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ABSTRACT

Choosing a Partner for Social Exchange:
Charitable Giving as a Signal of Trustworthiness’

People benefit from being perceived as trustworthy. Examples include sellers trying to attract
buyers, or candidates in elections trying to attract voters. In a laboratory experiment using
exchange games, in which the trustor can choose the trustee, we study whether trustees can
signal their trustworthiness by giving to charity. Our results show that donors are indeed
perceived as more trustworthy and they are selected significantly more often as interaction
partners. As a consequence of this sorting pattern, relative payoffs to donors and non-donors
differ substantially with and without partner choice. However, we do not find donors to be
significantly more trustworthy than non-donors. Our findings suggest that publicly observable
generosity, such as investments in corporate social responsibility or donations to charity
during a political campaign, can induce perceptions of trustworthiness and trust.
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1. Introduction

Finding trustworthy partners is important in many domains of social and economic life.
Examples abound: customers looking for trustworthy sellers, employers looking for trustworthy
employees, and voters looking for trustworthy candidates. For trustees, who benefit from being
selected as interaction partners, it is crucial to convince trustors of their trustworthiness." How
can they achieve this? One way could be for trustworthy trustees to engage in observable
behavior that credibly signals their trustworthiness and sets them apart from less trustworthy
competitors (Bacharach and Gambetta 2001; Raub 2004; Bolle and Kaehler 2007; Przepiorka
and Diekmann 2013). In the context of firms, it has been argued that corporate social
responsibility (CSR) might serve as a signal of trustworthiness (Vlachos et al. 2008; Elfenbein et
al. 2012), and other studies suggest that charitable giving by candidates might serve the same
purpose in political competitions (Milinski et al. 2002; Hamman et al. 2011). Consistent with
these conjectures, Fehrler and Przepiorka (2013) show, in an experiment with a modified trust
game, that subjects transfer more to donors because they expect donors to be more trustworthy

than non-donors.

While trust in and trustworthiness of trustees with different characteristics has been studied
extensively (for an overview see Fehr 2009), partner choice has received much less scholarly
attention. In most trust experiments subjects cannot choose their interaction partners; they are
randomly paired with each other. In these experiments, trust levels have been shown to vary
considerably with trustees’ observable characteristics (e.g., McEvily et al. 2012). This is not
surprising as trust largely depends on trustors’ expectations of trustees’ trustworthiness. It seems
likely therefore that trustors’ beliefs would also affect their choice of trustees. According to this
sorting hypothesis (Slonim and Garbarino 2008) it can be expected that trustees who receive
higher transfers when randomly paired with a trustor will also be chosen more often as

interaction partners when trustors can choose trustees.

We study trustors’ choices of, and transfers to, trustees in an exchange game (a modified trust
game) where trustees differ in whether or not they have donated part of their endowment to
charity. We study two scenarios, one in which trustors can choose trustees (partner choice) and

! As is standard in the literature on trust, we call those in whom trust may or may not be placed ‘trustees’, and we
call those who may or may not have trust in others ‘trustors’.
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one in which trustors and trustees are randomly paired (random matching). To understand the
role of beliefs, we elicit trustors’ expectations regarding back transfers in the exchange game
from the different types of trustees. To isolate trust from other motives which might also affect
partner choices and transfers in our exchange game, we employ further experimental conditions.
We measure trustors’ choices and transfers in a dictator game, and we employ conditions in
which trustees do not have the option to donate but differ in their endowment. Using a within-
subject design, we can study the motives behind subjects’ behavior at the individual level. Our

key findings can be summarized as follows:

1) Donors to charity are chosen more often as trustees and receive higher transfers in the
exchange game than non-donors. They are perceived as more trustworthy.

2) Donors to charity are neither more nor less trustworthy than non-donors, and charitable
donations do not pay off in monetary terms.

3) Differences in the transfers that donors and non-donors receive are much more pronounced in
the case of partner choice than in the case of random matching.

4) The sorting hypothesis is supported, on average. The trustees subjects choose in the partner
choice part of the experiment are of the same type as those to which they transfer more in the
random matching part. However, a substantial number of subjects do not behave in line with

the sorting hypothesis.

Our first finding suggests that charitable giving may work as a signal of trustworthiness. Our
third finding demonstrates that outcome differences between potential partners in social
exchange will be underestimated if partner choice is not accounted for. The more pronounced
differences in the partner choice part of the experiment occur despite the fact that some subjects’

behavior is not in line with the sorting hypothesis (finding 4).

The next section relates our study to previous literature. The description of the experimental
design in Section 3 is followed by the presentation of our results in Section 4. The last section
summarizes our main findings and discusses the interpretation of CSR and charitable donations

during electoral campaigns as signals of trustworthiness.



2. Related literature

2.1. Signaling trustworthiness

A trustee can be trustworthy because she is committed to acting in the trustor’s interest out of
self-interest, e.g. in a repeated interaction (e.g., Camerer and Weigelt 1988; Anderhub et al.
2002; Bolton et al. 2004a; Bracht and Feltovich 2009), or because of other-regarding
preferences, reciprocity or trust responsiveness (e.g., McCabe et al. 2003; Cox 2004; Bolton et
al. 2004b; Bacharach et al. 2007; Battigalli and Dufwenberg 2009; Toussaert 2014). Theoretical
models (e.g., Fehr and Schmidt 1999) and empirical evidence (e.g., Ashraf et al. 2006) both
suggest that trustees who are trustworthy because of other-regarding preferences will also be
more generous, e.g., in a dictator game, even if such generosity has no instrumental value
(Gambetta and Przepiorka 2014; Przepiorka and Liebe 2016). In an earlier study, Fehrler and
Przepiorka (2013) show that donors to charity indeed tend to be more trustworthy than non-
donors (see also Albert et al. 2007). Game-theoretic models illustrating the idea that charitable
giving can work as a signal of trustworthiness have been proposed by Elfenbein et al. (2012) and
Ong and Yang (2014) (see also Gintis et al. 2001; Gambetta and Przepiorka 2014).

Elfenbein et al. (2012) also present convincing empirical evidence of how charitable giving can
work as a signal of trustworthiness. They analyze a large data set of eBay offers — many of which
were posted under eBay’s Giving Works program, where sellers dedicate a fraction of the selling
price to a charity. Their data includes offers of identical products from the same sellers under the
program and outside of it, allowing them to conduct a quasi-experimental analysis. Consistent
with a costly signaling account, they observe a higher percentage increase in sales and prices
under the Giving Works program for sellers without a reliable reputation, i.e., with a short history
of customer feedback. Their results suggest that the charitable element serves as a substitute for
an established reputational record. Moreover, they find that sellers who use the Giving Works
program receive fewer customer complaints, suggesting that they are indeed more trustworthy.
Finally, they find that the higher sales and prices these sellers attain do not fully compensate
them for the costs of the donation.

On eBay and other trading platforms buyers can choose the sellers they trust. In most lab
experiments with trust games, trustors are randomly matched with trustees and cannot choose

their interaction partner. There are a few notable exceptions.
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2.2. Partner choice

Slonim and Garbarino (2008) conduct an online experiment in which they test the effect of
partner choice on subjects’ investment game and dictator game transfers to interaction partners
who differ by age and gender. They predict that in both games, if subjects have the possibility to
choose their interaction partner, they will, on average, transfer higher amounts than had they
been randomly paired with the same interaction partner. Slonim and Garbarino hypothesize this
difference to be due to a sorting effect according to which subjects will choose certain partners
because they want to transfer more to them, and the partners they choose are also those to whom
they would transfer more in the random matching part of the experiment. Their evidence
confirms the sorting hypothesis and gives good reason to assume that not accounting for partner
choice may lead to underestimation of the differences in trust towards different types of trustees

in other settings as well.

Other experiments have studied partner choice in the ultimatum game (Holm and Engseld 2005;
Chiang 2010), the trust game (Bornhorst et al. 2010; Brown et al. 2004; Eckel and Wilson 2000),
and the public good game (Coricelli et al. 2004; Page et al. 2005; Barclay and Willer 2007;
Sylwester and Roberts 2010, 2013; Aksoy 2015). These studies can be divided into two groups:
those investigating the effect of individual differences in, e.g., gender, age, income, social group
membership or perceived friendliness on the choice of interaction partners and subsequent
cooperative behavior (Bornhorst et al. 2010, Eckel and Wilson 2000, Holm and Engseld 2005,
Slonim and Garbarino 2008; Aksoy 2015); and those investigating the effect of partner choice on
ex ante cooperative behavior (Brown et al. 2004, Chiang 2010, Coricelli et al. 2004, Page et al.
2005; Barclay and Willer 2007; Sylwester and Roberts 2010, 2013). In other words, this latter set
of studies addresses the question of how an oversupply of potential interaction partners induces
actors to make competitive commitments to cooperative behavior in order to be selected. This
question is mainly studied in the field of behavioral ecology, where it is central to the theories of
biological markets (Noé and Hammerstein 1994; Barclay 2013) and competitive altruism
(Roberts 1998). Our study mainly contributes to the first strand of this literature.

In the following paragraphs we describe in more detail how we implement partner choice in our
experiment, and how we combine it with a random matching condition to elucidate actors’

motives behind their partner choices. At the end of the next section we also state our hypotheses.
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3. Experimental games, design and hypotheses

3.1. Experimental games

Subjects play two different games in our experiment — a standard dictator game (DG) (Forsythe
et al. 1994) and a modified version of the investment game (Berg et al. 1995), which we
henceforth call the exchange game (EG). In the DG, person X and person Y are endowed with
Ex and Ey Swiss francs (CHF), respectively. Next, person X can decide to give up part or all of
their endowment (0 < xpg < Ex) and transfer this amount to person Y. The DG ends with person
X getting Ex — Xps and person Y getting Ev + Xps. The DG is nested in the EG. That is, the EG
extends the DG by giving person Y the possibility to make a back transfer; person Y in the
second mover position can decide to give up part of his or her amount (0 <y < Ey + Xgg) and
transfer it to person X. Unlike the transfer of person X in both games, the amount transferred by
person Y is tripled. The EG ends with person X getting Ex — Xgg + 3y and person Y getting Ey +
Xeg— Y.2 Given that, in the DG, person Y does not have the possibility of making a back transfer,
person X’s transfer xpg cannot be motivated by expectations of a back transfer. Moreover, if
initial endowments are equal (i.e. Ex = Ey), person X’s transfer in the DG cannot be motivated

by inequality aversion (see, e.g., Cox 2004).

3.2. Experimental design

We conducted six experimental sessions, with 22 to 26 subjects per session (N = 148 subjects in
total). At the beginning of each session half the subjects were randomly assigned to be a person
X and the other half were assigned to be a person Y; all subjects stayed in their assigned role
throughout the experiment. In addition, persons Y were randomly assigned to one of three
conditions. In condition DONPOS (donation possible), a person Y’s initial endowment was the

same as the endowment of a person X (Ex = Ey = CHF 16), and the person Y could decide

2 We use this modified version of the investment game, where the second movers’ back transfers are multiplied
rather than the first movers’ transfers, because we want to have more variability in the transfer variable x and we
want to exclude efficiency concerns as a further potential motive for the first mover transfer (Engelmann and Strobel
2004). We call this game an exchange game so as to refer, additionally, to the similar gift exchange games which are
widely used to model labor relations.



whether or not to make a donation of CHF 6 to one of three charitable organizations.? They could
choose from Amnesty International, the International Committee of the Red Cross, and Médecins
Sans Frontiéres. Thus, a person Y who donated kept CHF 10, and a person Y who did not donate
kept CHF 16. Persons Y who were assigned to condition UNEQEND (unequal endowment) or
EQEND (equal endowment) did not have the possibility of making a charitable donation. In
condition UNEQEND a person Y was endowed with CHF 10 (Ex > Ey), and in condition
EQEND a person Y was endowed with CHF 16 (Ex = Ey). Conditions EQEND and UNEQEND
served to study potential endowment effects resulting from persons Y giving or not giving CHF
6 to charity, respectively. To maximize the number of persons Y in condition DONPQOS, in every
session we only assigned one subject each to conditions EQEND and UNEQEND. Thus, our
experimental design allowed us to induce four person Y types in the first stage of each
experimental session. Henceforth we will call these four types donor, non-donor, unequally

endowed person Y and equally endowed person Y.

