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Abstract 
This paper studies the impact of personally knowing a victim on social preferences for the 
welfare of other victims of the same misfortune. We begin with the analysis of a survey of 
volunteers, which shows that they tend to volunteer for organizations that target misfortunes 
previously suffered by their friends and relatives.  In order to control for informational 
asymmetries, among other potential confounds, we conducted an experiment in which we 
randomly assigned participants to befriend a victim (a fellow participant who lost an initial 
endowment of $10) or a non-victim and found that participants who were paired with a victim 
gave more generous dictator offers to another anonymous victim. 
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Introspection, abundant experimental evidence, and charitable giving totaling $250 

billion in the United States in 2004 (Giving USA, 2004) all suggest that, standard economic 

assumptions about selfishness notwithstanding, people are willing to forgo personal gain to 

improve the welfare of others.   

Although the precise nature of prosocial behavior is still debated, the fact that people’s 

willingness to engage in it is not constant across people or situations seems uncontroversial. Here 

we focus on prosocial behavior toward victims (as opposed to public good situations), so for 

expository purposes we will refer to the potential beneficiaries of prosocial behavior as victims, 

and to the benefactors as donors.   

As we summarize in the following paragraphs, the existing literature on the moderators of 

social preferences has concentrated on main effects of victims’ and donors’ characteristics, and 

on the interactions between specific victims and donors.  It has not addressed, however, why 

donors exhibit different willingness to help victims of a given misfortune, independent of the 

specific victims involved.  This gap is notable, because much of the charitable giving outside the 

laboratory is directed towards charities that target specific misfortunes, where victims are 

anonymous, rather than towards specific victims.1 

Previous research has shown that victims who (i) are identifiable (Kogut & Ritov, 2005a, 

, 2005b; Small & Loewenstein, 2003; Small, Loewenstein, & Slovic, 2005) (ii)  are less 

anonymous (Bohnet & Frey, 1999; Charness & Gneezy, Forthcoming), (iii) are in greater need 

(Eckel & Grossman, 1996) and (iv) suffer from uncontrollable misfortunes (Fong, 2001; Weiner, 

1995), tend to elicit greater sympathy and receive more generous donations.   

                                                 
1 This is perhaps best exemplified by the proliferation of walks and races for specific ailments (i.e. breast cancer, 
Multiple Sclerosis, etc.) 
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Other studies have examined the impact of donor characteristics, such as gender 

(Andreoni & Vesterlund, 2001; Bolton & Katok, 1995; Eckel & Grossman, 1998), race (Eckel & 

Grossman, 2001), academic major (Carter & Irons, 1991; Frank, Gilovich, & Regan, 1993) and 

age (Harbaugh, Krause, & Liday, 2000; List, 2004), on prosocial tendencies.  The estimated 

impacts of donor characteristics, however, have proven to be much less consistent (for a review 

see pages 63-66 in Camerer, 2003).   

Finally, previous research shows that victim and donor characteristics interact, 

particularly when there is a match or similarity that reduces the psychological distance between 

donors and victims.  For example, donors have been shown to care more for victims who (i) 

belong to their in-group rather than their out-group (e.g. Dovidio et al., 1997; Flippen, Hornstein, 

Siegal, & Weitman, 1996; Levine, Cassidy, Brazier, & Reicher, 2002), (ii) are more similar to 

them (Krebs, 1975; Stotland & Dunn, 1989), and (iii) are geographically more proximate to the 

donor (Charness, Haruvy, & Sonsino, Forthcoming).    

Yet as mentioned earlier, the existing literature has not examined variation in willingness 

to contribute across misfortunes.  Why do some people donate money to research on Alzheimer’s 

and others to help nourish children in Africa? Why do some people ‘race for the cure’ of breast 

cancer while others walk for multiple Sclerosis?  We begin to address this gap here, by 

examining the role of having a personal relationship with a victim of a specific misfortune on 

caring for other victims of that same misfortune. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that having a personal relationship with a victim increases a 

donor’s willingness to contribute resources to other victims of the same misfortune.  For 

example, celebrities such as Nancy Reagan, Mia Hamm, and Rob Lowe all promote charities that 

benefit victims who suffer from an affliction from which a family member suffered.   
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Our first study consists of a survey that seeks to examine the validity of this anecdotal 

evidence, by comparing pre-existing personal relationships of volunteers at three different 

charitable organizations.  As predicted, we find that volunteers tend to get involved in 

organizations that help victims of misfortunes experienced by people they knew prior to 

volunteering.  For example, we find that 89% of volunteers at the Alzheimer’s Association knew 

somebody who suffered from Alzheimer’s prior to volunteering, compared to 60% of volunteers 

at Action AIDS and 46% of volunteers at the Special Olympics.  

