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We are delighted to welcome you in Nijmegen to the meeting on  

Decision Making for Others 2018 

We hope you agree with us that we have arranged a very interesting program with excellent 

researchers from all over the world and different disciplines.  

Please find enclosed general information, the program, abstract of all presentations, and a list 

of participants. 

We would also like to thank our sponsors the DNB, the Institute for Management Research at 

Radboud University, the International office and in particular our research group Integrated 

Decision-making for funding this event. 

When you have any questions do not hesitate to ask our student volunteers or us. 

Enjoy the meeting, 

Sascha & Wolfgang 

  



 
 

Page | 2 

Some general information  

Location: The meeting will take place at Radboud University’s Elinor Ostrom Building, 
room 01.220. Directions, a campus map, can be found here. The map can also be found on 
the last page of this booklet.  

Talks: The slot for a talk is about 25 minutes, please leave 8-10 minutes for discussions. 

 Speakers: Please keep your talk efficient and to the point such that you are able to 
provide the main message of the paper on time (e.g. do not list all of the existing 
literature, or tell us that using experiments makes sense for your research…we believe 
you!). Please put your talk on the presenter computer before the session starts. 

 Chairs: either Sascha or Wolfgang will chair each session. 

 Audience: Given the narrow topic and expert audience we hope for very lively 
discussions. Please restrict your questions during the presentations to points of 
clarification for comprehension and provide comments and critique after the end of the 
talk. 

Internet Access: Radboud University is fully connected to eduroam. If you have an account 
from your home institution, you should be able to connect at RU. If you have problems, here 
is a guideline from RU: https://www.ru.nl/ict-uk/staff/wifi/manually/. We also provide login 
codes for those without eduroam access. 

Moderated discussions: On Tuesday we will have a moderated discussion. Therefore, you 
have to login at https://eu10.meetingsphere.com/11827576/dmfo. You will be asked to 
provide a name and email address. These will not be used for the session but we can send 
results right after the meeting. You can use your own laptop; however, we have also some 
more laptops available. 

Posters: During lunch on Tuesday we have our poster session on screen. We have several 
screens with a resolution of full HD 1920 x 1040. You can also bring posters on paper. See 
also https://www.ru.nl/lecturers/practical-matters/lecture-halls-rooms/collaboration-rooms/.  

Food: We tried to take your dietary restrictions into account. Coffee will be served at the 
"STAFF Longue, N 02.410", lunch will be at cafeteria “     ”on Monday and in room 00.220 on 
Tuesday. The conference dinner will take place on Monday, 19:30 h, at the Restaurant/Hotel 
Konbanwa (http://www.konbanwa.nl). A bus will take us from the conference venue to the 
restaurant. At about 22:15 h there will be a bus transfer from the restaurant to Nijmegen 
central station (for those who stay in the city). Drinks are included! 

Public transport: Trains stop at Nijmegen Central Station and Station Nijmegen Heyendaal. 
During rush hour bus line 10, the Heyendaal Shuttle, runs every five minutes directly from 
the central station to campus Heyendaal.  

Local buses stop on campus in the Philips van Leydenlaan, the Heyendaalseweg, the 
Kapittelweg and Erasmuslaan. There are several connections from Nijmegen Central Station 
to these bus stops. For traveling by bus or train you must use the OV-chipkaart (public 
transportation chip card). An easy way to plan your trip is using the website OV9292 
  

http://www.ru.nl/nsm/about-faculty/contact/how-get/
https://www.ru.nl/ict-uk/staff/wifi/manually/
https://eu10.meetingsphere.com/11827576/dmfo
https://www.ru.nl/lecturers/practical-matters/lecture-halls-rooms/collaboration-rooms/
http://www.konbanwa.nl/
http://9292.nl/en
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Sponsors 

 
De Nederlandsche Bank 
 
DNB seeks to safeguard financial stability and thus contributes to sustainable prosperity in the 
Netherlands. To this end, DNB operates as an independent central bank and supervisor to 
ensure price stability and balanced macroeconomic development in Europe, together with the 
other central banks of the Eurosystem, a shock-resilient financial system and a secure, reliable 
and efficient payment system, and strong and sound financial institutions that meet their 
obligations. By issuing independent economic advice, DNB strengthens policies aimed at its 
primary targets. 
 
Institute for Management Research 
 
The Institute for Management Research (IMR) is the research institute of the Nijmegen School 
of Management. Our researchers carry out state-of-the-art research into complex problems of 
governance and management, in order to explain the causes of these problems, and to use 
that knowledge to create potential solutions. The IMR hosts researchers from business 
administration, economics and business economics, geography, planning and environmental 
sciences, and political science and public administration. The problems they study often call 
for a combination of knowledge and expertise from multiple disciplines, and for collaboration 
with societal relevant actors. IMR aims to create knowledge for society. 
 
‘Integrated Decision making’ (ID) 
 
The multidisciplinary research group ‘Integrated Decision making’ (ID) focuses on 
management decisions that cut across the individual, group and inter-group level.  Real world 
decision making increasingly demands theories and methods that link analysis of individual 
preferences, intra-organizational behavior, and societal challenges with intervention strategies 
that support decision makers. Think of issues such as making urban areas sustainable, 
reduction of energy consumption, reducing operational risk in the finance sector and adaptive 
delta management. What these issues have in common is that decision makers find 
themselves in a network of actors with different problem perceptions, multiple (often 
conflicting) goals and diverging preferences for solutions, across the individual, organizational 
and societal level. Scientific theories and methods are required that acknowledge these 
differences between actors and between levels of decision making and translate these into 
intervention strategies. 
 
