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Background

 Elfenbein et al. (2012)[1]: Charity auctions increase sales 
and selling price on eBay and substitute reputation

 Fehrler & Przepiorka (2013)[2]: Charitable giving works 
as a signal of trustworthiness (without partner choice)

 Slonim & Garbarino (2008)[3]: Highlights importance of 
partner choice for transfers in trust and dictator games
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Related literature
 Signals of trustworthiness
 based on self‐interest  

(e.g., Przepiorka & Diekmann 2013)[4]

 based on other‐regarding preferences 
(e.g., Gambetta & Przepiorka 2013)[5]

 Partner choice
 based on individual differences 

(e.g., Slonim & Garbarino 2008)[3]

 biological markets and competitive altruism 
(e.g., Sylwester & Roberts 2013)[6]

 Endogenous group formation
 based on group differences 

(e.g., Brekke et al. 2012)[7]
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What we do
 We compare results from exchange game experiments 

across treatments with and without partner choice

 With partner choice, first movers can choose second 
movers based on whether or not second movers 
previously made a charitable donation, and decide 
how much to transfer to second movers

 Without partner choice, first movers can only decide 
how much to transfer to different types of second 
movers (e.g. donors and non‐donors)

 We expect larger transfer differences between donors 
and non‐donors with partner choice than without
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Charitable giving as signal of trustworthiness



Alternative motives

Partner choice and transfers can have different motives: 

1. Higher expected trustworthiness (i.e. trust)
(consistent with signalling theory)

2. Unconditional rewarding (i.e. indirect reciprocity)[8]

3. Equalizing outcomes (i.e. inequality aversion)[9]

 Disentangle trust from other motives experimentally



Experimental Design

Condition A Condition B Condition C 
(charitable donation possible)   (charitable donation not possible) 

donor 
(EX > EY) 

non-donor 
(EX = EY)  

uneq. endow. 
(EX > EY) 

eq. endow 
(EX = EY) 

Choice set 1 Choice set 3 
DG11 indif. DG12 DG31 indif. DG32 

Choice set 2 Choice set 4 
EG21 indif. EG22 EG41 indif. EG42 

 No-partner-choice condition 
 - -   Partner-choice condition



Dictator game (DG) Exchange game (EG)
Person X Person Y Person X Person Y

EX EY EX EY

– xDG → + xDG – xEG → + xEG

EX – xDG EY + xDG EX – xEG EY + xEG

+ 3y ← – y

EX – xEG + 3y EY + xEG – y

xDG: response based on other motives

xEG – xDG: response based on expected trustworthiness only

Disentangling trust from other motives[10]



Experimental procedure

1. N = 148 participants in 6 experimental sessions 
(3 partner choice first, 3 partner choice second)

2. Random assignment to Person X or Person Y
3. Random assignment of Person Y on conditions
4. Endowment of 16 CHF (Condition B, 10 CHF)
5. Charitable donation of 6 CHF to AI, ICRC, or MSF
6. Partner choice and /or decisions in DG and EG
7. Elicit subjects beliefs 
8. Questionnaire and payment



Charitable Giving



Donations were made by 66% of subjects 
(39% in both rounds)  CHF 414

Charitable Giving



X’s transfers (without partner choice)
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X’s transfers (without partner choice)

 = 2.74
F1,73 = 27.86***



X’s transfers (with partner choice)
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X’s transfers (with partner choice)
[x = Pr(X chooses Y) * E(x|X chose Y)]

 = 3.14
z = 4.13***
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Differences in transfer differences


(partner-choice)


(no-partner-choice)    z p

 = DG transfer to donor – DG transfer to non-donor
1.32 0.54 0.78 4.20 < 0.001

 = EG transfer to donor – EG transfer to non-donor
4.46 1.91 2.55 3.47 0.001

 = DG transfer to uneq. endow. – DG transfer to eq. endowment
0.81 0.36 0.45 2.83 0.005

 = EG transfer to uneq. endow. – EG transfer to eq. endowment
–2.34 –0.64 –1.70 –2.25 0.024



X’s beliefs about Y’s back transfers



Explaining partner choice

LPM 1 LPM 2 LPM 3 LPM 4
Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE

Main variables (ref. choice set 2: donor vs. non-donor)
Choice set 4 -0.514*** 0.065 -0.576*** 0.078 -0.405*** 0.084 -0.473*** 0.095
 DG trans. 0.007 0.026 0.006 0.026
 Beliefs 0.022** 0.007 0.022** 0.007
Interactions with choice set 4
  DG trans. 0.089* 0.042 0.086 0.046
  Beliefs -0.005 0.014 -0.007 0.013
Const. 0.811*** 0.046 0.803*** 0.056 0.755*** 0.056 0.748*** 0.063
N1 148 148 148 148
N2 74 74 74 74
adj. R2 0.26 0.28 0.29 0.31

Notes: Table shows coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors (* p < 0.05, for two-
sided tests) of linear probability models with partner choice as dependent variable (1 = donor or 
uneq. endow., 0 = non-donor or eq. endow.).



Y’s back transfers



X’s beliefs and Y’s back transfers



Conclusions

 Choosing a trustworthy partner is important in many 
domains of social and economic life (e.g. employing a 
worker, starting a business, shopping on eBay, etc.)

 Charitable giving can be a signal of trustworthiness 
and donors are chosen more because they are 
believed to be more trustworthy

 Moreover, signalling‐benefits from altruistic acts are 
magnified if partner choice is accounted for

 Most experimental trust and exchange games do not 
allow for partner choice and therefore may 
underestimate trust based on individual differences
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