This positive association between knowing victims of a given misfortune and engaging in 

prosocial behavior towards other victims of the same misfortune could be explained by any of 

the following four mechanisms: 

i. Spurious association: friends of victims are unobservably different from friends 

of non-victims, and their greater tendency to provide assistance to other victims is 

driven by this unobservable heterogeneity rather than by the personal relationship 

per se. For example, the unobserved characteristic may be geographic distance: 

people may volunteer for causes that are near their homes, and organizations may 

locate in areas with high incidences of a particular misfortune, which would lead 

to a spurious association between knowing a victim of a given misfortune and 

volunteering for an organization that targets it. 

ii. Selfish motive: friends of victims may exhibit a higher (subjective) probability of 

suffering from the misfortune experienced by a loved one and hence their decision 

to contribute may be motivated by their own personal gain either directly (e.g. by 

helping to find a cure for a disease for which they perceive they might contract) or 

indirectly (e.g. by expecting retribution once they have contracted the disease).  
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iii. Information or salience: friends of victims may be better informed about ways to 

contribute to other victims of that misfortune, or may be better informed about the 

experience of suffering from it.   Even if equally informed, personal relationships 

with victims may act as a reminder to act. 

iv. Effect on social preferences: the final and most interesting mechanism is that 

knowing a victim may directly influence social preferences for the utility of other 

victims of the same misfortune.  In other words, having a relationship with a 

victim may cause donors to internalize the utility of other victims to a greater 

extent than donors without such relationships. 

 

In order to assess whether knowing a victim influences prosocial behavior by directly 

changing people’s preferences for the welfare of other victims, we conducted a controlled 

experiment that first induced “friendship” between randomly-matched participants and 

subsequently made some “friends” into “victims” (by having them give up a $10 endowment).   

We then examined the impact of being “friends” with a subject who became a victim, on amount 

of money offered, in a dictator game, to another subject who also lost the $10. 2 

Because the experiment consists of a one-shot, anonymous game, with random matching, 

and is conducted in a setting where both friends and non-friends of victims obtain the exact same 

information, explanations (i), (ii), and (iii) were eliminated by design and hence we attribute any 

remaining influence of knowing a victim to an effect on social preferences. 

Consistent with the notion that personal relationships with victims influence social 

preferences for other victims of the same misfortune, we find that dictators who befriended a 

                                                 
2 In the dictator game one player (the dictator) divides a monetary endowment between herself and one other player 
(the recipient) who has no option but to accept the payment (unlike the ultimatum game, where the recipient can 
reject offers). See chapter 2 in Camerer, 2003  for a recent review of the dictator game and other related paradigms. 



6  

 

victim were more generous towards other victims (giving an average of $3.06 of a $10.00 

endowment) than were dictators who befriended a non-victim (giving an average of $1.95).  In 

what follows, section I presents the results from the volunteering survey, section II from the 

dictator game experiment, and section III concludes the paper. 

 
I. Volunteering Survey 

 
 We surveyed volunteers at several local charitable organizations.  The survey asked 

volunteers about their relationships with victims of different misfortunes prior to volunteering.  

We predicted that a relationship with a victim who has suffered from a particular ailment would 

be correlated with volunteering choices.   

We first obtained a list from www.volunteermatch.com of all volunteer coordinators for 

local organizations that support victims of specific misfortunes (as opposed to broad charitable 

organizations, such as the United Way).  Six local organizations fit these criteria.  We posted the 

survey on the web, and asked volunteer coordinators from these organizations to forward the 

survey link to their volunteers.  Three of them followed through with their commitment to 

forward our request, resulting in a total of 116 respondents:  26 from Action AIDS, 75 from the 

Alzheimer’s Association and 15 from the Special Olympics. The request, of course, did not 

disclose our hypothesis. 

