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Abstract

Given the increasing popularity of crowdsourced fundraisers, understanding how characteristics of
funding initiatives and donors influence donations has critical real-world implications. Across two
studies, we identified potential situational factors most conducive to successful crowdsourcing while
also determining whether individual differences in various personality factors predicted differing
levels of donation. Participants in Study 1 (Mage = 19.99; 309 women, 75 men) viewed descriptions
that manipulated donation type (organizer donation, anonymous donation, no donation) and type of
fundraiser (self-organized, other-organized), and reported their willingness to donate to an
individual’s medical treatment and completed inventories assessing Big Five personality traits. In
Study 2 participants (Mage = 20.22; 322 women, 102 men) viewed vignettes describing fundraisers
for an individual’s vacation fun and completed inventories assessing participants levels of narcissism
using the Pathological Narcissism Inventory. Higher agreeableness in men predicted heightened
donation interest, regardless of type of cause, particularly when someone else has already donated
(Study 1). Unexpectedly, narcissistic men and women both reported heightened donation interest
(Study 2). We frame these findings through a framework assessing the adaptive utility of altruism
as a function of personality in modern donation contexts.
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Introduction

Crowdsourced fundraisers have increased in popularity in recent years as
individuals and groups attempt to fund campaigns by receiving small donations from
a large online community (Mollick, 2013). GoFundMe, one of the most popular
crowdsourced fundraising platforms, has reportedly elicited more than 120 million
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donations and raised over $9 billion (US) since its inception in 2010. These
fundraisers are instrumental to various causes ranging from funding education to
costly medical procedures. Such endeavours are often met with varying degrees of
success, with some fundraisers accruing considerable wealth to the recipient and
others failing to reach desired funding goals. Recent investigations have identified a
variety of motivations for donating money to charities. For example, the mere
solicitation for a donation is a major driver of donation to charities (Bekkers &
Wiepking, 2011). Solicitation is particularly important with fundraisers done via
online platforms (e.g., social media) because most donors exist within the social
network of the fundraiser (Payne et al., 2014). Being solicited by a social network
member increases the likelihood of donating and the value of the donation (Meer &
Rosen, 2011). Therefore, solicitation is especially powerful with crowd-based
fundraisers as the person asking for donations is likely to be known by the donor.

Beyond solicitation, other factors, including reputational concerns experienced
by the prospective donor, can determine the likelihood of donations. People are
typically more generous when their charitable donations are visible to others,
potentially in the service of fostering this positive reputation among group members
(Alpizar & Martinsson, 2013; Bereczkei et al., 2007; Satow, 1975). Actions that
make the fundraiser cause itself and the personal motivation of the fundraiser
organizer more selfless should additionally improve fundraising outcomes. For
example, individuals may be more likely to donate to a fundraiser started by someone
on behalf of the individual ultimately receiving the funds, given the altruistic
behaviour likely signalled through such prosociality (Barclay & Barker, 2020).
Third-party organization of a fundraiser could ostensibly provide a more objective
validation that the fundraiser is for a good cause, while providing the opportunity to
demonstrate the organizer’s willingness to invest in others in a manner that would
invite more financial support (Barclay, 2010).

Prosocial behaviuor is ubiquitous and documented across all studied cultures
(e.g., Norenzayan & Shariff, 2008). Given prosociality requires the helper to incur
an initial cost, numerous theories have garnered evidence in explaining why
individuals would be motivated to incur the costs associated with prosocial behaviour
on a regular basis. According to social rewards theories of helping (Cialdini et al.,
1981), people may be motivated to help, including making monetary donations,
because it can bolster a positive reputation and social standing (Fehr & Fischbacher,
2003; Griskevicius et al., 2010; Iredale et al., 2008). People may additionally behave
prosocially because of basic principles of compliance based on normative
expectations from social referents who donated themselves (Krupka & Weber,
2009). Given that responding to a request for a donation is itself a form of
compliance, many factors associated with inducing compliance may be integral in
explaining donating to crowdfunding initiatives. Such displays would implicate one
as particularly capable of engaging in the altruistic behaviour normative in group
living among group members and therefore capable of receiving reputational and
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material benefits from others (Cosmides & Tooby, 2006; Everett et al., 2016; Sacco
etal., 2017).

