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1. Introduction

The existing experimental literature elicits dividepinion regarding the effects of gender on
altruism. Some studies show females being moraistiit, but certain other studies find no
such pattern. It is however never investigated hdreainy of the gender related observations
are robust under income effects. Studies regardnigripation, i.e., expectations regarding
physical outcomes that affect ones utility, abdttusm and its interplay with gender are
also less than adequate. In this article we usi&tatdr game to investigate if individuals
behave and anticipate the same way as a donorsaadeceiver in the course of changing
income, and whether gender plays a role in thairstmns.

The literature on the effects of gender on altiwibehavior is well-established but
dissented.In a first attempt at investigation into this gréalton and Katok (1995) find no
effect of a dictator's gender on the amount givEokel and Grossman (1998) find that
women donate more money than men. Furthermore,génsler difference is much more
stable when the recipient is an actual charityeiathan another anonymous student. Later
studies (Selten and Ockenfels, 1998; Dickinson aiefenthaler, 2002) support these
observations. Gong et al. (2009), however, repgatapposite result for a matrilineal society
in China. Dufwenberg and Muren (2004) find no gerdiference in giving; but irrespective
of the gender of the dictator, female recipienteiee more when gender is revealed. On the
contrary, Ben-Ner et al. (2004) show that femaletadors give less to female recipients
(compared to male or unknown gender recipientd)that male dictators do not exhibit such
discriminatory behavior. Brafias-Garza et al. (20fi3) that exposure to fetal hormones
('Second-to-Fourth Digit Ratio’), has a systematffect on the altruistic behavior of males
but not on females. In a survey Croson and Gne2@99) describe gender differences in
various preferences, including altruism. They arthae ‘the cause of these conflicting results
is that women are more sensitive to subtle cuabanexperimental context than are mnien.
This was later supported in Miller and Ubeda (20a2)ong others. The meta study by Engel
(2010) shows females, ceteris paribus, to be nitngstic than their male counterparts.

Anticipation plays a major role in the overall Vbeling of economic agents (Frey and
Stutzer, 2002). Theoretical studies (such as Losteean 1987; Kszegi, 2010) show the
relationship between anticipation, various decismaking procedures, and corresponding

‘1t is true also for other experiments. Huyck andt&i (2002) observe no gender differences inisoper's
dilemma type game, while Charness & Rustichini @Xind males to be less cooperative. Gneezy €2aD3)
notice that competitive environment makes only mal®re productive. However, Gneezy et al. (2009sh
that men in a patriarchal society are more competthan females, while it is opposite in a matfel society.
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utility. But existing experimental research on aip@atory beliefs regarding altruism is sparse,
and a specific focus on gender is almost non-existgguiar et al. (2009) study recipient
willingness to match with a male or a female dmtatnd find that females are more willing
to be matched with female dictators as they ardteiffemales to be more generous. McBride
(2010) shows in a laboratory experiment that, cetparibus, high expectations result in
lower satisfactiod.Ellingsen et al. (2010) employ anticipation tottgsilt aversion. They
reveal recipient anticipation to the dictator badfno effect of the same on dictator giving.
Iriberri and Rey-Biel (2012) find introspective empatory behavior by the dictator in the
sense that dictators who give more (less) antieip#tiers will give more (less) as well.

Nevertheless, the only studies on the issue opi&d anticipation regarding amount
given are run by Brafias-Garza (2009) and RigdonLawihe (2011). Branas-Garza (2009)
focuses on the anticipation (termed as ‘expectatlmut we continue to use ‘anticipation’ to
avoid any confusion with statistical expectatiohdictators regarding the amount given by
other dictators, and also incentivizes the recigiégn guess the possible amount given to
them. Treatments run in Spain and Mexico consistesmow that dictators anticipate a near
bimodal (zero and equal split) distribution of gigj whilst giving into the interior of the
distribution themselves. Recipients robustly apaté more than the Nash equilibrium with
an average anticipation of around 40% of the endemtnRigdon and Levine (2011) run a
‘Secret Santa’g.la. Andreoni and Vesterlund, 2001) dictator game incWisubjects play
both the roles of dictator and of recipient andiauas dictator choices are run through a
strategy method. A baseline in which the giving antas drawn randomly is also run. The
anticipation task regarding the giving of othertdiors is not incentivized. Females give
more than males when price of giving is high, arale® give more otherwise. However,
these differences disappear in the baseline. ttorscluded that the gender difference in
altruism is a result of the gender difference iticjpation.

