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Abstract

This term paper examines the impact of intergroup discrimination on altruism, i.e. whether individuals
can overcome the ingroup bias and help others in case of a non-self-inflicted indigence even if they do
not share the same group identity. In a laboratory experiment, subjects were categorized into two
distinctive groups, based on which smartphone operating system they are currently using (Apple iOS
or Google Android). Afterwards a simple dictator game was implemented. The results show that the
subjects generally favour in-group members (statistically not significant). In case of a non-self-inflicted
neediness, the subjects did no longer favour in-group members. Therefore, altruism and solidarity

seem to be stronger than the ingroup bias.
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1. Research motivation and previous literature

Intergroup discrimination (ingroup bias) is a phenomenon that affects most modern societies (Tajfel
1970, p. 96). In their daily life, people experience prejudice, bias and discrimination, e.g. due to their
sexual orientation, race or gender (Sue 2013, p. XV). The reasons for discrimination are diverse and
vary from religious to linguistical, national, cultural or political backgrounds (Tajfel 1970, p. 96). Dis-
criminatory intergroup behaviour sometimes occurs even if an individual is not involved in actual con-
flicts and has no history of intergroup hostility, i.e. there is no individual’s own interest (Tajfel 1970,
p. 99). Buchan et al. (2006) and Tajfel (1970) demonstrated that also in experimentally constructed,
temporary groups, ingroup biases arise, i.e. psychological groups are automatically formed and posi-
tive qualities of the own group and negative qualities of the other group are exaggerated (Tajfel 1970,
p. 96; Buchan et al. 2006, p. 392). To the same conclusion came Sherif et al (1961), who showed in a
field experiment that the mere knowledge of the existence of another group fosters the ingroup bias,

independent of the presence of a win-lose situation (Gaertner et al. 2000, p. 38f).?

People perceive themselves as individuals and group members at the same time (Turner and Reynolds
2012, p. 399). They self-categorize themselves as an in-group member, which entails the similarities of
the self to other in-group members. Individuals have more trust, are more cooperative and show more
empathy towards in-group than outgroup members (Hewstone et al. 2002, p. 576). The ingroup bias
(also known as ingroup favouritism or ingroup-outgroup bias) refers to the tendency to evaluate one’s
own group members (in-group) superior to members of non-membership groups (outgroup) (Hew-
stone et al. 2002, p. 576). When subjects are categorized into groups, differences between members
of the same group tend to be minimized and often ignored when it comes to forming decisions. Mem-
bers of the same group seem to be more similar, even more similar than they were before they were
categorized. Categorization encourages the perception of similarities of in-group members and differ-

ences of outgroup members and thus strengthens group distinctiveness (Gaertner et al. 2000, p. 35).

Individuals are more generous and favour in-group members when it comes to reward allocation. Ock-
enfels and Werner (2014), Grimm (2015) and Yamagishi and Nobuhiro (2008) show in a dictator game
that a shared group identity changes charity preference. On average, dictators share a substantially
higher amount of the endowment with recipients who have the same group identity compared to out-
group members (Grimm et al. 2015, p. 1; Ockenfels and Werner 2014, p. 453 ; Yamagishi and Mifune
2008, p. 23). To the same result came Glaeser et al (2000) and Smith (2011) who showed in a trust

1 Sherif et al (1961) did a field experiment, in which they took 22 twelve-year-old boys to a campsite and sepa-
rated them randomly into two groups. The experiment lasted for three weeks and the two groups did not meet
each other during the first week. But even before the groups met face-to-face or engaged in competitive activi-
ties the ingroup bias already existed.



game that subjects share a higher amount of their endowment with people of the same nationality or

ethnicity (Glaeser et al. 2000, p. 811; Smith 2011, p. 1).

