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Abstract

Intention-based models of reciprocity argue thaipte assess kindness by meas-
uring theintended consequencesactual behavior (deeds) agaifmtegone pay-
offs resulting from unchosen alternatives (omissioi#hile the effects of omis-
sions have been intensively studied in recent ydass has been done with re-
spect to the impact of deeds on reciprocation. pleyna novel game that alters
the intended consequences behind actual behavemnatant levels of unchosen
alternatives and realized payoffs. Aggregate ressuggest that intended conse-
guences only weakly matter for negative reciproditind men to abstain from
retaliation when others intend to mildly harm théh'omen, however, seem to be
largely invariant to intended consequences of dtielaavior.
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1. Introduction

Imagine yourself reading the newspaper on a parktbevhen suddenly a stone shoots by
almost hitting your forehead. Considering the siz¢he stone, you are lucky to survive the
attack. You turn around and espy the culprit belaniearby tree. You roll up your sleeves,
ready to give him something to think about. But waxactly are you upset? After all, you
have not been injured. What stimulates your ddsireevenge?

Intention-based models of reciprocity provide asvear to this question. In his pioneering
work, Rabin (1993) incorporates preferences foiprecity into a model of social utility.
Such preferences guide us to reward acts of kirsdfpmssitive reciprocity) and punish those
who treat us unkindly (negative reciprocity). Therec trigger of reciprocation is perceived
kindness. If someone wants to be nice to us, egdds to send us flowers, he is kind to us.
In that case, we may be willing to reciprocatediis On the other hand, if someone wants to
harm us, e.g. throws stones at us, he is unkindvenhay seek for revenge. In more general
terms, reciprocal preferences presume a playeitis/ubd increase by responding to another
player’s kindness in an equal manner. But how terd@ne whether an action is kind or un-
kind? What are the drivers of kindness?

Reciprocity models suggest that perceived kindmesterived by measuring thetended
consequencedsf actual behavior (deed) against fbeegone payoffin the unchosen alterna-
tive (omission). The archetypical reciprocity modefers to an active player as being kind,
whenever the intended consequences of his actawe lihe inactive player better off than the
consequences of the unchosen alternative. On kieg band, if the intended consequences of
his actual choice leave the inactive player woifféhan the unchosen alternative, the active
player is unkind.

Previous experimental studies have largely beeotddvto the impact of foregone payoffs
(e.g. Brandts and Sola 2001; Falk et al. 2003;doldnd Ockenfels 2005; or Sutter 2007).
Findings broadly reveal that unchosen alternatimatter for kindness evaluations. We seem
to consider the situational framework, e.g. if some was forced into harming us or if we
were harmed deliberately (Falk et al. 2003; Schudosdl Lambsdorff 2012).

However, omissions are just one element of kindpesseption and therefore sometimes
fail to explain our desire for reciprocation. Inetintroductory story, for instance, both the
foregone consequences and the realized consequarecédentical - we are not harmed. In

this case, the omitted action cannot explain ogiatige sentiment. It is rather the intended

! Important extensions and improvements later caoma Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger (2004), Falk ars} Fi
chbacher (2006), Cox et al. (2007), Stanca eP8Dg), or Seebald (2010). | refer to this clasapgroaches as
(intention-based) models of reciprocity.



consequence behind actual behavior that nurtureshost for revenge. This study tests this
conjecture in a laboratory experiment. It invedigathe effect of intended consequences on
negative reciprocity.

Addressing the drivers of kindness is not only imgat for testing prevailing models of re-
ciprocity. Researchers frequently observe ambigugereder differences in ultimatum and
trust games (e.g. Eckel and Grossman 2001; SoROEK; Cox 2002). Some authors argue
these inconsistencies can be explained by assugeinders to have different preferences for
reciprocity (e.g. Cox 2002; Lambsdorff and FranKL20 Analyzing how intended conse-
quences trigger punishment may also shed empirgtdlon this debate.

| employ a novel game that focuses on the impadeefls rather than omissions while con-
trolling for a subject’'s gender. The design compadhree treatments of a modified mini ul-
timatum game. In each treatment a first mover gtoneeoffer an equal split or flip a coin to
determine the actual payoff allocation. In thetfireatment, flipping the coin is mildly unkind
in terms of intended payoff allocations. In the @&t treatment, it is moderately unkind,
whereas in the third treatment flipping the coinstsongly unkind toward the responder.
Comparing responses at constant levels of realmgaffs and unchosen alternatives, the
results provide mixed evidence for the idea thadkess evaluations incorporate intended
consequences. Male subjects appear to react tatieas in intended consequences while
female players seem to be rather invariant.

