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048 general, populations. It could be, for example, that behavior is correlated with de-
49 mographics but that researchers fail to identify such relationships because of the
050 lack of variation in the student population. Another possible issue is that students
m 51 simply may have little experience with many of the sorts of decision-making envi-
n_ 52 ronments that interest economists. This worry has recently led a few economists to
53 conduct experiments in the field with participants who either have more experience
m 54 in the decision-making environment under investigation or are more representative of
»~ 55  the broader population of decision-makers.! In general, these experiments have been
56 well-received.
O 57 However, making sure that the participants in an experiment are representative of
58 the populations to which one wishes to generalize the results is only one of two cri-
I 59 teria set out by Egon Brunswik when he formulated the notion of a representative
I_ 60  design in psychology (Brunswik 1956). Economists have been less interested in in-
: 61 corporating the second criterion into their experiments (Hogarth 2005). Brunswik’s
62 second criterion is that the situations faced by decision-makers are also representative
63 of their environments.”
64 A good example of a non-representative design is the standard double blind dicta-
65  tor game (Forsythe et al. 1994) played by college students. This experiment has been
66 used extensively to study and measure altruism. In the dictator game two people,
67 who typically do not know each other, are charged with splitting a monetary pie. The
68 dictator has full control over how the pie will be split—she can allocate any amount
69 to the recipient and keep the rest. The amount given to the recipient is taken as a
70 measure of altruism. Clearly, the fact that college students are often the participants
71 in the dictator game means that the results may not be very representative; however,
72 there are now a growing number of field studies in which other populations have been
73 sampled from.
74 Carpenter et al. (2005a) for example show that although typical college students
75 are sensitive to the fact that the recipient cannot veto the dictator’s allocation, a more
76 generally representative slice of participants who work in a warehouse facility in
77 Kansas are not. In fact, the distribution of warehouse worker offers in the dictator
78 game is indistinguishable from the distribution generated by an ultimatum game in
79 which the recipient can reject the offer of the other player resulting in both players
80 receiving $0. In a much more ambitious project, Henrich et al. (2006) report on dicta-
81 tor games conducted in 15 diverse populations around the globe. Unlike the standard
82 $10 game played with students where allocations are often close to uniformly distrib-
83 uted on the interval [$0, $5], there is a lot of variation in the Henrich et al. data and
84 the variation tends to correlate with the willingness of members of a population to
85  enforce distribution norms.

86 The other problem with the standard dictator game is that the decision task is
87  relatively unnatural and therefore may not be representative.> While people rou-
88
89

% 'Harrison and List (2004) refer to these as “artefactual” field experiments.

91 2Alth0ugh our experiment is best categorized as artefactual by the Harrison and List (2004) system of
classification, we do not think that if fits neatly in this category for this reason.

92

93 3We consider the notion of representativeness to be related to, but not the same as, external validity. For
us experimental behavior is externally valid if it correlates with behaviors measured in more naturally

94
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095 tinely give money to strangers who are obviously less well off in face-to-face in-
9%  teractions and they give to established charities with even more regularity, how of-
O 97  ten are you asked to give money to an anonymous stranger without any context or
m 98  means of assessing exactly how deserving the stranger is (Camerer and Thaler 1995;
0-199 Camerer 2003)? Just as dictator game research has been conducted with more repre-
00  sentative populations, there have been a few studies that have examined more repre-
01 sentative protocols. In the first, Eckel and Grossman (1996) used a convenience sam-
=w 102 ple of students, but changed the protocol so that the recipient was the American Red
103 Cross. This manipulation had the expected result of increasing average allocations. In
0104 another experiment, Fong (2005), again using student dictators, recruited people who
105 qualify for welfare to play the role of the recipient in another modified dictator exper-
I106 iment. Her treatments varied the degree to which the recipients appeared willing to
107 “pull themselves up by their bootstraps” and she found some evidence that recipient
jOS industriousness mattered.
09 Our contribution is to conduct a dictator experiment that is representative in both
110 domains. We start by designing, what we consider to be, an even more representative
1 version of the Eckel and Grossman (1996) dictator game. In this game, participants
2 were allowed to choose among thirteen reputable charities to take the role of the
13 recipient instead of being forced to give to the American Red Cross. By changing the
4 game in this way, we can be more sure that the participants felt some attachment to
5 whatever charity they picked. In fact, the game is clearly more representative because
116 the participants could also write in whatever charity they wanted if they did not want
17 to pick one of the thirteen on the list. We then conducted this experiment with two
118 populations: a sample of students from Middlebury College, a residential liberal arts
19 college in Vermont, and a sample of Vermonters drawn from the broader population.
120 The related issue of “generalizability” is discussed at length in List (2006). For our
121 purposes, the important insight in this paper is that one must accept several assump-
122 tions when asserting that data gathered from a convenience sample of students will be
128 a good indicator of behavior in other populations. One obvious concern is selection.
124 Although one might invite participants from different subject pools using exactly the
125 same procedures, it can easily be the case that the key determinants of participation

126 vary from one group to the next. While List (2006) considers the implications of
127 overlapping distributions of behavior, a related concern that is particularly important
128 for our study is that the distributions of many of the important independent variables
29 may not overlap nicely making it hard to assess the marginal effect of these factors.
130 1In the end, however, List (2006) shares our concern that the representativeness of the
181 environment in which decisions are made is crucial for generalizability.

