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Abstract

Men and women negotiate differently, which might create gender inequality in access to
resources as well as efficiency losses due to disagreement. We study the role of gender
and gender pairing in bilateral bargaining, using a lab-in-the-filed experiment in which
pairs of participants bargain over the division of a fixed amount of resources. We vary the
gender composition of the bargaining pairs as well as the disclosure of the participants’
identities. We find gender differences in earnings, agreement and demands, but only when
the identities are disclosed. Women in same-gender pairs obtain higher earnings than men
and women in mixed-gender pairs. This is the result of the lower likelihood of disagree-
ment among women-only pairs. Women leave more on the bargaining table, conditional
on their beliefs, which contributes to the lower disagreement and higher earnings among
women-only pairs.
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1. Introduction

Men and women tend to differ in their bargaining behavior. This has triggered a stream of stud-

ies on the link between gender and bargaining in different disciplines of the social sciences (for

comprehensive literature reviews, see Kolb 2009, Hernandez-Arenaz and Iriberri 2019). Most

evidence supports that women tend to be disadvantaged, because they are more reluctant to ini-

tiate a negotiation (see e.g. Babcock and Laschever 2003, Small et al. 2007, Bowles et al. 2007,

and Kugler et al. 2018, for a meta-analysis of the psychological literature) or, because they are

less successful in negotiations (see e.g. Kray and Thompson 2004, Keaveny and Inderrieden

2000, and the meta-analysis of Mazei et al. 2015, of the psychological literature).

An important area where the evidence is inconclusive, and thus more research is needed, is

how gender differences in bargaining interact with gender pairing. Eriksson and Sandberg

(2012) find that women are less likely to initiate a negotiation than men, but only when they are

matched with a woman. Hernandez-Arenaz and Iriberri (2018) observe that women demand

less in a bargaining game in the field, but only when matched with a man. Using an ultimatum

game, Eckel and Grossman (2001) observe that men accept more offers from women than from

men. Solnick (2001), in contrast, finds that both male and female respondents in an ultimatum

game choose a higher minimum acceptable offer when matched with a female proposer instead

of a male proposer.1

In this paper, we generate, first, new experimental evidence on the influence of gender and gen-

der pairing on demands, agreements and earnings in bilateral bargaining, using a non-student

participant sample. Second, we shed light on the mechanism behind bargaining differences

that are induced by gender and gender pairing, by investigating how beliefs and the relation

between beliefs and demands in bargaining are affected by gender and gender pairing.

We conducted an artefactual field experiment in rural Uganda. Participants were randomly

paired and bargained over a given resource in a Nash demand game (NDG) (Nash 1953).

Specifically, both participants in a pair simultaneously demanded a share of a given amount

of resources. If the sum of demands did not exceed the amount of resources available they re-

ceived their respective demands, otherwise they received a low disagreement payoff. This game

1In a bargaining-like environment, Castillo et al. (2013) observe in a field experiment, that male taxi drivers
accept lower fares from female customers than from male customers.
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combines simplicity with the possibility to observe bargaining behavior (i.e., the demands) and

beliefs about the demands of the bargaining opponent as well as bargaining outcomes (i.e.,

agreed shares and disagreements).

To identify the role gender and gender pairing may play in bargaining we implemented two

treatments where we varied the information about the bargaining opponent. In the baseline

treatment, participants were not told whom they were paired with. This treatment allows us to

test whether men and women bargain differently, exploiting the natural gender variation in the

sample. In a second treatment, the identities of the participants were disclosed which allows

us to test whether the gender of the opponent influences bargaining and whether this differs

between men and women. Note that to avoid experimenter demand effects we did not actively

tell participants the gender of the counterpart in this treatment. Rather, the disclosure of their

general identities did give participants the information necessary to identify the gender of their

opponent. Importantly, in our analysis we control for a large set of individual characteristics

that are expected to differ between men and women, and at the same time may influence bar-

gaining behavior.2

As bargaining behavior is likely affected by expectations about the opponent’s behavior, we

elicited individual beliefs about the demands of the opponent. This allows us to analyze how

demands and bargaining outcomes depend on beliefs and whetherthe effect of beliefs differs

between genders. In this analysis we use two concepts that link beliefs with demands and

that could explain potential gender differences in bargaining behavior. First, men and women

might differ in their ability to accurately predict their opponent’s behavior. To capture this,

we measure ‘belief accuracy’, which describes how close one’s stated belief is to the actual

demand made by the bargaining opponent. Second, we examine ‘demand consistency’, which

captures the amount one leaves on the bargaining table conditional on one’s belief.

Our results can be summarized as follows. First, we find gender differences in earnings, agree-

ment and demands, but only when the identities of the paired participants are disclosed to one

another. Second, when paired with a woman, women obtain higher earnings than men. In

addition, women obtain higher earnings when paired with a woman than when paired with a

man. These gender differences in earnings are the result of a lower likelihood of disagreement

2For instance, there is evidence that men and women differ in risk aversion (Eckel and Grossman 2008, Croson
and Gneezy 2009, Charness and Gneezy 2012).
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among women-only pairs than among mixed-gender pairs. Fourth, we do not find any gender

differences in beliefs or belief accuracy. Men and women equally underestimate their oppo-

nent’s demands. However, we do find that women’s demands tend to be more inconsistent than

men’s: they leave more on the bargaining table, conditional on their beliefs. This counteracts

the general underestimation of the opponent’s demands and explains the relatively low dis-

agreement rate among women-only pairs and the higher earnings obtained by women in such

pairs.

Our study makes the following contributions to the literature. First, we provide new insights on

the effect of gender and gender matching on bargaining outcomes. Specifically, the observed

differences in earnings and disagreements suggest that women are not always worse off than

men in bilateral bargaining settings, especially when the gender of the opponent is known.

When they are matched with another woman, women might actually be better off than men.

Second, our results on the role of beliefs and how they relate to individual demands, generate

additional insights. In particular, women’s smaller demand consistency counteracts the general

underestimation of others’ demands and leads to lower disagreement rates and higher earnings

among women-only pairs. Third, most studies that analyze gender differences in bargaining

behavior use WEIRD samples (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich and Democratic). It

has been argued that such samples are unusual compared with the rest of the world population

and that it is valuable to provide evidence from non-WEIRD samples (Henrich et al. 2010).

We contribute to this endeavor by collecting data from a sample of men and women in ru-

ral Uganda.3 Moreover, where gender differences in bargaining create gender inequality and

efficiency losses, our insights could be of high relevance for development policy.4

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the design of the

study, including a detailed description of the experiment and the socioeconomic survey, as well

as their implementation. Section 3 describes the results, focusing on the influence of gender

and gender pairings on earnings, disagreement rates, and demands. Section 4 analyzes the

role of beliefs, and particularly of demand consistency and belief accuracy. Finally, Section 5

concludes.
3That there is substantial cross-cultural variation in gender differences in negotiation is confirmed by the

meta-analysis of Shan et al. (2019).
4Gender inequality and poverty are particularly severe and intertwined in developing countries, such that

tackling gender inequality has large potential to reduce poverty (World Bank 2012).
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2. Study Design

In this section, we first describe the bargaining game we conducted, the treatment variations,

and the socioeconomic survey. Thereafter, we explain the implementation of the study, includ-

ing the study location, the sampling process, and the experimental procedures.

2.1. The Bargaining Game

In the experiment we implemented the well-known Nash demand game (NDG) in which par-

ticipants only have to make one decision, namely to state their demands over a given resource

(Nash 1953). We chose this game because it combines simplicity with the possibility to observe

bargaining behavior (i.e., the demands) as well as bargaining outcomes (i.e., agreed shares and

disagreements). As we conducted the experiment with a non-student sample (see Section 2.4

for details) it was important to guarantee easy understanding of the rules of the game. In addi-

tion, in the NDG it is straightforward to elicit beliefs about the opponent’s bargaining behavior

because the opponent is in exactly the same strategic situation as the participant stating the

beliefs.

In the game, two players i and j simultaneously and independently make demands xi and x j

regarding a given resource R. If the sum of the demands made by the two players does not

exceed the amount of the available resource, that is, xi + x j ≤ R, then they reach an agreement

and the players receives their respective demand. Otherwise, each player gets ex ante defined

and known disagreement earnings di = d j = d.5 Let ui,u j : [0,R]∪{d} → R be players’ von

Neumann-Morgenstern utility functions which map from the space of possible demands into

the payoff space. The set of possible bargaining agreements S is given by those (xi,x j) that

fulfill ui(xi)≥ ui(d),u j(x j)≥ u j(d) and xi + x j ≤ R. It is easy to see that any pair of demands

(xi,x j) ∈ S which satisfy xi + x j = R constitutes a Nash equilibrium.

These Nash equilibria are all efficient. However, as Harsanyi (1962) already pointed out, in

real bargaining efficiency is not guaranteed because in equilibrium demands and beliefs need

to be mutually consistent. Given the high strategic uncertainty, this is not straightforward and

disagreements or inefficient agreements can be expected.

5Generally, di 6= d j, however, in our experiment both players have symmetric disagreement earnings.
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2.2. Treatments — Information Disclosure

In the experiment participants were randomly matched into bargaining pairs. In a bargaining

pair a woman could be matched with another woman (women - women pair, WW in short),

a man could be matched with another man (men - men pair, MM), and each gender could

be matched with the opposite gender in a mixed-gender pair. In the analysis we distinguish

between mixed women - men pairs (WM) and mixed men - women pairs (MW) depending on

whose perspective we take when describing behavior. That is, in a WM pair the woman is the

so-called ‘ego’ while the man takes the role of ‘alter’, and vice versa for MW pairs.