The remainder of this paper is organized as foliasestion 2 briefly explains a formal no-
tion of kindness. Section 3 summarizes previousseargental evidence. The experimental
design and procedures are presented in sectiond §.arhe results are illustrated in section
6. The study ends with a discussion and some cdimguemarks in sections 7 and 8.

2. A simple model of kindness perception

This paper is not about a horse race between th@ipent models of reciprocity (Rabin
1993, Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger 2004, Falk ansclibacher 2006, Cox et al. 2007).
Therefore, this section briefly presents an argiey model of kindness and does not discuss
the foundations of each model in detail.

In order to demonstrate the general idea behindnidss evaluations, first consider a two-

stage game in which a first mover, player i, cacidebetween two payoff allocations - allo-

cation A with (n{*n]“\) and allocation B witk(niB,nf). The second mover, player j, can ei-

ther increase or decrease the first mover’s payéis the sake of simplicity, let us assume
that these adjustments are free of costs to pjayer



Social utility for player j is then derived by reld payoffs,7, , and by reciprocating to the

other player’s kindness in an equal manner:
U;=m+KxK, (2)

Sign and absolute value of incoming kindn&ss,determine the type and extent of outgoing
kindness,K; . The higher the absolute values of incoming kirsdrtée stronger the reciprocal

response. By equation (1) it also becomes cledrinicaming kindness is positively recipro-
cated, whereas incoming unkindness is negativeipmecated.

Player j determines incoming kindness by measuthegpayoffs player i has given to him
(player j) against player j's alternative payofféore generally, archetypical kindness can be

defined as:
- eed omissior
K= ﬂJd - 7T (2)

The first elementﬂfee", captures the impact of intended consequencesagrrg’s kindness.
It is the payoff that player i intends to give tayer j in his actual choiceThe second term,
nfm‘SSi"”, represents player j's benchmark for fair behavidris is the payoff that j could have

got if player i had chosen the alternative allamatiKindness is measured by the difference
between the intended and the foregone payoffslajep i selects an allocation that gives
more to j than the alternative, he is kind to ptgyeK; >0). On the other hand, if the actual
allocation yields less than the alternative allmsatplayer j is unkind K, < 0).2

As a result, the actual level of (un-)kindness lbanncreased by either 1) increasing (reduc-

ing) the intended consequences behind actual hmhav;lee", or 2) reducing (increasing) the

payoff in the omitted alternativer ™",

2 In models based on psychological game theoryrttended consequences actually depend on j's beliefat
i's expectations (Rabin 1993; Dufwenberg and Kitelyger 2004; Falk and Fischbacher 2006). In thizepal

prefer a more tractable notion of intended consecg | follow Cox et al. (2007: 22) and referm?ee'j as the

expected “maximum payoff the second mover can giieeshimself given the first mover’s choice*”.

® Definitely, interpersonal comparisons may alsoterdbr perceived kindness (see e.g. Falk and Biscther
2006; Schubert and Lambsdorff 2012). However, acting for one’s costs and other’s benefits doesaitet
the key assumptions underlying reciprocity thebat kindness is a function of the intended consecgs of
actual behavior and unchosen alternatives. Thergiioterpersonal comparisons are neglected irsthiby.



3. Previous experimental evidence

A series of experimental studies has been devoted/estigate the impact of unchosen alter-
natives on reciprocation. Particular attention hasn given to behavior in mini ultimatum

games. As depicted in figure 1, after player i iasided on the allocation, player j can agree
or disagree to the allocation. If he accepts tharation, payoffs are disbursed accordingly. If

player i rejects, both players get zero payoffs.