International Office, Radboud University 
 
The International Office has as its main role to prepare and implement Radboud University's 
internationalization policy in cooperation with the different faculties. The daily activities of the 
International Office more specifically include coordination of the collaboration with 
international academic partners, development and administration of international networks 
and scholarships, stimulation of international student and staff mobility and development 
cooperation. 
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Contact Information 

 
Dr. Sascha Füllbrunn 
Associate Professor of Finance 
Radboud University 
Department of Economics 
Heyendaalseweg 141, 6525 AJ NIJMEGEN, The Netherlands 
Postbus 9108, 6500 HK NIJMEGEN, The Netherlands 
T: +31-(0)24-3615474 
E:  s.fullbrunn@fm.ru.nl 
 
Dr. Wolfgang Luhan 
Senior Lecturer, Economics and Finance Subject Group 
Faculty of Business and Law 
University of Portsmouth 
Richmond Building, Portland Street 
Portsmouth, Hampshire PO1 3DE 
United Kingdom 
T: +44 (0)23 9284 4129 
E: wolfgang.luhan@port.ac.uk 
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Schedule 

Monday, 02.07.2018 

10:00 Welcome 

10:10 

S1 

Utz Weitzel Social competition and delegated decision making in the finance industry 

10:35 Erik Wengström Delegation to financial professionals 

11:00 Elke Renner The social costs of responsibility 

11:25 Marco Faillo  
Responsibility and voice in public goods games with peer punishment. An experimental 
study. 

11:50 Morning Coffee 

12:15 

S2 

Catherine Eckel I know what’s best? Financial advisors exaggerate gender differences in the lab 

12:40 Sarah Jacobson (Im)patience by proxy: Making intertemporal decisions for others 

13:05 Richard Tunney The psychology of surrogate decision-making 

13:30 Lunch © 

14:30 

S3 

Alan Sanfey Social motivations in choosing for others: insights from decision neuroscience 

14:55 Tatsuya Kameda 
Deciding for others as a neutral third-party recruits risk-neutral perspective-taking: Model-
based behavioral and fMRI experiments 

15:20 Evan Polman Deconstructing DMfO: A Meta-Analysis of Risky Self-Other Decision Making 

15:45 Afternoon Coffee 

16:10 

S4 

Gijs van de Kuilen Higher order risk preferences for others in two domains. 

16:35 Kinga Posadzy Tracing risky decisions for oneself and others: The role of intuition and deliberation 

17:00 Michela Rancan Risk taking on behalf of others: The role of social distance 

17:25 Final Spurt Drinks 

17:50 

S5 

Sebastian Olschewski 
Anti-social motives explain increased risk aversion for others in decisions from 
experience 

18:15 Ola Andersson 
Risking other people’s money: Experimental evidence on the role of incentives and 
personality traits 

18:40 Wolfgang Luhan 
Limited Liability: A clash of social and egoistic preferences in  nancial decision making for 
others 

19:05 Bus transfer to restaurant KONBANWA  
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Tuesday, 03.07.2018 

08:30 Welcome 

08:45 

S6 

Natalie Lee The effect of feedback content and timing on self-other gap in risk-taking 

09:10 Martin Kocher 
Affirmative action policies and behavior in promotional tournaments: An 
experiment 

09:35 Matteo Ploner Interpersonal Risk Assessment and Social Preferences: An Experimental Study 

10:00 Sandro Ambuehl An empirical study of paternalistic decision making 

10:25 Morning Coffee  in the Staff Lounge (N 02.410) 

10:50 

S7 

Elina Khachatryan Principal-agent cheating game 

11:10 Homa Zarghamee Behavioral economic phenomena in decision making for others 

11:35 Ciril Bosch Rosa 
Heads we both win, tails you lose: the effect of limited liability on financial 
decision making 

12:00 Lunch & Poster (00.220) 

13:00 Moderated Discussion 

15:00 Farewell + Coffee 

    
Poster 
Session       

  
Billur Aksoy 

The Effect of Scarcity on In-Group Bias in Pro-Social and Moral Behavior: 
Evidence from Coffee Farmers in Guatemala 

  
Mert Gumren 

Demand For Decision Autonomy And Willingness To Take Responsibility In Risky 
Environments: Experimental Evidence 

  
Janna Ruessmann 

Economic decisions for others are influenced by the identity of the decision 
recipient 

  
Christina Strobel 

Risk Taking under Accountability for Oneself and Others: A Laboratory 
Experiment 

  
Wiebke Szymczak 

Shareholder value in the lab: Evidence on prosocial effort allocations in multi-task 
principal-agent experiments 

  Xiaogeng Xu Ambiguity Attitudes in the Loss Domain: Decisions for Self versus Others 
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Abstracts 

(In order of the presentations) 

Presenter 

Utz Weitzel 

Title 

Social competition and delegated decision making in the finance industry 

Abstract 

Two aspects of social context are central to the finance industry: (i) financial professionals 
make investment decisions for customers and (ii) social competition/rankings are a 
pervasive and important feature. Surprisingly, there is no research combining both social 
determinants of professionals’ behavior. We narrow this gap by running online and lab-in-
the-field experiments with 965 financial professionals to investigate the impact of social 
competition on professionals’ risk-taking behavior when investing real funds for clients. First, 
we show that rankings influence professionals’ investment behavior as those that lag behind 
in the ranking increase risk-taking compared to their peers. Second, we report that flat 
incentives moderate rank-driven behavior. Finally, we confirm both results in a lab-in-the-
field experiment: rank-driven behavior is turned off when flat incentives are introduced, but 
re-appears as soon as professionals’ tournament incentives are in place. 