132 Our experiment was embedded in a broader survey so that we could also contribute
133 by collecting the data necessary to test hypotheses about why student behavior might
134 not be representative. Specifically, we collected information on a number of demo-
13 graphic characteristics (e.g., age, sex and education) that have been shown to matter
%6 in similar settings (as in List 2004 or Botelho et al. 2005), we collected standard
137

138

139  occurring contexts, regardless of the representativeness of the design. For example, if giving in a context-
free student dictator experiment predicts real charitable donations, it is externally valid despite the design

140
of the experiment not being particularly representative (Benz and Meier 2005).

141
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042 survey measures of altruism to test the construct validity of our protocol, and we

143 collected data that may shed light on the source and acquisition of altruistic traits.
044 To preview our main results, we find that student behavior is not representative
m145 of the behavior of members of the broader community. Students tended to be sig-
m46 nificantly less likely to write in their own choice of a charity and given this choice,

47 they allocated significantly less as dictators. The robust demographic determinants of
48 allocations include age, student status and sex. We also find evidence that the repre-
w 149 gentative dictator game correlates with other measures of altruism and that altruistic

150 traits are acquired (at least partially) from mothers and friends. These results echo the
0151 importance of subject pool differences stressed in Levitt and List (2007).

152 Like List (2007), we think that our results suggest the importance of institutions
I1 53 in distribution games and that by varying the institutional rules of the game we learn
|_1 54 more about the distribution of social preferences in the lab and the field. Not only do
j55 institutions constrain the action space of decision-makers (e.g., you could never take

56 money), the range of permissible actions may provide clues about what norms are ap-

157 propriate. The fact that choosing the recipient seems to matter in both of our subject

158 pools (although perhaps more so in the community sample) is just another institu-

159 tional variation that helps predict behavior. That said, our point is slightly sharper:

160 while varying institutions will help us identify preferences, varying them in a direc-

161 tion that might make the resulting experiment more representative, may expedite the

162 project.

163 We proceed by describing our representative dictator protocol in the next section.

164 We then provide an overview of our data, examine the choice of charity and the

185 choice of how much to allocate to charity. We conclude by discussing how our results

166 dovetail with other similar findings.

167

168

169 2 Designing a representative dictator experiment

170

"' Taking Eckel and Grossman (1996) as our starting point, we created a $100 dictator
72 game in which participants first chose among the following 13 charities to take the
% role of the recipient: the American Cancer Society (ACS), the American Diabetes
74 Association (ADA), Amnesty International (AI), Doctors without Borders (DwoB),
175

the Humane Society (HS), Habitat for Humanity (HforH), the Nature Conservancy
176 (NC), The United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the United Service Organi-
zations (USO), the United Way (UW), the Vermont Land Trust (VLT) or Vermont

78 Ppublic Radio (VPR). If the participant did not like any of the 13 choices she could
7% write in her own choice on a fourteenth line.

180 Once the participant chose a charity, she was then asked to divide $100 between
¥ the charity and herself. The participants were told that after all the responses were
182 collected we would pick 10% randomly and implement the allocation decision. In
183 expectation, our game matched the $10 stakes used in many previous dictator exper-
"% iments and Carpenter et al. (2005b) show that changing the stakes from $10 to $100
"% has no effect on the distribution of allocations. When all the responses were received
1% Wwe wrote checks directly to each of the charities for the total amounts that had been
1:; donated and, to keep the responses as anonymous as possible, we sent unnamed VISA
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089 gift cards to the dictators in the amounts that they had chosen to keep for themselves.
190  The exact wording of the instructions for the experiment appears in the Appendix
091 (electronic supplementary material).
m1 92 To learn more about how altruistic traits might be formed, we asked each par-
m93 ticipant three additional questions. We asked them how much they thought a random
94 participant would allocate to charity, how much they thought that their mothers would
95  allocate, and how much they thought that their best friends would allocate. The mo-
=~ 196 tivation behind the second and third of the questions was to test to what degree al-
197 truistic traits are transmitted from mother to child or from friend to friend. Of course
198 the skeptic might think that the answers to these two questions might be confounded
0199 by what psychologists refer to as projection bias whereby participants project their
I200 own motives and views onto the anticipated behavior of others. For this reason we
|_201 included the first question to control for projection bias. If the second two questions
joz predict allocations, controlling for the first, we feel comfortable interpreting the sec-
03 ond two as avenues of trait transmission. However, it should be noted that in the case
204 of friend giving, it is unclear in which direction transmission works. The participant
205  may be influenced by his or her friend, but the friend is likely similarly influenced by
206 the participant. Moreover, it may be the case that people seek out friends with similar
207 levels of altruism.
208 The student data were collected in the spring of 2006 via an online survey de-
209 veloped at Middlebury College and emailed to a list of students who had previously
210 expressed some interest in participating in experiments. The community data were
211 collected in the summer of 2006. We purchased a sample of 2000 addresses in the
212 state of Vermont. The sample was drawn randomly on all but one criterion, sex. Be-
213 cause these data are a component of a larger project on altruism and volunteerism
214 in which we are also collecting data from volunteer firefighters and because fire-
215 fighters are predominately male, we over-sampled males in the community survey.
216 Firefighters are not included in the community sample in this analysis. To get as
217 many responses as possible, the community members could choose to complete the
218 experiment and survey online, like the students, or they could return a paper version
219 of the protocol that had been mailed to them with a stamped return envelope and a
220  cover letter.* Whether responding by mail or online, participants used an alphanu-
221 meric response code that helped to maintain a sense of anonymity while allowing us
222 to prevent multiple responses from a single participant.
223 Four hundred and ten community members and one hundred and fourteen students
224  responded. The community response rate (21%) is particularly good considering sur-
225  veyors are often impressed with a 10% response. Although there is a lot of demo-
226  graphic variation in our community data we can compare our sample to weighted
227 Current Population Survey (CPS) data from December 2006 to assess how represen-
228  tative our responses are. Both the U.S. and Vermont are composed of 49% males and
229  51% females. Our community responses are distributed 67% male and 33% female
230 for the reason mentioned above. While this appears to be a problem, we got back
231 responses in exactly the proportion in which we sent surveys out indicating that there
232 was no male—female sample selection bias.
233
234
235