Figure 1: mini ultimatum game

accept - (7", ")

player j
A
reject (0,0)
player i
accept (n,B ,743)
B L
player j
reject (0,0)

In order to assess the impact of unchosen alteesgtmany authors compare rejection rates

to constant aIIocationéniA,nf) across different pairs of alternative payo(fzq‘a,nf). For

example, in Brandts and Sola (2001) the aIIocaAou@niA,n;“) is fixed at (320,80). Thus,

whenever player i selects allocation A, he intemdsgive player j 80 currency units

(ﬂ}’eed=80). In one treatment, the alternative aIIocaﬁl(mF,nf) yields a (350,50) split. Ac-
cordingly, if player i proposes allocation A thedgone payoff for player j iszfm‘SSi"”:SO.
The difference ofK; = 77/**’- 77°™**'=80-50=30 suggests that player i acts kindly whems p
posing allocation A. In a different treatment, thleernative allocation B yields a (200,200)
split. Hence, the share of player i in the unchoaléotation now increases ta™***"=200.

Proposing the (320,80) split becomes unkikd £200-80=-120). In line with this assertion,

the authors observe substantial differences irctieje rates across treatments. While in the
first treatment only 3 percent of all (320,80) sphre rejected, rejection rates increase to 13
percent in the second treatment.

Table 1 summarizes further findings of various ssdhat have assessed the role of omis-
sions. Each study is represented by two treatnoawsring both kind and unkind behavior.



Table 1: responses in “omission” experiments

e e aem K e
Brandts and Sola (2001) kind 80 50 30 0.03
unkind 80 200 -120 0.13
Falk et al. (2003) kind 20 0 20 0.09
unkind 20 50 -30 0.44
Bolton and Ockenfels (2005)  kind 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.05
unkind 0.6 2 -1.4 0.45
Sutter (2007) kind 20 0 20 0.28
unkind 20 50 -30 0.50

Although there is some dispersion, reciprocaticgady varies with kindness categories.
Kind allocations are less often rejected than uthkames. Also note that these differences
within studies are solely induced by variationghia unchosen alternatives. Omissions, how-
ever, are just one element of kindness perception.

Although we still lack an explicit test on the intked consequences on reciprocation, some
studies managed to alter both drivers of kindnassltaneously. For example, Blount (1995)
compares rejection rates in regular ultimatum gaaggsnst rejection rates to identical pro-
posals which were determined by a random mechar8s finds punishment rates to decline
when random devices act as first movers. Howeweenghat the first mover has no decisive
power in the second treatment, his deeds and amsssire uncontrolled and the other player
can neither infer intended consequences nor foeegagoffs.

More recent studies focus on disconnecting interatetirealized outcomes by lotteries. In
these games, player i has only partial control aaual payoffs. He can choose between
strategies assigning specific probability profileer a set of realized outcomes. The expected
payoffs linked to i’'s action then serve as proXashe intended consequences.

Charness and Levine (2007), for example, study difired gift exchange game in which

firms (player i) can either choose to pay a higlyevaf 8 currency units7€***=8) or a low

eed

wage (77,;"=4) to a worker (player j). After the firm’s movecain flip determines the wage

condition which is either good (transferring 2 ety units more from the firm to the work-
er) or bad (transferring 2 currency units less ftbmfirm to the worker). In the last stage, the
worker can either reward or punish the firm. Theigie nicely controls for confounds with

realized wages. High wages under bad wage conditiod low wages under good wage con-

ditions are identical in size7f =6). According to the kindness function in equat{@h pay-

ing high wages while disregarding paying low wagegind (K, =8-4=4) and paying low



wages while neglecting high wages is unkiri{| £4-8=-4). Once again, response rates are

well in line with kindness categories. As can bersia table 2, firms are more often punished

for unkind wages (19 percent) than for kind onepdfent).

Table 2: responses in “lottery” experiments

I i
Charness and Levine (2007) kind 6 8 4 4 0.03
unkind 6 4 8 -4 0.19
Cushman et al. (2009) kind 0 7.5 25 5 -1
unkind 0 25 7.5 -5 -3
Schéachtele et al. (2011) kind 10 15 12.5 25 -3
unkind 10 12.5 15 -2.5 -9

Note: For Charness and Levine (2007) the respomssune is punishment rates.
For the next studies it is the mean adjustment nagéayer i's payoffs.

Cushman et al. (2009) allowed player i to roll eith “selfish”, a “fair”, or a “generous” die
to determine the proposed allocation. The corredimgnexpected payoffs are (7.5,2.5) when
rolling the selfish die, (5,5) when rolling the faie, and (2.5,7.5) when rolling the generous
die. After nature has moved and determined thezeshlpayoff allocation, player j can in-
crease or decrease i's payoffs. Disregarding tiredia for illustrative reasons, rolling the

selfish die is unkind K, =2.5-7.5=-5) while rolling the generous die is kiteavard player |

(K, =7.5-2.5=5). The results again match with prediidrom kindness categories. When

disadvantageous allocations are realized, punishadféer rolling the selfish die (mean ad-
justment of -3) is higher than punishment aftelimglthe generous die (mean adjustment of -
1).