To understand the influence of gender and gender pairing on bargaining behavior and out-

comes, our experimental design combines the natural variation in participants’ gender with the

experimental variation of gender pairing and information disclosure about the identity of the

bargaining opponent. In a baseline anonymity treatment (AN) no information about bargaining

partners was revealed. Participants, thus, did not know the gender of their bargaining oppo-

nent. In contrast, in the full disclosure treatment (FD) each participant in a bargaining pair was

informed about the other’s identity and, thus, also gender.6 Treatment AN allows us to inves-

tigate the effect of own gender in bargaining when not knowing the gender of the bargaining

opponent, and with treatment FD we can analyze the potential effect of gender pairing next to

an own gender effect.

In FD, we disclose the participants’ identities by showing the picture and name of both play-

ers in a pair, but without actively mentioning their gender. An alternative approach to identify

an effect of gender pairing would be to actively tell participants the gender of the counter-

part, thereby risking the introduction of an experimenter demand bias. Our approach has the

advantage of avoiding such a bias, but bears the disadvantage that a number of other charac-

teristics are disclosed in addition to gender. Therefore, in the analysis we control for potential

confounding factors with the help of detailed information from a socioeconomic survey.

6In a separate treatment we implemented a semi-disclosure condition where only one participant in a pair has
information about the other’s identity. This treatment was conducted with a different group of participants and is
not considered in this paper.
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2.3. Socioeconomic Survey

A few weeks before the experiment, we interviewed each participant in private to capture im-

portant socioeconomic and psychological characteristics of participants and their households.

During the interview, we asked questions on wealth, age, education, gender, and social ties. To

measure household wealth, we asked a variety of questions on the characteristics of the home

they lived in (number of rooms, type of flooring, etc.), their access to electricity, and how much

livestock the household owned. Age and education were elicited as continuous variables, with

education being measured in years of schooling. To elicit social ties, participants were shown

individual photographs of each of the other participants from their village and asked whether

they were friends with the respective person.7

Further, we asked a variety of questions to elicit trust, agreeableness and risk aversion. Regard-

ing trust, we asked the respondents whether they thought that most people could be trusted,

whether most people would try to take advantage if they had the chance to, and if most of

the time people tried to be helpful (Dohmen et al. 2008, 2012, Altmann et al. 2008). All

three questions had three answer options, equivalent to ‘agreeing fully,’ ‘agreeing somewhat,’

and ‘disagreeing fully.’8 Risk attitudes were captured through a self-reported score, detailing

whether respondents ‘Take risk a lot’, ‘Take risk but not a lot’, ‘Avoid risk but not a lot’, or

‘Avoid risk a lot’ (Dohmen et al. 2005, 2012). Agreeableness is based on the questions from

the Big Five questionnaire (Costa and McCrae 1992). Specifically, respondents were asked

whether they agreed with the following statements: ‘I try to forgive and forget when insulted’;

‘I am ready to fight back if somebody else starts a fight’; ‘I hesitate to express anger even if it is

justified’. Answers were given on a five-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly

agree.

7The main advantage of social-ties elicitation via a list that contains each of the other participants from the
village is that a reporting bias due to the size of a respondent’s network can be avoided. More connected people
might otherwise be more likely to forget a social tie, but by showing pictures each participant gets the same cues
to allow him/her to remember all his/her social ties.

8For the question ‘Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too
careful in dealing with people?’ answer options were ‘Most people can be trusted’. ‘Some can be trusted, some
not’, and ‘Can’t be too careful’. For the question ‘Do you think most people would try to take advantage of you
if they got a chance, or would they try to be fair?’ answer options were ‘Most try to take advantage’, ‘Some take
advantage, some not’, and ‘Most are fair’. For the question ‘Would you say that most of the time people try to
be helpful, or that they are just looking out for themselves?’ answer options were ‘Most are helpful’, ‘Some are
helpful, some are not’, and ‘Most look after themselves’.
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2.4. Implementation of the Survey and Experiment

The study was conducted in the Sironko district in eastern Uganda. In this district, a sample of

participants was chosen, using a multicluster sampling approach. In the first step, we selected

a random set of 24 villages. The selected villages were small-scale, close-knit communities

of the type that is common in the rural areas of most Sub-Saharan African countries. In each

of the villages, we selected a random sample of households and from each of these selected

households, one adult was chosen at random to participate in the survey and experiment.

The household survey was conducted in private at the participants’ houses, using portable data

entry devices. The experiment was organized in sessions for which participants from at most

two villages where gathered in one common place. Individual decision cards were used to

record participants’ demands and their beliefs about the demand of their counterpart. In AN,

no other information was given or entered in the decision card. In contrast, in FD, to dis-

close identities, a decision card displayed the participant’s own name and picture as well as

the counterpart’s name and picture, to show that both participants had information about each

other. Each participant took two decisions in the AN condition and two decisions with different

opponents in the FD condition.9 This allows us to observe variation in behavior of one partic-

ipant towards different opponents of possibly differing gender. Participants were randomly

re-matched into new pairs for each decision, and a new decision card was distributed for each

of these decisions. To avoid learning effects, we gave no feedback between decisions. Match-

ing of pairs, as well as preparation of the decision cards was performed before the experiment

started.

Beliefs and demands were elicited through two simple questions on the decision cards that

asked participants for the amount that they expected the other one to demand, and the amount

that they demanded for themselves, respectively. The resource available was 16000 Ugandan

Shilling (UGX), which was roughly equal to two daily wages for the average participant. The

disagreement payoff was 2000 UGX. Demands and beliefs could be stated freely as integers

between 0 and 16000. Demands were incentivized by informing the subjects that, at the end

of the experiment, one of their decisions would be selected at random to be paid out. This

9In FD both opponents were from the same village. In AN participants were paired with someone who lived
in the same village for one decision and with an opponent who lived in a different village for the other decision.
This was implemented to see if it matters whether the opponent lives in the same or a different village. For this
paper, we only use the same village pairs.

7



protocol of randomly selecting one single decision for payment was followed to avoid hedging

between different decisions (for theoretical arguments and empirical evidence in favor of this

procedure, see Azrieli et al. 2018, 2020). Belief elicitation was not incentivized.10

Instructions were read out loud and control questions on how to calculate own and others’ earn-

ings were asked in private (for details see Appendix D). If participants were unable to answer

the control questions further clarifications were given in private. If they were still unable to

answer the control questions, a note was made such that we could exclude their decisions from

the analysis. About 8% of our participants had problems understanding the instructions and

were excluded from the analysis. Participants were seated at desks with sufficient distance

from each other, so that they were unable to read their neighbors’ decision cards. They were

instructed not to talk to their neighbors and to keep their decisions confidential during the ex-

periment. Participation was entirely voluntary, and participants were told that they were free to

leave the experiment at any point. Nobody made use of this option. At the end of the experi-

ment, payments were received in private. Payments received as well as any decisions made by

the participants were treated confidentially, and this was clearly explained at the beginning of

the experiment.

Each session took about two hours. 342 decisions were made overall, out of which 180 in

AN and 162 in FD. In total, 180 participants took part in the experiment, out of which 81

participated in FD.11 Of those individual decisions, in AN 97 decisions were taken by a woman

and 83 decisions were taken by a man; in FD 78 decisions were taken by a woman and 84

decisions were taken by a man. The slight imbalance in male and female participants is a result

of the random selection at household level. In total, in AN there were 26 WW pairs, 19 MM

pairs, and 45 mixed pairs, and in FD there were 23 WW pairs, 26 MM pairs, and 32 mixed

pairs.

10We chose not to incentivize beliefs because there is evidence that incentivized belief elicitation entails the
risk that participants hedge between action and beliefs, especially when they have a financial stake in the predicted
action, which is the case in our set-up (Rutström and Wilcox 2009, Blanco et al. 2010, Armantier and Treich 2013).

11This number is conditional on both participants in a pair having fully understood the instructions. This
excludes about 8% of all participants, and their respective partners in a pair, because of difficulties understanding
the instructions. Numbers in AN include participants that would go on to take part in the separate semi-disclosure
condition as mentioned in Footnote 6.
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3. Results

In the following, we describe the role of gender and gender pairing in determining individual

earnings, pairwise disagreement outcomes, and individual demands. Subsequently, we discuss

the role of beliefs, and particularly the relation between beliefs and demands, as a possible

channel for observed gender differences.

3.1. Earnings

Figure 1 displays individual earnings by information condition, gender, and gender pairing.

Earnings of women are shown in the upper row, earnings of men in the bottom row. The panels

in the left column display earnings in AN separated by gender. The middle and right columns

display earnings in FD. For FD, where bargaining opponents knew each other’s gender, individ-

ual earnings are displayed by gender pairings. The middle column displays men’s and women’s

earnings when in a mixed-gender pair and the right column shows men’s and women’s earnings

when in a same-gender pair.
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Figure 1: Distribution of Individual Earnings

9



In each panel, the left-most bar reflects the frequency of disagreement with a payoff of 2000

UGX. The other bars display individual earnings in case of agreement. In the following we refer

to earnings including disagreements as ‘final earnings’ and to earnings from agreements only

as ‘agreed earnings’. Visual inspection of the figure suggests very similar earnings for men

and women in AN. In contrast, in FD some interesting differences are discernable. Perhaps

most eye-catching is the relatively low rate of disagreement earnings in women–women pairs

and the relatively high rate of disagreement earnings in mixed gender pairs. This translates

into some substantial differences in ‘final earnings’ between genders across gender pairings.