490% of the community participants responded to the paper version of the protocol.
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237 pared to a mean of 38 in the state as a whole and 35 in the U.S.). One explanation
38 for this is that our sample was restricted to respondents who were at least 18 years
mzss; old. When we restrict the CPS in the same way, we find more comparable means:
n-j40 46 years old in both the U.S. and Vermont. Lastly, only our community respondents
41 were asked to report their weekly earnings (using the same questions used in the
42 CPS). Weekly earnings are also comparable across the three groups. In the U.S. over-
=~ 243  all mean weekly earnings were $743, in Vermont they were $615 and our community
244 sample mean is $758.> Based on a few obvious demographics characteristics, our
d% community sample appears to be similar to both the state of Vermont and the U.S.
46 more generally.

0236 Our Vermont community respondents seem to be older (the mean age is 50 com-

149 3 An overview of the data

o571 Table 1 describes the variables that are common to both the student and the com-
252 munity samples. Contrary to the standard, neutrally framed dictator game, our par-
253 ticipants were quite generous. Overall, people allocated $68.12 (or 68 percent of the
254  Maximum) to the charity of their choice, on average. However, the average commu-
255  nity member gave almost $20 more than a student. From the second row of Table 1

257  Table1 Summary statistics

250 Overall Community Student
260 N Mean ~ Std. dev. Mean Std. dev. Mean  Std. dev.
21 Allocation 522 68.119 31937 72302 31.581 54.694 29.376
262 Allocate all $100 522 0404 0491 0480 0500  0.161  0.369
%83 Student (indicator) 524 0237 0425 - - - -
26% " Altruism (factor score) 519 0000 0857 —0.044 —0857 0142 —0.844
%5 Age 519 44019 17958 50789 14701 21752  5.010
sz Male (indicator) 518 0.629 0.483 0.676 0.469 0.475 0.501
268 Born in USA (indicator) 520 0.923 0.267 0.945 0.229 0.851 0.357
260 Born in VT (indicator) 524 0.353 0.478 0.105 0.308 0.430 0.500
270 Some College (indicator)? 523 - - 0.291 0.455 0.000 0.000
071 College Degree (indicator)? 523 - - 0.414 0.493 0.000 0.000
075 Graduate Degree (indicator)? 523 - - 0.060 0.238 0.000 0.000
073 Itemize Deductions (indicator) 511 0.474 0.500 0.501 0.501 0.377 0.487
074 E(Random Participants Allocation) 516 45.713 24751 48.125 24787 38.089  23.128
275  E(Mother’s Allocation) 511 63970 35736  62.697 36447 67944 33.246
o76  E(Friend’s Allocation) 517 56.868 34501 59.863 35361 47.379 29.819
21 4Education indicators measure educational attainment for community members only. Student is coded as
L a separate attainment category
279
280
281 SNeither of the earnings differences (our community sample versus Vermont or the U.S.) are statistically
significant.
282
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OSS we can see that this difference is largely driven by the fact that community members
284 were three times more likely to give away all $100. The amount given by students in
0285 our sample (55 percent of the maximum) is nearly twice the amount donated by stu-
mZSG dents in Eckel and Grossman (1996). We suspect that the difference results from our
n-j87 participants being permitted to choose a recipient charity. Our participants are more
88 likely to find a charity that they care about than those in Eckel and Grossman who are
89 restricted to The Red Cross. In addition, participants in our experiment first choose
n~ 29 g recipient and then choose how much money to donate. The act of first selecting a
291 charity “to receive your donation” may prompt them to be more generous.
de In row four of Table 1 we report the factor score as a summary of the ten al-
98 truism and empathy statements that the participants responded to in the survey. The
I294 statements, which are listed in the appendix, were taken from the NEO Personality
|—?95 Inventory for altruism (Costa and mcCrae 1992) and Barchard (2004). In general,
j% these statements have high Cronbach alpha scores indicating that the items tend to
97 be correlated and represent some latent characteristic—altruism. In our survey, the
29 alpha score is 0.68 which is comparable to other implementations. By construction,
29 the mean altruism factor score for the entire pool of respondents is zero, but it is
300 interesting that the mean score is actually higher (|f| =2.11, p = 0.03) for students.
so1 We collected standard demographic information including age, sex, whether or

