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Abstract

Several experiments (for example Hamermesh andI@i@tP94) or Solnick and
Schweitzer (1999)) found a beauty premium in dédferkind of games or rather
different situations of life, like the labour matk&low, this paper analyses if and how
physical attractiveness and gender play a rol&éetip for waitresses and waiters in
restaurants. In a Dictator Game Experiment studemisassistants of the University of
Passau, had to give virtual gratuity for five difet waitresses and waiters at pictures.
A small beauty premium was detected. AttractivedlEnand male servers got usually
a tip, although their services were really bad.ibgithe further procedure also two
gender effects were found: Firstly, women gave r@gdemore gratuity than men,
however, not only for waiters, but also for waites. Secondly, women usually don't
differ between waitress and waiter, they gave ladtfost the same tip. But men made
in two of five cases a difference: They gave sigaifit more tip to the female than to
the male server. Last we researched, if testosteirdfftuences gratuity. But we could
not find any relationship for this theory.

"The experiments were conducted in the seminar “Eixgatal Ecomonics”. The author thanks Katharina
Werner and Ann-Kathrin Crede for their advice aatiable comments. Special thanks to Manuel Schubert
Marcus Giamattei, Isabelle Riviere, Susanna Grumimislaximilian Wolf and Patriz Geiger for helpful
comments and support in conducting the experiments.



1. Introduction

For most waitresses and waiters it is an absutditglk about his or her gratuity. However, it
is interesting to learn something about it. So gaiper engages in tip and questions like, "who
gets more tip (for the same service)?", "give feanand male guests the same amount of
tip?" or "does physical attractiveness act a pafPése and a few other questions will be
answered in pa@ of the paper.

But before, in par2 you get some information about other literature aources for this
work. Then | will introduce the design of the expent (in 3) on the one hand and the
hypothesis (iMd) on the other hand. After a few words about tla@daction irb, | will, as
aforementioned, present the results of the expeatiifie6). Unfortunately the experiment has
some limitations, | have to talk about {i)y before the paper ends with a conclusior8jin

2. Literature

The following experiment is according to differenther experiments with physical
attractiveness and gender, the most important@iBhown in the next paragraphs.

Tanya S, Rosenblat wrote a paper, that analyzegsiédl Attractiveness and Gender in
Dictator Games" (Rosenblat (2008)).

(A Dictator Game (DG) is one of the simplest gan@se person, the allocator or dictator,
has a fixed stock of money and decides if and hawhrhe wants to share with the second
player, the recipient. This decision is binding bamth, without any rights for the recipient to
reject the offer.) In her experiment Rosenblat fbaimat women, as allocators, always gave
more than men. Male subjects always gave almostdautoof nine units, no matter how
attractive the recipient is. But females that cadd and hear the opponent gave "recipients of
below-average beauty" only 1.7 out of nine unitd &ecipients of above-average beauty" 3.3
out of nine units.

Sara J. Solnick and Maurice E. Schweitzer mades@areh about "The Influence of Physical
Attractiveness and Gender on Ultimatum Game Deaassi¢Solnick, Schweitzer (1999)).

(An Ultimatum Game (UG), is a simple game, where person, the proposer, has a fixed
stock of money and makes an offer about the digioh of it. A second person, the
responder, can accept or reject that suggestidre Hccepts, everybody gets the amount that
the proposer suggested, if the responder rejealydoth get nothing.) In their experiment
with students of different universities they foumgither in offers nor in demands differences
between attractive and unattractive people. Buy tleeinded a beauty premium for men:
attractive men were offered more, and less was ddeta Attractive women were also
offered more, but also more was demanded of them.

Another very important paper for my experiment WBgauty and the Labor Market" by
Daniel S. Hamermesh and Jeff E. Biddle (Hamermigsidle (1994)).



On the one hand the authors represented that tatergzeople earn more than unattractive
people. Already while the negotiation (presentecatiind of Bargaining Gaméesbout the
wages, attractive people have advantages. Hamer@eghBiddle declared a "plainness
penalty” of five to ten percent, mainly men "reatéri percent difference. On the other hand
their experiments showed that unattractive womermrymanattractive men with less human
capital.

Already these three papers are showing big diffe¥eetween experiments and results about
gender and physical attractiveness. But | had nmuate sources, that | will present shortly:
Some studies found that men and women differ iir tiaice of nonverbal signals, like facial
expressions in pictures (Hall (1978; 1984); Rosainthal. (1984)).

Beauty and gender have been studied in severat ptpers. Andreoni and Petrie (2008)
played public goods games. They found a beauty ipranthat only exists during blindness
situations and showed that most people considerandhe better leaders. Kahn, Hottes and
Davies (1971) or Mulford et al.(1998) made expentseto show the effect of physical
attractiveness in Prisoners Dilemma.

3. Design

Basis for the experiment was a DG, | already dbedriabove. Theoretically the dictator
wants to maximize his payoff. In this game the pesit has no opportunity to reject, so the
allocator should keep everything. But because tfiiam and fairness most dictators make
positive offers (Camerer 2003).

