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1 Introduction

The majority of developed countries offer governtraerpport to charities in the form of
tax relief for private donations. Most offer a tabate — either deductions from taxable
income or tax credits granted at the marginal @ftencome tax; some countries,
including the UK, also offer a “match” element,. igharities can claim tax relief on
donations at an income-tax equivalent rate.

One of the aims of offering tax relief — whetherotgh a rebate or a match — is to
encourage donations by lowering the “price” of giyto charity. Empirical evidence on

the responsiveness of giving to changes in thetee is, however, mixed: early studies
suggested that the price elasticity was negativkegreater than unity in absolute value
(see Clotfelter, 1985, Steinberg, 1990, and Tri#888), but later studies found that,
after correcting for short-term price effects, fmce elasticities were significantly

smaller than this in absolute terms.

More recently, experimental evidence has cast doabthe idea that there is a single
price elasticity, pointing to a possible effecttbé form in which tax relief is offered.
Specifically, lab and field experiments have shdhat offering donors a match has a
bigger effect on the total amount of money goinghi® charity than offering a rebate of
equivalent value (Eckel and Grossman, 2003 and)2008

For policy-makers, this finding is potentially imp@ant since it suggests that directing
tax relief through a match rather than a rebate beagnore effective at increasing gross
donationd — but this conclusion is tempered by the fact that experiments were

! Most studies are US based and exploit changedateeates for itemizers. Randolph (1995) useslpane
data to find a long-run price elasticity of giviof-.51. Using a longer but similar panel to tha¢d by
Randolph but a different estimation technique, Autieg and Clotfelter (2002), arrive at the
significantly higher estimate of -1.26. More redgnBakija and Heim (2008) find a long-run value-of
—close to Randolph's estimate. Field experimentdystg the responses to variations in the matah rat
offered on donations to individual causes have filaad that donations respond to whether or noetie

a match but not the size of the match (Karlan aistl PO07; Huck and Rasul, 2009).

2 Gross donations refer to the total amount of maregived by the charity, including the value oftcha

subsidies. Most previous studies have estimatedftlet of tax incentives on gross donations and we



carried out in relation to incentives offered bgliindual charities and donors’ reactions
to fiscal incentives may be different. The firsnatbution of this paper is explicitly to
test the finding in relation to tax subsidies aadkshow that gross donations are more
responsive to changes iffiscal match than to changes iriiscal rebate. The UK makes
an ideal case study because the main scheme thwahigh individuals get tax relief on
their donations — known as Gift Aid — has both aamand rebate element for higher-
rate taxpayers.

Since allocating people randomly different tax sates not possible, ruling out a field
experiment we instead used a survey-based appredwth looked at how individuals

would respond to (hypothetical) changes in taxttneat of donations. There is a
potential concern that our results may be driverhipgothetical bias; we discuss the
reliability of our findings in section 3. The fathiat our findings are similar to those
from the previous experimental studies also acts\adidation of our results.

The second contribution of the paper is to shethé&urdight on the underlying reason for
why gross donations respond more to the match tinahe rebate. We show that the
difference holds for a number of sub-groups, inclgdhose who reclaim the rebate,
those with a higher level of understanding of tagentives for giving and those who
give substantial amounts to charity (more than @®,a year). Eckel and Grossman
suggest, but do not test, one possible explan#tetra match may create a warmer glow
for consumers since it is associated with a coatper frame (Bénabou and Tirole,
2006) as opposed to the reward frame of the rebddevever, we show that the
difference can largely be attributed to the faett tthe majority of donors do not adjust
their nominal donations (i.e. their donations otinet-of-tax income) in response to
either a change in the match or a change in thateelIotal donations received by
charities (i.e. gross of tax relief) therefore adjonore to a change in the match than they
do to a change in the reb4tdmong those who do adjust their nominal donatioves,

follow this approach here, but also present findimgrelation to nominal donations (i.e. how much

donors give out of their net-of-tax income).

% The UK tax system has a basic marginal tax ra086 on earnings between £6,475 and £43,875 (2009-
10 rates) and a higher marginal tax rate of 40%amings above this. Median earnings in 2009 were
£20,801. In April 2010 — after the analysis in théger was completed — a higher rate of 50% was
introduced for with income over £150,000.

* If nominal donations are unchanged then the elastif gross donations will be -1 in the casehaf t
match and zero in the case of the rebate.



cannot reject that the match and rebate elastcédre the same. We discuss possible
reasons why donors may not adjust their nominahtions in response to tax changes.

For policy-makers the finding that gross donatiares more responsive to a match than
to a rebate suggests that, for a given total amoiptiblic funding available to support
private donations, redirecting tax relief from resato a match could result in a higher
volume of total donations going to charity — atskeim the short run. We conclude the
paper by showing for the UK that it would be pokstio introduce a cost-neutral change
in the system of tax relief that increases thd tt@ount of funding for charities.

The rest of the paper is structured as followsti8e@ describes the relevant features of
the UK system of tax relief on donations. Sectioprdsents our survey design and
section 4 presents the main findings. Section Soe@p heterogeneity of responses
across donors. Section 6 discusses the implicatadnsur results for policy and
concludes.

2  GiftAid in the UK

Unlike the US, where tax subsidies for donatiores iarthe form of a deduction, the
main scheme for providing tax relief on donatiomghe UK offers a match subsidy on
donations made by all taxpayers through the scheomebined with an additional rebate
subsidy for higher rate taxpayers.

The scheme, known as Gift Aid, works in the follogiway: individuals donate to
charity out of their net-of-tax inconfeThe charity can reclaim tax relief on donations
made by taxpayers at the basic rate of tax, cuyr@0tper cenf, which means that for
every £1 donated to charity, the charity can recl2b pencé.This can be thought of as
a match on donations made by taxpayers. In additiger-rate taxpayers can reclaim

®> When it was originally established, tax relief vaamdy given for donations exceeding a minimum
threshold. This threshold was initially set at £6@@luced to £400 from May 1992 and to £250 from
March 1993 and abolished altogether in 2000.

® Note that individuals must have paid the amouriarfthat the charity is going to reclaim, i.e. théef
is a non-refundable tax credit.

" In addition, charities can reclaim an additiongle®ice of transitional relief for every £1 given on
donations made before April 6, 2011 if a claim izd®a within two years of the end of the tax year in
which the donation is made. This is compensatiomfoearlier cut in the basic rate of income tax.



a rebate equal to the difference between the higiter of tax at 40 per cent and the
basic rate of tax at 20 per cent on the “gross’ivadent donation, i.e. the amount before
basic rate tax was deducted. This means that fnyei/l donated out of net income, a
higher-rate taxpayer can get an additional rebb2® mence.