These studies, however, are not designed to imatstihe effects of varying income
and its interplay on gender. Chowdhury and JeoriZp@how that, in theory, alternative
explanations of altruism are sensitive to an incogffect. However, in a dictator game
experiment an increase in the common show-up fescé®mpanied by a higher level of
altruism? Hence, it is natural to expect gender effectsdnation and anticipation behavior

when income changes. Our experiment is designeelstahis particular issue. In a standard

? Using field data Stevenson and Wolfers (2009) sttt over time the income and life standards ofdies
have improved in terms of objective measures, tbiestive well-being of the females have seen dawaii

* Applications of this can be seen in anthropologyll&hd et al., 2012) and economic history (Hoffma20i1).
Brafias-Garza (2006), Konow (2010) and Korenok.gR&l12, 2013) also study income effects on altnuis
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dictator game (Forsythe et al., 1994), we provigesgame show-up fee to the dictator and the
recipient, but in different treatments we vary tteanmon show-up fee. The dictator is then
asked to divide an extra amount between him/hesaselfthe recipient. We further incentivize
recipients to anticipate the possible amount wkighbe given to them.

Consistent with the existing results, we find feenalibjects to be more altruistic than
their male counterparts. However, this is driverth®yhigher show-up fee treatments. Hence,
we reaffirm that females are not more generousausally, but only under certain conditions.
We also find substantially higher anticipation thha Nash equilibrium predicts. Adding to
the existing literature, we find no effects of cheng the show-up fee on anticipation by the
recipients. Gender, however, does affect antiapadifferently. Male subjects on average
anticipate not only more than both what the femal#scipate, but also more than what they
give as dictators. Female subjects do not show aypttern.

2. Experimental Design and Hypotheses

We ran 5 treatments with 3 sessions in each tredtriibere were 16 subjects in each session,
and each subject could participate in at most @ssign. The subjects were students at the
University of East Anglia, UK and were recruitedahgh the CBESS Experimental Online
Recruitment System (ORSEE; Greiner, 2004). Thetrireats differed only through a
common show-up fee that varied (50p, £5, £10, £1b£20) depending on the treatment. In
each session, subjects were randomly and anonyynplated into pairs and assigned the
role as either a dictator or a recipient. Each extbplayed only one role and the roles
remained the same until the end of the sessionje@sbwere not informed about their
partners’ gender. They received salient informaabout the common show-up fees, which
was the same for all subjects in a given sessiartafors had access to an additional £10 and

had the choice to allocate it between themselvddlarecipient. See Table 1 for a summary.
[Table 1 about here]

Each session consisted of two parts. In the fiast, plictators were asked to allocate
the additional £10 between themselves and theiestjgn denominations of 1 penny. In the
second part, recipients had to guess the amountvibald receive from the dictator. If the
absolute difference between the actual amount gawehthe guess was within 50 pence, then
the recipient received an extra £1. The instrustifor the second part was given only after
the decisions in the first part were made. It wantioned in the instruction of the first part

that the recipient’s decision was payoff irreleviamthe dictator. This was done to avoid any
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possible strategic interaction between dictatomgiand recipient anticipation. Demographic
information such as gender, age, nationality, suibjeea of each participating subject was
also collected after the experiment. The instrungiare included in the Appendix.

Given the existing literature and the design ofdheent study, the following testable

hypotheses are stated regarding altruism, antioipaind gender.

