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Appendix A Alternative Conditional Logit Specifications

Table A1 Krupka-Weber model with charity and same-class recipients

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Monetary Payoff (β) 0.025∗∗∗ 0.182∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗

(5.39) (15.54) (15.85) (5.77)

Avg. Appropriateness Rating (γ) 2.314∗∗∗ 2.205∗∗∗ 1.013∗∗∗

(18.23) (14.94) (3.49)

Avg. Appropriateness Rating (γ) × Charity Game 1.005∗∗∗ 0.799∗∗

(6.46) (3.24)

Subject-level Clustering No No No Yes

Observations 15,620 15,620 15,620 7,810

Pseudo R2 0.005 0.067 0.075 0.021

Clusters 1,420 1,420 1,420 710

Notes: Results of a conditional logit model with only charity recipient and same-class recipient
dictator game treatments. The equation estimated is Equation 2: Krupka-Weber Model. Column
4 re-specifies the data such it is no longer a panel and there is only one dictator game observation
per subject. t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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Table A2 Krupka-Weber model with charity and freshmen recipients

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Monetary Payoff (β) 0.023∗∗∗ 0.132∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗

(4.92) (11.42) (11.62) (3.03)

Avg. Appropriateness Rating (γ) 1.661∗∗∗ 1.389∗∗∗ -0.086

(11.85) (8.09) (-0.23)

Avg. Appropriateness Rating (γ) × Charity Game 1.057∗∗∗ 1.353∗∗∗

(6.92) (5.43)

Subject-level Clustering No No No Yes

Observations 15,620 15,620 15,620 7,810

Pseudo R2 0.005 0.033 0.043 0.017

Clusters 1,420 1,420 1,420 710

Notes: Results of a conditional logit model with only charity recipient and freshmen recipient
dictator game treatments. The equation estimated is Equation 2: Krupka-Weber Model. Column
4 re-specifies the data such it is no longer a panel and there is only one dictator game observation
per subject. t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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Appendix B Average Social Appropriateness Rating by Resi-

dential College

In our study, subjects were asked to coordinate responses with other subjects who resided in their

same residential college. As such, subjects were incentivized to report second-order beliefs regard-

ing residents of their residential college and not of Rice University as a whole. This type of incen-

tive mechanism may have led to differential social appropriateness levels by residential college.

To explore this possibility, we report the average social appropriateness rating for each treatment

(charity, freshmen, and same-class recipient) by residential college in Table B3, Table B4, and

Table B5.

We also plot these means by dictator treatment in Figure B1, Figure B2, and Figure B3.

Although there are various level differences between social appropriate ratings by transfer amount

and residential college, we still find that in the charity recipient treatment, subjects unanimously

agree that the most appropriate action is the ($0, $20) allocation, regardless of residential college.

Similarly, all residential colleges identified that the most appropriate action in the freshmen or

same-class recipient treatment is the ($10, $10) allocation. Consequently, although we see small

variations in the levels of average social appropriateness ratings by residential college, we still find

that the underlying shape of the social norm to be identical for each of the treatments.
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Fig. B1 Average social appropriateness rating by residential college and allocation amount for the
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Appendix C Predicting Behavior using the Conditional Logit

Estimates

We plot the predicted choices provided by the Krupka-Weber model along with the actual alloca-

tion decisions to visually inspect which model better predicts observed behavior. We calculate the

probability distribution of dictator transfers for both treatments using the estimated coefficients for

each model. Figures C4 and C5 compare the predicted choice frequencies and the observed choice

frequencies for the charity treatment and the other-student treatment, respectively.
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Fig. C4 Predicted frequency of dictator allocation decisions based on the regression estimates of
the Krupka-Weber model given by Equation 2 is denoted by Predicted KW Model in black. Error
bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

In Figure C5, we present the comparison of predicted and observed choice frequencies

for the other-student treatment.
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Fig. C5 Predicted frequency of dictator allocation decisions based on the regression estimates of
the Krupka-Weber model given by Equation 2 is denoted by Predicted KW Model in black. Error
bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Appendix D Comparison between Freshmen and Same-Class

Appropriateness Ratings

In order to compare the social appropriateness ratings of allocation decisions between the freshman

recipient treatment and the same-class treatment we report the mean, standard deviations, and

distribution of appropriateness ratings for both treatments and compare these results in Table D6.