This two-part system is slightly more complicatkdrt the US system of deductions but
is designed for a tax system where the majoritiagpayers do not file tax returns. Note
that in order for higher-rate taxpayers to recehe additional higher rate rebate, they
need to make a claim through a self-assessmemetacn (completed by approximately

a third of all UK taxpayers) or ask for a changéhieir tax code via a simpler tax review
form. Either way, there is an additional adminigte cost for donors on the rebate
element compared to the match element. In practiog, all higher-rate taxpayers

reclaim the additional rebate, although it is mooenmon among those donating larger

amounts.
Table 1: Tax relief on charitable donations in theUK
Gross donations Cost of tax relief
Gift Aid £4,578 million £1,336 milliof
Payroll Giving £106 million £30 millioR
Tax relief on shares or property £266 milfdn £70 milliorf¥
Legacies £1,932 million £300 milliéh

Notes to table:

(1) The cost of Gift Aid tax relief comprises G#td repayments to charities, including transitiorellef
payments, and the estimated cost of higher-raigf.rel

(2) Estimated
(3) The most recent statistics are for 2007-08
Source: HM Revenue and Customs

Gift Aid is not the only scheme offering tax incees for UK donors. There is also a
payroll-giving scheme that allows donors to givecharity out of their gross earnings;
gifts of shares and property also attract tax fedied charitable bequests are exempt
from inheritance tax. However, as shown in Tabl&ift Aid accounts for the majority
of tax-free donations — more than £4 billion in 20D out of estimated total donations
of around £10 billiorf. Given the presence of both a match and a rebateesit for

8 The figure for total donations is an estimate. ldwer, it suggests that a large proportion of aflations
do not attract tax relief. This includes many dara made into collecting tins, as well as donatiorade

by non-taxpayers.



higher-rate taxpayers, Gift Aid provides the idepportunity to test the effect of match
and rebate subsidies in a fiscal policy setting.

The effect of offering tax relief through Gift Aid to lower the “price” of giving to
charity. The price of giving £1 of funding to thbarity is equal to (1 +) /(1 + m)
wherer is the rebate rate amd is the match rate. In the UK, the effective madciul
rebate rates are .25, but only higher-rate taxgagex eligible for the rebate. Both basic-
rate taxpayers and higher-rate taxpayers get r@igfeir marginal tax rates — for higher-
rate taxpayers, the price of giving £1 of fundir & charity through Gift Aid is
therefore £.60, while for basic-rate taxpayers (aigher-rate taxpayers who do not
reclaim) it is £.80.

Assuming that consumers care about how much mdmexjties receivé this reduction

in price brought about by the tax relief would b@ected to result in an increase in total
funding going to charities (i.e. gross donationst bot necessarily an increase in
individuals’ net donations. Donors may take advgataf the fact that the government
has increased the value of the subsidy to chaotyetluce the value of their cash
donation, an effect referred to as “crowd out” (8@ereoni, 2006, for a discussiofIf

the price elasticity of gross donations is les thaity in absolute value — as suggested
by recent estimates (e.g. Randolph, 1995, and 8ajild Heim, 2008) — then the effect
of tax relief will be to increase gross donatioaseived by charity, but individuals’ net
donations will fall.

However, the experimental findings of Eckel and $Sman (2003) suggest that there
may not be a single price elasticity, with grosqatmns responding differently to
changes in the match than to changes in the rebatbght of those results, it is
important to account not only for how tax reliefezts the price of giving, but also for
the actual form tax relief takes.

® This is the assumption in the classic “warm glamddel of giving (see Andreoni, 1980). We discuss
other possible models in section 5.

191f donors care only about how much the chariteiees and not their own contribution (i.e. they are
pure altruists), then there is likely to be 100%weit out; if donors also care about their own cdwottion
to the charity (i.e. if they are warm glow givetisgn it will be less than this.



3 Sample and survey design

Eckel and Grossman (2003) tested responses to éhmaat a rebate in a laboratory
experiment that involved 181 undergraduate studeatsh given twelve allocation
problems varying in the initial endowment and matehd rebate rates. In the
experiment, match rates resulted in gross donatlatsvere 1.2 to 2 times greater than
the equivalent-value rebate. The estimated elsiidi gross donations with respect to
the price was -1.14 compared a rebate elasticity3&. Similar results were obtained
from a field experiment (Eckel and Grossman, 20@8%sed on approximately 7,000
responses to a mail-out on behalf of Minnesota iPuRhdio, offering match rates
resulted in a higher level of gross donations thguivalent-value rebates. The estimated
elasticity of gross donations was -1.05 in the edse match rate and -.11 in the case
of the rebate rate.

These findings are potentially relevant for polidgsign since they imply that fiscal

incentives involving a match could be more effeetian rebate incentives at increasing
the amount of money going to charities. Howeveereéhare a number of reasons why
the response to tax incentives may be differenth® response to single charity
incentives, including possible substitution effedssociated with single charity

incentives which change the relative prices ofrggvio different charities, as well as the
fact that donors may interpret the offer of a mabchrebate for a single charity as a
guality signal for a particular organisation. Fotipy-makers, this makes it important to

find evidence that the finding holds in relationtéx-price changes as well as in relation
to single-charity incentives.

An ideal — though not practically possible — testuld have involved replicating the
field experiments but offering individuals randondifferent tax treatments. Nor was
there sufficient variation in past match and relates in the UK to allow us credibly to
identify the separate effects using survey data@mtions. Instead, we used a survey-
based approach where we asked individuals how wweyd respond to (hypothetical)
changes in the tax treatment.

Hypothetical surveys have been widely used in emwvirental valuations to obtain
estimates of consumers’ willingness to pay whereketameasures are unavailable.
These estimates have been shown to be potentiatiiet to bias, with individuals

typically overstating their willingness to pay wheompared to alternative, revealed
preference methods (see List and Gallett, 2001a feurvey). For example, Alpizar et al
(2008) find that actual donations to a nationakpare much lower than hypothetical



donations to the same cause. Hypothetical bias mbaious potential concern with our
study.