302 not the respondent was born in the U.S., whether or not the respondent was born
303 in Vermont, education level and whether or not the respondent itemizes deductions
304 for tax purposes. There is little variation in educational attainment among students;
305 nearly all students in our sample would be classified has having had “some college.”
306 Yet it seems likely that a student who has completed some college (but plans to finish)
%07 may be quite different than a community member who has completed some college
808 and may or may not plan to finish the degree. For this reason, indicators of educational
809 attainment apply only to community members. One could think of student as being
310 part of a mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive list of educational attainment
811 categories so that each individual is either a student or has completed one of the listed
812 Jevel of educational attainment. It is hard to get reliable income data from students
313 because it is not clear whether one should collect the student’s income or the family’s
814 income. With that in mind, we chose to ask about itemization as a crude proxy of the
815 participant’s income.

816 In the last three rows of Table 1 we summarize the responses of our participants
817 to how much they thought that a random participant, their mother and their best
%8 friend would allocate to charity. For both respondent groups people attributed the
319 " most altruism to their mothers and the least to a random participant. It is interesting
%0 that, on average, students attribute less altruism to random participants (|¢| = 3.99,
1 5 <0.01) and their friends (|7| = 3.4, p < 0.01) but relatively more to their moth-
2 ers (Jt] = 1.42, p = 0.15). Of particular interest is the students’ pessimistic view of
%% their friends which will be proven rational in the next section.

o4 To get accurate population level estimates of the effects of the regressors listed in
%% " Table 1, it is important that there is some common support across the two populations.
%6 " To examine the overlap in support, Fig. 1 provides histograms by respondent group.
%7 The lighter histogram in each figure projecting upwards represents the student data
222 and the dark histograms projecting downwards are for the community members. In
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Fig. 1 Is there common support among the treatment groups?

general, there is considerable overlap in the distributions. In the upper left corner we
see the two histograms of allocations to charity. The modal allocation is 50% of the
money while the mode for the community members is to actually give it all away.
Another thing to notice about Fig. 1 is the fact that while most of the students are
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77 in their early 20s we were able to collect a few older students from the community
78 implementation of the experiment.

81 4 Charity choice

g3  There is a lot of variation in the choices that participants made about the charities to
=~ 384 which money should be donated, suggesting the importance of choice. To get a better
385 sense of these choices, Fig. 2a reports the frequencies with which each charity was
3ge  chosen by participant group. Interestingly, although every charity has some support,
Qg7 community members chose to write in their own charities more than they chose any
Isas of the provided choices. At the same time, the students only chose to write in a charity
g9 twice. For the students the most popular charity was Doctors without Borders. These
s90  differences are both significant at the 1% level. Based on probit models of charity
:391 choice, the students were 19% less likely to write in a charity than to choose one of
s92  those listed. Student were also 21% more likely to pick Doctors without Borders than

3903 any other charity.
394 In Fig. 2b we report the total amount of money allocated to each of the charities.
s95  The important fact about this figure is that it looks very similar in shape to Fig. 2a.
so6  This suggests that the mean allocation does not vary that much from one charity to
s97  another. In other words there do not appear to be certain charities that were allocated
aes More money on average than others. Indeed, the Kruskal-Wallis test indicates that
s99 the average donations (within a respondent group) come from a common population.

400
401
ACS
402
0 ADA
403 Al
ARC
404 DwoB
HS
405
. HforH
206 Community NC
Other
407 UNICEF
UsoO
408 UwW
VLT
409 VPR
410 ACS
411 ADA
Al
412 ARC
DwoB
413 H
HforH
414 Student NC
415 Other
UNICEF
416 UsoO
UW
417 VLT
418 VPR
419 f T T T T T T T T T
420 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Frequency of choice
421
422 . .
Fig. 2a Frequency each charity was chosen
423
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445 Fig. 2b Total allocated to each charity
446

447

448 For the community members the chi-squared statistic is 10.11 (p = 0.61) and for the
49 students the chi-squared is 19.02 (p = 0.12). This result has implications for the next
450  section in which we regress allocation decisions on the regressors reported in Table 1.
451 One could imagine that we need to control for charity choice in these regressions,
452 however adding charity fixed effect never affects the other coefficients appreciably.
453

454

455 5 Allocation choice

456
457 Students allocate significantly less to charity. Using a simple z-test, the difference in
458 means ($17.61) is highly significant (|| = 5.51, p < 0.01). This difference remains
49 significant if we use the more conservative nonparametric Wilcoxon rank-sum test
40 (z =5.62, p < 0.01). If we focus on the fraction of people giving away all of the
%61 money, the proportions test confirms that students are much less likely to allocate all
62 the money to charity (z = 6.31, p < 0.01).

