.0409 -0.0572
reunion volunteer (0.0120) (0.105) (0.0545)
Roommate is a -0.00762 0.0188 -0.0291
university volunteer (0.00752) (0.0491) (0.0344)
Roommate is a 0.00193 0.0137 0.0108
regional volunteer (0.00546) (0.0355) (0.0250)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on thébaidity of making a gift in June of a given yehgsed on a
probit model. These results are based on 139,888raétions on gift-giving in June from 1992 to 20@8lumn (2)
shows the incremental effects on the amount ofgiftemade in June, conditional on making gift, wsiordinary
least squares, based on 36,039 observations anrgédtle from 1992 to 2007. Column (3) combines thasd
shows the marginal effects on total giving. Theifes in parentheses are standard errors. Coetfdieat are statis-
tically significant at the 5%evel are marked with **; those significant at th@% level are marked with *. Standard
errors are adjusted for clustering based on indalisl In addition to the variables listed, the esgions include the
covariates listed in the Appendix, as well as ykaration, and class effects, which are not regbfoe brevity. Full
results are available upon request.
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Table 7
Gender and Shared Characteristics
(1) @) ®
Probability Log Amount of Gift Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
Probit Model Ordinary Least Squares

Roommate is a fully-matched soliciton 0.0551* 0.148 0.270™
(0.0181) (0.0952) (0.0862)

Male x Roommate is a -0.0144 0.0421 -0.0403
fully-matched solicitor (0.0226) (0.121) (0.0869)
Roommate is a reunion volunteer -0.0148 0.0369 -0.0567
(0.0120) (0.105) (0.0545)

Roommate is a university volunteer -0.00811 0.0127 -0.0323
y (0.00751) (0.0491) (0.0343)

Roommate is a regional volunteer 0.00194 0.0154 0.0111
9 (0.00546) (0.0354) (0.0250)

L - . -0.0362** -0.187* -0.207**
Individual and solicitor are different race (0.0136) (0.0968) (0.0800)
Male x Different race 0.0258 -0.00922 0.0530
(0.0249) (0.139) (0.0955)

Individual and solicitor have -0.00956 0.0851 -0.0236
different fraternity/sorority status (0.0169) (0.104) (0.0789)

. . . -0.0118 -0.251* -0.110
Male x Different fraternity/sorority status (0.0231) (0.134) (0.0880)
Individual and solicitor have -0.0243* -0.255** -0.158**
different academic honors status (0.0144) (0.0932) (0.0745)

. . 0.0142 0.227* 0.0677
Male x Different academic honors statiis (0.0217) (0.125) (0.0806)
Individual and solicitor have -0.0156 0.0180 -0.0637
different athletic status (0.0155) (0.0953) (0.0748)

. . 0.0133 -0.124 0.0115
Male x Different athletic status (0.0216) (0.145) (0.0801)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on théabdity of making a gift in June of a given yebgsed on a probit
model. These results are based on 139,869 obsmrsain gift-giving in June from 1992 to 2007. Cofu(2) shows the
incremental effects on the amount of the gift madé&une, conditional on making gift, using ordinégst squares, based
on 36,039 observations on gifts made from 1992072 Column (3) combines these, and shows the nadrgffects on
total giving. The figures in parentheses are stahdeors. Coefficients that are statistically sfigant at the 5%evel are
marked with **; those significant at the 10% lewaee marked with *. Standard errors are adjustedlicstering based on
individuals. In addition to the variables listebe tregressions include the covariates listed irAfgendix, as well as year,
location, and class effects, which are not repdigetrevity. Full results are available upon resjue
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Table 8
Geographic Proximity

1) (2) (3)
Probability Log Amount of Gift ~ Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
Probit Model Ordinary Least Squares
Roommate is a solicitor 0.0244™ 0.0475 0.113™
(0.0060) (0.0344) (0.0279)
Roommate is a solicitor and lives i -0.0212 -0.0351 -0.0881
same two-digit ZIP code area (0.0190) (0.0958) (0.0833)
Roommate is a -0.0162 0.0324 -0.0632
reunion volunteer (0.0124) (0.105) (0.0561)
Roommate is a -0.00507 0.0159 -0.0182
university volunteer (0.00788) (0.0504) (0.0361)
Roommate is a 0.00211 0.0137 0.0122
regional volunteer (0.00564) (0.0361) (0.0259)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on thébaodity of making a gift in June of a given yehgsed on a
probit model. These results are based on 131,828raétions on gift-giving in June from 1992 to 20@8lumn (2)
shows the incremental effects on the amount ofgtftenade in June, conditional on making gift, wsiordinary
least squares, based on 34,380 observations anrgéte from 1992 to 2007. Column (3) combines thasd
shows the marginal effects on total giving. Theifes in parentheses are standard errors. Coetidieat are statis-
tically significant at the 5%evel are marked with **; those significant at th@% level are marked with *. Standard
errors are adjusted for clustering based on indalisl In addition to the variables listed, the esgrons include the
covariates listed in the Appendix, as well as ylEamation, and class effects, which are not regbfte brevity. Full
results are available upon request.
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Table 9
Solicitor Giving