Social Influence in Prosociality

Reputational maintenance may influence one’s likelihood to donate as the
desire to appear socially desirable may encourage compliance with group-level edicts
(Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Individuals may feel more motivated to maintain good
reputation, or social status, when others have previously performed ostensibly
normative behaviours to ensure continued good standing in the group (Leary & Cox,
2008). Recent findings harnessing this ancestral motivation have implicated
normative social influence, or behaviour that occurs out of a motivation for group
membership (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955), as an effective strategy in fostering energy
conservation behaviour compared with information highlighting other various
reasons to conserve (Nolan et al., 2008). As social media becomes an increasingly
pervasive means to communicate normative behaviours among individuals,
understanding the optimal moments for altruism would likely be facilitated through
online outlets. This would implicate crowdsourced fundraisers as particularly crucial
in understanding new social environments wherein normative social influence
potentially shapes altruism, given these endeavours are largely public and presented
as a normative experience with many participants. This participatory desire could
then motivate individuals to donate so as not to miss normative experiences
(Milyavskaya et al., 2018).

Seeing individuals on social media sharing fundraisers could motivate
donations to crowdsourced campaigns, but an even stronger role may be the ability
to see who specifically donated money to the fundraiser. With normative social
influence being a powerful influence to motivate prosociality, individuals may be
more willing to donate to a fundraiser if another person has previously donated. Such
social information could indicate to prospective donors that a given campaign has a
degree of social endorsement and would be capable of facilitating an increase in a
positive reputation for the donor (Griskevicius et al., 2010).

In addition to various situational factors that encourage individuals to engage in
prosocial behaviour, certain individual differences also predict one’s likelihood to
participate in prosociality, which could be functional based on the goals of an
individual. Most germane to prosociality, both a presence and absence of interest in
engaging in such behaviours, are agreeableness and narcissism. For example,
agreeable individuals have greater proclivity to comply with others and with
charitable causes, which could serve to ingratiate oneself with an ingroup or signal
their capabilities as a mate (Bégue et al., 2015; Carlo et al., 2005). Conversely,
narcissistic individuals could demonstrate more prosociality in the service of
signalling their status to group members (Hart & Adams, 2014).
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Mating Strategies in Prosociality

According to Parental Investment Theory (Trivers, 1972), different levels of
investment during and after reproduction have led to an evolution of sex differences
in selecting a suitable mate. For example, women’s larger minimal investment in
reproduction (e.g., gestation, lactation) compared to men’s (e.g., sperm provision)
have resulted in them employing more stringent criteria in mate selection, which
would facilitate the identification of mates who would be most capable of offsetting
these costs through the provision of resources that would increase offspring’s chance
of survival into adulthood (Trivers, 1972). This selectiveness fostered greater
intrasexual competition between men to ensure reproductive opportunities. Within
this competition is the opportunity to display considerable prosociality toward
prospective mates in the service of communicating one’s willingness and ability to
provide for their offspring. Men interested in finding a long-term mate report a
heightened interest in donating to charitable causes, particularly when competing
with intrasexual rivals (Griskevicius et al., 2010; Van Vugt et al., 2007). Further,
women find men more willing to engage in altruistic behaviour more appealing as
long-term partners (Barclay, 2010; Brown et al., in press; Brown et al., 2020;
Farrelly, 2013). Given the ostensibly altruistic signal from the donor for a fundraiser,
women may perceive those donating to be especially desirable as partners, thus
prompting men to engage in more altruism.