Each experimental session consisted of two parts, the random matching part and the partner
choice part, and in condition DONPOS, person Y had to choose whether or not to make a
donation at the beginning of each part. In the random matching part, persons X had to choose the
amount they wanted to transfer to each of the four person Y types, both in the DG and in the EG
(see Figure 1).* Persons X made their eight transfer decisions knowing that at the end of the
experiment they would be randomly paired with one person Y, either in the DG or the EG, and
that their earnings would be determined based on their actual decisions in this situation. At the
same time, persons Y had to decide upon the amount they wanted to send back to person X.
Persons Y had to specify their back transfers for every possible amount a person X could transfer
to them. This part of the experiment replicates the set-up of our previous study (Fehrler and
Przepiorka 2013).

In the partner choice part of the experiment, persons X faced four decision situations (i.e. choice

sets), in each of which they were asked to choose one of two interaction partners before they

% We fixed the amount that could be donated to charity at CHF 6 because that is what we did in our previous study
(Fehrler and Przepiorka 2013). The evidence from this previous study allowed us to (correctly) anticipate that we
would find at least one donor and one non-donor in each part of the treatment in all sessions.

* With regard to donors, persons X only knew that a donor had made a donation to one of the organizations
mentioned above; they did not know to which organization a donor’s donation went in particular.
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could choose the amount they wanted to transfer to this person (see Figure 2). Persons X had to
choose between a donor and a non-donor, both in the DG and the EG, and between an unequally

endowed and an equally endowed person Y, both in the DG and the EG.

Figure 1: Screenshot of random matching part (translated from German)

Person Y has the same endowment as you (16 CHF), had a possibility to make a donation and does not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.

How much do you transfer to Y17 Ii| How much do you transfer to Y27 I:|

Person Y has the same endowment as you (16 CHF), had a possibility to make a donation and has a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.

How much do you transfer to Y172 I:l How much do you transfer to Y27 D

Person Y did not have a possibility to make a donation and does not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (CHF 16). Person Y4 has an endowment of CHF 10.

How much do you transfer to Y37 |:| How much do you transfer to Y472 S

Person Y did not have a possibility to make a donation and has a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (CHF 16). Person Y4 has an endowment of CHF 10.

How much do you transfer to Y37 I:l How much do you transfer to Y47 I:l

If a person X was indifferent regarding the two potential interaction partners in any of the four
choice sets, they could indicate this, knowing that then one of the two would randomly be chosen
as their interaction partner. Persons X made their four partner choices and, conditional on their
partner choices, their four transfer decisions, knowing that, at the end of the experiment, they
would be randomly assigned to one of the four choice sets and that their earnings would be
determined by their actual decisions in this choice set and by the decisions of their partner.

Persons Y faced the same decision situation as was faced in the random matching part.

® Technically, partner choice was implemented as follows: for a person Y type selected by a person X in the
randomly selected choice set, the program searched all persons Y until it found one of that type. The decisions of
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Figure 2: Screenshot of partner choice part (translated from German)

Situation 1-A: Both persons Y have the same endowment as you (CHF 16 each). Both persons Y had a
possibility to make a donation. Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.
In this situation both persons Y do not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

~ Y1 « indifferent Y2

:

Situation 1-B: Both persons Y have the same endowment as you (CHF 16 each). Both persons Y had a
possibility to make a donation. Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.
In this situation both persons Y have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

Y1 " indifferent Y2

!

Situation 2-A: Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (16 CHF) and Person Y4 has an endowment
of CHF 10. Both persons Y did not have a possibility to make a donation. In this situation both persons Y
do not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

Y3 « indifferent Y4

!

Situation 2-B: Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (16 CHF) and Person Y4 has an endowment
of CHF 10. Both persons Y did not have a possibility to make a donation. In this situation both persons Y
have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

~ Y3 " indifferent Y4

!

We varied the sequence of the two parts across experimental sessions. In sessions 1, 2 and 5,
subjects decided first in the partner choice part and thereafter in the random matching part, and
vice versa in sessions 3, 4 and 6. Finally, we asked persons X to state their expectations
regarding person Y’s back transfer in the EG, but we did so only once, at the end of the
experiment. We asked them to state their expectations for each of the four person Y types
making hypothetical transfers of CHF 0, 8, and 16. We chose not to incentivize belief elicitation
in order not to further complicate the instructions. Subjects received feedback regarding choices
and payoffs from both parts after the belief elicitation stage. The entire experimental set-up was

presented to subjects before the experiment started.®

that person Y in the game of that choice set, together with the decisions of person X, determined the payoff for
person X. To determine the payoff of a person Y, the program randomly paired the person Y with a person X, whose
decisions in the randomly selected game, together with the decisions of the person Y, determined person Y’s payoff.
In cases where the randomly selected person X chose a different Y type, person Y received only the endowment.

® More details on the experimental procedures and the experimental instructions, including screen-shots of all
decision situations, can be found in the online appendix.



3.3. Hypotheses

Since the random matching part of this experiment replicates our previous study (Fehrler and

Przepiorka 2013), we expect to find similar results regarding transfers and beliefs.

H1la: Both in the DG and the EG larger amounts will be transferred to donors

than to non-donors.

H1b: In the DG, larger amounts will be transferred to unequally endowed person
Y types than to equally endowed person Y types, whereas in the EG larger
amounts will be transferred to equally endowed person Y types than to

unequally endowed person Y types.

H2a: In the EG, donors will be expected to make larger back transfers than non-

donors.

H2b: In the EG, equally endowed person Y types will be expected to make larger

back transfers than unequally endowed person Y types.

Slonim and Garbarino (2008) present evidence supporting their sorting hypothesis, which states
that subjects who receive higher average transfers in a random matching condition will be chosen
more often in a partner choice condition. Based on the findings from our previous experiment,
and thus consistent with our hypotheses Hla and H1b, we state our corresponding hypotheses

regarding partner choice:

H3a: Both in the DG and the EG, donors will be chosen more often as interaction

partners than non-donors.

H3b: In the DG, unequally endowed person Y types will be chosen more often as
interaction partners than equally endowed person Y types, whereas in the
EG equally endowed person Y types will be chosen more often as

interaction partners than unequally endowed person Y types.

If subjects in the partner choice part of the experiment indeed choose the partner to whom they
want to transfer more, this will have the following effect on average after-choice transfers (see

also Slonim and Garbarino 2008):
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H4: Average transfers after partner choice will be higher than average transfers

in the random matching part of the experiment.

Finally, and in line with previous studies’ findings (See above), we hypothesize that

donors will indeed be more trustworthy.

H5: Donors will make larger back transfers than non-donors in the EG
(conditional on the transfer they receive).

In addition to testing these hypotheses we explore the motives for partner choices and transfers
using regression models. Taken together our analyses will allow us to test our hypotheses and to
answer the question whether charitable giving can work as a signal of trustworthiness in order to
attract partners for social exchange. We start with an analysis of person X behavior in the

random matching part of the experiment.

4. Results
4.1. Trust and other motives in the random matching part of the experiment

Figure 3a shows average person X transfers across games and person Y types in the random
matching part of the experiment, and largely replicates the findings reported in Fehrler and
Przepiorka (2013). In line with hypothesis Hla, the figure shows that donors receive
significantly higher transfers than non-donors, both in the DG and the EG. Moreover, the transfer
difference between donors and non-donors is significantly larger in the EG than in the DG (t =
5.28, p < 0.001). This suggests that donors receive higher transfers in the EG because they are
trusted more, but also because of other-regarding motives (see also Fehrler and Przepiorka
2013).
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Figure 3: Person X transfers in the random matching (a) and the partner choice part (b) of the

experiment
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In line with hypothesis H1b, unequally endowed person Y types, who start with the same low
endowment as donors but without having made a charitable donation (condition UNEQEND),
receive significantly higher transfers in the DG than equally endowed person Y types (condition
EQEND) (Figure 3a: 1.04 vs. 0.31; t = 4.98, p < 0.001). This finding suggests that some person
X subjects are inequality averse and transfer more to donors than to non-donors because donors
have less after having made a donation. However, the difference in DG transfers to donors and
non-donors is larger than the difference in DG transfers to unequally and equally endowed
person Y types. Although this difference in differences is relatively small, it is statistically
significant (Figure 3a: 1.36 — 0.28 vs. 1.04 — 0.31; t = 2.12, p = 0.038). This result indicates that
some person X subjects (indirectly) reciprocate the good deeds of the donors. However, by far
the strongest motive behind person X EG transfers seems to be trust (i.e. expected
trustworthiness). This is substantiated by the higher EG transfers, as compared to DG transfers
(Figure 3a), and person X subjects’ stated beliefs about the different person Y types’ back
transfers (Figure 4). In line with hypotheses H2a and H2b, respectively, person X subjects expect
to receive back significantly more from donors than from non-donors, and they expect to receive
back significantly more from equally endowed person Y types than from unequally endowed
person 'Y types (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Person X beliefs about person Y (tripled) back transfers in the EG
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Although person X subjects do not expect to receive back more from donors than from equally
endowed person Y types, and they do not expect to receive back more from unequally endowed
person Y types than from non-donors, person X subjects transfer significantly more to donors
(6.66 vs. 5.41, t = 2.74, p = 0.008) and unequally endowed person Y types (4.12 vs. 2.84, t =
2.88, p = 0.005) than to equally endowed person Y types and non-donors, respectively. This
discrepancy between person X beliefs and transfers can be attributed to person X’s other-
regarding preferences. If we calculate the same two differences in EG transfers net of the
corresponding DG transfers (see Figure 3a) then these differences become statistically
insignificant (6.66 — 1.36 vs. 5.41 — 0.31, t = 0.45, p = 0.657 and 4.12 — 1.04 vs. 2.84 - 0.28, t =
1.18, p = 0.242, respectively).
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4.2. Partner choice part of experiment, and comparison

of the experiment

Table 1: Choice frequencies (in %) and average transfers across games in the partner choice part

DG EG

Choice set 1 Choice set 2

Donor Choice 54.05 (5.83) 81.08 (4.58)
Transfer 2.53(0.31) 6.62 (0.57)

Non-donor Choice 8.11 (3.19) 14.86 (4.16)
Transfer 0.5 (0.47) 6.09 (1.56)

Indifferent Choice 37.84 (5.68) 4.05 (2.31)
Transfer 0.14 (0.14) 8.00 (3.35)

Choice set 3 Choice set 4

Uneq. Endow. Choice 40.54 (5.74) 29.73 (5.34)
Transfer 2.13(0.31) 5.18 (0.74)

Eq. endow. Choice 8.11 (3.19) 58.11 (5.77)
Transfer 0.67 (0.62) 6.67 (0.78)

Indifferent Choice 51.35 (5.85) 12.16 (3.83)
Transfer 0.29 (0.17) 2.67 (1.41)

Notes: The table lists relative partner choice frequencies and average person X transfers (in CHF)
to the different person Y types in the DG and the EG in the partner choice part of the experiment
(N = 888, N, = 74). N; denotes the number of decisions and N, denotes the number of clusters (i.e.
subjects). Cluster robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Transfers are average transfers
after choice and person X subjects could choose the category “Indifferent” if they were indifferent
regarding two person Y types in a particular choice set (see Figure 2).

Figure 3b shows average person X transfers across games and person Y types weighted by the
proportion of partner choices in each of the four choice sets. These numbers result from
multiplying the relative choice frequencies of person Y types with the corresponding average
person X transfers to these person Y types after choice. In Figure 3b we show weighted rather
than unweighted person X transfers because weighted transfers approximate what the different
person Y types receive in expectation if partner choice is possible.” In what follows, we will call
the person X transfers in the random matching condition transfers, and the weighted person X
transfers in the partner choice condition expected transfers. Columns three and four in Table 1

" This is not exactly equal to the expected value of what they receive because we report the “indifferent” choices as a
separate category. Attributing the expected transfers of this category to the other two categories in each choice set
would change very little, as they are so low.
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report the proportions of partner choices and unweighted person X transfers after choice

separately.?

Comparing the numbers in Figure 3a and the relative choice frequencies in Table 1 reveals that
the same person Y types who receive higher transfers in the random matching part of the
experiment are selected far more often as partners in the partner choice part. This is true for all
games and choice sets, which supports our hypotheses H3a and H3b. A look at Figure 3 further
reveals that the same person Y types who receive higher transfers in the random matching part of
the experiment (Figure 3a) also receive higher expected transfers in the partner choice part
(Figure 3b). However, in the partner choice part, differences in expected transfers across person
Y types are more pronounced. For example, while in the random matching part donors receive
2.3 times higher EG transfers than non-donors, in the partner choice part expected EG transfers
to donors are 5.9 times higher than those to non-donors. The numbers in Table 1 make clear that
these larger differences result from the different selection rates and not from differences in after-

choice transfers.