Schachtele et al. (2011) have replicated Cushmaah. ¢2009)’'s design with some minor
changes. Their findings corroborate Cushman et aatlier results. Rolling the unkind selfish
die generates mean adjustments in i’'s payoffs ebfipared to lower mean adjustments of -3
when rolling the fair die.

The lottery studies largely confirm the relevant&iadness perception for general behav-
ior. However, they alter the intended and unchgsgoffs simultaneously. Every time player
i decides to roll the selfish die, he also abst&ios rolling other dice. Hence, if selfish pro-
posals are rejected, we still do not know whethés is due to the selecting the selfish die or
not selecting the generous die. We can not dissiigwhether differences in responses are
motivated by the intended consequences behindldmbhavior or by the foregone payoffs in

an unchosen alternative.



Intended rather than foregone payoffs may not &elymportant with respect to testing a
key element of reciprocity models. There also exss&tme evidence that kindness may trigger
different reciprocal responses depending on a stibjgender. As Camerer (2003: 64) argues
women are generally seen to subordinate themstvaigher goals like harmony, while men
appear to be more aggressive in their behavior. sthdies of Eckel and Grossman (1996;
2001) are supportive to this conjecture. The autlodoserve that women are more likely to
punish unkind behavior toward third parties thamr(ieckel and Grossman 1996). In a later
study, they find that female subjects are lesdylike reject ultimatum offers than male sub-
jects (Eckel and Grossman 2001). However, restilSotnick (2001) cast doubt on a hasty
generalization. She finds both genders to demane fnom women, but female responders to
reject more often than men. Andreoni and Vesterl(#@D1) study gender differences in a
modified dictator game. Women tend to equalize ffayshile male subjects are more price-
elastic in their sending decision. In line withtth@ox (2002) and, more recently, Lambsdorff
and Frank (2011) speculate that differences ingpument behavior may be explained by gen-
der-specific preferences for reciprocity. Women nieve a greater sense for equality,
whereas men may be motivated by reciprocity. Thidysmay shed more light on this irregu-
larity. If men and women differ with respect to therception of intended consequences, we

should observe gender-specific differences in tta.d

4. Experimental Design

The experiment shall elicit how intended conseqasngrovoke negative reciprocity. The
design compasses three treatments. Each treatmanmbdified variant of the mini ultima-
tum game with an additional stage for a nature’sen&onsider the first treatment in figure
2a.

Figure 2a: treatment 1 - mildly unkind Figire 2b: treatment 2 - moderately unkind
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Figure 2c: treatment 3 - strongly unkind




player | accept (60,10)

low
(0.5)

A N reject 0,0
(85.15) accept
ioh player | (110,20
player i (0.5)
reject (0,0)
B . accept
(50,50) player j (50,50)
reject (0,0)

Player i, the proposer, can decide between twaailons, A and B, each splitting up a sum
of 100 currency units. Allocation A yields a (60)4€plit and allocation B an equal split
(50,50). The lower branch of the game tree is jikst any other mini ultimatum game: if
player i proposes allocation B, player j, the regfs, can either accept or reject. If he accepts
the 100 currency units will be split up equally argdoth players. If he rejects, both get zero
payoffs.

If player i proposes allocation A, players movete upper branch of the game tree. In that
case, nature moves next and determines whethg6@0) split will be transformed into a
“high” stake or “low” stake allocation — each wil® percent probability. In the “low” stake
condition the sum of payoffs shrinks to 70 currenayts. In the “high” stake condition total
payoffs increase up to 130. As it is common foteligt experiments, nature also reshuffles the
distribution of payoffs. In the “low” stake conditi, allocation A assigns 10 currency units to
the proposer and 60 to the responder. In coniragtte “high” stake condition the proposer is
supposed to get 110 and the responder 20 curremntsy u

In many aspects, the second and the third treatarentlentical to treatment 1 (see figures
2b and 2c). Allocation B always divides the 100rency units equally among both players in
all treatments. Likewise, the “high” stake allocatiyields a (110,20) split. However, treat-
ments differ with respect to the “low” stake alltoa (highlighted in italics). While it yields
a (10,60) split in treatment 1, the “low” stakeoahtions are (35,35) and (60,10) in the second
and third treatment respectively.

