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I INTRODUCTION

What makes an individual want to challenge another to a contest? Presumably, the perceived

probability of winning, the value of winning the contest, and the effort required to compete are

important determinants. However, it is also likely that the prior history of interaction with the

potential competitor might also influence the decision to challenge. It is very common for employees

of law firms, real estate firms, or medical groups to leave their organization, branch out on their

own, and try to draw away the clients from their former firm, in effect initiating a challenge to the

former firm. A firm might decide to launch a price war or a patent race with a competitor whom

they have interacted with many times previously. Professional athletes in some sports, such as

boxing or golf, challenge others to matches1. They often have a history of past matches, and may

have off-the-field friendships or feuds. Candidates choosing to contend for elections typically have

had some form of professional or personal contact with their opponents prior to the campaign.

There is an extensive literature in economics investigating the correlates of the decision to

enter a tournament against other individuals, a different but closely related topic. A number of

laboratory experiments have been conducted specifically to establish such correlates (Niederle and

Vesterlund, 2007; Balafoutas et al., 2012; Buser et al., 2017; Gneezy and Rustichini, 2004; Buser,

2012; Cárdenas et al., 2012). This literature has focused on characteristics, traits or states of the

individual competitors, such as gender, distributional preferences, hormone levels, and culture. A

number of authors have observed that behavior in experiments in which individuals can select into

competition correlates with eventual labor market outcomes (Buser et al., 2015; Reuben et al.,

2015), and investment decisions (Berge et al., 2015). A principal finding reported in this literature

is that men have a greater tendency to select into a tournament than do women who are equally

able. This gender difference is sensitive to whether the rewards are monetary (Healy and Pate,

2011), whether they are shared with others (Cassar and Rigdon, 2021), and other factors. To our

knowledge, however, the history of prior interaction has not been studied as a potential determinant

of the decision to enter a tournament.

While the literature described above focuses on the voluntary decision of whether or not to

enter the tournament, we consider here the decision to challenge a competitor to a contest that

the other party is then compelled to enter. The determinants of this decision, to our knowledge,

have not been investigated previously using experimental methods, other than in a recent study by

Charness et al. (2018). In a paper focused on strategic announcements of confidence, they include

two treatments, Deter and Lure, in which one player can compel another to enter a tournament.

They find that individuals are more likely to initiate a tournament the more confident they are

about winning the tournament and the less confident is the opponent.

1Well known examples include Oscar de La Hoya’s challenging of Conor McGregor to a boxing match in 2020.
Khabib Nurmagodenov similarly challenged Floyd Mayweather in 2018. The golfers Tiger Woods and Phil Mickelson
challenged each other through multiple repetitions of The Match: Tiger vs. Phil.
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Specifically, we study, using a laboratory experiment, how the history of interaction between

individuals can affect their willingness to challenge each other to a competition. The first question

considered is how a prior opportunistic action by one individual that hurts another affects the

willingness of the aggrieved party to challenge the offending individual. A decision to punish

an offender by forcing them into a contest can be rationalized by social preference models that

incorporate intentions and reciprocity, such as Rabin (1993), Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger (2004),

and Falk and Fischbacher (2006).

A number of studies are related to ours in that they have investigated how prior activity within

a competitive interaction affects subsequent competitiveness. Buser and Yuan (2019) consider how

experience affects entrants in the Dutch Math Olympiad. They observe that women are more likely

than men to stop competing if they lose a round of the competition. They also find that positive

feedback makes men more likely to enter and stay in a competition, while it does not have a similar

effect on women. In other work along these lines, Wozniak et al. (2014) find that detailed relative

performance feedback reduces the gender gap in the choice of payment scheme. De Paola and

Scoppa (2017) find that female, but not male, players perform worse after losing the first set of a

tennis match. However, Wozniak (2012), reports a similar effect of prior tournament outcomes on

entry into future tournaments for male and female tennis players. Kessel et al. (2021) observe that

merely making participants aware of a gender difference in the willingness to compete reduces the

difference.

The second question that we investigate is whether there is a difference in the behavior of men

and women. We consider whether there are gender differences in the propensity to challenge others,

and whether a history of prior interaction affects women and men differently. As mentioned earlier,

number of experimental studies, beginning with Niederle and Vesterlund (2007), have found that

men select into competition at a higher rate than women. Bertrand and Hallock (2001) showed

that women account for only 2.5 percent of the five highest paid executives within U.S. firms. It

has been argued that gender differences in preferences for competition can explain, at least in part,

this lopsided gender ratio. If there are gender differences in the willingness to compete, it may

be that men are also more likely to try to initiate a competition with another party. We consider

whether being treated unfairly widens or narrows any gender gap in the tendency to compete. For

example, if mistreatment causes men to increase their propensity to compete, but does not have

the same effect on women, mistreatment would increase the gender gap in competitive behavior. If

history makes a difference in such a manner, it constitutes an additional potential determinant of

the inequality in labor market outcomes.

The third research question is whether the emotion of anger affects the decision to initiate a

tournament. Individuals who become angry from previous interaction with another party may

become more likely to challenge them. By employing FaceReaderTM , a software package that

identifies the presence of a number of emotional states – neutrality, sadness, happiness, surprise,
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fear, disgust, anger, and arousal – we study the role of emotions as correlates of the effect of history

on preferences for competition. Emotions have been linked to many types of economic behavior,

such as risk aversion (Nguyen and Noussair, 2014), risk assessments (Lerner and Keltner, 2001),

productivity (Oswald et al., 2015), asset pricing bubbles (Andrade et al., 2016), etc. However, to

our knowledge, this is the first study to examine how emotions affect one’s decision to compete.