Hypothesis 1: (Gender-effects on altruigmMale and female dictators give the same amount.

As discussed earlier, existing results regardireg dffect of gender on altruism are
inconclusive. Hence, our null hypothesis is genohelifference in dictator giving. The
alternative hypothesis, given a set of existingdigts, is to predict females to be more
altruistic.

Hypothesis 1A (Female altruists): Females give ntloa@ their male counterparts.

Hypothesis 2: (Anticipated Warm-gloyv Anticipated amount increases with the show-up fe

This hypothesis is extended from the results ofv@iary and Jeon (2012) in which
abiding with the predictions of the warm-glow thgogiving increases with an increase in
the show-up fee. Alternatively, if anticipation dorot follow the warm-glow mechanism,

this monotonic relationship between show-up feeantttipated amount will not hold.

Hypothesis 3: (Gender-effects on anticipatiprBoth genders anticipate the same amount.
Similar to null Hypothesis 1, here we hypothesisadgr indifference in recipient

anticipation. The alternative to this will be a damation of existing results of possible

context effects on females and overconfidence désna

Hypothesis 3A: Context effects on females and overconfidence lEgn&emales anticipate

less than what is anticipated by their male coynates.

Hypothesis 4: (Comparison of altruism and anticipatipnDictators give and recipients
anticipate the same amount, overall and acrossegend

We predict dictators and recipients to behave #maesway. It can be tested (see
Table 4) that the relative size of the incentive bt have an effect on correct guesses across
treatments. Furthermore, if there is no effect ehdgr in giving, then there should be no
effect of gender in anticipation either. Howeveren the studies outlined in the literature,
the alternative hypotheses would be:
Hypothesis 4A: ¢ontext effects on femajefemales anticipate less than what they give.

Hypothesis 4B:dverconfidence of malgdMales anticipate more than what they give.



4. Reaults

To test the hypotheses stated above, we first preése descriptive statistics before running
formal tests. Table 2 shows the mean and mediamoint given, number of subjects giving
zero and giving £5 (half of the additional endowihehy each show-up fee amount for all
subjects, and separates results into males anddemtshows in the outset that the central
tendency for the amount given by female dictatorbd higher in every treatment compared

to their male counterparts. Below we report thet fiesult.
[Table 2 about here]

Result 1. Female dictators tend to be more generous, ise¢hse of amount given, than their

male counterparts. This is specifically true in thse of higher common show-up fees.
[Figure 1 about here]
[Table 3 about here]

Support. From Figure 1 and Table 2, observe that for a shpwee of £10 and above,

females give more on average than males do. Théauof dictators giving zero for each

show-up fee is higher for males and the numbeubjests giving half or more is higher for

females. Table 3 shows OLS and Tobit regressiomtsefor amount given on show-up fee,
gender and other control variabfels Table 3, a dummy variable indicating femalentuout

to be positive and significant in predicting amognten under various specifications and
controls. Mann-Whitney tests show that females gnage than males overall, but this result

is driven by the amount given in the treatment wtte show-up fee is £20. i

Engel (2010) in his meta-study reports that femaes more generous overall in
terms of giving than males. We find support for laene. However, this is driven by the high
show-up fee treatments: when the common show-ufsfe low, male and female dictators
behave in similar manner. This is in line with thelings that females are more responsive to
social conditions and experimental treatments tim@n (Ben-Ner et al., 2004; Croson and
Gneezy, 2009Y. This, however, is different to the results obtdiney Andreoni and
Vesterlund (2001) and Rigdon and Levine (2011).s€hstudies show females to be more

altruistic than males when the relative opportunisgt of altruism (relative price of giving) is

*It is also possible to use treatment dummiest aaptures the same effect. But it has less pigdigtower
since instead of the differential show-up feesiffetent treatment, the dummies only indicatesraby value.