The left side of the table reports results from the freshmen treatment while results of the same-class

treatment are on the right side. For both treatments, we find that appropriateness ratings peak at the

($10, $10) allocation decision. We also report the t-statistic and Wilcoxon rank-sum test statistic

for each allocation amount between the freshmen and same-class treatments. The results of the

Wilcoxon Sign Rank test show that for almost all allocation choices, the social appropriateness

ratings between freshman and same-class recipients are not statistically different from one another.
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Appendix E Order Effects From Anchoring

The discussion of order effects in our discussion section only considers that subjects, after repeated

exposure to dictator games and the norm elicitation, become increasingly aware of the response

desired by the experiment/er. However, order effects may also stem from an anchoring effect.

Because the freshmen and same-class recipient dictator game always occurred prior to

the charity recipient dictator game, subjects may have anchored decisions to the way they played in

the previous dictator game. We believe that the possible contribution of any such ordering effects

is weak. Although the ordering of the student recipient and dictator recipient was not randomized,

there were a substantial number of modules that subjects completed between them, see Figure 1.

As such, the delay between tasks mitigates some of these concerns.

However, we also explore any potential ordering effects within the student recipient dic-

tator games by looking at the absolute difference in transfer allocation. First, for each subject

we compute the absolute difference in transfer allocations between the freshmen and same-class

dictator games. More specifically, we compute the absolute difference between the first game sub-

jects played (freshmen or same-class recipient) and the second game subjects played (same-class

or freshmen recipient). Figure E6 provides a histogram of these absolute differences in allocation

amounts. If there were strong ordering effects that caused the allocation decisions to converge,

we would see clear differences in the frequency of allocation amount by order of dictator game.

By visual inspection, differences in allocation decisions between the freshmen recipient and the

same-class recipient do not appear to be influenced by the ordering of the dictator game. We also

verify this by using a two-sample t-test comparing the computed differences by game order (d =

-0.18. se = 0.27, df = 708, p-value = 0.49).

Finally, as explored in our discussion, one may be concerned of an overall ordering effect

in which subjects ascertain the purpose of the experiment throughout the survey and thereby re-

spond differently towards the end of the survey. This type of ordering effect does not provide direc-

tional predictions but rather predicts a decrease in the variation of the elicited responses. Although

this is a possibility, we observe higher variance in the student recipient dictator game responses in
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comparison to the charity-recipient responses (class-recipient transfers std. error = 0.180, charity-

recipient transfers std. error = 0.279, f-stat = 0.4186, df = 709, p-value=0.000; freshmen-recipient

transfers std. error = 0.211, charity-recipient transfers std. error = 0.279, f-stat = 0.571, df = 709,

p-value = 0.000; student recipient appropriateness rating std. error= 0.0076, charity-recipient ap-

propriateness rating std. error = 0.0079, f-stat = 0.9215, df = 7,809 p-stat= 0.0003). Given that

the two student recipient treatments occurred before the charity-recipient treatment, we do not find

evidence of subjects responding more precisely throughout the experimental survey.
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c
ti
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n

0 5 10 15 20

Abs(Freshmen − Class) Abs(Class − Freshmen)

Fig. E6 Distribution of absolute differences between freshmen recipient and same-class recipient
based on order of dictator game.
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Appendix F Experimental Study Conducted in a Different Wave

Using a Bushfire Charity

We can also demonstrate that our main results are similar to the results from an different experi-

ment conducted earlier in the study. Rice student subjects gave to a charitable organization which

focused on providing aid to the early 2020 Australian bushfires (Sinha, 2021). This earlier study

consisted of two separate survey waves collected in March and April of 2020. There are several

methodological differences between our analysis and the bushfire study. First, subjects were only

drawn from and paired with students from the 2016 entering class (i.e. same-class). A second

difference is the timing and order in which subjects completed the dictator game and the norm

elicitation task. Notably, the norm elicitation task for the subject-recipient dictator game occurred

approximately a month prior to subjects actually playing the dictator game. However, the latter

difference can aid us in understanding how sensitive our results our to the temporal proximity of

the norm elicitation and the dictator game behavior.

