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Prior work
Two of the authors, Feess and Sarel, have already performed a preceding laboratory experiment with the same title that tested similar hypotheses (see: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3227908) Based on referee reports, we have decided (i) to run the experiment online to ensure that subjects have higher opportunity costs, and also to increase the number of observations, and (ii) to add a treatment with random computer draws (see description).

Abstract
Moral licensing means that, people who have shown pro-social behavior in a first stage, feel morally entitled to behave less pro-socially in a second stage. The literature on moral licensing has mainly focused on two similar decisions such as taking money for donation. We extend the literature by considering an online experiment where subjects work on a real-effort task in stage 2. In stage 1, our subjects in the treatment group decide on taking money designated for donation. In the control group, this decision is instead made by a random computer draw. In the second stage, subjects work on the real-effort task once for their own account and once for the charity’s account (with random order to account for learning and order effects). Our main research question is whether those who take the money for donation invest, relative to working for their own account, more or less effort compared to those who did not take the money. Our control treatment allows us, in addition, to see whether the effect of getting the money is driven by the active decision to take the money, or whether it exists also when the money is transferred by a random computer draw. 
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Interventions
Participants are randomly assigned to either the control group (manual decision whether or not to take the money from the charity) and the treatment group (computer decides whether the money is transferred to the charity or to the participant). 
Additionally, participants are randomly assigned to three different orders in the letter counting task (part 2 of the study) to control for potential order effects. Participants hence either first work for their own account and then for the charity’s account or vice versa. 

Primary outcomes
The main, countervailing, hypotheses we test are:
H1: Those who actively take the money exert relatively higher effort for the charity compared to those who did not take the money – this would mean that moral licensing dominates the outcome.
H2: Those who actively take the money exert relatively lower effort for the charity compared to those who did not take the money – this would mean that the stability of social preferences dominates the outcome.
Our former experiment suggests that H2 holds.

Our primary outcomes are (i) is whether those who actively take the money exert relatively higher or lower effort for the charity compared to those who did not take the money, and (ii) how the impact of getting the money is affected by whether it’s the own active decision or a computer draw.
Our main regression is



The main coefficient of interest is  – if it is positive, this means that if the money was actively taken then subjects in the treatment group have higher outcomes when working for the charity, controlled for the outcome when working for their own account. A positive coefficient would hence point to the dominance of moral licensing (i.e. those who actively take the money subsequently exert higher effort for the charity), and a negative coefficient to the dominance of stable preferences. 
What about the rest? As we include this interaction, the coefficient   refers only to the case where the random draw has transferred the money. A positive coefficient  would hence mean that unintentional unfairness increases pro-social effort. Respectively, the coefficient  refers only to the case where the random draw did not transfer the money. We do not make any specific hypothesis about this case. Finally,  is expected to be positive, as it can be seen as a proxy for capabilities and motivation.
In addition to the parametric analysis, we will perform Wilcoxon rank sum tests to compare the difference in the performance when working for the own and the charity’s account of 
a) Those who took the money deliberately to those who deliberately did not take it
b) Those who got the money from the computer to those who did not get the money from the computer. 
c) Those who took the money deliberately to those who got the money from the computer
d) Those who did deliberately not take the money to those who did not get the money from the computer.
We will also use Wilcoxon sign-rank test to compare performance in the two real effort tasks within-subject in each group. 

Secondary outcomes
Our first secondary outcome is whether the outcome when working for the own and the charity’s account differs at all. This will be done with a regression with the outcome as dependent variable, the dummy that takes the value 0 (1) when working for the own (the charity’s) account, a dummy that takes the value 0 (1) when working first for the own (the charity’s) account, and the personal control variables.
Our second kind of secondary outcome is the impact of the control variables (demographics and personality, in particular, with regards to social attitudes).

Experimental design 
The experiment will be conducted online and participants will be recruited using Prolific. In Part (1) of the study, subjects either decide actively whether they transfer money designated for donation to their own account (treatment group) or whether this is decided by a random computer draw. In Part (2) all subjects work on a real-effort task (counting letters in senseless paragraphs), both for their own and for the charity’s account. A 50-50 random computer draw decides whether subjects work first for their own or the charity’s account.

Experimental Design Details

Randomization Method
Subjects will be randomly assigned to the treatment and the control group (computer decides vs. participants decide themselves), and randomly assigned to the order in which they work on the task (own account vs. charity’s account). The computer will also randomly determine which of the two real effort tasks (own v. charity) is paid-out.  

Randomization Unit
Individual. No clustering. 

Was the treatment clustered?
No.

Experiment Characteristics
Planned number of clusters
0. No clustering.
Planned number of observations
400 individuals, thereof 200 get to decide for themselves whether or not to take the money from the charity, and for the other 200 the computer decides. Of the 200 in each group, 100 will work first for their own account and then for the charity’s account and the other 100 work in opposite order. 

Minimum detectable effect size for main outcomes (accounting for sample design and clustering)

Regression: The regression analysis allows  detecting a Small-Medium effect size of 0.302D (assuming 400 subjects, 4 tested predictors, 10 predictors overall (approximated), and ). 
Between-subject Wilcoxon rank-sum tests (assuming a two-tailed normal parent distribution and ) comparing two sub-groups of 100 subjects each allows detecting a medium effect size of 0.047D. If order effects are found to be irrelevant, we can instead restrict attention to the treatment group vs. the control group, with 200 subjects each. This allows detecting a smaller effect size of 0.287D. 
Within-subject Wilcoxon sign-rank (assuming a two-tailed normal parent distribution and ). A Wilcoxon sign-rank test (within-subject) looking at each sub-group (of 100 subjects) allows detecting a Small-Medium effect size of 0.28D. If order effects are found to be irrelevant, we can instead restrict attention to the treatment group vs. the control group, with 200 subjects each. This allows detecting a smaller effect size of 0.203D.   

All calculations were made using G*Power 3.1’s sensitivity analysis (using “R2 increase” for regressions and the respective tests as mentioned above). 

Institutional Review Boards (IRBS)
IRB Name
Ethics Approval from the University of Hamburg
IRB Approval Date
2022-06-16 
IRB Approval Number
N/A

Analysis Plan Documents
See above.

Study Withdrawal 
This trial has not been withdrawn.
Intervention
Is the intervention completed?
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Data Publication
Is public data available?
Not yet. Will be available upon publication of the article. 
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