463 In Table 2 we try to account for this large difference in allocations. Because re-
464 sponses are truncated at $0 and $100, we report coefficients from a Tobit model of
465 giving. Accounting for truncation increases the point estimate of the difference in
¢ Student and community member underlying propensity to give from $17 to $31 in
7 column (1). In column (2) we test the construct validity of the representative dictator
408 game. One’s altruism factor score is positively associated with how much one gives
::z in the representative dictator game (p < 0.05) suggesting that the game does measure
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071 Table 2 Tobit models of the determinants of allocations

d72 1) ) 3) “ (6))
73

mm Student (indicator) —31.236%* —32.043%* _10.823  —12.848* 8.571
n_475 (5.40) (5.37) (8.75) (6.96) (23.12)
476 Altruism (factor score) 5.443%* 5.493* 3.722%* 3.593
77 (2.74) (2.82) (2.25) @2.51)
n~ 478 Age 0.608%**  (.527F%¢  (.535%*
m479 (0.18) (0.15) (0.15)
0480 Male (indicator) —0.02 —2.085 2.774
481 4.91) (3.94) (4.68)
I482 Born in US A (indicator) 1.241 —4.969 —5.246
183 (8.64) 6.77) 9.17)
:484 Born in VT (indicator) —3.016 —5.509 —6.103
;85 (5.34) (4.26) (4.56)
486 Some College (indicator) 2.875 -05 —0.435
487 (1.15) (5.75) (5.74)
88 College Degree (indicator) 11.944* 1.358 0.719
489 (7.05) (5.67) (5.71)
90 Graduate Degree (indicator) 23.984* 0404  —0.912
iz; (13.25) (10.85) (10.89)
405 Itemize Deductions (indicator) 13.307*** 3.999 4.677
sou (4.79) (3.85) 4.52)
495 E(Random Participants Allocation) 0.3327%** 0.338%**
496 (0.09) (0.10)
197 E(Mother’s Allocation) 0.298%** 0.326***
408 (0.06) (0.06)
499  E(Friend’s Allocation) 0.556™** 0.5227%*
500 (0.06) 0.07)
501 Student * Altruism —-0.47
502 (5.83)
503 Student * Age —0.634
504 (0.75)
505  Student * Male —16.161*
506 (8.53)
507  Student * USA 4.078
508 (14.12)
509 Student * VT 7.761
510 (13.31)
511 Student * Itemize —2.595
512 (8.86)
513 Student * E(Random) —0.058
514 (0.23)
515 Student * E(Mother) —0.106
516 (0.13)
517
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31 8 Table 2 (Continued)
Oi’“’ ) ® €) @ ®)
20
m521 Student * E(Friend) 0.146
n-zzz 0.17)
23 Intercept 89.238%** 89.180%** 44,4120 0.253 —3.173
w% (2.91) (2.89) (13.16) (10.96) (12.99)
=~ 525 Ppseudo R-squared 0.009 0.011 0.024 0.086 0.088
526 N 522 517 501 488 488

507
0528 Note: Double censored Tobit: standard errors in parentheses: *indicates significant 10%, **5%, ***1%

531 altruism. In column (3) we add the demographics and see that doing so cuts the dif-
:332 ference between students and community members by two-thirds. Our income proxy,
<533 Itemize Deductions, indicates that people with higher incomes allocate more to char-
534  ity, as one might expect. Controlling for income, there seems to be a separate effect
535 of education. Keeping in mind that student is part of a list of educational attainment
53  indicators, we see that students give $11 less than those with a high school degree
537 or less (the omitted education category), although the estimate is not statistically sig-
538  nificant. Students don’t look very different than those with some college. The more
539 highly educated members of the sample also contribute more. The most robust as-
540 gociation, however, appears to be between Age and allocations. Older people behave
541 significantly (p < 0.01) more generously.®

542 In column (4) we add the expectation responses and find that all three are highly
543 positively correlated with allocations. Projection appears to motivate responses to

544 the E(Random Participant’s Allocation) question because the coefficient is positive
545 and highly significant. Controlling for projection, however, we see that there is a
546 positive relationship between the allocations of mothers and friends and that of the
47 participant. We expect that the coefficient on E(Mother’s allocation) likely reflects
%8 the transmission (via some combination of nature and nurture) of altruistic attitudes
%9 from mother to child. However, as the adage goes, one can pick one’s friends, but
%0 ot one’s family. For this reason, the coefficient on E(Friend’s allocation) reflects a
! correlation between the allocations of friends that results partly from transmission of
%2 attitudes and partly from the tendency to seek out friends with similar attitudes. For
:Zj this reason, it is not surprising that the relationship between the altruism of friends is
o5 stronger that of mothers.

