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l Executive Summary

The world of charitable giving is a world of
redistribution: surplus aid and money from
one place being directed to another place
in need. Motives for charitable donations
are plentiful; whether donors are motivated
by a feeling of duty, recognition, or altru-
ism, global aid totaled upwards of $600
billion dollars in 2019."

Our client, The Life You Can Save, is a
foundation whose mission is to end glob-
al poverty. Ending global poverty comes
through effective giving, and, in particular,
through a group of nonprofits that The Life
You Can Save has selected for their effi-
ciency in saving “the most lives per dol-
lar.” The Life You Can Save believes that
extreme global poverty can be eradicated
if each person that could donate a small
amount actually does so. At present, the
foundation finds that there is still consid-
erable work to be done and that more
people stand to benefit and contribute to
ending global poverty.

Our report, Behavioral Insights to End
Global Poverty, is a step in this direction.
Our client is interested in using the tools of
behavioral economics and decision-mak-
ing sciences to ground their work going
forward. We aim to better assess opportu-
nities for our client to spread its message,
attract new donors, and raise funds to end
global poverty.

The Life You Can Save is an extension
of the effective altruism community — an
informal group of people connected by

a shared desire to improve the world by
giving money to just and impactful causes.
Our analyses found that the demographics
of the effective altruism community and
the visitors to the The Life You Can Save’s
website are very similar; the group skews
male, young (ages 25-34), educated,
Western, white, and technology-oriented.
Further, the demographics of the website
visitors are almost entirely represented by
the Anglophone countries of the United
States, Australia, the UK, Canada, and
Ireland.

Our analyses show that The Life You Can
Save’s donations are not driven by major
world events, such as natural disasters.
Rather, the bulk of their donations are re-
ceived near the end of the tax year, partic-
ularly in the U.S. and Australia. Thus, The
Life You Can Save’s donors indeed appear
to be forward-looking: they are focused on
long-term needs rather than emotionally
salient events.

One of our main analytic findings relate
website usage, donation likelihood, and
point-of origin. Our analyses show that
while the number of website visitors com-
ing from social media channels is smaller
than the client’s robust email base, those
who do come from social media are more
likely to donate. The share of donations
resulting from email origin is nearly dou-
ble that of social media and yet yields a
lower likelihood of donation. We suggest
that The Life You Can Save continue to
view social media as an important growth



opportunity.

The “Best Charities” page of the website
is doing well but maybe underperforming
its true potential. There is healthy traffic
towards this page, and it accounts for the
second highest likelihood of receiving a
donation after only the homepage, but

it also has a high bounce rate, meaning
that visitors quickly look at the page and
then move on without further interactions.
By looking at different types of visitors we
posit that this could be due to information
overload: that people go to this page to
seek information, but decide not to engage
further with the website due to limited
bandwidth and the large quantity of con-
tent presented.

Our analyses also find that the visual pre-
sentation of charities does have an effect.
This is true of the “All Charities” option and
in particular for the Against Malaria Foun-
dation (AMF). AMF has a prime location
on the “Best Charities” page and receives
the second highest number of donations
behind the “All Charities” option. The aver-
age donation to AMF ($128) is significantly
smaller than “All Charities” ($254). We
hypothesize that donors could be well-in-
formed about the cost of a mosquito net
and its effectiveness, but might feel less
inclined to donate to all of the charities.

With our literature review, we present five
behavioral principles and assess their
relevance to the work of our client, using a
comparison with peer organizations, Give
Well and Charity Navigator. Specifically,
these principles are choice architecture,
social norms, empathy, overhead cost
aversion, and anchoring. We believe that
The Life You Can Save can expand its in-
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fluence and effectiveness by utilizing these
principles more broadly. Give Well and
Charity Navigator offer possible insights
into how these principles can be imple-
mented more effectively.

We ran a short social media test from
November 16 to 30, 2020, to study dif-
ferent messaging grounded in the five
principles. Due to several constraints, our
experiments lack statistical power to make
conclusions. Instead, the test offers sug-
gestive evidence of our recommendations
to simplify the messaging and to make
social media “more social.” We find that of
Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter, Face-
book saw the largest treatment effects of
our messaging as measured by reactions
and sharing. Reactions jumped from an
average of 5.8 per post in the control time
period to 10.8 per post during treatment.

There is a considerable amount of con-
tent on The Life You Can Save’s web-
site. Simplifying the presentation might
be explored: we suggest a decision-tree
quiz which can bring potential donors to

a decision and reduce the cognitive load
currently required to navigate the website.
Charities could also be grouped by theme
and not just title, which would reduce the
amount of presented content.

The Life You Can Save is an effective
charity aiming to end global poverty. We
believe The Life You Can Save can be-
come yet more effective with more atten-
tion to behavioral insights and principles.
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THE FRAMEWORK AND THE GOAL

n The Framework and the Goal

Mission

For decades, The Life You Can Save
founder Peter Singer has made the moral
argument that individuals in affluent na-
tions need to re-think how they approach
charitable giving. Singer’s reasoning is
relatively straightforward: if individuals in
high-income countries can prevent suffer-
ing and even death without having to sac-
rifice something nearly as important, then
they should do so. Consequently, those
in the United States and other developed
countries should give substantially more,
and they should also focus on giving to
organizations that can do the most good.

As it stands, charitable giving in the United
States is largely driven by local, in-group
interests. This parochial inclination ignores
the vast differences in needs between
those in high-income countries and those
in extreme poverty around the globe, who
are generally living on less than $1.90

per day. According to Giving USA, the

top recipients of charitable donations in
the United States in 2019 were religious
institutions (28%) and educational institu-
tions (14%); donations to international aid
organizations, which include organizations
that are not directly focused on helping
the global poor comprised just 6% of total
donations.?

Singer and the effective altruism commu-
nity aim to change this by encouraging
donors to focus on impact. In other words,
how can a potential giver maximize the
total well-being enhanced, typically un-

derstood as the number of lives saved, for
each dollar given? In taking this approach,
it is apparent that optimal charity dona-
tions for those in high-income countries
should not be limited to nearby locales —
not when a $2 mosquito net can protect a
couple in Nigeria from malaria and a $50
cataract surgery can restore sight to a
child in India.

The Life You Can Save aims to push for-
ward Singer’s message of giving more and
giving more effectively. That is reflected in
the organization’s two-fold mission:®

1. Introduce Singer’s ideas to new audi-
ences

2. Inspire and empower individuals to
make the greatest impact possible

Tools

The Life You Can Save wants everyone to
do their part to end global poverty by do-
nating to charities that make the greatest
impact. As a result, one of the key services
the organization provides is curating a list
of best charities that have demonstrated
themselves to be highly cost-effective. The
Life You Can Save’s Panel of Experts de-
fines effectiveness as: “robust evidence on
the efficiency of its programs and its abil-
ity to execute good outcomes.” The Life
You Can Save’s recommendations heavily
draw on evaluations from GiveWell, which
is a leading charitable evaluator that has
been at the center of the effective altru-
ism movement. Importantly, The Life You
Can Save does not only curate a list of
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best charities, it also collects donations to
directly support those charities. The Life
You Can Save offers users the option to
donate to specific charities or to spread
their donation evenly among all their rec-
ommended charities.

Effective altruism is a new movement with
a relatively homogenous following, as will
be discussed below. Thus, one of The Life
You Can Save’s main goals is to reach
new audiences and broaden the effective
altruism message and community, which
may not be a primary goal of peer effec-
tive altruism organizations. They aim to do
this by popularizing the effective altruism
message in a way that can, in the words of
Executive Director Charlie Bresler, appeal
to both “the heart and the head.”

Singer’s book, The Life You Can Save, is
one of the most important tools the orga-
nization has to spread their message. It
makes a powerful case for the principles of
effective altruism, while also being acces-
sible and providing reasonable donation
targets for readers. The book’s importance
has risen since it was bought back from
the publisher and re-released in December
2019. Now, the book can be downloaded
free from The Life You Can Save website
as an ebook and audiobook, which greatly
enhances its potential reach. Beyond the
book, The Life You Can Save engages
with the public through its website, blog,
podcast, newsletter, and social media
channels.
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E The Desired Behavioral Change

As explained in the previous section, The
Life You Can Save has a twofold mission:
“‘introduce the ideas from Peter Singer’s
book to new audiences,” and “inspiring ...
and empowering them to make the great-
est impact possible.” These goals are
fundamentally behavioral: by reframing a
person’s role in ending extreme poverty,
The Life You Can Save changes the way
people act toward the issue and their own
altruistic responsibilities. Most people
who internalize The Life You Can Save’s
message will give more to effective chari-
ties, likely donate more as a share of their
income, and also act to spread effective
altruism on their own. The Life You Can
Save’s branding, “Smart Giving, Simpli-
fied,” also acknowledges the behavioral
component of simplifying effective altruism
that the organization sees as core to its
mission.

Targeted Behaviors

Keeping with The Life You Can Save’s
two-part mission, our study evaluates
and provides recommendations along the
same two dimensions:

Increase engagement with effective al-
truism messages. One of Singer’s goals
in writing The Life You Can Save, and

in founding the charity, is to spread the
effective altruism philosophy to new au-
diences. Doing so might require creating
new messages that resonate with different
audiences, presenting the same message
in innovative ways or on new platforms, or
some combination of the two.

Engagement can take many different
forms. It includes sharing a post on social
media, talking to a friend about effective
altruism, thinking about the ideas and how
they relate to one’s own life, and many
other actions in between.

This report focuses on engagement with
effective altruism messages on social
media, using the options available within
each respective platform. These typically
include liking a post, sharing a post on
their personal account, and following links
provided in posts. Tracking engagement
using these behaviors is a good starting
point for several reasons. First, the social
media content is amenable to rapid, easy,
and essentially costless change. Second,
they can be easily tracked over time and
quantified, allowing simple analysis of
what works. Finally, they are indicative of
other actions that The Life You Can Save
wants to change (such as talking to others
about effective altruism offline) that are not
as easy to measure.

Increase donations to effective chari-
ties and to The Life You Can Save itself.
The goal of promoting effective altruism is
to increase donations to effective charities.
This is the fundamental action that will
contribute to ending extreme poverty glob-
ally. The Life You Can Save also accepts
donations to fund their own operations.

Given that The Life You Can Save’s goal
is to end extreme poverty, there is the-
oretically an upper limit on the amount
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that The Life You Can Save would need
to increase its donations — the amount
needed to lift everyone in the world out of
extreme poverty. While Singer argues that
ending extreme poverty is within reach in
this generation if Western citizens take
their moral responsibilities to end it seri-
ously,® this goal is still very ambitious for
The Life You Can Save and other global
humanitarians. Therefore, The Life You
Can Save’s donation goals should be for a
steady percentage increase each year for
the foreseeable future.

The Life You Can Save promotes effective
charities over other U.S.-based charities
as donations have greater impact interna-
tionally. For example, a cornea transplant
cost $32,500 on average in 2020.” This
would potentially restore eyesight in one
eye to one person. Due to lower costs
and a lower level of required services to
have an impact, this same amount would
provide 650 cataract surgeries to re-
verse curable blindness if donated to the
Fred Hollows Foundation.® By giving that
amount internationally instead of in the
U.S., donors are likely to do more good for
the same amount of money.

However, The Life You Can Save faces

a challenge with soliciting donations: it is
readily able to demonstrate the effective-
ness of its recommended charities, but it
also wants to raise money for their own
operations. Placing itself in direct competi-
tion with their effective charities is a chal-
lenging position, especially given donor’s
general aversion to giving to a charity’s
overhead costs (see Section 4). The Life
You Can Save demonstrates the effective-
ness of donations to itself by saying that
every $1 given to The Life You Can Save

raised on average $11.50 in return.®

Ultimately, some combination of donations
to the effective charities and The Life You
Can Save is likely the optimal option. The
Life You Can Save itself promotes this
option, such as through the 90/10 Fund,
which gives 90% of the donation to effec-
tive charities while 10% of the donation is
kept for The Life You Can Save’s opera-
tions.

Where We Focused

To facilitate these behavioral changes, we
focused on The Life You Can Save’s social
media presence, website, and newslet-
ter. Two factors contribute to these being
the most promising platforms to test and
launch behavioral research at The Life You
Can Save. First, there is a relatively low
cost to changing content on these plat-
forms, allowing rapid and iterative evalua-
tion of different types of content and vary-
ing interventions. Second, these platforms
are The Life You Can Save’s touchpoints
with the largest number of followers.