For instance, on average women earn 5543 UGX in same gender pairs, whereas men earn only

3813 UGX in mixed-gender pairs. In contrast, ‘agreed earnings’ appear to be similar between

genders. Indeed, across all gender pairings agreed earnings vary only between 7273 UGX and

7636 UGX (for detailed descriptive statistics of individual earnings, see Table B.1).

To test whether there are any statistically significant differences between genders, we use the

following regression specification separately for AN and FD:

yi j = β0 +β1 Gi j +β2 Xi j +µk + εi j, (1)

where yi j are individual earnings of ego i when matched with alter j. In the AN regressions,

Gi j is a dummy variable that is equal to one when ego is a man, zero otherwise. In the FD

regressions, Gi j is a vector of dummy variables capturing the different gender pairings WW,

MM, MW and WM. Note that an ego-man can be in a same-gender pair (MM) or in a mixed-

gender pair (MW) and an ego-woman can be in a same-gender pair (WW) or in a mixed-gender

pair (WM). Xi j represents a vector of socioeconomic controls, for FD related to ego’s and alter’s

characteristics and for AN only related to ego’s characteristics.12 This vector includes wealth,

age, education, trust, and risk aversion of ego (and alter for FD). The variables for wealth and

trust are indices that are obtained from a principal component analysis (see Appendix A.1 for

details). Age and education are measured in years, and risk aversion is measured on a four-

point scale with a larger value reflecting higher risk aversion. We only include controls for

which gender differences were observed.13 µk stands for experimenter fixed effects, and εi j

12In the AN regressions regarding ego’s individual earnings, we do not include alter’s gender and other char-
acteristics because they are unknown to ego by definition.

13See Appendix Table A.1 for a detailed comparison between men and women of the socioeconomic charac-
teristics as elicited during the household survey. No gender differences are found in agreeableness and network
ties.
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captures the remaining idiosyncratic error. We use bootstrapped cluster-robust standard errors

with 2000 repetitions to adjust for potential non-independencies within sessions.14

Table 1 reports the regression results, for AN in the upper panel and for FD in the lower panel.

Results for final earnings are shown in Models 1 and 2 and for agreed earnings in Models 3

and 4, using the sub-sample of pairs of participants where an agreement was reached. Models

1 and 3 provide results without controls, Models 2 and 4 include the mentioned socioeconomic

controls for ego (and for alter in FD). For AN, women form the reference category against

which earnings of men are compared. For FD, the reference category is WW.

For AN, the regression results show no significant gender differences either in final earnings or

in agreed earnings, indicating that own gender does not affect earnings when the gender of the

bargaining counterpart is unknown. In FD results are different, however. In Models 1 and 2,

the significant and negative coefficient of WM shows that women in a mixed-gender pair have

substantially lower final earnings than women in a same-gender pair (1788.8 UGX, Model (2)).

Further, the significant and negative coefficient of MW shows that men who are paired with a

woman earn less than women who are paired with a woman (1499.7 UGX, Model (2)). On the

other hand, for men, the gender of the counterpart does not influence final earnings (none of

the MM vs. MW and MM vs. WM comparisons are statistically significant, as reported in the

panel below the regression table). Finally, Models 3 and 4 show that agreed earnings do not

depend on the gender of the counterpart for either men or women.

We summarize the discussed findings in our first result.

Result 1. (A) In AN, neither final nor agreed earnings differ between genders. (B) In FD,

women’s final earnings are lower when paired with a man than when paired with a woman.

Men’s final earnings do not depend on the gender of their counterpart. However, when paired

with a woman, men earn less than women. (C) No gender differences are observed for agreed

earnings in FD.

This result indicates that, when identities are revealed, either side of a mixed-gender pair fares

worse than same-gender female pairs. Put differently, when knowing that they are matched

14Here we follow Cameron et al. (2008) who advise to use bootstrapping if the number of clusters is low. We
ran 11 sessions which consitute the amount of clusters in the regression.
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Table 1: The Effect of Gender (Pairings) on Individual Earnings

Final Earnings Agreed Earnings

AN
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Men -424.6 -522.4 -296.7 -501.7
(480.6) (519.9) (369.9) (344.2)

Constant 5889.4*** 6701.2*** 7735.1*** 8233.9***

(397.2) (1250.2) (231.5) (822.8)

Observations 180 179 96 95
R2 0.063 0.079 0.014 0.181

FD
(1) (2) (3) (4)

MM -751.0 -244.2 149.7 31.18
(764.4) (1135.7) (140.2) (297.4)

WM -1728.4*** -1788.8*** -161.0 -370.4
(647.0) (655.5) (551.3) (553.6)

MW -1603.4*** -1499.7** 202.6 472.2
(614.9) (589.0) (333.8) (368.2)

Constant 5527.9*** 3633.8* 7414.5*** 6026.8***

(656.5) (2143.5) (167.6) (1024.4)

Observations 162 162 78 78
R2 0.056 0.107 0.008 0.110

Wald tests (p-values)

MM - WM 0.340 0.200 0.563 0.409
MM - MW 0.396 0.299 0.887 0.359

Controls No Yes No Yes

Linear regressions. Dependent variables are final earnings (models 1 & 2) and earnings in the
case of agreement (models 3 & 4). Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions) clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate
two-sided significance levels. Controls include wealth, age, education, trust, and risk aversion of
ego (and alter for FD).

with a woman, participants in WW pairs seem to be able to secure higher final earnings than

those in mixed-gender pairs. In addition, the absence of gender differences in agreed earnings

indicates that the observed gender differences in final earnings for pairs in FD are likely related

to differences in disagreement rates between gender pairs. Next we test this conjecture.
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3.2. Disagreement

We test for differences in disagreement rates between different gender pairings using a regres-

sion approach equivalent to the one laid out in Equation (1), again separately for AN and FD.15

However, given that disagreement is an outcome on the pair level the mixed gender pairings

MW and WM are pooled and the vector Gi j, thus, now includes the categories MM, WW,

and mixed-gender pairs, for both AN and FD. In the regressions, mixed-gender pairs are the

reference category, against which outcomes of WW and MM pairs are compared.

Table 2 provides the results of the regression analysis by gender pairing in AN and FD. Model 1

provides results without controls, while Model 2 includes ego and alter controls for wealth, age,

education, trust, and risk aversion. In AN, no difference in disagreement between different gen-

der pairings is observed. For FD, however, a gender pairing effect can be observed. The signifi-

cant and negative coefficient of WW in both models shows that the probability of disagreement

is more than 30 percentage points lower among WW pairs than among mixed-gender pairs.

The coefficient of MM is not significant, which indicates that the likelihood of disagreement

is not statistically different between MM pairs and mixed-gender pairs. We summarize these

observations in our next result.

Result 2. (A) In AN, no gender pairing differences in disagreements are observed. (B) In FD,

the probability of disagreement is more than 30 percentage points lower among WW pairs than

among mixed-gender pairs, while disagreement is equally likely in MM pairs and mixed-gender

pairs.

The lower disagreement rate of female same-gender pairs in FD resonates with women’s higher

final earnings, indicating that it is this lower disagreement rate that enables women in same-

gender pairs to secure higher earnings than those in mixed pairs.

3.3. Demands

Given that the occurrence of disagreement depends on individual demands, similar gender dif-

ferences can be expected for individual demands. Figure 2 provides histograms that display

15That is, here we apply a linear probability regression model. See Appendix Tables C.5 and C.6 for results
based on a probit regression. The results are qualitatively the same.
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Table 2: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Pairwise Disagreement

AN
(1) (2)

WW -0.117 -0.168
(0.119) (0.128)

MM -0.0268 -0.140
(0.152) (0.181)

Constant 0.372*** -0.0895
(0.0881) (0.613)

Observations 90 89
R2 0.069 0.165

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - MM 0.608 0.895
FD

(1) (2)

WW -0.308*** -0.347***

(0.0998) (0.116)
MM -0.156 -0.263

(0.182) (0.236)
Constant 0.658*** 1.093***

(0.112) (0.406)

Observations 81 81
R2 0.064 0.163

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - MM 0.278 0.702

Controls No Yes

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is disagreement.
Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p< 0.10,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance lev-
els. Controls include wealth, age, education, trust, and risk
aversion of ego and alter.

the distribution of demands by information condition and gender. For AN, the left panels of

the figure do not indicate a difference in demand behavior between genders. In FD, however,

interesting differences can be detected. In particular, the mode for men in a mixed-gender pair

(lower middle panels) is at 10000 UGX, whereas it is at the equal split of 8000 UGX in all

other FD panels. This suggests that men’s demand behavior in a mixed-gender pair is more

aggressive than in other gender pairings.

To test whether differences are statistically significant, we run regressions with demands as

dependent variable, using a regression model equivalent to the one described in Equation (1).
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N= 342 (162 FD, 180 AN). Histograms show distribution of demands by treatment and gender/
gender pairing.

Figure 2: Distribution of Demands

Table 3 reports the results, for AN in the upper panel and for FD in the lower panel. Model 1

shows results without socioeconomic controls, whereas Model 2 includes wealth, age, educa-

tion, trust, and risk aversion of ego (and of alter in FD). As in the earnings regressions, women

form the reference category in the AN regressions, while WW is the reference category in the

FD regressions.