1)
Probability

of Making a Gift

2

Log Amount of Gift
Conditional on Giving

3

Total Effect on Giving

Probit Model Ordinary Least Squares

Roommate is a solicitor 0.0222" 0.0375 0.104™
(0.00572) (0.0330) (0.0266)

Solicitor’s giving, in dollars 9.58x10° 1.24x10° -1.80x10
gving. (1.62x10") (1.39x10F) (7.32x10))
Solicitor's giving squared -1.27x10' -1.62x10" -3.51x10"
giving sq (4.80x10) (1.45x10'?) (3.33x109)
Roommate is a -0.0149 0.0369 -0.0571
reunion volunteer (0.0120) (0.105) (0.0545)
Roommate is a -0.00746 0.0181 -0.0285
university volunteer (0.00753) (0.0491) (0.0345)

Roommate is a 0.00191 0.0140 0.0107
regional volunteer (0.00546) (0.0355) (0.0250)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on thébaodity of making a gift in June of a given yehgsed on a
probit model. These results are based on 139,888raétions on gift-giving in June from 1992 to 20@8lumn (2)
shows the incremental effects on the amount ofgiftemade in June, conditional on making gift, wsiordinary
least squares, based on 36,039 observations anrgdtle from 1992 to 2007. Column (3) combines thasd
shows the marginal effects on total giving. Theifes in parentheses are standard errors. Coetdieat are statis-
tically significant at the 5%evel are marked with **; those significant at th@% level are marked with *. Standard
errors are adjusted for clustering based on indalisl In addition to the variables listed, the esgions include the
covariates listed in the Appendix, as well as ykaration, and class effects, which are not regbfoe brevity. Full

results are available upon request.
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Variable Description M ean Star?da_lrd
Deviation
TotalYear Total giving for year (2007 dollars) cdimhal on making a gift 614.62 7807.94
LogTotalYear Log of giving for year (2007 dollacg)nditional on making a gift 451 1.50
Didgive 1 if any donation given in year 0.258 0.437
RoomSolicitor 1 if any freshman year roommatesslitor in year t 0.0767 0.266
RoomReunion 1 if any freshman year roommate isigioa volunteer in year t 0.0081 0.0896
RoomuUniversity 1 if any freshman year roommateusigersity volunteer in year t 0.0586 0.235
RoomRegional 1 if any freshman year roommate ég@nal volunteer in year t 0.0982 0.298
NoMatchRacs 1 if the individual 32::22 :;e(s)?g?ggrﬁ?: ;(c:)gmmmlicitor in 0.0184 0.134
Nomatesocial e ferent raterysororty satus. | 00261 058
Nottchacademic 1 el o s yea oonv IO 0050 0.1
NoMatchAthletic® 1T the ‘“di"‘d)‘j:;f‘tr"dhg\‘/‘zfg?;:gr?t”aﬁaerﬁfggg‘:‘m‘C"Or N 00336 0.178
Yearssince Number of years since graduation 1446 96 7
Yearssince2 Number of years since graduation, eduar 272.62 252.46
Spouseisalum 1 if the spouse is an alumnus 0.104 3050.
Male 1 if the alumnus is male 0.662 0.473
Race/Ethnicity
White Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnus is White 0.799 0.401
Amerind 1 if the alumnus is a Native American 00P3  0.0609
Black 1 if the alumnus is Black 0.0766 0.266
Hispanic 1 if the alumnus is Hispanic 0.0444 0.206
Asian 1 if the alumnus is Asian 0.0767 0.266
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Secondary Schooling