Presenter 

Erik Wengström 

Title 

Delegation to financial professionals 

Abstract 

DRAFT: We will invite a large general-population sample and a sample of financial 
professionals. We will investigate to what degree differences in socio-economics, cognitive 
ability, and preferences can explain heterogeneity in the decision to delegate decisions to 
financial professionals (and algorithms).  
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Presenter 

Elke Renner 

Title 

The social costs of responsibility 

Abstract 

The social costs of responsibility Steven J. Humphrey and Elke Renner Abstract: We report 
experimental evidence that decisions taken by individuals with responsibility for the welfare 
of passive dependants result in less socially co-operative behaviour than when decisions 
are taken without responsibility. Our data suggest that the effects we observe are best 
explained by the role of social identity, whereby the behaviour of group members is biased 
in favour of the group and against outsiders. Given the ubiquity of decision-making with 
responsibility - such as that in families - public policy designed to foster social co-operation 
needs to address that these objectives may be undermined by the private decision motives 
of those with responsibility. 

 
Presenter 

Marco Faillo  

Title 

Responsibility and voice in public goods games with peer punishment. An experimental 
study. 

Abstract 

Following some recent studies we test how bearing responsibility for the welfare of others 
affects the decision of subjects involved in a public goods experiment.  
Individuals participating in our study are matched in pairs and are randomly assigned either 
the role of decision maker or that of passive player. Decision makers take part in a public 
good game and decide the contribution of the pair and/or the amount of punishment points 
to assign to other pairs, being aware that every decision they make has a direct effect on 
their dependants’ payoff. We also explore how decision makers’ choices are influenced by 
the introduction of the possibility for passive players to express their voice.  
We find that, with respect to the case in which subjects decide only for themselves, the 
introduction of responsibility for others’ welfare increases the effectiveness of punishment, 
but not enough to induce a significant increase in the level of contribution. In addition, 
decision makers with responsibility for others tend to overuse punishment, imposing large 
monetary losses to their groups. Finally, the majority of decision makers follow passive 
players’ suggestions regarding both contribution and punishment, and this results in a 
reduction of punishment activity, with the consequent improvement of the welfare of the 
group. 
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Presenter 

Catherine Eckel 

Title 

I know what’s best? Financial advisors exaggerate gender differences in the lab 

Abstract 

Financial advisors help shape the decisions of their clients by recommending alternative 
investments. In our study, we study the influence of financial advisors in the lab using two 
types of decisions: a choice among risky lotteries, which was designed to elicit risk 
preferences, and a set of choices between smaller sooner and larger later payoffs designed 
to elicit time preferences. The studies have three treatments for each task: first each subject 
makes a choice for himself; next each person stands and the others guess their choices, 
earning more if guesses are correct. In the third treatment, again each person stands, and 
the others make a choice on their behalf; at the end of this treatment one person is selected 
to be the “financial advisor” and their choices are implemented for themselves and everyone 
else. Thus the financial advisor actually chooses for the client, which is simpler to implement 
and leads to stronger effects than merely giving advice. The results show that for both male 
female advisors, guesses for others exaggerate underlying gender differences, while 
choosing for others exaggerates the differences still further. Choices made for others are 
strongly influenced by an advisor’s own preferences, and by stereotypes about others’ 
preferences. 

Presenter 

Sarah Jacobson 

Title 

(Im)patience by proxy: Making intertemporal decisions for others 

Abstract 

Decisions with consequences that play out over time are ubiquitous in business, policy, and 
family relations, and frequently the agent making these decisions is distinct from those who 
bear the consequences. We use a lab experiment to examine whether individuals make 
different intertemporal decisions for others of varying social distance than for themselves. 
Subjects make a series of intertemporal work time allocation decisions for themselves and 
for another individual, either a friend or a stranger. We find that people choose more 
impatiently (moving more disutility cost into the future) for others than for themselves. In 
other words, a decision made for you by proxy is more impatient than a decision you would 
make for yourself and thus is probably suboptimal. This result contrasts with the literature. 
This divergence from the literature may be because, as we find in a separate survey, people 
perceive procrastination of tasks as qualitatively different from other discounting decisions. 
Survey evidence suggests that individuals believe that they are more patient than other 
subjects, suggesting that these tooimpatient decisions are made for others out of 
benevolence with a mistaken belief that the other is relatively impatient. Further, when the 
decision-maker sees information about how patient the recipient believes herself to be, this 
bias of excessively impatient decisions disappears, particularly when the recipient is a 
friend. Taken together, our results show that given limited information, proxy decision-
makers choose more impatiently (pushing more costs into the future) than agents would 
prefer, but information mitigates this suboptimal choice. Our results also suggest that 
intertemporal choice over time is not behaviorally the same as over money. 
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Presenter 

Richard Tunney 

Title 

The psychology of surrogate decision-making 

Abstract 

Many of the decisions that we make in everyday life are made for the benefit of other 
people. However, research suggests that people often make decisions on behalf of other 
people that are different from those that the other person would choose for himself or 
herself. This raises practical problems in the case of legally designated surrogate decision-
makers who may not meet the legal normative benchmark — the substituted judgment 
standard. We review evidence from our own and other studies of surrogate decision-making 
and examine how closely surrogate decision-making matches the recipient’s wishes, or if it 
is an incomplete or distorted application of our own decision-making processes. To date 
there exists no domain general psychological model of decision-making on behalf of other 
people. On the basis of the evidence that we review we propose a framework by which 
surrogate decision-making can be assessed and a novel domain general theory as a 
unifying explanatory model of the surrogate decision-making process. 

