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* Knack and Keffer (QJE 2014)
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Standard Investment / Trust Game (Berg et al., 1995)

Party A Party B
(The Trustor) (The Reciprocator)
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Party A as the first mover

Party A Party B
(The Trustor) (The Reciprocator)
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The money gets tripled on the way representing the
benefits of trust...

Party A Party B
(The Trustor) (The Reciprocator)
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Party B responds as the second mover.

$(20+3X)
* o * o >
~— — %
Party A Party B

(The Trustor) (The Reciprocator)



Outcomes for Party Aand B

Party B
(The Trustor) (The Reciprocator)
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Berg, Dickhaut 1 McCabe (GEB 1995)
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* Berg, Dickhaut and McCabe (GEB 1995)
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* Rupprecht et al.(Food and Chemical Toxicology, 2020)

Table 2
Five types of sources of label information and their definitions.
Label information source Definition/description of label information source.
Producers People who grow or produce the food.
Government,/administration Departments of the government responsible for food regulations and laws.
Producer association Body representing businesses that process, distribute and sell food.
Experts Independent, neutral researchers who use scientific methods to test and analyze foods.

Consumers People who evaluate food based on their personal experience or preference.
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Kosfeld et al.(Nature 2005)
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Figure 2 | Transfers in the trust and the risk experiment. Each observation
represents the average transfer amount (in MU) over four transfer decisions
per investor. a, Relative frequency of investors’ average transfers in oxytocin
(filled bars) and placebo (open bars) groups in the trust experiment

(n = 58). Subjects given oxytocin show significantly higher transfer levels.
b, Relative frequency of investors’ average transfers in oxytocin (filled bars)
and placebo (open bars) groups in the risk experiment (n = 61). Subjects in
the oxytocin and the placebo group show statistically identical transfer
levels.
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Table 1 | Median and average transfer behaviour of investors

Trust experiment

Risk experiment

Oxytocin group Placebo group Oxytocin group Placebo group
Mean average transfer (MU) 9.6 8.1 7.5 7.5
Median average transfer (MU) 10 8 8 8
Standard deviation of transfers (MU) 2.8 3.1 3.3 3.4
Number of observations 29 29 31 30
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« Sutter and Kocher (2007)

In order to study the development of trust and
reciprocity with age they run an experimental trust
game with subjects from 6 different age groups:

o 8-year olds (primary school)

o 12-year olds (secondary school)

o l6-year olds (secondary school)

o Students (avg. age 22: std.dev. 2.8)

o Working professionals (avg. age 32; std.dev. 6.3)

o Retired persons (avg. age 68; std.dev. 8.6) RS e
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Result 1. The transfer x increases monotonically and significantly from 8-year-old children t Fig. 2. Average relative returns y/3x.

students in their early 20s.'? Transfers are not significantly different between our adult groups o
students, working professionals and retired persons.
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Table 4

Tobit regression of return v on transfer x

Age group Marginal # Lefl- # Righi-
Intercept  Slope  effect®  Adjusted R*  N(x =0) censored  censored

8 years (2nd graders) —1.9277 0747 031 0.56 40 23 0

|2 years (6th graders) —2.4477 10077 069 0.54 35 17 0

|6 years (10th graders) —0.18 097" 0817 033 49 5 3

Students (avg. age 22) —426"7 1617 1257 (.48 106 20 4

Professionals (avg. ape 32)  —6.43 22677 L7370 035 30 3 4

Retired persons (avg. age 68)  4.12 004" 0.70" 0.20 33 0 5

Overall —306°° 16277 11977 0.49 313 67 16

 Significantly different from zero at the 5% level.

= Tdem, 1%.

@ Marginal effects of x on v (for cases where v is uncensored, i.e.. v = 0and v < 3x) are computed by multiplying the
slope with the ratio of the number of uncensorad observations to the number of total observations.
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 Cooke&Shukla (Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience,2011)
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Fershtman & Gneezy (2001, QJE)

« UGk KAS AT E, — K2 Ashkenazim (T3 kX A), — &2 F Ik KA
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» Male Ashkenazic recerve on average 15.15 NIS, vs. 8.06 NIS
for male Eastern.
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Ficure 11

The difference is even more pronounced when considering
only male senders (17.16 vs. 5.62).
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« There 1s no significant difference in returns of players B.
depending on their ethnic origin. Stereotypes are mistaken!

TABLE 11
AVERAGE AMOUNT RETURNED BY MALES ACCORDING TO ETHNIC BACKGROUND AND

THE AMOUNT THEY RECEIVED FROM PLAYER A

Amount given by

Player A 10 15 20)

by |

Average returned by

Ashkenazic male 1.8 13 17.2 24.3
Average returned by

Eastern male 2.8 14.2 16.7 23.1
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* No significant difference in transfers in the dictator game to recipients of
different ethnic origin. Hence. the differences in the trust game are not due
to a “taste for discrimination”.
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FIGURE TV
Transfer by Males to Males According to Origin in the Dictator Game
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* Schwartz et al. (Experimental Economics 2019)
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Player Delivered Invest RetlDel Retllnter Message Prom  Prom
# Amit
1 M b o 7 Make the transfer and we’ll both Y
make more money
2 Y hi 10 G Thanks for vour investing. Your Y
refurn will be greater than 40%
3 M b o o Your investment will return more Y
money. Have a good day!
4 Y Y 0 0 Please transfer. If vou do chose o Y 10
transfer I have written that we
will split the funds as evenly as
possible with vou getting 10 and
me getting 9. This will benefit
both of us!
3 M b o i Transfer so we both win more than Y
55
fr Y fr i Good deal M
7 MN 0 0 Let’s split the 519, evervbody wins, Y 10
510 You. 59 Me
b Y hi G 5 I will give yvou 59 if this messageis Y G
received, which is basically half
of what we could earn fully. You
would lose 54 if vou declined.
Beer money &
G M M G G Transfer! M
10 Y b o 0 You will get at least half (510) if Y 10
vou transfer the money
11 M 0 3 Wonderful day! M
12 Y 11 G The sky is blue MN
13 MN 7 i If vou invest the 55 with me, I can Y
promise you more than 55 will
come back to vou. & Go Bucks!
14 Y Y b i If vou transfer, we get win—win. I Y 11
wrote transferring 11 to vou
15 MN Y b i You will be receiving S8.00 if vou Y b
decide to transfer to me
16 Y hi 4 4 Hi! hook a brotha up MN

T 30 5T SR 6 Ao
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* Engelmann and Herrmann(Current Biology, 2015)
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