We collected data on dictator transfers and social norms of giving to two different re-

cipients - a charity working for bushfire relief in Australia (charity treatment) and an anonymous

Rice University student who was also a participant in the panel (student treatment). The Australia

bushfire relief treatment was conducted in February 2020 and the student treatment was conducted

in March 2020. The student subjects read the following vignette prior to making the allocation

decision in the charity treatment:

Australians are reeling from hundreds of devastating fires sweeping through parts of

the country. Since October 2019, the wildfires have scorched millions of acres of land

and destroyed more than a thousand homes. At least 26 people have died. But perhaps

the greatest damage is to wildlife. An estimated 1 billion animals have been lost, and

scientists fear long-term damage to many sensitive ecosystems. With people displaced

and wildlife populations gutted, there are ways you can help.

Subjects were instructed to choose among three different organizations working for bush-
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fire relief – Australian Red Cross, New South Wales Rural Fire Service and the Royal Society for

the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) New South Wales – and then allocate $20 (their en-

dowment in this task) between themselves and the charity of their choice. In the student treatment,

the subjects were provided with the following instructions:

In this task you will allocate a fixed amount of money between yourself and another

person. If this task is randomly selected for payment, then you will either be paid as

a decision maker, or as a recipient of someone else’s decision. Your role of decision

maker or recipient will also be determined randomly. You will not know the identity

of your counterpart, nor will the counterpart know yours. If your role is the decision

maker, then a recipient will be randomly selected for you. That recipient is also a

member of the Class of 2020 participating in this study. If your role is the recipient,

you will be randomly assigned to a decision maker, who is also a member of the Class

of 2020 participating in the study. Their decision will determine their own payoff and

yours.

Subjects played the social norm elicitation game twice, first after reading about the dic-

tator game with a student recipient and second time after reading about the dictator game with

the charity recipient. In each game, subjects were asked to rate the appropriateness of all eleven

possible allocation choices on a 4-point scale – “very socially appropriate,” “somewhat socially

appropriate,” “somewhat socially inappropriate” and “very socially inappropriate.” To incentivize

these tasks, subjects were instructed that they would earn money only if their ratings for three

randomly selected allocation choices matched the modal rating for those choices by other student

participants. Both social norm elicitation tasks were completed in February 2020. Subjects read

the following instructions in the norm elicitation task for the student treatment:

There are 2 individuals: A and B. A has $20 to allocate between himself/herself and

individual B. Both A and B are students at Rice, and both are aware of this. However,

neither knows the identity of the other. A must decide how much to keep for him-
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self/herself, and how much to pass to B. A’s decision determines the earnings of both

individuals. A can make any of 11 possible allocations. You will be asked, for each

possible allocation, whether that allocation by A is socially appropriate or not. If this

task is chosen for payment, 3 of these allocations will be randomly selected. For each,

your response will be compared with the other study participants in your college. If

you select the same response as the most frequently given by other participants in your

college, then you will receive $3. If you do not match the most common response then

you will receive $0.

A total of 385 panel members participated in the February/March 2020 wave. There were

two parts to this study. In Part 1, there were seven tasks, six of which were incentivized. These

tasks were in a fixed order. In Part 2 subjects were asked to identify 10 of their friends and they later

participated in an experiment designed to test the strength of the friendship network. Excluding

outliers, subjects spent slightly over 11 minutes in the study. On average, subjects earned $33.29

for both parts of the study.

For the purpose of this study, we use data from three of the seven tasks completed in this

wave. The first task was the norm elicitation for the dictator game with a student recipient; the

bushfire relief charitable donation was Task 3, and the norm elicitation for that decision Task 4.

Norms were elicited using a variation on the incentivized coordination game developed by Krupka

and Weber, 2013.

A month later, a total of 406 students from our panel participated in the March 2020

wave. Subjects had just been sent off campus for remote learning due to COVID-19, though some

international students remained in residence. Subjects were told that the study would take about 25

minutes and that they would be compensated $5 for completing a short survey and compensated

for two out of six, randomly chosen, incentivized decision tasks. Excluding outliers, subject spent

an average of 23 minutes with this on-line study. The study took place between March 17 and April

11, 2020. In the task of interest from the March 2020 wave, subjects were asked to allocate a fixed

amount of money ($20) between themselves and another student (also a senior and a participant
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in the study) at Rice University. A total of 358 subjects participated in both waves. Screen shots

below show the instructions for the tasks.