Aim of my experiment were two treatments. Evergtneent should consist of five pictures of
waitresses or waiters and short different textsefmch of them. Always two - one man and
one woman - with the same "attractiveness" weratcim That meant one treatment saw the
male and the other the female server, each witkdahee description.

In a first stage, | looked for photos of twelve teas and twelve waitresses on the internet,
printed and cut them out. Then | gave the pictuee23 subjects at university, thirteen
females and ten males. They should find five toemevpairs”, being in a theoretical
relationship together.

The probands looked for pictures of waitresses waders with quite the same level of
sympathy, attractiveness, charisma, facial exppass®tc.. | recorded the pairs in a list and
went on with the second stage. | gave the severt freguently mentioned waitress and
waiter, in whole 14, to 19 other subjects, elevaanrand eight women. That should give an
estimation of three categories of beauty of theplidtos; sympathy, physical attractiveness
and facial expression. The estimation took place irating from 0 (very bad) to 4 (very
good). After this part of the second stage | comgathe pairs of stage one with the

? Bargaining Games: A Bargaining Game (BG) is plalygdat least) two players. The first player haixad
stock of money and makes an offer about the spiit i the second player accepts, everybody betgayoff,
the first player said. Until this time it is a silrgJG. But, if the second player reject the suggasthe payoff is
not zero for both. In a BG it is now the secondsypt turn to make an offer to the first player, With a new,
smaller stock. Then the formerly first player canept or reject. Depending on the number of ldpsgame
ends now, or the first player can make a suggesiiain ( if he rejected), of course with a shirkatgck.
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estimations of stage two. | got five pairs, wherethb had always quite the same
"attractiveness”. The smallest average differenemvéen the "attractiveness" of man and
woman was 0.34, the biggest 0.71. The most unétteapair had an average of 1.34, the
most attractive pair an average of 3.02.
At that time | had five pairs, so | decided an editoon of three waiters and two waitresses in
the first Treatment and two waiters and three wsages in the second treatment. Now |
created five different descriptions to each paithwpecific characteristics:

Pair Attractiveness (only characteristics
beauty) Rank
1 (Treatment (T) 1 male 2 of 5 (quiet attractive) Friendly, Quick, a bit
(m); T2 female (f) forgetful
2(T1f;, T2m) 5 of 5 (most unattractive) Charming, very quick,
Helpful
3(T1m; T2f) 4 of 5 (quiet unattractive) Quick, Bugged,
Incurious
4(T1f; T2m) 1 of 5 (most attractive) Charming, Slow,
Overwhelmed
5(T1m; T2f) 3 of 5 (average attractive)| Nice, Helpful, Obliging, a bit
clumsy

Table 1. Attractiveness Rank and characteristics of theetifiit pairs of servers

Basically the experiment was ready for the transacBut there were some details, that were
not considered before:

One discussion was about the amount to be invoisaduld we take different amounts, or
one amount for all? We decided to take one forlmEause otherwise we were afraid that
different tip consist of different amount invoicel guess was, a person who has to pay 20 €,
gives automatically less than somebody with a &ill70 €. The next step was to find a
suitable amount to be invoiced. The decision wa8® €, because this amount is far enough
away from round numbers like forty-five or fiftyn imy opinion everybody could round up -
or even not - how she or he wanted, without anggaree of rounding.

Another discussion was, if the subjects should @iy the tip or the amount invoiced plus
gratuity? Finally every subject had in every roumgothetically 20 € only for tip. At the
beginning of the experiment | told every subjectttthey only have to give tip if she or he
wants to do, because the bill has already beenlpashother person, but without gratuity.
Following the "main experiment”, the subjects sdivpactures again. | asked them to do
exactly the same like the probands in stage tworder to see if these subjects rate the
pictures similar to the others.

Before a small questionnaire about assessmenig®tartd personality ends the experiment |
had one special exercise for the subjects: To ttheg left hand, because the digit ratio
(2D:4D), means between the index finger and thg finger, reveals something about the
testosterone level of a person. In a nutshell dmgeér your ring finger compared with your

* Compare Appendix 1

* Please read about limitations in Chapter 7
> Compare Appendix 6 "Screenshots"

® Compare Appendix 2



index, the higher is the testosterone level youagahe womb(v. d. Bergh, Dewitte (2006)).
Perhaps there is a connection between this anahtioeint of gratuity.

4. Hypothesis

Earlier papers found that attractive people haveesadvantages in different situations of life
(Eagly, Ashmore, Makhinjani and Longo (1991)). Oth&tudies explained a similar
phenomenon: The Beauty Premium, which means ttracave women and men are offered
more or can earn more than unattractive peoplem@@er (2003); Doorly, Sierminska
(2012)). Consequently, the expectation for thisegxpent is that pretty waitresses and
waiters get more gratuity than less attractive ones

H1:. Gratuities to attractive waitresses and waiters are higher than to less attractive ones
when the service is comparable.

Although women are called "the fair sex" comparethwnen, usually men earn up to 25 %
more money; a not fully understood gender gap igesa(Goldin (1990); O Neill (2003)).
But, of course tip is not really to compare witkefl wages and should not depend on them.
Nevertheless | try to match wage with gratuity foy next hypothesis, although | know it
could sound strange. | think waiters get more tipnt waitresses when their service is
comparable.