However, our survey differs from these previougigs in an important respect in that
we are not interested directly in the amount ofatehhypothetical donations, but in
how those donations would respond to changes oalfisicentives. A priori, it is not
clear whether — or how — hypothetical bias willeatf our results. It is possible that
individuals may overstate the extent to which theyuld respond by adjusting their
donation out of net-of-tax income since, first,ythee directly informed in the survey
about the change in tax treatment and, second,itfoey no real adjustment costs (eg
changing standing orders or direct debits); altévaly they may understate the extent
to which they would respond in practice since a adgustment” response is the easiest
answer to give.

We tried to mitigate any potential bias in a numbleways. At the start, the respondents
were informed that the survey was carried out dmabieof the UK Treasury and they
should answer questions carefully and honestlyetwstire that any changes in the tax
treatment of donations are designed to help botioidoand charities.” We also made
the hypothetical scenarios more concrete by askésgondents to consider how the
alternative tax treatments would affect a spedbaoation that they had previously in the
survey said that they were likely to make in thetng&x months rather than asking
generally how they would respond to a change inreantives.

Also, the survey itself contained a number of cstesicy checks. Respondents were
asked to respond to two scenarios, allowing usssess whether they were taking the
survey seriously (by checking for variation acrtysstwo scenarios) as well as checking
for consistency. For example, we deliberately ideldithe same treatment twice but in a
different order to rule out so-called “embeddindeefs” (the phenomenon that the
responses depend on the way, and the order, inhwduestions are presented, see
Diamond and Hausman, 1994). We discuss the conesisti our results in more detalil
in the next section.

Finally, the earlier experimental studies also pfevsome validation of our findings.
The fact that we reach similar conclusions to tlaglier studies gives us greater
confidence that our results were not driven by hiyptical bias.

3.1 The sample



Invitations to take part in an on-line survey wermailed to 40,000 donors, split equally
between people with a Charities Aid Foundation (CAMarity Account and people
who had donated online through Justgiving durirggdievious six months.

CAF is a charity that, among a range of servicesndividuals and charities, provides a
charity account to donors to facilitate tax-effrtiegiving. Individuals pay into an
account and use the funds to make donations taegigtered charity (currently more
than 80,000) through a variety of different meatise€t debit, online, by phone or using
a CAF card or cheque book). For the survey, thevesit population consisted of 32,339
CAF account-holders with an e-mail address. E-nmaiites were sent to a randomly
selected sample of 20,000 individuals within trepylation.

Justgiving is an online giving portal that procesdenations from individuals direct to
charity and individual sponsorships of charity ftaiders. Justgiving reclaims tax relief
at the basic rate of tax (assuming the donor expayer) and passes on the donations
and the tax relief to member charities. Since #@rtetl in 1994, it has processed
donations for more than 8,000 charities. For thevesy a random sample of 20,000
donors were sent an e-mail invite out of a totgbydation of 2.56 million who had
donated via Justgiving in the past six months.

The response rates were 9.86% among the CAF samn@|8.19% among the Justgiving
sample. After some data cleaning, our analysis Eacgmprises 3,146 donors — 1,442
higher-rate taxpayers and 1,704 basic-rate taxpayér this paper we focus on higher-
rate taxpayers who faced changes in match anderézntives? Descriptive statistics
on this sample are summarised in Appendix 1. Dusoth sampling and response bias,
our responses are unlikely to be fully represeveatif the UK population of Gift Aid
donors. In Appendix 1 we present some evidence wabver-sample larger donors;
respondents may also be better informed aboutxinnizentives than the average Gift
Aid donor. Section 5 analyses responses amongusasab-groups, which gives an
indication of how this is likely to affect our rdtsu

A small-scale pilot was used to test the questa@erand observe response rates. In the pilot,
individuals were randomly offered a small finandraducement to take part but this had no significan
effect on response rates and was not offered imtia survey.

12\We also designed specific scenarios for basicteaggayers. These are discusssed in Scharf andh Smit
(2009)



3.2 Survey design

The overall design of our study was broadly coesistwith the field experiments
described abovE. Survey respondents were randomly allocated acfisatments”
offering different levels of match and/or rebatésidy in order to test how donations
respond.

Respondents were randomly allocated to one of tiieatment groups each of which
contained two hypothetical scenarios reflectingedént combinations of match and
rebate. All the scenarios are summarized in TablEh2 design and description of the
scenarios in the survey reflect the way Gift Aidisrently portrayed to donors — i.e. the
charity receiveX pence for every £1 given out of net-of-tax incoamel the individual
can reclaimX pence for every £1 given out of net-of-tax income.

Before being presented with the scenarios, respisdeere first asked whether they
were likely to make a donation in the next six st and how much they were likely
to give. For each scenario, respondents were dsiedhe change in tax would affect
this specific “initial donation"** Appendix A2 provides further information on hoveth
hypothetical scenarios appeared in the on-line esuriNote that the specific terms,
“match” and “rebate” were not used in the survegaose they are not used in relation
to the Gift Aid scheme in practice. Respondentsewiest asked whether the change in
tax treatment would mean they would give the sagives more or give less. Follow-up
guestions then asked how much they would give efytreported that their donation
would change.

Table 2: Alternative tax treatments

Match/rebate per Match/rebate per Mean
£1 nominal Price £1 nominal Price Gift Aid N
donation donation donations

Current system

m=.25,r=.25 .600

(a) Changes imither matchor rebate

13 See also Karlan and List (2007) and Huck and R28@9).

14 Only 10% of respondents said that they were ullitegive in the next six months. Where this waes t
case, they were asked about a specific donatignhitag made within the past six months. Whether
individuals were asked about a future or past donahade no significant difference to the responses



Al m=.30,r =.25 S77 A2 m=.25,r =.30 .560 £2,211 290

Bl m=.20,r =.25 .625 B2 m=.25;r=.20 .640 £2,818 293

(b) Changes ifoth matchand rebate

C1 m=.50,r=0 .667 C2 m=.30,r=0 .769 £2,043 289
D1 m=.30,r=0 769 D2 m=.37,r=0 .730 £1,905 288

El m=.66,r =0 .600 E2 m=.50,r=0 .667 £2,934 282

Two treatment groups — set A and set B in panel(8sted responses to changes in
either the matchor the rebate (but not both). Note that the changesadtch and rebate
were symmetrical in terms of pence change for €dctilonated but, as shown in column
(1), not price change¥ This is in contrast to Eckel and Grossman (2008832 who
defined match and rebate pairs that were equivalerdlue but had different rates — for
example, a 25% match and a 20% rebate. Howeveeriexgntal evidence shows that
individuals respond differently to alternativesttpeoduce exactly the same outcome but
that are presented to them through different “franoé reference” (Kahneman and
Tversky, 1979). In this case, there is a potemtmacern that donors may respond more
to what they perceive is a “larger” match.