Note that transfers in the random matching part of the experiment (Figure 3a) are higher than
expected transfers in the partner choice part (Figure 3b). The reason for this is that in the random
matching part the transfers are not weighted by a selection probability, whereas in the partner
choice part they are. To compare the differences in transfers in the random matching part (5,)
with the differences in expected transfers in the partner choice part (5,), we construct two

hypothetical scenarios that are slightly different from our experimental implementation.

In both scenarios there is one person X and two potential partners Y. In the random matching
scenario, one of the potential partners is randomly selected and matched with person X before
the transfer is made; in the partner choice scenario, person X chooses one partner Y and there is
no “indifferent” option. In the random matching scenario both potential partners Y have the same
selection probability of 0.5. Hence, the selection probabilities of the two partners Y add up to one

in both scenarios.

® In Table A1l in the online appendix we report the average transfers to those person Y types that the person X
subjects chose in the partner choice part, and average transfers to those person Y types that the person X subjects did
not choose in the partner choice part.
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To compute the differences in expected transfers in the two hypothetical scenarios we make the
following assumption for the random matching scenario: we assume that person X transfers
would have been the same as in the random matching part of our experiment, in which every
person X made a transfer to each person Y type. We can then multiply all transfers by 0.5,
thereby also cutting the difference in half (5,/2). Recall that &, results from taking the difference
between transfers that were already multiplied with the corresponding empirical selection
probabilities. Furthermore, we add the transfers that were made after the choice “indifferent” in
the partner choice part in equal proportions to the transfers made after the other two choice

options. Note, however, that these transfers cancel out when we compute the difference 6.

The third column in Table 2 shows the difference between these differences. The table clearly
shows that relative to non-donors, donors do significantly better with partner choice than with
random matching in both the DG and the EG. Unequally endowed person Y types also do better
with partner choice in the DG, and the same is true for equally endowed person Y types in the
EG.

Table 2: Differences in transfer differences in the random matching and partner choice parts of
the experiment

Transfer differences Differences in Test for statistical sianificance

(weighted with 1/2 in random matching)  differences g

8,/2 5,
(random matching)  (partner choice) 81/2 -, z P
DG transfers (to donors — to non-donors)

0.54 1.32 -0.78 -4.20 <0.001
EG transfers (to donors — to non-donors)

1.91 4.46 -2.55 -3.47 0.001
DG transfers (to uneq. endow. — to eq. endow.)

0.36 0.81 -0.45 -2.83 0.005
EG transfers (to uneg. endow. — to eq. endow.)

-0.64 -2.34 1.70 2.25 0.024

Note: We calculated the differences in differences and the corresponding test statistics as follows: first, we rearranged the
data such that all our models could be estimated with the same categorical explanatory variable. Our explanatory variable
comprised the 12 categories that result from the combination of the four choice sets and the three possible choices
(including “indifferent”) within each set (see Figure 1). Second, using our explanatory variable, we estimated three
models: (1) a logit with the binary dependent variable indicating the partner (or “indifferent”) a subject had chosen in each
choice set; (2) an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression with the amount transferred to a subject’s chosen partners as the
dependent variable; and (3) an OLS regression with the amount a subject transferred to all potential partners in the random
matching part as the dependent variable. Third, using the ‘suest’ command in Stata, we combined the estimates of our
three models in one estimation table and estimated their cluster robust standard errors. Fourth, using the “margins”
command in Stata we derived the choice probabilities from model estimation (1), multiplied the choice probabilities with
the after-choice transfers obtained in model estimation (2) (that is also how we calculated the numbers in Figure 2b) and
subtracted half the transfers obtained in model estimation (3). Finally, based on the estimation table obtained in the
previous step, we used linear combinations of the estimates to estimate the transfer difference between person Y types.
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Turning to our next hypothesis (H4), when we look at unweighted person X transfers we find
that, on average, our results confirm the findings of Slonim and Garbarino’s (2008) online
experiment. In the EG, average transfers are significantly higher in the partner choice part of the
experiment than in the random matching part (6.17 vs. 4.76, z = 3.68, p < 0.001). In the DG too,
average transfers are significantly higher in the partner choice part (1.26 vs. 0.75, z = 3.55, p <
0.001). This is in line with hypothesis H4. Most actors choose certain interaction partners
because they want to transfer more to them. We thus conclude, in line with Slonim and
Garbarino (2008), that the higher unweighted transfers in the partner choice part of the
experiment are due to a sorting effect. However, in the partner choice part of the experiment not
all subjects choose as partner the same person Y type to whom they chose to transfer more in the

random matching part. In what follows, we call these subjects “switchers.”

In the two choice sets in which subjects choose between donors and non-donors (see Figure 2),
4.1% switch to a different partner or to “indifferent” in the DG, and 8.1% switch in the EG. In
the two choice sets with unequally endowed and equally endowed persons Y 12.2% switch in the
DG and even 27% switch in the EG. In all four situations, switchers transfer less to their chosen

partner than the maximum transfer they make in the random matching part.

Table 3: Switching

OoLs1 OLSs?2 OLS3 OLS 4
DG donor / EG donor/ DG uneq. / EG uneq. /
non-donor non-donor eq. endow. eq. endow.
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Switcher -1.84* 0.83 -0.30 1.43 -2.03%** 0.49 -2.16* 0.92
Const. 0.17 0.17 -0.37 0.50 0.19 0.14 0.26 0.48
N 74 74 74 74
R? 0.06 <0.01 0.19 0.07

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and standard errors from OLS regression models where the dependent variable is the difference
between the transfer to the selected partner under partner choice and the highest transfer (of the subject) to either of the two potential
partners in the same game under random matching (*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; for two-sided tests). Each model is for one of
the four choice sets. The variable “Switcher” indicates if a subject chose a different partner in the partner choice part than the one to whom
she transferred more in the random matching part. It is zero if the subject transferred the same amount to both potential recipients under
random matching or chose the partner to whom she transferred more under random matching.

Table 3 reports regressions with the difference between the unweighted transfer in the
partner choice part of the experiment and the maximum transfer in the random matching part

as the dependent variable. The explanatory variable is a dummy variable indicating whether
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a subject chose a different person Y type in the partner choice part than that to whom they
transferred more in the random matching part (i.e. an indicator for “switchers”). The
negative coefficient estimates range from -0.3 to -2.16 and are statistically significant, except
in the EG with a donor vs non-donor choice. An explanation for this behavior might be that
switchers want to transfer little and, therefore, switch to partners to whom they feel morally
less obliged to give (DellaVigna et al., 2012). For non-switchers, the same transfer
difference is much smaller and is statistically not significantly different from zero (see the
intercepts in Table 3). The switching rate is highest for the choice between unequally and
equally endowed persons Y in the EG. Like donors, unequally endowed persons Y receive
higher transfers in the DG (Figure 3). However, most subjects believe that they are less
trustworthy than equally endowed persons Y, and that a transfer to them would not pay off
(Figure 4). This is not the case for donors as compared to non-donors. Hence, a substantial
number of subjects who give more to unequally endowed persons Y under random matching,
where they cannot avoid this interaction partner, avoid them in the partner choice part.® As a

consequence, the switching rate is highest in this choice set.

Most subjects do, however, choose the person Y type to whom they transfer more in the
random matching part of the experiment. This prompts the question whether the same
motives that explain transfer differences in the random matching part will also explain

partner choices. We address this question next.

4.3. What explains partner choices and transfers in the EG?

First, to explain choices, we estimate linear probability models (LPMs), with the binary

dependent variable being 1 if the subject chose a donor (rather than a non-donor or “indifferent”)

in choice set 2 or an unequally endowed person Y (rather than an equally endowed person Y or

“indifferent”) in choice set 4, and zero otherwise (See Figure 2). As our explanatory variables we

use dummies for the choice sets, the difference in DG transfers to the corresponding person Y

types in the random matching part (A DG trans.), and the difference in person X beliefs about the

® We also observe a few switches in the other direction. These switchers transfer less to unequally endowed subjects

in the random matching part but choose them in the partner choice part.
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corresponding person Y types’ back transfers (A Beliefs).'® The difference in DG transfers serves
as a proxy for inequality aversion and indirect reciprocity, which can influence behavior in both
games, and the difference in beliefs about back transfers can be conceived of as a measure for the
difference in expected trustworthiness (i.e. trust). We interact A DG trans. and A Beliefs with the
choice set dummies and estimate the models without an intercept. This approach is equivalent to
estimating separate models for each of the two choice sets, but allows us to test differences in
coefficients between choice sets. It should be kept in mind, however, that beliefs and DG
transfers are not treatment variables in the experiment. Thus, the results that we report in this

section can only be suggestive of causal relations.

For our analysis we use LPMs. It has been shown that logit and probit can produce biased
coefficient estimates if the model omits explanatory factors, even if these are uncorrelated with
the regressors (Mood 2010; Yatchew and Griliches 1985). LPMs do not rely on the above
assumption and, in this regard, are less prone to produce biased coefficient estimates. Moreover,
an LPM coefficient can be directly interpreted as the change in probability points due to a one-
unit change in the value of the explanatory variable (Angrist and Pischke 2009: 94-107). We also
derive (marginal) probabilities from logistic and multinomial logistic regression models using
the same explanatory variables as in the LPMs. In the multinomial logistic regression we include
“indifferent” as the third response category in our dependent variable (partner choice). Both the
estimations of these additional models and the predicted probabilities are presented in the online
appendix in tables A2 and A4, and A3 and A5, respectively. Since the LPM coefficient estimates
do not differ substantially from the predicted probabilities in tables A3 and A5, we proceed with
interpreting the LPMs.

Model LPM 1 in Table 4 distinguishes only the two situations in which person X subjects could
choose an interaction partner in the EG. The estimates show that in choice set 2, subjects choose
donors in 81% of the cases, whereas in choice set 4 they choose person Y subjects with an
unequal endowment in less than 30% of the cases. This result suggests that the positive effect of

19 For hypothetical transfers of CHF 0, 8, and 16, we asked person X subjects what they expected to be transferred
back by each of the four person Y types. A person X subject’s average belief with regard to a particular person Y
type is the average ratio of expected back transfers to hypothetical transfers multiplied by three. Since the ratio is not
defined for the hypothetical transfer CHF 0, the average is only calculated based on the ratios for the hypothetical
transfers of CHF 8 and 16. Since the back transfers in the EG are tripled, the average ratio is multiplied by three
[i.e., 3(bs/8 + b1/16)/2]. See the notes to Table 4 for further details.
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being a donor by far offsets the negative effect of having less than a non-donor to send back in
the EG. This difference can partly be explained with subjects’ beliefs. Subjects are considerably
more likely to choose a donor in choice set 2 if their difference in beliefs about the donor’s and
non-donor’s trustworthiness increases in favor of the donor (LPM 2). In choice set 4, belief
differences do not seem to matter for subjects’ choices as the coefficient for A Beliefs is
statistically insignificant. What is related to partner choices in choice set 4, though, is the
difference in DG transfers. This can be seen in LPM 3, where a CHF 1 increase in A DG trans. is
associated with a 9.6 percentage point increase in the probability of an unequally endowed
person Y being selected. These effects remain substantially the same when combined in LPM 4.
Beliefs about trustworthiness are important in subjects’ choices of donors (vs. non-donors and
indifferent) but not in their choices of unequally endowed person Y types (vs. equally endowed
types and indifferent). At the same time, we find that other motives influence the choice of
unequally endowed types (as indicated by the significant effect of A DG trans. in choice set 4)

but do not seem to matter for subjects’ choices of donors.

