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1. Experimental Materials

In our experiment, 5,437 potential donors received a solicitation packet by mail.
We developed materials for our solicitation packet based on the solicitation packet used by
the library in the previous year. Though materials were based on previous fundraising
campaigns, we altered them to include the cues tested in the experiment. The packet a
potential donor received consisted of an envelope, cover letter and a combination response
card/return envelope. 1,078 of these packets included the baseline logo depicted in S1-S3.
2,179 of these packets included the eyespots logo depicted in S4-S6. 2,180 of these packets
included the neutral logo and the reciprocity message depicted in S7-S9. For each treatment
we show the envelope exterior, the cover letter and the response card/return envelope.
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S1. Baseline Solicitation Envelope Exterior. Potential donors received these materials
in the baseline condition. The external envelope in which the materials arrived included
the baseline logo in the bottom left (return address and other identifying information has
been removed).
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S2. Baseline Solicitation Remittance Form. Potential donors received these materials in
the baseline condition. The remittance form allowed donors to indicate their contact
information and donation information and included the baseline logo in top right and left
corners (return address and other identifying information has been removed).



AEFTELBEE 13494

Dicar Micizshbos

ek ooty desoy back o 1E7Y, wowdd ks
b2 e Pom o joim ez famiby of dowens - 1 mony of deidnach who dediosic dhemeckes o
emamriny the loag mrm viabiliy of dheir comeasery ieny

whodimeed =d 2 fvadey thar was buils for e scmmamey by dhe sommaney
Eaczecd aa & lidansy mecc thas L0 youzs age, yous sommemity ilawry b scacmacd o opouxc
thenles gz the af Eirads xnd acizhbon who d thr =f proiczving
e loaad lidcary snd koipiar to comac de bascrey.

Wak chat beinr sl the domend fvbrevrims dud mercn o5 mor sad
30 ios mar owr fusfeusmy oo Boorue af tha, wr e resakony zar ra L handéal of wicee
| Is in amr diwaidmals fikr yorm _ o ol fior yores fimamaind raggon:.

Form mary wromars iy yow skeald g R S ——
seuseas v hepe will ougine vow o gl

Libnary scrriecs iac officocd io sommassy member free of chisp,

Wetmmicess nac n ecidizal part od chie Lleny’s dey o ey opoestions,

TWCFL has berm sooemd for 107 yeaas s wer wami to it io be sooeed Sor smeckey LIT yoack
From scxion oo babaa, dhe dibzary oo mmcthing for cvoyyoms.

T

W' oy chai you will sooaidor making o faamainl i thar will
heip pacscrer cax opcontomil fand and casacc the losgoriiy of ths scmoemity o

& i cETCiops U boucd oz yoms Flenss mc this corclope aloar widh
your dozstien. W thask you for yoms sepgon.

Wak Wezme Ropuada,

| B L B Pl e AN I

S3. Baseline Solicitation Letter. Potential donors received these materials in the baseline
condition. The solicitation letter was based on previous years’ solicitations, and included
the baseline logo in the bottom left corner (return address and other identifying information
has been removed).
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S4. Eyespots Solicitation Envelope Exterior Potential donors received these materials in
the eyespots condition. The external envelope in which the materials arrived included the
eyespots logo in the bottom left along with the baseline message (return address and other
identifying information has been removed).
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S5. Eyespots Solicitation Remittance Form. Potential donors received these materials in
the eyespots condition. The remittance form allowed donors to indicate their contact
information and donation information and included the eyespots logo in top right and left
corners (return address and other identifying information has been removed).
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S6. Eyespots Solicitation Letter. Potential donors received these materials in the eyespots
condition. The solicitation letter was based on previous years’ solicitations, and included
the eyespots logo in the bottom left corner (return address and other identifying information
has been removed).
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You COUNT ON YOUR COMMUNITY.

CAN THEY COUNT ON YOU!

S7. Reciprocity Solicitation Envelope Exterior. Potential donors received these
materials in the Reciprocity Message condition. The external envelope in which the
materials arrived included the neutral spots logo in the bottom left and the reciprocity
message (return address and other identifying information has been removed).
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DONATION FORM
. . Contributions 1 . .

to the extent allowed by law. Thank you for your support!