Presenter 

Alan Sanfey 

Title 

Social motivations in choosing for others: insights from decision neuroscience 

Abstract 

Our lives consist of a constant stream of decisions and choices, from the mundane to the 
highly consequential. The standard approach to experimentally examining decision-making 
has been to examine choices with clearly defined probabilities and outcomes, however it is 
an open question as to whether decision models describing these situations can be 
extended to choices that must be made by assessing the intentions and preferences of both 
oneself and of another social partner. This class of social decision-making offers a useful 
approach to examine more complex forms of decisions, which may in fact better 
approximate many of our real-life choices. These social interactive scenarios clearly reveal 
motivations other than financial gain that appear to guide our decisions in a systematic 
fashion. Here, we focus on the social motivation of reciprocity, and explore the conditions 
under which we either reciprocate or punish the actions of another. Specifically, we 
investigate people’s willingness to spend resources to counteract unfairness, both when 
they are victims (first party perspective) and, in particular, when they witness injustice 
towards others (third-party perspective), and whether they prefer to punish an offender or 
compensate a victim in order to impose justice. Data will be presented from several 
experiments where we use novel variants of economic games in conjunction with functional 
neuroimaging, pharmacological intervention, and computational modelling to observe how 
players decide on behalf of others in consequential, social contexts. I will also discuss how 
we can use these brain insights to build better models of human social preferences, 
incorporating both psychological and neurobiological constructs. 
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Presenter 

Tatsuya Kameda 

Title 

Deciding for others as a neutral third-party recruits risk-neutral perspective-taking: Model-
based behavioral and fMRI experiments 

Abstract 

Making risky decisions on behalf of others is ubiquitous in our societies, including many 
financial and welfare situations. These decisions often require political considerations, as 
they involve a great deal of uncertainty about decisional consequences that affect the lives 
of many others whom we do not know personally. However, the neurocognitive bases of 
such decisions for others are not well understood. Here we report a model-based, multiple-
modality approach to this fundamental question, through interdisciplinary collaborations 
between cognitive science, economics, and neuroscience. In this research, we conducted a 
series of behavioral and functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) experiments to 
examine the neurocognitive underpinnings of risky decisions for an anonymous other, using 
decisions for self as a benchmark. Whereas financial decision-making for self induces a 
strong concern about the worst-possible outcome (maximin concern) as well as the 
expected value (Kameda et al., 2016, PNAS, “Rawlsian maximin rule operates as a 
common cognitive anchor in distributive justice and risky decisions”), the behavioral and 
neural characteristics of decision-making for others are much less well understood. Here we 
show that, although the maximin concern affected decisions for other as well as for self 
equally strongly, both attentional and neural processes were more risk-neutral during 
decision-making for other than for self. Specifically, participants exhibited more balanced 
information search, paying relatively equal attention to the worst and best outcomes, when 
choosing a risky option for other than for self. Activity of right temporoparietal junction (rTPJ, 
which relates to perspective taking and was individually identified by a Theory-of-Mind 
localizer) was parametrically modulated by options’ expected values in decision-making for 
other, and by the minimum amounts in decisions for self. Furthermore, individual differences 
in self-reported empathic concern modified these attentional and neural processes. Overall, 
these results indicate that maximin concern is attenuated in a risk-neutral direction in 
decisions for other as compared to those for self. We conjecture that, given others’ diverse 
preferences, deciding for others as a neutral party may cognitively entail such risk-neutrality. 
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Presenter 

Evan Polman 

Title 

Deconstructing DMfO: A Meta-Analysis of Risky Self-Other Decision Making 

Abstract 

Are choices for others riskier than choices people make for themselves? This question has 
been asked by economists, psychologists, and other researchers in the social sciences – 
which has generated a diversity of research accounts and results. For example, a number of 
studies have found strong instances of a risky shift in choices for others, while other studies 
have found no such effect or have found that choices for others instead generate a cautious 
shift. In a meta-analysis of 117 effects from 54 published and unpublished papers (N = 
35,261 observations) we found a significant though small effect size (d = 0.13) in favor of a 
risky shift when people choose for others. Moreover, we found considerable variance 
between studies (Q = 1580), suggesting that the net effect is susceptible to moderating 
factors, which we identify and discuss. Thus, we document not only whether decisions for 
others are riskier, but when (and when such decisions are less risky). A tripartite DMfO 
person x situation x person framework is proposed to explain the pattern of results. Broadly 
speaking, we find that decisions for others are affected by: (a) decision makers’ personality 
traits (“DMer” effect); (b) the perceived traits/characteristics of the other for whom one is 
choosing (“O” effect); and (c) situational characteristics of the decision, such as the decision 
context (“DM” effect). We further show how this framework illuminates new hypotheses in 
DMfO and reveals what is intrinsically unique about choices for others – i.e., how such 
choices are not just different in degree from self-choices but different in kind. 