The degree of how much people are willing to help others in case of neediness depends not only on
the group membership but also on the reason why people have lost their endowment in the first place.
Ockenfels and Selten (1998) show that people are more generous if the loss of the other subjects in
their group was random and not self-inflicted (Selten and Ockenfels 1998, p. 517).% Trhal and Rader-
macher (2009) found that responsibility for one’s own actions strongly influences the solidarity of sub-
jects. In their experiment, subjects shared a higher amount of their initial endowment to subjects
which’s loss was random (Trhal and Radermacher 2009, p. 16ff). People are held responsible for factors
that can be fully controlled (e.g. their productivity), but not for impersonal factors, which are com-

pletely out of individual control (Cappelen and Sgrensen 2005, p. 20).

This paper contributes to the existing literature as it applies the ingroup bias in the context of self-
inflicted versus non-self-inflicted indigence. Based on the previous literature, this paper examines
whether people can overcome the ingroup bias, i.e. if people are willing to help others in case of a non-
self-inflicted loss, even if they do not share the same group identity and thus belong to the outgroup.
This is important, as immigration, especially with respect of the migration crisis, is one of the main
political topics in the EU (Public Opinion Monitoring Unit 2018, p. 36). Refugees who have lost every-
thing due to war rely on the help of people who do not share the same culture, ethnicity, language,

race or religion.

In the following chapter, the experimental design and hypothesis will be presented. Subsequently, the
paper takes a closer look at the data used and the experimental procedure. In the fourth chapter, the

results are depicted and chapter five discusses and concludes the findings.

2. Experimental design and hypotheses

The experiment consisted of two parts. The aim of the first one was to create experimental conditions
that would enable the effect of intergroup categorization. Tajfel and Turner (2004) explained that the
ingroup bias consists of three parts: People categorize others into groups, identify themselves with a
certain group and compare their group to others (Tajfel and Turner 2004, p. 283). The subjects of this

experiment should subjectively identify themselves with their group membership. The group identities

2 Ockenfels and Selten (1998) study how solidarity affects conditional gift giving in a three-person-game. Each
player could win 10,00 DM with a probability of two thirds. The decision was random and independent. Under
the double-blind condition, the participants had to decide in advance how much they are willing to give to the
other players in case that he or she wins while one or two of the other players lose. They found out that the great
majority of subjects make substantial conditional gifts (25 to 40 percent of initial endowment).



were based on the type of smartphone operating system they are currently using (Apple iOS or Google
Android). iPhone and Android smartphones account for more than 90 percent of all smartphones sold
worldwide (Shaw et al. 2016, p. 727). Therefore, the experiment used these two smartphone types. In
the experiment, the subjects first chose the current smartphone type they are using. In case they had
a different type of operating system they had to choose which one of the two operating systems their

future smartphone would more likely have.

The idea to form group identities based on the smartphone type was inspired by Feldman (2012) who
separated the auditorium of his university course into those wearing and those not wearing tennis
shoes (Feldman 2012).3 His categorization was random. As seen in chapter one of this paper, Tajfel et
al (1970) demonstrated that people prefer the in-group even when the groups are formed on arbitrary
criteria and thus the criteria of shoes would have to be enough to create an ingroup-outgroup bias. To
ensure a strong ingroup bias, this experiment was constructed with apple versus android smartphones.
Belk (2013) argues in his extended self-theory that the more a person feels attached to an object, e.g.
a smartphone, the more it becomes part of the self-identity (Belk 2013, p. 477f). Following the Cross-
Platform Future in Focus report (2017) an average person spends 171 minutes every day on his or her
phone with an upward tendency (comScore 2017). Smartphones are highly customized. There is em-
pirical support, that people embody the symbolic meaning of the type of clothes they wear. When this
is applied to the ownership of smartphones, individuals might embody the symbols attached to each
smartphone brand. Thus, aspects of the smartphone use can be considered within the context of an
extended self (Shaw et al. 2016, p. 727). Therefore, taking smartphones to categorize the participants

into groups should be a strong criterion to form lap-induced group identities.

After the subjects have stated their type of smartphone, the owners of an apple smartphone (and
those subjects stating that they are more likely to buy an apple smartphone in the future) were put
into one chat and the android smartphone owners (and the people stating they would be more likely
buy an android smartphone in the future) were put into another chat. Following Feldman (2012), the
subjects received the instruction to list in their chat as many possible reasons why the others do not
use the same type of smartphone as they do, i.e. the android users had to list why the apple users do
not use android and the apple users had to list why the android users do not use apple smartphones.
They were given a two-minutes time limit for this task. This task forces the group members to compare
themselves with the others, which makes them more aware of differences between the two “groups”.