The experimental design also allows us to measure performance in the competition, and thus

to investigate how performance is affected by history and emotion, and how the pattern may differ

by gender. We employ the paradigm used by Niederle and Vesterlund (2007), in which participants

perform a simple arithmetic task for which they are compensated according to the payment scheme

chosen. However, in our design, one individual can challenge the other to a tournament, and compel

the other party to compete. Prior to this choice of payment structure, two randomly matched

participants play a dictator mini-game. One member of the pair is a dictator who can take all of an

endowment provided to be shared between the two players. Afterwards, the receiver can choose one

of two payment schemes for the arithmetic task: (1) a piece rate or (2) a tournament where their

score in the task is compared to the dictator they were matched with. Our experimental design also

allows us to obtain additional information that might correlate with one’s tournament initiation

decision, including the subjects’ confidence level, distributional preferences, and risk tolerance.

We obtain a number of findings. First, an unfair outcome resulting from the competitor’s choice

causes men, but not women, to be more likely to choose a contest against that competitor. Second,

when an unfair outcome occurred by accident (a computer’s random draw), unfairness has no effect

on the likelihood of challenging the beneficiary of the random draw. Third, when a fair outcome

is intentional, there is no gender gap in the propensity to challenge. Fourth, emotional state does

not correlate with the likelihood of challenging others, after the effect of unfairness is taken into

account.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we describe the experimental design

and hypotheses. In Section 3, we report the results. There, we discuss how tournament initiation

decisions and performance are affected by interaction history, how distributional preferences are

associated with behavior, and how emotions correlate with decisions. In Section 4, the conclusions

are stated and summarized.

II EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND HYPOTHESES

Each session of the experiment consisted of four parts: (1) Practice, (2) History and Tourna-

ment, (3) Distributional Preference, and (4) Risk Attitude. The Practice phase gave the subjects

the opportunity to familiarize themselves with the task that they had to perform in the History

and Tournament part. The History and Tournament part consisted of four periods, and each pe-

riod in turn was composed of two stages, History and Tournament. This was the principal portion

of the experiment, and was designed to address the main research questions. The Distributional
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Preference and Risk Attitude phases obtained measures of additional possible correlates of the

tournament initiation decision.2 There were two treatments, the Dictator Game and the Random

treatment.

Random draws determined which decisions in the experiment counted toward participant earn-

ings. To determine which part/stage/period of the experiment counted, two volunteers among the

subjects were chosen at the end of the session, one to roll a ten-sided die, and the other to witness

the roll. The probability of each stage being chosen was not the same. The History and Tournament

stages each had a 40% chance, and the Distributional Preference and Risk Attitude parts each had

a 10% chance, of being paid out. If History or Tournament was chosen for payment, an additional

random draw determined which of the four periods counted. In addition to the payment for the

randomly selected stage, all subjects received an additional payment of $1 per correct guess in a

questionnaire administered in the Tournament stage. Thus, the total payment was $5 (show-up fee)

+ (one randomly selected part/stage/period when applicable) + $1×(number of correct guesses).

By not allowing for both the History and Tournament stages to be paid out, we can eliminate

inequality aversion as a motive for initiating a tournament.3

At the beginning of the session, subjects took an unpaid comprehension quiz consisting of six

questions regarding the payment structure. No participant answered more than one question incor-

rectly. Each part of the session was introduced and explained after the previous one was completed.

A. Practice

In this part of the experiment, participants practiced the addition task. They had three minutes

to solve addition problems, in which they were required to sum five randomly generated two-digit

numbers. They were asked to solve as many problems as possible. Participants were not allowed

to use calculators, but were given scratch paper. They were informed at the end of the task of how

many questions they answered correctly. They did not receive any information about the other

participants’ performance. This practice part could not count toward the subjects’ payment.

B. History and Tournament

The History and Tournament part consisted of four periods. Each period had three stages.

In between the repetitions, there was a mandatory 30-second pause to allow participants to take

a break. All participants were videotaped, with the event timing set with the Mucap software

package (Doyle and Schindler, 2019). The videos were analyzed later with Noldus FaceReaderTM .

2One of the risk attitude measures was gathered at the beginning of the session and is thus unaffected by the
subsequent activity in the session. We rely primarily on this measurement in our analysis.

3The tournament cannot be used to reduce ex-post inequality in payoffs. If the tournament is counted toward
final earnings, it means that the History stage does not count, and current earnings are equal at the beginning of the
tournament.
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Figure 1
Timing within History and Tournament Part of a Session

Note: The table outlines the timing of events within the History and Tournament Part of the experiment for both

treatments. Time flows from top to bottom in the figure. The only differences between the Dictator Game and

Random treatment occur in the first (History) stage. In the Tournament stage, the scheme chooser first makes a

strategy method choice between tournament or piecerate in response to an unfair and a fair allocation (the order

of these two choices is counterbalanced). Then the tournament is conducted. To conclude the stage, participants

guess their own and their matched player’s performance. The timing of an entire experimental session is illustrated

in Figure 2.
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Each subject was randomly paired with another. Within each pair, one was assigned to the role of

a dictator, and the other to the role of a scheme chooser. Throughout this part of the experiment

an individual’s role did not change, but subjects were randomly re-matched every period.

Stage 1: History. In the Dictator Game treatment, a simple dictator mini-game was conducted in

the History stage. There were $16 to divide between the two members of each pair. Each group’s

dictator had to choose between taking the whole $16 (which we call here an unfair decision), or

sharing it with the scheme chooser equally with each receiving $8 (which we refer to as a fair

choice). The dictator’s decision was disclosed to the scheme chooser right before the Tournament

stage. The stark setting, with only two possible divisions, equality and maximum inequality, makes

it obvious which decision is considered “fair” and which is “unfair”.

