
Appendix B Online appendix: Further analysis

Previously we have seen that subjects volunteer too often. What can be

behind this result? In this Appendix I discuss which demographic factors might

influence volunteering decisions. Figure 2 shows the volunteering rate by gen-

der. Merging all the data, we find that women volunteer significantly more

often than men (p = 0.00). Looking at each treatment individually, the only

significant gender difference is for treatment L3, where females volunteer sig-

nificantly more often than males (p < 0.01). Finally, females react more on

treatment differences, they volunteer (weakly) significantly more often in L3

than in L15 (p = 0.06), in L100 (p = 0.02) or in H3 (p = 0.06), whereas the

only weakly significant treatment difference for males is between H15 and H39

(p = 0.09). There are not that many studies that assess gender differences in

a volunteering task. Babcock et al. (2017) show that women volunteer more

often than men in mixed gender settings for a non-promotable task, but in the

single sex groups the volunteering rate is about the same across gender.27 As

in this game volunteering is beneficial for the volunteer himself, volunteering

can happen from both a selfish, payoff-maximizing act, but also from other-

regarding preferences, to make everybody better off. My post-experimental

questionnaire, asking about these motives does not reveal substantial gender

differences. If anything, women thought a bit more about what others in their

group would do, and non-volunteering men expected others to volunteer more

often than non-volunteering women.28 Risk-aversion might explain the gender

differences in volunteering, as women are found to be more risk-averse than men

27Note however, that in their task subjects could volunteer within a given time span, and

the game ended as soon as one group member invested. In my setting all subjects make the

volunteering decision simultaneously.
28There is a substantial amount of research assessing whether females or males are more

altruistic, or cooperative in different social dilemmas, dictator game settings. The results of

these studies are very mixed, from no difference to significant differences in both directions.

In Chapter 8, Section IV in Kagel & Roth (2016) Niederle gives a comprehensive summary of

recent literature in the field.
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(see Chapter 8, Section V in Kagel & Roth (2016) for a survey). However, as I

did not elicit risk preferences from subjects, this question remains unanswered

from the data.29
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Figure 2: Probability of volunteering for males and females

Running the experiment in two locations allows me to investigate whether

subjects behave differently in different locations, in this case in Valencia and in

Amsterdam. The left panel of Figure 3 shows the individual volunteering rate

per location. The figure strongly suggests that subjects in Valencia volunteer

much more often, which is also confirmed by a ranksum test pooling all the

data (p = 0.00). Per treatment we observe significant differences for the L3**,

H39** and H100** treatments (p < 0.042); in all of them subjects in Valencia

volunteer significantly more often. Concentrating only on a fixed location, we

either find no significant treatment differences, or differences show in the pre-

dicted direction for Amsterdam subjects (H3 vs. Hx). However, in Valencia

subjects in H39 volunteer significantly more often than in H3** or in H15*. A

natural question arises whether these differences are rooted from different cul-

tural background. Even though my experiment was not designed to answer this

29Since the game was a surprise experiment after a relatively long experiment, I did not

want to make this stage too long.
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Figure 3: Probability of volunteering for the different locations (left panel) and for economics

vs. non-economics subjects

question on cultural differences, I have suggestive evidence that the locational

differences come from different field of education. While in Amsterdam about

67% of subjects have economics background, this rate is only 18% for Valen-

cia subjects. This difference might result in the observed location differences.

The right panel of Figure 3 divides the data for subjects with economics and

non-economics background. From the Figure we can see that subjects with non-

economics background volunteer more often. However, in none of the subject

pools (economics or non-economics) can the predicted treatment differences be

observed. The non-economics subjects react on the volunteering costs for x3

and x15 treatments, whereas the economics subjects react more on the group

size under high costs (H3 vs. H15 and H100). Furthermore, controlling for both

field of study and treatments, location effect disappears almost everywhere.30

To better understand how subjects made their decisions in this simple game,

I asked subjects to state the extent they agree with three statements after the

experiment. This questionnaire is unincentivized, thus we need to be careful

with drawing strong conclusions from it, but the answers can still give us sug-

gestive evidence on why subjects decide (not) to volunteer. The questions were

different depending on whether the individual decided to volunteer. The precise

30We only observe significantly more volunteering in Amsterdam among non-economics

subjects in H3 (p = 0.00 with n = 12 in Amsterdam and n = 46 in Valencia).
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questions are listed in Appendix A after the instructions. From the question-

naire it seems that those who did not volunteer expect others to volunteer rather

than being concerned about being worse off than others (modal answer is 5 for

the former, and 1 for the latter question on 1-to-5 scale, with 1 being “strongly

disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree”). On the other hand, those who did

volunteer wanted to ensure positive earnings from the task more than making

everybody better off. Here the difference is not that pronounced, as for both

statements the modal answer is 5, but the distribution is more skewed for the

first question than for the second (p < 0.01 according to a signrank test). Fi-

nally, both volunteers and non-volunteers disagreed with the statement of not

thinking of what others might have been doing in this task.

The above-mentioned results are confirmed by a logit regression where the

dependent variable is the volunteering decision after controlling for several de-

mographic variables (see Table 5). The baseline treatment is L3 to which all

the other treatments are compared. Having high cost only matters for the small

groups of 3 (the coefficients for low and high costs are not significantly different

from each other for any other group sizes). Economics students and males vol-

unteer significantly less often. By controlling for field of study, location effect

disappears from the regression. In this regression I also controlled for earnings

of the unrelated asset pricing experiment, as this was known for subjects when

they made their volunteering decision. However, this did not have an effect on

their decision. Neither did whether they had prior experience with the task (i.e.

whether they have participated in a similar experiment before).
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Dependent variable: Volunteering (1=yes)

High cost -0.70 (0.35)**

Group 15 -0.58 (0.35)*

Group 39 -0.52 (0.46)

Group 100 0.13 (0.68)

High cost*Group 15 -0.03 (0.57)

High cost*Group 39 0.80 (0.66)

High cost*Group 100 0.28 (0.56)

Econ -0.87 (0.25)***

Amsterdam -0.25 (0.24)

Female 0.48 (0.21)**

Previous earnings -0.04 (0.04)

Experience 0.44 (0.30)

Constant -0.51 (0.32)

# of observations 648

Log likelihood -308.60

Notes: ***: significant at 1%, **: significant at 5%, *: significant

at 10% level. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

Table 5: Logit model for the volunteering decision
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