After finishing this task, the first part of the experiment was completed.

3 The subjects had the task to list reasons as many reasons as possible why the other group do not wear the same
shoes as they do. They had three minutes time. This resulted into mostly negative comments about the other

group.



The aim of the second part is to test whether the ingroup bias was successfully created and to examine
under which circumstances the subjects will overcome the bias. Therefore, a simple dictator game was
implemented. The roles of dictator and receiver were randomly attributed. The dictator was endowed
with 200 Taler and received the information about what type of smartphone the receiver uses. After-
wards, the dictator had to decide how much of his endowment to share with the receiver. The payoff
of the dictator was determined by the amount left over (200 Taler minus amount shared). The receiver
was passive, i.e. he or she could not undertake any actions and the payoff was determined by the
amount shared by the dictator. The game theory would predict that the dictator will keep all his en-
dowment, no matter what smartphone operating system the receiver uses.* However, the amount
shared in dictator games is generally 20 to 40 percent of the initial endowment. As the receiver is
passive, the dictators do not have to fear negative reciprocity. If a dictator still shares a higher amount
than zero, the only reason that can explain this behaviour is altruism and solidarity (Camerer 2011, p.
44ff). Altruism is defined as helping other people, i.e. increasing another’s welfare without expecting
a reward while incurring some personal costs (Fletcher and Clark 2008, p. 162f). Solidarity is similar to
altruism but is more a mutual attachment between individuals with a common ground, i.e. mutual

obligations to aid each other, whenever it should be necessary (Bayertz 1999, p. 3).

The experiment consists of three treatments. Treatment one is the control treatment. It was con-
structed as described above with the aim to test whether the lab-induced group identities lead to an
ingroup bias (see the game tree in appendix ). Henceforth, the paper will refer to this treatment as
Control-TM. The hypothesis to this treatment is that due to the ingroup bias, the dictator sends a
higher amount to receivers who have the same group identity, i.e. have the same type of smartphone
operating system (in-group), compared to receivers that use a different smartphone operating system

(outgroup).

Hypothesis 1: The amount shared is higher for in-group than outgroup members (Control-TM).

The second treatment (further referred to as Framing-TM) is different to the Control-TM in terms of
the framing of the dictator game. In contrast to the Control-TM, all subjects received a reward of 200
Taler after the chat task. In the beginning of the second phase, the participants were told that randomly
50 percent of the players lose the 200 Taler from the first part of the experiment. Consequentially, the
situation is identical to the Control-TM except that the framing has changed (still 50 percent of the

subjects are endowed with 200 Taler). The different framing makes the dictator more aware of the fact

4 The standard game theory assumes that people make individually rational (optimal) choices that maximize the
own welfare. Under the assumption of the homo oeconomicus the dictator should keep all the endowment to
maximize his own welfare.



that the receiver has lost his endowment and that the loss was not self-inflicted. Solidarity will lead to
empathize with the receiver who has lost his endowment. The hypothesis to this treatment is that the
dictator will still discriminate against outgroup members, i.e. the amount shared is lower for outgroup

members, as the ingroup bias is stronger than altruism.

Hypothesis 2: The amount shared is higher for in-group than outgroup members (Framing-TM).

In the third treatment the first part was identical to the Framing-TM, i.e. the participants received a
reward of 200 Taler for the chat task. The second part differs from the Framing-TM, as now randomly
50 percent of the subjects had to successfully complete another task to keep the reward, whereas the
other 50 percent of the subjects could keep the 200 Taler. Those who kept the 200 Taler took the role
of the dictator and those who had to fulfil a further task were receivers. The receivers had to complete
a slider task. For each slider they positioned correctly, the possibility to lose the earned reward was
reduced by one percent. The time limit for this task was set to thirty seconds. The task was purposefully
constructed to be nearly impossible to solve, so that most of the receivers would lose their endow-
ment. The idea of this treatment is to construct a “self-inflicted” loss. The dictators did not know what
kind of task the receivers had to solve and thus only knew the result, i.e. whether the receiver was
successful and hence kept the 200 Taler or did not solve the task and lost his endowment.

