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The Impact of Information Disclosure and the Incentive
Mechanism on Individual Intertemporal Committed
Donation: An Experiment Study
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Abstract: The Fourth and Fifth Plenary Sessions of the 19th CPC Central Committee and the 20th CPC National Congress stressed
the important role of tertiary distribution. With the development of digital technology individuals play an increasingly role in
charitable donations. Previous studies found that the intertemporal commitment donation mechanism increases individuals’ will-

> reduces the effectiveness

ingness to donate compared to immediate donation but the practice of “holding back pledged donations’
of the mechanism. Therefore how to reduce the practice of “holding back pledged donations” in intertemporal pledged donations
while maintaining the mechanism’ role in enhancing donation willingness is the core of this paper. This article conducts an exper—
imental study using real donation activities combining reputation — based incentives information disclosure and cross — pledge
giving to investigate the effects of different mechanisms on individuals” willingness to commit to giving and actual donation

amounts.

Key words: Intertemporal Committed Donation; Information Disclosure; Incentive Mechanism; Experimental Economics