> This also is similar to the results that femalektuistic decisions (Andreoni and Vesterlund, 20@Hd
decision to trust (Cox and Deck, 2006) vary with iize of the pie more than it does for males’.
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high. But as females in the current study give mehen the show-up fee is higher, this
means females are being more altruistic when tip@rdpnity cost of altruism is lower, and

the effect of warm-glow is higher.

Next we investigate the effects of varying showtegon anticipation. Note that since
anticipation is incentivized, show-up fee might @alvad a systematic effect on correct
guesses, since the fixed incentive (£1) for a cbrgeess declines relatively as show-up fee

increases. We did not find such evideR&®e did not find any effect on the amount either.

Result 2. Show-up fee does not have a significant effecthremamount anticipated by the
recipients in general and also separately for mabeisfemales.

Support. Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics for anhamticipated with changing show-
up fee for all subjects and for female and malgesub. Observe that there is no monotonic
pattern between amounts anticipated and show-ujinfeay of the specifications. Table 5
shows OLS and Tobit regression results for amoutitipated on show-up fee and other
controls! Show-up fee is not significant in any specificatifor overall data as well as

separately for males and females. Mann-Whitneg t&sb confirm the same result. O
[Table 4 about here]
[Table 5 about here]

Result 3. Although females give more than their male copdds (Result 1), males

anticipate higher amounts than what females amtiejdout not significantly so.
[Figure 2 about here]

Support. Comparing Table 2 and Table 4, we observe thaksnabnsistently anticipate
higher amounts being given to them than femalesf@ry show-up fee amount. Figure 2
summarizes the reslfThe regression in Table 5 supports this fact asctrefficient on the

female indicator variable has a negative sign. H@rethe variable is not significant at the

10% level. Mann-Whitney tests also show no diffee=nin male and female anticipationz

® For show-up fees 50p, £5, £10, £15 and £20 thecbguesses were 2, 9, 7, 6, and 5 respectively.

" One of the controls used is the ratio of fematemales in a session, excluding the subject corderdence
for subjecti in sessiort this ratio would be (Number of female in sesdienl;)/ (Number of male in sessidan-
li) wherel; is an indicator variable that takes a value ltfiergender of subjectand O otherwise. This variable
is introduced to control for possible observed gerelffect in a session, but it did not come ouidasignificant.

® This result uncovers a general ‘dovish’ nature exhéle subjects that is also observed in other essudior
example, Rigdon and Levine (2011) observe simil#c@ame when dictator giving is not random. Eckedl an
Grossman (2001) find women significantly more liki accept lower offers in an ultimatum game thaem.
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Finally, we compare giving and anticipation behawidt is clear, from the descriptive
statistics and Figure 2 and Figure 3, that oveedlipients anticipate more than what dictators
actually give. A Mann-Whitney test supports thisuie However, more interesting results

are obtained by considering the effects of gender.

Result 4. For each show-up fee level, male recipients grdtei higher amount being given to
them compared to the amount the male subjectsagiwdictators. Females do not show such
significant pattern.

Support. Comparing Table 2 and Table 4, observe that omageemales anticipate higher
amounts being given to them than what they give tecipient themselves for each and every
show-up fee level. However, no such result is olekrfor females. Mann-Whitney tests

support both observations. Figure 3 and Figurerdnsarize the result in diagrams. O
[Figure 3 about here]
[Figure 4 about here]

This does not occur due to risk aversion, as batlerand female on average guess
the same amount across show-up fees. Males, howewmesistently guess higher amounts
than females. This result reconfirms that malesaareaverage overconfident compared to
females (Deaux and Farris, 1977; Barber and Od#01,; Belafoutas et al., 2012), but often
wrong as a result (Lundeberg et al., 1994; Barlmel @dean, 2001). We term these two
contrasting features of Result 4 jointly as tBaldwin Conjecture named after Stanley
Baldwin, the former Prime Minister of the Unitednigdom who famously quoted +would

