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Appendix A: Social Orientation Questionnaire

The design and description of the social orientation questionnaire is based on Sutter et al. (2010). The questionnaire consists of 24 choices (see Table A1) between two own-other payoff allocations in constant and anonymous pairs of subjects. The two options in all 24 choices assign an amount of money to the subject herself (x) and a certain amount to the matched player (y). Subjects knew that everybody received the same questionnaire, and there was no feedback given about the matched player’s choices during filling in the questionnaire. For all payoff allocation r² = 15² = x² + y² holds, such that each option represents a vector in a Cartesian plane lying on a circle with radius r centered at the origin.

Table A.1: 24 choices for own-other payoff allocations
	
Question number
	
self (x)
	
other (y)
	
	
self (x)
	
other (y)

	1
	15
	0
	
	14.5
	-3.9

	2
	13
	7.5
	
	14.5
	3.9

	3
	7.5
	-13
	
	3.9
	-14.5

	4
	-13
	-7.5
	
	-14.5
	-3.9

	5
	-7.5
	13
	
	-3.9
	14.5

	6
	-10.6
	-10.6
	
	-13
	-7.5

	7
	3.9
	14.5
	
	7.5
	13

	8
	-14.5
	-3.9
	
	-15
	0

	9
	10.6
	10.6
	
	13
	7.5

	10
	14.5
	-3.9
	
	13
	-7.5

	11
	3.9
	-14.5
	
	0
	-15

	12
	14.5
	3.9
	
	15
	0

	13
	7.5
	13
	
	10.6
	10.6

	14
	-14.5
	3.9
	
	-13
	7.5

	15
	0
	-15
	
	-3.9
	-14.5

	16
	-10.6
	10.6
	
	-7.5
	13

	17
	-3.9
	-14.5
	
	-7.5
	-13

	18
	13
	-7.5
	
	10.6
	10.6

	19
	0
	15
	
	3.9
	14.5

	20
	-15
	0
	
	-14.5
	3.9

	21
	-7.5
	-13
	
	-10.6
	-10.6

	22
	-13
	7.5
	
	-10.6
	10.6

	23
	-3.9
	14.5
	
	0
	15

	24
	10.6
	-10.6
	
	7.5
	-13



By adding up x and y of all 24 choices, the motivational vector M can be constructed, yielding an angle θ of vector M (x on the x-axis and y on the y-axis, see Figure A1). With this angle subjects can then be classified into one of the following eight categories based on their social motivation: individualism, altruism, cooperation, competition, martyrdom, masochism, sadomasochism, and aggression.
The classification of subjects can be seen in Figure A1:
Subjects with a θ between 0° and 22.5° or 337.5° and 0° are classified as “individualistic”; subjects with an angle between 22.5° and 67.5° as cooperative. More infrequent types are altruism (between 67.5° and 112.5°), martyrdom (between 112.5° and 157.5°), masochism (between 157.5° and 202.5°), sadomasochism (between 202.5° and 247.5°), aggression (between 247.5° and 292.5°), and competitive (between 292.5° and 337.5°).

Figure A1: Vectors defining the basic social motivation
[image: ]

Subjects’ earnings in Part 5 were given by the sum of choices made by the subject herself (sum of own x) and by the sum of choices made by the matched player (sum of other’s y). 
Appendix B: Instructions for all parts