In our survey, the changes in the match and redratexpressed in terms of equal pence
changes but are not equivalent in terms of price.example, in Set A, individuals are
faced with two scenarios:

1) A match of 30 pence and a rebate of 25 pence (pfigeving = .577);
2) A match of 25 pence and a rebate of 30 pence (pfigeving = .560).

If the match and rebate elasticities are the sdhere should be a larger percentage
change in gross donations under (2) because tbe phange is greater. If the donor
perceives the changes under (1) and (2) to be alguity gross donations should respond
in the same way under both. If we find that grossations respond less to (2), this is a
strong indication that donations are less respenstivchanges in the rebate than to
changes in the match.

The other treatment groups — sets C, D and E ielp@) — were designed to explore
responses to specific, possible policy options.yTingolved scenarios that eliminated

!5 The choice to make the changes symmetrical ingerfhpence was to make it easier for respondents to
understand the proposed changes since they refldaevay Gift Aid is typically presented.

10



the rebate altogether and made the match subsidy gemerous. In set E, scenario 1 the
match is 66 pence, changing the form of the tasislybbut not the price. The other

scenarios in sets C, D and E, while increasinggieerosity of the match subsidy,

involve increases in the price of giving comparedtlie current system. The same
scenarios were included twice (C1 & E2 and C2 & lfest for embedding effects.

Table 2 also summarizes the number of people faithdeach scenario and the average
amount donated by these individuals through Giitl Aver the previous 12 months.

While there is some variation in donations acragnarios, none of the differences is
statistically significant, indicating that the ramd allocation was effective.

4  Estimating responses to match and rebate

In order to look at the effect of alternative tagatments on donations, we estimate a
model of the following form:

S
Indin ::BO+ZIBsTsi +Vin (1)
s=1

wheredi, is the donation of individual for scenari, including the baseline case and
up to two hypothetical changes to the tax treatm®vé include a set of binary
indicators for each of the hypothetical scenarltat bur respondents were faced with
(T =21 ifm= .30 and r = .25 andl;; = 0 otherwise]T, = 1 if m = .25 and = .30 and
and Ty = 0 otherwise; and so on). The error term is dgumusad into a constant,
individual-specific effect and a pure random erterm that can be thought of as
capturing rounding or reporting error for each widial for each scenario they face, i.e.
v, =a, +u,_ . We estimate (1) using a random effects mdfiel.

In the first instance, we include indicators fol t&in scenarios to test for embedding
effects (i.e. separately including indicators faclke scenario, even for those scenarios
which represent the same match-rebate pairs). Tassggnificant differences across the
scenarios, reported in Appendix A3, showed thereevegynificant differences in gross
donations across distinct scenario pairs and natsacsame scenario pairs. This acts a
check on the reliability of our results, and is sigstent with there being no embedding
effects.

18 This is efficient and unbiased if the rebate aradaimterms are unrelated to individuals’ charastes.
Since the rebate and match terms are randomlyaééiddo individuals this should be true by assuompti

Very similar results were obtained from a fixeceeté model.

11



With no significant difference in donations acr@ssne-scenario pairs, we choose to
focus the rest of the analysis on the smaller Seight distinct scenarios. We present
results separately for “reclaimers” and “non-reclais”. In practice, many higher-rate
taxpayers (44% in our sample) do not reclaim theate although the probability of
reclaiming is closely linked to the amount donateidtom fewer than 20% of those who
give a few pounds a year through Gift Aid to arou®d6 of those who give more than
£2,000 a year. Assuming that the rebate is novaeketo non-reclaimers, the base price
is different for two groups — 0.6 for reclaimergidh8 for non-reclaimers — and the price
effects brought about by the proposed tax changeslao likely to be different for the
two groups. In particular, the scenarios that imgolwithdrawing the rebate and
increasing the match (panel b in Table 2) lowerghee of giving for non-reclaimers,
while the price for reclaimers is higher or, attheschanged. This makes it important to
look at the two groups separately.

One of the features of our survey is that the psqahel element allows us to see
exactly how individuals respond to each of the psmal tax changes. Column (1) shows
the proportion who report that they would adjusgittdonation for each scenario. In

practice, we find that donors are not very respansd the proposed tax changes with
the majority of donors reporting that they would adjust their nominal donations (i.e.

out of net-of-tax income).

A potential concern is that this finding on nongessiveness may be an artefact of the
hypothetical nature of the survey; it may be eadmsrespondents to report that they
would give the same. However, the proportion adjgsvaries significantly across the
scenarios and in many cases, this is because the isaividual reports that they will
adjust in the case of one of the scenarios andh®bther. We also find that larger
donors are more likely to adjust.

Column (2) reports the coefficients on the treatimedicators from estimating equation
(1) with (In) nominal donations as the dependemiatde, showing the extent to which

donations out of net of tax income adjust. ColurBh ghows the coefficients from

estimating the same equation but with (In) grossations on the left-hand side, i.e.
including the change in the value of the match whappropriate. These results are
directly comparable with those from previous stadighich focus on the amount

received by the charity.

Among the responses, there are some anomaliesh-asuoon-reclaimers who report
that they would adjust to changes in the rebatevéver, generally, the responses seem
plausible. Non-reclaimers respond by increasingr theminal donations when the
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match rate increases — and generally respond radsgger increases in the match rate
(i.e. to bigger price changes). Among reclaimers,also find that a higher proportion
adjusts to changes in the rebate than to changd® imatch. This is plausible since, in
the case of a change in rebate, individuals needljiest their nominal donation in order
for the price change to have any effect on the amhoeceived by the charity while, in
the case of the match, the change in match rate divéctly impact on charities’
incomes. We return to this issue of the differdritigpact of changes in the match and
rebate in the next section. Reclaimers react tavittedrawal of the rebate (and increase
in match) by reducing their nominal donations, alitph typically the extent to which
they reduce donations is not enough to compensatéhé withdrawal of the rebate,
such that gross donations increase significantlgnewhen the price rises for all
scenarios apart from (C2, D1). This explains why ithplied elasticity estimates have
the “wrong” sign for these scenarios.