On the one hand, the dictator can speculate that the receiver was not able to solve the task and thus
the loss would be self-inflicted. If he/she is convinced that the loss is self-conflicted, according to Trhal
and Radermacher (2009) and Cappelen and Sgrensen (2005) the dictator should share less with the
receiver. On the other hand, it might be that the dictator assumes the task might have been too diffi-
cult and thus impossible to solve. In this case, the loss would not be self-inflicted. At the same time the
dictator knows which smartphone type the receiver owns. The ingroup bias should make the dictator
favour in-group members. The uncertainty gives the dictator an excuse to discriminate against out-
group members (as the dictator assumes that the loss was self-inflicted) and to prefer in-group mem-
bers (as the task was too difficult and their loss was not-self conflicted). The hypothesis to this treat-
ment is that the dictator will discriminate receivers from an outgroup and will thus share a lower
amount with them compared to a receiver of the same group identity, no matter if he assumes that

the result was self-inflicted or not. Henceforth, this treatment will be referred to as Slidertask-TM.

Hypothesis 3: The amount shared is higher for in-group than for outgroup members (Slidertask-

™).



3. Data and experimental procedure

The experiment took place in the pc-pool of the University of Passau from 15 to 26" of June 2018 and
was conducted in 24 sessions. It was designed with z-Tree: Zurich toolbox for ready-made economic
experiments (Fischbacher 2007). Participants were acquired shortly before the sessions started. 280
students participated in this experiment (92 in Control-TM, 92 in Framing-TM, 96 in Slidertask-TM)
with 62 percent of them being female and 38 percent male. The average age of the participants was
22,5 years. 123 of the participants had an android and 157 an apple smartphone. There were 71 in-
groups and 69 outgroups formed.> On average twelve subjects participated every session. At the be-
ginning of every session, the participants were read general instructions regarding the experiment. As
there were two to three experiments conducted within one session, the order of the experiments
changed regularly to control for order effects. At the end of all experiments, participants answered a
guestionnaire asking for age, gender and field of studies. The participants were not payed, but they

were offered sweets and coffee as an incentive.

4. Results

In this section, the results of the experiment will be analysed. First, the results of the treatment-effects,

and second, further interesting findings of this experiment will be presented and discussed.

4.1 Treatment effects

The average amount shared is 76 Taler in Control-TM, 72 Taler in Framing-TM and 71 Taler in
Slidertask-TM, which equals a share of 35 to 38 percent of initial endowment. This is in line with results
of other dictator games, where the average amount shared was between 20 to 40 percent (see second

chapter). In the following, this paper will give a more detailed account of the results of each treatment.

100 86,36
80 66,09 74,29 69,86 68,52 74,08
60
40
20
0
Control-TM Framing-TM Slidertask-TM

B Amount_shared in-group B Amount_shared outgroup

Figure 1: Average amount shared with in-groups and outgroups members in each treatment.

5 Ingroup = dictator and receiver share the same group identity, i.e. they have the same type of smartphone.
Outgroup = dictator and receiver share not the same group identity, i.e. they have different types of smartphone.
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Control-TM

As depicted in figure 1, the average amount shared is 86 Taler in ingroups and 66 Taler in outgroups.
Hence, the amount shared is on average 20 Taler higher for in-group members (although not statisti-
cally significant). This resultis in accordance with hypothesis one, which stated that the amount shared
is higher for in-group members than for outgroup members. The dictators prefer in-group members
and discriminate against outgroup members. Therefore, it seems that the lab-induced group identity
led to an ingroup bias. Otherwise the average amount shared with in-group or outgroup members

should have been on the same level.

Framing-TM

The average amount shared is 74 Taler for in-groups and 70 Taler for outgroups (see figure 1). This
difference of four Taler is small and statistically not significant. This suggests that the dictators do not
seem to make a difference between group identities in their decision on how much to share with the
receiver. Making the dictator more aware of the fact that the loss is not self-inflicted and randomly
distributed, makes him/her no longer consider the group identity. Our second hypothesis that the dic-
tator will still discriminate outgroup members if the loss was due to a random cause must be rejected.