In the Random treatment, the dictator’s decision was made by the computer randomly. The

computer randomly decided whether the dictator received all $16 or to shared it equally with the

scheme chooser, with a 0.5 probability of each choice. The computer’s random choice was revealed

right before the addition exercise in the Tournament Entry stage. By comparing results from the

Random treatment, where the dictator has no agency, to those of the Dictator Game treatment,

the effect of dictator agency on the scheme chooser’s response can be measured.

Stage 2: Tournament. Each scheme chooser was asked to choose between Tournament mode or

Piece-rate mode with the matched dictator. The strategy method was employed. Before learning

the outcome of the History stage, the scheme choosers had to decide which mode to implement

with the matched dictator in response to the unfair dictator decision, and once again in response to

the fair dictator decision. The sequencing of the two decisions was counterbalanced, with one-half

of scheme choosers responding to a fair decision before an unfair one, and the other half doing so

in the opposite sequence.

Under Tournament mode, the performance on the task was evaluated in comparison to that of

the other group member. The group member who answered more questions correctly received $2 per

correct answer, and the other received nothing. If there was a tie, the winner was randomly chosen.

Under Piece-Rate mode, the group members did not compete. Their payment was completely

independent of the other group member’s performance. Each received $1 per correct answer.

To allow enough time for emotions to emerge in response to the dictator’s decisions, the scheme

choosers had to view a page that only showed “The amount you and the other player had to share:

16. Let’s say the other player offered you 0 (nothing)”, for 20 seconds. After that, they were able to

choose which payment scheme to adopt with the matched dictator for that situation. Subsequently,

the subjects viewed another page that only showed “The amount you and the other player had to

share: 16. Let’s say the other player offered you 8 (half)” for 20 seconds, and then they were able

to pick the group’s payment scheme for that situation. The emotional state data is retained from
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the two 20-second segments when the scheme choosers were looking at each potential situation.4

After the scheme choosers made both choices, the dictator’s decision and the corresponding

scheme chooser’s decision were revealed to both group members. At that point, the scheme choosers

knew what they actually received from the dictator, and the dictators knew what mode was selected

for the upcoming addition task. Then, both dictators and scheme choosers did the addition exercise

for three minutes. They were not informed of their own or the competitor’s performance at any

time.5

Stage 3: Guess. The subjects were then asked how many questions they thought they answered

correctly in the addition exercise they just performed. They were also asked to guess how many

more/fewer questions the other group member answered correctly compared to their own score for

the same exercise. This provides two measures of confidence. GuessWin is defined as a dummy

variable that takes the value 1 when the subject guesses that the other group member got fewer

questions correct than they did (Balafoutas et al., 2012). The Overconfidence index is defined as

the guessed number of correct answers minus actual performance (Gillen et al., 2019). If the subject

expected to get more (fewer) questions correct than they actually did, the overconfidence measure

is positive (negative). We use the Guesswin measure to identify those individuals who believed

that they would win the tournament.

C. Distributional Preference

The scheme choosers’ distributional preference was measured in this part of the experiment.

The elicitation procedure of the distributional preferences was based on Balafoutas et al. (2012),

and Kerschbamer (2015).6

The scheme choosers were exposed to a series of binary choices between allocations that specified

both an own payoff for herself and a payoff for another participant who had been a dictator in the

History and Tournament part of the session. The scheme chooser then had to pick their preferred

allocation. In each binary decision problem, one of the two allocations was symmetric – giving $8

to each person – while the other one was asymmetric, involving unequal payoffs for the two subjects

(Table 1). In the first five binary choices, the payoff of the matched dictator was higher than the

scheme chooser. In the last five binary choices, the payoff of the scheme chooser was higher than

the other party. If this part of the session was chosen to count toward participant earnings, only

one randomly chosen decision (one line in Table 1) counted.

4We also consider the emotional state of scheme choosers at the time they found out the actual decision that the
dictator made. The results are reported in Table A2 of Appendix A.

5Dictators knew that the tournament stage was coming up after the dictator game. It is possible that dictators
might act strategically to try to avoid the tournament by choosing the fair allocation. While this is a possibility, it
does not alter the main analysis of this paper, which concerns the behavior of scheme choosers rather than dictators.

6A number of other measures could have been used, such as the Social Value Orientation (SVO) protocol (Messink,
1968). However, the task we employed has been linked to competitive behavior in previous work (Balafoutas et al.
(2012)) and is much simpler to administer than SVO.
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Table 1
Choices in the Distributional Preference Elicitation Task

Note: This is the task that the scheme choosers complete in the Distributional Preference part of the session. This

task is based on Balafoutas et al. (2012) and Kerschbamer (2015). Individuals make ten pairwise choices between

allocations to themselves and another player. One of the decisions, chosen randomly at the end of the session, has

the possibility of counting toward earnings. The choice pattern can identify a distributional preference type.

When faced with the first five tasks, a rational subject who is (at least weakly) benevolent

decides for the asymmetric allocation for the first time in the third choice or earlier, while switching

later is inconsistent with weak benevolence (and therefore counted as malevolence). Similarly, when

faced with the last five tasks, a rational subject who is (at least weakly) benevolent decides for the

asymmetric allocation for the first time in the fourth choice or later. Switching earlier is inconsistent

with weak benevolence, and is therefore counted as malevolence (Balafoutas et al., 2012).

Following Balafoutas et al. (2012), we refer to a decision maker who is benevolent in both

the first five and last five tasks as “Benevolent no matter what (BN)”. A decision maker who is

benevolent only in the first five tasks is “Benevolent only when behind (BB)”, while one who is

benevolent only in the last five tasks is “Benevolent only when ahead (BA)”. A decision maker who

is malevolent in both cases is “Malevolent (M)”.