Presenter 

Gijs van de Kuilen 

Title 

Higher order risk preferences for others in two domains. 

Abstract 

A fast-growing experimental literature has shown that decision makers (DMs) do not only 
exhibit a nonlinear attitude toward risk, but also toward the higher-order risk attitudes 
prudence and temperance. According to theory, these higher order risk preferences govern 
many aspects of economic behavior, such as precautionary saving, social welfare 
evaluations, and optimal treatment and insurance decisions. We report the results of several 
studies designed to elicit higher order risk preferences for other for monetary gains and real 
(electric shock) losses. For both domains, we observe a pervasive nonlinear attitude toward 
higher order risk preferences, which has important implications for many aspect of economic 
decision making. 
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Presenter 

Kinga Posadzy 

Title 

Tracing risky decisions for oneself and others: The role of intuition and deliberation 

Abstract 

This study contributes to the understanding of how individuals make choices for themselves 
and on behalf of others in a risky environment. We test whether dual process theory can 
explain the self-other decision differences found in previous studies. To this end, we 
experimentally induce an intuitive or a deliberative processing type. In a laboratory eye-
tracking experiment, we investigate both risk preferences, decision error, and information 
processing when deciding for oneself and on behalf of an anonymous person. While we find 
no differences in risk preferences when deciding for oneself or for someone else, individuals 
have a greater decision error when deciding for others. Process data helps explain these 
differences. Individuals spend less time, have less fixations, and inspect less information 
when deciding for others. We detect similar patterns when comparing intuitive and 
deliberative decision making. We argue that the processing of decisions for oneself is more 
effortful and involves more extensive deliberation which, in turn, leads to less decision 
errors. 

Presenter 

Michela Rancan 

Title 

Risk taking on behalf of others: The role of social distance 

Abstract 

Individuals take decisions on behalf of others in many different contexts. In this paper, we 
focus on lotteries with negative expected value and study if (and how) risky choices made 
on behalf of another person differ i) compared to decisions which do not affect anyone else, 
and ii) depending on the social distance between who makes the decision and who is 
affected by it. Our results show that social distance (i.e., whether the person affected by 
one's decision is an unknown stranger or a friend) is an important determinant when people 
decide on behalf of others. Moreover, when deciding on behalf of a friend rather than only 
for themselves or a stranger, average individual behavior is closer to expected value 
maximization, exhibiting less risk taking. These findings suggest that responsibility for 
others' outcome and empathy gap affect the decision making process, particularly when the 
social distance is shortened. The results are robust to different feedback frequencies. 
Controlling for order effects shows that experiencing a decrease in social distance is crucial 
in activating this mechanism. 
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Presenter 

Sebastian Olschewski 

Title 

Anti-social motives explain increased risk aversion for others in decisions from experience 

Abstract 

When people take risks for others and the odds and outcomes are described, people are 
often more risk averse for others than for themselves, usually attributed to a sense of 
responsibility. In two pre-registered experiments, we extend this finding to situations where 
people learn about outcomes by experiencing them through sampling. In both experiments, 
on average, people were more risk averse for others than for themselves, but only when the 
risky option had a lower expected value — inconsistent with a responsibility motive. 
Furthermore, we classified people as pro- or anti-social, based on a separate set of choices. 
Only those individuals classified as anti-social were more risk averse, whereas those 
classified as prosocial chose similarly for themselves and others. Without uncertainty, 
however, all individuals exhibited very little anti-social behaviour in a classical social value 
orientation questionnaire. Together, these results suggest that anti-social motives contribute 
to the limited risk-taking for others and that outcome uncertainty facilitates the expression of 
these motives. 

 

Presenter 

Ola Andersson 

Title 

Risking other people’s money: Experimental evidence on the role of incentives and 
personality traits 

Abstract 

Decision makers often face powerful incentives to increase risk-taking on behalf of others 
either through bonus contracts or competitive relative performance contracts. Motivated by 
examples from the recent financial crisis, we conduct an experimental study of risk-taking on 
behalf of others using a large sample with subjects from all walks of life. We find that people 
respond to such incentives without much apparent concern for stakeholders. Responses are 
heterogeneous and mitigated by personality traits. The findings suggest that lack of concern 
for others’ risk exposure hardly requires “financial psychopaths” in order to flourish, but is 
diminished by social concerns. We believe the research reported here is the first to 
experimentally investigate the effects of incentives on risk-taking on behalf of others on a 
large scale using a random sample of the general population. 
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Presenter 

Wolfgang Luhan 

Title 

Limited Liability: A clash of social and egoistic preferences in  nancial decision making for 
others 

Abstract 

Risky decisions are often taken on behalf of others rather than for oneself. Competing 
theoretical models predict both; higher as well as lower levels of risk aversion when taking 
risk for others. The experimental literature on this topic has found mixed results. 
The first step to answer this question is to isolate social responsibility from monetary 
incentives for the money manager. There is a small, yet growing body of experimental 
literature focusing on risky decisions on behalf of others when there is no incentive for the 
decision maker. Accepting social responsibility as the main motivation in situations without 
monetary incentives as established, the second step is to examine whether monetary 
incentives will crowd out social responsibility. In our comprehensive within-subject design, 
subjects in the role of money managers have substantial social responsibility by taking 
investment decisions for a group of six anonymous clients, with own payments either fixed 
or perfectly aligned with their clients payments. In a second step, we introduce an incentive 
scheme with limited liability - convex incentives - for money managers to study what extent 
of profit based rewards necessary to overrule the social preferences of money managers. 
We find that without limited liability money managers invest significantly less for others than 
for themselves, which is mainly driven by a less risk averse sub-sample. The treatments 
with limited liability induce a significant increase in risk taking, fully crowding out the cautious 
shift previously observed. 

