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Q: Preference for Earlier Impact Timing?
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Study 1: Real Projects on “DonorsChoose”

Earlier impact timing might be preferred due to:
• consequence-dated utility for charity (Chopra et al. 2024)
• vicarious utility when deciding for others (Yang and Urminsky

2023)
• concern with charities hoarding donations (Shecter 2021)
Later impact timing might be preferred due to:
• savoring future positive events (Loewenstein 1987)
• social signaling utility pre gift receipt (Andreoni and Serra-Garcia 

2021)
• procrastination in charitable giving (Knowles and Servatka 2015) 
We find a strong preference for earlier impact timing:
• across hypothetical and consequential studies
• when trading-off against impact magnitude, quality rating, or 

overhead
Impact timing preference operates through both:
• inferences off charity trustworthiness 
• discounted benefits to the donor and recipients

Mediation by both trust in charity and benefits to self/recipients

Consequential, N=970, Prolific, B/W/S; DV: project choice
Control: two projects with the same impact timing (2 weeks)
Treatment: higher-scope target had a later (6 weeks) impact timing

overhead difference
    $2 (20% of the $10)
delay until the later impact
    1 day

Result: People are willing to pay an extra $1 (10%) or more 
   for a two-week earlier impact timing  

N=984, Prolific, B/W/S; DV: which charity to donate to
Control: two projects with the same impact timing (2 weeks)
Treatment: higher quality-rated target had later timing (6 weeks)
Additional measures: perceptions of benefits, trust in charity

• People prefer a charity /project with an earlier impact timing.
• People trade off impact timing with other donation

considerations (impact magnitude, quality rating & overhead).
• The impatience for impact can be explained as both:

• delay signaling lack of trustworthiness
• altruistic impatience for beneficiaries
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Study 2: Test of Mechanisms

Result: Delay eliminates preference for higher-quality charity

Result: Delay eliminates preference for higher-impact charity

***   

***   

Study 3: Practical Implications on Overhead

Discussion

N=299, Prolific, W/S; DV: which charity to donate to
24 choices, varying the impact timing and overhead cost
Tradeoff between timing and overhead aversion (Gneezy et at. 2014)
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