D. Risk Preference

To acquire the risk preferences, two Multiple Price Lists (MPL), similar to that used in Holt

and Laury (2002) are used. The two MPLs were placed in different parts of the experiment to

increase the isolation of the two tasks from each other. The first MPL, Risk12, was administered

at the very beginning of the session. The second MPL, Risk8, was done at the very end of the

session. In each MPL, the subjects were exposed to a series of binary choices between a gamble

and a safe payoff (Tables 2 and 3). The gamble remained the same for the entire task: a 50%

chance of receiving $12 ($8) and a 50% chance of $0 for Risk12 (Risk8). On the other hand, the
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safe payment increased in increments of $1 from $0 to $12 ($8) for Risk12 (Risk8)7.

Table 2
Choices in the Risk Preference Elicitation Task (Risk12)

Note: This is the task that all of the participants had to complete in the very beginning of the session. This Multiple

Price List was used to acquire the participants’ risk preference data. Participants make 13 pairwise choices between

a certain payment and a risky lottery. One of the decisions, chosen randomly at the end of the session, could count

toward final earnings.

E. Emotions

The videos recorded in the History and Tournament part of the session were analyzed with the

Noldus FaceReaderTM software. FaceReader is an automated system for the recognition of the six

basic or universal emotions (Ekman and Keltner, 1997) – happiness, sadness, anger, surprise, fear,

and disgust. It also provides measures of neutrality and arousal. It has been validated as effective

in identifying the intended emotion of an individual (Den Uyl and Van Kuilenburg, 2005), and

strongly correlates with observers’ evaluations (Terzis et al., 2010). It reports the strength of each

emotion on a scale from 0 to 1. In our analysis, we use the average emotional response during the

20 seconds when the scheme chooser viewed the page where it was assumed the dictator was fair

or unfair and the participant chose the incentive scheme, as well as the 20 seconds subsequent to

the scheme chooser learning the dictator’s actual choice.

7The risk tolerance measure – Risk12 or Risk8 – was computed as the row number in which the participant first
switches to the safe payoff, minus 0.5, then divided by 13 for Risk12, or 9 for Risk8. This index ranges from 0 to
1, with a higher value corresponding to a lower degree of risk aversion. For example, if a participant switches to the
safe payoff at task 4 for the first time in Risk12, the value of the measure is (4-0.5)/13 = 0.269.
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Table 3
Choices in the Risk Preference Elicitation Task (Risk8)

Note: This is the task that all of the participants had to complete in the very end of the session. This Multiple Price

List was used to acquire risk preference data of participants. Participants make 9 pairwise choices between a certain

payment and a risky lottery. One of the decisions, chosen randomly at the end of the session, could count toward

final earnings.

F. Implementation

The experiment was conducted at the Economic Science Laboratory at the University of Ari-

zona. All subjects were undergraduate students at the university. Each subject participated in

only one treatment and received a $5 show-up fee. The experiment employed the z-tree platform

(Fischbacher, 2007). On average, the sessions lasted 75 minutes. 124 people (65 males, 58 females,

and 1 other) participated in the Dictator Game treatment, and 102 people (64 males, 37 females,

and 1 other) participated in the Random treatment.

The experiment was implemented in the order shown in Figure 2. In Figure 2, each vertical

line indicates when instructions were given8. Under the horizontal axis are the variables acquired

from the data in the stage indicated above. The experiment started and ended with a Risk At-

titude measurement, so that the two MPLs were separated in time. After the first Risk Attitude

measurement, the Practice, History and Tournament, Distributional Preference, and second Risk

Attitude measurement procedures were implemented in order.

Table 4 reports the average values of the risk aversion measures, and the confidence measures,

by treatment. The table shows that there is no evidence that the mean of any variable differs

between the two treatments (Wilcoxon rank sum tests and t tests were conducted). Therefore, the

randomization into treatments was unbiased.

8The exception was that the instructions for both the History and Tournament stages were given before the
History stage.
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Figure 2
Timing of Events within a Session

Note: The timing of an entire session is described in the figure. The vertical lines indicate when new instructions were

given. The session began with general instructions and a quiz. There followed the Risk12 risk preference measurement

task, and a practice period of the math task. The four periods of the History and Tournament stage came next.

Instructions were given only before the first of the four periods. This was followed by the distributional preference

measurement task and the second risk preference task. Video recordings were retained for the entire duration of the

History and Tournament stage.

Table 4
Summary Statistics of Confident Scheme Choosers’ Control Variables

Treatment Risk12 Risk8 Overconfidence

Dictator Game
0.48

(0.15)
0.54

(0.15)
0.63

(1.93)

Random
0.52

(0.15)
0.53

(0.12)
0.70

(1.69)

Note: Averages given with standard deviations in parentheses. Risk12 and Risk8 range from 0 to 1, with higher

values indicating more risk tolerance. Overconfidence is equal to the guessed number of correct answers minus

actual performance. The data only include scheme choosers who guessed that they got more questions correct than

the matched dictator. t-tests of the differences in the variables between treatments yield no significant differences at

p < .05.

G. Hypotheses

The first hypothesis considers how the decisions of scheme choosers depend on the prior history

of interaction between the two parties. Reciprocal behavior is a well-established empirical phe-

nomenon and constitutes the basis of Hypothesis 1. Unfair history would cause one who believes

she is likely to win to prefer tournament to piece-rate mode, because the tournament can be used as

a punishment against a dictator who was unkind. The punishment takes the form of lowering the

dictator’s payoffs to below what she would earn under a piece rate scheme, as well as potentially

having to expend additional effort to try to outperform the scheme chooser. This behavior can

only be considered as a punishment by people to believe that they can outperform the competitor

in the tournament. Therefore, the hypothesis applies only to scheme choosers who are confident of

winning their tournament.

11



Hypothesis 1: In the Dictator Game treatment, a scheme chooser who is confident of winning is

more likely to choose the tournament after an unfair history than after a fair history.

The second hypothesis is that the effect of unfair history on the likelihood of choosing the tour-

nament is specific to the Dictator Game treatment and does not exist under the Random treatment.