The “low” stake allocation feeds back on the intthdonsequences behind offering alloca-

tion A. In the first treatment, the proposer regdak intention to offer 0210+110)=60 cur-
rency units to himself andzfee":o.5><(60+20):40 to the responder. As the payoff origiat
from the unchosen alternative ig™**"=50, actual unkindness is setkip=40-50=-10. In

most ultimatum games, this mildly unkind proposalud be accepted (see e.g. Camerer
2003: 49-55). In the second treatment, the intermd@dequences for the responder amount to



71°**=0.5%(35+20)=27.5 currency units. This time, offerindgoaation A is moderately un-
kind toward the respondeK( =27.5-50=-22.5). In the third treatment, allocat®mesults in
intended consequences for the responderrt'=0.5x(10+20)=15. Proposing allocation A

now is strongly unkind K, =15-50=-35). In regular ultimatum games, one waxgect only

very few responders to accept such proposals (ge€amerer 2003: 49-55).
The isolated effect of intended consequences dpromation can be determined by com-

paring rejection rates to “high” stake allocatiqt40,20) across treatments. First, fixing this

decision node sets the realized payoff for theaedpr at7z, =20 across all treatments (see

table 3). This prevents the realized payoffs tarteary influence on rejection behavior. Sec-

ond, foregone payoffs are constantiﬁf“SSi‘)”:SO. Hence, the variation in unkindness across

treatments is solely induced by changes in thended consequences of the proposed alloca-

tion.

Table 3: treatment statistics for “high” stake allocations

Study 7T] ﬂ?eed ﬂ?mission Ki
treatment 1 (figure 2a) 20 40 50 -10
treatment 2 (figure 2b) 20 27.5 50 -22.5
treatment 3 (figure 2c) 20 15 50 -35

If the intended consequences behind actual behavadter for perceived unkindness (and if

unkindness provokes negative reciprocity), we sthdind that

THE LOWER THE INTENDED CONSEQUENCES FOR THE RESHEBNDHE HIGHER THE REJEC-
TION RATE

After presenting the experimental design, it seamghwhile to briefly address the nature
move in more detail. One might plausibly argue thatnature move is uncommonly power-
ful in the current design. In allocation A, natuesizes the total stake and redistributes pay-
offs among both players within and between treatméerhis may come at some costs for the
overall understanding of the game. However, theineaimove helps to overcome a set of

methodological problems:

1. Confounds with realized payoffs: in regular ultion@t games, intended and realized

consequences of actual behavior match each otlgereddstributing payoffs within



each treatment the nature move disconnects thésenoes and allows isolating the
impact of intended consequences.

. Confounds with efficiency: the nature move redmites the “low” stake allocation
between treatments. The total sum of “low” stakgofig, however, remains con-
stant at 70 currency units. As a result, the teti@ke size amounts to expected values
of 100 currency units in both the lower and in tipper branch of all treatments. Al-
ternatively, one could vary the total sum of thew1 stake allocation and keep the
payoff ratio at constant levels across treatmaefisile such a design may be easier
to understand, it would also vary the (expectedkestsizes across treatments. As a
consequence, one could not distinguish whetheergiftials in responses are due to
the intended consequences or due to concerns ftarae

. Confounds with signals: imagine that nature wowddéhto decide between a (40,60)
and an (80,20) split. Allocation A would then beurglent to offering a (60,40)
split. Now consider an alternative scenario in Whiesponses to an intended split of
(80,20) shall be observed. In this situation, ratuould have to decide between an
(80,20) and an (80,20) split. Nature would havechoice, its move would be re-
dundant. This may affect the perception of the aathoice beyond the scope of in-
tended consequences. In the first example, a regpanay think that the signal
about the intended consequences arrived ratharigidt Own payoffs could range
from 20 to 60 currency units. In the latter examplawever, there is no doubt about
the severity of actual behavior. The proposer wirgsesponder to get 20 currency
units. Without transforming allocation A into a W6 and a “high” stake allocation,
treatments would be largely imbalanced with respegayoff variance. One would
not be able to differentiate whether differencesejection rates are induced by the

intended consequences or by changes in payoffna@asa

The current design fully accounts for the first teaanfounds. The potential impact of signals,

however, has only been reduced by transformingation A. Payoff variances still change

with treatments. Note that this is a natural disedage of using any kind of stochastic device