Figure F7 presents the distribution of dictator transfers under the two treatments. In

treatment 1, when the recipient is a charity, more subjects choose allocations that are favorable

to the recipient than when the recipient is a student. Remarkably, 50% (N=176) of our subjects

transfer all their endowment ($20) to the recipient in the charity treatment. In comparison, only

one subject gives $20 to the recipient in treatment 2 where the recipient is a student.

Fig. F7 Frequency distribution of dictator transfers between treatments.

Table F7 presents the summary statistics of dictator transfers under both treatments. The

average transfer in the charity treatment is $13.6 or about 68% of the initial endowment of $20,

while in the student treatment the average is much lower, $6.2 or 31% of the initial endowment.

The difference in giving behavior is substantiated when we test for differences in the distributions

of decisions using a Wilcoxon signed-rank test (Z = 14.213, p < 0.001). This non-parametric test is

based on differences in transfers between treatments for each subject and, therefore, is appropriate

to test for treatment effects in a within-subject design.
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Table F7 Summary statistics of dictator transfer by treatment

Variable N Mean (St. Dev.) Min. Max.

Dictator Transfer (Charity) 358 13.61 (7.34) 0 20

Dictator Transfer (Student) 358 6.20 (4.25) 0 20

Difference in means is significant: t-statistic = 20.045, p < 0.001. Differences in transfer between
treatments is significant: Wilcoxon signed rank test: Z = 14.213, p < 0.001.

Table F8 presents the mean appropriateness rating of each allocation choice in the dicta-

tor game for both treatments. The table shows the mean, standard deviation, and distribution of the

appropriateness ratings for each allocation choice under both treatments. The left half of the table

presents these estimates for the charity treatment. The mean appropriateness rating in this treat-

ment is monotonically increasing in the amount received by the charity and peaks at the allocation

choice that yields nothing for the dictator and everything for the recipient ($0, $20). The right

panel of Table F8 presents the mean, standard deviation and the distribution of appropriateness rat-

ing for treatment 2 – where the recipient is a student. In this treatment, the appropriateness rating

is increasing in recipient’s earnings for all allocations that do not result in a dictator payoff that is

lower than the recipient. The mean appropriateness rating decreases for any allocation choice that

yields a lower payoff for the dictator than the recipient. Accordingly, the most appropriate action

in this treatment is to equally divide the endowment, whereas in the charity treatment the most

appropriate action is to transfer all of the endowment to the recipient.

The second to last column in Table F8 reports paired t-tests between the norm ratings

for each giving level across treatments. All t-tests are statistically significant at p¡0.01. In the last

column of the table, we present results from a Wilcoxon rank-sum test comparing the distribution

of ratings between the two treatments. The test shows that the distribution of appropriateness rating

differs between the two treatments across each allocation choice. These results put into perspective

the pronounced difference in the social norms of giving to a charity versus a fellow student. All

allocation choices that yield lower payoff for the recipient are considered inappropriate in the
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charity treatment. More than 50% of our subjects rate these choices as inappropriate. In the

second treatment where the recipient is another student, only the choices that strongly favor the

dictator (shares $0 - $6 out of $20) are considered strongly inappropriate.

Note that the highest mean rating for the charity treatment is 0.91 for donating the full

endowment to the charity, while in the student treatment the highest mean rating is 0.89, for the

50/50 split, indicating that nearly all subjects agree on the appropriateness of these actions. These

mean ratings are not only the highest, but are nearly identical. Clearly there is strong agreement

on these actions.

In the charity treatment, subjects are better able to match their responses to that of the

group for the appropriateness ratings of other actions. In most cases, more than 50% of all partici-

pants generally agree on the appropriateness rating of different alternative choices. On the contrary,

in the second treatment, there is less agreement about the appropriateness of allocation choices that

strongly favor the recipient. This indicates that our subjects agree somewhat more strongly about

what the norm is when the recipient is a charity rather than another student.

