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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 will-
ingness. 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 willing-
ness to pay to change this situation. If one’s willingness to pay to make her own decision herself
is positive (negative), we interpret it as a demand for autonomy (a desire to delegate). On the flip
side, if one’s 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. We find that on average,
individuals are willing to pay positive amounts of money to make their decisions themselves, and a
positive but smaller amount for the right to make decisions for others. Certain individual and con-
textual characteristics emerge as important predictors. Specifically, (1) individuals are less willing to
make decisions for others when the probability of loss is high, and (2) altruistic individuals are more
likely to pay to avoid taking responsibility for others’ decisions, especially when the probability of
loss is high. Exploring differences between individuals’ own decisions and the decisions they make
on behalf of others, we find that altruistic individuals tend to “cautious-shift” when making decisions
on behalf of others. The results have implications for the allocation of decision-making authority in
groups and leadership.
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1 Introduction

In many contexts ranging from organizational decisions to finance, medicine, law and family, some indi-
viduals are placed in situations where they can delegate risky decisions concerning themselves to others,
whereas some are faced with the task of making such risky decisions on behalf of others. Making risky
decisions on behalf of a group can be interpreted as part of the concept of leadership, since a major com-
ponent of being a leader is taking on the responsibility of decision-making and being accountable for the
resulting outcomes. In situations where groups need to allocate decision-making power, who emerges as
the leader in a group may depend on the following core preferences: how willing one is to make decisions
for others, and how willing one is to delegate their own decisions to others. The goal of this paper is to
study these attitudes separately by exploring: (1) the demand for making one’s own decisions (auton-
omy), and (2) the willingness to make decisions on behalf of others (authority). On the flip side, these
two attitudes can also be interpreted as the willingness to delegate decisions to others, and an aversion
to responsibility, respectively. Since these constructs are crucially related to how decision-making au-
thority is allocated in group contexts, identifying them and studying their correlates can provide a better
understanding of group decision-making dynamics and of related issues of influence and power.

Our experimental setup implements a decision context where there is an amount of money to be
allocated between a safe and a risky option. In each round, one participant among each pair is assigned
the role of “decision-maker (DM)”. By default, the decision-maker makes one decision for herself and
one for the other person, whom we will call the “non-decision-maker (NDM)” for ease of reference. We
measure whether and how much (1) the DM is willing to incur costs in order to make/avoid making the
decision for the NDM, and (2) the NDM is willing to incur costs in order to make her own decision
herself/delegate it. Because we also observe actual decisions, we are able to see how decisions made
for others differ from individual decisions, and whether the willingness to make or delegate decisions
is related to this difference. Finally, we study how individual characteristics such as other-regarding
preferences and gender influence decision-making willingness and the type of decisions made on behalf
of others.

Decision rights carry an intrinsic value beyond their instrumental value of achieving preferred out-
comes (Fehr et al., 2013; Bartling et al., 2014; Owens et al., 2014). The preference for decision rights
can reveal itself as the preference to have the autonomy to control one’s own payoff or the preference to
control other’s payoffs. Preference for decision autonomy has been documented in a series of papers in
the recent literature. Fehr et al. (2013) finds that individuals prefer to retain authority and end up making
suboptimal choices even when delegation is beneficial for both parties in terms of monetary payments.
Bartling et al. (2014) show that principals have an intrinsic preference for decision rights, and these pref-
erences are sensitive to the stake size and the conflict of interest between the principal and the agent.
Owens et al. (2014) quantify a “control premium”, defined as individuals’ willingness to pay to control
their own payoff instead of delegating it to a group of people with accurate beliefs, which is related to
the type of decision autonomy we study. Butler and Miller (2017) experimentally show that intentional
capacity of the counterparty, which doesn’t exist for random devices, might be a driving factor in people’s
aversion to exposing themselves to social risk.

On the flip side, the literature has also studied the delegation of decision rights. Fershtman and Gneezy
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(2001) studies delegation in strategic context and show that the possibility of delegation changes players’
perceptions of the fairness norm. Danz et al. (2015) show that principals fail to update their confidence
in the ability of the agents and to make optimal delegation decisions. Bartling and Fischbacher (2011)
and Oexl and Grossman (2013) study responsibility attribution for outcomes of delegated decisions, in
an ultimatum game setup. These papers show that delegation can be a way of shifting the responsibility
for an unfair decision. Taken together, these papers highlight the importance of the allocation of decision
rights and responsibility for outcomes in diverse contexts. Studying the willingness to obtain, retain or
give up decision rights as individual traits and exploring their correlates as we do in the current paper can
therefore have implications for a variety of economic settings ranging from allocation games to principal-
agent contexts.

A major setting where issues of authority and autonomy are central is group decision-making. In this
literature, comparing individual decisions with group decisions or with decisions made for others in risky
environments has been a major focus (Stone et al., 2002; Eriksen and Kvaløy, 2009; Chakravarty et al.;
Charness et al., 2007; Daruvala, 2007; Trautmann and Vieider, 2012; Harrison et al., 2012; Rohde and
Rohde, 2011; Nieboer, 2015). Our study contributes to this literature by identifying individual charac-
teristics that influence the difference between decisions made for oneself and for others, including the
demand for autonomy/authority. Understanding whether individuals who are averse to making decisions
for others or who are more altruistic are more likely to "shift" their decisions in a certain way in a group
context can help understand group dynamics better.