(see e.g. the designs of Cushman et al. 2009, Biehacet al. 2011). If we want to keep

unchosen alternatives constant and at the samedisuennect intended and realized payoffs

we have to accept that actual behavior may alsitetly affected by changes in payoff vari-

10



5. Experimental Procedures

The three treatments were embedded in a seriebofdtory experiments at the University of
Passau in December 2010. The game was precededlibtator game and another two ulti-
matum games. Subjects played in absolute strarmrgévqols, e.g. they were never matched
with another subjects more than once. In order itmmize spill-over effects from previous
games, there was no feedback provided on otheepsalgehavior and payoffs until the very
end of the experimerit.

Subjects were recruited by standard methods suemas invitations, advertising in bulle-
tins, blogs, lectures and so forth. Upon arrivartigipants were instructed on laboratory
rules, the expected duration of the experimentypaayt and blindness procedures. Partici-
pants were randomly split into two groups and gditteseparated laboratories. The sessions
were run computer-based and with neutral framinmgafiments were programmed and con-
ducted with the software z-Tree (Fischbacher 20&8sponders participated in only one
treatment and were asked to state complete stestegmpassing responses for each decision
node (strategy method)As to maintain full single-blindness, players oiiyeracted with
counterparts from the other computer lab.

Each subject received a show-up fee of 2 Euros.ekiohange rate was 1 currency unit = 2
Eurocent. At the very end of a session, payoffsewmmmed up across all games and dis-

played as a whole in order to ensure experimegtarkl not infer actual play.

6. Results

In total, ten sessions were run with 264 subjeatsigpating. Each treatment was played by
80 to 96 subjects. The average student was 22 p&hmgith a minimum (maximum) age of
19 (35). The mean semester was 4.2. 35 percersu@i&cts) were male. This proportion is in
line with gender representation at advanced unddtgite levels at the University of Passau.
Each session lasted around 23 minutes. Averagdfpayere 5.13 Euros for that time with a
minimum (maximum) of 2 (8.40) Euros. For comparisarstudent assistant at the University
of Passau earns 7 Euros per hour.

* Although such designs are extremely powerful &iineating utility functions and decrease the co$isx-
periments, many economic researchers are stilttah to employ within-subject designs. Their mzdmcern is
that exposure to similar treatments may generatentrolled spill-over effects. While this concerayrbe
particularly valid in repeated interaction, theulés of regression analyses in this study do nowsthat previ-
ous games exert significant influence on behavighé current game. In contrast, | believe thatpitexious
games even helped to better understand the ndttime game.

> See Charness and Levine (2007: 1055), Cox e2@07), or Schachtele et al. (2011: 1) for recestusions
on strategy and game method in experiments focusingciprocity. | could not think of any reasonyireat-
ments should interact with contingent responses.

11



Descriptive Analysis

Figure 3 depicts how often proposer have chosecatibn A across treatments. The majority
of proposers choose equal splits (allocation Bareigss of which treatment they are playing.
Frequencies of proposing allocation A in treatmeht@nd 3 remain generally low at levels
around 23 percent whereas allocation A is chosmiost half the time when nature allows for

an equal split of 35:35 in the “low” stake conditio

Figure 3: proposer behavior across treatments

% frequency of allocation A proposals
80
m overal
male
60 female
40
) ] 1 N
0 - ‘
60,40 72.5,27.5 85,15
treatment 1 treatment 2 treatment 3
intended consequences for proposer and responder

The spike in treatment 2 raises the question wbpgsers choose allocation A more often in
this treatment. One possible explanation is praVviok Guth et al. (2001). The authors argue
that responders may perceive even small deviafiens equal splits as relatively unkind. If
proposers in treatment 2 anticipate this, they msgume the equal split in the “low” stake
condition to serve as an alternative focal pointh®equal split in allocation B signaling their
preference for equality. They may try hiding behinbdoping that unfavorable outcomes are
attributed to nature’s rather than their own move.

Nevertheless, proposing allocation A is not the besponse to actual responder behavior.
Ex-post proposer earnings from offering allocatmre 39.9 currency units in treatment 1,
45.1 currency units in treatment 2, and 47.7 cawyamits in treatment 3 — quite below ex-
post earnings of almost 50 currency units origimafrom offering allocation B.Female sub-
jects propose A significantly less often than naigposers (t=1.88, p=0.06, two-sided). They
either accurately guess that allocation B is paywdkimizing or they may have a stronger
propensity to care for equality.