The dictators have overcome the ingroup bias when the neediness is not self-inflicted.

Slidertask-TM

In the third treatment the average amount shared with in-group is 69 Taler and 74 Taler with outgroup
members (see figure 1). The difference of five Taler is small and statistically not significant. It seems
that the dictators have overcome the ingroup bias even if the neediness is “self-inflicted”. The results
are very similar to the Framing-TM. The average amount shared differ statistically significant to the
Control-TM. Whether the loss is self-inflicted or not, does not seem to make a difference. But the
results must be interpreted with caution because it is also possible that the dictators assumed that the
task for the receivers was impossible to solve. In this case, they acted as if the neediness was not self-
inflicted, similar to the Framing-TM. As it is not clear, whether the dictators assumed a self-inflicted or
non-self-inflicted loss, further research might use a different task, where the dictator clearly gets the

information on the reason of the indigence.

4.2 Further interesting findings
Taking a closer look at the dictators, it appears that the dictators with an apple smartphone discrimi-
nate stronger against outgroup members and prefer in-group members more than android users. Fig-
ure 2 depicts the differences in the average amount shared between apple and android dictators
across all treatments. Apple dictators give on average 80 Taler to in-group and 68 Taler to outgroup
members. This is a difference of twelve Taler, whereas the difference for android user between the

two groups is only two Taler.
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79,89
80
75 73,61
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70 68,3
60
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B Average amount shared with in-group members
B Average amount shared with outgroup members

Figure 2: Average amount shared with in-group and outgroup members, depicted separately for apple and android dicta-
tors.

Taking an even more detailed look on how the apple and android dictators have decided in each treat-
ment separately, it becomes obvious that apple dictators on average share a higher amount with in-
group members in every treatment (compare blue to orange bars in figure 3). Surprisingly, the android
dictators behave differently. While they also prefer in-group members in the Control-TM, they do not
make any difference between the receivers in the Framing-TM (compare grey to yellow bars in figure
3). In the Slidertask-TM, the difference of the average amount shared by android dictators is statisti-

cally significant higher for outgroup than for in-group members.

-10 Control-TM Framing-TM Slidertask-TM

90

7
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o

3
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1
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B Average amount shared with in-group members if dictator = apple
B Average amount shared with outgroup members if dictator = apple
H Average amount shared with in-group members if dictator = android

Average amount shared with outgroup members if dictator = android

Figure 3: Average amount shared with in-group and outgroup members in each treatment, depicted separately for apple
and android dictators.



5. Conclusion and limitations

The aim of this experiment was to show, whether individuals can overcome the ingroup bias and help
others in case of a not self-inflicted neediness even if they do not share the same group identity. The
results of the Control-TM show that people favour in-group members (although not statistically signif-
icant). In the Framing-TM and Slidertask-TM the difference in the amount shared between in-group
and outgroup members disappeared. Altruism and solidarity seem to be stronger than the ingroup

bias. This is an important finding, especially regarding the migration crisis in Europe.

As the smartphone-induced group identity among students did not create a statistically significant bias,
further research should focus on group identities based on stronger characteristics with which people
identify themselves, e.g. social status (workplaces), language, religion or nationality. Using refugees as
an outgroup, may result in a stronger bias as national identification by itself is one of the strongest
predictors of xenophobic attitudes (Brown 2000, p. 748). Another limitation concerns the determina-
tion of the ownership. Maybe some participants did not choose the smartphone actively but received
it as a gift. In this case they might not identify themselves with the brand of their smartphone. Inter-
estingly, it seems that apple and android users differ significantly in the manifestation of the ingroup
bias. Apple users favour in-group members stronger. Hence, it needs to be considered in further re-
search that maybe other demographical or personal differences influenced the results. Furthermore,
the group size in the chats in the first stage of the experiment could play a role as there where some-
times only four participants within one session. However, after controlling for group size there was no
significant influence on the amount shared. Even after controlling for the group activity in terms of the
amount of written words within the chat or after accounting for order effects, there was no significant

difference in the amount shared.
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Appendix |

First part:

list as many reasons
why android users do
not have an apple
smartphone.