‘es! My community can count on 3 Enclosed is my cash donation
me to donate to

Library. My donation is: $

1 Enclosed is my check payable to’

1 Please charge my donation to my:

Name A Visa dbasteseard J AmBx 0 Discover U Diners Club
Address Card #

Exp. Date 3-Digit Security Code
Email MName on Card

S8. Reciprocity Solicitation Remittance Form. Potential donors received these materials
in the Reciprocity message condition. The remittance form allowed donors to indicate their
contact information and donation information and included the neutral logo in top right and
left corners (return address and other identifying information has been removed).
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S9. Reciprocity Solicitation Letter. Potential donors received these materials in the
Reciprocity message condition. The solicitation letter was based on previous years’
solicitations, and included the neutral logo in the bottom left corner (return address and
other identifying information has been removed).



2. Supporting Analyses

2.1 Testing for random assignment to treatment: Baseline vs Eyespots treatment

Panel A
Current Lifetime Lifetime Multiple
# Books # Books # Books Library
Independent Checked Checked Checked Cards Previous #
Variable: Age Out Out Out Donations
in in
Household  Household
Eyespot Treatment _g 0o -0.002 -0.000 0.000 -0.005 0.028
Stand. Error 10 00g] [0.002] [0.000] [0.000] [0.026] [0.017]
T-statistic 0.27 1.09 0.29 0.00 0.22 1.68
p-value (0.79) 0.27) (0.77) (0.92) (0.82) (0.09)
Model oLs OoLs OoLs OoLS OoLs OoLS
Observations 3065* 3,257 3,257 3,257 3,257 3,257
R-squared 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000

Note: 135 observations were dropped in the age regression, 24 were couples (where age of the
respondent cannot be determined) and the remainder were individuals whose age was unknown.

Panel B
Independent Dummy for Dummy for Dummy for
Variable: zip code 380 zip code 382 zip code _other
Eyespot
Treatment -0.001 -0.001 0.004
Stand. Error [0.047] [0.046] [0.071]
Z-statistic 0.01 0.03 0.07
p-value (0.99) (0.97) (0.94)
Model Probit Probit Probit
Observations 3,257 3,257 3,257
Pseudo R-squared 0.000 0.000 0.000

S10. Testing for Random Assignment. Panel A usest - tests to demonstrate no significant
relationships between the treatment to which an individual is assigned (baseline versus
eyespots) and a variety of demographic or behavioral measures. Subjects were only slightly
more likely to made a previous donation in the eyespots treatment; however, this is only a
significant difference at the p<0.10 level. Panel B uses z - tests to demonstrate no
significant relationships between the treatment to which an individual is assigned and
where s/he lives. We conclude that the treatment assignment was random.



2.2 Testing for random assignment to treatment: Baseline vs Reciprocity treatment

Panel C
Current Lifetime Lifetime
# Books # Books # Books Multiple
Independent Checked Checked Checked Library Previous #
Variable: Age Out Out Out Cards Donations
in
Household
Reciprocity Message g go1 -0.002 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.030
Stand. Error  10.001] [0.002] [0.000] [0.000] [0.025] [0.017]
T-statistic 0.8 1.21 1.46 0.69 0.03 1.81
p-value (0.42) (0.22) (0.15) (0.49) (0.63) (0.07)
Model OLS OLS OoLS OLS OoLS OoLS
Observations 5 ggg 3,258 3,258 3,258 3,258 3,258
R-squared 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.000

Note: 270 observations were dropped in the age regression, 56 were couples (where age of the respondent
cannot be determined) and the remainder were individuals whose age was unknown.