556 In column (5) we allow the coefficients on each of our regressors to vary by re-
o5 spondent population. Age remains significant and there does not seem to be any in-
558 teraction between age and student status. Further, the coefficients on the expectations
550 questions remain the same indicating there is not much of a differential effect of ex-
560 pectations in the student population; however, there is one differential effect that is
s very conspicuous: compared to their counterparts in the community, male students
562

sz 6Allowing age to enter quadratically adds nothing to the analysis. The quadratic term is never significant.

@ Springer

Journal ID: 10683, Article ID: 9193, Date: 2008-02-01, Proof No: 1



«EXEC 10683 layout: Small Extended v.1.2  reference style: apa file: exec9193.tex (Ramune) aid: 9193  doctopic: OriginalPaper class: spr-small-v1.1 v.2008/01/18  Prn:23/01/2008; 13:49  p. 13»

Altruistic behavior in a representative dictator experiment

LL
065 are dramatically less altruistic.” Given the coefficient on the student indicator is no
566 Jonger significant, our survey has allowed us to explain exactly why students are not
Q67 representative. Students appear less altruistic because they are young relative to the
mses other members of the population and because male students are particularly ungener-
569  ous.
n'570 We augment the analysis of allocation choice in Table 3 by focusing on those re-
WH spondents who chose to give away all $100. In the first four columns Table 3 reports
=~ 572 the marginal effects from probit regressions of whether or not one gave away all the
573 money on the same regressors as in Table 2.8 Many of the same factors motivate
574 giving it all away. As in Table 2, there is a large difference between students and
0575 community members. Students are 32% less likely to give away all the money and
I57s this difference drops only slightly with the addition of the altruism factor score, the
77 demographics and the expectations. Although age seems to matter again, it is only
578 when we add the interaction of Male and Student in column (5) that we explain most
:379 of the difference between students and community members—male students are dif-
<580 ferentially less likely to give away all the money.
581 There are a few other things to notice about Table 3. While the altruism factor score
sg2  does predict allocation choices is does not predict giving away all the money. One’s
ss3  expectations of how much others will allocate to charity predict both the amount one
se4  donates and whether or not one donates all $100. As before the influence of one’s
sg5  best friend appears to be more salient than that of one’s mother, although both matter.
sss  And finally, as in Table 2, the F-test of the joint significance of the coefficients on the
sg7  student interactions terms (minus Student * Male) indicates the effects of the (other)
sgg  regressors does not change much from one respondent group to the other (F = 0.98,
sgg P =0.45).
590 We perform several (unreported) robustness checks aimed at gauging whether stu-
591  dents and community members systematically differ in their levels of attachment to
s92  Charitable organizations and whether this could have affected selection into the exper-
s93  iment or the amount donated. As mentioned previously, adding charity fixed-effects
does not alter the essential results. It may also be the case that community members

4
:Zs have stronger ties to local charities in particular, so we ran the analysis after omitting
ss  individuals who wrote in a charity selection. Standard errors increase, but the point
5oy  estimates are largely unchanged. Finally, community members who chose to respond
s0s (o the survey may have been motivated by ties to a listed organization to which they
509  volunteer. Students, in contrast, had selected into the potential subject pool prior to
coo knowing any details of this particular experiment. We suspect that this difference
oy  in recruitment is unlikely to cause selection bias because students, like community
c0»  members, were still free to choose whether or not to participate. As a rough test, we
o3 Use ameasure of volunteer status, although we don’t include it in the tables because
604 the measure is somewhat problematic. The question about volunteering changed be-
ss tween the two surveys; students were asked if they had volunteered in the previous
606

607 7Indeed, the joint F-test of whether the interaction terms (excluding the Student * Male regressor) are
eog  different from zero suggests that they are not (F =0.28, p =0.97).

609 8Because Ai and Norton (2003) show that the marginal effect of the interaction terms in nonlinear models
is not the interaction effect, we present the results of a linear probability model in column (5) of Table 3.