One of the individual characteristics that can play a major role both in individual and group decisions,
especially under risk, is gender. It is well-known that women are found less frequently in positions of
decision-making power or leadership, both in the corporate sector and in the political domain (e.g. Law-
less et al. (2008)). There are now several studies that document gender differences in leadership. Reuben
et al. (2012) find that women become leaders less often than men in competitive environments, although
their performance is not significantly different than men’s. The observed difference in this context is
explained by overconfidence differences across gender. Cettolin and Riedl (2010) document a signifi-
cant gender difference in delegation, whereby women are more likely to delegate risky and ambiguous
choices than men. Arbak and Villeval (2013) show that women are less likely to be willing to lead in
public goods contribution games. Finally, Ertac and Gurdal (2012) show that, in a risky decision context,
women are significantly less likely to make decisions on behalf of a group. In addition to replicating this
result, Ertac and Gurdal (2013) consider treatments with and without preference communication, and find
that the gender difference is invariant to whether others can communicate their preferences to the leader.
Alan et al. (2016) show that the gender difference appears in adolescence, concurrently with a gender
difference in aversion to social scrutiny. The current paper, by considering the fundamentals of decision
making for oneself and for others, disentangles whether the lower leadership propensity of women is due
to lower demand for autonomy, a higher aversion to responsibility, or both. In this sense, we answer the
question of whether the demand for decision autonomy and/or authority, as unique underlying preference
parameters, differ across gender and explain gender differences in self-selection into positions of power
(see Croson and Gneezy, 2009). In addition, we implement a setup where individuals know the gender
of the person for whom a decision might be made or to whom a decision might be delegated. This allows
us to also analyze whether the demand for decision-making autonomy and authority changes according
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to whether one is delegating to or deciding on behalf of a man or a woman.
The current paper separates the leadership decision into two components: decision autonomy (when

one does not lead in a group, she by default delegates her own decision to others), and the willingness
to take responsibility (when one leads, her decision affects everyone’s payoffs). Our paper is unique
in exploring the relationship between these constructs within-person, and studying their individual and
contextual correlates such as social preferences, DM’s/NDM’s gender, and the probability of loss in the
risky decision setting. We are thus able to construct a complete picture of these important components of
group decision-making dynamics and leadership.

We find that on average individuals are willing to pay positive amounts of money to make their
decisions themselves, and a positive but smaller amount to be able to make decisions for others.1 Our
results reveal that the willigness to take responsibility is significantly higher when the good outcome is
more likely, however, the demand for autonomy does not seem to depend on this. Altruistic subjects
have a significantly lower willingness to decide on behalf of others, especially when the probability of
loss is high, and they are also more likely to change their decisions in a cautious way when deciding for
others, which suggests that refraining from leading to low payoffs for another person is a major motive for
individuals with other-regarding preferences. The data also lend some support to the hypothesis that the
demand for autonomy and authority may depend on gender: on average, men have a higher willingness
to take responsibility than women, and also a higher demand for autonomy when the person deciding for
them is male. These insights about the correlates of leadership willingness and the demand for autonomy
and authority can be policy-relevant for designing institutions and interventions that can lead to more
efficient and/or more equitable allocations of decision-making power in groups, or to achieve a certain
type of decision outcome in group contexts.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the experimental design and procedures, Section
3 describes the data and the results of the analysis and Section 4 concludes.

2 Experimental Design and Procedures

The main decision context in our experiment is based on the allocation task of Gneezy and Potters (1997).
Here, subjects are asked to allocate 10 Turkish Liras (TL) between a risk-free and a risky option. While
the money invested in the riskless option (S) is safe, the amount allocated to the risky option is either
multiplied by 2.5 (good state) or lost (bad state). The probability of the good state, p, takes on the value
of either 0.3 or 0.7 in a given round. Earnings from this task are the amount kept in the safe option (S) in
the bad state, and that plus 2.5 times the amount invested into the risky option (S+2.5(10-S)) in the good
state.

The experiment consists of two main treatments, each lasting for 4 periods, and a dictator game
that is played after these treatments. At the beginning of each period, two-person groups are randomly

1In a concurrent paper, Neri and Rommeswinkel (2017) separate the preference for decision rights into three components:
freedom (the degree that a player’s preferences determine his outcome), power (causally influencing the outcomes of others)
and non-interference (making decisions without intervention of others). They find, consistently with our results, that people
value non-interference more than freedom and power, albeit in a different decision context that involves bidding for the
decision right to choose among payoff distributions rather than a risky decision.

4



formed and one of the subjects is assigned the role of “decision-maker ” (DM, she). The default role
of the DM is to make one allocation for herself and one for the other subject, whom we will call the
“non-decision maker” (NDM, he). In Treatment 1, NDMs can have a say in whether they will delegate
their risk decisions to the DM, or make their own decisions. Specifically, NDMs’ willingness to make
(or delegate) their decisions are elicited using a price list that involves monetary costs or gains, which
will be explained in detail below. In Treatment 2, it is the DMs that have a say in demanding to make or
refraining from making a decision for the NDM. Again, a price list that involves monetary costs or gains
is used to measure the willingness to take (or avoid) responsibility for another individual. 2

Each subject participates in both treatments. The order of the treatments is randomly determined
across sessions in order to counterbalance potential order effects. Matching is randomized such that in
each treatment, all subjects make decisions once as DM and once as NDM, for each of the two winning
probabilities (0.3 and 0.7). We therefore get four decisions per treatment from each subject. At the end,
one among 8 periods is chosen randomly and subjects are paid according to their payoffs in the chosen
period. Table 1 provides an example of the types of decisions that a single subject goes through during
Treatment 1.

At the very beginning of the experiment, subjects choose an avatar that will represent them throughout
the experiment. The avatar is a gendered cartoon figure that may or may not be consistent with the
subject’s actual gender (two sample avatars are given in the Appendix, Section D). In a given period,
subjects in the same group are able to see each other’s avatar on the screen. This procedure is used to
study the effect of the other party’s gender on DMs’ or NDMs’ decisions, without explicitly drawing
attention to gender.3

2.1 Treatment 1: The Demand for Autonomy/Delegation

In this treatment,

• The DM makes two investment decisions: one to determine her own payoff, and one the NDM’s.
These decisions are made for separate endowments (10 TL’s each).

• The NDM makes a series of choices between delegating his decision to the DM, and making his
own decision himself (see Table 2).

• If the NDM ends up delegating his decision, his payoff is determined according to the DM’s deci-
sion. Otherwise, he makes the risk decision that determines his own payoff.