 

Presenter 

Natalie Lee 

Title 

The effect of feedback content and timing on self-other gap in risk-taking 

Abstract 

Previous experiments on delegated decision making  nd seemingly contradictory results: 
some experiments  nd that people take greater risks when they decide for others than for 
themselves, while other studies  nd the opposite. My lab experiment tests a hypothesis that 
the content and the timing of feedback drive the mixed results. I vary the feedback content. 
Subjects either learn the outcome of only the chosen option or the outcome for both the 
chosen and the unchosen option. I also vary the  eedback timing. Feedback is provided 
immediately after each decision or after a sequence of ten decisions. The self-other gaps in 
risk-taking found in my experiment match the pattern found across previous experiments. 
When subjects receive an  immediate feedback on the outcome of both the chosen and the 
unchosen options, they make a risky shift. That is, subjects take greater risks for others than 
for themselves. If I alter either the timing or the content of feedback, the risk-shift 
disappears. If I alter both the timing and the content of feedback so that the feedback is 
given at the end, only on the outcome of the chosen option, I  nd a risk-shift again. I present 
a theoretical model and analyze how subjects' risk taking behavior evolves as they take 
more decisions. 
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Presenter 

Martin Kocher 

Title 

Affirmative action policies and behavior in promotional tournaments: An experiment 

Abstract 

Both affirmative action and sabotage are very common features in organizational contexts. It 
is supposed that incorporating an affirmative action to even out the heterogeneity of abilities 
in competition, especially in tournaments, may result in more egalitarian outcomes as well 
as higher efforts. However, the overall effectiveness of different affirmative action policies is 
still in question. Especially, it is still unknown whether various types of affirmative action 
policies such as head-start and handicap have diverse effects on behavior. Furthermore, the 
effect of introduction or removals of affirmative action policies – which are very common in 
the filed – are not investigated well. When one considers that it is possible for agents to 
exert sabotage efforts towards their competitors, the net effect of an affirmative action policy 
becomes even more ambiguous. We run a real-effort tournament experiment with 
affirmative action and possibility of sabotage, and we study the effects of head-start and 
handicap in a dynamic context. Moreover, we look on groups with homogeneous or 
heterogeneous agents to study such effects. Through a theoretical model we hypothesize 
that any type of affirmative action will result in higher effort, but also higher sabotage. 
Furthermore, we hypothesize that a handicap for higher ability types will result in more 
sabotage than a head-start – due to loss aversion. We find that ability-based affirmative 
action (as opposed to randomly assigned affirmative action) represents an effective 
instrument to increase egalitarian outcomes and effort exerted by the underdogs. However, 
the underlying mechanism between head-start and handicap are different with respect to 
effort and sabotage: whereas head-start has an ambiguous effect on average effort and 
increases the winning chances of the underdogs, handicap proves to be useful for 
increasing effort and at the same time decreasing sabotage. However, if any affirmative 
action is applied randomly, the agents affected negatively reduce their effort provision 
significantly. Therefore, we conclude that (i) ability-based handicapping is a better 
affirmative action policy in organizations than head-start; (ii) affirmative action on 
homogeneous agents can have detrimental effects. 
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Matteo Ploner 

Title 

Interpersonal Risk Assessment and Social Preferences: An Experimental Study 

Abstract 

We investigate interpersonal risk assessment, i.e., how individuals use either their or their 
partner's monetary resources to offset risk that affects either themselves or their partner. 
Behavior observed line with predictions of a simple piece-wise linear model of social 
preference. In general, individuals opportunistically draw from others' resources to offset risk 
and display higher levels of risk aversion when delegated to choose for others than when 
choosing for themselves. However, different social types differ in the assessment of 
interpersonal risk. Our results suggest that taking into account social preferences of the 
decision makers may improve our understanding of conflicting results in the literature. 
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Presenter 

Sandro Ambuehl 

Title 

An empirical study of paternalistic decision making 

Abstract 

Discussions of paternalism have pervaded economics and public policy for centuries. Many 
decisions involving paternalistic elements are made neither by omniscient benevolent 
planners, nor by despotic autocrats, but by regular people. Examples include voting, 
charitable giving, or advising people who are unaware of their full set of options (as medical 
doctors or financial advisors do). It is conceivable that paternalistic interventions save others 
from costly decision mistakes (as paternalists believe), or that they force people into 
suboptimal choices (as anti-paternalists believe). Yet, an empirical investigation into 
paternalistic decision making has been lacking. 
This study answers two questions: 1. Do regular people choose to interfere with others' 
choice sets at all, and if so, when and why? 2. Are there systematic biases that affect 
Paternalists? Subjects in our experiment can eliminate options from other subjects' choice 
sets. Choices involve streams of payment over time, and impatience is costly. We find that 
subjects are, on average, "naive paternalists": They frequently eliminate choice options with 
the belief that doing so improves the Choosers' welfare. But they do so by imposing their 
own preferences onto Choosers, eliminating those choice options for which the price of 
impatience is higher than they would deem acceptable for themselves. This behavior is not 
due to a lack of information about the distribution of Choosers' preferences. Subjects who do 
have access to such information often choose to remain ignorant, and amongst those who 
observe the information, behavior is barely different. 
By providing descriptive evidence on paternalistic decision making, this study helps better 
assess the welfare consequences and appropriateness of policy interventions. By 
highlighting biases in paternalistic decision making, this study might also contribute to the 
design of more effective interventions. 
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Elina Khachatryan 

