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1) Have any data been collected for this study already?

No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?

Our central research question is: “how does social information affect charitable giving and joy of giving?” 

Donation amount hypotheses, tested among donors only:

1a: Stating the donation amount of others increases the amount a donor gives

1b: Stating the amount others find appropriate increases the amount a donor gives

1c: Stating the donation amount of others increases the amount a donor gives more so than stating the amount others find appropriate.

Participation hypothesis:

1d: The individual donation amount is affected by social information, but the participation rate is similar among participants that received social

information and participants that received no social information.

Joy of giving hypotheses:

2a: Among donors, stating the donation amount of others decreases the joy of giving.

2b: Among donors, stating the amount others find appropriate decreases the joy of giving.

2c: Among donors, stating the donation amount of others decreases joy of giving more so than stating the amount others find appropriate.

2d: Individuals who donated feel happier than individuals who do not donate, but especially if they were not confronted with social information. Thus,

social information moderates the relation between donating and happiness.

Expected joy hypothesis:

2e: Participants who give more expect that giving makes them happier than participants who give less.

Combining norms hypotheses, tested among donors only:

3a: Stating the donation amount of others and the amount others find appropriate results in an interaction effect where the amount a donor gives is

increased more so than stating either the average amount or the amount others find appropriate.

3b: Stating the donation amount of others and the amount others find appropriate results in an interaction effect where the joy of giving is decreased more

so than stating either the average amount or the amount others find appropriate.

Perceived social norm hypotheses, tested among donors only:

4a: The relationship between social information and donation behavior is mediated by perceived social norms. Stating the donation amount of others or

stating an amount others find appropriate increases both the perceived descriptive norm and injunctive social norm in an equal manner, with the same

direction and strength. 

4b: The relationship between social information and joy of giving is mediated by perceived social norms. Stating the donation amount of others or stating

an amount others find appropriate increases both the perceived descriptive norm and injunctive social norm in an equal manner, with the same direction

and strength.

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.

We have two key dependent variables in our study: (1) individual donation amount and (2) joy of giving. 

Individual donation amount. Participants indicate how they much they want to donate by typing in the donation amount (£).

Joy of giving. After being asked for a donation, all participants report their current mood using a single item (Bekkers, Smeets, Whillans & Norton, 2019):

“How are you feeling at this moment?” Response options ranged from 1 (‘Very bad’) to 10 (‘Very good’). The item resembles the momentary affect version

of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (see Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988).

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

We manipulate two independent variables: descriptive social information (i.e. the donation amount of others) and injunctive social information (i.e. the

donation amount others find appropriate). We use a 2 (social information based on a descriptive norm: no vs. yes) x 2 (social information based on an

injunctive norm: no vs. yes) design. Participants are randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. 

In the descriptive norm condition, participants read: “Did you know that other participants gave £5.”

In the injunctive norm condition, participants read: “Did you know that other participants said that participants such as yourself should give £5.”

In the descriptive + injunctive norms (i.e. interaction) condition, participants read: “Did you know that other participants gave £5 and they said that

participants such as yourself should give £5.” 

In the control condition, participants received no information on the behavior or appropriate behavior of others.
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5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to examine the main question/hypothesis.

1a, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b and 2c: we regress the amount donated (among donors only) on a set of 0-1 indicators for each condition, with participants in the control

group in the (omitted) reference category. 

1d: We will analyze the effect of social information among all participants on the participation rate with a logistic regression analysis. 

2d: To analyze the interaction of social information on the relationship of donating on joy of giving we will follow the procedure described by Hayes (2017).

We will conduct a regression with dummy variables for the different forms of social information, which is the moderator. 

2e:  We will conduct a multiple regression, first without control variables and then with five control variables: gender, age, expected happiness, picked

charity and motive to donate.  

3a, 3b: We will compare (1) the condition in which the amount donated by others or (2) the amount others find appropriate are stated.

4a, 4b: To test the mediation hypotheses, we will follow the procedure described by Hayes (2017). We will conduct a regression of a) the amount donated

by donors, b) the likelihood of making a donation and c) the amount donated by all participants on 1) a set of 0-1 indicators for each condition, with the

participants in the control group in the (omitted) reference category, 2) adding measures of perceived descriptive social norms, 3) adding measures of

perceived injunctive norms.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.

To examine the potential influence of outliers we use the single-construct technique of standard deviation analysis (Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Joo, 2013), and

consider a data point as an outlier if it is more than three standard deviations from the mean. We explore the consequences of excluding outliers in a set of

robustness analyses (see 8 below).

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the

number will be determined.

Before the data collection started we conducted a power analysis to determine the required sample size at a .05 alpha and 80% power. We based the

power on the minimal relevant effect size, which in our case is the effect of the injunctive social norm compared to the control condition.  We expect the

effect size to be small, an increase of 10%. Based on a 10% effect size at a .05 alpha and 80% power we would need a sample of 787. However, the 10 %

effect size is based on a sample consisting out of donors only. We expect a participation rate of 80%, meaning that 20% is not expected to donate. If we

include this in our calculation we will need a sample of 984 participants.

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for exploratory purposes, unusual analyses planned?)

We will measure two mediating variables: the perceived descriptive social norm and the perceived injunctive social norm.

Perceived descriptive social norm. After indicating the donation amount and reporting on their moods, participants are asked about their perception of the

donation amount of other participants. We will ask them how much they thought others had donated: “On average, how much (of the £10 gift card) do you

think other participants donated? Please indicate the amount.” Participants can type an amount. 

Perceived injunctive social norm. Participants are also asked to indicate how much they though others should have donated: “what amount do you think

other participants should have donated?” Participants can type an amount. We also asked how likely they perceived that others donated that amount by

asking: “How many participants do you think donated that amount?”. Response options range from 1 to 100 percent.

Motive to give: Participants differ in their motive to (not) give. We will include a variable to measure donor motives, based on the research of Konrath &

Handy (2018). For the donors we included: ‘The statements below are reasons that people may want to donate money. Please select the statement that

comes closest to your motive to give away (a part) of the £10’. We will provide them with six statements and the option to describe their motive

themselves. For the participants that did not donate we asked a similar question but with different statements and focusing on why they were not

motivated to donate.  

Expected happiness: We will ask participants to indicate how much they agreed with the following statement: ‘Donating makes me feel happier’. Response

options ranged from 1 ( strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

Outliers: we will explore how outliers are affected by social information. We will examine whether there are more outliers in the control condition versus

the treatment conditions. Also, we will examine whether there are more participants who donate all the money (donation of £10) in the control versus

treatment groups.

Manipulation Check: we will three manipulation checks. 

Realistic I: We asked the participants how realistic they perceived the manipulation, on a scale from 1 (very unrealistic) to 5 (very realistic). They could also

indicate that they did not see any information about the donation behavior of other participants 

Realistic II: We asked them to describe the information about the [expected] donation behavior of other participants. The question was open ended. 

Decision: we asked the participants to describe (in at least two sentences) how they had chosen their donation amount.
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