As can be seen in Table 2, the NDM can state a positive willingness to pay or a positive willingness to
accept to make his decision himself. Specifically, for each of the 17 rows in the form depicted in Table
2, the NDM chooses one option. The computer then randomly selects one row, and based on the NDM’s
choice in that row, his payoff is determined for that round. The form measures how much money the

2Subjects’ willingness to pay for autonomy or responsibility is not revealed to the other subject (s)he is matched with.
3Results show that 13 out of 92 female subjects chose male avatars while 14 out of 90 male subjects chose female avatars.

In response to a survey question at the end of the experiment, participants who chose avatars opposite to their gender often
stated that it was the appearance of the avatar that induced them to choose it. Consistently with this, these subjects are found
to have similar risk preferences to the subjects who choose avatars that are consistent with their gender.
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NDM is willing to pay (or receive) in order to make his own decision, by using the switch point from left
column to the right. Switching within the first 8 rows means the NDM is willing to pay money to make
his own decision, and the switch point determines the “demand for autonomy” (DFA). For example, if
the NDM chooses to switch to the right column in the 4th row, we conclude that (1) when there is no
monetary cost, he would like to make his own decision, (2) his DFA is at least 2.5 TL (but less than
3 TL). If, on the other hand, the subject switches in one of the last 8 rows, that means that the subject
is (1) willing to delegate when there is no monetary gain/loss, (2) will make his own decision if he is
compensated sufficiently.Notice that the willingness to delegate can also be interpreted as an opportunity
cost. For example, if the switch point is the 12th row, the subject’s minimum willingness to accept to
make his own decision is 1.5 TL. This means that the subject is willing to incur an opportunity cost of
at least 1 TL (but less than 1.5 TL) in order not to make his own decision. In general, the demand for
autonomy is the negative of the willingness to delegate, and they are two different interpretations of the
same preference.

Any monetary consequences (losses or gains) associated with delegating or making own decisions are
accounted for in a separate budget. Specifically, the NDM has an extra 4 TL endowment that can cover the
potential costs of autonomy. This endowment cannot be used in investment decisions. Regardless of what
happens in the delegation stage, the investment decision is made with 10 TL, and any separate earnings
or losses from delegation or autonomy are subtracted/added at the end. After subjects make investment
decisions, the next period starts, with a new random pairing of subjects. Results of investments are not
revealed in between periods, in order to avoid potential wealth effects.

2.2 Treatment 2: The Willingness to Take/Avoid Responsibility:

In this treatment,

• The DM makes a series of choices between taking and avoiding the responsibility of making deci-
sions for the NDM (see Table 3).

• The NDM makes an investment decision for himself.

• If the DM ends up not taking the responsibility of decision-making, she makes her own investment
decision only, and the NDM is paid based on his own decision. If not, she makes two investment
decisions (out of separate 10 TL’s), one for herself and one on behalf of the NDM, whose own
investment decision does not count.

In Table 3, each of the 17 rows corresponds to a choice where the left-hand-side option is for the DM to
make both decisions, and the right-hand-side decision is to let everybody make their decisions themselves.
The DM makes a decision for each row. The computer then randomly selects one row, and the DM’s
choice in that row determines who makes the decisions for the NDM.

The switch point from the left to the right column in this form measures how much money the DM
is willing to pay to avoid the responsibility of making the NDM’s decision, or how much money she is
willing to receive to give up the decision-making power on behalf of the other person and only to make
her own decision. If the subject switches to the right column within the first 8 decisions, she is willing to

6



pay positive amounts of money to avoid taking responsibility. For example, if the DM chooses to switch
to the right column in the 4th row, we conclude that (1) when there is no monetary consequence, the DM
prefers that everyone makes their own decision, (2) she is willing to pay at least 2.5 TL (but not 3 TL)
to avoid responsibility. If the subject switches in one of the last 8 columns, on the other hand, it means
that the DM: (1) prefers to make the decision for the NDM in the absence of monetary consequences, (2)
requires a positive amount of money to accept not to make the decision for the NDM.

Notice that the willingness to take responsibility can be thought of as an opportunity cost. For exam-
ple, if the switch point is at the 12th row, the subject would be willing to relinquish the right to make the
other person’s decision for 1.5 TL, which means that she incurs an opportunity cost of up to 1.5 TL in
order to make the decision for the NDM. This measures the “willingness to take responsibility” (WTR),
which could also be interpreted as a demand for authority over others’ payoffs.

As in Treatment 1, any monetary consequences (losses or gains) associated with taking or relinquish-
ing responsibility pertain to a separate budget. In this treatment, it is the DM who has an extra 4 TL
endowment, which covers potential costs of responsibility aversion/demand. This endowment cannot be
used in investment decisions, and regardless of what happens in the decision-maker determination stage,
investment decisions are made with 10 TL, while any separate earnings or losses are subtracted/added to
the DM’s payoff at the end.

It is important to note here that in our setup, we deliberately shut down any monetary gain from
making a decision on behalf of another person. While professional advisors earn money when making
decisions on behalf of their clients (are paid for their expertise), the settings we would like to capture with
this design is those where one rises to the decision-making position based on self-selection, in a group
where members are not ex-ante different in terms of decision-making prowess.

In order to capture social preferences, after the two treatments described above are completed, sub-
jects play a dictator game with 5 TL. The game is structured such that all subjects decide on how much
of their 5 TL to give to the other player, in case they are chosen as the dictator. After all subjects make
their decisions, two-person groups are randomly formed and half of the subjects are chosen as dictators.
Subjects’ payoffs are determined based on the decision of the dictator in their pair. At the end of the
experiment, subjects are given a survey that collects demographic data such as major, age and GPA.

The experiment was programmed using the experimental software z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007). Ex-
periments were conducted at the Koç University Behavioral Lab, using undergraduate and graduate Koç
University students as subjects. In total, 182 subjects participated in the experiment. 90 subjects were
male and 92 were female. Subjects were generally undergraduates from various majors. 10 sessions were
conducted and each session lasted about an hour.