Public Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnus attended pudaifwol 0.587 0.492
Boarding 1 if the alumnus attended boarding school 0.132 0.339
Private 1 if the alumnus attended private school 0.264 0.441
School - Other 1 if the alumnus attended anothmer 6f school 0.0161 0.126
SATmath SAT math score. Scor_es prior to 199_6 are adjustedftect re- 702 76.4
centering of the scoring scale.
SATverbal SAT verbal score. chres prior to 19.96 are adjustedflect 701 76.6
recentering of the scoring scale.
Admissions Office
“Non-Academic”
Ranking
Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnus received théaéség non-
A academic ranking from the admissions office 0.0288 0.167
B 1 if the alumnus received the se.co_nd highfest nadeamic ranking 0.485 0.500
from the admissions office
c 1 if the alumnus received the thirc! highe;t nordandc ranking 0.410 0.492
from the admissions office
D 1 if the alumnus received the fo_urt_h highe_st naadamic ranking 0.0721 0.259
from the admissions office
E 1 if the alumnus received the fifth_highesF noneecaic ranking 0.0035 0.0591
from the admissions office
Admissions Office
“Academic” Ranking
Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnus received thaésgacademic
A ranking from the admissions office 0.151 0.358
B 1 if the alumnus received the get_:ond highest adadanking 0.415 0.493
from the admissions office
c 1 if the alumnus received the_ th_ird high_est acadeariking from 0.277 0.448
the admissions office
D 1 if the alumnus received the_fOL_thh highest acacleanking from 0.150 0.357
the admissions office
E 1 if the alumnus received thg fifth highgst acadenaking from 0.0063 0.0792
the admissions office
Clubsport 1 if the alumnus played on a club team 0.126 0.331
Honors 1 if the alumnus graduat@dgna summaor cum laude 0.433 0.496
Greek 1 if the alumnus was a member of a frateamigorority 0.688 0.463
Athlete 1 if the alumnus played a varsity sport 30.3 0.470
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Major
Molbio Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnus majoredriolecular biology ~ 0-0254 0.157
Small Social Science 1 if the alumnus majored |n.Anthropology, Urbandsés, or 0.0285 0.167
Sociology.
English 1 if the alumnus majored in English 0.114 0.318
Economics 1 if the alumnus majored in Economics 0.0769 0.266
Public Palicy 1 if the alumnus majored in Publidi®o 0.0583 0.234
Political Science 1 if the alumnus majored in ReitScience 0.0898 0.286
Psychology 1 if the alumnus majored in Psychology 0.0476 0.213
History 1 if the alumnus majored in History 0.120 0.325
MAE 1 if the alumnus majored in Mechanical/AerospEngineering 0.0353 0.184
EE/CS 1 if the alumnus majored in Electrical Engineeim@omputer 0.0584 0.234
Science
Arch & Civ 1 if the alumnus majored in ArchitectuoeCivil Engineering 0.0673 0.251
1 if the alumnus majored in ArArt History, Classics, East Asian
Small Humanities Studies, Linguistics, Music, Near Eastern Studislosophy, 0.113 0.317
Religion, or Languages and Literature departments
Small Engineering lifthe alumnus majoreq in Engmeermg ,.OperanRese'zarch 0.0301 0.171
and Financial Engineering, or Chemical Engineering
1 if the alumnus majored in Applied Mathematicstréghysics,
Small Sciences Biochemistry, Biology, Chemistry, Ecology and Evidnary 0.135 0.342
Biology, Geology, Mathematics, Physics, or Statssti
Minor
No Minor Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnus recdive minor 0.774 0.418
African/African_- 1 if the alumnus received a min_or in African oriédén-American 0.0247 0.155
American Studies Studies
American Studies 1 if the alumnus received a mimémerican Studies 0.0231 0.150
Latin 1 if the alumnus received a minor in Latin 0.0023 0.0476
Finance 1 if the alumnus received a minor in Fieanc 0.00423 0.0649
Theater 1 if the alumnus received a minor in Theate 0.0143 0.119
Public Policy 1 if the alumnus received a minoPurblic Policy 0.0506 0.219
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1 if the alumnus received a minor in Architectiasic Engineer-
Other Engineering  ing, Bioengineering, Electrical Engineering, GetdabEngineer-  0.0180 0.133
ing, Management, Materials Sciences, or Robotics.

1 if the alumnus received a minor in Applied andrpatational
Other Sciences Mathematics, Biophysics, Cognitive Studies, Envinental Stu-  0.0263 0.160
dies, Science in Human Affairs, or Neuroscience.