Title 

Principal-agent cheating game 

Abstract 

Our experimental game investigates situations where one person has influence over another 
person, who could cheat on their behalf. To investigate these situations, we conduct one-
shot two-stage laboratory experiments. In the first stage of the experimental treatments, 
principals can attempt to influence the agents’ actions, either monetarily or verbally (by 
sending an anonymous written message). In the second stage of the game, agents perform 
the Fischbacher and Foellmi-Heusi “die-in-the-cup” task. The reported die roll determines 
the principal’s payoff. Not surprisingly, we find that agents are least likely to cheat for their 
principals in the control treatments, where principals have no influence over the agents. We 
distinguish between competitive and non-competitive payment schemes for the principal. 
Interestingly, although competition affects the amount of pressure principals attempt to exert 
over their agents, the agents do not per se seem to internalize the competitive pressure 
faced by their principals. 
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Presenter 

Homa Zarghamee 

Title 

Behavioral economic phenomena in decision making for others 

Abstract 

We examine whether biases identified in the behavioral-economics literature apply to 
decisions made for others (DMfO). The economics literature has mostly considered DMfO in 
the contexts of principal-agent models or altruistic (e.g., parent-child) frameworks, while the 
psychology literature often conflates such decisions with advice or predictions of others’ 
behavior.  We conduct a laboratory experiment in which subjects make decision on behalf of 
themselves and others in seven tasks that measure the following behavioral-economic 
phenomena: present-bias, reflection effect, ambiguity aversion, decoy effect, endowment 
effect, anchoring and adjustment, and identifiable victim effect.  We find that, in DMfO as 
compared to self-decisions charitable contributions are significantly higher in the identifiable-
vitctim-effect task and willingness-to-pay is higher in both the endowment-effect and 
anchoring-and-adjustment tasks; higher willingness-to-pay significantly reduces the 
endowment effect in DMfO as compared to self-decisions.  .  We find substantial order 
effects, with subjects treating DMfO more like self-decisions when self-decisions are made 
first.  In a subsequent survey, subjects report how they approached DMfO versus self-
decisions; results are mediated by these approaches. 
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Billur Aksoy 

Title 

The Effect of Scarcity on In-Group Bias in Pro-Social and Moral Behavior: Evidence from 
Coffee Farmers in Guatemala 

Abstract 

This paper studies the impact of scarcity on in-group favoritism in terms of cheating and 
altruism. We conducted a two stage lab-in-the-field experiment with low-income coffee 
farmers in a small village in Guatemala. The main source of income for our subject pool 
originates from harvesting and selling coffee. The harvesting season normally spans from 
late September to early March. During the harvesting period, coffee farmers in this region 
experience a significant income boost from selling their coffee beans. However, during the 
non-harvesting months, our sample of coffee farmers experience a substantial decline in 
income inducing a pronounced state of scarcity. Using this distinctive variance in income, 
we first conducted our experiment in mid-September before the coffee harvest. We refer to 
this first stage as the scarcity period. We then repeated the experiment ---with the same 
group of subjects--- in early December at the peak of the harvesting season. We refer to the 
second stage as the relative abundance period, or simply abundance. We study the 
difference in decisions between the scarcity and the abundance periods. Subjects played a 
sequence of the same games in each stage. We measure subject’s cheating behavior by 
using the die game paradigm (Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi, 2013). Subjects play this 
game three times. The only difference is the recipient of the earnings generated in the 
game. First, subjects play the game to determine their own earnings, then to determine an 
in-group member’s earnings (someone from their own village) and finally an out-group 
member’s earnings (someone outside of their village). First, we find a significant in-group 
favoritism in the abundance period which diminishes in the scarcity period. Next, we find that 
scarcity does not impact cheating behavior for self and the in-group member. However, 
subjects cheat more for the out-group member in the scarcity period relative to the 
abundance period. We find similar results in pro-social preferences which is measured by a 
dictator game. While there is no significant in-group favoritism (the difference between the 
amount sent to the in-group versus out-group member) in the scarcity period, there is a 
significant in-group bias in the abundance period. In-group favoritism is a phenomenon that 
has been extensively documented in the psychology and economics literature. We replicate 
the in-group favoritism during the abundance period. However, there is no in-group 
favoritism during the scarcity period. This result suggests that when scarcity strikes, in-group 
bias in altruism and cheating tends to disappear, and when times are tough, people exhibit a 
general propensity to help others. 
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Presenter 

Ciril Bosch Rosa 

Title 

Heads we both win, tails you lose: the effect of limited liability on financial decision making 

Abstract 

One of the reasons of the recent crisis is that financial institutions took “too much risk” 
(Brunnermeier, 2009; Taylor et al., 2010). Why were these institutions taking so much risk is 
an open question; a recent strand in the literature points towards the “cognitive dissonance” 
of investors, who, because of the limited liability of their investments, had a distorted view of 
riskiness (e.g., Barberis (2013); B´enabou (2015)). In a series of laboratory experiments we 
show how limited liability does not affect the beliefs of investors, but does increase their 
willing exposure to risk. This results points to a simple explanation for the over-investment of 
banks and hedge-funds: When incentives are not aligned, investors take advantage of the 
moral hazard  opportunities. 