All subjects were paid a show up fee of 5 TL for participating in the experiment. One out of 8 periods
was selected randomly and subjects’ earnings were determined according to their payoffs in that selected
period. Average earnings were about 22 TL, including the show-up fee.4

4At the time of the experiments, 1 TL corresponded to $0.46.
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3 Results

We first present summary statistics for the demand for autonomy and the willingness to take responsi-
bility, and then analyze the determinants of each variable (Sections 3.1 and 3.2). Notice that what we
mean by the demand for autonomy is the maximum amount that the NDM is willing to pay to make his
own decision, whereas the willingness for responsibility is the DM’s minimum willingness to accept to
relinquish responsibility (the maximum opportunity cost incurred by not letting everyone decide on their
own).

On average, both the demand for autonomy (DFA) and the willingness to take responsibility (WTR)
are significantly positive, with mean values around 1 and 0.42, respectively (Table 4). (p < 0.001 for
each, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests). That means subjects are willing to incur a cost to be able to decide
on behalf of the other group member, as well as a cost to prevent others from making decisions for them.
A comparison of the two values reveals that the DFA is significantly higher than the WTR (p < 0.001,
Mann-Whitney Test).

Taking advantage of the within-subject design, Table 5 classifies DFA and WTR in terms of whether
they are positive, negative or zero, within-person. Around 21% of the time, subjects have a DFA equal to
zero. This suggests that when there is no gain or loss, these subjects prefer to make their own decisions,
but would not pay extra money to have decision autonomy. Around 65% of the time, they prefer to pay a
positive amount of money to obtain decision autonomy, and in the remaining 14% of cases, they would
be willing to actually incur a cost to delegate the decision. On the other hand, in around 28% of the
observations, DMs have a WTR equal to zero. These subjects do not prefer to make the decision for the
other subject when there is no monetary gain or loss. 52% of the time, subjects have a positive WTR
and are willing to incur a cost to be responsible for deciding on behalf of the NDM. In the remaining
20% of the observations, they are willing pay money to avoid this responsibility. Spearman correlations
show that the relationship between the DFA and the WTR is not statistically significant (rho = 0.042,
p = 0.42), suggesting that these are likely to be separate traits.

3.1 Determinants of the Demand for Autonomy

In this section we study the effects of own gender, the decision-maker’s gender, and the probability of the
good state on individuals’ demand for autonomy. Table 6 presents the propensities to exhibit positive,
negative or zero DFA among men and women separately. Tests of proportions show that women are
significantly more likely to have a negative DFA (p = 0.022), hence, they are on average more willing to
delegate decisions to DMs.5

Decomposing the DFA in terms of the gender of the DM and the gender of the NDM, we obtain Figure
1, which shows that when the person deciding for them is male, the amount of money men are willing to
pay for decision autonomy is higher than when the person deciding for them is female (p = 0.02, Mann-
Whitney test) and higher than the amount of money women are willing to pay (p = 0.005, Mann-Whitney

5This p-value is from a test of proportions based on the binary variable “DFAneg”, which takes the value of 1 if a subject
has a negative DFA, and 0 otherwise. P-values from other tests related to DFA based on gender are given as follows: DFAzero,
p = 0.88 ; DFApos, p = 0.054 .
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test).
In Table 7, we report the effects of (1) NDM’s own gender, (2) DM’s gender, (3) probability of

winning in the risky option, on the magnitude of the DFA as well as on the likelihood of DFA being
positive or negative. In order to correct for the family-wise error rate, we calculate adjusted p-values using
the Bonferroni correction method. We report unadjusted p-values in parantheses, multiple comparisons
adjusted p-values in brackets and cluster standard errors at the subject level. We note that the relationship
between gender and DFA does not reach statistical significance at any conventional level. However, there
is some weak evidence that for men, DFA is more likely to be positive if the decision-maker is male
(column 8, unadjusted p-value<0.05 with multiple-comparison adjusted p-value=0.07).

3.2 Determinants of the Willingness to Take Responsibility

The willingness of individuals to make the decision on behalf of another subject (WTR) can be interpreted
as either a willingness to take responsibility or a demand for authority. We first examine whether there
are any gender differences in the propensity to exhibit positive, negative or zero WTR. As seen in Table
8, the distributions of the signs of WTR displayed by male and female DMs are different, as confirmed
in a Pearson’s chi-squared test (p = 0.04). Tests of proportions show that men in the decision-making
role are significantly more likely to have a positive WTR (p = 0.0077, test of proportions), meaning that
they are more likely to derive utility from making a decision on behalf of another person. On the flip
side, women in the decision-making role are more likely to incur opportunity costs to avoid making the
decision on behalf of another person, i.e. they are more likely to have a negative WTR (p = 0.0411, test
of proportions).

Figure 2 presents the mean values of WTR by the decision-maker’s own gender, and gender of the sub-
ject on whose behalf the decision is being made. In line with the analysis of proportions, one observation
that is immediately evident from this figure is that WTR is higher for males (p = 0.02, Mann-Whitney
test). In addition, although both men and women seem to have higher demand for responsibility when
deciding on behalf of a female, this difference is not statistically significant for either males (p = 0.24,
Mann-Whitney Test) or females (p = 0.83, Mann-Whitney Test).

The regression models in Table 9 explore these relationships in more detail, for the whole sample as
well as separately for male and female decision-makers.6 The regressions reveal that the likelihood of
WTR being positive is higher when the probability of winning is high (column 2, adjusted p < 0.05).
This may be because it is less costly to take the responsibility of another person’s decision, when even
risky allocations are likely to result in a good outcome. Although males are more likely to display a
positive WTR in the unadjusted model (p<0.05), after a multiple comparisons adjustment, the effect of
DM’s gender on the willingness to decide on behalf of others does not reach statistical significance at the
5% level.

6Again, in all the regressions we report the multiple comparisons adjusted p-values using the Bonferroni correction method,
and cluster standard errors at the subject level.
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3.3 Risk Decisions for Oneself and the Other Person

Besides the observations on the demand for autonomy and the willingness to take responsibility, our
design also provides us with (1) individual risk decisions, and (2) risk decisions made on behalf of others.
This allows us to study the relationship between the demand for autonomy and responsibility with how
one actually behaves once she has decision-making authority.