B1: Instructions before start of the experiment

Please do not talk to other participants anymore and remain silent throughout the entire experiment. For simplicity we will use masculine terms in the following. These will refer to both male as well as female participants. 
General information regarding procedures
The experiment aims at investigating decision-making. You can earn money which will be paid out at the end of the experiment in private and in cash. 
The entire experiment will last around 45 minutes. It consists of two completely independent parts in which you have to make decisions. The first part is divided into 4 blocks. In block 1 and 2 your earnings can depend on the decisions of another participant, who will be randomly assigned to you. In block 3 and 4 your earnings will be solely determined by your own decisions. In the second part of the experiment your earnings will again depend on your own decisions and the decisions of another participant. For this purpose, you will again be randomly assigned to another person. We will not use the same pairs as in part 1, but make new random pairs. After part 2 we will ask you to answer a general questionnaire. 
While you make your decisions, a clock will run down in the upper right corner of the screen. This provides guidance for how much time you can use for your decisions. If the clock is down to zero, please come to a decision. However, you can still complete your decisions with the clock down to zero.
If you still have questions after the instructions or during the experiment, please raise your hand or press the red button on your keyboard. One of the experimenters will then come to your seat and answer your question in private. If the question is of interest to all participants, we will repeat the question and answer publicly. 
Anonymity
None of the other participants will be able to reconstruct your decisions in the experiment. Moreover, the data from the experiment will be analyzed anonymously. For accounting reasons, you have to sign a receipt for your earnings at the end of the experiment. Your name cannot be linked to your decisions in the experiment.

The Experiment – Part 1
Block 1 and 2
In block 1 and 2 you will be randomly assigned a role: active or passive participant. Your decisions will only be relevant for your earnings and the earnings of your matched participant if you are active participant. Decisions of the passive participant have no impact on earnings. However, your role will only be revealed at the end of the experiment. For that reason, please assume for these decisions that you are the active participant. Otherwise decisions might be implemented that you want to avoid. 
In block 1 you will make decisions for 9 scenarios. In block 2 there is one scenario.
Block 3 and 4
Assigned roles are irrelevant in block 3 and 4. Your potential earnings only depend on your own decisions. In block 3 you will make decisions for 6 scenarios. In block 4 there will be 9 scenarios. 
Payment
For all decisions in part 1 all potential earnings will be stated in Euro. Since you will make many different decisions in these blocks, the computer will randomly draw one single decision at the end of the experiment, which will be relevant for your earnings. The procedure is as follows: Only one out of the 4 blocks is relevant. This relevant block will be randomly determined by the computer. Within this block, one specific decision (scenario) will again be determined randomly to be payoff relevant. If the chosen decision involves uncertain payments (probabilities) the computer will again determine randomly which probabilistic event will be realized. Further, the computer will randomly assign roles of active and passive participants for all randomly matched pairs of participants. This role will only be relevant for your earnings if block 1 or 2 is relevant for your earnings. Let us assume you are assigned the active role and block 1 was determined to be payoff relevant. Based on the randomly chosen scenario you and your matched participant will receive earnings based on your decision in this scenario. If you were assigned the passive role and block 1 was determined relevant, you will receive earnings based on the decision of the matched participant in the respective scenario. Every decision in blocks 1 to 4 can be relevant for your earnings. Choose your answers carefully.

The Experiment – Part 2
Upon finishing part 1 of the experiment you will start with part 2. This part is completely independent of part 1. Here, you will again be randomly assigned to one other participant. The pairs, however, will be randomly drawn anew. After part 1 you will be provided with more information on part 2. 
Your total earnings in today’s experiment hence will consist of the described earning from part 1 and the earnings from part 2. In addition, you receive 4€ for showing up on time. 

B1: Instructions before part 2 of the experiment (distributed and read out after part 1)

In part 2 you will again be randomly assigned to one other participant. You will make multiple decisions which affect your own payoff as well as the payoff of your matched participant. There will be no roles in this part of the experiment. That is, both your decisions as well as the decisions of your matched participant will be implemented. Both you and the other will remain anonymous. 
You will make 24 decisions with 2 options each (Option A and Option B). Each option assigns a certain amount of the experimental currency “Taler” to your account (“Your Payoff”) and a certain amount to the account of your matched participant (“Other’s Payoff”). 

