
































































































E Instructions projected on screen

After subjects go through the instructions on the computer screen, the session

supervisor gives a more graphical presentation of the instructions. Screenshots

are presented below, and should be read from left to right within each row,

starting from the top.
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Given	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  objects	  earned,	  baskets	  are	  not	  worth	  anything	  on	  their	  own.	  
They	  can	  only	  have	  cash	  redemp:on	  value	  when	  combined	  with	  other	  basket(s).	  
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Two	  important	  points.	  
	  
All	  iden::es	  remain	  anonymous.	  In	  fact,	  the	  DM	  only	  sees	  an	  alias	  for	  
the	  Recipients’	  names	  (which	  can	  be	  either	  Recipient	  1,	  2,	  or	  3).	  This	  
alias	  is	  randomly	  determined	  in	  each	  round.	  So	  the	  subject	  who	  appears	  
as	  Recipient	  1	  in	  a	  round	  is	  equally	  likely	  be	  given	  the	  alias	  of	  Recipient	  
1,	  2	  or	  3	  in	  the	  next	  round.	  The	  Decision	  Makers’	  iden::es	  are	  hidden	  
too.	  
	  
	  
To	  determine	  everyone’s	  payoffs	  from	  the	  experiment,	  we:	  
1)  Randomly	  pick	  one	  of	  the	  seven	  rounds.	  
2)  Randomly	  pick	  one	  of	  the	  Decision	  Makers	  who	  par:cipated	  in	  that	  

round.	  
3)  Give	  the	  three	  Recipients	  the	  payoffs	  the	  chosen	  Decision	  Maker	  

selected	  for	  the	  Recipients,	  plus	  the	  show-‐up	  fee.	  
4)  Give	  all	  the	  Decision	  Makers	  $1	  for	  each	  round	  they	  par:cipated	  in	  

by	  selec:ng	  payoffs	  for	  the	  Recipients,	  plus	  the	  show-‐up	  fee.	  
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