Table 10 shows the amounts allocated to the risky option by male and female DMs across the two
treatments. Note that in treatment 1, all DMs make decisions for themselves and for the NDM, whereas
in treatment 2 only the DMs who are chosen to be responsible make the risky decision for the NDM.7 We
observe that men allocate more money to the risky option than women when the probability of winning
is high, both for individual decisions and decisions on behalf of the other person.8

In order to understand the pure propensity to change decisions when deciding on behalf of someone
else, we construct the variable “shift”, which takes the value of 1 in case the DM makes a different
investment decision for the NDM compared to the decision she makes for herself, and the value of 0 if
the two decisions are the same. Overall, 52% of the subjects shift in some way, either cautious or risky.
Female DMs are more likely to display shifts (p = 0.003, Mann-Whitney test). The table also reveals a
tendency to “cautious-shift” when the probability of winning is high: in these cases, decisions made on
behalf of others are more risk-averse than decisions made for oneself (p < 0.001 in Mann-Whitney test).

Table 11 explores the correlates of decision shifts in a regression model. As noted before, the proba-
bility of winning has a significant effect on the difference between individual risk decisions and decisions
made for others (p = 0.000, column 2). The downward adjustment in the risk taken when deciding for
the NDM, the “cautious shift”, is more pronounced when the probability of winning is high. Since the
individual risk taken in the good state is generally higher, this implies that individuals are less responsive
to win/loss probabilities when they make decisions for others compared to when they decide for them-
selves. Other covariates such as DFA, WTR, DM’s and NDM’s gender do not have a significant effect on
either the decision to shift or on the size of the cautious shift.9

3.4 Social Preferences

Social preferences can potentially have an impact on both the willingness to take or avoid the responsi-
bility of making decisions for others, and the amount of risk taken in decisions made on behalf of others.
Individuals who care about others may be more sensitive to their losses, and may not want to cause them
harm. In order to explore such effects, we use the dictator game offers of subjects out of an endowment
of 5 TL. On average, subjects offer 0.933 TL, with men offering 0.765 TL and women 1.095 TL. Offers

7Although the sample of DMs in the responsibility treatment is selected, there is no statistically significant difference in
the risk taken by the DM (for both risk variables) between treatments (p = 0.95 for individual risk, p = 0.80 for the risk taken
for the other, Mann-Whitney test).

8In the individual decision task, we see that men generally allocate more money to the risky option than women in the
good state (p < 0.001, Mann-Whitney test). This is also true when deciding on behalf of the other group member (p < 0.001,
Mann-Whitney test).

9Although the decision-maker’s gender (female) and the desire to avoid responsibility for others are predictive of the
decision to shift in the unadjusted model (p<0.05 for both), the relationships does not reach statistical significance at the 5%
level after a multiple comparisons correction.
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are on average statistically significantly different from zero (Wilcoxon test, p < 0.001), and the gender
difference is significant at the 5 percent level (Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.024).

We first analyze whether social preferences correlate with DFA and WTR. For this, we categorize
subjects using a variable that takes the value of 1 if the subject made a positive dictator offer, and zero
otherwise. We then explore whether this “altruism” variable relates to the likelihood of exhibiting a
negative or positive DFA and WTR. Table 12 reports the incidence of positive and negative DFA and
WTR across social preferences. The most notable finding in the table is that individuals who have a
negative willingness to take responsibility, i.e. who would be willing to pay opportunity costs not to
make the decision on behalf of the other person, are more likely to donate a positive amount in the
dictator game. Table 13 shows that individuals who make non-negative dictator offers are about 11
percentage points more likely to exhibit a negative WFR (column 3, with unadjusted p < 0.05, which
becomes p = 0.06 after multiple comparison correction). As expected, the result becomes stronger when
the probability of loss is high (p = 0.001, column 6), consistently with the idea that altruistic subjects
may want to refrain from potentially causing others harm. Altruism seems to have no relation to the
demand for autonomy.10

If we look at how social preferences affect preference shifts when deciding on behalf of another
person, we find a striking result: on average, subjects who make positive dictator offers display a cautious
shift of 0.38 TL, whereas subjects with zero dictator offers display a risky shift of 0.25. These differences
are significant at the 1% level even when observations are averaged within-subject (p = 0.007). Table
14 confirms that altruists indeed display more cautious shifts, in a regression where the NDM’s gender
and probability of good state is controlled for (p < 0.05, column 2). This suggests that people who
are altruistic may care more about the losses that the other member might endure due to their decisions,
leading them to act in a more cautious way than they would for themselves.11

4 Discussion and Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we break down attitudes toward leadership into two separate motives: (1) the demand for
autonomy or control over one’s own decisions, and (2) the willingness to take responsibility, which can
also be interpreted as a demand for authority over others’ decisions. Experimentally eliciting these two
values, we show that both are positive, that is, individuals are on average both willing to pay money to be
able to make their own decisions, and to be able to make decisions for others. The demand for decision
autonomy, however, is stronger than the demand for decision authority. The elicited values for autonomy
and authority have low correlation within-person, indicating that these are likely to be two separate traits
that potentially guide leadership decisions and the dynamics of group decision-making.

We then explore the relationship of these two motives with individual characteristics such as gender

10Regression results are available upon request. The lack of a significant correlation between the demand for autonomy and
altruism is in line with Bartling et al. (2014), who find that the intrinsic value of decision rights cannot be explained by risk
preferences and social preferences. However, we show that social preferences matter for attitudes towards making decisions
for others.

11Social preferences do not have a significant effect on the probability of changing one’s decisions when deciding on behalf
of the group (shifting at all, without reference to direction).
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and other-regarding preferences, as well as the characteristics of the decision context such as the probabil-
ity of loss in the risky option. When the probability of loss is higher, individuals have a lower willingness
to make decisions on behalf of others. This resonates with our finding that altruistic individuals are more
likely to display an aversion to taking responsibility for others’ outcomes, since altruistic individuals may
be especially sensitive to the possibility of causing a negative outcome for others.