Table 3: Main regression results

(1) (2) Dependent variable (2) Dependent variable
Proportion| = In(nominal donation) = In(gross donation)

Scenario Adjusting Coeff S Coeff S Elasticity
Reclaimers
Al m=.30,r =.25 0.149 .0261 (.0064) .0653 (.0064) -1.703
A2 m= .25 =.30 0.377 .0505 (.0065) .0505 (.0065) -0.758
B1 m=.20,r =.25 0.086 .0036 (.0063) -.0372 (.0063) -0.893
B2 m=.25,r =.20 0.126 -.0049 (.0063) -.0050 (.0063) -0.075
El m=.66,r =0 0.239 -.0212 (.0063) .2664 (.0063) -
Cl,E2 m=.50,r=0 0.225 -.0207 (.0044 .1615 (.0044 1.258
D2 m=.37r=0 0.266 -.0314 (.0062) .0602 (.0062) 0.278
C2,D1 m=.30,r=0 0.222 -.0368 (.0044) .0024 (.0044) 0.009
Non-reclaimers
Al m=.30,r =.25 0.059 .0025 (.0063) .0417 (.0063) -1.084
A2 m= .25, =.30 0.090 .0136 (.0063) .0136 (.0063) --
B1 m=.20,r =.25 0.024 .0079 (.0065) -.0329 (.0065) -0.790
B2 m=.25,r =.20 0.012 .0024 (.0065) .0024 (.0065) --
El m= .66, =0 0.130 .0281 (.0065) .3157 (.0065) -1.262
C1, E2 m=.50,r =0 0.146 .0288 (.0046) 2111 (.0046) -1.373
D2 m=.37,r=0 0.125 .0202 (.0060) 1119 (.0060) -1.279
C2,D1 m=.30,r =0 0.067 .0062 (.0044) .0454 (.0044) -1.172

The implied elasticities, shown in the final columare based on the estimated
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percentage change in gross donations and the assbgpercentage price change,
assuming that the base price is 0.6 for reclainaerd 0.8 for non-reclaimers. We
additionally assume that changes in the rebate haveffect on the price for non-
reclaimers’ In three cases, the elasticity is not defined beeahere is no change in
price. We focus on the elasticity of gross donatidor comparability with previous
studies — both the earlier experimental studiesEbkel and Grossman and also the
numerous studies which have estimated tax pricieitzes.

Focusing on the cases where there are changgth¢o the matchor the rebate, but not
both (i.e. scenarios Al — B2 for both reclaimerd aon-reclaimers and scenarios C1 —
E2 for non-reclaimers), our findings are broadlylime with the earlier experimental
studies in that the match elasticity (range -0.#9Q.703) is greater in absolute terms
than the rebate elasticity (range -0.075 — -0.78Bhough the magnitudes of both the
match and rebate elasticities are greater thamewiqus studies. One factor explaining
this may be differences in sample composition actbe studies since we over-sample
big donors and, as we show in the next sectiorrgtigesome variation in elasticities
across the population, according to characteristich as size of donatidh.

Our results also show that individuals are mucheaniikely to increase their donations
in response to an increase in the generosity ofathécentives than they are to cut their
donations in response to a decrease in generdfsipbust, this is an interesting finding,
although we cannot rule out that individuals do want to appear to be ungenerous and
understate the extent to which they would reduegr tHonations (and overstate the
extent to which they would increase their donatjotdowever, while this may be
attributable to hypothetical bias, it does not effffne main finding on the differential
responses to changes in match and rebate consistergrevious studies.

5 Heterogeneity of responses

In this section we explore the responsiveness @§gydonations to changes in the match
and rebate among a number of sub-groups. The aibotis to illustrate differences

7t is possible that tax price changes affect ttubability of reclaiming but this is not somethitigt we
can address using the survey.

18 There is no information on the sample compositioBckel and Grossman’s (2008) field experiment
which would allow us to make a direct comparisone@Qurther possible source of difference is that ou
results correspond only to adjustment on the imtermpargin since we sample people who give through
Gift Aid.
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across groups and to explore possible explanafamthe observed difference between
match and rebate elasticities.

Table 4 reports estimates of elasticities for dédfe sub-groups. We focus on higher-rate
taxpayers and on responses to changesthier the matchor the rebate (i.e. the set of
four scenarios A1 — B2 in Table 2). Because ofdimaller number of observations in
each group we pool across the four scenarios andegressions of the forn:

INngin=Fo+ frIn (L —rg) = fmIn (L +my) + Vi (2)

whereg;, is gross donation of individual i in scenariofg, andg, capture the elasticity
of gross donations with respect to the match abdtes respectively. As in equation (1)
we assumej, can be decomposed into a constant, individualiBpexffect and a pure
random error term. We estimate (2) using a randffects model. Note that when we
estimate this equation for our sample of highee-takpayers, the estimated match and
rebate elasticities are brought much closer toetwier experiment results (Table 4,
panel a).

51 Size of donations

Table 4 shows elasticity estimates by size of tdtahations, focusing on higher-rate
reclaimers. There is some evidence that donati@ms farger donors are more sensitive
to changes in the rebate than donations from smddieors. Given that we over-sample
large donors, our results are therefore likely @oah under-estimate of the difference in
match and rebate elasticity among the populatiorenEin the top decile, however,

which includes donors who give £40,000 a year oremthe estimated match elasticity
is significantly greater than the rebate elasticity

5.2 Level of understanding

One possible explanation for the differential resgto match and rebate rates could be
that people don'’t really understand the two typescentives — and understand them
differently. To explore this, we analyse the resggmseparately for donors according to
their likely level of understanding of tax incerdgs: This is assessed on the basis of their
response to a question about how much the matebrith to charities. Respondents are

19 This assumes that gross donations depend onitieeiptthe following wayg;, = 6; qﬂr , Where
q=(1-r)/ (1 +m™"% andB./B: is the relative weight given to the match compdcethe rebate in
the price of giving.
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told that the charity can reclaim basic-rate tag asked to say how much the charity
gets for each £1 donated out of net-of-tax incoom®@sing one out of a set of possible
responses). If they respond correctly, we definemthas having a good level of
understanding. If they do not choose the corresiven, we define them as having a
poor level of understanding. We find some diffeeeetween those with “good” and
“poor” understanding” — those with a good underdiag are more responsive to
changes in both match and rebate (this may alsectahe fact that they typically give
more). Nevertheless, we find that the match eldgtis significantly higher than the
rebate elasticity for both groups.