H2: Waiters get moretip than waitresses for a similar performance.

In their book "Women wants more" the Boston ComsgltGroup (BCG) potters at the
phenomenon that women spend more money than mehalBi the average of consume that
women shop is around 70 percent (Silverstein, S&069)). Although the authors do not
describe how these 70 percent divide in things fidad, the household, other things for the
family on the one hand and (luxury-)purchases lierwoman herself on the other hand, you
could imagine females give also more tip, becalsg éxpend more money by nature.

H3: Women give more tip than men.

The next two hypothesis are very similar. For om@g we will research if women give
(attractive) waiters more tip than men do. For haothing we will turn around the scenario
and detect if men present (attractive) waitressesengratuity than women do. In other
experiments, authors found that women have a bigjgetad in such things. While gender and
beauty had only small effects on men, women gaveemden they dealt with a (nice) man,
preferably with a pleasant voice. Males usuallpkhmnore rationally and wanted to maximize
their own pay off (Camerer (2003); Rosenblat (2p08hat implies for my hypothesises that
women will give much more tip to waiters and evaiitfle) more to waitresses than men.
H4: Women give more tip to waiters than men do.

H5: Men give lesstip to waitresses than women do.

At last, we will research if there is any connegtlzetween tip and the testosterone level that
you can work out by comparing the digit ratio (2D)4of the index finger (2D) and the ring
finger (4D). A very simple explanation: The londke ring finger compared with the index
finger, the higher someone's testosterone leveht TiBually implies a more dominant and
aggressive behaviour. Usually men have a longerfimger than index finger, while women
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have a bigger index finger than ring finger. Sorfa@n counts the definition | gave a few lines
ahead, and for women counts, the smaller the diffig between both fingers, the more
dominance and aggressivenés$s.an experiment was detected that, the smalkeditit ratio
the higher was the rejection of unfair offers in @imatum Game. (v.d. Bergh (2006)).
Therefore you could imagine for my experiment, teatdents with a higher testosterone
level, are more aggressive and so they gave [ess ti

H6: The higher the testosterone level of somebody is, the lesstip he gives.

5. Transaction

My experiment was conducted together with the drfeusanna Grundmann at the University
of Passau on June 16th and 17th 2014. Both weyegleonsecutively, so that every subject
had to play two times. We changed the successi@muogexperiments after every session to
avoid order effectOur experiments were played via computer usingZtimech Tool box for
Readymade Economic Experiments (Ztree), a freetateis usually used at the University
of Passau. After closing the door, we read a steat| to welcome the subjects, to ask them
not to talk or to play with their mobile phones aodact as if they would spend their own
money. Then the participants were allowed to diaet experiments. My first two pages
thanked for coming and explained the "game". Ferrtbxt five stages every page showed a
picture of a waitress or a waiter and a small tkedcribing the server and the whole situation.
After considering the photo and reading the detionpthe students had to decide how much
tip they want to give and register the amount (leetw0.00 € and 20.00 €) in a small window
below the text. After the fifth one, they saw theéacisions again and how much money they
still would have. The next stage was for explamatgain, to declare they will see all servers
again and should evaluate them in three categ@yespathy, beauty, and facial expression,
each from O (very bad) to 4 (very good). After fstages where the subjects had to perform
this exercise, three stages appeared with thregtiqgne about individual positions in gratuity
and a fourth stage that asked the probands fosfeaing their hand to a paper. At the next
stage, the students had to leave their genderamagjevhat they study. Then you reached the
last stage that just thanked again for participaad plead for silence until everybody had
finished.

7 compare<http://www.welt.de/wissenschaft/article13613930/Wés Laenge-von-Zeige-und-Ringfinger-
verraet.html (Date: 17.09.2014 at 17:36)>
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6. Results

6.1. Key facts

Altogether 104 people took part in the experimévitst of them were students, the rest
assistances of the University of Passau. 70 of tvers women and 34 men.
The histogram shows the age distribution
the participants. The youngest subject was '
the oldest 31 and the overall average w
22.88 years. You can also see, almost c
quarter, exactly 23 attendees, were 20 ye
old.
Almost the half, 51, study "Betriebswirtschaft
or "Volkswirtschaft", while the second bigges
group "Kulturwirtschaft" consisted only of 1¢
students.
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 3 32
The first treatment was performed by E Age
subjects, 38 of them were women and 15 men_| Graph 1: Histoaram of the aae distribution of the subi
second one was played by 51 subjects, 32 womed&nakn.

Histogram of the age distribution of the subjects

Density
0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5

The second graph shows a comparison between thagavep of both treatments.

Average tip of waitresses and waiters in Treatment 1 Average tip of waitresses and waiters in Treatment 2

477€

448€ 447 €

0 5 115 2 25 3 354 45 65

0 5 115 2 25 3 354 45 65

Legend Legend
I ~verage tip of waiter 1 I Average tip of waitress 2 I ~verage tip of waitress 1 I Average tip of waiter 2
I Average tip of waiter 3 [ Average tip of waitress 4 I Average tip of waitress 3 [ Average tip of waiter 4
I Average tip of waiter 5 I Average tip of waitress 5

Graph 2 shows a compare between the average tips of keztntents

Without any bigger calculation you can notice tbkofving facts:

The overall highest gratuity got waiter two of Tweant 2 with an average of 4.77 €, the
smallest tip, waitress four of Treatment 1 withauerage of 1.43. That result is interesting
because pair two was an old unattractive looking lpat with a good service, while pair four
were the most beautiful pair, but they were ovetwleel. We already can assume prettiness is
not everything you need for a high tip.