Under reciprocity models (Rabin, 1993; Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger, 2004; Falk et al., 2008), it

is the intention of one party that triggers reciprocation by another party. Since the unfair event

happens through the competitor’s choice in the Dictator Game treatment but not in the Random

treatment, we hypothesize that the unfair history effect appears only in the Dictator Game treat-

ment. In other words, people would want to challenge a competitor who caused an unfair event,

but not one who benefited from, but did not cause, the event. Again, this hypothesis is applicable

only to those who are confident of winning the tournament.

Hypothesis 2: In the Random treatment, there is no difference in the incidence of tournament

choice of scheme choosers who are confident of winning between a fair history and an unfair history.

The third hypothesis is that there would be a gender difference in the effect of unfair history on

tournament initiation, with men showing a greater effect of history than women. This hypothesis

is justified by some preceding literature. Females have been found to be more forgiving than men

(Root and Exline, 2011), as well as less vengeful (Miller et al., 2008). Since females are more

forgiving, we hypothesize that women would use tournament mode as a punishment device less

commonly than men would.

Hypothesis 3: The difference between the incidence of tournament initiation on the part of

confident scheme choosers between unfair and fair histories in the Dictator Game is greater for men

than for women.

The fourth hypothesis concerns the emotional underpinnings of the choice to challenge an indi-

vidual to a tournament. We view the launching of the tournament as an act of negative reciprocity.

Anger is often a correlate of negatively reciprocal behavior, such as rejecting an unfair offer in an

ultimatum game (van Leeuwen et al., 2018) or applying punishment in a social dilemma (Hopfen-

sitz and Reuben, 2009). The hypothesis is that anger is associated with the decision to launch a

tournament in response to unfair dictator behavior. Those who get angrier in response to an unfair

allocation would be more likely to initiate a tournament.

Hypothesis 4: Anger is a determinant of the decision to launch a tournament in response to
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an unfair dictator decision.

III RESULTS

A. Summary of the Data

The percentage of scheme choosers opting for tournament or piece-rate mode after each history,

by treatment, is displayed in Figure 3. The the figure, TT indicates a choice of tournament after

both a fair and unfair allocation, and PP a choice of piece-rate in both instances. TP is a choice of

tournament after an unfair, and piece-rate after a fair, history, while PT is the opposite pattern.

The upper panels display the data for all scheme choosers, and the lower two panels the data for

confident scheme choosers only. In the Dictator Game treatment, the most common strategy was

to launch a tournament after an unfair allocation, and to adopt a piece-rate scheme after a fair

division. In the Random treatment, the most common strategy was to choose piece-rate mode

regardless of history. The strategy TT is more popular and PP less popular among confident

scheme choosers than for the overall sample, presumably reflecting the fact that confident people

feel that they are relatively likely to win a tournament.

Table 5 shows the overall percentages of scheme choosers initiating tournament by gender,

treatment, and history. The percentages for confident scheme choosers only are given in parentheses.

In all comparable cases for the full sample, men choose tournament at least as often as women.

The same pattern holds for confident scheme choosers, with the exception of the reaction to a fair

allocation in the Random treatment. In the Random treatment, pooling the data from fair and

unfair trials, there is a gender gap. 45.1% of men initiate a tournament, while 30.0% of women

do. The difference is significant according to a two-sample test of proportions (z = 3.06, p = .002).

The gap is in the same direction but is not significant when only confident scheme choosers are

considered. It must be emphasized, however, that we are measuring a type of competitiveness

that is different from most of the literature in which the debate about whether there is a gender

gap is taking place. This common paradigm, used for example by Niederle and Vesterlund (2007)

studies the tendency to enter a tournament voluntarily against other parties. Here, we are studying

individuals challenging others to a competition, which the others are then compelled to enter.

In all cases, an unfair outcome in the history stage leads to more tournament choice than a

fair outcome. Unfair outcomes lead to more tournament choice when the outcome was intentional

than when it occurred randomly. In response to a fair outcome, more male scheme choosers select

a tournament under Random than in the Dictator Game treatment, and this may reflect more

positive regard for those dictators who actively made the decision to be fair. In all cases, confident

scheme choosers are at least as likely to initiate a tournament as the over overall sample. 9

9The correlation between GuessWin, the dummy variable that equals 1 if a dictator believes that they would
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Table A11 in the Appendix presents some of the common textual responses of scheme choosers

when asked to explain their tournament initiation decisions.10 The biggest difference between the

two treatments is that those who chose tournament after an unfair history and piece-rate after a

fair history used the launching of a tournament as a punishment in the Dictator Game treatment,

whereas it was used as more of a chance to reduce expected payoff differences under Random.

In other words, reciprocity is often mentioned in the Dictator Game treatment (40.39%), but

rationales equalizing expected payoff are more common in the Random treatment (27.47%). Those

who chose tournament mode for both histories commonly indicated that they were either confident

of winning (29.31% in the Dictator Game and 44.07% in the Random treatment), or thought of it

as an opportunity to earn more money (20.69% and 22.03%). Those who chose piece-rate for both

histories most commonly said that they preferred a guaranteed payoff.

Table 6 shows the choices of dictators, by gender. Overall 38% of choices were unfair and

62% were fair. Men were more likely to choose a fair allocation than women, 72.2% to 47.1%.

Table 7 presents individuals’ distributional preferences, and breaks the data down by gender. The

most common profile was benevolent only when ahead (BA), followed by BN. The least common

distributional preference was benevolent only when behind. The patterns are consistent with Bal-

afoutas et al. (2012) and received models of inequality aversion. Significant gender differences in

distributional preferences did not exist.