But these are not the only potential plat-
forms The Life You Can Save could use to
change behaviors. For example, the orga-
nization’s Giving Games are an innovative,
behaviorally-focused intervention toward
promoting both identified goals.™ Giving
Games use participatory learning and the
endowment effect to “change giving at a
cultural level”" through changing partici-
pant’s philanthropic behavior. In a Giving
Game, participants are given a small
amount of real money that they choose
how to allocate among charities. A vote is
taken at the beginning of the event, then
presentations are made for each of the



charities on how they would use the do-
nation. After that, another vote is taken on
how donations should be allocated, with
the participants making real donations to
those charities. More details on the behav-
ioral principles behind the Giving Games
are discussed in Section 4.

While behavioral interventions are con-
text-dependent, they can be carefully
applied outside their original context. For
example, our findings that personal stories
increase engagement (see Section 4) can
be incorporated into the charity descrip-
tions to increase participant engagement.
In other cases, the Giving Games already
apply concepts that we later recommend
for The Life You Can Save’s other opera-
tions. For example, Giving Games avoid

THE DESIRED BEHAVIORAL CHANGE

choice overload (see Section 4) by pro-
viding participants with three charity op-
tions. We recommend similar changes to
the website’s “Best Charities” page in this

report (see Sections 5 and 6).

Other potential platforms include The Life
You Can Save’s podcast and celebrity
events. All of these platforms have prom-
ise for future behavioral interventions.
Regardless of the specific platform, the
behavioral principles from this report are
useful for all of The Life You Can Save’s
touchpoints as well. The insights we pro-
vide are fundamentally related to im-
proving processes to match with human
behavior, although care should be taken
when applying them outside their original
context.
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B Context and Diagnostics

We turned to The Life You Can Save’s
Google Analytics data to gain a better
understanding of the population that
currently engages with the website and
how they do so. This context is important
for diagnosing the bottlenecks that may
be standing in the way of greater engage-
ment and donations, as well as identifying
potentially effective intervention areas. Our
analysis led us to five main findings that
have implications for how The Life You
Can Save (TYLCS) can meet its goals of
greater engagement and donations:

e TLYCS website users and donors
have demographic similarities and dif-
ferences with the core effective altru-
ism community

e The timing of donations reveals that
giving season and tax incentives drive
the timing of giving

e The “Best Charities” page is the sec-
ond most trafficked landing page but
may be underperforming

e Social media represents a potential
growth opportunity

e Charity choices show the influence of
the layout of the “Best Charities” page

In this section, we briefly detail the find-
ings listed above. Unless otherwise noted,
the results described are based on Goo-
gle Analytics data spanning the one-year
period from November 1, 2019 to October
31, 2020.

Demographics of Website
Users and Donors Versus
Core Effective Altruism
Community

Survey data indicate that the effective al-
truism community skews male, young (25-
34), educated, Western, white, and tech-
nology-oriented.'? While data limitations
prevent comparison with TLYCS website
visitors across all those dimensions, we
do know that TLYCS website users show
a different gender breakdown than the
self-identified effective altruists. Females
make up a narrow majority of website
users, compared to less than one-third of
surveyed effective altruists (see Figure
3.1, Panel A).

However, TLYCS website users are
young, similar to the broader effective
altruism community, with 25-34 year-olds
making up the largest share of TLYCS
website users, followed by 18-24 year-
olds (see Figure 3.1, Panel B). The 25-34
age group also shows the lowest bounce
rates, meaning they are not only the most
populous group but also engage with the
website the most (see Appendix Figure
A.1). While the age distribution of TLYCS
website users follows the same general
contours of the effective altruism commu-
nity, it is not as concentrated in the young-
est age brackets. In the latest survey, over
75% of effective altruists were in the 18-24
and 25-34 age brackets, compared to 50%
of TLYCS website users.
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Figure 3.1 Website Users and EA Community by Gender and Age Group

Panel A
Share by Gender in Group (%)
B TLYCS Website Users EA Community
80 71 80
60 53 60
47

40 40

27
20 20
0 0

Male Female

According to the 2019 Effective Altruism
Survey, a plurality (39%) of effective altru-
ists live in the United States, followed by
the United Kingdom, Germany, Australia,
and Canada. The geographic distribution
of TLYCS website users is roughly similar,
as shown in Figure 3.2. Most visitors are
located in the United States, and the top
five countries are the same with the ex-
ception of Ireland. Australia is notable for
being the second largest source of website
users despite having a smaller effective
altruist presence than the United Kingdom,
for example. The fact that Peter Singer is
Australian is likely a contributing factor.

We do see some differences when we
look at the gender, age, and geographic
distribution of those who donate through
the TLYCS website as opposed to website
users (see Appendix Figure A.2). Donors
are more likely to be male compared to
website users, though still not close to the
male share of effective altruists. Donors
are more dominated by Americans com-
pared to website users, with nearly half of
donors based in the United States. Austra-
lia punches even further above its weight:

Panel B

Share by Age in Group (%)

B TYLCS Website Users EA Community

52

57 29

21 .

I 12 12 11 11
I 1 e

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

Australians make up over one-quarter of
website donors, while the United Kingdom
makes up just 5%. The age distribution

of donors is slightly more skewed toward
25-34 year-olds. However, 35-44 year-olds
have the large average donations, which
likely speaks to their larger earnings (see
Appendix Figure A.3).

In sum, TLYCS users and donors are sim-

ilar but not identical in composition to the

effective altruism community. Additionally,
Figure 3.2 Website Users and EA
Community by Country

Share by Country in Group (%)

B TLYCS Website Users EA Community

i I 38
United States 39

Australia

I 11
7

United Kingdom 11 16

Canada -45
Ireland . 5

Germany L
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Figure 3.3 Daily Website Donations in the US and Australia

@ Transactions (Australia Users) @ Transactions (US Users)

Figure 3.4 Daily Website Donations and World Events

Australia Bushfires

Worsen

Hurricane Dorian |
Landfall

@ Transactions
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COVID-19 —

TLYCS is currently limited to the Anglo-
sphere, so there is a long-term growth
potential in non-Anglophone European
countries, as well as in middle income
countries.

Donation Timing Reveals
Giving Season and Tax
Incentives Are Motivating

Website donations to TLYCS spike at two
points in the year: at the end of December
and at the end of June. Disaggregating
donations by country reveals that the
December spike is driven by US donors
and the June spike is driven by Australian
donors (see Figure 3.3). The lack of spike
in Australia in December suggests the
Christmas holiday is not by itself driving
donations. Instead, the spikes align with

the end of each country’s tax year and
“giving season.” While we cannot isolate
the effects of giving season charitable
campaigns and tax deductibility, it is clear
that donors to TLYCS are responsive to
that set of incentives.

In contrast, donors to TLYCS appear

less motivated by discrete disasters.

For example, Hurricane Dorian and the
Australia Bushfires were two significant
natural disasters in 2019 identified by the
Center for Disaster Philanthropy.' Figure
3.4 shows no change in donation activity
around those events. However, we do see
a general uptick in donations following the
acceleration of COVID-19 transmission in
the US. The magnitude of the COVID-19
event and TLYCS’s addition of a dedicated
COVID-19 fund may have contributed to
the uptick.



Another timing consideration is the day of
the week of donations. The data does not
indicate any statistically significant prefer-
ence for weekdays versus the weekend
with regard to donations. The number of
average donations per day is heavily influ-
enced by the day of the week that Dec. 30
and Dec. 31st fall on, so we do not read
much into Tuesday being the highest do-
nation day in the last year (see Appendix
Figure A.4).

We wondered whether there might be a
“payday effect” in which case those of
working age might show an increase in do-
nations on weekends relative to other age
groups. Appendix Figure A.5 shows no
evidence of donors being influenced posi-
tively by payday. If there were evidence of
a payday effect, that would give credence
to interventions increasing the salience of
TLYCS around payday. Perhaps not sur-
prisingly given the rational nature of effec-
tive altruism, TLYCS donors appear to be
more geared toward planning than giving
spontaneously.

In total, donations seem to be driven by
giving seasons in the US and Australia
and not by large calamities. There do not
appear to be patterns in terms of the day
of the week of donations, including no
distinguishable “payday effect.”

Analysis of Landing
Pages

The most heavily trafficked landing page
— the first page that a website visitor
sees — is unsurprisingly the homepage.
As shown in Table 3.1, it is responsible
for one-quarter of all sessions. The next
most popular page is the “Best Charities”

CONTEXT AND DIAGNOSTICS

page. There is a large drop-off between
the “Best Charities” Page and the third
most popular landing page, “The Book.” It
is noteworthy that relatively well-trafficked
pages like “The Book” and the “Positive
Effects of Donating Money to Charity Blog”
have a low bounce rate but also a very low
donation rate. In contrast, those who land
on the “Impact Calculator” page are fewer
in number, but are more likely to donate.

The high bounce rate and low donation
rate of the “Best Charities” page relative to
the homepage stand out. However, visitors
to the “Best Charities” page are more likely
to be first-time visitors, so the discrepancy
is in part due to the composition of visitors.
Yet, restricting to only first-time visitors still
results in a higher bounce rate (80% vs.
70%) and a lower donation rate (0.7% vs.
1.3%) for the“Best Charities” page. It may
be the case that first-time visitors landing
on the “Best Charities” page are different
from those landing on the homepage, but
there is suggestive evidence that the “Best
Charities” page is underperforming com-
pared to the homepage. This could be due
to the number of charity choices on the
“Best Charities” page.

The homepage does a good job of direct-
ing people to the “The Book™” page. Nearly
one-quarter of users who click-through on
the homepage go to “The Book”. Further,
the homepage accounts for nearly 90% of
all traffic to “The Book”. However, people
who come to the homepage are still most
interested in investigating charities — over
one-third of click-throughs from the home-
page go to the “Best Charities” page or
pages for specific charities.
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Table 3.1 Landing Pages

% of Sessions

% of Sessions Re-

% of All | by First-Time | Bounce | sulting in Donation
Landing Pages Sessions Visitors % on Website
Home Page 25% 78% 67% 1.93%
Best Charities 17% 90% 79% 1.07%
The Book 8% 76% 55% 0.21%
Blog: Positive Effects 5% 89% 56% 0.00%
of Donating Money to
Charity
Causes to Support 2% 94% 81% 0.11%
(Make an Impact Page)
Common Objections to 2% 87% 88% 0.02%
Giving
Book Download 2% 39% 63% 0.01%
Private Podcast Setup 1% 47% 84% 0.03%
Instructions
Causes to Support - 1% 91% 82% 0.67%
Women's Charities
Impact Calculator 1% 68% 69% 1.43%
Take the Pledge (Calcu- 1% 71% 36% 1.04%

late annual suggested
donation)

The homepage and the “Best Charities”
page are the most popular pages but the
“Best Charities” page does worse than
the homepage in terms of bounce rate
and donation rate, which could be driven
by the profusion of choices on the “Best
Charities” page.

Social Media Is a Promis-
ing Growth Opportunity

Of the main acquisition channels, social
media accounts for the smallest share of
users to the website. Similarly, users ac-
quired via social media make up a relative-
ly small share of website donations (see
Figure 3.5, Panel A). However, the users
acquired on social media are more likely

than the average user to make a donation.
In fact, Panel B of Figure 3.5 illustrates
that the percentage of sessions resulting
in a donation is greater for social media
acquisitions than it is for email acquisitions
— a group that we think would be similar-
ly situated in terms of passive interest in
TLYCS.

The majority of those accessing the web-
site via social media are coming from
Facebook. Facebook is even more domi-
nant when it comes to the share of dona-
tions — users acquired via Facebook make
up over 80% of donations acquired via
social media. Twitter and Instagram follow
with 8% and 3%, respectively, of donations
acquired via social media.
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Figure 3.5 Website Donations and Conversion Rates, by Main Acquisition

Channels

Panel A
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Social media seems to have outsized
success in attracting recurring website
donors, which constitute a small but valu-
able group. Figure 3.6 shows recurring
donors and one-time donors broken down
by the main acquisition channels. We see
that social media accounts for a larger
portion of recurring donors than it does of
one-time donors. In order to produce this
breakdown in Google Analytics, we were
limited to examining three-month periods.
However, the result appears to be robust
to different three-month periods in the last
year.