rather trust a woman's instinct than a man's reason

5. Discussion

We study and compare the amount given by dictaoid anticipated by recipients in a
dictator game in which the common show-up fee eda but the amount to be shared is
kept constant. It is known from existing studieatthltruism is positively correlated with a
pure income effect. However the interaction of shene with gender and the corresponding
effects in anticipation behavior are not invesggiatOur aim in this investigation is two-fold.
First, we aim to contribute to the literature o tharied and disputed effects of gender on
altruism. Second, we seek to understand the diffedeeffects of gender on giving and
anticipating behavior. This is highly relevant amdportant since anticipation plays an

important role in the general wellbeing of an eaqoiwagent. Using survey data, Stevenson



and Wolfers (2009) show that female anticipatiors lracreased in recent years and is
correlated with their relative unhappiness. Howgubere exists no controlled test to
compare male and female anticipation. We addres®thission within this experiment.

Our study can be used as a first attempt to uralalstgender difference in
anticipatory beliefs regarding altruism across meolevels. This, in turn, can be explored
further to understand the relationship between etgptien and overall wellbeing. We find
that dictators give more as the common show-upgrfereases, but that there is no effect of
the show-up fee on recipients’ anticipation regagdihe possible amount received. This is
true in general and separately for both male anthfe. This result asserts that the recipients
do not follow a particular pattern due to the ineoeifect. They rather follow some type of
rule of thumb and expect an average of a quartdreoéndowment.

Complying with the results of several existing $ts¢d female dictators give more
than their male counterpart. But closer invest@ashows that this is driven by the cases of
high show-up fees. This supports the fact that fesnmay be more generous than their male
counterparts under certain conditions. But, thiatiadlicts existing studies that show that
females give more when the relative price of givisdpwer. In our case, females give more
when the common show-up fee is higher, i.e., thEodpnity cost of giving is lower.

Finally, we observe that although on an average makators give less than females,
male recipients anticipate more being given to tikempared to female recipients. They also
anticipate higher amounts being received comparedhat the male dictators actually give.
Females do not show such a pattern. Hence, oVferaklles are better at introspecting the
amount given to them, compared to males. Thesdtsesan be explained in part by the fact
that female behavior is more context-driven thahent@hvior (Croson and Gneezy, 2003);
females also expect lower payoffs in various situest These results also shed further lights
on the issues of overconfidence in males previcas$gessed in the literature.

It would be possible to introduce interesting feasusuch as allowing subjects to earn
the show-up fee and/or the endowment (real effaskg), inducing in-group out-group
features among subjects, and revealing genderniafioon in the current set-up to address
further questions. It is also possible for us te tie current structure to understand the issues
of gender stereotypes (Grossman and Lugovskyy, ;2Gtdssman, 2013). We leave these

issues for future research.
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Figure 3. Amount given and amount anticipated: Male
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Tablel. Treatment table

Common Additional amount Number of subjects  Number of _Number of
Treatment show-up L ) . independent
to be divided per session sessions :
fee observations
Treatment %2 £0.50 £10 16 3 24
Treatment 5 £5 £10 16 3 24
Treatment 10 £10 £10 16 3 24
Treatment 15 £15 £10 16 3 24
Treatment 20 £20 £10 16 3 24
Table 2. Descriptive statistics of amount given
Show-up fee
0.5 5 10 15 20 Total
Total Male Female| Total Male Female Total Male FemaTotal Male Female Total Male Female Total Maleenfale
Mean 159 1.50 1.72 2.12 1.95 2.45 244 2.16 2.84 .66 2 2.19 3.20 3.12 2.36 3.77 239 202 2.88
Median 1.25 1.25 1.25 2 2 1.75 225 1.35 3 3 2 4 503. 2 5 2 2 3
Zero 5 4 1 5 4 1 5 3 2 3 2 1 3 2 1 21 15 6
0<giving<5 18 10 8 15 10 5 14 8 6 15 9 6 12 7 5 74 44 30
Half 1 0 1 4 2 2 5 3 2 6 2 4 8 2 6 24 9 15
Total 24 14 10 24 16 8 24 14 10 24 13 11 24 11 18 120 68 52
Observations
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Table 3. Regression of amount given on Show-up fee, gender and other controls