The data reveal interesting links between social preferences and group decisions also. Comparing
the amount of risk taken individually versus on behalf of others, we see that cautious shifts are prevalent
and are strongly tied to social preferences: altruistic individuals tend to reduce the amount of risk they
take when deciding on behalf of others. This is again consistent with a concern of not causing a loss for
others. These results point out that the willingness to make decisions for others and the propensity to
take others’ preferences into account when deciding for them may be tied to each other through the same
individual characteristics. The data also reveal that on average, women are more likely than men to pay
money to avoid making risky decisions for another person, and have a lower demand for autonomy in
their own decisions, however, in regressions these patterns do not seem robust to a multiple hypothesis
correction. One weakly significant result regarding gender is that males want more autonomy when the
person deciding for them is male, consistently with a within-gender “competition” explanation (Croson
and Gneezy, 2009). It is a fruitful avenue for future research to study settings where gender differences
in these two attitudes may explain why males are more likely to emerge as leaders in group contexts.

Taken together, the results contribute to a better understanding of issues of leadership, influence,
delegation and authority in group decision-making. In particular, the results can inform organizations
on how to form groups or allocate decision-making responsibility, in order to achieve a certain type of
decision outcome. For example, having mixed-gender groups or teams might lower the potential for
conflict since men seem to want more autonomy when in a group with other males, while women’s
demand for autonomy does not depend on others’ gender. The results on altruism suggest that when
allocating decision-making rights in a company or a team, cautious leaders might be detected based on
previous indicators of other-regarding preferences.
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Tables

Table 1: Sample Decisions for a Single Subject in Treatment 1

Period1 Period2 Period3 Period4

p=0.3 p=0.7 p=0.3 p=0.7

Decision-maker Decision-maker Non-decision-maker Non-decision-maker

Table 2: Multiple Price List Measuring the Demand for Autonomy

A B

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf -0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The DM makes a decision on my behalf 4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision
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Table 3: Multiple Price List Measuring the Willingness to Take Responsibility

A B

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

Table 4: Mean values of DFA and WTR

DFA WTR
P(good state)=0.3 1.016 (.12) 0.29 (.11)

[182] [182]
P(good state)=0.7 0.98 (.13) 0.55 (.11)

[182] [182]
Total 1 (.08) 0.42 (.08)

[364] [364]

Notes: Sample averages as main number; standard errors in parentheses, number of observations in brackets.
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Table 5: DFA and WTR, Within-Person

WTR<0 WTR=0 WTR>0 Total
DFA<0 4.39% 1.92% 7.96% 14.28%

[16] [7] [29] [52]
DFA=0 3.57% 7.69% 9.61% 20.88%

[13] [28] [35] [76]
DFA>0 11.81% 18.68% 34.34% 64.84%

[43] [68] [125] [236]
Total 19.78% 28.30% 51.92% 100%

[72] [103] [189] [364]

Notes: Percentage of observations as main number; number of observations in brackets. DFA and WTR values in the table
are grouped based on the periods where the probability of good state is the same.

Table 6: Frequencies of Negative, Positive and Zero Values of DFA

Men Women Total
Negative 10.56% 17.93% 14.29%

[19] [33] [52]
Zero 20.55% 21.2% 20.88%

[37] [39] [76]
Positive 68.89% 60.87% 64.83%

[124] [112] [236]

Notes: Frequencies of negative, positive and zero values of DFA are shown. Number of observations are in brackets.
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Table 7: Determinants of Demand for Autonomy

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

DFA DFA>0 DFA<0
DFA

male=0
DFA>0
male=0

DFA<0
male=0

DFA
male=1

DFA>0
male=1

DFA<0
male=1

Male (Non decision-maker) 0.339 0.080 -0.075
(0.155) (0.183) (0.079)
[0.465] [0.549] [0.236]

Male (Decision-maker) 0.244 0.043 -0.054 -0.037 -0.063 -0.014 0.542 0.149 -0.094
(0.265) (0.424) (0.176) (0.905) (0.421) (0.820) (0.081) (0.036) (0.079)
[0.794] [1.000] [0.528] [1.000] [0.842] [1.000] [0.162] [0.071] [0.159]

P(good state) is high -0.011 -0.012 0.021 -0.203 -0.019 0.055 0.196 0.000 -0.012
(0.940) (0.739) (0.466) (0.369) (0.717) (0.249) (0.325) (1.000) (0.720)
[1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [0.738] [1.000] [0.498] [0.650] [1.000] [1.000]

N 364 364 364 184 184 184 180 180 180

Notes: Marginal effects; Columns (1), (4) and (7) report Tobit regression estimates. Columns (2), (3), (5), (6), (8) and (9)
report Probit regression estimates. Standard errors are clustered across different subjects. In order to correct for family-wise
error rate, we calculate adjusted p-values using Bonferroni correction method. Unadjusted p-values are shown in parantheses
and multiple comparisons adjusted p-values are shown in brackets. Significance stars are based on multiple comparisons
adjusted p-values. ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 8: Frequencies of Negative, Positive and Zero Values of WTR

Men Women Total
Negative 16.11% 23.37% 19.78%

[29] [43] [72]
Zero 25.56% 30.98% 28.3

[46] [57] [103]
Positive 58.33% 45.65% 51.92%

[105] [84] [189]

Notes: Frequencies of negative, positive and zero values of WTR are shown. Number of observations in brackets.