22



Ta
bl

e
F8

Su
m

m
ar

y
st

at
is

tic
s

of
no

rm
ra

tin
gs

un
de

rs
tu

de
nt

an
d

ch
ar

ity
tr

ea
tm

en
t

C
ha

ri
ty

Tr
ea

tm
en

t(
N

=3
58

)
St

ud
en

tT
re

at
m

en
t(

N
=3

58
)

Po
te

nt
ia

l

A
llo

ca
tio

ns
A

ct
io

n
M

ea
n

SD
V

I

(%
)

SI (%
)

SA (%
)

VA (%
)

Po
te

nt
ia

l

A
llo

ca
tio

ns
A

ct
io

n
M

ea
n

SD
V

I

(%
)

SI (%
)

SA (%
)

VA (%
)

T

St
at

is
tic

W
ilc

ox
on

Si
gn

R
an

k

Te
st

20
,0

G
iv

e
$0

-0
.7

8
0.

48
78

13
5

3
20

,0
G

iv
e

$0
-0

.6
7

0.
50

62
29

5
3

3.
77

7*
**

4.
29

2*
**

18
,2

G
iv

e
$2

-0
.6

8
0.

53
67

22
8

4
18

,2
G

iv
e

$2
-0

.5
8

0.
50

51
39

8
3

3.
03

4*
**

3.
30

9*
**

16
,4

G
iv

e
$4

-0
.5

4
0.

57
52

32
12

4
16

,4
G

iv
e

$4
-0

.4
4

0.
51

35
48

13
3

2.
98

1*
**

3.
17

2*
**

14
,6

G
iv

e
$6

-0
.3

5
0.

58
33

44
17

6
14

,6
G

iv
e

$6
-0

.1
7

0.
50

13
54

28
5

5.
13

7*
**

4.
93

1*
**

12
,8

G
iv

e
$8

-0
.1

1
0.

62
20

39
30

12
12

,8
G

iv
e

$8
0.

23
0.

46
3

25
58

14
9.

56
1*

**
8.

83
4*

**

10
,1

0
G

iv
e

$1
0

0.
33

0.
58

6
21

42
32

10
,1

0
G

iv
e

$1
0

0.
89

0.
29

1
1

13
85

17
.1

09
**

*
13

.5
41

**
*

8,
12

G
iv

e
$1

2
0.

44
0.

55
4

15
42

39
8,

12
G

iv
e

$1
2

0.
55

0.
48

2
8

44
46

3.
34

2*
**

3.
75

0*
**

6,
14

G
iv

e
$1

4
0.

54
0.

53
4

9
39

48
6,

14
G

iv
e

$1
4

0.
36

0.
60

5
22

35
37

-4
.6

86
**

*
-4

.6
24

**
*

4,
16

G
iv

e
$1

6
0.

65
0.

52
4

5
30

61
4,

16
G

iv
e

$1
6

0.
23

0.
71

14
23

27
36

-9
.9

93
**

*
-8

.9
58

**
*

2,
18

G
iv

e
$1

8
0.

74
0.

50
4

4
19

73
2,

18
G

iv
e

$1
8

0.
18

0.
76

20
20

24
37

-1
2.

69
0*

**
-1

0.
75

5*
**

0,
20

G
iv

e
$2

0
0.

91
0.

33
2

1
6

91
0,

20
G

iv
e

$2
0

0.
14

0.
82

27
15

20
38

-1
7.

70
4*

**
-1

3.
66

4*
**

N
ot

es
:*

**
p
<

0.
01

V
Ir

ef
er

s
to

“V
er

y
In

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e”

;S
It

o
“S

om
ew

ha
tI

na
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

”,
SA

to
“S

om
ew

ha
tA

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
”

an
d

VA
to

“V
er

y
A

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
”.

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
s

m
ay

no
ts

um
to

10
0

du
e

to
ro

un
di

ng
-o

ff
.

23



In Figure F8, we overlay the mean appropriateness rating of each allocation choice over

the distribution of dictator transfers in both treatments. As seen in the figure, the modal behavior in

each of the two treatments coincides with the peak of mean appropriateness rating. In the charity

treatment, the mean appropriateness rating hits the apex at ($0, $20). This allocation choice yields

$0 for the dictator and $20 for the recipient: 50% of all subjects in the charity treatment gave away

all their endowment ($20), and another 28% chose an allocation that was at least as favorable to the

recipient as themselves. In the student treatment, the mean rating peaks at ($10, $10) which yields

$10 each for the dictator and the recipient: 40% of subjects chose ($10, $10) as their preferred

allocation in this treatment.