Dependant variable
:amount given

Total (OLS)

Male (OLS)

Female (OLS)

Total (Tobit) Male (Tobit)

Intercept
Show-up Fee
Female
Age<?21
UK
ECO
# of Observations

Adjusted R
Chf’ test

1.266616%
(0.3479256)
0.0732416%*
(0.0244419)
0.6908118**
(0.3380908)
0.5069182
(0.4305727)
-0.2143025
(0.4110213)
-0.0578649
(0.5588928)
120
0.0863

1.166664**

(04220459)
0559124*

(00318948)

1.293339**
(05323937)
-0.1811699
(04936502)

0.0110077
(07447672)

68
0.0649

2.063792%*
(05267522)

0.107633**
(0.0380333)

-0.6404722
(0.703568)

-0.017692

(0.6910195)
-0.7934443

(0.8617882)

52
0.1042

0.88948* 0.7249235
(0.4107834) (0.5217148)
0.0817927*** 0.069362*
(0.0284185) (0.038737)
0.811671*
(0.3920066)
0.6370411 1.537463*
(0.5002493) (0.6441721)
-0.2423196 QP4
(0.4786901) (0.5987043)
-0.0445018 00825
(0.6476515) (0.8954777)
120 68
0.0106 0.0925

Standard errors are in parentheses; ***** ariddicates significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% lexsgbectively.
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Female (Tobit)

1.913858**
(0.5627604)

-0.6357242

-0.8550458



Table 4. Descriptive statistics of amount anticipated

Show-up fee
0.5 5 10 15 20 Total
Total Male Female] Total Male Female Total Male FemaTotal Male Femalg Total Male Female Total Maleenfale
Mean 268 2091 2.48 272 298 2.46 291 3.08 2.63.90 2 3.04 2.67 3.03 3.26 2.85 2.85 3.05 2.60
Median 3 3 3 3.5 2.75 3 3 3 3 3.43 2.5 3.17 3333 3 3 3
Zero 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 7 4 3
0<giving<b 18 7 11 16 7 9 20 12 8 21 14 7 16 6 10 1 9 46 45
Half 4 3 3 2 1 0 1 3 6 4 2 19 11
>5 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 3
Total
observations 24 11 13 24 12 12 24 15 9 24 15 9 24 11 18 120 64 6 5
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Table5. Regression of amount anticipated on Show-up fee, gender and other controls

Dependant variable

-amount anticipated Total (OLS) Male (OLS) Female (OLS) Total (Tobit) Male (Tobit) Female (Tobit)
Intercept 2.572867** 2.5933*** 2.131974* 2.538935*** 2.493025** 2.175391**
(0.6901721) (0.965555) (0.924648) (0.706981) (0.9737412) (0.9177362)
Show-up fee 0.0195546 0.0155984 0.0256577 0.0225586 0.0212323 0.0264042
(0.022906) (0.0360473) (0.0308768) (0.0235236) (0.0364226) (0.0307642)
Female -0.3784436 -0.3765658
(0.3175737) (0.3259672)
Observed gender ratid 0.0827235 0.1224986 0.0989894 0.0302787 0.1113045 -0.0184633
(0.5723478) (0.7894537) (0.9259526) (0.5866764) (0.7968798) (0.9207637)
Age< 21 0.283911 0.3073294 0.2704976 0.3076993 0.3358043 0.295603
(0.3608878) (0.5148026) (0.5576804) (0.370719) (0.5223706) (0.5538963)
UK 0.1537301 0.0477057 0.2210905 0.1500342 0.0427819 0.2204056
(0.3533564) (0.5162503) (0.5233618) (0.3631014) (0.5237406) (0.519213)
ECO 0.0297984 0.2526178 -0.221266 0.0350062 0.219598 -0.1604263
(0.4552424) (0.6696915) (0.6725001) (0.4672468) (0.6785347) (0.6675115)
# of Observations 120 64 56 120 64 56
Adjusted R -0.0165 -0.0699 -0.0669
Chf’ test 0.6604 0.9566 0.9030