An example:
[image: ]
If you choose option A, 15 Taler will be transferred to your account and zero Taler to the account of the other participant. If you choose option B you receive 14,50 Taler and the other participant will reveice -3,90 Taler (3,90 Taler will be deducted from his account).
Your total earnings of part 2 will be the sum of „Your Payoff“ of your 24 decisions. The payoff for the other participant based on your decisions is the sum of “Other’s Payoff”. That is, every single decision in this part of the experiment will affect your own and the other’s earnings. 
Your matched participant makes decisions for exactly the same choices. Hence, in addition to the sum of “Your Payoff” of your own decisions you will receive the sum of “Other’s Payoff” of the decisions of your matched participant. Similarly, next to the earnings from your decisions, the other participant receives a payment based on his own decisions, too.
The resulting total earnings in “Taler“ will then be converted to Euros and represent your earnings from part 2 of the experiment. The exchange rate is: 10 Taler = 1.50 Euro.
During the experiment you will not receive feedback on any decision of your matched participant. Only at the end of the experiment will you see the sums of “Your Payoff”, “Other’s Payoff” and “Other’s Payoff” of your matched participant, as well as your total earnings from part 2. 
Potential negative earnings in single parts of the experiment will be offset by earnings from the other part and the 4€ received for showing up on time such that total earnings of the experiment will always be positive. 
If you have any questions please raise your hand now. We will then come to your seat and answer your questions in private.

Appendix C: Regression tables with marginal effects

Table C.1: Marginal effects for ordered probit estimations (col. 1 and 2 of Table 4)
	
	Ordered Probit
	Ordered Probit (ind. rand. effects)

	
	Safe
	Indifference
	Risky
	Safe
	Indifference
	Risky

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Item 1
	-0.243***
	0.016***
	0.226***
	-0.239***
	0.017***
	0.222***

	
	(0.041)
	(0.004)
	(0.037)
	(0.040)
	(0.004)
	(0.037)

	Item 2
	-0.187***
	0.013***
	0.175***
	-0.183***
	0.013***
	0.170***

	
	(0.040)
	(0.004)
	(0.037)
	(0.040)
	(0.004)
	(0.036)

	Item 3
	-0.119**
	0.008***
	0.111**
	-0.117***
	0.008***
	0.109***

	
	(0.037)
	(0.003)
	(0.034)
	(0.036)
	(0.003)
	(0.034)

	Item 4
	-0.046
	0.003
	0.043
	-0.045
	0.003
	0.042

	
	(0.032)
	(0.002)
	(0.030)
	(0.031)
	(0.002)
	(0.029)

	Item 5
	- ref. -
	- ref -
	- ref. -
	- ref -
	- ref. -
	- ref -

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Item 6
	0.008
	-0.001
	-0.007
	0.009
	-0.0006
	-0.008

	
	(0.032)
	(0.002)
	(0.030)
	(0.032)
	(0.002)
	0.030

	Item 7
	-0.066*
	0.004*
	0.062*
	-0.064
	0.005
	0.059

	
	(0.038)
	(0.0026)
	(0.036)
	(0.039)
	(0.003)
	(0.036)

	Item 8
	-0.087*
	0.006**
	0.081**
	-0.083**
	0.006*
	0.077**

	
	(0.038)
	(0.003)
	(0.039)
	(0.041)
	(0.003)
	(0.039)

	Item 9
	-0.057
	0.004
	0.053
	-0.053
	0.004
	0.049

	
	(0.043)
	(0.003)
	(0.040)
	(0.043)
	(0.003)
	(0.040)

	Social 1
	-0.201***
	0.014***
	0.187***
	-0.187***
	0.013***
	0.174***

	
	(0.034)
	(0.003)
	(0.032)
	(0.034)
	(0.003)
	(0.032)

	Social 2
	-0.177***
	0.012***
	0.165***
	-0.175***
	0.013***
	0.162***

	
	(0.034)
	(0.003)
	(0.032)
	(0.033)
	(0.003)
	(0.031)

	Social 3
	-0.158***
	0.011***
	0.147***
	-0.156***
	0.011***
	0.145***

	
	(0.035)
	(0.003)
	(0.033)
	(0.034)
	(0.003)
	(0.031)

	Social 4
	-0.111***
	0.007***
	0.104***
	-0.111**
	0.008***
	0.103***

	
	(0.033)
	(0.0026)
	(0.031)
	(0.032)
	(0.0027)
	(0.030)