Another factor is that compared to other
acquisition channels, social media skews
much more heavily to mobile users. As
shown in Panel A of Figure 3.7, mobile us-
ers make up about 30% of website users
as well as website donors. Yet, mobile us-
ers make up nearly 70% of those acquired
via social media. And in times of high-in-
terest, like giving season, mobile users
appear to be more responsive, making up
a much larger share of users in December

Panel B
Sessions Resulting in Website Donation (%)
o
Direct 1.87
Email 1.4
Social 1.56
Referral 1.03
Paid Search 0.35
0 0.5 1 1.5 2

than in the rest of the year (see Figure 3.7,
Panel B). Consequently, enhancing social
media engagement may open the door to
a more elastic part of the market.

Social media is not currently a major
source of acquisition for the TLYCS web-
site, but the data suggests it may be a
particularly effective channel to target

Figure 3.6 Recurring and One-time
Website Donors, by Major Acquisi-
tion Channel

Share of Website Donations Within Type (%)

M Recurring Donors One-time Donors
60
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50

40 36 37

29
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6 6
Organic Paid
Search Search

Direct Referral Social Email
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Figure 3.7 Website Users by Device Type
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when it comes to increasing donations and
broadening TLYCS’s reach. We think inter-
ventions geared toward social media are a
promising avenue for testing.

Charity Choices Show the
Influence of the Layout of
the “Best Charities” Page

Website users interested in donating
have an abundance of choices. They can
donate to one of TLYCS’s more than 20
recommended charities, they can donate
to all the charities, or they can donate to
TLYCS itself. Panel A of Figure 3.8 shows
the top charity choices among donors, as
well as the TLYCS itself. The “All Char-
ities” option is by far the most popular
choice among donors in the last year,
followed by the Against Malaria Founda-
tion. All other options are significantly less
popular than the top two.

The layout of the “Best Charities” page
likely plays a large role in the popularity

of the “All Charities” option. It is the only
visible option when a user opens the “Best

Panel B

Share of Desktop vs. Mobile Users Over Time (%)

——Desktop Share Mobile Share

100

P\, ———

25

0
Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct
19 '19 '20 '20 '20 '20 '20 '20 '20 '20 '20 '20

Charities” page and it is also highlighted in
yellow. In addition to the influence of the
web page design, the popularity of the “All
Charities” option may be aided by the fact
that it removes the cognitive cost of choos-
ing a specific charity.

Layout may also be a factor for the popu-
larity of the Against Malaria Foundation. It
is positioned in the upper-left-most quad-
rant of the charity options grid, which is
where people typically start when reading
a table. The average donation amounts
shown in Panel B of Figure 3.8 reveal that
despite being a popular charity choice, the
Against Malaria Foundation receives sig-
nificantly smaller donations, on average,
compared to the other top charity choices.
It is not clear why this is the case, but one
hypothesis is that the low cost and effec-
tiveness of mosquito nets is relatively well
known. Therefore, small donors interested
in making impact may turn to the Against
Malaria Foundation as a familiar and
perceived maximum impact option. Lastly,
it's worth noting that average donations

to TLYCS operations are of similar size to
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Figure 3.8 Top Charity Choices Among Website Donors

Panel A
Number of Website Donations
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those to the Against Malaria Foundation.

In sum, the “All Charities” option is by far
the most popular option for donations,
which is likely driven in large part by the
layout of the “Best Charities” page. The

Panel B
Average Website Donation Amount (S)
All Charities 254
Against Malaria Foundation 128
Fistula Foundation 239
Give Directly 249
COVID-19 Fund 256
Evidence Action 180
Oxfam 208
Project Healthy Children 193
Fred Hollows Foundation 264
TLYCS 123
0 100 200 300

Against Malaria Foundation also likely
benefits from the layout of the “Best Char-
ities” page, but the substantially lower
average donation amount suggests the
Against Malaria Foundation is particularly
attractive to small donors.
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Intervention Design

In researching how to increase levels

of charitable giving, we found that there
are two well-studied challenges on the
donor side: (1) donors rarely give as

much as they would like, and (2) donors
are often unable to articulate consistent,
evidence-based approaches to choosing
the recipients of their donations.™ From a
behavioral perspective, charities must also
vie for limited cognitive attention, as po-
tential donors find themselves distracted
by flashy advertising campaigns or divert-
ed by events in their own lives. Given this
multitude of obstacles, increasing charita-
ble giving can feel like an insurmountable
challenge, particularly for under-resourced
charities that focus on less flashy, albeit
necessary, causes.

In this literature review, we present find-
ings from a survey of field-based or “field-
like” experiments that utilize behavioral
insights within the domain of charities and
charity-adjacent organizations.

In pursuit of this goal, we will articulate
findings from behavioral science literature
as they relate to particular behavioral prin-
ciples, namely: choice architecture, social
norms, empathy, overhead cost aversion,
and anchoring. These five fundamentals
may be particularly important for The Life
You Can Save because they are backed
by multiple behavioral science studies; we
offer more complete evidence for these
strategies below. In choosing these five
principles, we thought about the full pro-
cess of donation, from start to finish. What

motivates a potential donor to give to char-
ity (empathy and social norms)? How they
can be guided through the donation pro-
cess via careful website design (anchor-
ing and choice architecture)? And what
aspects of charity organizational structure
may make donors less inclined to contrib-
ute (overhead cost aversion)?

The literature review is structured as fol-
lows: first, we will briefly discuss the five
selected behavioral principles. Then, we
will turn our attention to evidence of said
behavioral principles. Finally, we will con-
clude by looking at the behavioral science
principles at work on the websites of other
charitable organizations of similar caliber
and mission to The Life You Can Save.

Description of Selected
Behavioral Principles

Our literature review focuses on evidence
that maps onto five standard behavioral
science principles: choice architecture,
social norms, empathy, overhead cost
aversion, and anchoring. Our process of
selection was to provide evidence from
field-experiments, as this is more appli-
cable to the work of The Life You Can
Save. Our goal is to offer opportunities via
these studies to re-think future strategies
and assess past work. For completeness,
we briefly define these principles below
before proceeding to summaries of their
evidence.



Choice Architecture refers to the practice
of “organizing the context in which people
make decisions.”’® From behavioral sci-
ence, we know that people do not make
decisions in a vacuum; rather, when pre-
sented with a decision, they will generally
prefer to take the easiest option out of la-
ziness, fear, or distraction.’® Thus, the de-
signers who structure the decision-making
process (i.e. choice architects) can steer
participants towards particular choices via
carefully thought-out strategies that ac-
count for different human tendencies, such
as the desire to adopt simplifying strate-
gies when choices become too numerous,
to be unaware of different incentives for
behavior, or to make simple human er-
rors.'” In the context of The Life You Can
Save, choice architecture is particularly
salient to website navigation — the primary
means of accessing information about the
organization. We asked ourselves, does
the website offer opportunities for default
decision-making, and are there complicat-
ed choices that can be simplified?

Social Norms are the “informal rules that
govern behavior in groups and society.”"®
Whether with peers, social referents, or a
broader community, social norms govern
our actions by determining the bounds

of acceptable and unacceptable behav-
ior. Social norms incorporate both what
people do (“descriptive norms”) and what
people ought to do according to societal
standards (“injunctive norms”).

Empathy is the ability to put oneself in
another’s shoes, and as such is a powerful
behavioral principle for charitable giving.

In terms of different types of empathy,
scholars such as Paul Bloom generally
distinguish between cognitive empathy

INTERVENTION DESIGN

and emotional empathy. Cognitive empa-
thy refers to the more cerebral process of
assessing what other people are thinking,
their personal motivations, their plans,
and their beliefs. Conversely, emotional
empathy is based on feelings: it helps you
to feel the pain of others in less fortunate
circumstances and to revel in the warmth
of doing something good for someone
else.” At its best, empathy leads a well-off
donor to contribute to something that will
help someone else, without any expecta-
tion of self-benefit. However, empathy can
also have downsides, which will be further
explored below.

Overhead Cost Aversion refers to the
reluctance and “negative feelings donors
have [about contributing] towards a chari-
ty’s overheads costs.” It builds off of em-
pathetic tendencies: donors want to help
the community they feel pain for, not the
professionals who organize and distribute
that money to the cause. It is a behavioral
bottleneck that can work against charities
if not identified. Other charitable organiza-
tions like GiveWell and Charity Navigator
are successful in part because they help
publicize information that some donors
may be seeking to assuage overhead cost
aversion.

Anchoring is the tendency for people to
focus “more than necessary on arbitrary
values.”' Charities often use anchoring
principles when creating suggested do-
nation sums (e.g. $10 or $20); a donor
may not have thought about their optimal
donation amount prior to looking on the
website, but may donate the suggested
anchor precisely because it was presented
as the default option.
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Evidence of the Five
Principles

Choice Architecture is most commonly
understood from the opt-in, opt-out frame-
work — the setting of default options —
used to great success. Testing different
default options has been well studied,

and to generally positive effect, in several
domains such as investment decisions,?
insurance options,? energy use,?* and
organ donation.? While the principle has
been well demonstrated in these domains,
its generalizability to settings of charitable
organizations is an uncertainty our litera-
ture review aims to address.

Our review of the charitable giving litera-
ture suggests that choice architecture re-
mains an important facet of design setting.
Schulz et al’s study goal is to determine
whether choice architecture can alter the
extensive margin of donating to charities
(i.e. whether to donate or not to donate).?
The researchers are interested in the in-
tensive margin (amount donated condition-
al on donating) but do not find larger ef-
fects for this behavior. In a sample of 869
Swiss university students, each student
fills out a sheet on whether they would
donate or not; half are randomly provided
a list of five charities and option to specify
their own, while the other half are given

no list and are asked to provide their own
charity. Then, winners were randomly
chosen and given approximately $90, and
their donations were recorded. Schulz et
al. find that by providing a list to students,
the likelihood of donation doubles and that
the sum donated does not change condi-
tional on the treatment. Projecting to The
Life You Can Save, this evidence supports
the current approach of listing the recom-

mended charities. One area to consider is
whether the number of charities presented
is too many or just enough: this study used
a list of five — would these effects hold
with a longer list?

Soyer and Hogarth analyze this precise
question in the context of charitable giv-
ing.?” They vary the size of the list of char-
ities between three options: lists of three,
eight, and sixteen charities and randomly
assign subjects to receive approximate-

ly $50, making sure that each treatment
group is well represented. For this treat-
ment condition, Soyer and Hogarth utilize
a sample of 145 participants in Spain who
were enrolled in an online market research
panel. The list of eight is the original list of
three plus five new (lesser known) chari-
ties. The same goes for the list of sixteen:
it is built off of the previous list of eight
with eight new additions. The research-
ers show that as the number of charities
increases, so too does the sum donated.
Further, they show that in the group with
the smallest list size, only 25% of respon-
dents donate the entirety of their winnings,
whereas in the group with the largest list
size, this figure jumps to 50%. Moreover,
when donors were provided with more
options, they opted to spread more of

the donation sum around (and kept less
for themselves). This reduced the total
amount of donations received among the
original charities (the list of three).

These papers offer some suggestive evi-
dence building off of our common sense:
at some point there will be “too many char-
ities,” too many options. Finding the right
number to present is key. The Life You
Can Save supports 22 charities and offers
options to donate to one specific charity or



to all partner charities at once. As will be
discussed later in the report, The Life You
Can Save may consider grouping charities
by themes or regions of the world. These
are two examples of grouping that would
limit the size of presented options and to
measure whether donations vary based on
this design. Furthermore, the Soyer and
Hogarth paper indicate that as the num-
ber of charities increases, so too does the
amount donated, but in a decreasing man-
ner to any individual charity. The Life You
Can Save may want to consider this effect
as it advertises more, or less, options.

Social norms and social incentives are
well-known design principles within the
charitable giving space. For example,
peer effects, i.e. the effects that behaviors
sourced from a common group of people
have on decision-making, is reliant on
social norms. They reinforce the notions of
what is acceptable behavior by rewarding
actions that promote those behaviors. In

a study by Smith, Windmeijer, and Wright,
peer effects were studied to see if any
effects on donation likelihood or amount
were observed.?® They examine over
10,000 fundraising pages from runners

in the London marathon to see how page
navigation behavior was predictive of do-
nation behavior. The primary mechanism
at play was the ‘advertisability’ of a donor’s
action: their name and donation amount
are published on the donation page

and this effect may affect future donors’
amounts.® They find that, in addition to a
slightly larger donation, successive dona-
tions tend to cluster within the distribution
of peers: large donations elicit large dona-
tions and small donations promote small
donations. New donors do not seek to be
the largest or smallest donor, but rather

INTERVENTION DESIGN

squarely within the middle. The research-
ers also posit that peer effects are high-
est within tight groups such as families,
friends, and social groups.