In AN, no significant gender differences show, indicating that gender does not matter for de-

mands if the identity of the counterpart is not known. In FD, however, important differences can

be observed. The significant and positive coefficient of MW in both models shown in the lower

panel indicates that men who are paired with a woman demand more than a woman who is

paired with another woman. The insignificant coefficient of WM, however, shows that women

do not demand significantly less in a mixed-gender pair than in a same-gender pair. Further, the

coefficients of MM and WM are not statistically different from one another, which indicates

that, if paired with a man, men and women make similar demands, on average (see the MM

vs. WM comparison on the bottom of the FD panel). We summarize these observations in the

following result.
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Result 3. (A) In AN demand behavior of men and women does not differ. (B) In FD, men

demand more than women, but only when they are paired with a woman.

This result is consistent with the observed gender differences in disagreement rates in FD. If

men who know that they are in a mixed pair demand more, while women behave the same in a

mixed and in a same-gender pair, more disagreements are likely to occur in mixed pairs. Men’s

higher demand in a mixed pair causes disagreement which leaves not only themselves, but also

those women they are matched with, worse off.

Table 3: The Effect of Gender (Pairings) on Demands

AN
(1) (2)

Men 127.1 -74.73
(320.1) (322.4)

Constant 8223.0*** 9187.3***

(345.8) (936.3)

Observations 180 179
R2 0.021 0.079

FD
(1) (2)

MM 707.2 697.4
(438.7) (620.0)

WM 330.1 335.0
(350.9) (321.2)

MW 736.4*** 844.5**

(269.2) (394.8)
Constant 7983.1*** 7060.2***

(364.6) (1486.7)

Observations 162 162
R2 0.028 0.052

Wald tests (p-values)

MM - WM 0.537 0.603
MM - MW 0.958 0.834

Controls No Yes

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is ego’s demand. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping (with
2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, **

p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance levels.
Controls include wealth, age, education, trust, and risk aversion
of ego (and alter in FD).
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4. The Role of Beliefs

To explore potential mechanisms behind the observed gender differences in earnings, agree-

ments, and demands, we look into the role of beliefs. As Harsanyi (1962) points out, the NDG

is a game that contains a large amount of strategic uncertainty with regard to the other’s demand.

Therefore, bargainers’ beliefs about each other’s demand are likely important determinants of

their bargaining behavior and resultant outcomes.

Figure 3 displays the distribution of beliefs by information treatment and gender pairing. While

the mode is 8000 for men and women in AN, as well as for same-gender pairs and for women

in a mixed-gender pair in FD, the mode for men in a mixed-gender pair is 6000. This is in line

with the observed demand mode of men in a mixed pair at 10000. Apparently, men expect the

other to demand less when the other is known to be a woman, and they make their demands

accordingly. Women, on the contrary, seem to expect the other to demand the same when their

identity is revealed, irrespective of the opponent’s gender. None of these visually observed

differences in beliefs between gender in AN or between gender pairs in FD is statistically

significant though (see Appendix Tables C.9 for AN and C.10 for FD).

The observation that beliefs do not differ across gender (and gender pairings in FD), while

demands do, points to the possibility that gender differences in demands and earnings could

be explained by potential gender differences in the relation between beliefs and demands.

There are two concepts that link beliefs and demands: (1) ‘belief accuracy’, meaning that

expected demands of the other match with their actual demands, (2) ‘demand consistency’,

meaning that own demands and own beliefs are consistent with each other. The concept of be-

lief (in)accuracy is prevalent in the existing experimental literature16, while the second aspect,

demand (in)consistency, has not been explored. In the following we take a closer look at belief

accuracy and demand consistency, and whether they differ between genders.

Belief accuracy describes how close a belief bi j of player i is to the actual demand x j made by

the opponent. A belief is accurate if it predicts the correct amount, in which case own beliefs

and others’ demands exhibit a correlation of 1. Demand consistency describes whether, given

16See for instance Gächter and Renner (2010), Fischbacher and Gachter (2010), and Croson (2007), as well as
the broader literature on belief incentivization that routinely rewards participants for the accuracy of their beliefs.
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Figure 3: Distribution of Beliefs

a participant’s belief, their own demand uses up all of the available resource. When demands

are consistent, own beliefs and own demands exhibit a correlation of -1.17

To analyze whether there are gender differences in belief accuracy and demand consistency,

Figure 4 displays scatterplots of beliefs and demands. These allow us to inspect whether any

differences in belief accuracy and demand consistency are discernible. The left panels show

own beliefs on the x-axes and other’s demand on the y-axes, thus relating to belief accuracy,

whereas the right panels show own beliefs on the x-axes and own demand on the y-axes, thus

relating to demand consistency. The panels in the first row depict data for AN, with dark

dots representing men and light dots representing women. The second and third row show

behavior in FD, with panels in the second row representing women and panels in the third row

17In the neuroscience literature on Theory of Mind there is some evidence suggesting that women have better
social cognition, which might give them an advantage in forming correct beliefs (see, for instance, McClure 2000,
Baron-Cohen et al. 1999, Brackett and Salovey 2006, Adenzato et al. 2017). On the other hand, numerous studies
have shown that women are, on average, more risk averse than men (see, for instance, Charness and Gneezy
2012, Croson and Gneezy 2009, Eckel and Grossman 2008). A stronger desire to avoid risks might increase the
inconsistency of women’s demands.
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representing men. In the FD panels, the light dots indicate that alter is of the same gender,

whereas the dark dots indicate that alter is of a different gender.

Belief Accuracy Demand Consistency

0
40

00
80

00
12

00
0

16
00

0
D

em
an

d

0 4000 8000 12000 16000
Belief

Women Men

AN

0
40

00
80

00
12

00
0

16
00

0
D

em
an

d

0 4000 8000 12000 16000
Belief

Women Men

AN

0
40

00
80

00
12

00
0

16
00

0
D

em
an

d

0 4000 8000 12000 16000
Belief

Same gender Different gender

FD Women

0
40

00
80

00
12

00
0

16
00

0
D

em
an

d

0 4000 8000 12000 16000
Belief

Same gender Different gender

FD Women

0
40

00
80

00
12

00
0

16
00

0
D

em
an

d

0 4000 8000 12000 16000
Belief

Same gender Different gender

FD Men

0
40

00
80

00
12

00
0

16
00

0
D

em
an

d

0 4000 8000 12000 16000
Belief

Same gender Different gender

FD Men

Figure 4: Scatter Plots for Belief Accuracy and Demand Consistency

For belief accuracy, the 45-degree line indicates where alter’s demand and ego’s belief are

identical, that is, where beliefs are perfectly accurate. It can be seen that in AN and FD, for

men as well as for women, there are many points to the left of the 45-degree line, and a few

to the right. This indicates that participants generally tend to underestimate the opponent’s

demand. No difference between genders is discernible from the graphs either in AN or in FD.
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For demand consistency, the negative 45-degree line indicates where ego’s demand and ego’s

belief add exactly to 16000 UGX, that is, where demands are perfectly consistent. Also in this

graph, many dots can be found to the left of the negative 45-degree line, indicating that demand

and belief sum up to less than the available resource. For AN, no difference is observable

between the panels for men and women. For FD, on the contrary, more points in the men’s

panel seem to be located on the negative 45-degree line than in the women’s panel, suggesting

that women’s demands are less consistent than those of men.

To investigate whether any of the visually observed gender differences regarding belief ac-

curacy or demand consistency are significant, we use a regression that extends Equation (1)

by including ego’s belief as an independent variable while maintaining demands as dependent

variable. In regressing demands against beliefs, we directly follow the outline of Figure 4. Be-

liefs are interacted with the gender pairings to allow for a separate analysis of the role of beliefs

for each of the possible gender pairings. For belief accuracy, the dependent variable is alter’s

demand. For demand inconsistency, the dependent variable is ego’s demand.

Table 4 displays results for belief accuracy in Models 1 and 2, and for demand inconsistency in

Models 3 and 4. As before, Models 1 and 3 show results without controls, while Models 2 and

4 display results with controls for ego’s characteristics (and for alter’s characteristics in FD).

The upper panel displays results for AN, while the lower panel displays results for FD. In AN,

men constitute the reference category, against which women’s behavior is compared. In FD,

MM is the reference category, against which behavior in the other gender pairings is compared.