	Social 5
	0.038
	-0.003
	-0.036
	0.036
	-0.003
	-0.035

	
	(0.037)
	(0.003)
	(0.035)
	(0.038)
	(0.003)
	(0.034)

	Social 6
	0.008
	-0.006
	-0.008
	0.006
	-0.0004
	-0.006

	
	(0.040)
	(0.003)
	(0.037)
	(0.040)
	(0.003)
	(0.037)

	Social 7
	0.074
	-0.005*
	-0.069*
	0.075*
	-0.005*
	-0..069*

	
	(0.039)
	(0.0026)
	(0.036)
	(0.039)
	(0.0028)
	(0.036)

	Social 8
	0.079**
	-0.005**
	-0.074**
	0.077**
	-0.005*
	-0..071**

	
	(0.039)
	(0.0026)
	(0.036)
	(0.039)
	(0.0028)
	(0.036)

	Social 9
	0.006
	-0.0004
	-0.005
	0.004
	-0.0003
	-0.004

	
	(0.040)
	(0.030)
	(0.037)
	(0.039)
	(0.003)
	(0.037)

	Robust standard errors in parentheses

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effects for ordered probit estimations (col. 1 and col. 2 of Table 4).






Table C.2: Marginal effects for probit estimations with individual random effects
	
	 Probit Baseline (ind. rand. effects)
	Probit Indifference (ind. rand. effects)

	
	Safe or
Indifference
	
	
	Indifference or
Risky

	
	
	
	
	

	Item 1
	-0.213***
	
	
	0.249***

	
	(0.040)
	
	
	(0.040)

	Item 2
	-0.170***
	
	
	0.188***

	
	(0.039)
	
	
	(0.039)

	Item 3
	-0.106***
	
	
	0.123***

	
	(0.038)
	
	
	(0.036)

	Item 4
	-0.028
	
	
	0.057*

	
	(0.033)
	
	
	(0.031)

	Item 5
	- ref. -
	
	
	- ref. -

	
	
	
	
	

	Item 6
	-0.004
	
	
	-0.013

	
	(0.031)
	
	
	(0.031)

	Item 7
	-0.087**
	
	
	0.051

	
	(0.036)
	
	
	(0.038)

	Item 8
	-0.110***
	
	
	0.070*

	
	(0.038)
	
	
	(0.040)

	Item 9
	-0.078*
	
	
	0.050

	
	(0.039)
	
	
	(0.041))

	Social 1
	-0.145***
	
	
	0.287***

	
	(0.037)
	
	
	(0.038)

	Social 2
	-0.127***
	
	
	0.227***

	
	(0.036)
	
	
	(0.035)

	Social 3
	-0.111***
	
	
	0.195***

	
	(0.037)
	
	
	(0.036)

	Social 4
	-0.081**
	
	
	0.128***

	
	(0.037)
	
	
	(0.033)

	Social 5
	0.060
	
	
	-0.022

	
	(0.039)
	
	
	(0.037)

	Social 6
	0.031
	
	
	0.005

	
	(0.039)
	
	
	(0.039)

	Social 7
	0.079**
	
	
	-0.060

	
	(0.036)
	
	
	(0.037)

	Social 8
	0.100***
	
	
	-0.053

	
	(0.036)
	
	
	(0.037)

	Social 9
	0.025
	
	
	0.009

	
	(0.037)
	
	
	(0.037)

	Robust standard errors in parentheses

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effects for probit estimations with individual random effects (col. 4 and col. 6 of Table 4). Similar results are obtained in the absence of random effects.