In another contribution to the social norms
and charitable giving literature, Milkman
and Kessler study how the priming of dif-
ferent aspects of a donor’s identity affects
donations.*® They focus on data provided
by the American Red Cross from past
fundraising efforts. In one analysis, they
examined over 17,000 solicitation letters
sent in January 2010 to previous donors
who had not donated in the preceding

24 months. Half of the respondents were
randomly assigned to receive a letter
outlining their former gift, while the other
half received no such reminder. This is the
‘previous donor prime.’ In a second anal-
ysis, the authors examine a fundraising
round from 2009 in which the American
Red Cross randomly assigned one of
four different ‘community member prime’
solicitation letters to recipients who had
never donated before. Instead of priming
a previous donation, they study to what
extent identifying people as a member of
a state or city in the United States affect-
ed donation level. Milkman and Kessler
find that both the ‘previous donor’ and
‘community member’ treatment primes
increased donations by 20-30% over the
control groups — a substantial effect in the
charitable giving world. The Life You Can
Save could potentially adopt these find-
ings by engaging previous donors vis-a-vis
a ‘previous donor’ prime and contact new,
potential donors as particular members of
a community — be that geographic (e.g.
Queensland, Australia) or interest group
(e.g. the effective altruism community).
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Zooming out from identity-specific social
norms — we turn to another behavioral
science principle: reciprocity. Reciproc-

ity means that “in response to friendly
actions, people are frequently much nic-
er and much more cooperative ... [and]
conversely, in response to hostile actions
they are frequently much more nasty and
even brutal.”' This is applicable both for
in-group and out-group behaviors and can
be mapped onto the charitable giving envi-
ronment. By receiving something (such as
a small gift), charities can nudge potential
donors into becoming active donors. Armin
Falk studied whether reciprocity affected
donation levels for a Swiss charity in a
2007 paper.®? With a sample of 10,000
solicitation letters, one third of recipients
received a letter with a small gift, one third
received a large gift, and the remaining
third received no gift. Falk randomly as-
signed the letter plus gift condition (or no
gift condition) and measured the groups’
reciprocal donation amounts. He found
sizable effects to support the gift-ex-
change hypothesis: offering a gift result-
ed in larger returns and higher response
rates. This was particularly true among
small donations, which are much more
attenuated to small behavioral nudges
than are large donations; while both small
and large donations are affected by the
“‘warm-glow” effect, only large donations
are primarily moved by outside motivations
like reputational incentives.® The Life You
Can Save may think about adopting a sim-
ilar gift-giving effort for particular, one-time
fundraising drives.

Finally, the last important social incentive
within this literature review is empathy.

As discussed above, while in popular
parlance empathy only has good connota-

tions, in terms of charitable giving, empa-
thy (and particularly parochial empathy)
can be an obstacle to giving generously to
international causes. For example, Small,
Loewenstein, and Slovic hypothesized that
when donating to charitable causes, peo-
ple do not value lives consistently. In order
to test this hypothesis, they conducted four
separate experiments with university stu-
dents, with sample sizes ranging from 121
to 165. The students were asked to com-
plete surveys for a $5 reward. After finish-
ing the survey, students were then asked
how much of that reward they were willing
to donate to charity. Over the course of
the four experiments, the researchers
tested what kinds of victims prompted
more donations, and whether informing
students about differences in victim type
would create divergent donation respons-
es. Overall, the authors found evidence of
the identifiable victim effect, in which more
money and resources are dedicated to
helping a single visible victim, even though
more people would be helped if resources
were dispersed or spent protecting future
victims.** On average, donations for identi-
fiable victims were about $1.50 more than
for other kinds of victims (108.8% increase
compared to statistical victims and 66.4%
increase compared to identifiable victims
with statistics).®

This is an important finding for The Life
You Can Save, as much of the organiza-
tion’s work focuses on statistical victims

in far-flung locales, who by virtue of their
distance from Western donors and the
decreased visibility of their circumstances
are less likely to arouse empathy. Further-
more, even when the researchers prompt-
ed participants to think more deliberately
about identifiable victims versus statistical



victims, they found that support for iden-
tifiable victims decreased with more time
to think and process (rather than feel), but
low support for statistical victims remained
virtually unchanged.

In another study on the limits of empathy,
Sudhir, Roy, and Cherian emphasize that
in-group versus outgroup status matters a
great deal in charitable giving. In a study
with 185,000 prospective new donors in
India, they found that participants were
more likely to donate to certain kinds of
identifiable victims, in this case elderly
persons who were suffering from pover-
ty. Prospective new donors were more
inclined to donate to elderly victims who
are members of the in-group (Hindus)
rather than identifiable victims who are
members of the outgroup (in this example,
Christians). Furthermore, the authors also
find evidence for reference dependent
sympathy.*® Victims who are described as
currently destitute, but previously well-off,
generated 50% more donors and 33%
more average donations than identifiable
victims who were described as presently
destitute, but whose past was left unde-
fined.® This is also important for The Life
You Can Save, as most of those who are
living in extreme poverty are chronically
poor, and are less likely to have suffered a
recent change in fortunes that might elicit
more empathy.

Overhead cost aversion is also relevant to
the conversation on charitable giving. We
present three papers of empirical findings
relevant to this principle within the charita-
ble giving space.

INTERVENTION DESIGN

Gneezy et al. study whether charities with
different levels of promoted overhead
costs received significantly different levels
of donations.?® Indeed, in their field exper-
iment with 40,000 potential donors, par-
ticipants who were randomly assigned the
same charity with varying levels of over-
head costs (0%, 5%, and 50%) decreased
their rate of donation as the overhead ratio
increased. The authors point to this drop-
off in donations as a signal of disinterest
in inefficiency. To tease out whether partic-
ipants were actually dissuaded by ineffi-
ciency instead of overhead cost aversion,
the researchers tweaked the experiment
by explaining to participants that while

the overhead ratios “are what they are
(5% and 50%), the overhead costs have
already been paid for by an outside do-
nation, so 100% of your donation goes to
the cause.” The results are striking. They
find no significant difference in donations
to the 5% and 50% charities in this sec-
ond condition. One conclusion from this
paper is the importance of advertising
that overhead costs have been covered
(if they have been), and also of reducing
overhead costs wherever possible as a
means of making the charity more attrac-
tive to prospective donors. Donors do not
necessarily care if charities have high
overheads; they just don’t want their own
contributions to cover the overhead.

Caviola et al. continue in the line of re-
search to suss out the difference between
efficiency and overhead costs.* They
propose that evaluability bias influences
decision making in the context of charita-
ble giving: people tend to have a strong
preference for charities with low overhead
ratios (lower administrative expenses),
but not for charities with high cost-effec-
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tiveness (greater number of saved lives
per dollar), because the former attribute
is easier to evaluate than the latter. In line
with this hypothesis, they report the results
of four studies with sample sizes ranging
from 84 participants to 201 participants,
which showed that when presented with a
single charity, people are willing to donate
more to a charity with low overhead ra-
tio, regardless of cost-effectiveness. The
evidence in this paper is weak, stemming
from a small sample of online survey tak-
ers who may not be representative of the
overall population. It does, however, raise
interesting questions of how The Life You
Can Save may decide to reframe itself,
such as whether it continues to center a
message of efficiency, or ‘smart giving,’ if
that is not a message that strongly reso-
nates with prospective donors.*°

Lastly, Portillo and Stinn provide a fairly
straightforward study measuring prefer-
ences of overhead cost aversion.*' In a
large sample of university undergraduate
students in intro-level courses, the re-
searchers examine an experimental set-
ting where people are given money and
information about two charities whose
overhead costs are known. Respondents
report feeling more favorable to the charity
with lower overhead costs. When confront-
ed with two charities with similar overhead
costs, donors prefer to give to fundraising
efforts instead of salary related expens-

es by a 2-1 margin (salary expenses are
understood as overhead costs). Again, this
implies that overhead costs can have a
larger than expected influence on whether
or not prospective donors follow through
with charitable giving.

The last principle of the literature review is
anchoring. As articulated above, anchoring
is the tendency towards relying upon one
specific piece of presented information (or
“anchor”) when making decisions. Based
on our review of the literature, we pro-
pose that The Life You Can Save harness
anchoring to encourage certain desirable
behaviors from donors, such as making
recurring monthly donations. The Life You
Can Save can also use anchoring to sug-
gest a specific contribution amount from
donors, which would be especially effec-
tive if they showed which percentage of
donors contributes that amount (e.g. 95%
of donors contribute $50 or month every
month).

Behavioral science has shown ample evi-
dence of anchoring as a bias that impacts
everyday decision-making, from choosing
between different T-shirts at a clothing
store to making predictions about future
stock market prices based on today’s
market appraisals. To test the strength

of anchoring bias in the charitable giving
space, Hysenbelli, Rubaltelli, and Rumiati
ran two experiments on ltalian university
students. In Experiment 1, the authors
divided up 137 students into groups classi-
fied as No Anchor (NA), Low Anchor (LA),
and High Anchor (HA). The students were
then presented with information about an
identifiable victim and asked what amount
they would contribute to said victim. The
authors observed statistically significant
differences, with higher contributions com-
ing out of the HA group. Experiment 2 of
the paper builds two more dimensions into
the conversation on anchoring: ingroup
versus outgroup identity of the identifiable
victim, as well the identity of other donors.
Thus, the experiment has four conditions:



two additional scenarios presented a
needy African child rather than a needy
Italian child, and two additional scenarios
discussed average German contribution
rather than average lItalian contribution.
Overall, the authors found that the HA con-
dition still induces more gift giving than the
LA condition or the NA condition, but also
that contributions are higher when allocat-
ed for ingroup members and anchored on
ingroup donation averages.*

As we will discuss in Section 5, the inter-
ventions that we propose for The Life You
Can Save’s social media channels and
long-term website redesign focus most
heavily on anchoring, choice architecture,
and social norms. From our initial social
media testing, we found that donor testi-
monials were indeed an effective way to
gain more engagement and excitement
from the digital community of The Life
You Can Save. As the evidence on social
norms in the experiments above suggest,
hearing from donors about their reasons
for getting involved with effective altru-
ism clearly resonated with digital users
who likely shared some similarities with
the donors in question. Looking towards
future website redesigns, we see that the
principles of anchoring and choice archi-
tecture offer promise for simplifying deci-
sion-making about giving via The Life You
Can Save, particularly through the “Best
Charities” page. The suggested interven-
tions will quickly tailor strategies of giving
to each potential donor’s needs, allowing
them to customize where they give, how
frequently they give, and how much they
give in a way that aligns with their values
and their lifestyle.

INTERVENTION DESIGN

Assessment of Peer Char-
ity Evaluator Websites

We offer a comparative assessment of
how effective altruism-focused organiza-
tions that are similar to The Life You Can
Save have designed their websites. We
compare the websites of GiveWell and
Charity Navigator with a particular eye on
how these organizations use the five be-
havioral principles outlined in the literature
review.

GiveWell has an easy, approachable
format for its homepage (see Figure 4.1).
The color scheme is muted, the “Donate”
button is flagged as a different color from
everything else, the logo and topic areas
are centered on the page, and the visitor is
presented a large, static graphic ostensibly
portraying work that one of its top charities
engages in.

Charity Navigator's homepage, while

full of good information, instantly appears
more dated in appearance compared to
The Life You Can Save and GiveWell (see
Figure 4.2). The font appears clunkier,
there are no moving pictures to display the
work of the charity, and the color scheme
is darker and less inviting. However, some
aspects of the homepage work quite well;
for example, the “Support Charity Navi-
gator” button is highlighted in bright red,
which makes it easier to find for potential
donors. Furthermore, for those who are
familiar with effective altruism (like many
of the donors to The Life You Can Save),
the website prominently displays some
buzzwords that can help to catch their
attention: “make an impact,” “ensure your
giving is impactful,” “learn about our com-
pass rating system.”
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Figure 4.1 GiveWell Homepage
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Figure 4.3 The Life You Can Save Homepage

Q

=
” The Life You Can Save BESTCHARITIES ACTNOW THEBOOK NEWS  ABOUT Donate a us

e
Save - SmartGivi.. LY ~ smart le' ng'

o Watch late: hai . -

' ‘fr o Simplified
We make “smart giving simple” by

curating a group of nenprofits that save
or improve the most lives per dollar. We

Slmpllﬁed 0 aim to create a world where everyone

has an opportunity to build a better life
and where there's no suffering or death
B due to extreme poverty.




Charity Navigator also highlights its own
accomplishments at the bottom of the
homepage, which helps build credibility
with prospective donors about the organi-
zation’s work and longevity.

