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Falk et al., Economic Inquiry 2003:

5/5 game 2/8 game
Binary ultimatum games. Proposer can choose
between {8.2} (1.e. s=0.2) and either
. - N . ) - {:5,5} (equal sharing, s=0.5)
2 0 5 o 2 0 8 0 — {2,8} (responder gets most, s=0.8)
8/2 game 10/0 game — {8.2} (proposer gets most, s=0.2 — no real choice!)
— {10,0} (proposer gets everything, s=0)
8 0 8 0 8 0 10 0
2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0



FEFRE

ERe sk R KR, Bpik @ proposer#Rit T (8,2)M %M A FE, EXRFRET, responderd)ie
S TN

5/5 game 2/8 game

=]

0 5 0 8 0 2 0
0 5 0 8

E
0 2 0 2
i 100.0 4
8/2 game 10/0 game v
10% +
0% ;
55 28 82 100

0 8
2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 Games

N

Re

o
(=]
o
-
o
o



FFERE
S

o I RIRIF BT AL 8 G A T A (responder) & LAR R4 IHE, A&
NA B EDHME THELI BRI BT




K 3 f 438 B P 4o 47 72 (Sanfey et al. SCIENCE 2003)

Fig. 1. (A) Time line for a single A Subject B 100, g —
round of the Ultimatum Game. Decides 90 | a Computer
Each round lasted 36 s. Each ; o

et began with i 12-5 prep- 12 sec 6sec , 6sec , 6sec . 6 6sec 2 2l

aration interval. The partici- : | ®

pant then saw the photograph _ . v | @ 60

and name of their partner in + Kelly gets $8 Accept Reject Kellygets$0 & 50

that trial for 6 seconds. A pic- M | Youoes2 s sl - (P

ture of a computer was shown 8 30

i . 8

if it was a computer trial, or a o o ¥ B « < o

roulette wheel if it was a con-

trol trial. Next, participants Reveal Reveal Reveal Reveal Reveal 10

saw the offer Proposed by the Fixation Partner Offer Options Qutcome 0.

partner for a further 6 s, after $5:$5 $7:33 $8:92 $9:81

which they indicated whether Offer

they accepted or rejected the offer by pressing one of two buttons on  participants saw five $5:$5 offers, one $7:$3 offer, two $8:$2 offers,
a button box. (B) Behavioral results from the Ultimatum Game. These and two $9:5$1 offers from both human and computer partners (20
are the offer acceptance rates averaged over all trials. Each of 19 offers in total).
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C 0.5 —a— Unfair Person 0.5 —o— Fair Person 0'50 20 40 60 80 100
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S - -a- Unfair Computer g‘ 0.4 - -4~ Unfair Computer
£ 04 - -o- Fair Computer s - -4~ Fair Computer B 12
f‘.‘ f; 0.3 4 I m Accepted
32 0.3 L o Rejected
- S l
© 0.8
c 0.2 gj 0.2 §
2 % 3
w - 0.1 % 06
T O s :
‘E' b © o4
g 0 s 0
S =]
t:l?l 1] 0.2
£ -0.1 L -01
£ i 0 |
-0.2 -0.2 R. Anterior Insula R. DLPFC
-6 6 12 18 -6 12 18

m

Scan time (seconds)

Scan time (seconds)

Fig. 3. (A) Acceptance rates of unfair offers
plotted against right anterior insula activation
for each participant. (B) Right anterior insula
and right DLPFC activation for all unfair offer
trials, categorized by subsequent acceptance or
rejection.
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Acceptance threshold of twin 2

Fig. 2. Scatterplot of ultimatum game acceptance thresholds for twin pairs. (A) Scatterplot for MZ twin pairs. The acceptance thresholds are highly correlated.
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Bjorn Wallace et al., PNAS 2007:
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(B) Scatterplot for DZ twin pairs. There was no significant correlation in acceptance thresholds.
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Altruism

R Mol 5778 S5 542, T HAR & &
. IR
o NHF B(RANEZE AT BIXA)

s B xF Z 5 LT AT TR EATAT B, 5 Using
Experimental Methods to Unders’rand Why and How We Give to
Charity" by Lise Vesterlund
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Forsythe, Horowitz, Savin and Sefton (1994)

6 April {)] September 6
Games ¢ "'significa,n
with pay different
i W g § 0
0 .5 1.0 1.5 20 25 3.0 35 40 45 50 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Dictator Game With Pay Ultimatum Game With Pay
6 significantly 6 not significantly
differen different
Games ) | ‘
without not signij
pay - differenf
u : q 0 £l
0 5 10 15 20 25 3.0 35 4.0 45 5.0 35 40 45 50

Dictator Game Without Pay

Ultimatum Game Without Pay
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Camerer and Fehr, in: Foundations of Human Sociality, Oxford University Press,

Relative frequency

Figure 4: Dictator game allocations
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* (Cesarini et al., The Quarterly Journal of Economics 2012)
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dictator game.
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Fig. 1 The two rooms
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Fig. 1 The two rooms
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Table 1 The distnbuton of donations

Sample  Mean Number of non-zero . Mean of non-zero . Maximum
S17¢ donation donations donanons donation
Mon-verbal treatment
Less loose 32 $0.72 2 £11.50 %19
change (NLC)
More loose 32 $0.09 3 $1.00) %1
change (NMC)
Verbal treatment
Less loose 32 $2.09 18 $£3.72 %14
change (VLC)
More loose 32 $2.72 18 $4.83 $19

change (VMC)
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TABLE 1 —THE ULTIMATUM GAME IN SMALL-SCALE

SOCIETIES
Low- .
offer i (Henr'|Ch eT.GI. AER 2001)
Mean Rejection  rejection
Group Country  offer*  Modes® rate® rate?
Machiguenga Peru 0.26 0.15/0.25 0.048 0.10 ° i }—ﬂ '\'] 24 l
025 0o o 1¢ JH &) Zultimatium game
Hadza Tanzania 0.40 0.50 0.19 0.80
(big camp) (28) (5/26) 4/5)
Hadza Tanzania 0.27 0.20 0.28 0.31
(small (38) (8/29) (5/16) d Offer'5>o. 2 5
camp)
Tsimané Bolivia 0.37 0.5/0.3/0.25 0.00 0.00
(65) (0/70) (0/5) . . . . .
Quichwa  Bewsdor 027 035 05 050 « Modal offers in industrialized society 0.5
47) (2/13) (1/2)
Torguud Mongolia  0.35 0.25 0.05 0.00
(30) (1/20) (0/1)
Khazax Mongolia  0.36 0.25
Mapuche Chile 0.34 0.50/0.33 0.067 0.2
(46) (2/30) (2/10)
Au PNG 043 0.3 0.27 1.00
(33) (8/30) (/1)
Gnau PNG 0.38 04 04 0.50
(32) (10/25) (3/6)
Sangu Tanzania 041 0.50 0.25 1.00
farmers (35) (5/20) (/1)
Sangu Tanzania 042 0.50 0.05 1.00
herders (40) (1/20) (/1)
Unresettled Zimbabwe 041 0.50 0.1 0.33
villagers (56) (3/31) (2/5)
Resettled Zimbabwe 045 0.50 0.07 0.57
villagers (70) (12/86) (CY))
Achuar Ecuador 042 0.50 0.00 0.00
(36) (0/16) (0/1)
Orma Kenya 0.44 0.50 0.04 0.00
(54) (2/56) (0/0)
Aché Paraguay 0.51 0.50/0.40 0.00 0.00
(75) (0/51) (0/8)
Lamelara® Indonesia 0.58 0.50 0.00 0.00

(63) (3/8) (4/20)
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