Table C.3: Marginal effects for regressions models (1) and (2) in Table 6
	Dependent Variable: Risk choice
	
	(1)
	
	
	(2)
	

	
	Safe

	Indifference

	Risky
	Safe
	Indifference
	Risky

	Unfavorable
	-0.153***
	0.010***
	0.143***
	-0.162***
	0.010***
	0.151***

	
	(0.034)
	(0.003)
	(0.032)
	(0.049)
	(0.004)
	(0.046)

	Favorable 
	-0.052
	0.003
	0.048
	-0.032
	0.002
	0.030

	
	(0.035)
	(0.002)
	(0.033)
	(0.056)
	(0.004)
	(0.052)

	Unfavorable * Social
	-0.161***
	0.010***
	0.151***
	-0.165***
	0.011***
	0.154***

	
	(0.026)
	(0.002)
	(0.024)
	(0.037)
	(0.003)
	(0.035)

	Equal Split * Social 
	0.039
	-0.003
	-0.036
	0.123**
	-0.008**
	-0.116**

	
	(0.038)
	(0.002)
	(0.036)
	(0.053)
	(0.004)
	(0.050)

	Favorable * Social 
	0.042
	-0.003
	-0.040
	0.001
	-0.000
	-0.001

	
	(0.032)
	(0.002)
	(0.030)
	(0.048)
	(0.003)
	(0.045)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	X: Low dict. giving
	X: Low dict. giving
	X: Low dict. Giving

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unfavorable * X
	
	
	
	-0.014
	-0.000
	-0.001

	
	
	
	
	(0.050)
	(0.003)
	(0.045)

	Equal Split * X
	
	
	
	-0.032
	0.002
	0.030

	
	
	
	
	(0.067)
	(0.004)
	‘0.062)

	Favorable * X
	
	
	
	-0.071
	0.005
	0.067

	
	
	
	
	(0.057)
	(0.004)
	(0.053)

	Unfavorable * Social * X
	
	
	
	0.009
	-0.001
	-0.008

	
	
	
	
	(0.052)
	(0.003)
	(0.049)

	Equal Split * Social * X
	
	
	
	-0.158**
	0.010**
	0.148**

	
	
	
	
	(0.075)
	(0.005)
	(0.071)

	Favorable * Social * X
	
	
	
	0.080
	-0.005
	-0.075

	
	
	
	
	(0.064)
	(0.004)
	(0.060)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Robust standard errors in parentheses

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effects for ordered probit estimations (col. 1 and col. 2 of Table 6).





Table C.3: Marginal effects for regressions models (3) and (4) in Table 6
	Robust standard errors in parentheses

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effects for ordered probit estimations (col. 3 and col. 4 of Table 6).



	Dependent Variable: Risk choice
	
	(3)
	
	
	(4)
	

	
	Safe

	Indifference

	Risky
	Safe
	Indifference
	Risky

	Unfavorable
	-0.183***
	0.01é***
	0.1è&***
	-0.199***
	0.013***
	0.186***

	
	(0.0’4)
	(0.00’)
	(0.041)
	(0.046)
	(0.004)
	(0.043)

	Favorable 
	-0.029
	0.002
	0.027
	-0.022
	0.001
	0.020

	
	(0.048)
	(0.003)
	(0.045)
	(0.041)
	(0.003)
	(0.038)

	Unfavorable * Social
	-0.128***
	0.008***
	0.120***
	-0.134***
	0.009***
	0.126***

	
	(0.036)
	(0.003)
	(0.034)
	(0.032)
	(0.002)
	(0.030)

	Equal Split * Social 
	0.056
	-0.004
	-0.052
	0.074
	-0.005
	-0.070

	
	(0.047)
	(0.003)
	(0.044)
	(0.051)
	(0.003)
	(0.048)

	Favorable * Social 
	0.028
	-0.002
	-0.026
	0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000

	
	(0.043)
	(0.003)
	(0.040)
	(0.038)
	(0.002)
	(0.036)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	X: Non-cooperative
	X: Non-cooperative
	X: Non-cooperative
	X: Low loss aversion
	X: Low loss aversion
	X: Low loss aversion

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unfavorable * X
	0.070
	-0.005
	-0.65
	-0.005
	0.000
	0.004

	
	(0.051)
	(0.004)
	(0.048)
	(0.053)
	(0.003)
	(0.050)