As expected from Figure 4, no gender differences are found for AN in the upper panel for

either belief accuracy or demand consistency. For FD, on the other hand, differences can be

observed, particularly for demand consistency. For belief accuracy in Models 1 and 2 of the

lower panel, the coefficient of Belief is not significant and there are no differences between

gender pairings. This confirms the expectation that belief accuracy does not differ between

gender pairings in FD. For demand consistency in Models 3 and 4, however, the coefficient

of Belief is indistinguishable from -1 (p = 0.692, Wald test). Moreover, the constant term is

indistinguishable from 16000 (p = 0.811, Wald test). Together, these findings indicate that for

MM pairs demands are close to being consistent. For the gender combinations WW and WM

both the constant terms and the belief coefficients are significantly different. The difference
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Table 4: The Effect of Gender (Pairings) on Belief Accuracy and Demand Consistency

Belief Accuracy Demand Consistency

AN
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Women -713.1 -586.6 -1378.5 -1357.7
(694.5) (776.8) (1583.2) (1418.8)

Belief 0.123 0.122 -0.664*** -0.692***

(0.0864) (0.0963) (0.173) (0.169)
Women × Belief 0.104 0.0937 0.182 0.220

(0.125) (0.138) (0.210) (0.189)
Constant 7440.4*** 6408.9*** 13001.1*** 13592.8***

(626.8) (1185.1) (1331.8) (1570.0)

Observations 180 179 180 179
R2 0.051 0.070 0.312 0.359

FD
(1) (2) (3) (4)

WW -2746.2 -2490.4 -2675.9** -2578.6**

(1981.7) (2123.5) (1185.8) (1136.1)
WM -943.7 -434.4 -3101.6* -3270.6**

(1890.9) (1964.2) (1640.3) (1494.8)
MW -1952.3 -1274.1 -1575.4 -1292.0

(2150.2) (2372.6) (1204.8) (1152.3)
Belief -0.342 -0.328 -1.004*** -1.036***

(0.234) (0.256) (0.113) (0.0904)
WW × Belief 0.306 0.274 0.310** 0.321**

(0.249) (0.270) (0.151) (0.141)
WM × Belief 0.141 0.0881 0.395* 0.450**

(0.235) (0.250) (0.223) (0.207)
MW × Belief 0.229 0.127 0.209 0.188

(0.282) (0.305) (0.158) (0.147)
Constant 11158.2*** 10288.9*** 15937.2*** 15740.4***

(1987.2) (2143.8) (893.9) (1087.3)

Observations 162 162 162 162
R2 0.079 0.103 0.676 0.688

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - WM 0.144 0.185 0.840 0.718
WW - MW 0.512 0.325 0.422 0.317
WW×Belief - WM×Belief 0.360 0.386 0.766 0.619
WW×Belief - MW×Belief 0.663 0.419 0.575 0.421

Controls No Yes No Yes

Linear regressions. In Model 1 & 2, dependent variable is alter’s demand. In Model 3 & 4, dependent
variable is ego’s demand. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at session level, bootstrapped (with
2000 repetitions) at the session level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance
levels. Controls include wealth, age, education, trust, and risk aversion of ego (and alter in FD).
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in the constant terms shows in the negative and (marginally) significant coefficients of WW

and WM, while the difference in the belief coefficient shows in the positive and (marginally)

significant coefficient of WW×Belief and WM×Belief. For both WW and WM, the belief

coefficient (Belief + WW×Belief or Belief + WM×Belief) is clearly smaller in magnitude

than -1 (p = 0.025 for WW and p = 0.024 for WM, Wald test). The constant terms (Constant +

WW or Constant + WM), on the other hand, are clearly distinguishable from 16000 (p = 0.039

for WW and p = 0.009 for WM, Wald test).

Taken together, the analysis of the gender-specific constant terms and belief coefficients pro-

vides two important insights. First, on average, in FD demand inconsistency of women is higher

than for men who are paired with a man. This holds irrespective of the gender of the woman’s

counterpart, as can be seen from the insignificant differences between WW and WM, as well

as WW×Belief and WM×Belief, at the bottom of the FD panel. Second, the coefficients of

WW and WW×Belief, as well as WM and WM×Belief in FD imply that demand consistency

for WW and WM pairs in FD increases with higher beliefs, while it remains constant for MM

pairs.18 We summarize these new insights in the following result.

Result 4. (A) In AN, belief accuracy and demand consistency of men and women do not differ.

(B) In FD, irrespective of the gender of their counterpart, demands of women are more incon-

sistent than those of men. Women’s demands become more consistent the more they expect the

other to demand.

The result shows that the less women expect the other to demand in FD, the less they demand

themselves, suggesting that they are reluctant to exploit a low expected demand of a (known)

opponent. Importantly, their higher demand inconsistency in FD apparently enables women

to avoid disagreement when bargaining with other women. Men and women do not differ in

their ability to estimate the other’s behavior, but women display more cautious behavior by

responding less to their own beliefs, thereby leaving a larger share on the bargaining table that

helps to avoid disagreement. Given the observed general difficulty to estimate other’s demand

18For instance, with a belief of 6000, women in a same gender pair would demand 8800 (13000 - 0.7 * 6000),
which would result in 1200 left on the table. With a belief of 8000, they would demand 7400 (13000 - 0.7 *
8000), which would result in 600 left on the table. A belief of 10000 would give a demand of 6000, which would
leave nothing on the table. With a belief larger than 10000, the regression coefficients predict that more would
be demanded than what is left by the belief. From Figure 3, however, it is clear that this case does not occur.
Women’s beliefs in FD are at 10000 or lower.
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accurately, women’s lower consistency in demands gives more margin for agreement, whereas

men’s mostly consistent demands appear to aggressive, often leading to disagreement.

In sum, the relation between beliefs and demands, and particularly demand inconsistency,

seems to be at the core of the observed gender differences in bargaining outcomes. Impor-

tantly, the results on demand consistency are robust to the inclusion of elicited risk attitudes of

ego and alter (and other ego and alter controls) in the regressions, suggesting that risk aversion

is not the relevant factor behind gender differences in demand consistency. Specifically, for

women the Spearman correlation between risk aversion and demand consistency is only 0.001

(p = 0.988; N = 175) indicating that for women risk aversion is not the driver of inconsistent

demands. (for details, see Appendix A.2). Rather, demand consistency seems to be a valid

concept that captures behavior beyond mere risk aversion.

5. Conclusion

In this study we report on a controlled bargaining experiment in the field and analyze how

gender and gender pairing influence bargaining outcomes. We conducted an artefactual field

experiment in rural Uganda, using a one-shot Nash demand game (NDG) where two partici-

pants bargained over the division of a resource. During the experiment, negotiations between

the two bargainers took place by simultaneously and independently demanding a share of the

available resource. Bargaining pairs could be composed of two men (men–men pairs, MM),

two women (women–women pairs, WW), or one man and one woman (mixed-gender pairs,

WM and MW). To analyze the effect of gender and gender pairing on bargaining behavior, we

exogenously varied identity disclosure. Depending on the information condition, participants

either had information about the identity of their counterpart (full disclosure, FD) or they did

not (anonymous, AN). The experiment was complemented with an elaborate socioeconomic

survey to elicit important characteristics of the participants and their households.

Our results show that, while gender does not influence individual earnings in AN, substantial

gender differences exist in FD. Specifically, we saw that, in FD, women earn more when paired

with a woman than when paired with a man. Men’s final earnings, on the contrary, do not

depend on the gender of their counterpart. However, when the bargaining counterpart is a

woman, men earn less than women. This indicates that participants in female same-gender
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pairs are able to secure higher final earnings than either side in mixed-gender pairs. We further

saw that earnings in case of agreement (‘agreed earnings’) do not exhibit gender differences,

and do not depend on the gender of the counterpart for either men or women.

The absence of gender differences in agreed earnings indicates that the observed gender differ-

ences in final earnings are likely related to differences in disagreement rates between gender

pairs. Indeed, in FD, the probability of disagreement is more than 30 percentage points lower

among WW pairs than among mixed-gender pairs, while disagreement is equally likely in MM

pairs and mixed-gender pairs. The lower disagreement rate of WW pairs is in line with their

higher final earnings, indicating that it is precisely this lower disagreement rate that enables

women in same-gender pairs to secure higher earnings than those in mixed-gender pairs.

In line with the observed gender differences in disagreement rates, we saw that, in FD, men

demand more than women, but only when they are paired with a woman. If men in a mixed-

gender pair demand more, while women behave the same in a mixed-gender and in a same-

gender pair, more disagreements are likely to occur in mixed-gender pairs. Hence, men’s higher

demand in a mixed-gender pair causes disagreement which leaves not only themselves, but also

those women they are matched with, worse off.

Based on the observed differences in bargaining outcomes, we proceeded to consider the role

of beliefs in inducing such differences. Beliefs themselves do not differ across gender pair-

ings, which suggests that gender differences in demands, disagreement, and earnings could be

explained by potential gender differences in the relation between beliefs and demands. We

defined the concepts of belief accuracy and demand consistency to analyze this relation. A

belief is accurate if it is equal to the opponent’s demand, and a demand is consistent if one’s

own belief and demand add up to exactly the available resource. Our results show that, in FD,

irrespective of the gender of their counterpart, women have more inconsistent demands than

men have, while belief accuracy does not differ across gender pairings.

The relation between beliefs and demands, and particularly demand consistency, seems to be at

the core of the observed gender differences in bargaining outcomes. Women’s lower demand

consistency apparently enables them to avoid disagreement when in a female same-gender

pair. While men and women do not differ in their ability to estimate the other’s behavior,
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women display more cautious behavior by leaving a larger share on the bargaining table that can

help avoid disagreement. As men and women tend to underestimate the opponent’s demand,

disagreement is likely if both bargaining sides follow their beliefs when making their demands.

Therefore, women’s lower demand consistency is beneficial to them because it leaves more

margin for agreement.

Moreover, women’s demands become more consistent the more they expect the other to de-

mand, while men’s demand consistency is constant. Thus, women appear to be less willing to

exploit a low expected demand of the opponent than men. This lower willingness of women

to exploit an opponent might be linked to fairness preferences, consistent with some existing

evidence showing that women have stronger preferences for equality (Andreoni and Vesterlund

2001, Cox 2002, Croson and Gneezy 2009). On the other hand, women’s reluctance to exploit

an opponent is also in line with the notion that women are less competitive than men (Gneezy

et al. 2003, Niederle and Vesterlund 2007, Croson and Gneezy 2009, Niederle and Vesterlund

2011).