The Life You Can Save’s homepage is
bright and punchy. The font and pictures
appear up-to-date and modern, and sever-
al slogans that reflect the values of effec-
tive altruism are immediately apparent:
“Smart Giving, Simplified” and “Multiply
your impact.” However, while the home-
page has a lot of information, a casual
viewer would not necessarily know to keep
scrolling to find everything, and there’s not
a lot of signage that would make this clear
(i.e. “keep scrolling to read more” or us-
ing arrows to indicate that people should
continue reading until the bottom of the
webpage).

Principle 1: Choice Architecture
GiveWell's homepage does not implement
choice architecture via a default, opt-in
opt-out model, but the framing of the web-
site is simple and uncomplicated. When
one hovers over the topic areas at the top,
the visitor is not bombarded with choice
overload of links. Careful attention has
been paid to the framing of the homepage.

Choice architecture is also unclear on
Charity Navigator’'s homepage; their
approach seems to be to offer as much
information as possible, and to allow
prospective donors to sort through these
options individually. However, the “hot top-
ics” section on the homepage is helpful in
that it broadly categorizes popular causes
for donors to learn more about, like “breast
cancer charities” or the “Beirut explosion.”
Still, beyond the prominently displayed

INTERVENTION DESIGN

donation button on the homepage, it's not
clear how a prospective donor would move
from learning this information to putting it
into practice.

Similarly to Charity Navigator, it's not clear
what path is encouraged for visitors to

the homepage of The Life You Can Save.
Rather than clearly designating a path
from point of entry to donation, it seems
as though each tab (“Best Charities,” “Act
Now,” “The Book,” etc. have myriad links
and topics that can lead visitors all over

the site in an unstructured fashion.

Principle 2: Social Norms

The social norms implemented by Give-
Well appear to rely more on the commu-
nity of donors than the recipients of aid.
GiveWell seems to intuit that its target
visitor is someone who does not need con-
vincing about whether to donate so much
as to where to donate. The social norms
thus rely on the objective of the effective-
ness of the donation and the visitor’s pref-
erence to center that and not on aspects
such as popularity and what others may
think is best.

Social norms are the most interesting
section on the Charity Navigator homep-
age. Its “top ten lists” explicitly state such
categories as the charities that are most
popular, charities that are supported by ce-
lebrities, and the charities that are expand-
ing most quickly. This is a clear attempt

to influence prospective donors by letting
them know about other donors’ prefer-
ences; one would imagine that for many
people, knowledge of how their peers or
how famous celebrities support Charity
Navigator would be a big incentive to also
participate.
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Unlike the other two charities, The Life
You Can Save appears to rely less on
social norms as a means of encouraging
charitable giving, with the exception of one
section: Giving Games. In short, The Life
You Can Save runs Giving Games that
are designed to introduce potential donors
to the methods of effective giving and to
spread these concepts within a network

of people. This creates more peer effects,
as coworkers, friends, or families who play
the Giving Games together may be more
incentivized to give if they see how others
within their networks respond to the game.

Principle 3: Empathy

Empathy is not widely used on the Give-
Well homepage. Though there is a pic-
ture of a young child, the website proffers
much more information about GiveWell
itself with sections on “How We Work” and
“Our Mistakes” (emphasis added) and its
charities. It gets right to the mission of the
organization.

Empathy is also not widely leveraged on
the homepage for Charity Navigator. Some
of the “hot topics” might be classified as
such because they involve more identifi-
able victims, but it's not clear that personal
stories are shared on this website as a
means of building community.

Empathy is not used by The Life You Can
on the “Best Charities” page. Currently, the
website relies heavily upon presenting as
much information as possible to visitors,
which can be overwhelming and difficult

to sort through. A better strategy would be
to share the personal stories of the people
whose lives will be improved by the gener-
osity of donors to The Life You Can Save
and its partner charities.

Principle 4: Overhead Cost Aversion
Overhead cost aversion is not explicitly
worked into the GiveWell website design
but the spirit of the principle shows up in
several instances. Similar to the above
paragraph about empathy, the website
goes to great length to advertise in which
ways a donation benefits the charity. In
fact, it is the guiding principle of GiveWell
and the organization does a good job of
advertising its mission both actively and
passively. For example, GiveWell offers
an Impact Calculator under their “Giving
Effectively” tab which allows users to see
how far their donation can go (see Figure
4.4).

Interestingly enough, for Charity Navigator,
overhead cost aversion is also addressed
within the aforementioned “top ten lists”
section. Not only does Charity Navigator
point to the most efficient charities, includ-
ing ones with “perfect impact scores,” but
they also note “10 charities overpaying
their for-profit fundraisers” (see Figure
4.5). By delineating between these distinct
groups, Charity Navigator can subtly steer
prospective donors towards charities that
are more aligned with effective altruism
principles.

The Life You Can Save takes a similar
approach to GiveWell. Under the “Best
Charities” page, there is a subsection
entitled “How We Curate Our Charities.”
This subsection gives a clear and simple
explanation of how The Life You Can Save
defines effectiveness and chooses its part-
ner charities; the criteria on efficiency is
particularly useful, since it asks if a partner
charities’ programs are cost-effective and
offering the most return for each dollar do-
nated. On another section of the website,



INTERVENTION DESIGN 25

Figure 4.4 GiveWell Impact Calculator
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The Life You Can Save also includes a
calculator so that prospective donors can
understand the impact that their individual
donations have (see Figure 4.6).

Principle 5: Anchoring

The GiveWell website does not use an-
chors. The website does not have sug-
gestions of, for example, “giving $10 or
$20.” Rather, they rely more heavily on
the Impact Calculator, which allows the
visitor to toggle with various donations in
order to see how the size of their donation
increases the effect of their giving. When
one navigates to the donation section of
the website, however, an anchor of $100
is filled in as a default giving option.

Conversely, Charity Navigator does use
anchoring on its donation page. It offers
two options for frequency: donors can
either donate once or monthly. Moreover,
Charity Navigator includes suggested
amounts — $35, $50, $100, and $250
(along with an “other” option).

Like Charity Navigator, The Life You Can
Save displays anchoring amounts on
the donation page, ranging from $250 to
$1,000. However, the donation page did
not anchor the frequency of donations
(e.g. monthly, yearly, one-time).

Conclusion

GiveWell does not widely use the five
principles from the literature review, but
they do use some elements effective-

ly within their mission and framing. The
organization may not be targeting feelings
of empathy within a visitor if they believe
the type of visitor to their website does not
need emotional persuasion, only informa-
tion to allow for the most cost-effective
donation. The website reflects this: there
is an abundance of cost-benefit analyses
on the charities and language centering on
effectiveness.

Charity Navigator uses some but not all
of the five behavioral science principles
that we identified in this literature review.
However, the website is a useful platform
for finding out about effective and ineffec-
tive charities according to the guidelines
of effective altruism; this is a valuable tool
for those who may have just begun their
charitable donation journey.

Finally, The Life You Can Save uses an-
choring and social norms in different parts
of the website. However, there is room

to use the behavioral science principles,
which will be further discussed in the sec-
tions below on social media and long-term
website redesign.



E The Intervention

Understanding the characteristics and
behavior of TLYCS’s potential donors,
preliminary assessments of the behavioral
bottlenecks they encounter, and the litera-
ture review, this section proposes several
interventions. These interventions rely
upon The Life You Can Save’s main touch-
points with the community: social media,
their website, and the newsletter. Together,
these interventions represent our sugges-
tions for the most promising tests to start a
long-term learning agenda.

Our team sought to test the proposed in-
terventions by measuring the performance
of a specific series of posts on TLYCS’s
major social media platforms. This testing
structure was designed within strict time
constraints, which proved incompatible
with conducting randomized controlled
trials (RCTs) or A/B testing over a longer
period of time . Therefore, our team devel-
oped a testing strategy over social media,
which could provide near-term, useful data
on which to base more robust future social
media RCTs or A/B testing, while operat-
ing within the confines of our compressed
time window.

We also propose several interventions
using the website and newsletter. A dona-
tion quiz will simplify the difficult choice for
potential donors among the curated effec-
tive charities. Current newsletter subscrib-
ers can be leveraged to build The Life You
Can Save’s community by inviting them

to share the book. And focusing content
at the top of the homepage on concrete

THE INTERVENTION

impacts will promote website engagement,
especially among new users.

Social Media Testing

Structure

Our testing structure was composed of a
series of test posts on Facebook, Twitter,
and Instagram, posted from November 16
to 30, 2020. These test posts consisted

of posts with a broad charity framing, with
specific cause framing, donor testimonials,
and a post centered around Peter Singer’s
TED Talk on effective altruism. To remain
consistent, the posts were all uploaded to
the social media platforms around 12pm
ET each day. The test posts were random-
ly rotated between the various compo-
nents, and interspersed with a few exoge-
nous control posts that TLYCS conducted
as normal, for example a November 24
post for a virtual live crowdfunding event
to be held December 7, a post about grat-
itude on November 25 (Thanksgiving) and
a November 28 post about how to down-
load Singer’s book.

Strategy

Given tight timelines, our team had to
manage competing demands for broader
insights on different types of framings and
content, while attempting to maintain a de-
gree of statistical power. Traditional RCT
or A/B testing proved challenging over
social media, and would probably best be
conducted through social media advertis-
ing, to allow for small, specific tweaks that
could be tested among large populations.
However, our team developed a next-best
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testing strategy for the near-term. We
hope these initial test posts can provide
a launching point for further research and
discussion, and lead to more robust test-
ing strategies for the future as discussed
in the final section of the report.

For the report, our testing strategy was to
maximize the compressed testing window
by proposing four sets of two to five posts,
so that we could compare across as well
as within the categories. This would allow
us to test a number of different framings
and concepts, while still maintaining a
degree of internal comparison, albeit
largely qualitative. Because more than a
single attribute varies across these posts,
we could not directly target and test a
specific behavioral insight without creat-
ing highly repetitive content, which itself
risks confounding results. However, the
content within a set of test posts was var-
ied, providing us a glimpse into potential
mechanisms to explain variation in post
performance.

Post performance was measured by an
array of engagement metrics on Hootsuite,
against a baseline post performance.
Baseline post performance was measured
in three ways, by average post perfor-
mance during the same window last No-
vember, controlling for number of follow-
ers, average post performance over the
last three months, and other posts from
TLYCS over the testing period.

Data and Interpretation

The social media test posts ran over a
period of two weeks, from November 16 to
30, 2020. These tests included four posts
on Instagram, nine posts on Twitter, and
eleven posts on Facebook. To analyze the

relative performance of these posts we
utilized post performance data from Hoot-
suite to calculate social media metrics for
the test posts, which we compared to the
average metrics for control posts TLYCS
made during the testing window, averages
from the previous three months (August 1
to October 31, 2020), and from the same
two-week window last year (November 11
to 25, 2019), to control for seasonal pat-
terns of giving.

As shown in Figure 5.1 Panels A and B,
on the whole, test posts on Twitter and
Instagram performed similarly to control
posts during the same window, averages
from posts in the previous three months,
and averages from posts in the same two-
week window last year.

However, one notable difference (though
not statistically significant, given the small
sample sizes) was with reactions on
Facebook. The test posts had nearly dou-
ble the average reactions than the other
posts TLYCS made during the two-week
testing window (averaging 10.8 average
reactions per post, versus the 5.8 for the
controls), and above the average Face-
book reactions per post for the previous
three months (8.0) and from this two-week
period in November 2019 (7.5), as shown
in Figure 5.1 Panel C.

This higher average was largely driven by
elevated engagement with two of the do-
nor testimonials (10 and 23 reactions per
post, see Figure 5.2 Panels A and B, re-
spectively) and a post about Singer’s TED
Talk (30 reactions), as shown in Figure 5.2
Panel C.
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Figure 5.1 Average Engagement per Post by Social Media Platform
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Note: November 2019 data not available for Instagram.

These three posts were the reason for
higher Facebook metrics in the test posts,
relative to the average test post perfor-
mance on Twitter and Instagram. Of these
three high performing posts, only the first
donor testimonial (Figure 5.2 Panel A)
was posted on another platform, Twit-

ter, where it performed above average,

as well. These findings do not represent
robust quantitative evaluation but rather

a good starting point for further testing.

In sum, donor stories performed well and
appeared to drive social media engage-
ment. They are likely a good starting point
for building community and leveraging

the “social” aspect of social media. Addi-
tionally, the TED Talk post with an impact
framing performed well, notably because
the post was not actually a video post. Its
strong performance speaks to the power
of video among social media supporters.
It is also worth exploring how to splice and
distribute clips of Singer, which could drive
higher social media engagement.