Table 4: LPMs of person X EG partner choices

LPM 1 LPM 2 LPM 3 LPM 4

Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Choice set 2 (chose donor = 1)
Const. 0.811*** 0.046  0.757*** 0.056  0.803*** 0.056 0.747*** 0.064
A Beliefs 0.187** 0.061 0.187** 0.061
A DG trans. 0.007  0.026 0.010  0.026
Choice set 4 (chose uneq. endow. = 1)
Const. 0.297*** 0.054  0.356*** 0.073  0.228*** (0.058 0.282*** 0.075
A Beliefs 0.155 0.118 0.136  0.110
A DG trans. 0.096* 0.040 0.092* 0.041
N 148 148 148 148
N, 74 74 74 74
adj. R? 0.26 0.29 0.28 0.31

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from LPMs (*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p
< 0.05; for two-sided tests). The binary dependent variable is 1 if the subject chose a donor or a person Y with an unequal
endowment as their interaction partner in the EG, and is zero otherwise. The variable A Beliefs is the difference in the
average ratios of expected back transfers to hypothetical transfers the subject had stated having in choice sets 2 and 4 and
ranges from -1.69 to 2.25, with mean = -0.05 and median = -0.14 (also see footnote 10). The variable A DG trans. is the
difference in money transfers the subject made in the DG to the corresponding person Y types in the random matching
part and ranges from 0 to 6, with mean = 0.91 and median = 0. N; denotes the number of decisions and N, denotes the
number of clusters (i.e. subjects). The adjusted R? statistics are estimated based on model specifications that include one
intercept.
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We now turn to EG transfers. To explain transfers in the random matching part of the experiment
we regress EG transfers on DG transfers and on beliefs about trustworthiness (Table 5, OLS 1
and 2). For the partner choice part, the dependent variable is the unweighted EG transfer made to
the chosen trustee. The explanatory variables are the DG transfers to the same type of partner in
the random matching part of the experiment and the belief about the trustworthiness of the
partner (Table 5, OLS 3 and 4). Assuming that the effects of the different motives are the same
across situations, we would expect beliefs and DG transfers to explain most of the variation in
EG transfers, independent of the decision situation (i.e. choice set) or person Y type. We
therefore pool the decision situations in models OLS 1 and 3. In addition, we report estimates for

less restricted models in which all person Y types are treated separately (OLS 2 and 4).

The variation in the coefficients of Beliefs and DG trans. across person Y types in OLS 2 and 4
indicates that the motives captured by these variables might carry different weights depending on
the person Y type. We use the DG transfer as a proxy for different motives other than beliefs,
such as inequity aversion and indirect reciprocity. These motives can play different roles
depending on the interaction partner and the game. Furthermore, in the partner choice part, there
is self-selection of trustors who are heterogeneous with respect to their beliefs and motives.
Trustors choosing non-donors, for example, hold quite different beliefs regarding the
trustworthiness of non-donors than trustors choosing donors (see Figure Al in the online

appendix).

The model fits are much better for the random matching part of the experiment (OLS 1 and 2)
than for the partner choice part (OLS 3 and 4). Both DG trans. and Beliefs are highly significant
in the random matching part and explain a substantial part of the variation in EG transfers (OLS
1). In the partner choice part, these variables explain far less of the variation and only Beliefs
remains statistically significant (OLS 3). To some extent, the larger standard errors simply reflect
the lower number of observations in the partner choice part, where half as many transfers are
made. Moreover, after partner choice, there is also less variation in both the explanatory and the
dependent variable. Subjects who are inequity averse, for example, are more likely to select
unequally endowed person Y types in the EG (see Table 4), and they make larger DG transfers to
unequally endowed person Y types in the random matching part. Consequently, the variation in

both the explanatory variable DG trans. and the outcome variable (i.e. after-choice EG transfers)
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will be smaller within each person Y. As can be seen in Table 1, the variation in the outcome
variables has also become smaller between person Y types in choice set 2 (donors vs. non-
donors), which suggests that motives captured in the DG transfers that influence both partner
choices and transfers in the random matching part, do not influence after-choice transfers in the

same way.
Table 5: OLS regression models of person X EG transfers
Random matching part Partner choice part
OLS1 OLS 2 OLS 3 OLS 4
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Constant(s) 4.254*** (0.380 6.069*** (0.582
Donor 4.964***  0.586 5.920*** 0.728
Non-donor 3.094***  0.474 5.903*** 1.579
Uneg. endow. 4.098***  (0.705 6.235***  0.959
Eq. endow. 4.951*** (0.514 6.158*** 0.811
Beliefs 3.024*%** 0.470 2.277** 0.849
x Donor 3.627***  0.592 1.260 1.155
x Non-donor 2.552***  0.650 2.855 2.071
x Uneg. endow. 2.432*  0.995 2.577 1.423
x Eq. endow. 2.608***  0.697 3.205*  1.395
DG trans. 0.644**  0.202 0.012 0.238
x Donor 0.872***  0.232 0.398 0.241
x Non-donor 0.421 0.283 -0.724  0.656
x Uneg. endow. 0.429 0.330 -0.360  0.485
x Eq. endow. -0.276  0.391 -0.939* 0.418
Ny 296 296 136 136
N, 74 74 72 72
adj. R? 0.21 0.25 0.05 0.03

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from OLS regression models (*** p <0.001, ** p <0.01, * p <
0.05; for two-sided tests). The dependent variable is person X EG transfers. The variable Beliefs is the average ratio (centered at 1, i.e. the
payback threshold) of expected back transfers the subject had stated having in choice sets 2 and 4 and ranges from -1 to 2, with mean =
0.01 and median = 0.03 (also see footnote 10). The variable DG trans. is the money transfer the subject made in choice set 1 or 3 in the
random matching part and ranges from 0 to 8, with mean = 0.75 and median = 0. N; denotes the number of decisions and N, denotes the
number of clusters (i.e. subjects). Note that the lower number of clusters under partner choice results from the exclusion of two subjects who
picked “indifferent” in both of the two choice sets. Three (nine) subjects picked “indifferent” in choice set 2 (4) lowering N; to 136. The
adjusted R? statistics for OLS 2 and 4 are estimated with specifications that include an intercept instead of one of the recipient type
dummies.

In Section 4.2 we already saw that most of the differences in expected transfers in the partner

choice part of the experiment accrue at the partner choice stage and not the transfer stage. The
models in Table 4 and models OLS 3 and 4 in Table 5 indicate that trust (i.e. beliefs about back
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transfers) is the most important factor contributing to the higher selection frequency of donors,

and consequently their higher expected transfers in the EG.

4.4. Are donors more trustworthy?

The next important question is whether donors are indeed more trustworthy than non-donors
(hypothesis H5).** Do donors transfer back more in the EG than non-donors? Table 6 lists the
estimates from OLS regression models regressing the tripled person Y back transfers on person
X transfers, person Y donor status and the interaction of these two variables. For the 62 person Y
subjects, who were randomly assigned to condition DONPOS and thus had the possibility of
donating, we have two observations for each of the 17 possible transfers x (CHF 0 through CHF
16) and the donor status — one in the partner choice part and one in the random matching part.
This results in 62 x 17 x 2 = 2108 data points.

Table 6: OLS regression models of person Y back transfers

OLS1 OLS 2 OLS 3
both conditions partner choice  random matching
pooled part part
Transfer x 0.712*** 0.696*** 0.726***
(0.105) (0.150) (0.103)
Donor 1.094 0.727 1.596
(1.831) (1.849) (2.060)
Transfer x 0.185 0.185 0.193
x Donor (0.152) (0.183) (0.183)
Const. 6.239*** 6.136*** 6.321***
(0.946) (1.135) (0.942)
N, 2108 1054 1054
N, 62 62 62
R® 0.18 0.18 0.18

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from
OLS regression models (*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; for two-sided tests).
The dependent variable is the tripled person Y back transfer in the EG. Transfer x is
the person X transfer in the EG (ranging from O to 16) centered at 8. Donor is a
dummy variable with a value of 1 if the person Y subject had made a donation, and is
zero otherwise. N; denotes the number of decisions and N, denotes the number of
clusters (i.e. subjects).

158.1% of all persons Y in the DONPOS condition choose to donate in the partner choice part and 46.8% in the
random matching part. 66.1% donate in at least one of the two parts and 38.8% in both parts. 23.1% of the donations
go to Amnesty International, 29.2% to the International Committee of the Red Cross, and 47.7% to Médecins Sans
Frontiéres.
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Model OLS 1 in Table 6 shows that the average back transfer of a non-donor for a transfer of
CHF 8 (the variable Transfer x is centered at CHF 8) is CHF 6.24, and the back transfer of a
donor is on average CHF 1.09 higher. Moreover, for a CHF 1 increase in Transfer X, a non-
donor’s back transfer increases by CHF 0.71, while a donor’s back transfer increases by CHF
0.90. Although these differences indicate that donors are, on average, more trustworthy than non-
donors, the differences are not statistically significant. These results do not change substantially
if we estimate the regression model for the partner choice (OLS 2) and the random matching part
of the experiment (OLS 3) separately.

Thus far we have found no statistical support for hypothesis H5, that donors are more
trustworthy than non-donors. However, there are good reasons to assume that ours is a rather
conservative test of this hypothesis. First, note that donors, everything else held constant, have
CHF 6 less to send back in the EG than non-donors. In fact, donors transfer back substantially
more than non-donors as a fraction of the amount of money they have at their disposal after
receiving person X’s transfer (around 50% more). So, the fact that the absolute difference in
back transfers is not bigger might stem from the relatively large size of the donation. Second, the
OLS regression models in Table 6 impose a linearity restriction on the relation between person X
transfers and person Y back transfers. If we estimate an unrestricted model with a full set of
dummy variables — one for each possible value of Transfer x — we find that donors’ back
transfers are higher than non-donors’ back transfers for all transfer levels (except for x = 6), and
the joint test of these 17 differences being a random occurrence yields Fi761 = 1.67, with p =
0.075.%? Although donors tend to be more trustworthy than non-donors, we prefer to draw the

more conservative conclusion that donors are neither more nor less trustworthy than non-donors.

Strategic consideration on the part of donors is unable to explain this result as donations do not
pay off in monetary terms in either condition. In the partner choice part, the expected EG transfer
to a donor is on average CHF 4.46 higher than the transfer to a non-donor, and the corresponding

difference is CHF 3.82 in the random matching part (see Figure 3), while the donation always

12 This analysis is based on the data from both the partner choice and random matching parts of the experiment.
Carrying out the same analysis separately for the two conditions sheds some light on the possible reasons for the
statistically insignificant difference between donors and non-donors. In the partner choice part, only 12 of the 17
differences between donors and non-donors are positive, whereas in the random matching part all 17 differences are
positive (in which case we get Fi76 = 2.32, p = 0.009).

24



costs CHF 6. Recall, moreover, that with probability one half, the DG is selected to determine
subjects’ payoffs, and in the DG the difference between transfers to donors and non-donors is
even smaller (CHF 1.32).

A further indication that signaling is unlikely to be a purely strategic act of self-regarding
subjects is provided by an unpublished result from our previous experiment (Fehrler and
Przepiorka 2013). There, we elicited trustees’ beliefs about trustors’ transfers to donors and non-
donors. Donors did expect higher transfers to donors than to non-donors in that experiment, but
the expected difference (CHF 4.3) was smaller than the cost of the donation (CHF 6).

4.5. Robustness checks

Recall that we varied the sequence of the partner choice and random matching parts of the
experiment between sessions. To see whether there were any sequence effects we ran all analyses
separately for the sessions starting with the partner choice part and the sessions starting with the
random matching part. Surprisingly, significantly more people donated in the sessions starting
with the random matching part. However, almost no other statistic is statistically different
between the sequences. This is true for all transfer and belief levels and all the regression

analyses.™

Following the suggestion of a referee, we ran an additional treatment as a robustness check of
our findings in the EG with partner choice between donors and non-donors. In this treatment, we
used the game method rather than the strategy method, and we let subjects interact for 10 rounds.
In each round groups of one trustor and two trustees were randomly formed. In the beginning of
each round the two trustees had the opportunity to donate, as in the main treatment. Then,
trustors learned whether either trustee had donated or not and had to choose one of them as their

partner for the EG described in Section 3.1. We find that behavior is very stable over the 10

13 Details of these analyses are omitted here because of the limited space but they can be obtained from the authors
upon request. 78.1% donated at least once in the sessions starting with the random matching part and 53.3% in the
other sessions (t = 2.10, p =0.040). The coefficient for Beliefs in OLS 1 (as in Table 5) is significantly smaller in the
sessions starting with the partner choice part but still significantly larger than zero (at the 5% level). Also the
coefficient for Beliefs in OLS 3 (as in Table 5) is smaller in the sessions starting with the partner choice part, albeit
no longer significantly different from zero. However, given the sheer volume of statistics it is to be expected that a
few significant differences will be found in all these comparisons.
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rounds and our key findings from the main treatment are confirmed: (i) donors are chosen far
more often than non-donors, and are thus partially compensated for their donation; (ii) they do
not benefit monetarily from the donation; (iii) there is no statistically significant difference in

trustworthiness between donors and non-donors.**

5. Discussion

Our results suggest that charitable giving can induce perceptions of trustworthiness and trust in
potential interaction partners. Donors are believed to be more trustworthy; they are therefore
chosen more often as partners in the EG, and they thus receive, in expectation, higher transfers
than non-donors. The monetary benefits from signaling are substantially lower than the costs of
the donation, making it implausible that strategic considerations are the main driver of charitable
giving. However, unlike previous studies, we do not find donors to be significantly more (or less)
trustworthy than non-donors. In the following paragraphs we relate our findings to the literature
on CSR and electoral competition. Thereafter, we discuss the sorting pattern we observed in our

partner choice treatment in more detail.