A more detailed analysis of the drivers of demand inconsistency, focusing in particular on confi-

dence in own beliefs, competitiveness, and fairness preferences provides an interesting avenue

for further research. We saw that results on demand consistency are robust to the inclusion

of ego and alter controls, indicating that risk aversion is not the relevant factor behind gen-

der differences in demand consistency. Rather, demand consistency was shown to be a valid

concept that captures behavior beyond mere risk aversion. It remains to be analyzed though

whether the behavior that is captured by demand consistency relates more to (over)confidence,

competitiveness, or fairness preferences.
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*** For on-line publication ***

Appendix

A. Socioeconomic Characteristics

Table A.1: Socioeconomic Characteristics

Women Men

N mean st.dev. N mean st.dev. p-value+

Risk 115 2.078 0.84 110 1.909 0.87 0.080
Age 115 42.99 14.4 110 39.68 13.7 0.081
Education 115 5.226 3.57 109 6.945 3.37 0.000
Wealth 115 -0.332 1.91 110 0.061 2.08 0.088
Agree 115 -0.009 1.56 110 0.042 1.82 0.661
Trust 115 -0.245 1.29 110 0.176 1.29 0.003
Friend 115 0.629 0.43 109 0.677 0.40 0.455
+ two-sided p-value of a Mann-Whitney U test. Risk is a self-reported measure on a
scale from 1 (low risk aversion) to 4 (high risk aversion). Education measures years
of schooling. Wealth, Agree, and Trust are first components of a principal component
analysis. Friend denotes the fraction of people in the community that a respondent calls
a friend.

A.1. Composition of Wealth, Trust, and Agreeableness Index

A.1.1. Wealth Index

First, we performed a principal component analysis with the full set of asset indicators data elicited in

the survey, restricted to four components:19

pca owned rooms floorearth floorearthdung floorcement waterprivate waterpublictap waterhole water-

prowell waterunprowell waterriver watergravity covpitprivate covpitshared uncovpit electricity lantern

cattleindigenous cattleexocross goats sheep pigs land bicycles motorvehicles generator stove sofas beds

radios televisions jewellerywatches phones computers HHappliances storage stalls watercans irritubes

insecpumps pulpchines grinders handthreshers wheelbarrows animalplough, cor components(4)

19An explanation of variable names and related survey questions can be found in the on-line Supplementary
Information.
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Although the eigenvalue of this PCA is very high, the first component only explains 12% of the variation

in the asset indicators data, which is on the low side of the range of variance accounted for by the first

principal component in existing studies according to the literature reviewed (Houweling et al. 2003, Vyas

and Kumaranayake 2006). The main reason for this might be that the correlation among the variables

included is not very high and, thus, there is a lot of variation in the data. We rerun the PCA while

excluding variables with eigenvectors lower than 10%:

pca rooms floorearthdung floorcement electricity lantern cattleindigenous cattleexocross goats land bi-

cycles motorvehicles generator stove sofas beds radios televisions jewellerywatches phones HHappli-

ances storage stalls watercans insecpumps pulpchines wheelbarrows animalplough, cor components(4)

As expected the variance explained (given by the eigenvalue) increases from 12% to 19%. The first

component of this latter PCA is included as Wealth in Table A.1.

A.1.2. Trust Index

We performed a principal component analysis based on the three trust questions (as explained in sec-

tion 2.3) in the socioeconomic survey:

pca q8a1rev q8a2 q8a3rev, cor components(3)

The first component of this PCA is included as Trust in Table A.1.

A.1.3. Agreeableness Index

We performed a principal component analysis based on the agreeableness questions (as explained in

section 2.3) in the socioeconomic survey:

pca q8b1rev q8b2 q8b3rev q8b4 q8b5rev q8b6 q8b7 q8b8 q8b9 q8b10rev q8b11 q8b12rev q8b13 q8b14rev

q8b15rev q8b16rev, cor components(4)

The first component of this PCA is included as Agree in Table A.1.
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A.2. Risk Aversion

Risk aversion was elicited as a self-reported measure on a four-point scale, with a higher number indi-

cating more risk aversion. The variable Risk in Table A.1 reports descriptive statistics and Figure A.1

displays the distribution of risk aversion by gender, with women’s results in the left panel and men’s

results in the right panel. We see that for both women and men the mode is at 2. However, for men, the

bar at 1 seems slightly higher than for women, while for women the bar at 3 seems slightly higher than

for men. This difference indicates a slightly higher risk aversion of women in our sample (two-sided

p-value of a Mann-Whitney U test = 0.080; N = 225), in line with prior studies.20
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Figure A.1: Risk Aversion

The Spearman correlation between risk aversion and demand inconsistency is 0.107 (p-value = 0.048;

N = 342). This indicates that higher risk aversion goes along with higher inconsistency of demands.

However, a closer look shows that, while this Spearman correlation is 0.193 for men (p-value = 0.013;

N = 167), it is only 0.001 for women (p-value = 0.988; N = 175). Further, for men, the Spearman

correlation is 0.312 in AN (p-value = 0.004; N = 83), but only 0.035 in FD (p-value = 0.753; N =

84). This shows that the above conclusion, that higher risk aversion goes along with more inconsistent

demands, strictly speaking only holds for men in AN. For men in FD, and for women in either AN or

FD, risk aversion and inconsistency seem largely unrelated. In sum, demand consistency seems to be

related to participants’ risk aversion, but is far from being determined by it.

20All participants who understood the game are included here (N = 225), independently of any specific coun-
terpart that they were matched with during the experiment.
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B. Non-parametric Tests

Table B.1: Individual Earnings

Women Men

N mean st.dev. N mean st.dev. p-value+

a) Final Earnings

AN 97 5041.24 3003.18 83 4746.99 2895.93 0.548

FD

Woman 46 5543.48 2841.80 32 3937.50 2839.10 0.022
Man 32 3812.50 2705.28 52 4788.46 2939.50 0.145

p-value++ 0.011 0.220 0.229

b) Agreed Earnings

AN 53 7566.04 1525.54 43 7302.33 1581.66 0.627

FD

Woman 30 7433.33 1381.74 11 7636.36 1433.37 0.588
Man 11 7272.73 1618.08 26 7576.92 1205.76 0.656

p-value++ 0.885 0.730 0.693
Columns indicate ego’s gender. In panel b) rows show alter’s gender. + indicates the two-sided
p-value of a Mann-Whitney U test by gender of ego. ++ indicates the two-sided p-value of a Mann-
Whitney U test by gender of alter. Number in the bottom right corner indicates two-sided p-value of
a Mann-Whitney U test between WW and MM.

Table B.2: Disagreement Rates

AN FD p-value
N % N %

WW 26 42.31 23 34.78 0.590
MM 19 47.37 26 50.00 0.862
Mix 45 48.89 32 65.63 0.145

p-value+ 0.864 0.076
+ Based on Chi-square test
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Table B.3: Demands

Women Men

N mean st.dev. N mean st.dev. p-value+

AN 97 8577.32 2249.24 83 8650.60 2461.58 0.791

FD

Woman 46 8282.61 2051.16 32 8968.75 1596.05 0.044
Man 32 8562.50 1644.88 52 8913.46 2261.62 0.995

p-value++ 0.223 0.355 0.159
Columns indicate ego’s gender. In panel b) rows show alter’s gender. + indicates the two-sided
p-value of a Mann-Whitney U test by gender of ego. ++ indicates the two-sided p-value of a Mann-
Whitney U test by gender of alter. Number in the bottom right corner indicates two-sided p-value of
a Mann-Whitney U test between WW and MM.

Table B.4: Beliefs

Women Men

N mean st.dev. N mean st.dev. p-value+

AN 97 6216.49 2227.79 83 6493.98 2297.26 0.162

FD

Woman 46 6826.09 2079.58 32 6531.25 1523.67 0.394
Man 32 6687.50 1803.89 52 6817.31 2176.14 0.492

p-value++ 0.706 0.184 0.801
Columns indicate ego’s gender. In panel b) rows show alter’s gender. + indicates the two-sided
p-value of a Mann-Whitney U test by gender of ego. ++ indicates the two-sided p-value of a Mann-
Whitney U test by gender of alter. Number in the bottom right corner indicates two-sided p-value of
a Mann-Whitney U test between WW and MM.
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Table B.5: Belief Accuracy and Demand Consistency

Woman Man

N mean st.dev. N mean st.dev. p-value+

a) Belief Accuracy

AN 97 -2381.44 3120.64 83 -2132.53 2937.44 0.768

FD

Woman 46 -1456.52 2979.24 32 -2031.25 2348.43 0.269
Man 32 -2281.25 2666.81 52 -2096.15 3635.39 0.251

p-value++ 0.166 0.390 0.509
b) Demand Consistency

AN 97 1206.19 2277.33 83 855.42 2078.53 0.189

FD

Woman 46 891.30 1608.70 32 500.00 1047.27 0.250
Man 32 750.00 1414.21 52 269.23 769.91 0.077

p-value++ 0.623 0.291 0.012
Columns indicate ego’s gender. In panel b rows show alter’s gender. + indicates the two-sided
p-value of a Mann-Whitney U test by gender of ego. ++ indicates the two-sided p-value of a Mann-
Whitney U test by gender of alter. Number in the bottom right corner indicates two-sided p-value of
a Mann-Whitney U test between WW and MM.
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C. Additional Regression Tables

C.1. Earnings

Table C.1: The Effect of Gender on Individual Earnings in AN

Final Earnings Agreed Earnings
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Men -424.6 -522.4 -296.7 -501.7
(480.6) (519.9) (369.9) (344.2)