Proposed Website and
Newsletter Tests

It would be valuable for The Life You Can
Save to use behavioral science interven-
tions beyond just their social media ac-
counts. Their website and newsletter offer
possibilities for several highly-promising
interventions to achieve the organization’s
goals that could not be achieved using
social media alone.

Simplifying Donation
Decision Bottlenecks
Through a Quiz

The Life You Can Save has taken the
approach of providing as much information
as possible about its partner charities on
the website. For current adherents to the
effective altruism approach, particularly
those from the tech community, maximiz-
ing data and information is likely the best
way to increase their participation. How-
ever, in order to expand its appeal to a
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Figure 5.2 Most Popular Test Facebook Posts
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broader audience, The Life You Can Save
will need to develop tools that help poten-
tial donors sort through donation options
and charities more quickly and easily. We
suggest that one of these tools be a de-
cision-tree quiz, which will carefully guide
prospective donors through a series of
questions before creating a custom recom-
mendation of donation amount, frequency,
and charity type for each donor. This will
reduce decision fatigue and give busy new
donors an easier way to get involved.

Description of Behavioral Bottlenecks
As mentioned above, the most visited
page on The Life You Can Save’s website
is the section entitled “Best Charities.” This
page lists all 23 partner charities, with a
brief description of their work and links

to learn more. Also, the page features a
filtering tool, in which donors can sort by
tax deductible status, broad categories
describing the charities, and the country in
which each charity operates.

However, unless potential donors are
used to sorting through large quantities of
information, the information presented on
the “Best Charities” page can be incredibly
daunting.

First, the donor has to browse through

the information presented on the crowded
“Best Charities” page. Then, they have

to decide which charity is their preferred
donation vehicle, or if they would like to
give some amount to split between all of
the partner charities. Finally, the donor has
to decide on the amount to give, as well
as the frequency. Clearly, this is a lengthy
process, and at multiple points, it's easy to
see where a donor might choose to close
the website (which contributes to the high

THE INTERVENTION

bounce rate) rather than donating. The
identified bottlenecks are as follows:

Limited cognitive bandwidth. Behavioral
science and common sense both tell us
that the average person has many differ-
ent topics occupying their thoughts at any
given point in time. Given all of this mental
noise, it's important to make choices clear
and easy for donors, who might otherwise
be overwhelmed by the amount of infor-
mation presented and leave the website
without committing to a donation.

Choice architecture. Even if a prospec-
tive donor is excited about The Life You
Can Save, the website doesn’t simplify
the decision-making context for donors.
For example, there are no clear nudges
to donors to choose one donation option
over another, and there doesn’t seem to
be a good default option. Using the filters
is somewhat helpful, but it’s not clear how
donors should shift from understanding
the purposes of each charity to actually
making a donation.

Anchoring. The website also misses out
on a good opportunity to anchor prospec-
tive donors to a specific donation quantity
or a set frequency of giving. For example,
the website could set the default donation
option at $50/month, rather than having
donors choose the amount and frequency
themselves without guidelines.

Proposed Intervention and How It Ad-
dresses Bottleneck

The Life You Can Save’s current website
design is predicated on two assumptions;
donors prefer to have more information
than not, and donors require little guid-
ance in making their decisions about
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which charities to support. While these
assumptions may hold if the donor pool
remains similar to its current composition
(tech workers who are comfortable with
cost/benefit analysis and like to see num-
bers and statistics), this orientation may
hamper long-term growth if potential new
donors with different preferences are not
reflected in the website design.

In place of the current system, we pro-
pose to guide prospective donors via a
Buzzfeed-style decision-tree quiz. Using
no more than ten questions, the quiz will
ask prospective donors about the topics
they’re interested in, their annual budget
for charity donation, and ways they prefer
to connect with The Life You Can Save’s
donor community. The quiz should be
highlighted prominently on the “Best Char-
ities” page with simple language, such as
“Take a quick quiz to figure out the right
charity for you!”

This quiz will address the bottlenecks dis-
cussed above in several ways. First of all,
it will allow busy people who may not have
time to read through the particularities of
each charity to get a sense of which char-
ity best matches their interests and priori-
ties with regards to charitable giving. This
will eliminate the need for donors to spend
a long time on the website as well — they
can quickly view the charitable page, take
the quiz, donate, and leave, a streamlined
process that will appeal to busy profes-
sionals.

Also, the quiz will give prospective donors
an actionable way to get involved, with
parameters set up beforehand. Rather
than repeatedly urging donors to donate,
but not providing advice on how much to

give, the quiz can recommend a donation
amount and frequency that works for the
donor’s lifestyle.

Finally, the quiz can also be made share-
able on various social media platforms,
such as Facebook, Instagram, and Twit-
ter. By encouraging donors to share their
results, we can leverage social norms to
encourage a set donation, which behav-
ioral science has shown can be helpful for
people in maintaining their commitment
level. Sharing the quiz results would also
attract other donors to The Life You Can
Save, who will see the social norms of
charitable donations promoted online by
their friends and family. This may spark an
interest in donating themselves and cre-
ate a sense of fun around the process of
donation.

A sample quiz is included in the appendix
(see Appendix Figure A.6).

How to Test Intervention Effectiveness
Assessing the success of this interven-
tion in increasing donations will depend
on several workarounds and the types of
questions offered towards the end of the
quiz.

First of all, the Google Analytics of the
“Best Charities” page can be compared
before the quiz is available on the web-
site, and after the quiz is launched. If time
spent on this section increases, and more
people navigate from this section towards
the donation page, that will be an import-
ant finding.

Also, the quiz can be designed with an
explicit request for a donation at the end.
After making the recommendation of which



charity the donor should select and with
what frequency the donation should be
made, the final question can simply ask,
“Are you ready to donate now?” Rather
than assuming that donors will immediate-
ly move from finishing the quiz to making
the donation, making this the default as
part of the quiz’s choice architecture will
hopefully make the donation process as
seamless as possible. This can be mea-
sured by assessing donations before and
after the creation of the quiz, and also
measuring if more donations were made
by new donors than before.

Finally, the quiz can also ask potential
donors how they found out about The Life
You Can Save. While this might not be di-
rectly pertinent to simplifying donations de-
cisions, it would provide valuable insight to
The Life You Can Save on which messag-
ing strategies are most effective at reach-
ing the broadest group of donors. We can
also monitor how many people choose to
share their results on social media, which
is a good proxy for seeing how many new
people are being exposed to the concepts
of effective altruism and The Life You Can
Save.

Since creating a quiz can be done for
free through Google or very cheaply with
external software, even a small increase
in donations from this intervention can be
considered cost-effective.

Leveraging Social Refer-
ents and Gifting to Build
the TLYCS Community

One of The Life You Can Save’s goals is
to raise awareness of Singer’s ideas and
build the effective altruism community. The

THE INTERVENTION

Life You Can Save already has a burgeon-
ing community surrounding it, comprising
thousands of followers on social media
and around 25,000 newsletter subscribers.
All have expressed interest in Singer’s
ideas and effective altruism. However,
there are only limited and cognitively-tax-
ing ways for individual users to build the
movement, meaning that The Life You Can
Save has to do all of the work. Making it
easier for current followers to bring new
people into the community is an easy and
cost-effective way to build the movement.

Description of Behavioral Bottlenecks
The Life You Can Save has a page on

its website dedicated to sharing Singer’s
book. This page has shortcuts to sharing
the book on Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn,
WhatsApp, and via email. Users can also
copy a link to the book download page
and share using any other medium.

Several of the sharing shortcuts provide
suggested content written by The Life You
Can Save staff along with the website link.
The content currently suggested by The
Life You Can Save by platform is summa-
rized in Table 5.1.

On Facebook and LinkedIn, the link is
shared as an article, which automatically
shows a short preview text similar to the
suggested content for Twitter, WhatsApp,
and email.

Figure 5.3 is a journey map tracing the
process from a member of The Live You
Can Save’s current community deciding
they want to share the book to the invitee
downloading the book. The bottlenecks
targeted by this intervention are circled.
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Table 5.1 Currently Suggested Content by TLYCS for Sharing the Book by
Platform

Platform TLYCS’ suggested Content

Twitter People struggle to live on less than you spend on a bottle
of water. The new edition of #TheLifeYouCanSave by @Pe-
terSinger shows how you can help change that - download it
here for FREE today! #SmartGivingSimplified
https://www.thelifeyoucansave.org/the-book

WhatsApp Read a book, Save lives. The new edition of The Life You
Can Save by Peter Singer shows how you can actually save
lives - download it for FREE today
https://www.thelifeyoucansave.org/the-book

Email Subject: The Book - The Life You Can Save

Body: Get your free copy of #TheLifeYouCanSave and learn
how you can help end world poverty.
https://www.thelifeyoucansave.org/the-book
#SmartGivingSimplified

This is a cognitively taxing process for po-
tential sharers. First, they need to decide
they want to share the book. Then, they
have to find out how to do so: by going

to the website and finding the “Share the
Book™ page. This seems to be a significant
bottleneck for potential sharers; the “Share
the Book” page had only about 1,900 vis-
itors in the last year, compared with over
58,400 to the main book download page.

There are also bottlenecks for the people
who receive the message. First of all, an
invitee needs to see the recommendation
to download the book. This involves both
being on the same platform that the invi-
tee is as well as competing with all of the
other content the invitee is seeing for their
attention.

Figure 5.3 Journey Map for Sharing the Book
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Next, the invitee needs to decide that the
book recommendation is useful to them.
This is a significant bottleneck for invi-
tees that differs by platform. Although the
available sharing options are presented
together, they accomplish fundamentally
different goals. The Twitter, Facebook,
and LinkedIn options are all for public
posts that function more as signals than
as a personal recommendation. Everyone
associated with the user will see the same
message. It is unlikely they will consider
it a recommendation made personally to
them and feel a strong connection with it,
even if sent by someone they know.

Additionally, the suggested content does
not imply any kind of personal recommen-
dation, even on platforms that are per-
son-to-person (WhatsApp, email). None of
the suggested content includes a first-per-
son pronoun, and the uses of second-per-
son pronouns (“you”) are all abstract — not
meant for the recipient to interpret it as a
conversation between the recommender
and them. This limits the effectiveness of
the recommendation.

Proposed Intervention and How It Ad-
dresses Bottlenecks

The Life You Can Save currently has
about 25,000 email newsletter subscrib-
ers, all of whom have expressed interest in
Singer’s ideas. Additionally, about 10,000
of those subscribers did so through the
process for downloading the book. There-
fore, they are a promising target popula-
tion for encouraging peer-to-peer sharing
of the book.

To overcome the bottleneck requiring
potential sharers to independently think of
sharing the book, The Live You Can Save

THE INTERVENTION

would send a one-time email to current
newsletter subscribers, inviting them to
share the book with their friends. Several
sample emails, using different framing, are
provided in the Appendix (see Appendix
Figures A.7 and A.8). Subscribers interest-
ed in sharing the book can copy suggest-
ed content to simplify composing the email
and send it to their friends using their own
email address.

In addition to “nudging” current subscrib-
ers to share the book by reminding them
of the option to do so, the email frames

it as an unexpected gift. As shown in this
report’s literature review, unexpected gifts
often make the receiver feel an obligation
for reciprocity. The email will remind sub-
scribers of the impact that the book and
Singer’s ideas made in their life and en-
courage them to share that gift with their
friends.

Additionally, suggesting a limit on the
number of people they can share the book
is advantageous for several reasons. First,
it makes the task of deciding who to share
the book with easier — the recommender
only needs to think of one or two people
who would enjoy the book. Additionally, it
increases the perceived value of recom-
mending the book. Because recommenda-
tions are portrayed as a limited resource,
recommenders will try to maximize their
value by only recommending the book

to the people they think will get the most
from it.

This intervention also improves the pro-
cess for the people who are invited to
download the book. Invitees will receive
an email from someone they know with a
personal message suggesting the book.
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This method is more likely to cause people
to download the book because it comes as
personally recommended by someone the
invitee trusts (giving it a higher perceived
benefit) and because of the power of free.

How to Test Intervention Effectiveness
Determining if these one-off email invita-
tions are effective at leveraging the exist-
ing connections to build the community
requires a careful testing strategy with
several parts.