® Actual rejection rates to allocation B are 2.1/pédcent in treatments 1/2/3.
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The next figures show rejection rates across treatsnto allocation A in the “low” stake
condition (figure 4a) and in the “high” stake camzh (figure 4b). In figure 4a, we observe
rejection rates of 12.5 percent in treatment 1,pefcent in treatment 2 and 40.9 percent in
treatment 3. No major differences across genderbeafound’ Although the overall trend
suggests a negative correlation between intendgabneler’s payoff and rejection rates, note
that realized outcomes also vary across treatmeatging from 60, 35, and 10 currency units

for the responder. This finding is thus not sutipgs

Figure 4a: responder behavior in the “low” stake cadition

9, rejection rates to "low" stake allocations A (110,D)
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Figure 4b: responder behavior in the “high” stake ondition
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As explained before, the isolated impact of intehdensequences on negative reciprocity is

captured by rejection rates to “high” stake allamag. At this node the level of unkindness

"t=-1.16, p=0.25 for treatment 1, t=0.19, p=0.85tfeatment 2, and t=0.57, p=0.57 for treatmeralBu{o-
sided).
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varies across treatments while unchosen alterrsatind realized payoffs are held constant. In
the first treatment, 35.4 percent of all “high”lstaallocation are rejected (see figure 4b). In
the second treatment, responders reject the (LLOf&0 in 47.5 percent of all cases. In the
third treatment, the “high” stake allocation isepd by 45.5 percent of the responders. The
differences in rejection rates between treatmerdadl3 (t=0.98, p=0.17, one-sided) and be-
tween treatments 1 and 2 (t=1.14, p=0.13, one-}ithelicate an overall trend that is in line
with the hypothesis that intended consequencesemdtit these effects miss conventional
levels of significance. Moreover, the differencawmen rejection rates in treatments 2 and 3
points toward the wrong direction (t=0.19, p=0.6ie-sided). More unkind offers are slightly
less often rejected comparing treatments 2 and &8st hence state that the impact of in-
tended consequences on negative reciprocity appehesof weak nature, less important than
suggested by current reciprocity theories.

Figure 4b also depicts rejection rates sorted leyrdsponders’ gender. Across all three
treatments, rejection rates of female subjectsaaoeind 50 percent — broadly invariant to
changes in the intended consequences. Rejecties odtmale responders are significantly
below that rate (t=2.47, p=0.02, two-sided) andrs¢ée differ across treatments. When pro-
posers act only mildly unkind, male responders absfrom retaliation (1 of 15 male re-
sponders reject). Rejection rates in the firsttinest are significantly lower than in the sec-
ond (t=2.37, p=0.01, one-sided) and in the thishtiment (t=1.73, p=0.05, one-sided). But
intended consequences seem only to matter for yruldkind offers. There is no significant

difference between rejection rates in treatmeras®3 (t=0.38, p=0.65, one-sided).

Probit Analysis

The descriptive analysis did not control for effeather than the treatment manipulation. The
following estimations provide a more in-depth invgstion of rejection behavior. Table 4
reports the results of two probit regressions enlittelihood to reject the “high” stake alloca-
tion (110,20). The leftmost column lists the exjplamy variables: the intended consequences
when proposing allocation A minus 27.8,gender dummy (=1 for female responder), and an
interaction term between the gender dummy and de&@ronsequences that will be explained
below. The next columns provide coefficients, Zists, and p-values for sets of variables

of both models. Model statistics are reported atvry bottom of table 4.

Table 4: probit results

probability to reject the “high” stake allocation (110,20)

8 By subtracting 27.5 from intended consequencesséicond treatment is normalized to be the baseline
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model 1 model 2

independent variable coef. z p>|z| coef. z p>|z|
constant -0.61 -2.88 0.004 -0.59 -2.74 0.006
intended consequences — 27.5 -0.01 -0.81 0.415 4-0.0 -1.71 0.088
female 0.59 2.38 0.017 0.58 2.28 0.022
female x (intended consequences — 27.5) 0.04 1.52 0.129

N 132 132

Pseudo R? 0.04 0.05

The results of the first estimation corroborate hevious conjecture that the intended conse-
guences of an action play only a marginal roleré&mponder behavior (model 1). The corre-
sponding coefficient has the predicted sign. Amra@ase in intended consequences for the re-
sponders tends to lower the likelihood to rejeet ‘thigh” stake allocation. But this effect is
beyond conventional levels of significance (p=0)Y4Me also find evidence that inequality
aversion may be more pronounced among female rdspgrnWomen are significantly more
likely to reject than male responders (p=0.017).