Standard errors are in parentheses; ***** anddicates significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% lexsbectively.
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APPENDI X

Instructionsfor the experiment (Baseline case: £10 of participation fee)

General Instruction

This is an experiment in the area of economic datimaking. Various research agencies
have provided funds for this research. The insiwastare simple. If you follow them closely, then
depending on your decision and the decision ofatiwers, you can earn an appreciable amount of
money. The experiment has two parts. At the enbady’s experiment, you will be paid in private
and in cash. Your identity and your decisions @ilo remain private. 16 participants are in today’s

experiment.

It is very important that you remain silent andrai look at other people’s work. If you have
any questions, or need assistance of any kindsglegise your hand and an experimenter will come
to you. If you talk, laugh, exclaim out loud, etgou will be asked to leave and you will not bedpai

We expect and appreciate your cooperation.

Your Decisions

You have already received a £10.00 participatien Tehis experiment contains the decision
problem that requires you to make economic chdibat determine your earnings over and above

your participation fee.

At the beginning of the experiment, you will be damly and anonymously placed into one
of 8 groups (groups 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8)xhEgroup consists of 2 types of participants
‘Participant A’ and ‘Participant B’. Again you will be randomly assigned either d®articipant A’
or a ‘Participant B’ in your group. Both the group name and your twikkbe written in a card given
to you at the start of the experiment. Other pigidiiats will not know your group number or your type
(A or B).

Both ‘Participant A’ and ‘Participant B’ are paid £10 each as their respective participati

fee. Every Participant A will receive an additiomahount of £10.
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Part I. Participant A

Participant A will make the decision to allocatestadditional £10 between himself / herself
and the Participant B in his/her group. Participamian decide to give any amount in British Pounds,
between 0.00 and 10.00 (up to two decimal poittsparticipant B. Suppose Participant A gives X to
Participant B. Then Participant A will have the mning Y= £10.00 - X. The total earnings of
Participant A will be the participation fee plustBhare of the additional £10. Hence, earnings of
Participant A = £10 + Y. Earnings of Participant=B£10 + X. See the following examples for

clarification. All the numbers are in British Pound

Example 1. Suppose Participant A decides to give 7.29 toi¢haant B. Then the total earnings of
Participant B is (participation fee + share of dalitional amount) = 10 + 7.29 = 17.29. And thaltot
earnings of the Participant Ais =10 + (10 - 7.290 + 2.71 = 12.71.

Example 2. Suppose Participant A decides to give 3.37 toidhaaint B. Then the total earnings of
Participant B is (participation fee + share of #uklitional amount) = 10 + 3.37 = 13.37. And thaltot
earnings of the Participant Ais = 10 + (10 - 3.37)0 + 6.63 = 16.63.

Every participant will get a card at the start loé &xperimentLine 1 of the card indicates
your group numbelL ine 2 indicates your role in the experimehine 3 shows your participation fee.
Line 4 shows the participation fee of the other partiotga your groupLine 5 shows the additional
amount (£10.00) given to Participant A to be altedabetween himself/herself and the Participant B

in the same group. The next lines are differenPfarticipant A and Participant B.

Participant A’s card looks like the one given beldwLine 6, Participant A will write a
number between £0.00 and £10.00 (up to 2 decimakg)an the blank space. This is the amount
given to Participant B. lhine 7, Participant A will calculate the amount left tim/her. To calculate
this, Participant A will subtract the amount wnitten line 6 from £10Line 8 shows Participant A’'s
total earnings. This will be the participation fpus the share of the additional £10. Hence,
Participant A will add line 3 and line 7 and write the number in line 8. Finally, inline 9,

Participant A calculates the total earnings of iBi@eint B, which is thesum of line 4 and line 6.