Despite this overall interest in signalling one’s value as a mate through altruism
in men, variability in its engagement may nonetheless be apparent. Individual
differences in prosociality nonetheless exist, with highly altruistic men experiencing
the most reproductive success (Arnocky et al., 2017). Considering both this
signalling function of altruism, and the fact that altruism is associated with socially
desirable personality constellations (Oda et al., 2014), it follows that men
demonstrating such desirable behavioural repertoires would be especially likely to
donate to a crowdsourced fundraiser.

Current Research

The current program of research sought to identify the interactive effective
effects between situational and dispositional factors that predict instances when
individuals are most likely to donate to crowdsourced fundraisers considering the
adaptive function of altruism. In two studies, we presented participants with
experimentally manipulated crowdsourced fundraisers that varied in whether the
fundraiser was either self- or other-organized and the types of donations seen for each
fundraiser (i.e., no donations, anonymous donations, public donation from the
organizer). These fundraisers were for either an arguably necessary (medical
procedure; Study 1) or unnecessary goal (vacation; Study 2).
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We further considered individual differences in these studies. In Study 1, we
considered agreeableness, a personality trait associated with prosocial intentions
ostensibly important in prompting prosocial behaviour. Study 2’s consideration of
arguably unnecessary goals prompted us to address narcissism, given its role in
shaping selfish decision-making. All data and materials are publicly available
through the OSF link (https://osf.io/25yx6/).

Study 1

The first study sought to identify how crowdsourced fundraisers are affected by
situational and dispositional factors for in how they facilitate the funding of necessary
medical procedures for a recipient. We considered these factors from a social rewards
theoretical perspective for helping that synthesizes with an understanding of
normative social influence by considering whether such fundraisers were previously
funded (Cialdini et al., 1981). We further considered a complementary perspective
of costly signalling theory that addressed the extent individuals would be particularly
favourable toward others’ displays of altruism by organizing fundraisers for others
(Fehr & Fischbach, 2003; Griskevicius et al., 2010). We thus hypothesized that
having knowledge of another person’s efforts to donate to a fundraiser and that
another person sought to fund a procedure another person would elicit greater
altruism toward a given cause relative to those without donations or that were self-
organized. Within the effects of normative social influence for donating to already-
funded causes.

Agreeableness in Facilitating Donations

In addition to various situational factors that foster prosociality, certain
individual differences may be similarly predictive of one’s proclivity to engage in
prosociality. Most germane to the current research includes consideration for the trait
agreeableness, a trait that facilitates considerable prosociality within various
situations (Graziano et al., 2007). Agreeableness refers to individual differences in
the extent to which one may engage in cooperative behaviour and display warmth
toward others, necessarily implicating those exhibiting high levels of agreeableness
as especially prosocial. Indeed, agreeable individuals are motivated to establish and
maintain positive relationships with others (e.g., Digman, 1997; Graziano &
Eisenberg, 1997) and are highly desirable as relationship partners (Brown et al.,
2019; Figueredo et al., 2006). Agreeable individuals are additionally more likely to
provide material and emotional benefits for romantic partners and have longer-
lasting marriages (Botwin et al., 1997).

These findings specifically implicate agreeableness as having emerged through
social selection to ensure group members are capable of engaging others prosocially
(Buss, 2009). That is, individuals whose behavioural repertoire connoting a greater
proclivity toward cooperation and warmth toward other group members enjoyed

129



PSYCHOLOGICAL TOPICS, 30 (2021), 1, 125-143

greater access to the benefits of social living. This selection would have rendered
agreeableness a ubiquitous trait among group members that would further strengthen
prosociality as normative. Agreeable individuals are more likely to volunteer their
time to charitable causes (Carlo et al., 2005) and comply with others’ requests (Bégue
et al., 2015), which could be in the service of maintaining positive impressions
(DeYoung et al., 2002). Given that donating is a form of compliance to requests,
which could similarly boost one’s reputation, it could stand to reason that highly
agreeable individuals would be especially likely to donate toward crowdsourced
fundraisers, particularly if someone else has already donated and thus the norm to
donate is stronger.