Table 9: Determinants of the Willingness to Take Responsibility

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

WTR WTR>0 WTR<0
WTR

male=0
WTR>0
male=0

WTR<0
male=0

WTR
male=1

WTR>0
male=1

WTR<0
male=1

Male (Decision-maker) 0.290 0.127 -0.075
(0.149) (0.043) (0.127)
[0.446] [0.128] [0.380]

Male (Non-decision-maker) -0.239 -0.022 0.030 -0.164 -0.004 -0.008 -0.309 -0.040 0.066
(0.176) (0.692) (0.471) (0.501) (0.956) (0.902) (0.228) (0.617) (0.236)
[0.528] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [0.455] [1.000] [0.472]

P(good state) is high 0.258 0.092∗∗ -0.055 0.230 0.087 -0.054 0.277 0.096 -0.050
(0.068) (0.008) (0.085) (0.317) (0.110) (0.299) (0.097) (0.033) (0.184)
[0.205] [0.025] [0.255] [0.634] [0.220] [0.598] [0.194] [0.066] [0.369]

N 364 364 364 184 184 184 180 180 180

Notes: Marginal effects; Columns (1), (4) and (7) report Tobit regression estimates. Columns (2), (3), (5), (6), (8) and (9)
report Probit regression estimates. Standard errors are clustered across different subjects. In order to correct for family-wise
error rate, we calculate adjusted p-values using Bonferroni correction method. Unadjusted p-values are shown in parantheses
and multiple comparisons adjusted p-values are shown in brackets. Significance stars are based on multiple comparisons
adjusted p-values. ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 10: Decision-Maker’s Individual and Group Decisions

İndividual Risk Risk Taken for the other
P(good state) Low High Low High

Treatment 1 Male 2.92 (0.26) 8.04 (0.21) 3.71 (0.3) 7.59 (0.25)
[90] [90] [90] [90]

Female 3.47 (0.22) 6.42 (0.21) 3.81 (0.24) 5.88 (0.21)
[92] [92] [92] [92]

Total 3.19 (0.17) 7.22 (0.16) 3.76 (0.19) 6.73 (0.17)
[182] [182] [182] [182]

Treatment 2 Male 2.7 (0.22) 8.24 (0.2) 3.77 (0.47) 7.35 (0.36)
[90] [90] [45] [56]

Female 3.16 (0.22) 6.68 (0.23) 4.02 (0.41) 5.74 (0.42)
[92] [92] [45] [39]

Total 2.93 (0.16) 7.45 (0.16) 3.9 (0.31) 6.69 (0.29)
[182] [182] [90] [95]

Notes: DMs’ individual decisions and decisions for other group member across treatments and DMs’ gender. Standard errors
are in parentheses, number of observations in brackets.
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Table 11: Shifts and Cautious Shifts

(1) (2)
Shift Cautious Shift

Male (Decision-maker) -0.116 -0.237
(0.026) (0.362)
[0.159] [1.000]

Male (Non-decision-maker) -0.093 -0.045
(0.054) (0.848)
[0.322] [1.000]

Treatment=2 0.053 -0.039
(0.175) (0.835)
[1.000] [1.000]

P(good state) is high -0.016 1.345∗∗∗

(0.704) (0.000)
[1.000] [0.000]

WTR (mean) -0.045 0.104
(0.033) (0.136)
[0.197] [0.955]

DFA (mean) 0.022 0.013
(0.187) (0.912)
[1.000] [0.059]

Constant No Yes
N 549 549
adj-R2 . 0.08
ln(L) -368.20 .

Notes: Columns (1) reports marginal effects for probit regression coefficients. Columns (2) reports OLS regression estimates.
Shift is a binary variable that is equal to 1 if the DM’s decision for herself and the NDM is different, and 0 otherwise. Treatment
2 refers to the treatment where we measure the willingness to take responsibility. Cautious shift is defined as "risk taken for
self" - "risk taken for the NDM". Standard errors are clustered across different subjects. Unadjusted p-values are shown
in parantheses and multiple comparisons adjusted p-values are shown in brackets. Significance stars are based on multiple
comparisons adjusted p-values. ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 12: Social Preferences

DFA>0 DFA=0 DFA<0 WTR>0 WTR=0 WTR<0 Total

Offer>0 52.50% 58% 57.60% 50.80% 51.40% 68% 54.40%
[124] [44] [30] [96] [53] [49] [198]

Offer=0 47.50% 42% 42.40% 49.20% 49.60% 32% 45.60%
[112] [32] [22] [93] [50] [23] [166]

Notes: Frequencies of strictly positive and zero dictator offers across different values of DFA and WTR. Number of
observations is shown in parentheses.

Table 13: Altruism, and WTR

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

WTR WTR>0 WTR<0
WTR
p=0.3

WTR>0
p=0.3

WTR<0
p=0.3

WTR
p=0.7

WTR>0
p=0.7

WTR<0
p=0.7

Altruism -0.115 -0.076 0.111 -0.309 -0.065 0.199∗∗∗ 0.086 -0.089 0.025
(0.566) (0.237) (0.022) (0.198) (0.380) (0.001) (0.722) (0.222) (0.655)
[1.000] [0.711] [0.066] [0.395] [0.760] [0.001] [1.000] [0.444] [1.000]

Male (Non-decision-maker) -0.230 -0.020 0.034 -0.187 -0.033 0.027 -0.298 -0.005 0.052
(0.195) (0.726) (0.424) (0.444) (0.656) (0.647) (0.210) (0.944) (0.348)
[0.585] [1.000] [1.000] [0.888] [1.000] [1.000] [0.420] [1.000] [0.695]

P(good state) is high 0.258 0.092∗∗ -0.051
(0.068) (0.008) (0.106)
[0.204] [0.025] [0.319]

N 364 364 364 182 182 182 182 182 182

Notes: Marginal effects; Columns (1), (4), and (7) report Tobit regression estimates. Columns (2), (3), (5), (6), (8) and (9)
report Probit regression estimates. Standard errors are clustered across different subjects. Unadjusted p-values are shown
in parantheses and multiple comparisons adjusted p-values are shown in brackets. Significance stars are based on multiple
comparisons adjusted p-values. ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table 14: Altruism, Shift and Cautious Shift

(1) (2)
Shift Cautious Shift

Altruism 0.046 0.620∗∗

(0.396) (0.009)
[1.000] [0.038]

Male (Non-decision-maker) -0.085 -0.057
(0.087) (0.803)
[0.261] [1.000]

P(good state) is high -0.017 1.331∗∗∗

(0.677) (0.000)
[1.000] [0.001]

Constant No Yes
N 549 549
adj-R2 . 0.10
ln(L) -377.58 .