The survey consists of a form where respondents could indicate if they knew someone 

who had experienced each of six different ailments prior to volunteering at the current 

organization (the six ailments were AIDS, Multiple Sclerosis, Alzheimer’s disease, Diabetes, 

Intellectual disability and Breast cancer).  For each of the ailments, respondents could specify if 

they had an acquaintance, colleague, casual friend, close friend, distant relative, parent, sibling, 

spouse and “other”, who suffered from that ailment.  Since we only received responses from 
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volunteers at three of the organizations, the analyses below just compares the responses about the 

three corresponding misfortunes (AIDS, Alzheimer’s disease, and intellectual ability). 

Results and Discussion 

Based on our hypothesis that having a personal relationship with a victim of a specific 

misfortune increases caring for other victims of the same misfortune, we expected that volunteers 

at organizations that target a specific misfortune would have more pre-existing personal 

relationships with people who suffered from that misfortune than volunteers at organizations that 

target other misfortunes.  

Consistent with this prediction, volunteers knew (prior to volunteering) an average of 

1.51 people who suffered from the misfortune targeted by the organization for which they 

volunteer, and .651from each of the two misfortunes not targeted by their organization, a 

statistically significant difference (t(346) = 7.36, p < .0001).  Moreover, as shown in Figure 1, 

the data for each of the three misfortunes are consistent with our hypothesis.  The figure shows 

the average number of victims of each of the three misfortunes that volunteers from each of the 

three organizations knew prior to volunteering. 

 In the case of AIDS, for example, the figure shows that volunteers at Action AIDS knew 

an average of 1.81 victims of AIDS prior to volunteering, compared to .68 on average known by 

volunteers at the Alzheimer’s Association, and .53 known by those at the Special Olympics.  A 

t-test contrasting the average number people with AIDS known by volunteers at Action AIDS, 

with the average number of people with AIDS known by volunteers at the two other 

organizations combined proved significant (t(114) = 4.31, p < .0001).  Analogous pairwise 

comparisons also proved significant for Alzheimer’s disease (t(114) = 4.19, p < .0001) and for 
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intellectual Disability (t(114) = 2.31, p = .023).   The p-values from non-parametric Wilcoxon 

two-sample tests were .0012, <.0001 and .0568 respectively. 

***Figure 1*** 

Similar results are obtained comparing the percentage of volunteers who knew someone 

who suffered from the misfortune targeted by their organization (i.e. using a dichotomous 

dependent variable): 81.6% of volunteers had a personal relationship with a victim of the 

misfortune targeted by their organization, compared to an average of 46.2% for the other two 

misfortunes not targeted by it (χ2(1) = 40.6, p < .0001).   

Moreover, as was the case for number of victims, figure 2 shows that the data for each of 

the three misfortunes are consistent with our hypothesis.  The figure reports the percentage of 

volunteers at each of the three organizations who knew a victim, prior to volunteering, of each of 

the three misfortunes.  Considering AIDS, for example, the figure shows that 65% of Action 

AIDS volunteers knew someone with AIDS prior to volunteering, compared to 43% of volunteers 

at the Alzheimer’s Association and 47% of volunteers at the Special Olympics.  A pairwise 

comparison of the percentage of volunteers at Action AIDS that knew a victim, with that of the 

other two organizations combined was statistically significant (χ2(1) = 3.97, p = .046).  Once 

again, such pairwise comparisons were also statistically significant for Alzheimer’s disease 

(χ2(1) = 20.48, p < .0001) and intellectual disability (χ2(1) = 3.88 , p = .049). 

***Figure 2*** 

Although the results from our survey are consistent with the pattern of prosocial choices 

that would be expected if personal relationships with victims of a specific misfortune have an 

impact on caring for other victims of the same misfortune, the correlational nature of the survey 

precludes us from making inferences about causality.   
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In particular, as was discussed in the introduction, friends of victims may act more 

generously towards other victims of the same misfortune because of any of the following four 

mechanisms: (i) they are unobservably different from non-friends of victims, (ii) they have a 

(subjective) higher likelihood of suffering from the same misfortune, (iii) they are better 

informed about volunteering opportunities for the misfortune their friend has suffered, or about 

the details of their suffering , and/or (iv) their social preferences are influenced by their personal 

experience of knowing a victim.  In order to assess the causal influence of knowing a victim on 

social preferences, we conducted an experiment which we report next. 