This led to hypotheses that agreeableness will be associated with greater
likelihood of donation for a fundraiser. Furthermore, because of the social signalling
function of altruism that affords many reproductive benefits for men when such
displays are public (Barclay, 2010; Farrelly, 2013), we further predicted that these
effects of agreeableness would be most apparent for men, particularly when
prompted to donate to an already-funded cause with previous donors not being
anonymous.

Method
Participants

We recruited 386 undergraduates (Mage = 19.99 year, SD = 3.72; 309 women,
75 men, 2 identifying as “Other”; 55.7% White) from a large public university in
Southeastern U.S. in exchange for course credit. We did not conduct an a priori
power analysis but rather used the end of the semester as the stop rule for data
collection, though a sensitivity analysis indicated we were sufficiently powered to
detect small effects (Cohen’s f = 0.05, f = 0.80). We excluded the two participants
from the final analyses who reported being neither male nor female.

Materials

Fundraisers. During the experimental session, participants read about six
crowdsourcing fundraisers that were seeking donations. Following each vignette,
participants were asked a series of questions regarding the willingness to donate
money to each fundraiser to fund an individual’s medical procedure. Vignettes
critically differed in two primary ways. First, vignettes varied in whether they were
organized by the person receiving treatment (i.e., first-party) or organized by another
person (i.e., third-party). Second, vignettes were accompanied by information about
who else had donated to the cause, which varied in terms of there being no one
donating yet, there already being anonymous donations, and there being donations
from the organizer. Participants viewed one vignette for each possible combination,
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which were presented in a randomized order to prevent order effects or demand
characteristics. For each vignette, participants responded the extent to which they
would not donate to the fundraiser on a 7—point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly
disagree; 7 = strongly agree). We collected additional data assessing perceptions of
these causes that were less relevant to the current hypotheses; these materials are
available through the OSF link.

Personality. We assessed individual differences of participants using 50-item
version of the Big 5 Personality Inventory (Goldberg, 1992). Items operated on 5-
point Likert-type scales (1 = disagree; 5 = agree), with 22 items being reverse-
scored. Each of the five traits (agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion,
neuroticism, and openness) was represented by ten items that were ultimately
aggregated into single measures of each trait. For the sake of this paper, we
specifically focused on agreeableness, which demonstrated acceptable reliability (o
=.82, M =37.74, SD = 6.77). Data for other traits are available through the OSF link.

Procedure

Consenting participants evaluated each vignette before responding to the Big 5
Inventory. This was followed by demographics and debriefing.

Results

We submitted participants’ likelihood to donate to a 2 (Participant Sex: Male
vs. Female) x 3 (Donation Type: No Donation vs. Anonymous vs. Organizer) x 2
(Organizer: First- vs. Third-Party) mixed-model ANCOVA with repeated factors
over the latter two factors and Agreeableness as a custom covariate to test for
interactive effects between categorical and continuous variables in the same omnibus
analysis, thereby reducing the likelihood of a false-positive through multiple
omnibus regression analyses (Sacco & Brown, 2018). In both studies, we report
adjusted degrees of freedom when the statistical assumption of sphericity is violated.
We further report estimated marginal means and standard errors for descriptive
values on the omnibus level to account for the presence of covariates in highly
complex models. These complex models further necessitated us to report only
bivariate correlations that were qualified by superordinate interactions.