Educ ego -32.89 66.59
(79.55) (62.36)

Risk ego -281.8 -755.7***

(209.9) (233.5)
Trust ego 28.00 -217.8*

(199.4) (132.0)
Wealth ego 138.5 -37.44

(123.8) (80.21)
Age ego 0.369 15.10

(15.84) (10.11)
Constant 5889.4*** 6701.2*** 7735.1*** 8233.9***

(397.2) (1250.2) (231.5) (822.8)

Observations 180 179 96 95
R2 0.063 0.079 0.014 0.181

Controls No Yes No Yes

Linear regressions. Dependent variables are final earnings (models 1 & 2) and earnings in the
case of agreement (models 3 & 4). Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate
two-sided significance levels.
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Table C.2: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Individual Earnings in FD

Final Earnings Agreed Earnings
(1) (2) (3) (4)

MM -751.0 -244.2 149.7 31.18
(764.4) (1135.7) (140.2) (297.4)

WM -1728.4*** -1788.8*** -161.0 -370.4
(647.0) (655.5) (551.3) (553.6)

MW -1603.4*** -1499.7** 202.6 472.2
(614.9) (589.0) (333.8) (368.2)

Educ ego -64.02 -32.05
(97.07) (84.05)

Risk ego 41.64 21.47
(351.9) (286.2)

Trust ego -118.4 23.83
(208.8) (205.0)

Wealth ego 112.1 -7.939
(117.8) (123.8)

Age ego 28.91* 12.22
(15.78) (19.60)

Educ alter -3.589 99.45
(104.0) (93.18)

Risk alter 97.34 115.6
(351.9) (257.2)

Trust alter -96.35 124.5
(247.2) (169.5)

Wealth alter 143.4 45.39
(92.62) (113.5)

Age alter 22.42 5.865
(21.08) (18.79)

Constant 5527.9*** 3633.8* 7414.5*** 6026.8***

(656.5) (2143.5) (167.6) (1024.4)

Observations 162 162 78 78
R2 0.056 0.107 0.008 0.110

Controls No Yes No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

MM - WM 0.340 0.200 0.563 0.409
MM - MW 0.396 0.299 0.887 0.359

Linear regressions. Dependent variables are final earnings (models 1 & 2) and earnings in the
case of agreement (models 3 & 4). Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate
two-sided significance levels.
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C.2. Disagreement

Table C.3: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Pairwise Disagreement in AN

Disagreement
(1) (2)

WW -0.117 -0.168
(0.119) (0.128)

MM -0.0268 -0.140
(0.152) (0.181)

Educ alter 0.0393*

(0.0204)
Risk alter 0.0696

(0.0884)
Trust alter -0.000466

(0.0525)
Wealth alter -0.0394

(0.0315)
Age alter 0.00146

(0.00465)
Educ ego -0.00381

(0.0274)
Risk ego -0.0550

(0.0661)
Trust ego -0.0638

(0.0507)
Wealth ego -0.0113

(0.0371)
Age ego 0.00416

(0.00490)
Constant 0.372*** -0.0895

(0.0881) (0.613)

Observations 90 89
R2 0.069 0.165

Controls No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - MM 0.608 0.895

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is disagreement.
Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p< 0.10,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance lev-
els.
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Table C.4: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Pairwise Disagreement in FD

Disagreement
(1) (2)

WW -0.308*** -0.347***

(0.0998) (0.116)
MM -0.156 -0.263

(0.182) (0.236)
Educ alter 0.0201

(0.0267)
Risk alter -0.0403

(0.0872)
Trust alter -0.00912

(0.0524)
Wealth alter 0.0205

(0.0322)
Age alter -0.00438

(0.00363)
Educ ego -0.00441

(0.0269)
Risk ego -0.00291

(0.108)
Trust ego 0.0860

(0.0619)
Wealth ego -0.0389

(0.0275)
Age ego -0.00582

(0.00726)
Constant 0.658*** 1.093***

(0.112) (0.406)

Observations 81 81
R2 0.064 0.163

Controls No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - MM 0.278 0.702

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is disagreement.
Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p< 0.10,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance lev-
els.
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Table C.5: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Pairwise Disagreement in AN (Probit)

Disagreement
(1) (2)

disagreement
WW -0.315 -0.480

(0.342) (247.0)
MM -0.0716 -0.412

(0.441) (233.1)
Educ alter 0.112

(106.0)
Risk alter 0.191

(135.7)
Trust alter -0.00686

(107.5)
Wealth alter -0.117

(134.8)
Age alter 0.00447

(3.124)
Educ ego -0.0194

(51.59)
Risk ego -0.179

(415.7)
Trust ego -0.185

(215.2)
Wealth ego -0.0289

(190.0)
Age ego 0.0112

(6.381)
Constant -0.329 -1.542

(0.249) (137.0)

Observations 90 89
R2

Controls No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - MM 0.634 0.996

Probit regressions. Dependent variable is disagreement.
Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p< 0.10,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance lev-
els.
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Table C.6: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Pairwise Disagreement in FD (Probit)

Disagreement
(1) (2)

disagreement
WW -0.792*** -0.970

(0.280) (12.28)
MM -0.403 -0.765

(0.517) (58.06)
Educ alter 0.0618

(3.807)
Risk alter -0.138

(10.15)
Trust alter -0.0373

(6.302)
Wealth alter 0.0625

(6.650)
Age alter -0.0117

(0.870)
Educ ego -0.0155

(3.261)
Risk ego -0.0225

(6.354)
Trust ego 0.245

(4.976)
Wealth ego -0.123

(7.122)
Age ego -0.0173

(0.969)
Constant 0.410 1.747

(0.325) (98.91)

Observations 81 81
R2

Controls No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - MM 0.326 0.998

Probit regressions. Dependent variable is disagreement.
Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p< 0.10,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance lev-
els.
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C.3. Demands

Table C.7: The Effect of Gender on Demands in AN

(1) (2)

Men 127.1 -74.73
(320.1) (322.4)

Educ ego 80.75
(54.35)

Risk ego -356.9
(241.4)

Trust ego 20.98
(167.5)

Wealth ego -133.8*

(74.35)
Age ego -17.82

(14.13)
Constant 8223.0*** 9187.3***

(345.8) (936.3)

Observations 180 179
R2 0.021 0.079

Controls No Yes

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is ego’s demand. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping (with
2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, **

p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance levels.
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Table C.8: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Demands in FD

(1) (2)

MM 707.2 697.4
(438.7) (620.0)

WM 330.1 335.0
(350.9) (321.2)

MW 736.4*** 844.5**

(269.2) (394.8)
Educ ego -4.385

(60.66)
Risk -37.33

(244.4)
Trust ego -22.66

(195.4)
Wealth ego -117.6**

(47.40)
Age ego 4.619

(17.45)
Educ alter 51.06

(64.73)
Risk alter 174.8

(187.4)
Trust alter 92.26

(139.6)
Wealth alter -28.16

(70.96)
Age alter 1.517

(11.45)
Constant 7983.1*** 7060.2***

(364.6) (1486.7)

Observations 162 162
R2 0.028 0.052

Controls No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

MM - WM 0.537 0.603
MM - MW 0.958 0.834

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is ego’s demand. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping (with
2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, **

p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance levels.
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C.4. The Role of Beliefs

Table C.9: The Effect of Gender on Beliefs in AN

(1) (2)

Men 173.0 80.49
(275.7) (301.1)

Educ ego -3.303
(51.24)

Risk ego -49.58
(180.9)

Trust ego 61.82
(163.6)

Wealth ego 260.4***

(72.13)
Age ego 19.49

(14.06)
Constant 6887.3*** 6259.8***

(328.8) (1071.9)

N 180 179
R2 0.0535 0.128

Controls No Yes

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is ego’s belief. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping (with
2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, **

p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance levels.
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Table C.10: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Beliefs in FD

(1) (2)

MM -149.8 -302.5
(561.7) (655.2)

WM -231.3 -197.4
(543.2) (557.5)

MW -387.6 -512.8
(436.1) (527.2)

Educ ego 47.76
(66.10)

Risk ego 133.5
(236.3)

Trust ego 57.46
(213.0)

Wealth ego 166.8*

(88.10)
Age ego -7.397

(15.66)
Educ alter -30.17

(71.26)
Risk alter -169.7

(207.3)
Trust alter -195.8

(164.3)
Wealth alter 45.27

(60.40)
Age alter -2.609

(13.05)
Constant 7378.8*** 7911.6***

(534.8) (2125.8)

N 162 162
R2 0.0274 0.0925

Controls No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

MM - WM 0.879 0.866
MM - MW 0.623 0.748

Linear regressions. Dependent variable is ego’s belief. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping (with
2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, **

p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance levels.
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Table C.11: The Effect of Gender on Belief Accuracy and Demand Consistency in AN

Belief Accuracy Demand Consistency
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Women -713.1 -586.6 -1378.5 -1357.7
(694.5) (776.8) (1583.2) (1418.8)

Belief 0.123 0.122 -0.664*** -0.692***

(0.0864) (0.0963) (0.173) (0.169)
Women × Belief 0.104 0.0937 0.182 0.220

(0.125) (0.138) (0.210) (0.189)
Educ ego 42.36 80.66*

(41.94) (47.75)
Risk ego 20.61 -403.8*

(235.2) (211.1)
Trust ego 168.1 58.28

(119.8) (105.4)
Wealth ego -51.30 12.56

(93.23) (63.59)
Age ego 17.48* -7.490

(10.17) (11.08)
Constant 7440.4*** 6408.9*** 13001.1*** 13592.8***

(626.8) (1185.1) (1331.8) (1570.0)