Table 4: Estimated elasticities for sub-gnaps

Estimated match elasticity Estimated rebate elasticity p-value

(@) All -1.127 (067) -212 (041) .0000
Reclaimers -1.277 (096) -415 (091) .0000
Non-reclaimers -.946 (091) .032 (054) .0000
(b) Sze of donations (higher-rate reclaimers)

Quatrtile 1: £334 -1.177 (220) -473 (132) .0002
Quartile 2: £1,056 -1.220 (170) =277 (119) .0000
Quartile 3: £2,951 -1.154 (180) -.366 (110) .0000
Quatrtile 4: £20,193 -1.496 (202) -.559 (123) .0000
Top decile: £39,127 -1.207 (334) -.486 (199) .0170
(c) Leve of understanding (higher-rate reclaimers)

“Good” -1.368 (116) -.440 (070) .0000
“Poor” -1.095 (170) -.366 (102) .0000
(d) Whether or not donor adjusts nominal donations (higher rate reclaimers)

Adjusters -1.929 (297) -1.431 (179) .0581

Notes: standard errors in parentheses, p-valwe thé test that the match and rebate elasticéyegual

5.3  Adjusters/non-adjusters

Finally, we consider that the difference betweertcmand rebate elasticities may be
explained by the high levels of non-adjustment beeaof the way in which the match
and rebate differentially impact on gross donatiaamong non-adjusters — the
elasticities of gross donations with respect toamand rebate among non-adjusters are
-1 and zero respectively. Assuming that there single underlying elasticity, with
respect to changes in the match or rebate, butothigita proportion of donors™ (z")
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adjust to the match (rebate) then the observedhr(at¢ and rebate£ ) elasticities are

given by:
EM=(A-n1")+ 1" (3)
E'=n'¢ 4)

The observed match elasticity will be greater tthenobserved rebate elasticity if

If the probabilities of adjusting to the match aebate are the same (and less than one),
the observed match elasticity will always be gre#tan the observed rebate elasticity.
In practice, we find that more people adjust tdhhange in the rebate than to a change in
the match (see Table 3). However, based on thenadbgroportions adjusting (and
focusing on responses to an increase in matchégkie observed match elasticity for
higher-rate reclaimers would still be greater tliag observed rebate elasticity so long
as the elasticity among adjusters is less than 3.70

The last row of Table 4 shows estimates of matahrabate elasticities separately for
adjusters (i.e. donors who adjust to at least ditdeotwo scenarios). Not surprisingly,
gross donations are much more responsive to chaingdse rebate for this group
compared to the rest of the sample. While the matelsticity is still higher, the
difference is no longer statistically significafthis finding indicates that much of the
explanation for the large observed difference betwmatch and rebate elasticities both
here and in the earlier experimental studies mlyiko lie in the fact that many donors
do not adjust their nominal donations in respomsa tax change, and the differential
implications of changes in the match and rebate garss donations among non-
adjusters.

This provides an explanation for why match incezgifiave a bigger impact on money
going to charities than rebates. If many donorshdb adjust their nominal donations
when tax incentives change, then charities will @fg¢rmuch more from changes in
match incentives than from changes in rebates. Mewet begs another question of

why so many donors do not adjust their nominal tiona.

Table 5 summarizes the reasons that donors giveadorchanging their donation in

response to the proposed hypothetical scenario.roXppately one-fifth of non-
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adjusters say that they take no account of taxntnees at all in deciding how much to
give. However, the most common reason — given biyquer half of all non-adjusters —
is that donors decide on their level of nominal atams before taking account of the tax

relief.

Table 5: Main reason for not adjusting nominal donaions

Non-reclaimers Reclaimers

I make my decision about how much to give before 55.8% 49.2%
considering the tax relief

The tax relief has no effect on my decision about 20.1% 19.2%
how much to give

| have a regular commitment to giving money that  11.2% 20.0%
| don’t want to change

| prefer to give a rounded amount and not make 5.5% 5.7%
small adjustments

The change in tax is so small, it is not worth 4.6% 3.6%
bothering about

Other/ don’t know 2.9% 2.5%
Number of observations 583 647

One interpretation of this is that donors care almmminal donations and not about how
much the charity receives. Within the literaturevamy people give to charity, there are
a number of possible explanations for this, inatgdilonors’ desire to signal either their
wealth or generosit§ Consistent with this, the results in column (2)Table 3 show
that nominal donations respond more to a chandgbearrebate than to a change in the
match. But, if individuals really cared about theaminal donations then we would not
expect any change in nominal donations when thelmettanged since the match rate
has no bearing on the price of the signal, whiclaffected only by the rebate. By a
similar token, we would expect nominal donationsgspond even more than they do to
a change in the rebate. In our survey data, weataeject that the elasticity of nominal

donations with respect to the match is the samtéhaselasticity with respect to the

20 See Andreoni (2006) and Vesterlund for discussadnmotives for giving.
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rebate?’ Among those with a reasonable level of understap¢livho could be assumed
to understand that the rebate affects the pricéhefsignal), the nominal match and

rebate elasticities are closer sffll.

Another interpretation is that these responsesatdithat tax incentives are simply not
“salient” for many individuals’ decisions about hawuch to give. This is consistent
with other recent evidence that many consumersaldully optimize with respect to
tax-inclusive prices (Chettst al., 2009; Finkelstein, 2009). In these studies, #uot that
taxes are not salient is attributable to their beshrouded” attributes. In the case of tax
incentives for giving to charity, the informatiom ¢he tax-inclusive price is available —
or at least the information needed to work outttheinclusive price is available — but
individuals may have to incur some processing ctustsork out the new tax-inclusive
price and to respond accordingfyChetty et al (2009) show that even small processin
costs can give rise to non-salience since the weelkfasts from failing to process tax
changes are second order. Other costs associdiedesponding to tax changes — such
as regular commitments, which are mentioned byfitieef non-adjusters in Table 5 —
would add to the costs of immediately re-optimiziwgh respect to the new tax-
inclusive price. In principle, these processing adgustment costs could explain why a
large proportion of donors appear not to respondato changes even when all the
relevant information is potentially available toeth. The fact that larger donors are
more likely to adjust also fits with this potentedplanation.

6 Conclusions and implications for policy design

An explicit aim of this study was to test earliendings on the differential impact of
match and rebate incentives in relation to broaskddiscal incentives — with a view to
informing public policy. Finding suitable and tingeévidence for policy-making can
prove challenging. Results from lab and field expents may not be externally valid
and there may not be suitable “natural” experimémis past policy. As an alternative,

L The elasticity of nominal donations is the saméhagyross elasticity in the case of the rebate eaual
to one plus the gross elasticity in the case ofhth&ch.