A main effect of Participant Sex indicates that men reported a greater intention
to donate more money (EMM = 4.24, SE = 0.13) than women (EMM = 4.10, SE =
0.06), F(1, 380) = 6.94, p = .009, n,? =.018. A main effect of Agreeableness emerged,
F(1, 380) = 22.69, p < .001, n,? = .056; this main effect appears rooted in a positive
correlation between Agreeableness and an intention to donate (r = .19, p < .001). No
other main effects reached conventional significance and were therefore considered
no further, Fs < 3.74, ps > .053.
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Effects were most superordinately qualified by a Participant Sex x Donation
Type x Organizer x Agreeableness interaction, F(1.93, 734.91) = 5.73, p = .004, n,?
= .015. We decomposed this interaction by conducting subordinate repeated
ANCOVAs separate for men and women. Effects for men were subordinately
qualified by a Donation Type x Organizer x Agreeableness interaction, F(1.61,
117.53) = 3.98, p =.029, np? = .052. When decomposing this interaction, we found
effects were subordinately qualified by a Donation Type x Agreeableness interaction
for first-party fundraisers, F(2, 164) = 5.47, p = .005, n,> =0.070. We conducted three
separate bivariate correlations for Agreeableness with each of the three self-funded
causes. Among first-party causes, positive associations emerged for both the
anonymous donation cause (r = .41, p <.001) and organizer donation causes (r = .42,
p <.001); a non-significant positive association emerged for the non-donation cause
(r=.22, p=.056). That is, higher levels of agreeableness were associated with greater
willingness to fund self-funded causes with existing funders, both with organizer-
funded and anonymously donations, but agreeableness did not predict for self-funded
causes without any existing donations. No interaction emerged for third-party causes,
prompting us to consider it no further, F(1.78, 130.27) = 0.35, p = .678, n,? = .005.

For women, effects were also subordinately qualified by a Donation Type x
Organizer x Agreeableness interaction, albeit at a substantially reduced magnitude
compared to men, F(2, 164) = 3.15, p = .047, n,®> = .010. When decomposing this
interaction, we found effects subordinately qualified by a Donation Type x
Agreeableness interaction for first-party causes, F(1.93, 594.69) = 4.21, p = .016,
ne’ = .014. A positive association emerged for the anonymous donation cause (r = .13,
p =.017); two non-significant associations emerged for the organizer donation
(r=.02, p=.719) and non-donation causes (r = .09, p =.104). No interaction emerged
for third-party causes, prompting no further consideration, F(1.93, 594.03) = 1.66,
p =.191, ny? = .005.

Discussion

Results provided support for our hypotheses, albeit with considerable nuance.
First, effects among these study variables were limited to first-party fundraisers;
effects did not emerge for third-party causes. This discrepancy could be rooted in
both an overall desirability of those seeking to help another person, given humans’
evolution to prefer and reward prosociality (Barclay & Barker, 2020), and a need to
discern between the individual merits of first-party causes. This distinction between
the peripheral information surrounding first-party causes could be rooted in
identifying which cause could be the most normatively acceptable for donors,
particularly among highly agreeable people with a predilection toward demonstrating
normative prosociality (Oda et al., 2014). Knowledge of another’s donation may
connote prosociality toward this cause is desirable (Goldstein et al., 2008), thus
implicating the prospective donor as capable of engaging in the reciprocal altruism
necessary for group living and therefore positions them toward continued access to
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group benefits (Trivers, 1972). The lack of effects for agreeable individuals toward
causes without donations further bolsters this point. Specifically, agreeable
individuals may view these self-funded causes as both more selfish and unpopular,
which would implicate their donation toward these causes as less capable of
bolstering a positive reputation.

Interestingly, these effects were more pronounced for men than women.
Agreeable men reported greater interest in donating toward normatively funded
causes, both anonymously and organizer-funded, compared to agreeable women,
who only reported interest in funding anonymously funded causes among the self-
organized causes. These effects could reflect a sexually selected basis of altruism
among men, given the fact that altruistic behaviour would implicate them as optimal
long-term mates willing to be their pair bonds and to give offspring (Arnocky et al.,
2017; Barclay & Barker, 2020; Brown et al., 2020). Because such reproductive goals
are most relevant to agreeable men who prefer monogamous mating strategies
(Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008), it would be advantageous for them to utilize these
donations as prosocial strategy to signal their prowess as a long-term mate. Their
willingness to donate more indiscriminately compared to women may similarly
implicate donations as a costly signal demonstrating their access to resources and
therefore an ability to offset women’s high reproductive costs (Griskevicius et al.,
2007). Conversely, agreeable women’s judiciousness in donate could reflect the
general judiciousness women exhibit in mating domains to reduce the likelihood of
a suboptimal mating experience (Haselton & Buss, 2000). These sex differences
suggest that donations can indeed signal prosociality, although results from this study
may be limited to causes that are arguably necessary for an individual. We sought to
extend these findings in Study 2 by identifying both how individuals may react to
arguably less necessary causes (i.e., vacations) while also addressing a personality
trait more indicative of a disinterest in prosociality in narcissism.

