
Appendix A. Additional Replication Results

(a) Exley (2015) Data (b) Replication Data

Figure A.1. Increased Charity Valuations: Charitable Contribution where
indifferent to $10 for self

Table A.1. Exley Regression Table, by Probability

Exley Replication
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) (2) (3) (4)

P=0.95 P=0.75 P=0.50 P=0.25 P=0.95 P=0.75 P=0.50 P=0.25

charity 1.84⋆ 3.03⋆⋆ -2.11⋆ -2.54⋆⋆ 3.83⋆ 0.51 -0.94 -1.28
(0.06) (0.03) (0.08) (0.03) (0.08) (0.83) (0.62) (0.59)

tradeoff -1.14 4.25⋆ 10.22⋆⋆⋆ 5.22⋆ -4.00 3.83 5.02 3.74
(0.53) (0.06) (0.00) (0.09) (0.18) (0.11) (0.11) (0.28)

charity*tradeoff -23.16⋆⋆⋆ -21.45⋆⋆⋆ -12.76⋆⋆⋆ -0.75 -18.62⋆⋆⋆ -11.39⋆⋆ -0.34 3.06
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.79) (0.00) (0.02) (0.94) (0.57)

Constant 90.53⋆⋆⋆ 71.10⋆⋆⋆ 31.97⋆⋆⋆ 13.55⋆⋆⋆ 85.63⋆⋆⋆ 67.09⋆⋆⋆ 34.18⋆⋆⋆ 22.62⋆⋆⋆

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Charity-Tradeoff effect -24.29⋆⋆⋆ -17.19⋆⋆⋆ -2.54 4.47⋆ -22.62⋆⋆⋆ -7.59⋆⋆ 4.67⋆ 6.80⋆⋆

(3.35) (2.85) (1.71) (2.27) (3.34) (3.42) (2.49) (3.27)
Observations 228 228 228 228 224 224 224 224

Note: Standard errors clustered at participant level, shown in parentheses. Significance: ⋆ − (p < 0.10),
⋆⋆ − (p < 0.05), ⋆⋆⋆ − (p < 0.01). OLS estimates with dependent variables of relative lottery valuations.
Valuations in self-dollars are scaled as percentages of $10, while valuations in charity-dollars are scaled
as percentages of their X. Participants with censored X values are not included. In the Charity-Tradeoff
effect row (not given in the original study tables) we provide the sum of Tradeoff and the interaction terms.
interaction terms
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Table A.3. Di Tella Regression Table

Di Tella Replication

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Effect of Able=8 (versus Able=2) on

Tokens Taken 5.233*** 5.150*** 2.590*** 2.670***
(0.363) (0.402) (0.585) (0.583)

Is Corrupt 0.369*** 0.325*** 0.246** 0.225*
(0.110) (0.120) (0.112) (0.116)

%-Corrupt 0.158*** 0.151*** 0.049 0.030
(0.053) (0.055) (0.049) (0.051)

Implied Effect of Tokens Taken on

Is Corrupt 0.071*** 0.063** 0.095** 0.084*
(0.021) (0.024) (0.044) (0.044)

%-Corrupt 0.030*** 0.029*** 0.019 0.011
(0.010) (0.010) (0.019) (0.019)

Controls No Yes No Yes
Observations 65 65 77 76

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Implied effect of Tokens Taken is from an instrumental vari-
able regression where the endogenous variable is Tokens Taken and the instrument is Able=8. Controls are
gender, age, general trust, and major. Significance: *** –1%, ** –5%, * –10%.