Capturing the interaction between gender and idrabnsequences, model 2 provides the
results of a second probit analysis including aesponding cross term. This term captures
the idea that women may not react to variationéintended consequences, while men do
respond to changes. Again, we observe the coeifidéintended consequences for the re-
sponder to be negative. This time the effect iskiyesignificant (p=0.088). This gives some
credit to the hypothesis that the lower the intehdensequences the higher the probability to
reject. Note, however, that this effect only embsmale responders. As conjectured in the
descriptive section, it completely vanishes amagdle responders (although here the cross
term variable slightly misses conventional levdisignificance with p=0.129). Again, there
is also significant evidence for a stronger gengraination of women to reject given offers
(p=0.022).

7. Discussion

Across treatments, rejection rates are generaffly mdicating preferences for equality being
prevalent among all subjects. This effect is mamnpunced among female responders. Con-
fronting responders with different levels of unkmeds driven by intended consequences
stimulates only very weak variation in rejectiotesa As a result, we have to reject the idea
that intended consequences generally matter foproemal responses. However, this study

restricts its analysis to intended consequencelardomain of unkind behavior. It remains
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open for future research to investigate the effettsitended consequences for kind behav-
ior.?

With respect to the gender differences observadany fairness games this study can con-
tribute to the ongoing debate among scholars. @682) and Lambsdorff and Frank (2011)
argue that women may be less strongly motivateddmgerns for negative reciprocity but try
to reduce differences in realized payoffs. The Itesof this study confirm this conjecture.
Male responders exercise negative reciprocity whteserving highly unkind offers but ab-
stain from retaliation when proposers exercise shghtly unkind behavior. Women, instead,
are found to be largely invariant to changes inititended consequences of an action. They
may rather perceive kindness by evaluating foregmukrealized payoffs.

A possible explanation for this phenomenon may céwora neighboring disciplines. In so-
cial psychology, for example, it is widely believétht women and men pass through differ-
ent forms of socialization that successively trigdéferent cognitive processes for assigning
e.g. causality and responsibility (e.g. Beling le2801; Bottoms et al. 2011). Women could
for instance disrespect the 50 percent chancetohgeO in the first treatment and attribute
intentions based on a worst-case scenario — &kh@sn as “probability neglect” in risk per-
ception research (e.g. Rottenstreich and Hsee 20BEy may assess the unkindness of an
action by evaluating the maximum harm associatatl actual behavior. Men, in contrast,
may build up beliefs about the other player’s inlieth consequences using the objective prob-

abilities. They may refer to the most-likely sceaar

8. Conclusion

Reciprocity models argue that deeds and omissiame dur perception of another person’s
kindness. While the impact of foregone payoffs haen intensively studied, little has been
done to investigate whether the intended conse@senfcthe actual behavior matter for recip-
rocation. This paper investigates how intended eguences can provoke negative reciproc-
ity. It presents an experimental design that i® dblvary the intended consequences of an
action at constant levels of realized and alteveapayoffs. In each treatment proposers can
either offer an equal split or flip a coin to detéme the actual payoff allocation. In the first
treatment, flipping the coin is mildly unkind. Ihdé second treatment, it is moderately unkind,
whereas in the third treatment flipping the coisti®ngly unkind toward the responder.
Comparing responses at constant levels of reapzgwffs and unchosen alternatives, we
find only an insignificant impact of intended cogsences on rejection rates. On aggregate
terms, these findings suggest that unkindness atrahs barely incorporate intended conse-

° For example, a straightforward method to tesinigact of intended consequences on kind behaviaichioe
to set the foregone payoffs in each treatment®0,().
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quences. But behavior differs across subjects’ gendvale subjects appear to react to varia-
tions in intended consequences while female plaseesn to be rather invariant. This irregu-
larity can be explained by gender-specific notiohdairness. The majority of men may be

realists, while women are more pessimistic aboeiother player’s intended consequences.
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