 
 

II. Dictator Game Experiment 
 

We conducted an experiment where pairs of subjects first engaged in a short task that 

allowed them to get to know each other (i.e. become friends).  All subjects were given an 

endowment of $10 and one subject in half of the pairs (soon to become a recipient in the dictator 

game) lost their endowment (i.e. became a victim).  We then compared the amount of money 

given by dictators whose friend became a victim and that of dictators whose friend did not.   

We also manipulated the recipient of the allocation (friend or scholarship fund) to rule 

out two plausible alternative explanations for why the friend status manipulation might affect 

generosity towards another victim.  The first is that a relationship with a victim may influence 

social preferences for all kinds of victims, such that friends of victims would give more to all 

causes (e.g. by manipulating the subject’s mood).  The second is that participants may use the 

outcome of their friend as a reference point and hence may be more likely to part with their own 

money (since their friends have less) than friends of non-victims (whose friends have $10).  If 
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either of these explanations were true, we would expect friends of victims to give more than 

friends of non-victims, both to another victim and to the scholarship fund.   

We conducted the study in classrooms at the end of six undergraduate classes (ranging in 

size from 24-97).  A total of 280 individuals (62.6% female) participated in exchange for the 

amount they earned as a result of the allocation task.   

 

A. Relationship Induction 

We paired up participants with the person sitting directly in front of/behind them and 

moved seats so that they could interact.  Each pair of participants engaged in an abridged version 

of the Relationship Closeness Induction Task (RCIT), a task commonly used by psychologists to 

induce relationships in experiments (for a review see Sedikides, Campbell, Reeder, & Elliot, 

1999). 

 The relationship induction was labeled “Communication task” and consisted of two sets 

of questions.  It instructed each pair of participants to engage in as natural a conversation as 

possible, using the questions listed.  The first set of questions included: 1) What is your first 

name? 2) Where are you from? 3) What year are you in school? 4) What are your hobbies? 5) 

What would you like to do after graduating?  The experimenter kept time and asked participants 

to move from the first list to the second list after 2 minutes.  The second set of questions 

included: 1) If you could travel anywhere in the world, where would you go and why? 2) What is 

one thing happening in your life that makes you stressed out? 3) If you could have one wish 

granted, what would that be? 4) What is one recent accomplishment that you are proud of? They 

had 3 minutes to discuss the second set of questions.  When time was up, the experimenter 

instructed participants to return to their seats. 
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B. Dictator Game Setup 

  An instructions sheet, read aloud by the experimenter, provided complete information 

about the procedures (the instructions are included in the appendix).  It informed participants that 

one person within each pair of friends would be making an allocation decision, but that the 

decision would not affect their friend; rather the allocator would either divide money between 

herself and another anonymous participant or between herself and a scholarship fund of her 

university.  Highlighting the anonymous nature of the task, participants were told that those who 

could give to another participant would only know the number of the person affected by their 

decisions but would never learn the identity of the person with that number.  

 All participants began the study with an endowment of $10.3  Each pair of friends was 

assigned a unique number.  Within each pair, one person was assigned role ‘A’ (soon to be 

dictators) and the other was assigned role ‘B’ (half of which would become victims by losing 

their $10).  Each participant, therefore, knew their own number and letter and their friend’s 

number and letter (e.g., if a participant is assigned 6A, then her friend must be 6B), but did not 

know anyone else’s number or letter.   

We then created victims by randomly selecting some participants to lose their money.  

Specifically, half of the B participants in each session lost their money. To do this, the 

experimenter flipped a coin in front of all participants; if it came up heads, odd-numbered B 

participants lost their money, if it came up tails, even-numbered B participants lost their money.  

Note that all A participants knew that half the B participants lost their money, but they knew the 

identity of only one B participant: their friend.  