% This was also supported by other choice experimeestions in the survey that revealed that more
people would prefer tax relief in the form of a ofabnly system to the current match and rebatesyst
This would not be the case if donors cared abontimal donations.

% See Scharf and Smith (2010) for further analysis.
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we used a survey-based approach which asked ddémevsthey would respond to

changes in tax incentives. While we might not wantely on a hypothetical survey as
the only piece of evidence on how donors respornttigadwo types of incentive, in this

case it provided a useful test of the findings fribva experimental studies in relation to
fiscal incentives.

Taking as a given that the government has an obgeadf promoting private
contributions through fiscal incentivésthis difference between the effect of match and
rebate elasticities suggests that it would be nediective to offer tax subsidies in the
form of a match rather than a rebate, in termseausng more money for charities.
However, a match-based system could be at a higystrfor the government not only
because a higher match would more generous thacuthent system for non reclaimers
but also because reclaimers do not reduce theiinardonations. A key question for
policy-makers is whether it is possible to introdwcrevenue-neutral policy change that
will lead to an increase the amount of money gamgharities.

To provide some further insight into this, Figuresiows indicative estimates of the
likely overall effect on gross donations and thenested percentage change in the cost
of tax relief for each of the four scenarios thatalve withdrawing the rebate and
increasing the value of the match for higher-radpaat$® — £0.30, £0.37, £0.50 and
£0.66 — together with smoothed, linear predictitmsugh these point estimates. These
take into account adjustments by reclaimers andrackaimers from the survey and the
relative proportions of the two groups in the papioin of Gift Aid donors?®

The results give an indication that it would be gible to increase gross donations,
without increasing the cost of tax relief compared the current system — by

24 Behind this lies a much broader set of issuesingjdab the role of private provision alongside pabl
provision of collective goods (see Feldstein anatf€lter, 1977, Warr 1982, Scharf, 2000) and theicgh

of tax subsidies versus direct government granis way of encouraging private provision (see Rahert
1987, Andreoni and Payne, 2001).

% In principle it would be possible to give a higimeatch on donations from all taxpayers and thigoopt

is considered in relation to the £0.30 and £0.3%man Scharf and Smith (2009)

% We assume that 35% higher-rate taxpayers reclaith® basis of analysis of the Justgiving sample on
the proportion of reclaimers and HMRC statisticsttoa value of tax relief claimed. See Appendix At f
further information. We carry out sensitivity ansily;, varying the proportion of higher-rate taxpaye@ho
reclaim in the population by ten percentage paiftisve and below the central assumption (shown &y th
paler lines in Figure 1).
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withdrawing the rebate and replacing it with a rhatn the range £0.42 to £0.47,
depending on the proportion of higher-rate reclagnélternatively, there is a possible
policy change that maintains the current level mfsg donations but with a cost saving
(a match rate of £0.35). The form of tax incentivand the differential responses to
match and rebate — therefore should be taken cdoumt in the design of public policy.

Figure 1: Estimated change in gross donations andst of tax relief
associated with match-only options
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Note to figure: The central, bold line indicates fhercentage changes in gross donations and thefcos
tax relief compared to the current system basedmrassumption that 35% of higher-rate taxpayers
reclaim the rebate. The paler lines show the sassjming that 25% and 45% reclaim.

The second contribution of this paper was to shgiat lon why match incentives are
more effective than rebate incentives. The diffeeecan largely be explained by the fact
that most donors are unresponsive to changes im¢axtives in terms of changing their
nominal donations — which in turn means that charigehe match rate have a direct
impact on how much money the charity receives whimges in the rebate only affect
the cost to the donor. We also argued that therebdegoatterns of adjustment fit better
with a story in which tax incentives are not saliém many donors rather than an
alternative story in which donors care only abauhmal donations, but this was not not
the main focus of our survey. Further work on thkesce of tax incentives to donors’

decisions would seem a fruitful area for futureseesh.
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Appendix 1

Summary Statistics

Higher-rate Higher-rate
taxpayers: taxpayers:
Non-reclaimers Reclaimers
Total donations — last 12 months £1037 £5121
Donations through Gift Aid — last 12 months £514 £3842
Female 0.38 0.20
Aged < 35 0.28 0.07
Aged 35-44 0.31 0.17
Aged 45-54 0.26 0.34
Aged 55-64 0.12 0.24
Aged 65-74 0.02 0.12
Aged 75+ 0.00 0.06
Individual income < £30K 0.00 0.00
Individual income £30K - £40K 0.00 0.00
Individual income £40K - £75K 0.62 0.42
Individual income £75K - £100K 0.13 0.14
Individual income £100K - £200K 0.13 0.23
Individual income > £200K 0.04 0.09
Employed full-time 0.87 0.60
Employed part-time 0.02 0.05
Self-employed 0.07 0.13
Retired 0.03 0.19
Other non-working 0.01 0.02
Highest qualification — degree 0.45 0.40
Highest qualification — higher degree 0.35 0.42
Married 0.60 0.80
Cohabiting 0.15 0.05
Single 0.18 0.09
Widowed 0.02 0.02
Divorced 0.04 0.03
Separated 0.01 0.01
Ever had children 0.54 0.77
Understands tax incentives 0.46 0.64
Regular giver 0.40 0.35
Ever worked as a volunteer 0.62 0.66
Ever worked for a charity 0.10 0.10
Type of charity supported
Medical 0.64 0.60
Education 0.11 0.24
Religious 0.17 0.46
Community 0.10 0.14
Arts 0.14 0.30
Sports 0.07 0.05
Hospices 0.48 0.48
Rights 0.15 0.19
Environment 0.17 0.26
Housing 0.05 0.09
Overseas aid 0.43 0.65
Welfare 0.52 0.58
Animals 0.18 0.17
Homeless 0.25 0.37
Disaster 0.39 0.53
Rescue 0.14 0.17
Sample size 633 809
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Sampling

Our sample would ideally be representative of tygupation of Gift Aid donors but this is
unlikely because of both sampling and response lrigwactice, there is no population
information on Gift Aid donors to allow us to inviggmte the extent of bias. The best benchmark
is the Individual Giving Survey (IGS), a populatibased survey that collects information on
giving, including the use of Gift Aid. However, sisown in the figure below, the IGS is also
likely to suffer from bias particularly in not caping higher-value donors — the largest donation
was £46,000 in the last year in the IGS, comparseddre than 100 donors who gave more than
£100,000 in the CAF/Justgiving sample.