In the context of firms, it has been argued that CSR can serve as a signal of trustworthiness (e.g.
Vlachos et al. 2008).™ This view is supported by Elfenbein et al. (2012), who show that product
offers under eBay’s Giving Works program — where sellers dedicate a fraction of the selling price
to a charity — have higher sales and achieve higher selling prices than offers of identical products
by the same sellers but without the charity component. Our findings (which, it should be noted,
come from a laboratory experiment with student subjects) corroborate their conjecture that it is
indeed the higher level of expected trustworthiness of charitable sellers that attracts more buyers

and that drives selling prices.

Several papers have discussed the role of pro-social or environmental missions of non-profit

organizations and firms in attracting motivated workers (Besley and Ghatak 2005; Brekke and

We present the design and results in more detail in the online appendix.

15 Of course, there are many other reasons for charitable giving and CSR than signaling trustworthiness. For articles
providing an overview of CSR see, e.g., Bénabou and Tirole (2010) and Aguinis and Glavas (2012); for articles on
the motives for charity see, e.g., Bénabou and Tirole (2006), Harbaugh et al. (2007), or Popkowski Leszczyc and
Rothkopf (2010).
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Nyborg 2008; Nyborg and Zhang 2012; Fehrler and Kosfeld 2014). Firms with such missions are
likely to be more trustworthy interaction partners for customers as they attract and recruit
workers that are motivated by these missions, and evidence shows that people who identify
themselves with pro-social missions are more trustworthy and cooperative in trust and public
good games (Brekke et al. 2011; Fehrler and Kosfeld 2013). Moreover, CSR investments might
have an additional benefit for firms as they might motivate their employees to expend more
effort in their work. Several experimental studies have demonstrated that a substantial fraction of
subjects exert more effort if this generates a donation to a non-governmental organization (Tonin
and Vlassopoulos 2015; Koppel and Regner 2014), and that these subjects self-select into
employment contracts that feature such social incentives (Fehrler and Kosfeld 2014). These
considerations suggest that firms are likely to differ in their trustworthiness and that signaling
their trustworthiness through CSR investments could have additional benefits for trustworthy

firms.

Appearing trustworthy also matters in electoral competitions. Conceiving of representatives as
trustees and voters as trustors has a long tradition in political science (see Levi and Stoker 2000
for a review). While the early public choice literature, which portrayed politicians as pure
opportunists who only pursue their narrow self-regarding interests, did not support the idea that
successful candidates might differ in terms of social preferences (see the discussion in Besley
2005), more recent theoretical contributions suggest that candidates with non-selfish preferences
or a sense of responsibility or duty toward the country or electorate can be very successful in
electoral competitions (Callander and Wilkie 2007; Kartik and McAfee 2007; Callander 2008).
Political scientists have long argued that the perceived trustworthiness of candidates is an
important factor in elections, and they have presented supportive evidence for this claim. Parker
(1989), who analyzes survey data from several American national election studies, finds that
trust in their representative is important for the electoral support provided by a substantial
fraction of survey respondents. Mondak and Huckfeldt (2006), using survey experiments, show
that the trustworthiness of hypothetical politicians strongly influences their evaluations by
subjects. In a more recent study, Galeotti and Zizzo (2014) demonstrate that subjects who are
more trustworthy in a trust game are elected more often as group representatives in a subsequent
laboratory election. The signaling account we present in this paper corroborates the idea that

voters’ choices of candidates may be influenced by their perception of the candidates’
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trustworthiness. Consistent with this view, recent studies show that individuals who are more
generous in regard to charity or in public good games are voted for more often in laboratory
elections (Milinski et al. 2002; Hamman et al. 2011).*

In addition to illuminating the potential of charitable giving as a signal of trustworthiness, our
study also contributes to the literature on partner choice in games and experiments more
generally. First, our comparison of the partner choice and the random matching parts of the
experiment shows that, while most subjects favor the same groups in both conditions, transfer
differences between the (potential) recipient groups turn out to be much starker with partner
choice. This suggests that outcome differences between groups of potential interaction partners
might be more pronounced in other situations that feature partner choice as well. Second, our
sorting hypotheses are mostly supported by the data: interaction partners who receive higher
transfers in the random matching part of the experiment are also preferred as interaction partners
in the partner choice part. We also observe an increase in average transfers with partner choice as
most subjects choose the partner to whom they want to transfer more. Third, pulling results in the
opposite direction to the sorting effect (Slonim and Garbarino 2008), some subjects “switch” and
choose a different partner and transfer less to that partner in the partner choice part of the
experiment than the maximum transfer they make in the random matching part. A possible
explanation for this might be that these subjects feel morally obliged to give more to certain

interaction partners and so avoid these partners when given the choice.

Despite the important role partner choice plays in many settings, studies of social preferences
have so far mainly focused on situations with random matching. Further research both on the role
of charity as a signal of trustworthiness — most importantly, replication studies in other settings
to establish external validity — and on the role of partner choice in other games and settings is

needed to shed more light on these under-researched topics.

' In US politics the charitable donations of candidates is an issue that receives considerable media attention. One
example is the 2012 presidential election. In 2011, Michelle and Barack Obama donated 21.8% of their income to
charity. In the same year, Ann and Mitt Romney gave 29.4% of their income, while Joe and Jill Biden only gave
1.5%. After these numbers became public in 2012 they were widely discussed in the media (e.g. Politico, 21
September 2012, “Romney 2011 taxes: Mitt gives more to charity than President Obama, Joe Biden”,
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81529.html#ixzz2yaTkPxkG).
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Additional regression model estimations and figures

Table Al: Transfers in the random matching part

(2) Transfers if chosen
in partner choice part

(3) Transfers if not chosen

(1) All transfers in partner choice part

DG EG DG EG DG EG
Donor 1.36 (0.21) 6.66 (0.57) 2.23(0.31) 6.85(0.59) 0.35(0.17) 5.86 (1.59)
Non-donor ~ 0.28 (0.11) 2.84 (0.41) 1.00(0.59) 4.18(0.86) 0.22(0.11) 2.60 (0.46)
Uneq. Endow. 1.04 (0.19) 4.12(0.50) 1.80(0.34) 4.41(0.79) 0.52(0.19) 4.00 (0.63)
Eq.endow.  0.31(0.10) 5.41(0.53) 0.50(0.47) 6.28(0.74) 0.29(0.11) 4.19 (0.70)

Notes: The table lists (1) in the random matching part the average transfers to the person Y types (N; = 592, N, = 74); (2) in
the random matching part the average transfers to the person Y types which the subject chose in the partner choice part (N; =
218, N, = 73); (3) in the random matching part the average transfers to the person Y types which the subject did not choose
in the partner choice part (N1 = 374, N, = 74). N; denotes the number of decisions and N denotes the number of clusters (i.e.
subjects). Cluster robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. In the random matching part, the relative choice
frequencies are not available because person X subjects had to specify their transfer to each person Y type and did not have
the possibility to choose their interaction partner. In the partner choice part, transfers are average transfers after choice and
person X subjects could choose the category Indifferent if they were indifferent between two person Y types in a particular

choice set (see Figure 2).

Table A2: Logit models of person X exchange game partner choices

Logit 1 Logit 2 Logit 3 Logit 4

Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Choice set 2 (chose donor = 1)
Const. 1.455***  0.299 1.292*%**  0.319 1.406***  0.352 1.216** 0.382
A Beliefs 1.518** 0.527 1.524** 0.518
A DG trans. 0.047 0.179 0.070 0.188
Choice set 4 (chose uneq. endow. = 1)
Const. -0.860***  0.256 -0.583 0.328 -1.217%**  0.323 -0.948* 0.379
A Beliefs 0.790 0.651 0.725 0.633
A DG trans. 0.432* 0.192 0.415* 0.188
N 148 148 148 148
N, 74 74 74 74
pseudo R 0.20 0.25 0.23 0.28
K 41.28(1)*** 35.64(3)*** 41.02(3)*** 36.88(5)***

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from logistic regression models (*** p < 0.001, ** p <0.01, *
p < 0.05; for two-sided tests). The binary dependent variable is one if the subject chose a donor or a person Y with an unequal endowment
as their interaction partner in the exchange game, and is zero otherwise. The variable A Beliefs is the difference in the average ratios of
expected back transfers the subject had stated to have in choice sets 2 and 4 in the random matching part and ranges from -1.69 to 2.25,
with mean = -0.05 and median = -0.14. The variable A DG trans. is the difference in money transfers the subject made in choice set 1 or 3
in the random matching part and ranges from 0 to 6, with mean = 0.91 and median = 0. N, denotes the number of decisions and N, denotes
the number of clusters. The pseudo R? and y° statistic are estimated based on model specifications that include one intercept.
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Table A3: (Marginal) probabilities of person X exchange game partner choices

Pr.1 Pr.2 Pr.3 Pr. 4
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

Choice set 2 (chose donor = 1)

Const. 0.811***  0.046 0.784***  0.054 0.803***  0.056 0.771***  0.067
A Beliefs 0.207** 0.066 0.215** 0.067
A DG trans. 0.007 0.028 0.012 0.032
Choice set 4 (chose uneq. endow. = 1)

Const. 0.297***  (0.053 0.358***  0.075 0.228***  0.057  0.279***  0.076
A Beliefs 0.161 0.128 0.127 0.109
A DG trans. 0.084* 0.033 0.088* 0.036

Notes: The table lists marginal probabilities estimated from the logistic regression models presented in Table Al.

Table A4: Multinomial logit models of person X exchange game partner choices

MLogit 1 MLogit 2 MLogit 3 MLogit 4
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Choice set 2
1: chose donor
Const. 1.696***  0.330 1.608***  0.373 1.648***  0.383 1.534** 0.443
A Beliefs 1.973** 0.684 1.973** 0.675
A DG trans. 0.047 0.188 0.067 0.201

2: chose non-donor (base outcome)
3: chose “indifferent”

Const. -1.299* 0.656 -1.276 0.682 -1.299 0.787 -1.288 0.798
A Beliefs 1.621* 0.769 1.611* 0.754
A DG trans. <0.0001 0435 0.011 0.427
Choice set 4

1: chose uneq. endow.