Second part:

Chat for two minutes:

"

dictator
|

(0—200 Taler)

v

m

receiver

Chat for two minutes:
list as many reasons
why apple users do
not have an android
smartphone.

Figure 4: Game tree of the experiment
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Appendix Il

First part of the experiment: Selecting the type of smartphone

Bitte geben Sie zu Beginn des E: an was for ein Sie besitzen.

i

In case they have a different type of smartphone:

Bitie gebien Sie an, wekhen Typ Smarphone Sie nidniig am ehesten kaufen wiirden -

=
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Instructions for the chat task in Control-TM:

Im Frigandan offnat sich ein Chatfemstar, wornibar Sie die Mogichisait haben mit dan anderen Teilnebmenn zu kommunizgeran. Die andaren Tailnahmer des
Chats haban angegeben abanfalls ain Apple-Handy zu besitzen odar sich in Zukunft ein sokdhas ehar zu kawfan als ein Android-Hamndy.

Fre Aufgabe st es Griinda aufzubsien, warm die anderen Telinetmer kein Apple-Handy besizen Sie haban 2 Minuten Zeit 50 wala Grinde wie moghch
aurzubsten. Drocken Sie auf "Chal starien”, urm mil der Auigabe 2u beginnen.

Instructions for the chat task in Framing-TM and Slidertask-TM:

Im Folgenden offnet sich ein Chatfenster, wortber Sie die Moglichkeit haben mit den anderen Teilnehmern zu kommi eren. Die anderen Teilnehmer des
Chats haben angegeben ebenfalls ein Android-Handy zu besitzen oder sich in Zukunft ein solches eher zu kaufen als ein Apple-Handy.

Ihre Aufgabe ist es Grunde aufzulisten, warum die anderen Teilnehmer kein Android-Handy besitzen. Sie haben 2 Minuten Zeit so viele Grinde wie moglich
aufzulisten. Fir diese Aufgabe erhalten Sie 200 Taler. Driicken Sie auf "Chat starten”, um mit der Aufgabe zu beginnen.

Chat starten
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Chat (apple user):

‘Verblalends Zet [Samundeng 110

& Apple

Sie =ind in einam Chat mit demjenigen Teilnenmem, dia eberfals ein Apple-Smatphona basitzan cder angegeben haban, sin sokchas ehar zu kawfan als ein Android-Smartphona. Listan Sia gamainsam so
wiele Griinda wia maglich auf, warum die andaran Teilnahmear des Expenments kein Apple-Smartphone bestzen Sie haban 2 Minuien Zeit

End of the first part of the experiment (Control-TM):

Vielen Dank! Sie haben den ersten Teil des Experiments abgeschlossen. Driicken Sie auf "Weiter", um mit dem zweiten Teil des Experiments zu beginnen.
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End of the first part of the experiment (Framing-TM and Slidertask-TM):

Vialan Dark! Sia haben den arstan Tail des Experimants abgaschiossen Dafur amakan Sia 200 Taler,

Dricken She auf "Weiter, umn mit dem zweiten Teil des Experiments 2u beginnen
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Second part of the experiment: Instructions of the dictator game in Control-TM:

Zu Beyginn des rweiten Teil des Experimeanis wird lhnen aine Person zufdlig augeardned. Es gibt 2 Rollen: Person A und Person B. Person A erhak 200 Taler, die sie
zwischen sich und Parsan B avfieilen sall.