610
Standard errors are robust.

611
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Table 3 Probit models of the determinants nf allocating all $100

LL
o
06313 M ) 3) @ ®)
14
m615 Student (indicator) —0.319%FF  _0.320%FF  —0.214%F  —0.289%*  0.189
n_zw (0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.07) (0.17)
17 Altruism (factor score) 0.019 0.021 0.018 0.011
(,)“8 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
619 Age 0.004** 0.004** 0.003*
620 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
OZZ‘ Male (indicator) 0.007 0.008 0.048
22 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Loz Born in USA (indicator) 0.028 ~0.016 0.025
24 (0.09) 0.11) ©.11)
:222 Born in VT (indicator) 0036 —0076  —0.057
(0.05) (0.06) (0.05)
ZZ; Some College (indicator) 0.025 0.014 0.02
62 0.07) (0.08) 0.07)
630 College Degree (indicator) 0.117* 0.025 0.037
651 (0.07) (0.08) 0.07)
632 Graduate Degree (indicator) 0.193 —0.024 —0.003
633 (0.12) (0.12) (0.10)
34 ltemize Deductions (indicator) 0.125%** 0.067 0.054
635 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
63s  E(Random Participants Allocation) 0.003*** 0.002**
637 (0.00) (0.00)
e3s  E(Mother’s Allocation) 0.003%%*  0.002%**
639 (0.00) (0.00)
640  E(Friend’s Allocation) 0.006™** 0.005%**
641 (0.00) (0.00)
642 Student * Altruism —0.022
643 (0.04)
644 Student * Age —0.004
645 (0.00)
646  Student * Male —0.169**
647 (0.07)
648  Student * USA —0.114
649 (0.13)
650 Student * VT 0
651 (0.10)
652 Student * Itemize —0.016
653 (0.08)
654 Student * E(Random) 0.001
655 (0.00)
656 Student * E(Mother) —0.002
657 (0.00)
658
@ Springer

Journal ID: 10683, Article ID: 9193, Date: 2008-02-01, Proof No: 1



«EXEC 10683 layout: Small Extended v.1.2  reference style: apa file: exec9193.tex (Ramune) aid: 9193  doctopic: OriginalPaper class: spr-small-v1.1 v.2008/01/18  Prn:23/01/2008; 13:49 p. 15»

LL
O-
660
O.
meez
663
n'lse4
(n;zss
666

667

668
Q.
I670
71

I_z72
:673
<

679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701
702
703
704
705

Altruistic behavior in a representative dictator experiment

Table 3 (Continued)

(1 (@) 3 “ )

Student * E(Friend) —0.001

(0.00)
Pseudo R-squared 0.061 0.062 0.12 0.312 0.331
N 522 517 501 488 488

Note: Marginal effect from Probits reported in columns (1)—(4); in (5) we report a linear probability model
for ease of calculating marginal effect of interactions; standard errors in parentheses; *indicates significant
at 10%, **5%, ***1%

week, while community members were asked if they had volunteered in the previous
month. Using this (inconsistent) measure, approximately half of both the community
members and students report regular volunteer activity. We run the analysis from col-
umn (5) of Tables 2 and 3 with the addition of an indicator of volunteer status as well
as an interaction with student status. Again, the results do not change appreciably.

6 Discussion

We conduct a representative dictator game in which both students and random mem-
bers of the community chose both what charity to support and how much to donate to
the charity. We find systematic differences between the choices of students and com-
munity members. Community members are much more likely to write in their own
charity, community members donate significantly more ($17), on average, and com-
munity members are much more likely (32%) to donate the entire $100 endowment.
Based on this evidence, it does not appear that student behavior is very representative
in the context of the charitable donations and the dictator game.

The survey that accompanied our experiment allows us to offer specific reasons
why students are not representative. Among the determinants of allocation choices,
the robust factors appear to be age and sex. Over all, students give less because young
people are less generous and because there is a differential effect of being a male
student. Male students are particularly selfish. This result echoes findings in a variety
of similar contexts. For example, List (2004) finds that younger people tend to be
less cooperative in a field public goods experiment, men tend to be less likely to give
and give less in a fundraiser and men (and young people) tend to be less cooperative
in a television game show version of the prisoner’s dilemma. In their analysis of the
behavior of a random draw of Dutch society in a trust experiment, Bellemare and
Kroger (2005) show that females and older people are significantly more trusting and
that students, females and people over the ages of 45 are significantly more reciprocal.
Finally, in a bargaining context, Gueth et al. (?GO05) find that older participants and
women are more averse to inequality indicating that their student data is also not very
representative.

In the future, economists should worry more about the overall representativeness
of their designs. To this point some researchers have begun to worry about whether
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707 Burns 1985; Cardenas 2003 or Burks et al. 2005), and even in a couple of cases,

08 whether student behavior is representative of a random sample of the local population
mmg (e.g., Fehr et al. 2003 or Dohmen et al. 2005). However, few experiments also worry
n_zw about the representativeness of the underlying task. As we have seen making the

11 decision more representative of the sort of decisions people normally make about

12 philanthropy has generated very different behavior that what is typically seen in the
w~ 713 context-free lab.

OOG or not a convenience sample of students behaves like other specific populations (e.g.

715  Acknowledgements We thank the NSF (SES-Career 0092953) for funding and John List and two
07 thoughtful referees for comments.

16
I 717
-
,19  References
< Ai, C., & Norton, E. (2003). Interaction terms in logit and probit models. Economics Letters, 80, 123—129.
721 Barchard, K. (2004). The nature and measurement of emotional intelligence abilities: basic dimensions
722 and their relationships with other cognitive ability and personality variables. Educational and Psy-
723 chological Measurement, 64, 437-462.
704  Bellemare, C., & Kroger, S. (2005). On representative social capital. CIRPEE Working Paper 05-04.
705 Benz, M., & Meier, S. (2005). Do people behave in experiments as in real life? Evidence from donations.