Const. -0.670* 0.264 -0.442 0.338 -1.031** 0.330 -0.816* 0.387
A Beliefs 0.672 0.675 0.597 0.647
A DG trans. 0.440* 0.200 0.424* 0.197

2: chose eg. endow. (base outcome)
3: chose “indifferent”

Const. -1.564***  0.369 -1.893***  0.541 -1.586***  0.416 -1.928**  0.612
A Beliefs -0.703 0.763 -0.724 0.775
A DG trans. 0.041 0.350 0.049 0.332
N; 148 148 148 148

N, 74 74 74 74

Xz(df) 69.76(4)*** 63.52(8)*** 72.03(8)*** 67.33(12)***

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from multinomial logistic regression models (*** p < 0.001,
**p <0.01, * p < 0.05; for two-sided tests). The categorical dependent variable is one if the subject chose a donor or a person Y with an
unequal endowment as their interaction partner in the exchange game, it is two if the subject chose a non-donor or an equally endowed
person Y, and it is three if the subject chose “indifferent.” The variable A Beliefs is the difference in the average ratios of expected back
transfers the subject had stated to have in choice sets 2 and 4 in the random matching part and ranges from -1.69 to 2.25, with mean = -
0.05 and median = -0.14. The variable A DG trans. is the difference in money transfers the subject made in choice set 1 or 3 in the random
matching part and ranges from 0 to 6, with mean = 0.91 and median = 0. N, denotes the number of decisions and N, denotes the number of
clusters.
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Table A5: (Marginal) probabilities of person X exchange game partner choices

Pr.1 Pr. 2 Pr.3 Pr. 4

Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Choice set 2
1: chose donor
Const. 0.811***  0.046 0.796***  0.054 0.803***  0.056 0.784***  0.068
A Beliefs 0.213** 0.068 0.221** 0.068
A DG trans. 0.007 0.028 0.010 0.031
2: chose non-donor
Const. 0.149***  0.042 0.159** 0.049 0.155** 0.050 0.169** 0.062
A Beliefs -0.212**  0.067 -0.220**  0.068
A DG trans. -0.006 0.024 -0.009 0.027
3: chose “indifferent”
Const. 0.041 0.023 0.045 0.026 0.042 0.029 0.047 0.032
A Beliefs -0.002 0.016 -0.002 0.016
A DG trans. -0.002 0.016 -0.002 0.017
Choice set 4
1: chose uneq. endow.
Const. 0.297***  0.053 0.358***  0.076 0.228***  0.057  0.279***  0.076
A Beliefs 0.161 0.129 0.125 0.109
A DG trans. 0.084* 0.033 0.089* 0.036
2: chose eq. endow.
Const. 0.581***  0.058 0.558***  0.077 0.640***  0.065 0.630***  0.083
A Beliefs -0.065 0.134 -0.028 0.123
A DG trans. -0.074 0.043 -0.081* 0.041
3: chose “indifferent”
Const. 0.122**  0.038 0.084* 0.040 0.131** 0.046 0.092 0.050
A Beliefs -0.096 0.078 -0.097 0.081
A DG trans. -0.011 0.034 -0.008 0.025

Notes: The table lists marginal probabilities.
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Figure Al: Beliefs about person Y (tripled) back transfers in the EG by partner choice

O donors
x non-donors
95%-Cl
5_, A: chose donor x
2 B: did not choose donor o
S o
>
T 16_
0
£o)
L
§_ X
= x
5 o o
8 8-
[
ko x
o)
oM
0_ O - (o] X
A B A B A B
0 8 16
Transfer x

Page | 5



Additional treatment

Following the suggestion of a referee, we ran an additional treatment as a robustness check of our
findings in the exchange game with partner choice between donors and non-donors. In this treatment
we did not use the strategy method and let subjects interact for ten rounds.* Subjects were assigned the
role of trustee or trustor in round 1 for the whole session. In each round groups of one trustor and two
trustees were randomly formed within matching groups of twelve subjects. In the beginning of each
round the two trustees had the opportunity to donate EUR 6 out of their EUR 16 endowment to
Amnesty International, Médecins Sans Frontiéres or the International Committee of the Red Cross,
i.e., the same NGOs as in main treatment.” Then, trustors learned whether either trustee had donated or
not and had to choose one of them as their partner for the exchange game described in section 3.1.
After round 10, one of the rounds was randomly selected and subjects paid out accordingly.

The share of trustees who donate is a little bit higher in the first two rounds but from round 3 onward it
is very stable and ranges between 42.5 and 47.5% (Figure A2). There is very little variation in
transfers (transfer x) and back transfers (transfer y) over time. Regressing transfer x or transfer y on
the round number gives no significant coefficient for “round number”, e.g., there is no evidence for

time trends.

In all choice situations in which the trustor had a choice between a trustee who donated and one who
did not, donors are selected more often (63.6% vs. 36.4%). Restricting attention to choices that were
followed by a positive transfer X, i.e., ignoring situations in which nobody is trusted, donors are
chosen 70.5% and non-donors 29.5% of the time. The difference is highly significant (p=0.001; t-test
with clustered standard errors at the matching group level). Donors who are selected as partners
receive higher transfers than non-donors (p=0.017; t-test with clustered standard errors).> Donors are
neither more nor less trustworthy than non-donors. Regressing the back transfer on a dummy
indicating whether a donation had been made, transfer x, and transfer x interacted with the donation
dummy (as in Table 5), results in a positive coefficient for the dummy and a negative coefficient for
the interaction, the latter not being significantly different from zero (p=0.172) and the former only at

the 10% level (p=0.088). Moreover, donating does not pay off monetarily, as in the main treatment.

! We report the experimental procedures and instructions at the end of the appendix.

% We ran this treatment in Konstanz, Germany. Hence, payments were in Euro rather than Swiss Francs (EUR
1~ CHF 1.1).

® Donors are chosen more often in every matching group (five) and receive higher transfers in all of them. These
differences are thus also significant when we use non-parametric (binomial) tests.
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Figure A2: Behavior over time
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Experimental procedures and instructions for main treatment

Experimental procedures

Subjects (N = 148) were students from the University of Zurich and ETH Zurich, 48% were female,
and they were 23 (sd=4.42) years old on average. Upon arrival in the laboratory, subjects were
randomly assigned to a cubicle and all subjects received the same set of instructions on paper.
Instructions explained the decision situations step by step and contained shots of the actual decision
screens, tables with all possible payoff combinations of the experimental games, and short descriptions
of each charitable organization as well as instructions how to retrieve the donation receipts. Moreover,
subjects learned that their decisions were anonymous, that their total earnings would be the sum of
what they earned in the two parts of the experiment plus their show-up fee of CHF 10, and that their
payments would be administered by a person not involved in the implementation of the experiment
(see instructions in the online appendix for further details). After reading the instructions, subjects
took a quiz with questions about the decision situations. Questions for which at least one wrong
answer was given were read out loud and the correct answer was explained to all subjects at the same
time. Then, subjects had the opportunity to ask questions. Questions were collected by the
experimenters and, together with the correct answers, read out loud to all subjects. Only after all

questions had been answered the experiment started. An experimental session lasted about 80 minutes
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(45 minutes intro, instructions and quiz; 35 minutes decisions and payments) and subjects earned CHF
39.85 (= US$ 43.50) on average. After the experiment, subjects filled in a questionnaire, were paid in
private at a counter and left the lab. The experiment was programmed and conducted with the software
z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007).

Instructions (translated from German by the authors; the German version is available on request)

Experimental Instructions

Please read these instructions attentively. It is important that you have understood the instructions
before the experiment starts. You may take notes if you so wish.

You are participating in an experiment in which you will earn some money. The amounts you earn in
the experiment will be added to your show-up fee of CHF 10. Your earnings depend on both the
decisions you will make and the decisions other participants will make in the corresponding decision
situations. There are no right or wrong decisions and you make all your decisions anonymously. At the
end of the experiment, you will receive your earnings in private from an assistant that was not
involved in the implementation of this experiment. All participants receive the same instructions and
take part in the experiment under the same conditions. Please, from now on, do not talk to each other
anymore and switch off your mobile devices. This experiment will last for about 80 minutes and it is
being conducted by the Chair of Sociology at ETH Zurich. The data collected in this experiment are
for scientific purposes only.

Experiment

There are two rounds. In each round, two persons (X and Y) form a group (and the groups are newly
formed in each round). You are either a person X or a person Y. Whether you are person X or Y has
been determined randomly by the seat you were given. You will be informed on the computer screen
at the start of the experiment whether you are a person X or Y.

Persons Y are not all the same. Some persons Y receive an endowment of CHF 16 at the beginning of
each round, and they have the possibility to donate CHF 6 of their endowment to a non-government
organization listed in the Appendix (p 7).* Other persons Y have no possibility to make a donation.
Persons Y, who do not have a possibility to make a donation are not all the same either. Some receive
an Endowment of CHF 16 while others receive an endowment of CHF 10. All persons Y thus have an
endowment of CHF 16 or CHF 10 at the beginning of each round.

A person X decides how much of their endowment they want to transfer to a person Y. There are two
different transfer situations, A and B. In situation B, Person Y has the possibility to make a back
transfer and the back transfer will be tripled. In situation A person Y has no possibility to make a back
transfer. This is the only difference between situation A and B. Table 1 on the next page presents the
two transfer situations A and B schematically. Please study Table 1 attentively and then continue
reading here.

The sequence of the two rounds is determined randomly. In one round, person X has the possibility to
choose one of two persons Y to which they want to make a transfer, both in transfer situation A and B.

* All donations made in the experiment will be summed up at the end and transferred to the non-government
organizations (see the notes in the Appendix on p 7).
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There are two different choice situations, 1 and 2. In choice situation 1, person X can choose between
persons Y1 and Y2. In choice situation 2, person X can choose between persons Y3 and Y4. The
difference between persons Y1 and Y2 is that Y1 has made a donation and Y2 has not. The difference
between persons Y3 and Y4 is that Y3 has an endowment of CHF 16 and Y4 has an endowment of
CHF 10. If person X is indifferent between two persons Y, they can leave their choice to chance.
Figure 1 on page 3 presents the decision situation of person X as it will appear on the computer screen
in this round.

In another round, person X can again decide how much of their endowment of CHF 16 they want to
transfer in both transfer situations A and B to persons Y1, Y2, Y3 and Y4. However, in this round,
person X does not have the possibility to choose a person Y before deciding about a transfer. Figure 2
presents the decision situation of person X as it will appear on the computer screen in this round.

A person Y has to decide in both rounds in transfer situation B how much of their endowment they
want to send back for every possible transfer a person X can make. Hereby, it has to be noted that the
amount transferred to Person X will be tripled (see Table 1 situation B). Note that it can happen in the
one round that a person Y is not chosen by the person X with which they were paired. In this case the
decisions of person Y are not payoff relevant. Figure 3 on page 4 presents the decision situation of
person Y as it will appear on the computer screen in both rounds.

Table 1: Transfer situations

Description Situation A Situation B
Person X Person Y Person X Person Y

1. Person X has an endowment of CHF 16 16
16 and person Y has and endowment 16 or 16 or
of CHF 16 or CHF 10. 10 10

2. Person X can decide to transfer an
integer amount x (CHF 0 to CHF 16) -X — +X -X — +X
to Person Y.

3. Person X now has CHF 16-x and 16+x 16+x
Person Y now has CHF 16+x or CHF 16-x or 16-x or
10+x. (end of situation A) 10+x 10+x

4. Person Y can decide to transfer an integer amount y (CHF 0 to CHF
16+x or CHF 10+x) to Person X. Important! The transferred amount +3y — -y
is tripled.

16+x-y
5. Person X now has CHF 16-x+3y and Person Y now has CHF 16+x-y
. 16-x+3y or
or CHF 10+x-y. (end of situation B) 104X-y

Calculation of your earnings

The transfer situations of person X are independent in both rounds. That is, each person X will be
randomly assigned only one decision situation and thus only one person Y in each round. These
assignments will be made only at the end. Depending on the type of person Y (Y1, Y2, Y3 or Y4), the
transfer situation (A or B) and the decision made, the earnings of Person X and Person Y will be
calculated according to Table 1. Persons Y who are not chosen in the one round, receive their
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endowment in this round. You will be paid the sum of your earnings in the two rounds and the show-
up fee of CHF 10 in cash at the end of the experiment.

Figure 1: Decision situation of person X in the round with the possibility to choose a person Y

Situation 1-A: Both persons Y have the same endowment as you (CHF 16 each). Both persons Y had a
possibility to make a donation. Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.
In this situation both persons Y do not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

© Y1 C indifferent ~ Y2

)

Situation 1-B: Both persons Y have the same endowment as you (CHF 16 each). Both persons Y had a
possibility to make a donation. Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.
In this situation both persons Y have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

© Y1 ¢ indifferent ~ Y2

)

Situation 2-A: Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (16 CHF) and Person Y4 has an endowment
of CHF 10. Both persons Y did not have a possibility to make a donation. In this situation both persons Y
do not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

Y3 ¢ indifferent = Y4

)

Situation 2-B: Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (16 CHF) and Person Y4 has an endowment
of CHF 10. Both persons Y did not have a possibility to make a donation. In this situation both persons Y
have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Your choice: Your transfer:

Y3 C indifferent Y4

)

Figure 2: Decision situation of person X in the round without the possibility to choose a person Y

Person Y has the same endowment as you (16 CHF), had a possibility to make a donation and does not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y1 made a donation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a donation.