Table 5
Percentage of Individuals Initiating Tournament Mode, by Treatment, History and Gender

Gender Male Female

History
Treatment

Dictator Game Random Treatment Dictator Game Random

Unfair 0.83 (0.83) 0.48 (0.57) 0.59 (0.62) 0.34 (0.46)
Fair 0.29 (0.34) 0.42 (0.48) 0.29 (0.43) 0.26 (0.44)

Note: The table shows the percentage of scheme choosers initiating tournament subdivided by treatment, history and

gender. All of the scheme choosers’ decisions are included. The numbers in the parentheses are only from decisions

of scheme choosers who guessed that they got more questions correct than the matched dictator.

win a tournament, and choosing an Unfair allocation is 0.2292 and significant (p-value=0.003). This means that
those who thought that they were good at the task were more likely to risk the increased likelihood that they would
be forced to compete following an unfair decision. This correlation does not affect our analysis, since the behavior
of scheme choosers rather than dictators is the primary focus of the study. If scheme choosers were aware of this
correlation, it would narrow the gap between the response to unfair vs. to fair dictator behavior in the Dictator
Game treatment. Thus, the possibility of this correlation biases us toward finding smaller effects and nevertheless,
we find that the effect is significant.

10We had three participants from our subject pool, who were not familiar with the purpose of the study, code
the statements as belonging or not to the categories listed in Table A11. If two of the three coders agreed that the
statement fell into one of the categories, we classified it as belonging to that category.
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Table 6
Number and Percentage of Fair and Unfair Dictator Allocation, by Gender

Male Female Total

Unfair
40

(0.16)
55

(0.22)
95

(0.38)

Fair
104

(0.42)
49

(0.20)
153

(0.62)

Total
144

(0.58)
104

(0.42)
248

(1.00)

Number of instances of unfair and fair decisions by dictators in the Dictator Game treatment. Males and females

tabulated separately. The percentages of each choice are given in parentheses.

Table 7
Distributional Preferences of Scheme Choosers by Gender, Number of Observations of Each Type

of Preference

Male Female Total

Benevolent only when behind (BB) 3 3 6
Benevolent only when ahead (BA) 29 28 57
Benevolent no matter what (BN) 18 13 31
Malevolent (M) 11 8 19

Number of scheme choosers exhibiting each of four types of distributional preference. The data are tabulated sepa-

rately by gender. Benevolent (malevolent) individuals prefer to increase (decrease) the other player’s payoffs. Behind

(ahead) refers to current earnings being lower (greater) than the other players’.

B. When an individual is unfair, are they challenged more?

To consider this question, we estimate Equation (1) using a Linear Probability (LPM) specifi-

cation. Only the scheme choosers who were confident that they performed better than the matched

dictator are included in the estimations. In the equations, i denotes scheme chooser, j the matched

dictator, and t the period. Tournamentit is a dummy variable that equals one when scheme chooser

i picks tournament mode in period t. Unfairjt is a dummy variable that equals one when the re-

sponse is for the case where the matched dictator j chose unfairly in the dictator mini-game of

period t. Femalei is a dummy variable that takes value one when the scheme chooser i is a female.

µi is a subject-level random effect. Risk12 is the risk tolerance measure. The greater the measure

is, the more risk seeking one is. εit is the error term. Xit is a vector of control variables: risk

attitudes, emotions, distributional preferences, etc. As in Balafoutas et al. (2012), the baseline dis-

tributional preference in all specifications is benevolent no matter what (BN). The regressions were

run with a panel data specification with subject-level random-effects, and we exclude observations

of benevolent only when behind (BB), due to the paucity of data. The regressions were conducted

separately for each treatment. Probit estimates are given in the Appendix and yield very similar
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results.

Tournamentijt = α+ β1Unfairjt + β2Femalei + β3UnfairjtFemalei

+θRisk12i + γXit + µi + εit

(1)

Table 8 shows the estimation results for the Dictator Game treatment. In all specifications

in Table 8, the coefficient of Female is indistinguishable from zero in both specifications. This

means that the behavior of women in response to a fair outcome is no different from that of men

(the baseline condition in the regression is the behavior or males after a fair allocation). The

significantly positive coefficients of Unfair, at p < .01 in both specifications, reveal that males

chose tournament mode significantly more when their opponent was unfair than when (s)he was

fair. The significance of the negative coefficient of Unfair ∗ Female at the p < .01 level reveals

a gender gap in the increment of tournament launching after the unfair event. A history with an

unkind rather than a fair competitor induces a significantly stronger competitive response from

men than from women.

A test of the significance of β1 + β3, that is of the joint effects of the interaction term Unfair ∗
Female and Unfair shows whether female participants did not choose tournament mode signif-

icantly more after an unfair than after a fair allocation. This test is insignificant with, p > .1,

indicating that confident women are not more or less likely to launch a tournament after an unfair

than after a fair dictator decision. While the coefficients involved are substantial, the standard

errors are also sizable. It may be the case that in a higher-powered study, we would observe that

female participants would respond to an unfair allocation with a higher likelihood of tournament

initiation. Indeed, as shown in Table A1, the effect is significant when only the data from period

1 is used in the estimation. The effect is also significant if the emotions at the time the outcomes

become known are included in the estimation rather than at the time the tournament initiation

decision is made (see Table A2), or if all scheme choosers are included in the specification (see

Tables A5 and A7).

Table 8 also presents the LPM results for the Random treatment. In contrast to the Dictator

Game treatment, in the Random treatment, the effect of unfair history (Unfair) is indistinguish-

able from zero. Thus, even when distributional preferences are controlled for, fairness intention is

a factor that affects one’s competitiveness. Scheme choosers respond only when the unfair event

occurred through the competitor’s choice, and not when it occurred by accident. The gender gap

in the effect of unfair history that exists in the Dictator Game treatment disappears in the Random

treatment. Similar results are obtained in Probit regressions.