Your group number:8

Your role: Participant A

Your participation fee: )

Participation fee of Participant B1@

Additional amount to be allocatedl®

Amount given to Participant B (between 0.00 and@p. X =
Amount left for you: £10 - X =

Your total earnings£10+ =

Participant B total earning€£€10+ =

© N O~ WDE
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Here is arexample that draws numbers from Example 1 in page 2.

©oo~NoOO~WDNE

Your group number:8

Your role: Participant A

Your participation fee: H)

Participation fee of Participant B1@

Additional amount to be allocatedl@

Amount given to Participant B (between 0.00 and@p.X = £7.29
Amount left for you: £10 - X = £2.71

Your total earnings£10 + £2.71=£12.71

Participant B total earning€£10 + £7.29 = £17.29

Here is anotheexample that draws numbers from Example 2 in page 2.

©ONOOOA~ODNPRE

Your group number:8

Your role: Participant A

Your participation fee: B

Participation fee of Participant B1@

Additional amount to be allocatedl®

Amount given to Participant B (between 0.00 and0p.X = £3.37
Amount left for you: £10 - X = £6.63

Your total earnings£10 + £6.63= £16.63

Participant B total earning£10 + £3.37=£13.37

Participant A will get 2 minutes to make his/hecid®n. After making the decision, each

Participant A will put his/her card inside the eloge given and seal the envelope.

To summarize, if you are Participant A, make yoecigion and fill out the card. But if you
are Participant B, you do not have to do anythinthis part of the experiment. The total earninfys o
Participant A will be the sum of the participatife®, and the residual amount from the addition8l £1
(after giving an amount to Participant B), as ckltad inline 8. Participant A’'s earnings will not be

affected by the decisions of participant B in tlextnround. This will conclude the first part of the

experimentArethere any questions?

20




Part 1. Participant B

Participant B’s card looks like the one given beltwne 6 indicates participant B’'s guess
about the amount offered to Participant B by Pigdiat A. Line 7 shows the total guessed earnings of

Participant B, which is the sum of line 3 and lthe

Your group number:8

Your role: Participant B

Your participation fee: 1)
Participation fee of Participant A18
Total amount to be divided18

Your guess about the amount offered to you (betvie@d and 10.00):

N o o M DR

Your guess about your total earnindgd0 + =

In the previous part of the experiment, ParticipAndecided to give any amount between
£0.00 and £10.00 (up to two decimal points) to iBigant B. In this part of the experiment,
Participant B will have to guess the amount Paodint A has given to him/her. If the guess is close

enough to the actual amount given by Participarthén Participant B will get an extra reward of £1.

Suppose Participant A has given X to ParticipanP&ticipant B guesses that the amount is
Z. If the difference between X and Z is less thaequal to 50 Pence, then Participant B will get th

£1 reward over and above the participation feetaegmount given by Participant A.

Example 1. Suppose Participant A decides to give £7.29 toidiaant B. If Participant B rightfully
guesses an amount which is in between £6.79 ain@ ffhen Participant B will get the reward of £1.
This is because £7.29 - £0.5 = £6.79 and £7.29.% £CE7.79. If Participant B guesses numbers
outside this range, then he/she will not get theard.

Example 2. Suppose Participant A decides to give £3.37 toidiaant B. If Participant B rightfully
guesses an amount which is in between £2.87 ai®d £Ben Participant B will get the reward of £1.
This is because £3.37 - £0.5 = £2.87 and £3.37.% £0£3.87. If Participant B guesses numbers
outside this range, then he/she will not get theard.

Participant B will write the guess Inine 6. He/she will also need to write the total earnings
in line 7. This will be thesum of line 3 and line 6. Participant B will get 2 minutes to make his/her
decision. After making the decision, each Partici@will put his/her card inside the envelope give
and seal the envelope. The total earnings of Baatit B will be the sum of the participation fee,
amount given to him/her by Participant A, and theréward (if won). This will conclude the second

part of the experimen#rethere any questions?
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