Altogether on average each of the waiters and ess&s got a tip of 3.16 €, whereof the
waitresses earned 3.15 € and the waiters got 3 All €rvers in Treatment 1 had an average
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of 3.01 €, in Treatment 2 they had 3.31 €. You gt read off the graphs that every single
server, female as male, earned more gratuity iatirent 2, but there are no indications why.

6.2. Specific Results

Now | will present the results of the experiment aompare them with the hypothesis we
postulated above.

a) H1: Gratuities to attractive waitresses and waiters are higher than to less attractive ones
when the service is comparable.

For answering this question we hav
to consider the tip of the beautifu Compare of the average tips of pair 3 and pair 4
pair four and pair three, that fourtl
out of five at the "Beauty-Ranking".
When | designed the experiment,
decided to compare these pairs fi
H1, because their service was vel ¥
similar. Pair three was quick bu
bugged and incurious and pair fol
was charming, but slow anc
overwhelmed. So both had one goc
feature but also two - for servers

204€

1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5

3

0

] Legend
very bad features. Take a look ¢ I Average tip of "pair” 3 I Average tip of "pair” 4
graph 3. It shows the average tip «
waitress and waiter 3 (blue) compared Graph 3: Tips of pair 3 and 4

with the one of pair 4 (red). While H1, derivedrfr@ther literature said, pair 4 would have an
higher tip, the experiment showed the opposite. |§Vhiaitress and waiter 3 got 2.04 €,
waitress and waiter 4 only got 1.69 €, a differeat®.35 €. So H1 is obviously wrong. An
explanation could be, that sympathy and facial esgion of the photos acted also a part. In
those categories pair 4 was 5 out of 5, with aglaig to the fourth, in both cases that were pair
three.

To examine if this difference between both is digant, although it is an unexpected one, we
took the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test. Z is 0.0003ttmeans there is a very significant
difference between the tip of pair 3 and the gtatod pair 4. So we can notice that beauty did
not matter in our experiment.

b) H2: Waiters get more tip than waitresses for a ssimilar performance.

Above | already revealed that on average waitetS3dy € and waitresses got 3.15 €. So it
seems that there is not really a difference betwbengenders. But there is one fact you
should not forget. As mentioned before in everyedh® subjects gave more in Treatment 2
on average. But in Treatment 2 we had three wareand two waiters, that means usually
the female servers should have an higher averhgaldn't they?



Table 2 shows the tips of each waitress and wagain:

Number | Average of waiter| Average of waitress | Difference z-Data of Mann-
Whitney
1 3.10 € 3.26 € 0.16 € 0.9896
2 477 € 448 € 0.29 € 0.5027
3 1.97 € 2.12€ 0.15 € 0.9765
4 1.94€ 1.43 € 0.51 € 0.0573
5 4.08 € 447 € 0.39 € 0.2856

Table 2: Differences in gratuity between the pairs andateDof Mann-Whitney-Test

Take a look at the differences between the gratuiif waitresses and waiters in detail. You
should realise that the gap of only 0.02 € betwibergenders is not because always both got
almost the same tip, but it is more or less a flikee z-Data of the Mann-Whitney-Test also
can be seen at Tablé€ & shows in four of five cases no gender effectly@vhen you look at
the "Beauty-Pair" number 4. you can guess a snffdcte But also this one is not that
significant. All in all there are more reasonségect H1 than not to reject.

¢) H3: Women give more tip than men.

For this "question” a graph bar is suited agairgabhee you can see some details without
calculations again. You can find them in the appebd The graph shows the average tip of
each pair, divided into if the subject was femalerale. Instantly you should realise that
female participants gave more gratuity in all foases, at this time indifferent if they gave it
to a waiter or a waitress. The smallest gap, widb &, between women and men we observe
at pair 3. They got 3.69 € by men and 4.04 € by mmnYou find the biggest difference at
pair 3, with 0.60 €: Men gave them 1.64 € on averadile women donated them 2.24 €.

Now we examine if these numbers ar-
significant. For testing this hypothesis yo

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test

have to take Mann-Whitney-Test again. ql obs ranksum expected
The table right illustrates the situation fc ; a4 1507 1785
pair 3. You can see that 34 men and " ? 70 3953 3675

women were counted. Now is important tt combined 104 5460 5460

last line. If z is smaller than 0.05 you ca ) ]
unadjusted variance 20825.00

extinguish, that women give more tip tha agjustment forties -232.62
men to the observed server. T )
adjusted variance  20592.38

For this case z = 0.0527. So z is a little | o-ameunt™s(ai=1) =amount3{ai=2)

bigger than 0.05. In this case we talk abou prob»z- 0.0527
small significant difference, we have

detected. Table 3: Mann-Whitney-Test for pair 3 according to the
guestion "Give women more tip than me

¥ Compare Appendix 4



Comparing the other tests, you will determine ti&tre is no table, where p is smaller as
0.05. That would mean we have to reject our hymishagain. But while considering more
precisely you see that pair 1 and 2 have p-valinas$,are obviously under 0.20. Pair 1 has a
value of 0.0976 and pair 2 has an value of 0.1082.