Table A.4. Dana Table 1

Dana Replication

Proportion Proportion Proportion Proportion
choosing “A" revealing true choosing “A" revealing true

(unfair choice) payoffs (unfair choice) payoffs

Dictators’ choices

Baseline 5/19 (26%) – 37/213 (17%) –
HI (State 1) 10/16 (63%) 8/16 (50%) 54/98 (55%) 39/98 (40%)
HI (State 2) 13/16 (81%) 10/16(63%) 79/115 (69%) 59/115 (51%)
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Table A.5. Dana Table 2

Dana Replication

Information Proportion Information Proportion
acquisition

choice
choosing “A" acquisition

choice
choosing “A"

State 1
Payoffs

Chose to reveal
(8/16, 50%)

2/8 (25%) Chose to reveal
(39/98, 40%)

7/39 (18%)

Chose not to
reveal (8/16,

50%)

8/8 (100%) Chose not to
reveal (59/98,

60%)

47/59 (80%)

State 2
Payoffs

Chose to reveal
(10/16, 63%)

9/10 (90%) Chose to reveal
(59/115, 51%)

58/59 (98%)

Chose not to
reveal (6/16,

38%)

4/6 (67%) Chose not to
reveal (56/115,

49%)

41/56 (73%)

Appendix B. Discussion Supplement

Table B.1. Type Definitions

Types

Excuse-Seeking Selfish Generous

Di Tella et al. Believe partner corrupt Believe partner not corrupt Neither Excuse-Seeking
(Able = 8 Allocators) Take over 5 tokens Take any tokens nor Selfish

Exley Uncensored participants Censored Participants Neither Excuse-Seeking
(95% List) Charity w. Tradeoff < Self nor Selfish

Charity == Self, No Tradeoff

Dana et al. Baseline: (5,5) Baseline: (6,1) Baseline: (5,5)
HI: Do Not Reveal HI: (6,x) HI: Reveal

Note: Notes: Information environment definitions follow Exley (2015).
For Exley decisions, Charity == Self was defined as switching within 5 percentage points of each other in
the original or 4 rows in the replication.
Generous definitions are: DiTella et al. – believe partner is corrupt and take under 5 tokens or believe part-
ner is not corrupt and don’t take any tokens. Exley – Uncensored participants who either don’t undervalue
the charity-lottery with a tradeoff or have differing charity-self risk preferences.
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Table B.2. Exley Regression Table, Heterogeneous Effects

Exley Replication
(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) (2) (3) (4)

charity 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.09 0.53 0.39 1.86 1.73
(0.82) (0.80) (1.26) (1.23) (1.20) (1.24) (1.81) (1.84)

tradeoff 5.30∗∗ 5.30∗∗∗ 3.15 3.15 2.15 5.08∗∗ 0.29 2.89
(2.02) (1.82) (2.83) (2.38) (2.19) (2.09) (3.21) (2.85)

charity*tradeoff -15.09∗∗∗ -15.09∗∗∗ -9.02∗ -9.02∗∗ -6.82∗ -11.96∗∗∗ -4.57 -9.07∗

(3.40) (3.18) (4.55) (3.90) (3.74) (3.23) (5.21) (4.65)
(X − X̄) -0.11 -0.11 0.29∗∗ 0.29∗∗

(0.13) (0.13) (0.12) (0.12)
charity*(X − X̄) 0.26∗ 0.26∗ -0.06 -0.06

(0.13) (0.13) (0.15) (0.15)
tradeoff*(X − X̄) 1.11∗∗∗ 1.11∗∗∗ 1.28∗∗∗ 1.30∗∗∗

(0.31) (0.31) (0.29) (0.29)
charity*tradeoff*(X − X̄) -1.56∗∗∗ -1.56∗∗ -2.23∗∗∗ -2.25∗∗∗

(0.57) (0.59) (0.44) (0.43)
wiggler -0.62 -0.62 1.00 1.23

(2.17) (2.21) (2.21) (2.14)
charity*wiggler 0.90 0.89 -1.81 -1.86

(1.65) (1.60) (2.46) (2.46)
tradeoff*wiggler 4.47 4.45 4.10 5.11

(4.54) (3.99) (4.72) (3.93)
charity*tradeoff*wiggler -13.48∗∗ -13.45∗∗ -3.62 -5.38