How much do you transfer to Y27 |:|

How much do you transfer to Y17

i

Person Y has the same endowment as you (16 CHF), had a possibility to make a donation and has a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y1 made a denation of CHF 6. Person Y2 did not make a denation.

How much do you transfer to Y27 |:|

How much do you transfer to Y17?

!

Person Y did not have a possibility to make a donation and does not have a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (CHF 16). Person Y4 has an endowment of CHF 10.

How much do you transfer to Y47 |:|

How much do you transfer to Y37

!

Person Y did not have a possibility to make a donation and has a possibility to make a back transfer.

Person Y3 has the same endowment as you (CHF 16). Person Y4 has an endowment of CHF 10.

How much do you transfer to Y47 |:|

How much do you transfer to Y3?

!




Figure 3: In both rounds person Y only decides in transfer situation B

Please specify for every possible transfer from person X how much you want to transfer back.
The maximum you can transfer back is the sum of your endowment (CHF 16) and the transfer
from person X.

Transfer from X Your back transfer

0 |

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Tables 2 and 3 on the next two pages list the payoffs as a function of the transfer x made by person X
and the back transfer y made by person Y. The first number in each cell corresponds to the payoff of
person X and the second number in each cell corresponds to the payoff of person Y. Table 2 lists the
payoffs if both persons have an endowment of CHF 16 and Table 3 lists the payoffs if person X has an
endowment of CHF 16 and person Y has an endowment of CHF 10. The first column in both tables
(y=0) also lists the payoffs in transfer situation A. Please try to calculate the payoffs for some of the
possible combinations of transfers x and y using both tables.

Next, five questions about the instructions will appear on your screen and you are asked to answer
them. Your answers will help us to see whether you have understood everything correctly. Thereafter,
we will continue with the experiment.
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Table 2:

Payoff table | (both person X and Y have the same endowment of CHF 16)

2. Back transfer y out of 16+x (person Y)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
0 |16;16 19;15 22;14 25;13 28;12 31;11 34;10 37,9 40,8 43;7 466 495 524 553 582 611 64,0
1 |15;17 18;16 21;15 24;14 27;13 30;12 33;11 36;10 39;9 42;8 45;7 486 515 54;4 57;3 602 63;1
2 14,18 17;17 20;16 23;15 26;14 29;13 32;12 35;11 38;10 41,9 44;8 47;7 50,6 535 56;4 59;3 62,2
~ 3 |13;19 16;18 19;17 22;16 25;15 28;14 31;13 34;12 37;11 40;10 43;9 46,8 49;7 52;6 555 584 61;3
>é 4 112;20 15;19 18;18 21;17 24;16 27;15 30;14 33;13 36;12 39;11 42;10 45,9 48,8 51;7 54,6 57,5 604
% 5 |11;21 14;20 17;19 20;18 23;17 26;16 29;15 32;14 35;13 38;12 41;11 44;10 47;9 50;8 53;7 56,6 59,5
S 6 (10122 13;21 1620 19;19 22;18 2517 28:16 32;15 34;14 37:13 40;12 43;11 46,10 499 52;8 557 586
:‘—.': 7 9;23 12;22 15;21 18;20 21;19 24;18 27;17 30;16 33;15 36;14 39;13 42;12 45;11 48;10 51;9 54;8 57;7
; 8 8;24 11;23 14;22 17;21 20;20 23;19 26;18 29;17 32;16 35;15 38;14 41;13 44;12 47;11 50;10 53;9 56;8
g 9 7;25 10;24 13;23 16;22 19;21 22;20 25;19 28;18 31;17 34;16 37;15 40;14 43;13 46;12 49;11 52;10 55;9
E 10 | 6;26 9;25 12;24 15;23 18;22 21;21 24;20 27;19 30;18 33;17 36;16 39;15 42;14 45;13 48;12 51;11 54;10
§ 11 | 5,27 8;26 11;25 14;24 17;23 20;22 23;21 26;20 29;19 32;18 35;17 38;16 41;15 44;14 47;13 50;12 53;11
- 12 | 4;28 7;27 10;26 13;25 16;24 19;23 22;22 25;21 28;20 31;19 34;18 37;17 40;16 43;15 46;14 49;13 52;12
i 13 | 3;29 6;28 9;27 12;26 15;25 18;24 21;23 24;22 27;21 30;20 33;19 36;18 39;17 42;16 45;15 48;14 51;13
14 | 2;30 5;29 8;28 11;27 14;26 17;25 20;24 23;23 26;22 29;21 32;20 35;19 38;18 41;17 44;16 47;15 50;14
15 | ;31 4;30 7;29 10;28 13;27 16;26 19;25 22;24 25;23 28;22 31;21 34;20 37;19 40;18 43;17 46;16 49;15
16 | 0;32 3;31 6;30 9;29 12;28 15;27 18;26 21;25 24;24 27;23 30;22 33;21 36;20 39;19 42;18 48;17 48;16
Table 2: ... continued
2. Back transfer y out of 16+x (person Y)
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 66;0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2 65;1 68;0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
—~ 3 64,2 67,1 70,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
>é 4 63;3 662 691 72,0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
% 5 62;4 653 682 71,1 74,0 - - - - - - - - - - -
£ 5 615 64,4 67,3 702 731 7650 - - - - - - - - - -
E 7 606 63,5 66,4 693 722 751 780 - - - - - - - - -
S 8 59;7 62,6 655 684 713 742 77;1 80,0 - - - - - - - -
§ 9 58,8 61;7 64,6 675 704 73,3 762 79;1 82,0 - - - - - - -
E 10 | 57,9 60;8 63;7 66,6 695 72;4 753 782 81;1 84,0 - - - - - -
% 11 |56;10 59,9 62;8 657 686 71,5 744 77,3 80,2 83;1 860 - - - - -
— 12 |55;11 58;10 61,9 64,8 67;7 706 735 764 79;3 82;2 851 880 - - - -
i 13 | 54;12 57;11 60;10 63,9 66;8 69;7 72,6 755 784 81;3 84;2 87;1 90,0 - - -
14 |53;13 56;12 59;11 62;10 659 68,8 71;7 74,6 77,5 80;4 83;3 86;2 89;1 92,0 - -
15 |52;14 55;13 58;12 61;11 64,10 67,9 70,8 73;7 76,6 795 82;4 853 88;2 91;1 94,0 -
16 |51;15 54;14 57;13 60;12 63;11 66;10 69;9 72;8 75;7 78;6 815 84;4 87;3 90;2 93;1 96;0

Payoff person X: 16-x+3y
Payoff person Y: 16+x-y
(Situation A corresponds to the first column in the table; y=0)
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Table 3: Payoff table I1 (person X has an endowment of CHF 16 and person Y has an endowment of CHF 10)

2. Back transfer y out of 10+x (person Y)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26

0 |16;10 19,9 22;8 2577 28,6 31,5 344 373 402 431 46,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1 |15;11 18;10 21;9 24,8 27;7 306 335 36,4 393 42;2 451 48,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2 |1412 17;11 20;10 23,9 26,8 29;7 32,6 355 384 41,3 44,2 47,1 50,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

< 3 |13;13 16;12 19;11 22;10 259 28;8 31;7 34;6 37,5 404 43;3 462 491 520 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
§ 4 112;14 15;13 18;12 21;11 24;10 27;9 308 33;7 36,6 395 42,4 453 482 51,1 54,0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
g’_ 5 |11;15 14;14 17;13 20;12 23;11 26;10 29;9 32;8 357 38,6 415 44,4 47;3 50;2 53;1 56,0 - - - - - - - - - - -
5 6 |10;16 13;15 16;14 19;13 22;12 25;11 28;10 31,9 34,8 37;7 40,6 435 464 493 52;2 551 58,0 - - - - - - - - - -
ks 7 9;17 12;16 15;15 18;14 21;13 24;12 27;11 30;10 33;9 36;8 39;7 42,6 455 484 51,3 542 571 60,0 - - - - - - - - -
§ 8 8;18 11;17 14;16 17;15 20;14 23;13 26;12 29;11 32;10 359 38;8 41;7 44,6 47,5 504 533 562 591 62,0 - - - - - - - -
f 9 7;19 10;18 13;17 16;16 19;15 22;14 25;13 28;12 31;11 34;10 37,9 40;8 43,7 466 49,5 524 553 582 61;1 64,0 - - - - - - -
‘% 10 | 6;20 9;19 12;18 15;17 18;16 21;15 24;14 27;13 30;12 33;11 36;10 39;9 42;8 4577 48,6 51,5 544 57;3 60;2 63;1 66,0 - - - - - -
E 11 | 521 820 11;19 14;18 17;17 20;16 23;15 26;14 29;13 32;12 35;11 38;10 41,9 44,8 47;7 50,6 53,5 56;4 59;3 62;2 651 68,0 - - - - -
- 12 | 422 7;21 10;20 13;19 16;18 19;17 22;16 25;15 28;14 31;13 34;12 37;11 40;10 43;9 46;8 49;7 526 555 58,4 61;3 64;2 67;1 70,0 - - - -
13 | 3;23 6;22 9;21 12;20 15;19 18;18 21;17 24;16 27;15 30;14 33;13 36;12 39;11 42;10 45,9 48,8 51;7 54;6 57;5 60;4 63;3 66;2 69;1 72,0 - - -

14 | 2;24 523 8;22 11;21 14;20 17;19 20;18 23;17 26;16 29;15 32;14 35;13 38;12 41;11 44;10 479 50;8 53;7 566 59;5 62;4 653 68,2 71;1 74,0 - -

15 | 1;25 4;24 7,23 10;22 13;21 16;20 19;19 22;18 25;17 28;16 31;15 34;14 37;13 40;12 43;11 46;10 49;9 52,8 55;7 58,6 61,5 64;4 67;3 70;2 73;1 76,0 -
16 | 0;26 3;25 6;24 9;23 12;22 15;21 18;20 21;19 24;18 27;17 30;16 33;15 36;14 39;13 42;12 45;11 48;10 51;9 54;8 57;7 60;6 63;5 66;4 69;3 72;2 75;1 78;0

Payoff person X: 16-x+3y
Payoff person Y: 10+x-y
(Situation A corresponds to the first column in the table; y=0)
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Appendix

Persons Y who have a possibility to make a donation can decide at the beginning of each round
whether or not they want to make a donation. In each round, donations can be made by each person
only to one of the following non-government organizations:

Amnesty International (Al)
Al is a global movement which campaigns for the adherence and promotion of human rights as
enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)

The ICRC campaigns for the protection of the life and the dignity of all victims of wars and national
violence and for the support of the affected people as well as the prevention of human suffering
through the promotion and strengthening of the law and universal human rights.

Médecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)

MSF helps people in need, victims of natural or human made disasters as well as armed conflicts,
without discrimination and irrespective of their ethnic origins, religious, philosophical or political
beliefs.

Note

After the conclusion of this experiment (April 2011) all donations made will be summed up and
transferred to the corresponding non-government organizations. You can inspect the pay-in slips upon
request at the Chair of Sociology (ETH). Please contact Ms Noemi Blattler (noemib@ethz.ch).

Experimental procedures and instructions for the additional

treatment

Experimental Procedures

As neither of the authors had access to the lab in Zurich anymore, we ran the additional treatment in
the Lakelab at the University of Konstanz. The 60 subjects, 55% of them female, were on average 21.1
years old (sd= 2.4). Upon arrival in the laboratory, subjects were randomly assigned to a cubicle and
all subjects received the same set of instructions on paper (see online appendix for the complete
instructions). After reading the instructions, subjects took a quiz with questions about the decision
situations. Questions for which at least one wrong answer was given were read out loud and the
correct answer was explained to all subjects at the same time. Then, subjects had the opportunity to
ask questions. Questions were collected by the experimenters and, together with the correct answers,
read out loud to all subjects. Only after all questions had been answered the experiment started. An

experimental session lasted about 85 minutes (35 minutes intro, instructions and quiz; 50 minutes
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decisions and payments) and subjects earned EUR 18 (= US$ 19.6), on average, which corresponds to
the lab rules regarding average expected earnings and includes a show-up fee of EUR 2. After the
experiment, subjects filled in a questionnaire, were paid in private and left the lab.

Instructions (translated from German by the authors; the German version is available on request)

Experimental Instructions

Overview

It is important that you understand these instructions before the experiment begins.