Figure Al: Distribution of total donations over thelast 12 months

T T T T
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’+ Oursample —@— Individual Giving Survey‘

To analyse the effect of possible policy optione,ra-weight the taxpayer groups in the
CAF/Justgiving sample to reflect estimated popatashares, assuming that 80 per cent of Gift
Aid donors are basic rate taxpayers and assumai@tper cent of higher-rate taxpayers
reclaim.

The estimate of the proportion of Gift Aid donoreavare higher-rate taxpayers is based
on individuals’ reported personal, gross annuabmes in the IGS. This is not perfect
since individuals were asked to give banded amowhish do not directly correspond

to the threshold for paying higher-rate tax. A alde proportion refused to answer or
did not know their income. Assuming that the inceroéthis group were distributed in
the same way as the rest of the sample, the estihpabportion of higher-rate donors
was 0.204. Assuming that the refusals and don’en@ere higher-rate taxpayers
(which seems more likely in the case of refusdhs,estimated proportion was 0.247.
These estimates assume that everyone in the £36£88)999 band is a higher-rate
taxpayer: the threshold in 2005-06, the year the dere collected, was £37,295.
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Excluding this band, the proportions are 0.179 @284 respectively. For the analysis,
the central assumption is that 20 per cent of &itdonors are higher-rate taxpayers.

In the unweighted sample, 55.9 per cent of hightz-taxpayers reported that they
reclaimed higher-rate relief. This is likely to ovestimate the (unknown) proportion of
reclaimers in the population. A person with a CAEaunt is more likely than the
typical higher-rate donor to reclaim the additioredief; indeed this may be one of the
motivations for opening an account in the firstgela There is no information on
reclaiming in the IGS. The proportion of reclaimer the Justgiving sample — at 34.4
per cent — is likely to be closer to the proportiorthe population. Therefore, the
assumption used in this report is that 35.0 pet oEhigher-rate donors reclaim the
additional relief. As well as reflecting the praopon in the Justgiving sample, this
proportion is also consistent with HMRC statistesthe value of tax relief claimed.

This re-weighting reduces the mean annual donatitime sample from £2,272 to £1,345. This
is still larger than the mean annual donation eltBS sample as shown in the table below. But
at least some of this is explained by the largémtdahe CAF/Justgiving sample. Excluding
donations of £50,000 or more (of which there aneenio the IGS sample), the mean annual
donation in the CAF/Justgiving sample falls to 81,1

Mean annual donation

CAF/ Justgiving IGS
Unweighted £2,273 £854
Weighted £1,345 £854
Weighted (excluding donations >= £50,000) £1,137 54£8
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Appendix 2: How the scenarios were presented

Initial donation
How likely are you to make any Gift Aid donatiomsat charity within the next six months? This
could be a one-off donation or a regular donatitrup as a standing order or direct debit.

» Certain
* Very likely
o Fairly likely

* Not very likely
* Not at all likely
* Don't know

IF ‘Certain’ or ‘Very likely’ or ‘Fairly likely’

And how much do you think that you are likely fgeg(to the nearest pound)? If the donation
you are thinking about is a regular direct debistanding order, please give the total of that
donation for a six month period.

Introduction to scenarios

The Gift Aid scheme allows charities to reclaim Hasic rate income tax on your donation and
allows higher rate taxpayers to claim back higlagée tax relief. You are now going to be
presented with two hypothetical changes to the Adtscheme — either to the amount that the
charity can reclaim and/or to the amount that highte taxpayers can claim back. In each case
you will be asked to consider whether the amoumboiiey that you are likely to give to charity
would be affected by the proposed changes.

Example

Through the Gift Aid scheme, the charity you areating to reclaims the basic rate income tax
on your donation. This is worth 25 pence for ev&tyou donate.

Suppose instead that the charity received 30 penevery £1 you donate. (Assume that the
amount of higher rate relief that you can claimkbigounchanged).

Thinking about your donation of [EX] would this clgee affect the amount you are likely to
give? SINGLE CODE ONLY

* Yes - | would give more than [EX]

* Yes - | would give less than [E£X]

* No - | would give the same amount
* Don't know

IF yes, how much would you be likely to give (te thearest pound)?
e (write in)

« Don’t know

IF ‘don’t know’, which of these comes closest toavkiou think you might increase/ reduce
your donation by?
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* By 10% or less?
* By more than 10%?
* Don’t know

If more than 10%, Would you increase/ reduce yauration by 25% or more?
* Yes
* No
* Don’t know

If yes, Would you increase/ reduce your donatiom®Y% or more?
* Yes
* No
* Don’t know

Figure A2: How the scenarios appeared to respondest

Scenario 1

Through the Gift Aid scheme, the charity you are donating to reclaims the basic rate income tax on your donation. This is worth 25
pence for every £1 you donate. As a higher rate taxpayer you can also claim back higher rate relief, worth an additional 25 pence for
every £1 you donate. This means that it "costs" a higher rate taxpayer 75 pence for the charity to receive £1.25.

Suppose instead that the charity received 30 pence for every £1 you donate, but that you could no longer claim back any additional

higher rate relief.

Thinking about your donation of £60 would this change affect the amount you are likely to give?

Please choose one answer,

" Yes - 1 would give mora than £60
 Yas - 1 would give less than £60

' No - 1 would give the same amount
' Don't know
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Appendix 3

Higher-rate taxpayers

P-values: test for significant differencesossrscenarios Hp: fs= f,, S£2

Dependent variable = In (gross donations)
M25R30 M20R25 M25R20 M50R0 M30R0O M30R( M37RpD M66R0 M50R0
M30R25 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .00 .000
M25R30 .000 .000 .000 .000 .020 449 .000 .000
M20R25 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
M25R20 .000 .000 .096 .001 .000 .000
M50RO0 .000 .000 .000 .000 .842
M30RO 124 .000 .000 .000
M30RO .000 .000 .000
M37R0O .000 .000
M66RO .000
Dependent variable = In (nominal donations)
M25R30 M20R25 M25R20 M50R0 M30R0O M30R( M37RpD M66R0 M50R0
M30R25 .000 .219 273 .026 .000 .000 .007] .024 .017
M25R30 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
M20R25 .850 317 .000 .008 139 .297 .234
M25R20 .257 .000 .005 .107 .240 .187
M50R0 .000 .102 .632 .958 .842
M30RO 124 .007 .002 .003
M30RO .103 118 .156
M37R0O .674 .783
M66RO .838
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