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Appendix

Table A1: Possible moderators of the crowding-out effect

Tested in meta-analysis Not tested in meta-analysis
Often distinguished in 
empirical studies

•	 Data source 
(experimental/non-
experimental)

•	 Sample country
•	 Beneficiary of 

government support 
(subsidies to 
organizations/direct 
expenditures)

•	 Regression 
specification (FE/FD/
other)

•	 Use of instrumental 
variables 

Sometimes distinguished in 
empirical studies

•	 Level of government 
(central/lower)

•	 Nonprofit sectors
•	 Non-linear effect of 

government support
•	 Private donor 

(individual/company/
foundation/other)

Often not distinguished in 
empirical studies

•	 Types of government 
support (lump-sum 
grants/matching 
grants/contracts/
purchase of services/
vouchers)

•	 Tax salience
•	 Number of other 

donors
•	 Different types of 

public goods
•	 Linearity of public good 

cost function
•	 Number of initial non-

donors
•	 Substitution between 

organizations
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