The first step is determining if the email
invitation to current subscribers is effec-
tive at encouraging subscribers to share
the book. It will be challenging to deter-
mine exactly how many times the book is
shared given legal restrictions against The
Life You Can Save sending emails without
receiving permission from the address’s
owner. Due to this consideration, the test
has subscribers invite friends using sug-
gested content through their own email.
While this gets around the legal restriction,
we lose the ability to accurately track the
number of times the book is shared.

There are several indirect measures we
can use instead. Through The Life You
Can Save’s email vendor, we know if the
email was opened. This is certainly an
imperfect measure, as it is likely that only
a small share of the people who open

the email will share the book. We can
also track how many people unsubscribe
through the invitation email. This is a fairly
drastic measure that lets us know that
something about the invite (or the broader
frequency of contact) is not what the recip-
ient preferred.

Other options, each with advantages and
downsides, include: asking senders to
blind-cc The Life You Can Save on the
email(s) they send, asking senders to
share that they send a book invitation on
social media while tagging The Life You
Can Save in return for some prize (per-
haps a thank-you email from Singer), and
conducting polls of a random sample of
newsletter subscribers about whether
they’ve shared the book or not before and
after they are invited to do so.

The main issue with all of the methods
previously mentioned is that reporting that
someone shared the book requires an ex-
tra step, that will likely have high-drop off
— meaning measures derived from it are
not accurate. ldeally, there would be some
way that we can track interaction with the
email without requiring a separate step
from the sender. For example, we might
include a button that automatically copies
the suggested email — giving recipients an
incentive to use it — while also reporting
that it was clicked — giving us a fairly accu-
rate measure of at least how many people
shared the book (if not how many times it
was shared).

We can track the success of encouraging
people to download the book in several
ways. The most accurate is to include a
unique link in the suggested content email.
This means that only people who receive
that email will follow that link. The unique
link doesn’t necessarily need to take users
to a new page, requiring the web devel-
oper’s time. Instead, it could be a simple
redirect to the main book download page.
An alternative option that is less accurate
but easier to implement is to include the
main book download page link in the invi-



tation, as with all current share materials.
This method won’t require any of the web
developer’s time, but we won'’t be able

to precisely attribute changes in traffic to
the book download page to the invitation
campaign. Statistical methods can help
us estimate a convincing counterfactu-

al, but we cannot isolate the effect of the
invitations from the effect of anything else
happening at the same time (for example,
a book club chooses to read the book for
their next meeting).

Since this intervention is effectively cos-
tless to The Life You Can Save, even a
small increase in book shares and down-
loads is cost-effective. If successful, The
Life You Can Save can leverage similar
campaigns to continue building the move-
ment using community and gift-giving
frames. Some examples include encour-
aging people to donate on behalf of a
friend’s birthday or other special occasion,
“gifting yourself” by donating on your own
birthday, donating enough to cover the
cost of sending the book to a “penpal” or
reading group somewhere.

Impact-Focused Messag-
es on Website Homepage

Behavioral and marketing researchers
frequently find that messages focused on
clear, concrete impacts are more effective
than abstract messages. User experience
designers also know that people are more
likely to see and interact with content near
the top of a webpage, especially if it is on
the first screen that users see.

Optimizing the top screen of the home-
page can improve the user experience
for both new and returning users. Having

THE INTERVENTION

impact-focused messages first will en-
tice first-time users to stay while they are
making a split-second, partially subcon-
scious decision about whether to stay on
the website or not. Impact-focused mes-
sages will also encourage returning users
to interact with the website — by clicking
through to another page or donating — by
reminding them of the impact their dona-
tion will have.

Description of Behavioral Bottlenecks
Figure 5.4 shows The Life You Can Save’s
website homepage for both desktop and
mobile on November 27, 2020. The top

of the page features a video on “Smart
Giving Simplified,” which is echoed by the
text accompanying the video. Below the
bolded title of “Smart Giving, Simplified”

is two sentences about The Life You Can
Save’s mission.

Figure 5.5 shows the journey map that

a new user follows when arriving at the
website. The proposed intervention focus-
es on new users that arrive at the website
without a set intention (ex. coming to the
website to download Singer’s book). The
specific behavioral bottlenecks targeted
are circled in red.

Most people who have not yet been to The
Life You Can Save’s website, here called
“new users,” will know if they arrived at
the website with a specific intention. For
example, a new user might be looking to
download Singer’s book, or heard about
a specific charity from a friend and now
wants to learn more. The primary behav-
ioral bottleneck to these users achieving
their goal is if they are unable to navigate
the website. The Life You Can Save’s
website is well organized, with intuitive
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Figure 5.4 The Life You Can Save Website Homepage on Desktop and Mobile
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According to Google Analytics data, 73%
of homepage visitors are first-time visitors,
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while more than half (53%) of homepage
visitors leave the website without visiting
another page. Optimizing the website’s
design, especially the top of the homep-
age — the first thing visitors see, and the
only thing many visitors will see — is key to
better capturing the attention of new users
and increasing website engagement.

The first behavioral bottleneck for new
users without a specific reason for reach-
ing the website is deciding whether the
website applies to them. The key drivers
for this are their personal identity (whether
they identify with The Life You Can Save’s
mission) and cognitive load (whether it is
easy to find and understand information
on the website). After deciding that the
website applies to them, new users need
to decide if they want to stay on the web-
site.®® This is where it is key to capture the
new user’s attention. Their decision to stay
or leave will largely be based on cogni-
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Figure 5.5 Journey Map for New Users Interacting With Website
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tive load (whether it is easy to find and
understand information on the website),
salience (whether the content feels appli-
cable to them at that moment), and empa-
thy (whether they care about the potential
ultimate recipients of their donation).

Returning users follow a similar process.
Returning users who know what they want
will navigate to that information. Returning
users who do not know what they want
will, like new users, decide if the website
applies to them and if they want to stay.
Creating content that encourages return-
ing users to stay on the website is both
easier and more challenging than for new
users. Given that they chose to return to
the website, it is likely that returning users
believe the website applies to them. How-
ever, content needs to be changed peri-
odically to maintain its effect on returning
users.

The current content at the top of the
homepage is not focused on concrete im-
pacts. The phrase “Smart Giving, Simpli-
fied” is potentially confusing to a new user
unfamiliar with Singer’s ideas or effective

altruism — what is “smart giving”? The first
line of the paragraph below the title ex-
plains, but it is likely that many visitors will
not read that content. Additionally, saying
that “[w]e aim to create a world where...”
is abstract and risks triggering a visitor’s
incredulity that it is ever possible to elimi-
nate suffering and extreme poverty.

Proposed Intervention and How It Ad-
dresses Bottlenecks

The Life You Can Save can increase user
engagement with the website homepage
by focusing content at the top of the page
on concrete impacts. Using a rotating
feature of images and examples from the
impact calculator is likely to maximize its
effectiveness.

One possible implementation of this idea
is shown in Figure 5.6. This proposal uses
examples from the impact calculator to
provide concrete examples of the impact
people can have. It also frames donations
in terms of what people can give up (here,
a latte a week for a year). The illustrated
example shows giving up a $4 latte each
week for a year ($208), which the impact
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Figure 5.6 Impact-Focused Redesign Website Homepage on Desktop and Mobile
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calculator shows will buy 104 bednets for
the Against Malaria Foundation, each of

which protects two people (a total of 208
recipients) for up to three years.

The impact calculator is a unique and
impressive asset that can be readily lev-
eraged for providing examples of impacts.
Although Figure 5.6 is static, the website
version should cycle to a new “card” every
five seconds or so. Each card will illustrate
the impact of giving up something for dif-
ferent charities. Cycling cards will grab the
visitor’s attention, as humans are naturally
drawn to movement. It also makes the fea-
ture more appealing to returning visitors
by providing new content. It is also easy to
update the feature with new impact cards
periodically to refresh the website.

There are other behavioral advantages to
this design. The dropdown offering differ-
ent items to sacrifice gets the user to ask,

what else can | give up? The cycling cards
begs the question, who else can | protect?
The whole feature is set up to be partially
interactive (the user chooses what to sac-
rifice), drawing them in and starting their
relationship with The Life You Can Save
by thinking about Singer’s ideas in a way
that does not require any prior knowledge.

The “Learn More” button could go either
to the “Best Charities” page, the page of
the individual charity featured, the impact
calculator, or any other applicable page.
It could also be changed to a “Donate”
button.

Figure 5.6 demonstrates the design on
desktop as well as mobile. Recall that mo-
bile uses are 31% of website users, and
an even higher share during the high-traf-
fic, high-donation giving season. There-
fore, it is imperative that the design works
on mobile as well.



The proposed design removes the “Smart-
er Giving, Simplified” branding from the
top of the homepage. This is unlikely to
significantly harm The Life You Can Save’s
branding efforts, but several actions can
be taken to mitigate this effect. The feature
just below the cycling impact cards can

be changed to “Smart Giving, Simplified”
with links to an “About Us” page and social
media accounts. Also, the “Smart Giving,
Simplified” branding could be worked into
the impact cards.

The attention-grabbing design of the
impact cards addresses users’ cognitive
load, while the relatable items to sacrifice
are highly salient and the protection fram-
ing appeals to users’ identity and empathy.

How to Test Intervention Effectiveness
It is best to use an A/B test to evaluate

the effectiveness of this intervention. In
the A/B test, two versions of the website
homepage would be live at the same time:
one with the then-current homepage de-
sign, and the other with the cycling impact
cards. Users would be randomized to see
one version of the page or the other when
navigating to the website. Since both
pages are live at the same time, and users
are randomly assigned to a homepage
version, any observed differences (beyond
sampling error) in website interaction are
due to the different designs.

The key outcome to measure is engage-
ment with the website. Google Analytics
offers several useful metrics for this, but
time spent on the website and the share of
visitors that visit multiple pages are prob-
ably the most important. The evaluation
should also consider subgroups of users,
with the most relevant subgroup compar-

THE INTERVENTION

ison being between first-time visitors and
returning visitors.

If an A/B test is not possible, then an inter-
rupted time series design could be used

to estimate the effectiveness of the inter-
vention. An interrupted time series design
requires a long period of trend data for the
key outcomes. It assumes that any devia-
tion from the trend that is contemporane-
ous with the intervention is because of the
intervention. The main drawback of this
method is that it is impossible to separate
the effect of the intervention with any other
chance time effects (ex. Increased interest
following Singer being interviewed on a
podcast).

This intervention is low-cost to The Life
You Can Save, requiring only web devel-
oper time. The research for the impacts is
already done, and The Life You Can Save
already has pictures they can use for the
cards. This intervention will require fairly
substantial up-front web development,
but maintenance costs should be very
low (only requiring changing out the cards
periodically).

Why These Tests Are the
Most Promising

As an operating charity with an import-
ant mission, it is important that The Life
You Can Save can both learn to improve
processes while devoting resources to
only the most promising interventions. This
chapter summarized several highly-prom-
ising interventions on social media and
through the website. These tests should
only be seen as a starting point for a
behavioral science-inspired research and
design agenda.
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Our initial social media testing identi-
fied several promising strategies for The
Life You Can Save. Posts highlighting
donor stories did well, including two of
the highest reaction posts on Facebook.
The Facebook post about Singer’s TED
talk also performed well. Together, the
social media testing showed the power
of highlighting personal stories and inter-
active content that leverages the unique
strengths of social media platforms.

We also proposed three tests using two of
The Life You Can Save’s most prominent
other touchpoints with the community: the
website and newsletter. The donation quiz
optimizes the complicated choice archi-
tecture of choosing between the many
curated effective charities. The invitation
to share the book to newsletter subscrib-
ers crowdsources expanding The Life You
Can Save’s community by leveraging rec-
iprocity and social norms. And changing
the top of the homepage to a cycling fea-

ture of impact-focused cards will increase
engagement with the website by creating
an engaging feature that aligns with vis-
itors’ identity, is salient, and encourages
empathy.

Broadly, we believe that these interven-
tions are the most promising starting point
for a long-term learning agenda. Each of
these interventions is supported by orig-
inal data collected by the team or by our
review of the literature on behavioral sci-
ence. Implementing and evaluating these
interventions is the first step to actively
leveraging behavioral science to increase
donations and build The Life You Can
Save’s community. Lessons learned from
evaluating the effectiveness of these inter-
ventions should be used to improve them
and for informing future interventions. Fully
integrating behavioral science into The
Life You Can Save’s operations requires

a comprehensive learning agenda, the
subject of Section 6.
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The interventions described in the last
section represent a promising starting
point for a broader learning agenda at
The Life You Can Save. However, the
success of any behavioral intervention is
dependent upon the specific context that
it is implemented in. Creating the optimal
intervention for The Life You Can Save’s
unique context requires constant evalu-
ation and adaptation. In short, to get the
most out of behavioral interventions, The
Life You Can Save needs a long-term
learning strategy.