You are participating in an experiment in which you can earn money. How much you earn will depend
on your decisions and the decisions of other participants in the decision situations. There are no right
or wrong decisions and all decisions are made anonymously. You will be paid out in private at the end
by an assistant that was not involved in the implementation of this experiment. All participants receive
the same set of instructions and participate under the same conditions. Please, stop talking to each

other at this point and switch off your mobile phones.

In this experiment, all interactions between the participants are via the computers you are sitting in
front of. You will interact anonymously with each other. Neither your name nor the names of other

participants will be made public. Only the anonymized data will be used for the data analysis.

Today’s session has several rounds. One round will be randomly selected in the end and paid out. The
other rounds are not paid out. Your earnings result from your pay-off in the selected round plus 2 euro

for answering the questionnaire at the end.

All participants are paid out in private so that other participants cannot see how much you have

earned.

Groups and Roles

In the very beginning, participants are grouped into meta-groups of 12 participants.

Then 10 rounds are played. In the beginning of each round, new groups of 3 are randomly formed
within the meta-group. This means that in every round you will be in a group with different
participants with a high probability.

In this experiment, you are either a Person X or a Person Y. Whether you are a Person X or a Person
Y, will be determined in the first round for the whole experiment. You will learn your role on the first

screen. One third of the participants will be assigned the role Person X, two thirds will be assigned the
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role Person Y. At the beginning of each round the groups of three are built such that they consist of

one Person X and two Persons Y.

Round structure

All 10 rounds have the identical structure.

At the beginning of a round all three group members receive EUR 16. Now, Persons Y can
independently decide whether they want to donate EUR 6 to a Non-Governmental Organization

(NGO). The NGOs that can be chosen are briefly portrayed at the end of the instructions.

The Person X in the group then learns about the decisions whether or not to donate of both Persons Y
in her group. She does not learn, however, which NGO was chosen in case of a donation. Now, Person
X selects one of the Persons Y from her group and decides how much of her endowment of EUR 16
she wants to transfer to this Person Y (amount x). The selected Person Y then learns how much Person
X has transferred and can make a back transfer (amount y) that is tripled. At the end of a round
subjects receive a brief feedback regarding the decisions of the other group members and their payoff

that is realized in case this round gets randomly selected in the end.

Payoff Computation

In every round the payoffs are computed as follows:

Person X: EUR 16 EUR endowment — transfer to Person Y + 3 times back transfer from Person Y

Person Y (selected by X): EUR 16 endowment (- EUR 6 in case a donation has been made) + transfer

from Person X — back transfer to Person X

Person Y (not selected): EUR 16 endowment (- EUR 6 in case a donation has been made)

Tables 1 and 2 at the end of the instructions list the round payoffs for all combinations of transfers
from Person X (amount x) and back transfers from Person Y (amount y). The first number in each cell
is the payoff to Person X and the second number the payoff to Person Y. Table 1 lists the payoffs for
the case that the selected Person Y did not donate and Table 2 lists the payoffs for the case that the

selected Person Y did donate.

At the end of the experiment one round will be randomly selected and the payoffs from that round will

be paid out. In addition you will receive EUR 2 for answering the subsequent questionnaire.

Donations

As described above, Persons Y can decide at the beginning of each round, whether or not they want to

make a donation. Donations can be only be made to one of the following NGOs:
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Amnesty International (Al)
Al is a global movement which campaigns for the adherence and promotion of human rights as

enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)
The ICRC campaigns for the protection of the life and the dignity of all victims of wars and national

violence and for the support of the affected people as well as the prevention of human suffering

through the promotion and strengthening of the law and universal human rights.

Médecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)
MSF helps people in need, victims of natural or human made disasters as well as armed conflicts,

without discrimination and irrespective of their ethnic origins, religious, philosophical or political

beliefs.

Note
After the conclusion of this experiment (Februar 2016) all donations made will be summed up and

transferred to the corresponding non-government organizations. You can inspect the pay-in slips upon
request at the Chair of Behavioral Economics. Please contact Sebastian Fehrler

(sebastian.fehrler@uni-konstanz.de).
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Table 1:

Payoff table for the case that Person Y did not donate (Payoff X; Payoff Y)

2. Back transfer y out of 16+x (person Y)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
0 |16;16 19;15 22;14 25;13 28;12 31;11 34;10 37,9 40,8 43;7 466 495 524 553 582 611 64,0
1 |15;17 18;16 21;15 24;14 27;13 30;12 33;11 36;10 39;9 42;8 45;7 486 515 54;4 57;3 602 63;1
2 14,18 17;17 20;16 23;15 26;14 29;13 32;12 35;11 38;10 41,9 44;8 47;7 50,6 535 56;4 59;3 62,2
~ 3 |13;19 16;18 19;17 22;16 25;15 28;14 31;13 34;12 37;11 40;10 43;9 46,8 49;7 52;6 555 584 61;3
>é 4 112;20 15;19 18;18 21;17 24;16 27;15 30;14 33;13 36;12 39;11 42;10 459 48;8 51;7 54,6 57,5 604
% 5 |11;21 14;20 17;19 20;18 23;17 26;16 29;15 32;14 35;13 38;12 41;11 44;10 47;9 50;8 53;7 56,6 59,5
S 6 (10122 13;21 1620 19;19 22;18 2517 28:16 32;15 34;14 37:13 40;12 43;11 46,10 499 52;8 557 586
:‘—.': 7 9;23 12;22 15;21 18;20 21;19 24;18 27;17 30;16 33;15 36;14 39;13 42;12 45;11 48;10 51;9 54;8 57;7
; 8 8;24 11;23 14;22 17;21 20;20 23;19 26;18 29;17 32;16 35;15 38;14 41;13 44;12 47;11 50;10 53;9 56;8
g 9 7;25 10;24 13;23 16;22 19;21 22;20 25;19 28;18 31;17 34;16 37;15 40;14 43;13 46;12 49;11 52;10 55;9
E 10 | 6;26 9;25 12;24 15;23 18;22 21;21 24;20 27;19 30;18 33;17 36;16 39;15 42;14 45;13 48;12 51;11 54;10
§ 11 | 5,27 8;26 11;25 14;24 17;23 20;22 23;21 26;20 29;19 32;18 35;17 38;16 41;15 44;14 47;13 50;12 53;11
- 12 | 4;28 7;27 10;26 13;25 16;24 19;23 22;22 25;21 28;20 31;19 34;18 37;17 40;16 43;15 46;14 49;13 52;12
i 13 | 3;29 6;28 9;27 12;26 15;25 18;24 21;23 24;22 27;21 30;20 33;19 36;18 39;17 42;16 45;15 48;14 51;13
14 | 2;30 5;29 8;28 11;27 14;26 17;25 20;24 23;23 26;22 29;21 32;20 35;19 38;18 41;17 44;16 47;15 50;14
15 | ;31 4;30 7;29 10;28 13;27 16;26 19;25 22;24 25;23 28;22 31;21 34;20 37;19 40;18 43;17 46;16 49;15
16 | 0;32 3;31 6;30 9;29 12;28 15;27 18;26 21;25 24;24 27;23 30;22 33;21 36;20 39;19 42;18 48;17 48;16
Table 1: ... continued
2. Back transfer y out of 16+x (person Y)
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 66;0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2 65;1 68;0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
—~ 3 64,2 67,1 70,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
>é 4 63;3 662 691 72,0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
% 5 62;4 653 682 71,1 74,0 - - - - - - - - - - -
£ 5 615 64,4 67,3 702 731 7650 - - - - - - - - - -
E 7 606 63,5 66,4 693 722 751 780 - - - - - - - - -
S 8 59;7 62,6 655 684 713 742 77;1 80,0 - - - - - - - -
§ 9 58,8 61;7 64,6 675 704 73,3 762 79;1 82,0 - - - - - - -
E 10 | 57,9 60;8 63;7 66,6 695 72;4 753 782 81;1 84,0 - - - - - -
% 11 |56;10 59,9 62;8 657 686 71,5 744 77,3 80,2 83;1 860 - - - - -
— 12 |55;11 58;10 61,9 64,8 67;7 706 735 764 79;3 82;2 851 880 - - - -
i 13 | 54;12 57;11 60;10 63,9 66;8 69;7 72,6 755 784 81;3 84;2 87;1 90,0 - - -
14 |53;13 56;12 59;11 62;10 659 68,8 71;7 74,6 77,5 80;4 83;3 86;2 89;1 92,0 - -
15 |52;14 55;13 58;12 61;11 64,10 67,9 70,8 73;7 76,6 795 82;4 853 88;2 91;1 94,0 -
16 |51;15 54;14 57;13 60;12 63;11 66;10 69;9 72;8 75;7 78;6 815 84;4 87;3 90;2 93;1 96;0

Payoff person X: 16-x+3y

Payoff person Y (selected): 16+x-y

Payoff person Y (not selected): 16

Seite | 18



Table 2: Payoff table for the case that Person Y did donate (Payoff X; Payoff Y)

2. Back transfer y out of 10+x (person Y)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26

0 |16;10 19,9 22;8 2577 28,6 31,5 344 373 402 431 46,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1 |15;11 18;10 21;9 24;8 27;77 306 335 364 39;3 42;2 451 48,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2 |14;12 17;11 20;10 23,9 26,8 29;7 32,6 355 384 41,3 442 47,1 50,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

< 3 |13;13 16;12 19;11 22;10 259 28;8 31;7 346 37,5 404 43;3 462 49;1 52,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
§ 4 112;14 15;13 18;12 21;11 24;10 27;9 308 33;7 36,6 395 42,4 453 482 51;1 54,0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Q 5 |11;15 14;14 17;13 20;12 23;11 26;10 29;9 32;8 357 38,6 415 44,4 47,3 50;2 531 56,0 - - - - - - - - - - -
§ 6 |10;16 13;15 16;14 19;13 22;12 25;11 28;10 31;9 34,8 37;7 40,6 435 464 493 52;2 551 580 - - - - - - - - - -
b 7 9;17 12;16 15;15 18;14 21;13 24;12 27;11 30;10 33,9 36;8 39;7 42,6 455 484 51,3 54,2 57,1 60,0 - - - - - - - - -
§ 8 8;18 11;17 14;16 17;15 20;14 23;13 26;12 29;11 32;10 359 388 41;7 44,6 47,5 504 53;3 562 591 62,0 - - - - - - - -
f 9 7;19 10;18 13;17 16;16 19;15 22;14 25;13 28;12 31;11 34;10 37;9 40,8 43;7 46,6 495 52,4 553 582 61;1 64,0 - - - - - - -
% 10 | 6;20 9;19 12;18 15;17 18;16 21;15 24;14 27;13 30;12 33;11 36;10 39;9 42;8 45;77 48,6 515 544 57;3 60;2 63;1 66,0 - - - - - -
E 11 | 521 820 11;19 14;18 17;17 20;16 23;15 26;14 29;13 32;12 35;11 38;10 41,9 44,8 47;7 50,6 53,5 56;4 59;3 62;2 651 68,0 - - - - -
- 12 | 422 7;21 10;20 13;19 16;18 19;17 22;16 25;15 28;14 31;13 34;12 37;11 40;10 43,9 46,8 49;7 52;6 555 584 61;3 64,2 67;1 70,0 - - - -
13 | 3;23 6;22 9;21 12;20 15;19 18;18 21;17 24;16 27;15 30;14 33;13 36;12 39;11 42;10 459 48;8 51,7 54,6 57,5 60;4 63;3 66;2 69;1 72,0 - - -

14 | 2;24 523 8;22 11;21 14;20 17;19 20;18 23;17 26;16 29;15 32;14 35;13 38;12 41;11 44;10 47,9 50;8 53;7 566 59;5 62;4 653 682 71;1 74,0 - -

15 | 1;25 4,24 7,23 10;22 13;21 16;20 19;19 22;18 25;17 28;16 31;15 34;14 37;13 40;12 43;11 46;10 49;9 52;8 55;7 58,6 61,5 64,4 67;3 70;2 73;1 76,0 -

16 | 0;26 3;25 6;24 9;23 12;22 15;21 18;20 21;19 24;18 27;17 30;16 33;15 36;14 39;13 42;12 45;11 48;10 51;9 54;8 57;7 60;6 63;5 66;4 69;3 72;2 75;1 78,0

Payoff person X: 16-x+3y
Payoff person Y (selected): 10+x-y
Payoff person Y (not selected): 10

Seite | 19