Panel D
Independent Dummy for Dummy for Dummy for
Variable: zip code 380 zip code 382 zip code _other
Reciprocity
Message 0.001 0.005 -0.021
Stand. Error [0.046] [0.050] [0.001]
Z-statistic 0.01 0.11 0.23
p-value (0.990) (0.916) (0.819)
Model Probit Probit Probit
Observations 3258 3958 3958
Pseudo R-squared 0.000 0.000 0.000

S11. Testing for Random Assignment, con’t. Panel C uses t - tests to demonstrate no
significant relationships between the treatment to which an individual is assigned (baseline
versus reciprocity) and a variety of demographic or behavioral measures. Panel D uses z -
tests to demonstrate no significant relationships between the treatment to which an
individual is assigned and where s/he lives (baseline and reciprocity). As above, we find
no significant differences on any dimension.
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2.3 Distribution of contributions Pooled across treatments

$ donated Frequency Percent ~ Cummulative
$0 5,621 96.45 96.45
$2 1 0.02 96.47
$5 4 0.07 96.53
$6 1 0.02 96.55
$10 21 0.36 96.91
$15 5 0.09 97
$20 25 0.43 97.43
$25 67 1.15 98.58
$30 8 0.14 98.71
$35 4 0.07 98.78
$50 37 0.63 99.42
$75 1 0.02 99.43
$100 30 0.51 99.95
$125 2 0.03 99.98
$200 1 0.02 100
Total 5,828 100

S12. This table reports the distribution of contributions pooled over all treatments. We see
that the majority of contributions are $0.
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2.4 Double hurdle model for the full sample

STEP ONE:
Participation
Decision

Model: Probit

Step 1in
Cragg’s hurdle
model

'Eye spots' indicator
'Reciprocity mssg." Indicator
Last $ donated

Total # times donated
Current # books borrowed

Constant

0.126
[0.079]
0.283
[0.121]*
0.011
[0.001]**
0.469
[0.024]**
0.009
[0.002]**
-2.504
[0.073]**

STEP TWO:
Donation
Amount
Decision

Model:
truncreg

From Cragg’s
two-step model

'Eye spots' indicator
'Reciprocity mssg." indicator
Last $ donated

Total # times donated

Total hh # books borrowed

Constant

39.914
[10.280]**
34.914
[6.058]**
0.150
[0.065]**
11.631
[7.496]
1.265
[0.434]
-54.837
[24.754]

Sigma

42.665
[10.961]**

N
Log-Likelihood

5,433
-1010.637

S13. Here we run the double hurdle model for the full sample and include dummies for

both treatments.
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2.5 Using Standard Type | Tobit: Testing for the Effect of Eyespots Cue on the
Probability of Donating and on the Amount Donated

DV: $ Donated Standard Tobit
Type |
'Eyespots' indicator 13.455
[6.041]*
Last $ donated 0.311
[0.152]*
Total # times donated 36.879
[2.684]**
Curr. # books borrowed 1.327
[0.199]**
Constant -175.856
[7.907]**
sigma 70.590
[2.708]**
N 3,257

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; Standard errors are clustered on zip code.

S14. This table reports the results from running a Type | Tobit model on the baseline and
eye spots treatments. We calculate the LM-statistic for testing the Tobit specification
against the alternative of a model that is non-linear in the regressors and contains an error
term that can be heteroskedastic and non-normally distributed. We reject the null
hypothesis that the Tobit is a suitable specification. The critical value for 5% is 6.50 and is
less than the computed LM value of 64.80. A rejection of the null suggests that the Tobit
specification is unsuitable.
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2.6 Using Standard Type | Tobit: Testing for the Effect of Reciprocity Message Cue
on the Probability of Donating and on the Amount Donated

DV: $ Donated Standard
Tobit Type |

'Reciprocity mssg." indicator 17.791
[6.590]**

Last $ donated 0.785
[0.032]**

Total # times donated 27.551
[3.381]**

Curr. # books borrowed 0.503

[0.414]
Constant -154.629
[9.119]**

sigma 61.757
[5.620]**

N 3,258

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; Standard errors are clustered on zip code.

S15. This table reports the results from running a Type | Tobit model on the baseline and
reciprocity message treatments. We calculate the LM-statistic for testing the Tobit
specification against the alternative of a model that is non-linear in the regressors and
contains an error term that can be heteroskedastic and non-normally distributed. We reject
the null hypothesis that the Tobit is a suitable specification. The critical value for 5% is
7.18 and is less than the computed LM value of 17.38. A rejection of the null suggests that
the Tobit specification is unsuitable.
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