The estimates in Tables 8 provide the basis for the following three results:
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Result 1: Hypothesis 1 is supported for males. A male individual who is confident of winning

the contest is more likely to initiate a contest with an individual who previously behaved unfairly

toward them than with one who has behaved fairly.

Result 2: Hypothesis 2 is supported. Unfair outcomes that were not intended by the competitor

do not increase one’s willingness to challenge compared to a fair outcome.

Result 3: Hypothesis 3 is supported. The willingness of men who are confident of winning a

contest to compete is increased by a history of unfairness, while that of women is not.
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Figure 3
Percentage of Individuals Initiating Tournaments, by Treatment and History

Note: The number of observations for the Dictator Game treatment and the Random treatment are 248 and 204,

respectively. Data are pooled from all rounds. The top two graphs are from the full data set, and the bottom two

graphs are from only the scheme choosers who guessed that they got more questions correct than the matched dictator.

The error bars are 95% confidence intervals for the mean, assuming a binomial distribution on {0,1}. TT indicates

a choice of tournament after both a fair and unfair allocation, and PP a choice of piece-rate in both instances. TP

is a choice of tournament after unfair, and piece-rate after a fair, history, while PT is the opposite pattern.
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Table 8
Determinants of Confident Scheme Choosers’ Choice to Initiate Tournament

Note: The sample used for the regressions is the subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the dictator they were matched with. The dependent variable equals 1 if scheme chooser

initiates tournament and 0 otherwise. Unfair and Female are dummies indicating unfair dictator choice and female

gender of scheme chooser. Risk12 is a measure of risk tolerance ranging from 0 to 1. BA equals 1 if the scheme

chooser was benevolent only when he was earning more than the dictator. M equals 1 if the scheme chooser was not

benevolent either when earning less or more than the dictator. BN (benevolent when the scheme chooser was earning

either less or more than the dictator) is the baseline. BB (benevolent only when the scheme chooser was earning

less) is omitted, due to lack of data. The emotional state data are the average values of the emotions during the 20

seconds when the scheme choosers were observing a screen assuming that the dictator was either fair or unfair. Each

of the seven emotions varies from [0, 1]. Some emotional state variables were eliminated from the regression, since

they correlated significantly with other emotional states. Standard errors are clustered at session level. The p-values

of F-tests of the restriction ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specification 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 0.14, 0.16, 0.87, and 0.14

respectively.
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C. Do emotions triggered by a certain history affect one’s competitive behavior?

Table 8, in columns (2) and (4), shows the results of estimations of the determinants of tour-

nament choice, for the both Dictator Game and the Random treatments, including the emotional

states recorded by the FaceReaderTM program in the specification11. The emotional states are

averaged over the 20 seconds that the scheme choosers were viewing one of the possible histories,

right before they made their choice of incentive scheme. In the regressions, we exclude one of any

two emotions that are significantly correlated12.

Table 8 shows that in the Dictator Game treatment, an unfair history makes both men and

women launch competition more than under a fair history. The gender gap in the effect of an un-

fair history identified earlier persists when we control for emotions, in that the impact of an unfair

history remains significant only for men. Emotions are also insignificant in the Random treatment,

and do not appreciably alter the lack of effect of history and gender. Similar results are found

in Probit regressions (Table A4 in the Appendix) and if emotions at the time the scheme chooser

learns if the actual outcome was fair or unfair is used (Table A2).

In Section 2, we hypothesized that anger would be associated with a greater likelihood of initi-

ating a tournament. However, the effect of Angry is negligible and insignificant in all regressions.

We therefore fail to support Hypothesis 4. This finding is stated as our Result 4.

Result 4: Hypothesis 4 is not supported. Anger does not explain tournament initiation after

the effect of history is taken into account.

D. Does an unfair history or emotion affect one’s performance?

We now consider how well individuals perform at the task. We analyze the effect of history,

emotions, and distributional preferences on performance in the addition exercise. To this end,

Equation (2) below was estimated. Since the number of correct answers is a count of the number

11In the Dictator Game treatment, the average level of Neutral was 0.46 after a fair history and 0.44 after an
unfair history, average Happy was 0.05 after both fair and unfair histories, and average Sad was 0.11 after fair and
0.09 after unfair history. Average Angry was 0.15 after fair and 0.17 after unfair history, Surprised averaged 0.11
after fair and 0.13 after unfair history, and Scared averaged 0.02 after fair and 0.01 after unfair history. The average
value of Disgusted was 0.07 after both fair and unfair histories, and average Arousal was 0.28 after fair and 0.29
after unfair history. Under the Random treatment, the average level of Neutral was 0.37 after fair and 0.035 after
unfair history, average Happy was 0.06 after both fair and unfair histories, and average Sad was 0.07 after fair and
0.06 after unfair. Average Angry was 0.19 after fair and 0.20 after unfair history, average Surprised 0.14 after both
fair and unfair histories, and average Scared 0.02 after both fair and unfair histories. Disgusted averaged 0.9 after
fair and 0.11 after unfair history, and average Arousal was 0.33 after fair and unfair history. Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests of the hypothesis that the strength of an emotion differs when a scheme chooser is deciding her action under
the unfair vs. the fair scenario yield the following results. In the Dictator Game treatment we find that Neutrality is
(borderline) greater under Fair than Unfair (p = .055), while Sadness (p = .0852), Surprise (p = .0556), and Arousal
(p = .0900) are (borderline) greater under Unfair than under Fair. There are no significant differences in the Random
treatment.

12If the Bonferroni-corrected p-value of the correlations was higher than 0.05, only one of the two emotions were
included in the regression.
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of problems solved correctly in each of several periods, a panel data Poisson count regression with

random effects was specified.