Observations 180 179 180 179
R2 0.051 0.070 0.312 0.359
Controls No Yes No Yes

Linear regressions. In Model 1 & 2, dependent variable is alter’s demand. In Model 3 & 4,
dependent variable is ego’s demand. Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping
(with 2000 repetitions), clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate
two-sided significance levels.
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Table C.12: The Effect of Gender Pairings on Belief Accuracy and Demand Consistency in FD

Belief Accuracy Demand Consistency
(1) (2) (3) (4)

WW -2746.2 -2490.4 -2675.9** -2578.6**

(1981.7) (2123.5) (1185.8) (1136.1)
WM -943.7 -434.4 -3101.6* -3270.6**

(1890.9) (1964.2) (1640.3) (1494.8)
MW -1952.3 -1274.1 -1575.4 -1292.0

(2150.2) (2372.6) (1204.8) (1152.3)
Belief -0.342 -0.328 -1.004*** -1.036***

(0.234) (0.256) (0.113) (0.0904)
WW × Belief 0.306 0.274 0.310** 0.321**

(0.249) (0.270) (0.151) (0.141)
WM × Belief 0.141 0.0881 0.395* 0.450**

(0.235) (0.250) (0.223) (0.207)
MW × Belief 0.229 0.127 0.209 0.188

(0.282) (0.305) (0.158) (0.147)
Educ ego 57.07 23.77

(59.52) (36.56)
Risk ego 174.8 30.07

(190.7) (150.0)
Trust ego 114.6 8.618

(135.6) (95.09)
Wealth ego 9.517 49.38

(73.13) (59.86)
Age ego 0.00787 -5.077

(12.43) (9.294)
Educ alter -11.83 35.83

(57.17) (26.00)
Risk alter -73.74 43.27

(244.8) (162.4)
Trust alter -70.75 -63.87

(195.5) (72.81)
Wealth alter -96.60* 18.95

(54.35) (44.74)
Age alter 4.108 0.0938

(16.57) (5.423)
Constant 11158.2*** 10288.9*** 15937.2*** 15740.4***

(1987.2) (2143.8) (893.9) (1087.3)

Observations 162 162 162 162
R2 0.079 0.103 0.676 0.688
Controls No Yes No Yes

Wald tests (p-values)

WW - WM 0.144 0.185 0.840 0.718
WW - MW 0.512 0.325 0.422 0.317
WW×Belief - WM×Belief 0.360 0.386 0.766 0.619
WW×Belief - MW×Belief 0.663 0.419 0.575 0.421

Linear regressions. In Model 1 & 2, dependent variable is alter’s demand. In Model 3 & 4, dependent vari-
able is ego’s demand. Standard errors in parentheses, estimated with bootstrapping (with 2000 repetitions),
clustered at session level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 indicate two-sided significance levels.
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D. Experimental Instructions

You will be paired with one other person in this room. Both of you will be asked to make a decision.

Your decision as well as the decision of the other person will determine how much you can earn. These

earnings depend on your own decision and the decision of the other person. Your earnings will be

determined in the following way. In each pair we have two persons: person 1 and person 2. There are

16000 UGX on the table [put 16 notes of 1000 UGX on the table] and person 1 and person 2 can demand

as much as they want of it. If the total person 1 and person 2 demand is not higher than the money on

the table (that is 16000 UGX) each will get the amount demanded.

However, if the total is more than 16000 UGX none will get the amount demanded and person 1 will

get 2000 UGX and person 2 will receive 2000 UGX. For example, imagine person 1 demanded 10,000

UGX and person 2 demanded 6,000 UGX. What do they demand in total? (16,000 UGX). Do we have

enough on the table? (yes). As there is enough on the table each person will get what he/she demanded.

Person 1 gets 10,000 UGX and person 2 gets 6,000 UGX.

Imagine now that person 1 demanded 11,000 UGX and person 2 demanded 7,000 UGX.

• What do they demand in total? (18,000 UGX).

• Do we have enough on the table? (no).

As there is NOT enough on the table person 1 would get 2,000 UGX and person 2 would get 2,000

UGX.

Let me check whether you understood [Ask the following questions in public and ask the participants to

respond.]

• How much income would person 1 get if he demanded 5,000 UGX and person 2 demanded 11,000

UGX? (5,000 UGX). How much would person 2 get? (11,000 UGX)

• How much income would person 2 get if he demanded 8,000 UGX and person 1 demanded 11,000

UGX? (2,000 UGX). How much would person 1 get? (2,000 UGX)

It is important to remember that at the time you make your decision you do not know the decision of

the person you are paired with. Similarly, the other person does not know your decision, when making
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his/her own decision. You can of course have beliefs about what the other will demand. [Ask the

following questions in public and ask the participants to respond.]

1. Imagine that person 1 believes that person 2 will demand 9,000 UGX. How much would person

1 get if he demanded 9,000 UGX as well? (2,000 UGX). How much would person 2 get? (2,000

UGX)

2. Imagine that person 1 believes that person 2 will demand 9,000 UGX. How much would person

1 get if he demanded 6,000 UGX? (6,000 UGX). How much would person 2 get? (9,000 UGX)

3. Imagine that person 2 believes that person 1 will demand 6,000 UGX. How much would person

2 get if he demanded 6,000 UGX as well? (6,000 UGX) . How much would person 1 get? (6,000

UGX)

4. Imagine that person 2 believes that person 1 will demand 6,000 UGX. How much would person

2 get if he demanded 11,000 UGX? (2,000 UGX) . How much would person 1 get? (2,000 UGX)

[Stick poster of decision card to the wall and distribute empty decision card] To make decisions, we will

proceed in the following way. First, we will ask you to specify on the decision card what you believe

the other would choose.[Use the poster to explain how to use the decision card] After this, you will be

asked to mark your decision on your decision card. [Use the poster to explain how to use the decision

card]

Pairing

You will make several decisions in which you will be paired with different persons in this room. At the

end of today’s programme we select one pair for your payment and you will get to know the identity

of the other person in the selected pair and the other person in this pair will get to know your identity.

However, at the moment when you will be asked to make a decision, you won’t always know the identity

of the person you are paired with.

In some pairs you wont know the identity of the other person, and neither will the other person know

your identity. In this case the two boxes under YOU and Other person will be empty. The other person

could be from the same village where you live or from another village. This will be indicated on the

decision card [Show on the poster of the investment decision card where it will be indicated whether

same/different village]. Semi-disclosure treatment: In other pairs, one person will know the identity

of the person s/he is paired with, while the other person will not know the identity of the person s/he is
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paired with. The person who will know the identity of the other person will find the name and photograph

of the other person on his/her decision card. If you get to see your photograph on the decision card the

other will know your identity and name. If your photograph/name does not appear on your decision

card, the other will not know your identity. [Show on the poster of the decision card where they can find

the names and photographs of both persons]

In other words, if you get to see a photograph and name in the box under Other person, you get to know

the identity of the person you are paired with. If you see your photograph on your decision card, the

other will know your identity and name. If your photograph/name does not appear on your decision

card, the other wont know your identity.

For each of the pairs you are involved in you will receive a new decision card. You may make the same

decision or you may make a different decision.

Control questions

We will now ask some questions to see whether you understood the instructions.

1. How much would you get if you demanded 10,000 UGX and the other person demanded 10,000

UGX as well? How much would the other person get?

2. How much would you get if you demanded 4,000 UGX and the other person demanded 12,000

UGX? How much would the other person get?

3. How much would you get if you demanded 8,000 UGX and the other person demanded 10,000

UGX? How much would the other person get?

4. How much would you get if you demanded 10,000 UGX and the other person demanded 6,000

UGX? How much would the other person get?

[For each of the questions, record on the control question card whether they answered it correctly. If the

participant gave a wrong answer for at least one of the questions, ask him/her to have a careful look at

it once more and ask what was not clear. Answer their questions as clearly and accurately as possible.

If necessary, clarify the instructions; but not more than once. Write down additional comments if you

think the participants did not get enough understanding. Retain their decision cards.]
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Decisions

[Give each participant a pen.] If you have no further questions, we will now begin. Remember, there are

no wrong decisions, so you should choose the option as you prefer. We emphasize that it is important

that you make your decision in private. Do not show your decision card to the other participants. If you

need assistance, please raise your hand so that one of us can come to assist you. Once you have made

your decision, please fold the decision card and raise your hand so that we can come by to collect your

decision card.

[The participants remain seated. We give decision card with pair no 1 to the participants. Clarify

publicly the treatment (same/different village, anonymous/non-anonymous). After the participants have

made their decision, they fold their decision card. When collecting the decision cards we check whether

their answer is readable and consistent. Add comments if the participant was struggling (e.g. if he/she

was helped with filling in the decision card). After all cards have been returned, we give them the

decision card for pair no 2. Explain that it is a new pair and clarify publicly important elements such

as the name/photograph of the involved participants (if relevant) including whose identity is known to

whom, and whether they belong to the same village. Follow the same procedure for the other pairs.

Make sure that distribution cards are distributed in the correct order 1 4.]

[When all participants have made their 4 decisions, the experiment is complete. Control that all decision

cards have been returned. Collect pay-off table cards and remove poster]
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