Figure 6.1 shows that, in behavioral sci-
ence, learning is an ongoing process. It
begins with defining and diagnosing a
behavioral bottleneck and researching
past studies conducted on similar topics

in similar contexts. Using that information,
interventions are designed to address the
behavioral bottleneck. The most promising

LEARNING

interventions are implemented and their
results are evaluated to determine what
works best among the set. Adapting the
best intervention, or parts from several
interventions, is key to long-term success.
Periodically, the behavioral bottleneck
should be reexamined to determine if the
implemented intervention is still working as
intended or if the behavioral bottlenecks
need to be redefined and rediagnosed,
starting the process again.

Consider the example of the email invi-
tation to share the book intervention pro-
posed in the last section. Evaluating the
intervention may find that the most effec-
tive part of the intervention is the salient
reminder to share the book, not the reci-
procity or community building frames. In
that case, an adaptation may be that The
Life You Can Save continues to use email
invitations to share the book, but instead

Figure 6.1 Behavioral Science Learning Is an Ongoing Process
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Source: World Bank. 2015. World Development Report 2015: Mind, Society, and Behavior. Wash-
ington, DC: World Bank. doi: 10.1596/978-1-4648-0342-0.
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Figure 6.2 Options Under The “Best Charities” Navigation Menu
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does so surrounding highly-salient events
or holidays, such as campaigns around
giving season, end of the school year/be-
ginning of summer, or birthdays. By con-
tinually redesigning the intervention based
on evaluation results, The Life You Can
Save can maximize its effectiveness for
their own operations and contribute to the
body of behavioral science knowledge.

Our Recommendations for
Long-Term Website
Design

We conducted a market segmentation
analysis of The Life You Can Save’s cur-
rent users. Users include people who al-
ready have exposure to or are sympathetic
to effective altruism. However, in keeping
with The Life You Can Save’s unique place
within the effective altruism community,
the organization also appeals to people
without any prior knowledge of effective al-
truism or Singer’s ideas. These two differ-
ent broad categorizations of users require
different strategies to appeal to them.

Currently, The Life You Can Save’s web-
site is a trove of information on Singer’s
ideas, the effective altruism movement,
and the curated charities. This is great for
motivated users who are knowledgeable
about effective altruism; The Life You Can
Save provides them a real service by con-
ducting research and making it available
publicly.

However, this level of detail can be intim-
idating for new users. With so many op-
tions, a new user can be intimidated and
decide to leave the website. This is the
behavioral paradox of choice discussed
many times in this report.

One example is the “Best Charities” navi-
gation menu, shown in Figure 6.2. It offers
three broad categories (“Best Charities,”
“Make An Impact,” and “Other”), with
multiple options under each. All told, this
single menu offers 34 sub-options under
the broad categories. Confronted with

this number of possibilities, only the most
motivated users will quickly find their way
to where they intend to go.



Broadly, our recommendation for a long-
term website design is to simplify pages
and options to make it clear what the
user is expected to do on that page.
This will highlight The Life You Can Save’s
excellent and persuasive content while
making it easier for users to move through
the website to find the content they want.
Several specific recommendations related
to this are below:

Create a single “Donation” landing
page. Currently, The Life You Can Save’s
website has many different options for
donations of various types. We propose
to collect the different donation options on
a singular “Donation” landing page, as a
means of simplifying the choice architec-
ture.

Organize charities by cause. Currently
charities are listed by name, although only
few of the charities are widely known (ex.
Oxfam) or have a descriptive name (ex.
Against Malaria Foundation). Conversely,
website visitors might be more likely to
have some knowledge of specific caus-
es (ex. malaria, reproductive health) and
which causes they are passionate about.
The Life You Can Save should present
their curated charities by cause, similar to
the current “Make An Impact’/“Causes To
Support” page, to simplify the choice archi-
tecture and better align with prospective
donors’ identity.

Include links to social media accounts
on the book download page. Right now,
after downloading Singer’s book, website
visitors are encouraged to donate. How-
ever, this is a relatively costly action that
people may not be willing to do early in
their relationship with The Life You Can

LEARNING

Save. Instead, the book download page
should prominently include links to follow
The Life You Can Save on social media

in order to start a longer-term relationship
with the visitor. This capitalizes on the
reciprocity norm felt by many people after
receiving a gift by asking for something
costless (following social media accounts)
in return.

Optimize website design to maximize
attention to key information. Like many
modern, visually appealing websites, The
Life You Can Save’s website is built from
modules that “stack” on each other. The
order of these modules is important, as
user experience research finds that people
are less likely to see content further down
a page, and that users that do see that
content are likely to be different from the
“average” user. The Life You Can Save
should experiment with the optimal order
of modules, especially near the top of
pages with high traffic (such as the “Best
Charities” page and the homepage). What
constitutes the “optimal” order is not ob-
jectively clear, and is likely to change over
time. However, The Life You Can Save’s
priority content, such as a link to down-
load the book and social media accounts,
should be prominent and near the top of
the page.

Anchor donations using common
consumption items. As explained in the
interventions section, anchoring donations
using common consumption items (such
as a latte a week) can be an effective way
to both increase donations and to spread
Singer’s ideas. Getting the right anchor
that both resonates with the potential do-
nors’ identity and that maximizes the aver-
age donation requires additional research.
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For example, there is a big value differ-
ence between giving up a latte a week for
a year ($208) and a latte a day for a year
($1,460). However, fewer people might
identify with a latte a day splurge than
people identify with a latte a week. Other
anchoring options should be explored, as
well. Keeping with the Google Analytics
finding that The Life You Can Save web-
site visitors are relatively more likely to
search for travel and accommodations,
one option may be giving up one vacation
a year. But, how to value that vacation?

It is possible that only a small share of
website visitors can identify with giving up
an expensive international vacation, while
anchoring to a more modest domestic va-
cation might leave money on the table.

Our Recommendations for
a Long-Term Social Media
Plan

Currently, The Life You Can Save does
not have a comprehensive social media
strategy. As a first step toward creating
one, we recommend using social media
to study slogans and foster a sense of
community. This leverages the unique
advantages of social media while pro-
viding valuable insights to inform other
aspects of The Life You Can Save’s com-
munications.

Use social media to informally poll the
resonance of different slogans. TLYCS
currently uses several different messages,
such as personal best, smart giving sim-
plified, you don’t have to be brave to save
lives, the head and the heart, etc. Social
media polls can be run through posts on
Facebook or Twitter, as well as on stories
on Instagram. While this approach re-

mains a basic, informal method of testing,
and would be constrained by its nature of
only testing within a population of high-
ly-engaged followers, it could provide a
good baseline on which to justify future
testing and refine potential hypotheses
for A/B testing on the website. This type
of testing is free and easy, and could also
spark donor engagement with these plat-
forms.

Use the social media channels in a
more “social” way. This will increase
engagement with and between donors on
the platform to bolster the sense of com-
munity on TLYCS social media platforms.
We recommend doing so through high-
lighting more donors testimonials, engag-
ing followers in live virtual discussions
with senior TLYCS members or Singer on
timely effective altruism topics, or posting
discussion or open-ended questions on
stories to provide followers the opportunity
to engage with these platforms on a more
personal basis.

Our Recommendations for
Future Behavioral
Research

As previously mentioned, the analysis we
conducted and interventions we suggest
are only meant as a starting point for in-
tegrating behavioral science into The Live
You Can Save’s operations. Continuing
in-house behavioral research and eval-
uating interventions will maximize the
value of the insights from this project.
We offer some suggestions about how to
conduct tests to support a culture of learn-
ing at The Life You Can Save.



For future social media testing, we would
recommend a period of at least one week
per concept tested, in order to provide a
statistically significant number of posts
within a testing window. The challenge
with testing over social media is balancing
the need for control posts with a reticence
to post redundant content. One avenue to
address this would be through social me-
dia advertising, which is more conducive
to traditional A/B testing.

Alternatively, The Life You Can Save could
vary posts slightly over different social
media platforms, and then could compare
posts to average post performance on
each site. Further analysis could deter-
mine if any marginal differences could be
attributed to more targeted behavioral in-
terventions, for example, posting the same
content and framing with different photos
attached on each social media platform.

The website naturally lends itself to A/B
testing, which is a low-cost way to rigor-
ously evaluate alternatives against each

LEARNING

other. Similarly to social media testing,
we suggest a testing window of at least
one week per concept to provide a large
enough sample of visitors to the website.
Testing each concept does not mean only
one alternative against a control; a single
A/B test can include multiple alternatives
at once. The number of possible alterna-
tives is limited by expected web traffic.
The testing window should be set so that
each alternative is expected to get a large
enough sample to detect a reasonably
small effect size.

While multiple alternatives are possible
at once, only one test should be run at a
time, and designers should also consider
if there are other events (such as one-off
fundraisers) happening at the same time.
These could all change either the compo-
sition of users on the website or the way
that they interact with the website, mean-
ing the sample is not representative of a
typical user.
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l Appendix

Context and Diagnostics

Figure A.1 Website Bounce Rate by
Age
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Figure A.2 Demographics of Website Donors
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Figure A.3 Total Website Donations and
Donations per User by Age
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M Donation Received (Left Axis) [l Donation per User (Right Axis)

$100,000 $400
$76,000 $300
$50,000 $200
$25,000 $100
$0 $0
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

Figure A.4 Number of Website Donations by
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Figure A.5 Number of Website Donations by
Age and Day of Week
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The Intervention

Figure A.6 Sample Questions for Decision-tree Quiz

Subject: Take the quiz. Join the movement.

€9 The Life You Can Save

Take this easy quiz to figure out your best charity match!

1. What charitable cause is most important to you?
a. Empowerment for women and girls
b. Preventing infectious diseases like malaria
C. Ending hunger & malnutrition
d. Improving charitable effectiveness
e. All of the above
2. Do you have a preference on the location of the charity?
a. Yes
b. No
3. What is your target donation amount?
a. $25/month
b. $50/month
C. $100/month
d. $200/month
e. More than $200/month
4. Are you ready to make your donation now?
a. Yes! I'm ready and excited to partner with The Life You Can
Save.
b. Nope! | need a little more time.

Congratulations, you’ve been matched with Charity X!

Share your quiz results on Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter
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Figure A.7 Sample Email for Book Sharing, Gift-Giving Frame

Subject: Give The Life You Can Save to your friends for free

) The Life You Can Save

The Life You Can Save changed your life,
and now you can change someone else’s

You’re already familiar with Peter Singer’s landmark ideas and now you
can share the book with a friend. Together, we can build a community
that is part of the solution: protecting others in extreme poverty while
doing good in your own life.

For a limited time only, send Singer’s book to two of your friends or fam-
ily members. They’ll be able to download the book for free, in whichever
format they prefer (including an audiobook).

Simply copy the sample email below and send it to your friends. It's that
simple, and you can share Singer’s life-changing ideas.

Copy here:

Hi friend!

| want to share a special book recommendation with you. | read Peter
Singer’s book, The Life You Can Save, and learned about how | can do
more to help end extreme poverty around the world. You don’t need to
be brave to save a life, we can do it easily just by changing the way that
we donate to charity. | enjoy being a part of the solution while bringing
fulfillment to my own life.

You can download the book for FREE here:
https://www.thelifeyoucansave.org/the-book/

I’m looking forward to talking with you about the book!
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Figure A.8 Sample Email for Book Sharing, Community-Building Frame

Subject: We need your help to build the effective altruism movement

€9 The Life You Can Save

Help build our community by sharing
The Life You Can Save today

Peter Singer’s transformative vision for the world includes everyone
who can give, giving to effective charities. We need your help to build
a community that is part of the solution: protecting others in extreme
poverty while doing good in your own life.

For a limited time only, send Singer’s book to two of your friends or fam-
ily members. They’ll be able to download the book for free, in whichever
format they prefer (including an audiobook).

Simply copy the sample email below and send it to your friends. It's that
simple, and you can share Singer’s life-changing ideas.

Copy here:

Hi friend!

| want to share a special book recommendation with you. | read Peter
Singer’s book, The Life You Can Save, and learned about how | can do
more to help end extreme poverty around the world. You don’t need to
be brave to save a life, we can do it easily just by changing the way that
we donate to charity. | enjoy being a part of the solution while bringing
fulfillment to my own life.

You can download the book for FREE here:
https://www.thelifeyoucansave.org/the-book/

I’m looking forward to talking with you about the book!
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