The value of the other pairs is 0.2803 for waitraisd waiter 4, still not too bad and 0.5992
for server 5.

So for p<0.05 we have to reject our hypothesisabse only no one observation has a
p<0.05. But for p<0.20 three observations are gasithis window, almost three would be
under p<0.10. The fourth and fifth values, showedsignificance at all. Although, a small
significance was detected.

d) + e)H4: Women give more tip to waiters, than men do.
H5: Men give less tip to waitresses, than women do.

These hypothesis are very similar, so it would ms&ese to consider them together. The
graph bars for H4shows that women gave waiters in four out of foases much more
gratuity, about one Euro more at average. Onlyexdivo got by men an incredible tip of
5.21 €° while women "only" gave them 4.03 €. Notice 4®3vas the highest average,
women gave over all. To sum up, H4 could be true,will use the Mann-Whitney-Test
again, after we have took a look at the graph Bar$d5: First of all we can observe that
women gave waitresses in every case more grathday tmen did. The spread of the
differences moves from 0.05 € (for waitress 4)up.R3 € for female server 2. An interesting
fact, you should realise is, that waitress and evaitgot each more tip by their own gender,
than of the cross one. Remember, by accident thasewvas the most unattractive one, but
good at their job and very pleasant.

For H4, we only have to check four waiters. We iggnore waiter 2, because we already saw
that men gave more gratuity to him at average thamen, so it is not possible to find a
significance that women would donate him more tiggntman. For the other waiters you have
a table below.

The Mann-Whitney test shows for waiter 1 (z = 08)38nd 3 | Number of waiter | z-Value
_ T . 1 0.0385
(z = 0.0035) a significant difference between tle@ders, so 3 00035
women gave them important more gratuity. at aversdgter 4 0.1068
4 (z = 0.1068) still has a small significance foorm tip by 3 0.3665
females. Only waiter 5 (z = 0.3665), and of counsdter 2, Teble 4. 2 Value for
ann-vwhitney-test
do not support H4. Nevertheless you can assumehef for waiters

trueness of H4.

° compare Appendix 5
'®First | thought of a mistake, but | calculated times and always these amount appeared.
" Waiter two has a z-Value of 0.0836. So he everatemsall significance for getting more by men
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For H5 we will check all waitresses, because tlaplghar showed us, women gave waitress
more in every case.

In this case we only have a small significance @itress 2 | Nuuberofwaitiess | z-Vahue
(z=0.0552). For all the other ones, we cannot &ing significant 3 883?5
statement for our hypothesis that women would gragresses 4 0.6883

5 0.3673

significant more tip than men. So we have to reféat

Table 5: z-Value of Mann-
Whitney-test for waitresses

e) H6: The higher the testosterone level of somebody is, the lesstip he gives.

For this hypothesis, | had to evaluate the handssttbjects drew. Unfortunately, it was not
that easy, because some hands were not drawn \exeitter hands seemed to have long
fingernails. But | tried my best and found 49 sclgawvith a higher testosterone level, 22 male
and 26 female subjects. The graph bars beyond egfibs results:

Average tip by subjects with a higher testosterone level Average tip by subjects with a normal testosterone level

444€

431€

390€

€
0 5 115 225 3354 45 5
T T S SO N

I Average tip for pair 1
I Average tip for pair 3
I Average tip for pair 5

Legend

I Average tip for pair 2
I Average tip for pair 4

0 5 115 225 3354 45 5
T T S SO N

I Average tip for pair 1
I Average tip for pair 3
I Average tip for pair 5

Legend

I Average tip for pair 2
N Average tip for pair 4

Graph 4: Compare of average tip by subjects with higheoststone level with a normal testosterone level

Left you see the average tip the 49 subjects whigher testosterone level gave an right the
average of the gratuity the female and male sergetsby participants with a normal
testosterone level. Pair 1 and 4 got a little birenby the probands with a higher level, the
other couples got more by the subjects with a usesiosterone level. So you cannot
demonstrate that the testosterone level have haihfluence while this experiment, that
means H6 can be rejected.

After these presenting these results, there arentar@ things | shortly want to expose: |
worked out two regressions, you find them at Appesd The first regression tries to find a
Connection between all shared amounts of T1, gesfdée subject, age of the subject and
gender of the server. The second one tries the,dauheith T2 instead of T1: We cannot

find any useful at the second regression, buteafitbt one the gender of the subject has a p=
0.031. That means: when you consider all mentigra@dmeters together, the gender of the
subject was significantly important for gratuity.
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7. Limitations

While the preparation and the transaction you sameaperiments had a few limitations, that
could be reasons for other results than we expedtetiowing | will present the most
important limitations of this experiment.