Note that in both treatments, subjects maximize their monetary payoff by keeping the

$20 for themselves. However, this payoff-maximizing allocation ($20, $0) is considered more

inappropriate when the recipient is a charity than when it is another student. This difference in

appropriateness rating is reflected in the distribution of dictator allocations between the two re-

cipients at ($20, $0) allocation choice in that more subjects chose this allocation in the student

treatment than the charity treatment. Around 1/4 of subjects chose to share nothing with the recip-

ient in the student treatment versus only 12% in the charity treatment. Note that this happens even

though there is only a small difference in the appropriateness rating of the allocation choice ($20,

$0) between the two treatments: -0.78 in the charity treatment vs. -0.67 in the student treatment.

This may occur due to high cost of choosing a more appropriate action for individuals with strong

self-interest motive. In other words, these individuals are aware that their action is not “socially

appropriate” but are unwilling to bear the cost of taking a more appropriate action.

The equal-split allocation of ($10,$10) also has remarkably different norm ratings be-

tween the two treatments (0.33 in charity v. 0.89 in student). This consideration is noticeable in

the distribution of dictator allocation where only 3 out of 358 subjects chose an allocation more

favorable to the recipient in the student treatment.
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Fig. F8 Distribution of dictator transfers and mean norm ratings in both treatments
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Table F9 Conditional logit regression estimates of choice determinants

(1) (2)

Monetary Payoff (β)
0.19***

(0.01)

0.32***

(0.02)

Appropriateness Rating (γ)
2.40***

(0.11)

2.61***

(0.15)

Monetary Payoff

x Charity Treatment

-0.01

(0.01)

Appropriateness Rating

x Charity Treatment

2.22***

(0.17)

Log-likelihood -1758.78 -1678.11

Observations 7,876 7,876

Note: ***p < 0.01.

Columns 1 and 2 in Table F9 present parameter estimates for the Krupka and Weber

(2013) utility framework given by equation 2: Krupka-Weber Model. In column 1 of Table F9,

the estimated coefficients for both Monetary Payoff and Appropriateness Rating are positive and

statistically significant. This implies that individuals put a positive weight on both attributes when

making their choice – they care about their own earnings, as well as conforming to the social norm.

In column 2 of Table 3, we add two interaction terms - one that interacts the variable

Monetary Payoff with the charity treatment and another that interacts the Appropriateness Ratings

with the charity treatment. These two terms allow us to investigate any differences in marginal util-

ities from payoffs and the degree of appropriateness between the two treatments. While the payoff

interaction term is statistically insignificant, the norm interaction term is positive and significant.

There is also a positive change in the coefficient associated with monetary payoff in column (2)

when the interaction terms are included.
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To test the model in predicting the giving behavior, we calculate the probability distri-

bution of dictator transfers for both treatments using the estimated coefficients for each model.

Figure F9 and Figure F10 compare the predicted choice frequencies and the observed choice fre-

quencies for the charity treatment and the student treatment, respectively. In Figure F9, we see that

our model does not predict behavior well when the recipient is a charity. In particular, the model

fails to predict the fact that a large proportion of subjects donated their entire endowment to the

charity (49% of all participants).

Fig. F9 Comparison of distribution of dictator transfers between models (charity). Predicted
C(KW) is based on the Krupka-Weber framework given by Equation 2.

In Figure F10, we present the comparison of predicted and observed choice frequencies

for the student treatment. Again we find that the model performs well at predicting behavior.
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Fig. F10 Comparison of distribution of dictator transfers between models (student). Predicted
S(KW) is based on the Krupka-Weber framework given by Equation 2.
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F.1 Instructions for Additional Experimental Study

Fig. F11 Introduction
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Fig. F12 Dictator transfer (recipient is a charity)
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Fig. F13 Dictator transfer (recipient is a charity)
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Fig. F14 Dictator transfer (recipient is a charity)
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Fig. F15 Norm elicitation task (general introduction)

Fig. F16 Norm elicitation task (general introduction)

Fig. F17 Norm elicitation task (general introduction)
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Fig. F18 Norm elicitation task (recipient is a charity)
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Fig. F19 Norm elicitation task (recipient is a charity)
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Fig. F20 Dictator transfer (recipient is a student)

37



Fig. F21 Dictator transfer (recipient is a student)
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Fig. F22 Norm elicitation task (recipient is another student)
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