Study 2

Donations through crowdsourcing certainly implicates the donor as highly
prosocial, a trait particularly desirable for many. Nonetheless, variability exists in
one’s desire for prosociality that results in the manifestation of self-interested
behaviour. One trait that has been extensively considered for its general disinterest
in prosociality is narcissism, which became the crux of Study 2.

Narcissism is a trait denoted by high levels of self-esteem and low levels of
empathy, with considerable focus on one’s own benefits, potentially at the expense
of others (Miller & Campbell, 2008; Watson et al., 1984). It has been argued that
narcissism evolved to facilitate short-term interpersonal exchanges, wherein
narcissistic individuals present themselves as desirable toward exchange partners
before exploiting them to ensure their own access to resources and socially

133



PSYCHOLOGICAL TOPICS, 30 (2021), 1, 125-143

discarding the partner upon exhausting that exchange (Holtzman, 2018; Jonason et
al., 2010). Narcissists tend to endorse others’ selfish behaviours (Hart & Adams,
2014). In our second study, participants view vignettes describing a campaign raising
funds for an individual’s vacation. As vacation is an arguably more “selfish”
fundraiser than that of a medical treatment, we used the Personal Narcissism
Inventory (PNI; Pincus et al., 2009) to assess levels of narcissism in participants.
Focusing on how levels of narcissism influence the likelihood to donate, we
predicted that individuals higher in narcissism will be more likely to donate to the
more selfish cause, because individuals higher in narcissism tend to validate selfish
behaviours more often than those with lower levels of narcissism (Hart & Adams,
2014). As a person starting a fundraiser for themselves is a considerably more selfish
behaviour than if another person started a fundraiser for others’ selfish endeavours,
we expected to see higher levels of narcissism to be more likely to donate to a cause
in which the person asking for money is the person receiving the funds (e.g., self-
started). The current study is interested in how different donation types, fundraisers
organizers, and personality traits, specifically levels of narcissism influence people’s
willingness to donate to a fundraiser.

Method
Participants

Participants were 425 undergraduate students (322 women, 102 men, 1 other;
Mage = 20.22, SD = 4.24; 58.8% White) from a large south-eastern university who
completed the study for partial course extra credit for psychology courses. We did
not conduct an a priori power analysis but rather used the end of the semester as the
stop rule for data collection; sensitivity analyses indicated we were sufficiently
powered to detect small effects (Cohen’s f = 0.05, B = 0.80). We excluded the
participants reporting being neither male nor female from the final analyses.

Material and Procedure

Narcissism. After finishing the questionnaire, participants were asked to
complete the Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI; Pincus et al., 2009), a 52-item
assessment operating along 5-point Likert-type scales (1 = not at all like me; 5 = very
much like me). Though typically consisting of seven subscales, we averaged across
items for a total narcissism summed score (e.g., It’s hard for me to feel good about
myself unless | know other people like me; 0. =.96, M = 144.41, SD = 34.34).

Consenting participants evaluated the vignettes based on willingness to donate,
similar to Study 1 with one notable difference. Specifically, these fundraisers were
for vacation funds. Participants responded to the same single-item endorsement scale
before completing PNI and providing demographics.
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Results

We submitted participants likelihood to donate to a 2 (Participant Sex: Male vs.
Female) x 3 (Donation Type: No Donation vs. Anonymous vs. Organizer) x 2
(Organizer: First- vs. Third-Party) mixed-model ANCOVA with repeated factors
over the latter two factors and Narcissism as a custom covariate. A main effect of
Narcissism emerged, F(1, 420) = 19.67, p < .001, n,? = .045; this was rooted in a
positive association between Narcissism and an intention to donate (r = .25, p <.001).
No other main effects or interactions emerged, prompting us to consider these results
no further, Fs < 1.12, ps > .291.