Other Humanities 1 if the alumnus received a mimerhumanities field 0.0563 0.230
Teaching 1 if the alumnus received a teachingficait 0.0195 0.138
Reunion 1 if the year after graduation is someipialbf 5 0.181 0.385
Magazine 1 if the alumnus receives the alumni ningaz 0.951 0.216
AC Mailable 1 if the alumnus permits mailings freime alumni council 0.983 0.129
AG Mailable 1 if the alumnus permits mailings fratamni giving 0.551 0.497
AG Phonable 1 if the alumnus permits phone cadis falumni giving 0.892 0.311
No Solicit 1 if the alumnus is on a no-solicit list 0.0693 0.254
Reduce Solicit 1 if the alumnus is on a reduceiditadion list 0.322 0.467
SP Participant 1 if the alumnus was a participattié senior class gift 0.410 0.492
No Dues 1 if the alumnus has never paid class dues 0.371 0.483
Current Dues 1 if the alumnus is current on classd 0.417 0.493

Post Baccalaureate

Education
No Advanced Omitted Category: 1 if the alumnusrmadvanced degree 0.663 0.473
PhD 1 if the alumnus has a Ph.D. or equivalenteskegr 0.0593 0.236
Masters 1if the alumnus has a masters 0.120 0.325
JD 1 if the alumnus has a JD 0.0878 0.283
MD/DDS 1 if the alumnus has a medical degree 0.0500 0.212
MBA 1 if the alumnus has an MBA 0.0726 0.259

*Figures are based on 139,869 observations orgjifitg in June from 1992 to 2007. 18,060 alumni vgnaduated
from 1972 to 2005, excluding the classes of 199341 and 1996, are represented.

**A small number of individuals have multiple formeoommates who are now solicitors in a given y&ae aver-
age of the solicitors’ characteristics are takesh iateracted with the individual's characteristic.



Table A2
Basic Model — Other Covariates

1) @) 3
Probability Log Amount of Gift Total Effect on Giving
of Making a Gift Conditional on Giving
Probit Model oLS
Yearssince 0.00834** 0.161** 0.0651**
(0.00111) (0.00641) (0.00492)
Yearssince? -0.0000518* -0.00303** -0.00078**
(0.0000266) (0.000153) (0.000118)
Spouseisalum 0.0772** -0.126** 0.298**
P (0.00777) (0.0378) (0.0356)
Male -0.00898** 0.120** -0.0158
(0.00442) (0.0278) (0.0202)
Race/Ethnicity
Amerind 0.0241 -0.360 0.0279
(0.0294) (0.273) (0.125)
Black -0.0210** -0.193** -0.121**
(0.00875) (0.0546) (0.0382)
Hispanic -0.0408** -0.186** -0.201**
P (0.00907) (0.0634) (0.0399)
Asian -0.0136* 0.0161 -0.0551*
(0.00726) (0.0484) (0.0335)
Secondary Schooling
Boarding 0.0176** 0.170** 0.108**
(0.00611) (0.0385) (0.0294)
Private 0.00522 0.0856** 0.0382*
(0.00455) (0.0279) (0.0213)
-0.0279** -0.255** -0.159**
School - Other (0.0138) (0.112) (0.0595)
SATmath 0.0000546 -0.0000227 0.000228
(0.0000722) (0.000399) (0.00326)
SATverbal -0.0000125 -0.000154 -0.000082
(0.0000745) (0.000435) (0.00339)




Admissions Office
“Non-Academic”

Ranking

B 0.0152 -0.0137 0.0618
(0.0119) (0.0836) (0.0568)

C 0.0138 0.0215 0.0627
(0.0124) (0.0860) (0.0590)
D -0.00296 0.0428 -0.00485
(0.0142) (0.0973) (0.0666)

E 0.00371 -0.0476 0.0781
(0.0302) (0.188) (0.0311)

Admissions Office
“Academic” Ranking

B 0.0133** 0.116** 0.0781**
(0.00654) (0.0394) (0.0311)

C 0.0146* 0.256** 0.111*
(0.00879) (0.0551) (0.0431)

D 0.00562 0.293** 0.0789
(0.0114) (0.0751) (0.0559)

E -0.0262 0.510** -0.0313
(0.0234) (0.161) (0.118)

GPA - Bottom -0.00205 -0.200** -0.0453
Quartile (0.00836) (0.0549) (0.0373)
GPA — Second -0.0000359 -0.100** -0.0186
Quartile (0.00715) (0.0460) (0.0324)
GPA - Third 0.00816 -0.0702* 0.0215
Quartile (0.00598) (0.0362) (0.0273)
Clubsport -0.00240 0.0350 -0.00385

P (0.00582) (0.0371) (0.0269)

Honors -0.00806 -0.0130 -0.0367
(0.00542) (0.0362) (0.0248)

Greek 0.0335** 0.127* 0.164**
(0.00428) (0.0286) (0.0216)

Athlete 0.00573 0.0160 0.0274
(0.00464) (0.0294) (0.0216)
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Major

Small Social Science 0.0236 -0.183* 0.0629
(0.0169) (0.0947) (0.0749)