                                                 
3 Participants did not receive an actual payment of $10 at the beginning of the experiment.  They were informed of 
their initial endowment through the instructions (see appendix for more details). 
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After the coin flip, all A participants drew a piece of paper designating the recipient to 

whom they could give money.  Before the drawing, instructions informed them that, depending 

on their draw, their recipient would be either the scholarship fund or a B participant who had lost 

their money.  Therefore, half the slips of paper were labeled with the fund’s name and the other 

half with a number corresponding to a B participant who lost her money.  If an A participant 

drew her own number, she returned the paper and drew another one (i.e. no A participant was 

ever able to give to her own friend).  There were no slips of paper representing B participants 

who kept their money.  We also had B participants draw a piece of paper and make a 

hypothetical allocation in order to maintain anonymity (this way,  subjects could not learn who in 

the room was an A or a B based on who was involved in drawing slips of paper). In sum, all A 

participants could give between $0 and $10 to either a B participant who lost money or to the 

scholarship fund, which was determined by the piece of paper they drew. Half of the B 

participants, as a result of the coin flip, lost their $10 and could receive some money from a 

randomly determined A participant, and the other half of B participants kept their $10.   

To ensure that participants understood the instructions, participants filled out a short 

survey following the experiment that asked them to report whether the person with whom they 

were paired in the communication task lost money as a result of the coin flip in the allocation 

task.  All subjects correctly reported the consequences of the coin flip.  They were also asked to 

indicate how much they knew the person with whom they were matched, on a scale ranging from 

1 (never talked to before) to 10 (best friends).   

 

C. Results and Discussion  
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Figure 3 shows the distribution of allocations made by dictators across conditions.  Figure 

3a elucidates the tendency toward greater dictator offers from A participants whose friend lost 

the initial endowment in the conditions for which the recipient was another subject who had lost 

their endowment.  Yet, this tendency is not evident in Figure 3b, which shows the conditions for 

which the recipient was the Scholarship Fund.    

***Figures 3a and 3b*** 

Figure 4 shows the average contribution in each of the four conditions and further 

supports the predicted pattern.  The first two bars show the average amount of money given to a 

B participant who lost the initial $10 endowment.  As predicted, dictators offered more money if 

their friend was a victim (M = $3.06) than if she was not (M = $1.95), a statistically significant 

difference (t(71) = -2.25, p = .027). 4  The next set of bars, in contrast, show that dictators whose 

friend was a victim were slightly less generous towards the scholarship fund (M = $2.45) than 

dictators whose friend was not a victim (M = $3.08) but this difference was not significant 

(t(67) = .913, p = .364).  

***Figure 4*** 

 Since the distributions depicted in figures 3 and 4 are not normal, we also conducted the 

pairwise comparisons using the non-parametric Wilcoxon two-sample test.  The difference 

between donations of friends of victims and friends of non-victims towards a fellow subject was 

also significant when using this test (Z = 2.12, p = .034), while the difference in donations to the 

scholarship fund was also non-significant (Z = 1.04, p = .296).  

This pattern supports the hypothesis that individuals are more generous to victims of a 

particular misfortune when they have a personal relationship with someone who has endured the 

                                                 
4 The difference between offers to another subjects are also statistically different across conditions if the single $10 
allocation (see figure 3a) is excluded from the sample.  The means are then $1.95 and $2.88, with a t-test of  
t(70)=2.02, p = .047. 
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same misfortune.  Furthermore, the fact that average contribution towards the scholarship fund 

was not influenced by the friend’s state rules out the two alternative explanations alluded to 

earlier.  That is, effects of being paired with a victim cannot be attributed to an increase in 

overall generosity or to a reference-point effect with respect to the friend’s outcome.   

Thus consistent with our hypothesis, a relationship with a victim causally increases 

generosity to other victims of the same misfortune.  This effect occurs even when we control for 

information, since all participants had the same information during the task--all knew that half of 

the B participants had lost their $10 endowment.  The only difference was that some A 

participants were “friends” with one of the B participants who lost their endowment and others 

were not.   