Discussion

Interestingly, and contrary to hypotheses, an association between narcissism
and a willingness to donate toward these non-essential causes emerged, such that
narcissistic individuals were more receptive toward donating to these fundraisers
overall instead of only for self-funded causes. These unexpected findings could
potentially reflect an understanding of the signalling function inherent in
prosociality. Narcissistic individuals present a highly attractive veneer upon initial
meetings with prospective group members only for this favourability to decrease
with time (Paulhus, 1998). Before such decreases, these individuals could present
themselves as socially desirable in appearing interested in causes to reap several
benefits. Altruistic individuals report greater reproductive success in numbers of
sexual partners (Arnocky et al., 2017). This association may reflect individuals
whose prosociality reflects a genuine interest in helping others and those who are
merely prosocial for short-term gains and disinterested in connoting prosociality
beyond initial meetings. Future research would specifically benefit identifying
narcissistic individuals” willingness to donate to people whom they had just met
relative to those whom they know well.

With results that individuals higher in narcissism are equally likely to donate
across the board to a selfish fundraiser regardless of who it was organized by, suggest
that narcissists are equally supportive of people being selfish on their own and
helping others be selfish. Though donating to a selfish fundraiser such as a vacation
fund may be seemingly benevolent, it could be a potential dissonance reduction
strategy for narcissists to justify their own selfishness. If narcissists can endorse
other’s selfish endeavours, they remain consistent with their beliefs that selfishness
is acceptable.

General Discussion

The evolutionary history of altruism within humans has necessitated the
emergence of prosocial behavioural repertoires that signal one’s ability to act
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benevolently within group contexts. Individual variability in one’s dispositional
interest in such altruism may further shape interests in facilitating this group living
based on one’s desire for continued access to group resources. As much of a modern
environment’s prosociality migrates to online mediums that would facilitate both
immediate recognition for one’s efforts, donations toward crowdsourced fundraisers
seem to become an increasingly important avenue through which one may
demonstrate their prosociality toward others (for similar arguments, see Brady &
Crockett, 2019). The current program of research sought to understand this utility of
prosociality in crowdfunding by identifying which individuals are more willing to
donate in given contexts while considering various situational factors that have
previously demonstrated efficacy in creating prosocial behaviours in the real world.
The current studies critically advance an understanding of crowdsourced fundraisers
in several capacities. Most importantly, whereas much research investigating such
endeavours remain correlational, we adopted an experimental design to identify
which situational factors are causally predictive of donation likelihood. Additionally,
as crowdsourcing exists primarily online, it is crucial to understand altruism in the
context of online outlets. The current study contributes a further understanding of
how prosocial behaviour occurs in an online context and advances current literature
by emphasizing an understanding of prosocial behaviour and social influence
through the use of social media platforms.