Enalish 0.0279* -0.102 0.0979
9 (0.0137) (0.0719) (0.0634)

Economics 0.0788* 0.275% 0.405
(0.0157) (0.0759) (0.0793)

Bublic Polic 0.0719% 0.322%* 0.386*

y (0.0220) (0.105) (0.111)

Political Science 0.0438* 0.130* 0.215%
(0.0145) (0.0724) (0.0701)

Bsveholo 0.0189 -0.116 0.0570
ychology (0.0152) (0.0837) (0.0688)
Histor 0.0390* 0.137* 0.196*
y (0.0138) (0.0720) (0.0673)
MAE 0.0357* -0.0707 0.137*
(0.0166) (0.0843) (0.0762)
0.0755* 0.148* 0.359**
EE/CS (0.0167) (0.0810) (0.0820)
. 0.0659** 0.0644 0.296**
Arch & Civ (0.0164) (0.0816) (0.0790)
small Humanities 0.0272% -0.0694 0.101
(0.0136) (0.0742) (0.0635)
small Enaineerin 0.0541% 0.0342 0.239**
9 9 (0.0183) (0.0981) (0.0874)
small Sciences 0.0161 0.0264 0.0735
(0.0128) (0.0712) (0.0604)
Minor

African/African- 0.00439 -0.0232 0.0143
American Studies (0.0142) (0.0811) (0.0656)
American Studies 0.0619* 0.160** 0.303*
(0.0145) (0.0635) (0.0700)
Latin -0.0158 0.0469 -0.0595
(0.0261) (0.218) (0.130)

Einance 0.0382 0.316** 0.233*
(0.0240) (0.124) (0.114)
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Theater -0.0326** -0.380* -0.197*
(0.0153) (0.145) (0.0669)
Public Polic -0.00178 -0.0841 -0.0229
y (0.0158) (0.0947) (0.0717)
other Engineerin 0.0143 0.0218 0.0650
9 9 (0.0160) (0.0975) (0.0756)
Other Sciences -0.00552 -0.171% -0.0540
(0.0114) (0.0735) (0.0504)
Other Humanities -0.00849 -0.111% -0.0557
(0.00792) (0.0527) (0.0354)
Teachin 0.000168 -0.195* -0.0351
9 (0.0150) (0.103) (0.0690)
Reunion 0.110% 0.461% 0.586*
(0.00311) (0.0188) (0.0159)
Magazine -0.0122 -0.000378 -0.0521
9 (0.0103) (0.0623) (0.0459)
. -0.00159 0.611%* -0.120
AC Mailable (0.0209) (0.185) (0.102)
. 0.0544** 0.214% 0.270%
AG Mailable (0.00727) (0.0393) (0.0372)
0.148% 0.339% 0.656%
AG Phonable (0.00612) (0.0966) (0.0589)
No Solicit -0.00199 0.104 0.0105
(0.0123) (0.104) (0.0582)
Reduce Solicit -0.259* 0.0225 -1.10%*
(0.00558) (0.0629) (0.0133)
. 0.0828** 0.121% 0.377*
SP Participant (0.00566) (0.0340) (0.0296)
No DUes -0.0618* -0.0657* -0.274%
(0.00523) (0.0394) (0.0220)
Current Dues 0.0740% 0.289% 0.372%
(0.00494) (0.0295) (0.0257)
Post Baccalaureate
Education
PhD 0.0130 -0.171% 0.0219
(0.00931) (0.0517) (0.0415)
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Masters 0.0245% -0.217%* 0.0604
(0.00648) (0.0377) (0.0289)

D 0.0497* 0.128** 0.240*
(0.00786) (0.0395) (0.0377)

0.000361 0.0226 0.00569

MD/DDS (0.00885) (0.0493) (0.0405)
MBA 0.0592* 0.290%* 0.320%
(0.00835) (0.0438) (0.0412)

Column (1) shows the incremental effects on théalodity of making a gift in a given year, basedaprobit mod-
el and using 139,869 observations. Column (2) shtbesncremental effects on the amount of the gdpditional
on making gift, using ordinary least squares andgusbservations with a positive gift in the mowothJune, a total
of 36,039 observations. Column (3) combines thasd,shows the marginal effects on total giving. Tigares in
parentheses are standard errors. Coefficientsatfeastatistically significant at the SBével are marked with **;
those significant at the 10% level are marked witBtandard errors are adjusted for clustering dhaseindividu-
als. In addition to the variables listed, the regrens include year, location, and class effestsyell as a constant,
which are not reported for brevity.