Instructions of the dictator game in Framing-TM:

Zu Beginn des 2weiben Teil des Experiments wird Inen eine Person 2uldllg 2ugeordned. Es gibl 2 Rollen: Person A und Person B, Parsan A berak die 200
Talker aus Tail 1 das Expanments. Person B variert de 200 Taler und hat somit 0 Taler.
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Instructions of the dictator game in Slidertask-TM:

Zu Beginn des 2weiben Teil des Experiments wird Inen gine Person 2uldllg 2ugeordned. Es gibl 2 Rollen: Person A und Person B, Parsan A berak die 200
Talker aus Tail 1 das Expanments. Person B muss eine weitana Aufgabe bearbeitan, um die 200 Taler aus Tail 1 des Expanments behakan zu kannen

Receiver in Control-TM:

Ihnen wurde zufallig die Rolle von Person B zugeordnet. Person A erhalt 200 Taler und kann entscheiden, wie viele Taler sie Innen
senden machte. Bitte klicken Sie auf "Weiter"
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Receiver in Framing-TM:

Ihnen wurde zuldllg die Rolle von Person B augeardnet. Sie verbaren die 200 Taler aus Tl 1 des Experiments. Parsan A berak 200
Taler und Kann entschelden, whe dele Taler se Fnen senden mochie. Bilte kicken Sie auf "Weiker

Receiver in Slidertask-TM:

nan wurda aufalig die Rolle won B zugacedngl. Bitta lasen Sie die folgenden Instiionen sangfaltig durch. Sie werdan eing Aufgabe bearbeitan und dadurch die Wakhrscheinlichkeit veringern, dia 200 Taler 2u
varlieren. Ihra Aufgabe bestaht dann, Schieberegler auf da Position 50 zu platzieren

Hiar sahen Sie beispiethaft ainen Schicbereglar Bitte platnaran Sia dan Schiabarapier auf die Positian 5. Die gegerwartins Position ist rechts angazaigt. Scbald Sie den Schiebereglar auf dar Posiian 50 platziert
haben, arschainen weitana Amwesungen

Fir jeden auf der Pasition 50 platremen Schieberegler veiringert sich die Wakrschenichket, die 200 Takr 2u verlieren, um 1%

In der Aulgabes werden lhnen 48 Schieheregler IDier Beoar T cie Ay 20 Sakunden.

‘Wemn Sie diesa Anleitung varstandan haben, icken Sie bitte auf “Waiter®




Slidertask

Erfolgreich geldste Schieberegler 0
 — 0 — 0  —
— 0 — 0 —
— 0 — 0 —
— 0 0 0 —
| — 0 — 0 | ——
— 0 0 0 —
_— 0 — 0 ! .
li . 0 ——— 0 / .
I 0 — 0 —
 ——— 0 | — 0 i "
f . o —_— 0 ’ :
e ° S 0 ——
¥ . 0 — 0 ’ .
 — 0 —_— 0 ’ ‘
! —_— 0 — 0 ! "
 E———— 0 EEEE— 0 i "

Instructions for dictator in Control-TM:

Ihnen wurde zufallig die Rolle von Person A zugeordnet. Sie erhalten 200 Taler.

Bitte entscheiden Sie, wie viele Taler Sie an Person B senden mochten. Person B besitzt ein Android-Smartphone und war in Teil 1 des Experiments kein
Teilnehmer lhres Chats.

gesenveterevag [ 1]
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Instructions for dictator in Slidertask-TM:

Mach Bearbailung der 2usatzichen Aulpabs besilz Person B 0 Taler.

Bitta entschaidan Sia, wia wala Talar Sie an Parson B sandan machien Person B basitzt ain Androéd-Smartphone und war in Tail 1 das Expanments kein
Teilnehmer Infes Chats

Instructions for dictator in Framing-TM:

Ihnen wnde Aalig die Rolle von Person A Zugeordnet. Sie behalten 200 Taker. Person B hat die 200 Taler aus Teil 1 des Expeiments veriongn und besia
somit 0 Taler,

Bifte entschaiden She, wie vels Taler Sie von lhren 200 Taler an Person B senden midchien. Person B besitr en Android-Smartphone und war in Teil 1 des
Expanments kein Teilnehmer bres Chals.
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Payoff receiver:

Payoff dictator:

Person A hat Ihnen 70 Taler gesendet. Inr Payoff befragt somit 70 Taler. Bitte klicken Sie auf "Weiter"

Sie haben Person B 70 Taler gesendet. Ihr Payoff betragt somit 130 Taler. Bitte klicken Sie auf "Weiter"
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