The current study sought to understand how influence of other’s donations, the
type of campaign, and campaign organizer influenced one’s likelihood to donate. We
specifically focused on the nature of pre-existing donations for a given cause,
whether from an anonymous donor, from the fundraiser creator, or nonexistent.
Second, we considered which aspects of a funding initiative would be most appealing
to donors by considering both the goal of such an initiative being either needed (i.e.,
surgery) or non-essential (vacation), and who started it (i.e., first- or third-party
initiatives). Specifically, we considered the extent relevant individual differences to
the enactment of prosocial behaviour (i.e., agreeableness, narcissism) are predictive
of reputationally derived donation decisions. This program thus affords us to
understand the interplay between situational and dispositional factors that foster
functional engagement in altruism within modern contexts. Most notably, this work
found evidence for the role of normative social influence in shaping altruistic
decision-making by demonstrating the importance of information for previous
donors in shaping subsequent behaviour in first-party fundraisers (Cialdini et al.,
1981). As crowdsourced fundraisers typically provide all of the information above
when describing a fundraising campaign, it is necessary to understand the role social
influence plays when taking all variables into consideration. Additionally, as men
and women have different strategies to increase successful reproductive
opportunities, we extended current literature about altruism in the context of mating
strategies to uncover how individual differences in prosociality exist in regard to
interest in signalling one’s mate value through altruism.
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This adherence to the imposed social norms of altruism was most apparent
among agreeable men. Their donations could be described as a signal for both their
prosocial intentions within general affiliative setting but also their ability as an
optimal mate (Barclay, 2010; Oda et al., 2014). Indeed, women’s agreeableness
predicted their altruism toward first-party causes but these effects were much larger
in men, thereby suggesting their prosociality extends into multiple domains wherein
altruism is especially desirable. This potential signalling function of mate value may
further explain the association between narcissism and donations in Study 2, given
that narcissistic individuals seek to present an attractive veneer in mating contexts
that could mask their actual exploitative intentions (Jonason et al., 2010). Although
narcissistic individuals can behave prosocially, such intentions may have ulterior
motives. That is, narcissistic individuals may behave prosocially in the service of
increasing their own success, power, and attention rather than focus on caring
(Campbell & Foster, 2007). Additionally, those higher in narcissism tend to endorse
others’ selfish behaviours (Hart & Adams, 2014). This latter point became the
impetus of our second study, wherein participants evaluated campaigns raising funds
for an individual’s vacation, arguably more selfish motive to start a fundraiser. With
a selfish fundraiser focused less on the caring aspect of raising money for a medical
treatment, the current study is interested in how different donation types, fundraisers
organizers, and personality traits, specifically levels of narcissism influence people’s
willingness to donate to a fundraiser.

Limitations and Future Directions

Despite the theoretically sensible findings across both studies, the current
program of research nonetheless presents several opportunities for future research in
light of its methodological limitations. First, our experimental control to infer
causality within the different situational factors could have undermined these studies’
ecological validity afforded to more naturalistic settings. Having to evaluate various
campaigns could have elicited consideration of demand characteristics among
participants that may have led their responses to be influenced by other responses
when using a within-subjects design (Orne, 1962). Future research would benefit
from utilizing a between-subjects design.

Another possible limitation emerges from participants’ not actually donating
real money, putting the current study at odds with behavioural economics research
wherein participants would donate actual monetary amounts. Though the amount of
money allocated in tasks with actual and hypothetical money are frequently
equivocal (Ben-Ner et al., 2008), it remains an empirical question whether
individuals would be willing to incur monetary costs to donate as a function of
personality or situational factors. Future studies could provide outlets wherein
individuals could make costly monetary donations toward prospective causes, with
the actual donations being made for each cause being indicative of their actual
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willingness to give. Previously findings suggest individuals are willing to incur
financial costs for social desirability (Arnocky et al., 2017; Fehr & Fischbacher,
2003), and a future study considering actual funds may identify these boundaries of
donation.

Future work would additionally benefit from utilizing different theoretical
conceptualizations of the personality variables considered in these studies. With
agreeableness, we utilized a measure of personality rooted in the Big Five, although
such a structure conceptualizes personality differently from the HEXACO model
(Ashton & Lee, 2007). Within this model, much of the prosociality seen in agreeable
people conceptualized through the Big Five may be better conceptualized as being
high in honesty/humility, a trait typified by altruism and long-term mating interest in
men (e.g., Aghababaei et al.,, 2014; Lee et al., 2013). Additionally, when
understanding which the motivational impetus driving the narcissism effects in Study
2, researchers could consider whether donations were made as a function of one’s
motivation to be admired by others (Back et al., 2013).

Conclusion

The advent of modern outlets to display altruism has begun to include
crowdsourced fundraisers. This program of research has found instances wherein
various situational and dispositional factors influence individuals’ desire to donate to
these causes that appear to have ancestral roots. These modern outlets for donations
could be shaped by ancestral desires to ensure access to resources to facilitate one’s
standing within a group.
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