	Equal Split * X
	-0.008
	0.000
	0.007
	-0.135**
	0.009**
	0.126**

	
	(0.069)
	(0.004)
	(0.064)
	(0.068)
	(0.004)
	(0.064)

	Favorable * X
	-0.064
	0.004
	0.060
	-0.213***
	0.014***
	0.199***

	
	(0.059)
	(0.004)
	(0.055)
	(0.057)
	(0.004)
	(0.053)

	Unfavorable * Social * X
	-0.086*
	0.006
	0.080*
	-0.074
	0.005
	0.070

	
	(0.050)
	(0.003)
	(0.047)
	(0.054)
	(0.004)
	(0.050)

	Equal Split * Social * X
	-0.042
	0.003
	0.039
	-0.088
	0.006
	0.082

	
	(0.079)
	(0.005)
	(0.074)
	(0.077)
	(0.005)
	(0.072)

	Favorable * Social * X
	0.037
	-0.002
	-0.034
	0.108
	-0.007
	-0.101

	
	(0.064)
	(0.004)
	(0.060)
	(0.068)
	(0.005)
	(0.064)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Appendix D: Theoretical considerations
[bookmark: page1]
The decision subjects have to make is to choose (for all tasks) between a deterministic outcome (safe) C = (1; (αM, (1 − α)M)) and a lottery L = (α, (M, 0); 1 – α, (0, M), with M the prize and α the probability (or the share of prize). The individual equivalents are indexed with . The function  represents the individual’s preferences over social lotteries. In the following, we assume that the decision-maker maximizes expected utility.

D.1. Positional concerns: discrete effects of winning and losing 
We generically assume that the decision-maker maximizes .
Last place aversion is given by: , with  if  and  if . Similarly, winning utility bonus is given by , with  if  and  if . In either case, we assume .

Last-place aversion:
We have the expected utility of the safe option given by:[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Note that we consider here that at the equal situation, β does not apply. We assume here that the decision-maker dislikes to be strictly behind. Adjustment can easily be made, and do not change the general predictions except at  in a trivial way.] 


While the expected utility of the risky option is:

Let us normalize by setting   and  (and so  for ).
First case: :

and

In the case of individual choice (denoted and ) we have:

and

It obtains

and

Thus, every individual preferring the risk lottery in the individual case prefers the risky lottery also in the social case but not vice versa. As a result, we have a larger fraction of risk-seeking choices in the social context than in the individual one.
Second case: 

and

The situation does not change for and so we have:

and

Thus, we should observe that individuals choose the safe option more often in the social context than in the individual context when .
Moreover, in both cases ( and ), the effect of social context decreases as α gets further away from 0.5; the difference between the fraction of participants choosing the risky option in the social context and the fraction of participants choosing the risky option in the individual context disappears, as α approaches 0 or 1.

Winning-bonus:
We have the expected utility of the safe option given by:

While the expected utility of the risky option is:

To normalize, we set  and  (and so for ).
We then have, in the case where :

and

When we compare to the individual choice, we have:

and

We have

and

Hence on average, when , individuals choose more often the risky lottery in the social context than in the individual one.
When , we have

and

The situation does not change for and so we have:

and

Thus, we should observe that individuals more often choose the safe option in the social context than in the individual one when .
As for last place aversion, the effect of social context decreases as α gets further away from 0.5: individuals should take more risks at  than at , and individuals should go more often for the certain option in  than in .

D.1 Predictions for cumulative prospect theory (CPT) with a social reference point
The general way to write a CPT utility function is the following (in the absence of uncertainty):

We can assume without loss of generality that  and . It is also often observed that  and , which implies concavity of the utility function in the gain domain (), and convexity in the loss domain (). We will also assume normatively correct (linear) probability weighting for the sake of simplicity. 
In the individual task, the reference point is the status quo (i.e. 0)



(because ).
In the social context, the reference point is assumed to be the other’s payoff, that is , with y being the other party’s payoff, and we obtain:


First, let us focus on the case where . We have:

Define  as the mapping of  to the corresponding , as defined above. We have  and  because of loss aversion.
Now, let us study the behavior of :