Pre-existing friendship  

As mentioned previously, at the end of the experiment we asked subject to indicate from 

1 (never spoke to before) to 10 (best friends) how much they knew the person with whom they 

were matched for the communication task (i.e. their “friend”), prior to the experiment.  Thus, 

although we induced friendship between randomly-assigned subjects, we also have a measure of 

how close the randomly-assigned pairs were prior to this manipulation.  We will refer to this 

variable as friendship.  The average for friendship was 2.28 with a standard deviation of 2.52.   

We used friendship to further test the hypothesized mechanism for our findings.  In 

particular, for each condition we estimated a regression where the unit of observations was a 

dictators’ offer, the dependent variable was the dollar amount offered, and the key predictor was 

log(friendship).  If knowing a victim makes people more generous to other victims of the same 

misfortune, then the closer the dictator was to her friend prior to the experiment, the more she 
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should give to the randomly matched recipient if her friend became a victim, but no such effect 

should exist if her friend did not become a victim (or if the recipient was the scholarship fund).  

The results from these four regressions are presented in table 1.  Each column shows the 

regression estimates for each condition.  In particular, columns (1) and (2) correspond to the 

conditions where the recipient was another subject, and columns (3) and (4) correspond to the 

conditions where the recipient was the scholarship fund.  As predicted, friendship significantly 

increased the amount of money offered (p = .068) only in the condition for which the A 

participant’s friend became a victim and the recipient was another subject.   

If instead of log(friendship), the regression is estimated with a dummy variable which 

takes the value of 1 if friendship > 1 and of 0 if friendship = 1 as the only predictor, similar 

results are obtained  (p = .0129 in the first column, but still far above .1 in the three other 

columns).  Thus, closeness of a pre-existing relationship with a friend who becomes a victim is 

also positively related to generosity towards another anonymous victim of the same misfortune. 

We interpret these results as further support for the hypothesis that having a personal relationship 

with a victim increases caring for other victims of the same misfortune.5 

***Table 1*** 

 

IV. Conclusions 

The existing literature on moderators of social preferences has concentrated on the 

influence of victims’ and donors’ characteristics on overall generosity, and on factors that lead 

specific donors to behave more generously towards specific victims.  It has not addressed, 

                                                 
5 Note that, consistent with the comparison of average monetary offers across conditions presented earlier, the point 
estimates of the regressions within the conditions where the recipient is the Scholarship Fund suggest that friendship 
with a subject who lost $10, decreases donations to the Scholarship Fund, though the estimated coefficient is not 
significantly different from 0.  
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however, why people exhibit different willingness to help victims of a given misfortune, 

independent of the specific victims involved.  This is an important gap, because much of 

charitable giving outside the laboratory, like that of the volunteers we surveyed in study 1, is 

directed towards organizations that benefits victims of specific misfortunes rather than towards 

specific victims or to victims who have certain personal characteristics.   

In this paper we bridge this gap by showing that knowing a victim who suffered from a 

specific misfortune increases caring for other victims of the same misfortune.  In particular we 

surveyed volunteers at different organizations and found that they tended to volunteer for 

organizations that targeted misfortunes that had been suffered by people they knew prior to 

volunteering.  To rule out mechanisms that could lead to this association other than preferences, 

we conducted an experiment that randomly matched subjects with another subject who either 

kept or lost an initial endowment of $10.  Consistent with the hypothesized impact of “friends of 

victims” on social preferences, we found that subjects who befriended a victim subsequently 

gave more generous dictator offers to other anonymous victims of the same misfortune. 
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Table 1. Amount given as a function of pre-existing friendship with randomly assigned subject (OLS)
Dependent variable: $ amount given by dictator

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

Recipient:
Friend: Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim

Intercept 2.759** 1.878** 2.644** 2.510**
(0.472)   (0.360)   (0.551)   (0.570)   

log(pre-existing friendship) (1-10 scale) 0.858* -0.294  -1.033  0.728  
(0.456)   (0.467)   (0.858)   (0.558)   

Number of observationsa 34 31 31 34

R2 0.100 0.013 0.048 0.051
Notes:

**,* significant at the 5% and 10% level respectively
a We obtained data on pre-existing friendship for  130 of the 142 pairs of subjects.