University of Zurich, Institute for Empirical Research in Economics Working Paper No. 248.

726 Botelho, A., Harrison, G., Hirsch, M., & Rutstrom, E. (2005). Bargaining behavior, demographics and

727 nationality: what can the experimental evidence show? In J. Carpenter, G. Harrison, & J. List (Eds.),
Field experiments in economics. Greenwich: JAI Press.

Brunswik, E. (1956). Perception and the representative design of experiments. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

730 Burks, S., Carpenter, J., & Goette, L. (2005). Performance pay and the erosion of worker cooperation:

731 field experimental evidence. Middlebury College Department of Economics Working Paper.

Burns, P. (1985). Experience and decision making: a comparison of students and businessmen in a sim-

782 ulated progressive auction. In V. Smith (Ed.), Research in experimental economics. Greenwich: JAI
733 Press.

734 Camerer, C. (2003). Behavioral game theory: experiments on strategic interaction. Princeton: Princeton
735 University Press.

736 Camerer, C., & Thaler, R. (1995). Anomalies: ultimatums, dictators and manners. Journal of Economic

Perspectives, 9, 209-219.
737 Cardenas, J. C. (2003). Bringing the lab to the field: more than changing subjects. Javeriana University
738 Department of Economics Working Paper.
739 Carpenter, J., Burks, S., & Verhoogen, E. (2005a). Comparing students to workers: the effects of social
framing on behavior in distribution games. In J. Carpenter, G. Harrison, & J. List (Eds.), Field exper-
iments in economics. Research in experimental economics. Greenwich: JAI Press.
gy Carpenter, J., Verhoogen, E., & Burks, S. (2005b). The effect of stakes in distribution experiments. Eco-
742 nomics Letters, 86, 393-398.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO Five-

740

e Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual. Odessa: Psychological Assessment Resources.

744 Dohmen, T., Falk, A., Huffman, D., Wagner, G., Sunde, U., & Schupp, J. (2005). Individual risk attitudes:

745 new evidence from a large, representative, experimentally-validated survey. IZA discussion paper no.

746 1730.

747 Eckel, C., & Grossman, P. (1996). Altruism in anonymous dictator games. Games and Economic Behavior,
16, 181-191.

[a Fehr, E., Fischbacher, U., Rosenbladt, B., Schupp, J., & Wagner, G. (2003). A nation-wide laboratory ex-

749 amining trust and trustworthiness by integrating behavioral experiments into representative surveys.

750 University of Zurich, Institute for Empirical Research in Economics Working Paper #141.

751 Fong, C. (2005). Empathic responsiveness: evidence from a randomized experiment on giving to welfare

5o recipients. Carnegie Mellon Department of Social and Decision Sciences Working Paper.

@ Springer

Journal ID: 10683, Article ID: 9193, Date: 2008-02-01, Proof No: 1



«EXEC 10683 layout: Small Extended v.1.2  reference style: apa file: exec9193.tex (Ramune) aid: 9193  doctopic: OriginalPaper ~ class: spr-small-v1.1 v.2008/01/18 = Prn:23/01/2008; 13:49 p. 17»

Altruistic behavior in a representative dictator experiment

LL
O 53 Forsythe, R., Horowitz, J., Savin, N. E., & Sefton, M. (1994). Fairness in simple bargaining experiments.
754 Games and Economic Behavior, 6, 347-369.
0755 Gueth, W., Schmidt, C., & Sutter, M. (2007). Bargaining outside the lab: a newspaper experiment of a <uncited>
three-person ultimatum game. The Economic Journal, 117, 449-469.
m756 Harrison, G., & List, J. (2004). Field experiments. Journal of Economic Literature, 42, 1009-1055.
757 Henrich, J., McElreath, R., Barr, A., Ensminger, J., Barrett, C., et al. (2006). Costly punishment across
m]{,g human societies. Science, 312, 1767-1770.
59 Hogarth, R. (2005). The challenge of representative design in psychology and economics. Journal of Eco-
w nomic Methodology, 12, 253-263.
w760 Teyit, S., & List, J. (2007). What do laboratory experiments measuring social preferences reveal about the

761 real world?. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 21, 153-174.
dsg List, J. (2004). Young, selfish and male: field evidence of social preferences. The Economic Journal, 114,
121-149.
6

nomic Analysis and Policy, 6, Article 8.
List, J. (2007). On the interpretation of giving in dictator games. Journal of Political Economy, 115, 482—
493.

I 8 List, J. (2006). Field experiments: a bridge between lab and naturally occurring data. Advances in Eco-
764
65

H66
:767
<

@ Springer

Journal ID: 10683, Article ID: 9193, Date: 2008-02-01, Proof No: 1




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for journal articles and eBooks for online presentation. Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