First of all we did not have a real pay out. Neitttee subjects got the money, that they did
not donate the servers, nor the waitresses ancergagot anything. Whereby we reached
another limitation - nobody played (for) the wastethose were just pictures from the internet.
To avoid these problems in a laboratory experimérdt of all you would create a real
payout. That need not to be the rest of the 20cB eaund, that also could be the rest of the
20 Euros of one random round or a fixed exchantgefan example. The tip for the servers is
more difficult, because there are many options. fBuevery option it is important to tell the
subjects what will happen in advance. For example gould take the whole gratuities and
donate it for a hospital or anything else. Anotligra is to take pictures of real waiters and
waitresses in a foreign city and really give thetmelt” tip after the experiment. But in my
opinion the most useful and less problematic idet ihave a couple of subjects - one plays
the guest and one plays the waitress or waitert i@ not too boring for the second player
he could guess how much tip he would get in edaclatson and earn extra money for a right
prediction.

A next limitation is that the pictures of the paivere not comparable. A man and a woman
usually cannot have exact the same look, pleasahfaxial expression. That is a limitation
you always will have at such experiments, buthftl had more pictures and more people that
matched the couples, perhaps it would have beesilpeso have quite perfect couples.

Finally, we almost only played with students thatally do not have much money. In a
lavatory experiment you often have more differeedgle, so you can make better statements
for an average of all people and not only for shislewhat we actually did.

8. Conclusion

This paper pottered at tip for waitresses and wn&iighile exploring six hypothesis about this
theme.

First we noticed that tip does not really dependeauty and service. There are more things
that count: for example sympathy and facial expoessSecondly we analysed if any gender
gets a higher tip than the other gender, but wedcowt demonstrate any significant
difference. Then we attended to the question if eongive more gratuity than men and
realised some smaller gaps. Women really often gawe tip than men. After this discovery
we found on average women gave in three out of ¢i@eses significant more gratuity to
waiters than men did, but men never gave moreotipditresses than women did. Last we
tried to find an influence of testosterone. We wdnto show that people with higher
testosterone level give less tip. But we coulddehonstrate any relation.
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Altogether we found a few things we have guesséardebut it would be interesting if more
hypothesis would have come true with more dataiféérént groups of people and a real
payout. In my opinion the problem with the onlytifre one must not be forgotten. So it
would be worth making this experiment again - withthe limitations.
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9. Appendix

1. Text and pictures of all waitresses and waiters

Waiter 1: Waitress 1:

"Sie wurden von dem Kellner[der Kellnerin] linksfadem Foto bedient. Er [Sie] servierte

Ihnen ein 3-Génge Mendu. Leider hat er [sie] dalmrsehen, lhren Umbestellungswunsch
beim Hauptgang an die Kiiche weiterzugeben, sodassir® Beilage auf dem Teller hatten,
die Sie nicht unbedingt essen wollten. Ansonsteerigsie] aber sehr um Ihr Wohl bemuiht
und freundlich. Entscheiden Sie bitte nun, ob ume wiel Trinkgeld Sie von den 20 Euro in

ihrem Geldbeutel dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] zukoemlassen wollen."”

Waiter 2: Waitress 2:




"Sie wurden von dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] linksfalem Foto bedient. Kaum haben Sie das
Lokal betreten, hat Sie der Kellner [die Kellnermjt einem Lacheln empfangen und lhnen
den letzten freien Platz im Restaurant zugewie3eotz des Stresses, den der Ober [die
Kellnerin] hat, nimmt er [sie] sich die Zeit Sieamabestem Gewissen bei der Essensauswahl
zu beraten. Schnell und geschickt serviert er [dilmjen Getranke und Vorspeise.
Unglucklicherweise dauert die Hauptspeise etwagdgrda das Lokal wirklich voll ist, woftr
sich Ihre Bedienung auch aufrichtig entschuldigt.

Entscheiden Sie bitte nun, ob und wie viel Trinkiggle von den 20 Euro in ihrem Geldbeutel
dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] zukommen lassen wollen.

Waiter 3: Waitress 3:

"Sie wurden von dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] linkefadem Foto bedient. Schnell, aber etwas
unfreundlich begrif3t Sie der Kellner [die Kellnénimd reicht Ihnen die Karte. Nachdem er
[sie] Ihnen zigig die Getrédnke gebracht hat, wil[sse] von Ihnen das Essen aufnehmen.
Dabei belehrt Sie die Bedienung, dass die erhofiterbestellungen nicht méglich seien, da
dies in diesem Restaurant nicht dblich ware. Trtzdinden Sie sich ein 4-Gange Menu,
auch wenn Sie dabei gern die eine oder anderedgedasgetauscht hatten. Der Kellner [Die
Kellnerin] bringt ihre vier Gange in angemesseneit,Avobei er [sie] Sie aber nicht wirklich
zu beachten scheint.