Notes: Columns (1) reports marginal effects for probit regression coefficients. Columns (2) reports OLS regression estimates.
Shift is a binary variable that is equal to 1 if the DM’s decision for herself and the NDM is different, and 0 otherwise. Treatment
2 refers to the treatment where we measure the willingness to take responsibility. Cautious shift is defined as "risk taken for
self" - "risk taken for the NDM". Standard errors are clustered across different subjects. Unadjusted p-values are shown
in parantheses and multiple comparisons adjusted p-values are shown in brackets. Significance stars are based on multiple
comparisons adjusted p-values. ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Figure 1: Demand for Autonomy
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Figure 2: Willingness to Take Responsibility
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Appendix

A Instructions - Main Treatments

[Original instructions are in Turkish and available upon request. It should be noted that Turkish does not
have gender pronouns, and therefore language does not suggest gender. In the below translation, "she" is
used for advisor and "he" for non-advisor for convenience. ]

Welcome.
Thank you for participating in this study. The experiment will be about economic decision-making.

You will earn 5 TL for your participation. Your earnings besides the show up fee will be based on your
decisions and chance. Payments will be done at the end of the experiment, in cash.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are free to quit any time during the
experiment. Your decisions throughout the experiment will not be linked to your identity; it will be
recorded with an anonymous subject number.

The experiment will consist of two main parts. Each part will consist of 4 periods. One of these 8
periods will be selected randomly and your earnings from the experiment will be equal to the earnings
from that period. Because of this random selection, you should pay equal attention to your decisions in
every period.

Investment Decision: There will be an investment decision in every period. This decision involves
allocating a 10 TL endowment between a risky and a riskless option. The amount invested in the risky
option is either multiplied by 2.5 or lost. The loss probability will change from period to period. It will
be either 0.3 or 0.7. The amount that is kept in the riskless option does not change. In each period, you
will be able to see the loss probability of the risky option on your screen.

PART I
Roles
In each of the first 4 periods of the experiment, you will be randomly matched with another person.

Your matched participant will change in each period.
In each pair, one person will be in the role of “advisor”. The default is that the advisor makes one

investment decision for herself and one investment decision for the other person she is matched with.
That is, she allocates her own 10 TL between a risky and riskless option. In addition, she allocates the
other person’s 10 TL between a risky and riskless option, determining the other person’s payoff too (Note
that advisor’s decision for the other person us implemented only if the other person delegates his decision
to the advisor).

The person that is not chosen as the advisor will make a series of choices relating to whether he
will leave his investment decision to the advisor, or make his decision himself. These choices will be
associated with certain monetary costs or benefits.

[Show the table below] Specifically, the non-advisor will indicate whether he chooses the option on
the left or option on the right for each row.
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A B

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf -0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The advisor makes a decision on my behalf 4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The computer will then select one row randomly. The option that the non-advisor chose in that
selected row will be implemented.

In the selected row, if the non-advisor subject chose to leave his decision to the advisor, the advisor’s
decisions both for herself and for the non-advisor is implemented. If the non-advisor subject chose to
make his decision himself, everybody makes their own decisions.

The non-advisor subject will be given an extra 4 TL. Any costs will be paid out of this amount. Any
earnings will be added to this amount.

After it is determined who makes the decisions, the investment decisions are made out of a separate
10 TL. This amount is not affected by who makes the decision. (The investment decision is always out
of 10 TL).

PART II:
In the second 4 periods of the experiment, you will again be matched randomly with another person.

This matching will change every period.
In each pair, one person will be in the role of “advisor”. The default is that the advisor makes one

investment decision for herself and one investment decision for the other person she is matched with.
That is, she allocates her own 10 TL between a risky and riskless option. In addition, she allocates the
other person’s 10 TL between a risky and riskless option, determining the other person’s payoff too.

The advisor will be asked to make a series of choices as to whether she would like to make the
decision for the other person, or whether she would like to make only her own decision and refrain from
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making the other person’s decision.
See the table below. The advisor will indicate whether she chooses the option on the left or option on

the right for each row.

A B

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member -0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 0.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 1 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 1.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 2 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 2.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 3 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 3.5 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

I also make a decision on behalf of the other member 4 TL + Everybody makes their own decision

The computer will then select one row randomly. The option that the advisor chose in that selected
row will be implemented. If the advisor wanted to make the decision for the other person, the advisor
makes two decisions both for herself and for the non-advisor.

If the advisor wanted to refrain from deciding for the other person, everybody makes their own deci-
sions.

The advisor subject will be given an extra 4 TL. Any costs will be paid out of this amount. Any
earnings will be added to this amount.

After it is determined who makes the decisions, the investment decisions are made out of a separate
10 TL. This amount is not affected by who makes the decision. (The investment decision is always out
of 10 TL).

Now, please select an avatar for yourself. This avatar will represent you throughout the experiment
and will be shown on all screens.
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B Instructions - Dictator Game

Extra Game:
Now we will play an extra game. The computer will form 2 person groups among all participants.

For each group, the computer will randomly select one of the group members and this person will have
a 5 TL endowment, while the other person will have zero. Until the end of the game, you will not know
who has the 5 TL in your group. Everyone will be asked the following question:

“In case you are the one who has the 5 TL, how much of your 5 TL would you like to give to the
other person in your group?”

Please note that you can state any amount, including zero.
After all the participants make their choices, the decision made by the group member who has the 5

TL will determine the earnings from this part for both group members.

C Post-experiment Survey

1. How old are you?
2. What is your gender?
3. What year/class are you in?
4. Which faculty are you in?
5. What is your current GPA?
6. Were the experiment and the rules understandable? (Please answer on a scale of 1 to 10: 1= not

understandable at all, 10= absolutely understandable)
7. Did you choose an avatar that does not match with your gender? If so, why?
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D Avatars

Avatars used in the experiment are shown below. Subjects are asked to choose one from 8 avatars in the
beginning of the experiment.

(a) Avatar 1 (b) Avatar 2 (c) Avatar 3 (d) Avatar 4

(e) Avatar 5 (f) Avatar 6 (g) Avatar 7 (h) Avatar 8
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