Moreover, .
That is  if  and  if . Both are possible in the general case.
First consider . ,  and that  is convex imply that  is monotonically increasing over  and , meaning  is always preferred to , and no change of behavior is possible for the corresponding individual.
Now consider re ,  is convex and, given that , it happens that for  small enough, . More specifically,  is decreasing on a range  and then increasing on . Moreover, it means that  is negative on a range , and then positive on .
Put differently, in the latter case,  is preferred to  in the neighbourhood of  while  is preferred to  in the neighbourhood of . And there is a level  below which the decision-maker prefers  to .
Now, when , we have

Since , we have:

Thus,

This is positive for ; hence is preferred to in this case.
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Appendix E: Evidence from a classroom experiment

E1: Experimental Design
The experiment was divided into three parts: a series of risky choices in the social context (similar to part 1 of our lab experiment), two dictator games (see our part 2), and a series of individual decisions under risk (see our part 4). The first part, as before, is the core of the study and aims at measuring how risk attitude is affected by social contexts, whereas the latter two again provide a control for social concerns and risk attitude in a purely individual context.
In the first part of the experiment, subjects faced tasks where fifty euros had to be allocated (either deterministically or randomly) between the decision-maker and the receiver. This is equivalent to our design described in the paper. However, in the classroom experiment, 50 Euros instead of 10 Euros had to be divided with expected payoffs for the decision-maker ranging from 5 Euros (“T5”) to 45 Euros (“T45”) in steps of 5 Euros. Order effects were controlled for by presenting the choices in ascending orders to half the subjects and in descending order to the other half.
Parts 2 and 3 aim at measuring social preferences in a risk-free environment and risk preferences in an individual setting (without social context). Part 2 was equivalent to part 2 of our lab experiment in that subjects had to play the two dictator games. Here again, 50 Euros were to be distributed. Part 3 consisted of a series of nine binary decisions under risk. The first three were a truncated and adapted Holt and Laury (2002) procedure to estimate subjects’ risk attitudes with stakes comparable to the one used in the main part of our experiment (see first half of part 3 in the lab experiment). The next three tasks were aimed at measuring loss aversion (second half of part 3 above), and the last three tasks were risky binary choices that were exactly equivalent to three of the tasks in part 1, but without any social component (part 4 above). Hence, in contrast to the lab experiment, we only have 3 equivalent individual tasks to compare to risk-taking in the social context. One of these tasks was in the unfavorable range (expected payoff for the decision-maker of 15 Euros, “T15i”), one was in the favorable range (expected payoff of 35 Euros, “T35i”) and one was payoff equivalent to the equal spilt task (expected payoff of 25 Euros, “T25i”). Finally, as in the lab experiment, subjects were asked to provide some socio-demographic characteristics.

E2: Experimental Procedures
The design described above was implemented as a classroom experiment with 82 undergraduates in economics at the University of Munich. Their role – either decision-maker or receiver - was only determined after the experiment. Decision sheets and instructions were first distributed for parts 1 and 2 together, and upon finishing, also for part 3. Subjects knew that there were three parts of the experiments already at the beginning. For payment, four randomly selected decision-makers were matched with four randomly selected receivers. For each pair one of the ‘social’ tasks (parts one and two, including the question regarding their preference for the regular dictator game or the probabilistic one) was randomly selected for payment. In addition, four participants were randomly picked for payment in the individual lottery part, where one task was once again randomly picked to be implemented. Payments were provided individually and confidentially. All design details and the procedural details were common knowledge among participants.
These design and procedure details result in three major differences between the classroom and lab experiment, apart from the obvious differences in the setting: First and most importantly, in the classroom experiment we did not collect data on all choices in the individual context. Second, we only paid a small fraction of subjects while the amounts to be shared were much higher. Third, in the lab experiment we included the ring test to measure social value orientation to have a better individual control for social preferences.