(6.46) (5.28) (8.01) (6.50)
selfish 2.68 2.67 3.83 3.70

(2.54) (2.49) (4.44) (4.47)
charity*selfish -1.14 -1.13 -4.83 -4.80

(2.17) (2.10) (4.69) (4.68)
tradeoff*selfish 4.59 4.63 0.31 -0.30

(5.25) (5.09) (6.23) (6.23)
charity*tradeoff*selfish -12.10 -12.16 -5.94 -4.89

(9.78) (10.04) (11.80) (11.75)
Constant 51.79∗∗∗ 51.79∗∗∗ 51.33∗∗∗ 51.33∗∗∗ 52.38∗∗∗ 53.06∗∗∗ 51.52∗∗∗ 52.11∗∗∗

(0.96) (0.96) (1.30) (1.30) (1.09) (1.05) (1.75) (1.75)
Observations 1596 1596 1596 1596 896 896 896 896
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Standard errors in parentheses clustered at participant level. Censored participants are excluded.
Dependent variables are lottery valuations, Y. Valuations in self-dollars are scaled as percentages of $10, and valuations in charity-dollars
are scaled as percentages of X. The results are from the main regression modified to include the shown interactions. (X - X̄) is a
participant’s X minus the average X. Selfish is an indicator for choosing A in the revealed-unaligned state. Wiggler is an indicator
for choosing B in the revealed-unaligned state but A in the choice-to-reveal question after choosing not to reveal the state.
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Appendix C. Compact version of Di Tella et al.

Participants in the Exley replication complete a task designed to mimic Allocator de-
cisions in DiTella et al. Participants are randomly matched and given an extra $1. They
have three options: (i) Keep their dollar (and not affect their partner’s payoff); (ii) Pass to
charity (potentially providing a $4 donation); or (iii) attempt to Take their partner’s do-
nation. Payoffs are presented in Table C.1. Participants report beliefs over their partner’s
actions and the session-level prevalence of Take.1

Table C.1. Payoffs

Keep Pass Take
Keep 1 personal, 1 personal 1 personal, 4 donation 1 personal, 0
Pass 4 donation, 1 personal 4 donation, 4 donation 0, 4 personal
Take 0, 1 personal 4 personal, 0 0, 0

Note: Personal denotes a payoff for the participant and donation denotes money donated to the Children’s
Hospital on their behalf. 0 denotes no personal payment or donation.

Choosing Take is comparable the corrupt option in Di Tella et al.. Participants can jus-
tify Keep by believing their partner choose Take, much as Allocators can justify taking
more tokens by distorting beliefs about their partner’s corruption. However, as shown
in Table C.2, we do not find evidence of this belief distortion. Instead, participants who
chose Keep ascribe consistency between their behavior and that of their partner. Partici-
pants selecting Pass also ascribe this consistency, but most who try to Take believe their
partner will Pass.2

Table C.2. Partner Beliefs and Actions

Believe Keep Believe Take Believe Pass

Decide Keep 11 4 2
Decide Take 1 8 11
Decide Pass 0 2 22

Note: Rows are a participant’s choice, columns are participant beliefs over their partner’s choice.

1Half are paid for the game and a quarter for each for their partner-level and session-level beliefs. Sessions
with odd numbers of participants paid one additional participant for session-level beliefs.
2Surprisingly, nearly half of those selecting Take do not believe their partner chose Pass. Participants may
have a distribution of beliefs over their partner’s actions, and treat picking Take as a lottery paying $4 with
probability p, the likelihood their partner picks Pass. If p ∈ [.25, .50] and q (the probability their partner
picks Take) > p, a risk-averse agent who does not care about the charity may Take and indicate their partner
also did so.
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Screenshots from the Exley Replication











Example of Self-risk/Self-certain price list:



Example of Charity-risk/Self-certain price list:
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