Another subject Scholarship fund
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Figure 1. Average number of personal relationships with victims of each misfortune for 
volunteers at each organization.  
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Figure 2. Percentage of volunteers who had a personal relationship with a victim, prior to 
volunteering for their organization. 
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Figures 3a and 3b. Distribution of dollar amounts given by dictators when the recipient is 
another subject (Figure 3a) and when the recipient is the scholarship fund (Figure 3b).  
 
Figure 3a: Recipient is another subject 
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Figure 3b: Recipient is scholarship fund 
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Figure 4. Average dollar amounts given in dictator game     
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Appendix 1 - Experimental Instructions 
 
Thank you for participating in this study.  This is a study about how people allocate money.  You will be randomly 
assigned to a certain role and the person who was your partner in the first part of this study will be in a different role.  
Depending on your role, you may be making allocation decisions or you may be the recipient of such allocations. 
 
All decisions made by participants are anonymous.  At the start of the study, you will learn the roles to which you 
and your partner have been assigned, but at no time will you learn what decisions are made by your partner or by 
any other participant.  Your partner and others will never learn what you do either.  
 
Furthermore, each student has a number and participants will only know the number of the person who is affected 
by their decisions, but will never learn WHO has what number.   
 
For this study, you will be informed through the instructions about all aspects of the procedures.  There is no 
deception in this study (i.e. everything in your instructions is indeed happening).  All decisions made be participants 
are real.   
 
Payments will be distributed in envelopes in the following class so you will only learn how much you make in the 
study, but not how much anyone else makes.  
 
 
 
Please stay quiet throughout the experiment and do your best to minimize facial expressions. If others can 
guess how you are feeling, you will need to be excluded from the experiment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PLEASE DON’T TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE EXPERIMENTER INSTRUCTS YOU TO DO SO. 
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For this study, each participant starts off with an endowment of $10.00.  Each pair of friends is assigned a unique 
number (no two pairs will have the same number)  
 
You and your partner are assigned number _______________ 
 
 
Within each pair, one person at random is assigned to be “A” and the other is assigned to be “B”.   
 
You are assigned letter ____ 
 
Your partner is letter: _____ 
 
For this study, some Bs will be randomly selected to lose their money.  The experimenter will flip a coin: if it turns 
up heads and you are a B with an odd number, then you will lose your money. If it turns up tails and you are a B 
with an even number, then you will lose your money. If you are an A, you get to keep your money either way but 
your friend might lose his/her money depending on the coin flip. 
 
 
 
PLEASE DON’T TURN THE PAGE UNTIL THE EXPERIMENTER INSTRUCTS YOU TO DO SO. 
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My number is _____  My letter is ____ 
 
Instructions for A’s: 
 
At this time all A’s will draw a piece of paper, which designates who they can give money to.  If an A draws a 
number, then that A can give to the B participant who has that number.  If an A draws “Scholarship Fund”, then that 
A can give to the Scholarship Fund.  Each A can give any amount between $0.00 and $10.00 to the recipient 
designated on their piece of paper.  
 
Please draw a piece of paper from the bag when the experimenter approaches you.  Remember that this is who any 
money you give away will go to.  If you draw your own number, please return it to the bag and draw a 
different number. 
 
Please write down what your piece of paper says here ______ 
 
Please decide here how much of your $10.00 you want to keep for yourself and how much you want to give to the 
recipient you have drawn. 
 
Keep for self  ________ 
 
Give  away    ________ 
 
Total                $10.00       
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Instructions for B’s  
 
Although you will not be making an actual money allocation, we are interested in knowing how you think you 
would have made an allocation if you had been selected to be an A and your friend had been selected to be a B. At 
this time all B’s will draw a piece of paper, which designates who they can make a hypothetic decision about.  Do 
your best to imagine that you are in your friend’s shoes right now and your friend is in yours.   
 
Please draw a piece of paper from the bag when the experimenter approaches you.  Remember that this is who you 
are making your hypothetical decision about. If you draw your own number, please return it to the bag and 
draw again. 
 
 
Please write down what your piece of paper says here ______ 
 
If you had been selected to be an A, please tell us how much of your $10.00 you would keep for yourself and how 
much you would give to the recipient you have drawn. 
 
Keep for self  ________ 
 
Give  away    ________ 
 
Total                $10.00       
 
Please wait for the experimenter to collect all forms. 
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