Entscheiden Sie bitte nun, ob und wie viel Trinkiggle von den 20 Euro in ihrem Geldbeutel
dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] zukommen lassen wollen.
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Waiter 4: Waitress 4:

"Sie wurden von dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] linkaifadem Foto bedient. Mit einem
charmanten Lacheln bringt er [sie] Ihnen die Speitekmit dem Hinweis, dass das erste
Hauptgericht auf der Tageskarte leider schon audBgeer [sie Jdann wieder erscheint, um
nach Ihren Winschen zu fragen, vergehen fast 2Qtgln Sie bestellen ein 2-Gange Menii
mit Haupt- und Nachspeise und weisen darauf hive der Beilagen bei der Nachspeise bitte
wegzulassen, da Sie dagegen eine Allergie habes.dat Kellner [die Kellnerin] Ihre
Getranke serviert, merken Sie, dass der Ober [ai#n&rin] lhnen ein falsches, &ahnlich
aussehendes Getrank gebracht hat. Mit grol3en Emdsghngen nimmt die Bedienung das
falsche Getrank wieder mit, vergisst aber bis zaupispeise Ihnen das richtige zu bringen.
Wieder entschuldigt er [sie] sich hoflich und btingun endlich das richtige Getréank. Als
dann die Nachspeise vor lhnen steht, befindet aidhdem Teller die von Ihnen abbestellte
Beilage, da der Kellner [die Kellnerin] der Kichieht Bescheid gab. Erst beim Abrdumen
fallt ihm das Missgeschick auf. Mit hochrotem Kapitschuldigt er [sie] sich abermals.

Entscheiden Sie bitte nun, ob und wie viel Trinkiggle von den 20 Euro in ihrem Geldbeutel
dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] zukommen lassen wollen.
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Waiter 5: Waitress 5:

"Sie wurden von dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] linksfalem Foto bedient. Etwas in Eile bringt
er [sie] lhnen die Karte mit einem lockeren Sprumlf den Lippen. Der Kellner [die
Kellnerin] verspricht Ihnen, dass er [sie] bei re8-Gange Meni statt der eigentlichen
Hauptspeise ein vollig anderes Hauptessen servieen. Zu ihrer Freude héalt er [sie] sein
[ihr] Versprechen und Sie bekommen die umbestafitiptspeise. Bei der Nachspeise
stolpert der Ober [die Kellnerin] kurz vor ihrems€h unverschuldet, sodass er [sie] Ihnen ein
wenig von der Nachspeise Uber die Schuhe kipptaiZlish zu einer groRen Entschuldigung

und einer neuen Nachspeise bekommen Sie als Wigdeghung ein Getrank Ihrer Wahl
aufs Haus.

Entscheiden Sie bitte nun, ob und wie viel Trinkiggle von den 20 Euro in ihrem Geldbeutel
dem Kellner [der Kellnerin] zukommen lassen wollen.
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2. Individual positionsin gratuity

Question Answers

"Berechnen Sie Trinkgeld, welches Sie de| in Prozent: 42
Bedienung zukommen lassen wollen eher| absolut: 62
Prozent oder in absoluten Zahlen?" (n = 1(

Wenn Prozent: "Wie viel Prozent vom 5 %: 1X
Rechnungsbetrag halten Sie in Deutschland % 1x
fur angemessen?" (n = 42) 8 % 5x @ 9,69%
10 % 34x
15 % 1
Wenn absolut: "Wie viel Euro Trinkgeld €<1: 2X0

geben sie durchschnittlich absolut?" (n =6 1 <=€ < 2: 22X
2<=€<3: 16x
3<=€<4:  12x > @2.35€
4<=€<5: 6X
5<=£<6: 3X

6 <=€: 1x -~

"Wie wurden Sie sich auf einer Skala von | Geizig (0) 4

Geizig [0] bis Grof3zugig [4] einstufen wennEher geizig (1) 22

es um Trinkgeld geht?" (n= 104) Neutral (2) 54x 4.9
Eher grof3ziigig (3) 24x fast neutral
GrofR3zugig (4) 0

3. Tablefor the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test of H1

Wilcoxon signed-rank test

sign obs sum ranks expected
positive 52 3549 2449.5
negative 15 1350 2449.5
Zero a3 561 561

all 104 5460 3460

unadjusted variance 95095.00
adjustment for ties  -53.00
adjustment for zeros -3132.25

adjusted variance  91909.75

Ho: amount_p3 = amount_p4
z= 3.627
Prob =z = 0.0003

Table 6: Wilcoxon signed-rank test for the
question if beauty takes a part for tip
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4. Graph Barsaccordingto H3

Average tip for waitresses and waiters by women
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0

Legend

I Average tip of pair 5 by women

I ~verage tip of pair 1 by women [l Average tip of pair 2 by women
I /verage tip of pair 3 by women [ Average tip of pair 4 by women

Average tip for waitresses and waiters by men

| 384€ 160€
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1

5

g

Legend

I Average tip of pair 5 by men

I ~verage tip of pair 1 bymen [ Average tip of pair 2 by men
I Average tip of pair 3by men [ Average tip of pair 4 by men

Graph 5: Graph bars to compare the different average efttipgender according to H3
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5. Graph barsaccordingtoH4 & H5

Average tip for waiters by men
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Average tip for waiters by women
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Legend
I Average tip waiter 1 by men [ Average tip waiter 2 by men
I Average tip waiter 3 by men I Average tip waiter 4 by men
I Average tip waiter 5 by men

Legend
I Average tip waiter 1 by women [l Average tip waiter 2 by women
I Average tip waiter 3 by women I Average tip waiter 4 by women
I Average tip waiter 5 by wormen

gender of server according to H4 & H5.