E3: Results
In the social decisions under risk (part 1), supporting the results from our lab experiment, subjects clearly become more risk-taking the more unfavorable the tasks become in the unfavorable range. The proportion of subjects taking the risky option in T30 is significantly lower than in T45 (p < .001 for the Maxwell-Suart’s marginal homogeneity test), although conventional levels of significance are not reached with T40 and T35 vs. T45. In contrast to the results in the main part of the paper (Figure 1), however, risk-taking in the social context is more U-shaped. That is, risk-taking also increases in the favorable range towards the extremely favorable decision T45. Nevertheless, also here, the U-shaped pattern seems to be asymmetric: the number of risky choices appears higher in the case of unfavorable inequity for the decision-maker than in the case of favorable inequity. Leaving the case of the equal split aside for the moment, all comparisons between tasks corresponding to sure payoffs adding up to 50 (T5 vs. T45, T10 vs. T40, T15 vs. T35, and T20 vs. T30) suggest that the risky option is relatively more appealing when the sure option implies unfavorable inequity: The differences are significant according to Maxwell-Stuart’s tests at the 5%-level. By the same token, comparing the number of times decision-makers have chosen the risky option in the four favorable situations against the same number in the four unfavorable situations yields a significant difference (using a two-sided Wilcoxon signed ranks test for matched observations; p = 0.02).
Core to our analysis, however, is the comparison between otherwise identical decisions in the social and individual context. Comparing the three individual tasks from part 3 of the experiment (T15i, T25i, T35i) with the social context counterparts T15, T25 and T35 yields very much similar results as in the lab experiment (see Figure D1). In T15 vs. T15i, where the social situation is unfavorable to the decision-maker, individuals take significantly more risk than in the equivalent individual lottery and this difference is strongly significant (p < .001 for Maxwell-Stuart’s test). However, in case of a favorable social context (T35 vs. T35i) the difference is not significant at conventional significance levels. The effect also points in the opposite direction: in the favorable range of the social context decision-makers, if anything, seem to reduce risk-taking compared to the equivalent individual decision. That is, as in the lab experiment, decision-makers seem to be affected by social context when making a risky decision, but not in a homogeneous way: they take more risk when the situation is unfavorable or equal, but less when it is favorable to them. Different to the results in the main part of the paper, we can also observe a difference between the contexts for the equal situation (T25 vs. T25i), where subjects take more risk in the social lottery than in the individual one (p < 0.01 for Maxwell Stuart).

Figure D1: Choices in social versus individual context (Risky: black; Safe: light grey)
[image: ]
As in the main body of the paper, we can also look at individual patterns and heterogeneity between participants. If we split the sample based on the median offer in the dictator game in part 2 of the classroom experiment, we can see that the difference between the contexts in the unfavorable range seems to be driven by selfish subjects only (p < 0.01 for Maxwell Stuart and not significant difference for pro-social subjects). We also ran a k-medians cluster analysis on all social lotteries dividing the subjects into three clusters. This leads to the following characterization here: 20 individuals (type 1) exhibit a very dichotomous pattern of risk attitude in the social context (strongly risk-seeking in the unfavorable case, and risk-averse in the favorable one), 41 subjects (type 2) are rather overall risk-averse, and 21 individuals (type 3) show a relatively stable attitude towards risk, except in the case of high probabilities of winning (T35, T40, T45), where they strongly increase risk-taking. Comparing the effect of the decision context for the different types, we can draw similar conclusions as in the main body of the paper: Type 1 subjects seem to be most strongly affected by social context (p < 0.001 for Maxwell Stuart for T15 vs. T15i and p < 0.05 for T35 vs. T35i), increasing risk-taking in the unfavorable range and decreasing risk-taking in the favorable range. The same pattern also holds for type 2 subjects, even though the differences are less pronounced (not significant in the favorable range). There is no significant effect for type 3 subjects. That means that also for these subjects in this experimental setting, a clear majority of subjects (roughly three quarters) exhibit the pattern observed in the laboratory. They tend to take more risks in unfavorable situations than in equivalent individual contexts, and they – if anything – seem to be more risk-averse in socially favorable situations.
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