Presenter 

Mert Gumren 

Title 

Demand For Decision Autonomy And Willingness To Take Responsibility In Risky 
Environments: Experimental Evidence 

Abstract 

This paper experimentally studies individuals’ willingness to pay for the authority to make 
risky decisions for themselves, and on behalf of another person, as primary determinants of 
leadership willingness. We consider a setup involving a pair of individuals, where one 
individual is designated to make both parties’ decisions by default. Depending on treatment, 
either party can express a willingness to pay to change this situation. If one’s willingness to 
pay to make her own decision herself is positive, we interpret it as a demand for autonomy; 
if it is negative, it shows a desire to delegate. On the flip side, if the willingness to pay to 
make a decision on behalf of another person is positive (negative), we interpret it as a 
demand for taking (a desire to avoid) responsibility. Results suggest that (1) the demand for 
autonomy is significantly positive, (2) the willingness to take responsibility is significantly 
positive but lower than that for autonomy, (3) the willingness to pay for both autonomy and 
responsibility are lower among women, (4) men demand more autonomy when the person 
making the decision for them is male, (5) altruistic individuals are more likely to pay to avoid 
taking responsibility for others’ decisions. We also explore differences between individuals’ 
own decisions and the decisions they make on behalf of others, and their correlates. The 
results have implications for the allocation of decision-making authority in groups and 
leadership. 
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Presenter 

Janna Ruessmann 

Title 

Economic decisions for others are influenced by the identity of the decision recipient 

Abstract 

The present research explores the role of social distance between decision maker and 
decision recipient, that is, the person on whose behalf a decision is made. Specifically, the 
influence of varying the social distance between decision maker and decision recipient on 
the fairness of a decision outcome is investigated. In three experiments (total N = 325) 
participants were instructed to play the Ultimatum Game and received offers that varied 
between 0 to 100 € in 10 € increments from an anonymous proposer endowed with 100 €. In 
Experiment 1 (N = 68) and in Experiment 2 (N = 167), participants were instructed to decide 
about the offers for either themselves, a close friend, or a stranger as decision recipient. 
Both factors, the offered amount and the identity of the decision recipient were manipulated 
within-subjects, with the sequence of all 33 resulting trials re-randomized anew for each 
participant. Experiment 1 was conducted as the first study in this project. Experiment 2 was 
conducted as a preregistered replication of the findings from Experiment 1 (see, 
osf.io/ucrdn). In Experiment 3 (N = 90), two additional layers of decision recipient identity 
were realized, namely a family member and an acquaintance. Across these experiments the 
following replicable pattern surfaced: there was no impact of the identity of the decision 
recipient on the acceptance rates for unfair and fair offers. In contrast, participants 
systematically accepted more hyper-fair offers for themselves and close others than for 
socially distant clients. Apparently, not the same norms of equality and fairness apply at all 
times and regardless of the target of a norm enforcement. A possible explanation for the 
present findings could be that participants deciding over hyper-fair offers addressed to 
socially distant others focused more strongly upon the aspect of these offers being unfair to 
proposers and were hence unwilling to violate the norm of fairness, which should be tested 
in future research. 

Presenter 

Christina Strobel 

Title 

Risk Taking under Accountability for Oneself and Others: A Laboratory Experiment 

Abstract 

We examine whether decisions made under accountability differ for self and others using 
lottery choice tasks that contain only positive amounts (gaining lottery), positive and 
negative amounts (mixed lottery) and mainly negative amounts (losing lottery). 
Accountability is ensured through letting participants hold up a sign with their seat number 
and their decision after the experiment. Perhaps surprisingly, we find that participants are 
significantly less risk averse for others than themselves in the gaining lottery,  and slightly 
less risk averse for others in the mixed lottery. In the losing lottery, participants are equally 
risk averse for themselves as for others. 
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Presenter 

Wiebke Szymczak 

Title 

Shareholder value in the lab: Evidence on prosocial effort allocations in multi-task principal-
agent experiments 

Abstract 

In this study I analyze whether and how social spillovers affecting unknown third parties are 
considered in principal-agent decisions.The contribution of this study is two-fold. First, I 
present evidence that a significant proportion of subjects who were assigned the role of 
principals incentivize ethical compliance despite potentially adverse effects on their own 
payoffs. Second, I present evidence that uncertainty about shareholder preferences leads to 
fewer negative spillovers. This is in line with the theory of warm glow preferences. 

Presenter 

Xiaogeng Xu 

Title 

Ambiguity Attitudes in the Loss Domain: Decisions for Self versus Others 

Abstract 

Important financial and medical decisions are often made on behalf of others. We study 
whether and how people's ambiguity attitudes differ when deciding for others as compared 
to deciding for oneself in the loss domain. Our results are consistent with the loss part of the 
fourfold pattern: ambiguity aversion for low likelihood losses and ambiguity neutrality for 
moderate likelihood losses. This pattern holds both when deciding for oneself and for others. 
We find no differences in ambiguity attitudes between self- and other-regarding decision 
making. 
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