Graph 6: Graph bars to compare the different average eftiipgender of guest &

Average tip for waitresses by men
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Legend
I ~verage tip waitress 1 by men [l Average tip waitress 4 by men
I Average tip waitress 3 by men [ Average tip waitress 5 by men
I Average tip waitress 5 by men

Legend
Il Average tip waitress 1 by women [l Average tip waitress 2 by women
B Average tip waitress 3 by women [l Average tip waitress 4 by women
I Average tip waitress 5 by women
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6. Two Regressions

IL

regress amount_shared_all_tl subject treatment gender age gender_bedienung, cluster (subject)

Linear regression Number of obs = 265
F( 4, 52)= 2.03
Prob = F = 0.1033
R-squared = 0.0426
Root MSE = 2.0437

(Std. Err. adjusted for 53 clusters in subject)
| Robust

amount_sha™~1 | Coef. Std. Err. t

ﬂ [95% Conf. Interval]

_____________ +.
subject | -.002813 .0057882 -0.49 0.629\ -.0144279 .008802
treatment | (omitted)
gender | .6601634 .2981011 2.21 0.031 |.0619798 1.258347
age | -.0676689 .0615533 -1.10 0.277 |-.1911846 .0558468
gender_bed™g | -.0964465 .114655 -0.84 0.404 |-.3265186 .1336255
_cons | 3.711176 1.591709 2.33 0.024 J 5171775 6.905175

regress amountshared_all_t2 subject treatment gender age gender_bedienung, cluster (subject)

Linear regression Number of obs = 255
F( 4, 50)= 1.86
Prob>F = 0.1329
R-squared = 0.0756
Root MSE = 2.4511

(Std. Err. adjusted for 51 clusters in subject)

| Robust
amountshar~2 | Coef. Std. Err. t m [95% Conf. Interval]
+
subject | -.0161708 .0074904 -2.16f0.036 +0312157 -.0011258
treatment | {omitted)

gender | .6176979 .4183741 1.48| 0.146 2226312 1.458027
age | -.1329879 .0990545 -1.34\0.185 4.3319447 .0659688
gender_bed™~g | -.0742157 .1281428 -0.58 \0.565 /-.331598 .1831666
_cons | 6.320811 2.471191 2.56 1.357278 11.28434

Table 7: Regressioritween all shared amounts of T1 [T2], gender efstlbject, ac
of the subject and gender of the servel
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7. Screenshots

Herzlich Willkommen!

Sie erhalten zunachst allgemeine Informationen zum Ablauf der Experimente

Diese werden von einem Leiter des Experiments laut vorgelesen

Bitte klicken Sie erst auf "Experiment starten”, sobald Sie dazu aufgefordert werden.

Auf den nachfolgenden Seiten werden Sie Fotos und Texte zu fnfverschiedenen Bedienungen
sehen. Stellen sich dazu bitte vor, Sie sitzen in einem Lokal irgendwo in Deutschland und werden
von der Bedienung auf dem jeweiligen Foto bedient. Der nebenstehende Text stellt die
Senicekraft etwas genauer vor und schildert Ihnen, was Sie in der Zeitim jeweiligen Lokal erlebt
haben

Der Rechnungsbetrag istimmer 41,30 Euro und eben schon bezahlt worden

Ihre Aufgabe ist es nun, zu entscheiden, ob und wie viel Trinkgeld Sie der Bedienung zukommen
lassen wollen. Dazu haben Sie 20 Euro im Geldbeutel, von denen Sie beliebig viel der Bedienung
Giberlassen kénnen.
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Sie wurden von der Kellnerin links auf dem Foto bedient. Sie semvierte Innen ein 3-Gange Men(. Leider hat sie dabei
ubersehen, lhren Umbestellungswunsch beim Hauptgana an die Kiiche weiterzugeben, sodass Sie eine Beilage auf
dem Teller hatten, die Sie nicht unbedingt essen wollten. Ansonsten ist sie aber sehr um Ihr Wohl bemuht und freundlich
Entscheiden Sie bitte nun, ob und wie viel Trinkgeld Sie von den 20 Euro in inrem Geldbeutel der Kellnerin zukommen

lassen wollen
Trinkgeld Runde 1

Rechnungsbetrag: 41,30 Euro

Hier kinnen Sie sehen, mit wie viel Geld in der Tasche Sie nach jeder Runde nach Hause gegangen wiaren

Runde 1: 18.80
Runde 2: 18.20
Runde 3: 19.30
Runde 4: 19.90
Runde 5: 17.30
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AuRerstunsympatisch ¢ ¢ ¢  AuBerst sympatisch

aulerstunattraktiv. ¢ ¢ " O Aulerst attraktiv

negative Mimik "  positive Mimik

Berechnen Sie Trinkgeld, welches Sie der Bedienung zukommen lassen wollen eher in Prozent oder in absoluten Zahlen? ¢ Prozent
" absolute Zahl
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