Correctit = κ+ θ1Unfairjt + θ2Femalei + θ3UnfairjtFemalei

+θ4DidTourit + θ5DidTouritFemalei + σXit + µi + εit

(2)

In Equation (2), i denotes scheme chooser, t is the period, and j indexes the corresponding dic-

tator. Correctit indicates how many questions scheme chooser i got correct in period t. DidTourit

is a dummy variable that equals one if scheme chooser i participated in a tournament in period t.

Xit consists of control variables, such as emotions, distributional preferences, and time trend. µi is

the subject random effect. εit is the error term.

Table 9 shows the estimates of Equation (2) for both the Dictator Game and the Random

treatments. There are some relationships that are robust to specification. In both treatments per-

formance improves over time, as the coefficient of Period is consistently positive and significant. In

the Random treatment, women are adversely affected by being in the tournament. The interaction

term Female∗DidTour is significantly negative indicating that being in a tournament rather than

under a piecerate benefits women less than men in terms of its effect on performance. Those who

are benevolent when ahead perform better. Emotions do not affect performance and their inclusion

in the specification does not affect the results appreciably.
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Table 9
History, Gender, Emotions, Distributional Preferences and Confident Scheme Choosers’

Performance

Note: The sample used for the regressions is a subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the matched dictator. The dependent variable is the number of summation problems solved

correctly. DidTour is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the data are from a tournament. Poisson count specification

is employed. Standard errors are clustered at the session level. The p-values of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female =

0’ for specifications 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are 0.31, 0.17, 0.37, 0.22, 0.81, 0.28, 0.75, and 0.30 respectively.
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IV Conclusion

We have considered how the prior history of interaction affects individual’s willingness to com-

pete and their performance in the competition. Specifically, we investigate how an earlier oppor-

tunistic action by one individual that hurts another affects the willingness of the aggrieved party

to initiate a tournament against the offending individual.

In the Dictator Game treatment, both men and women challenge more when the competitor

previously behaved unfairly, but the effect is only significant and robust to different specifications

for men. An unfair outcome that results by accident does not trigger more challenges, on the part

of either women or men, than would occur in response to a fair outcome.

In other words, when an unfavorable situation results from a rival’s choice, the rival is challenged

more often, but only by potential male challengers. If this pattern of gender difference is general, it

would suggest that workplaces where there are opportunities to unfairly get ahead of others would

trigger conflict among employees, and such conflicts would be particularly common among men.

Of course, this is speculative since the gender of other parties is typically known in the workplace

and not known in our experiment. The results also show that this competitive behavior does not

improve performance and thus would not likely be amenable to being harnessed to achieve greater

productivity.

We did not find a relationship between unfair outcomes and anger, or between anger and the

subsequent likelihood of launching a tournament. There are a number of possibilities for the lack

these relationships. The difference in anger levels was not significant between the two histories

in the Dictator Game treatment, though it did go in the expected direction, with greater anger

in response to an unfair history. It may be the case that Facereader was unable to detect the

experienced anger with sufficient precision. Alternatively, unfair dictator behavior may not trigger

anger. Moreover, it may be the case that anger is not a driver of tournament initiation and the

decision may be primarily made for reasons that are not emotional in nature.

In our experiment, when women enter a competition after an unfair chance event, they perform

worse than they would otherwise. Men are not affected in the same way by bad luck. These results

suggest that unequal payment schemes, even when the inequality is unintentional, may adversely

affect the performance of women. It would be interesting to test this conjecture in the field.

The gender difference in the response to unfair history operates in addition to the overall lower

tendency of women to enter a competitive environment. Niederle and Vesterlund (2007) proposed

that one reason why women are underrepresented in competitive jobs is because they shy away from

competitive environments more than men. Our results suggest that an unfair history can aggravate

this difference, as it appears to encourage men to become more competitive. If the possibilities for

opportunistic behavior in the workplace could be reduced, it may reduce the gender disparity in

the willingness to enter a competition.
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V Appendix

Table A1 contains estimates of the determinants of scheme choosers’ decisions, using the period

1 data only. In period 1, the data are unaffected by activity or outcomes in any previous periods.

Compared to the estimates reported in the text, the result that unfair history in the Dictator Game

treatment leads to more tournaments survives, as does the result that unfair history does not lead

to more tournaments in the Random treatment. The result that females respond to unfairness in

the Dictator Game treatment with greater choice of tournament becomes borderline significant,

with both women and men more likely to launch tournaments in response to an unfair history.

Table A2 presents estimates of the determinants of scheme choosers’ choice to launch a tourna-

ment, when the emotions in the 20 seconds after the outcome of the history stage is revealed are

included in the specification, rather than the emotions at the time scheme choosers make their con-

tingent tournament initiation decisions. The results are similar to those in Table 8. In the Dictator

Game, Unfair outcomes trigger greater propensity to choose Tournament, and the strength of the

effect is stronger for men than for women. These effects do not appear in the Random treatment.

Table A3 presents estimates of the of the determinants of scheme choosers’ choice to launch a

tournament, but using Probit estimation. The results are very similar to those in Table 8. In the

Dictator Game, unfair outcomes trigger a greater propensity to choose tournament for men but not

for women. These effects do not appear in the Random treatment. Table A4 contains estimates

of equations that include emotional state variables, and obtain similar results. We do observe that

more fearful individuals are less likely to launch a tournament in the Dictator Game treatment,

and more surprised individuals are less likely to do so in the Random treatment.

Table A5 shows estimates of the determinants of tournament initiation when all scheme choosers

are included in the estimation, rather than only those who believed that they had won the tourna-

ment. The results for the Dictator Game treatment in the pooled sample indicate that an unfair

history increases tournament initiation for both women and men, with a greater effect for men.

The results for the Random treatment are similar to those for the subsample of confident scheme

choosers, with the additional result that those who guessed that they had won the tournament were

more likely to have chosen to launch one.

Table A6 contains estimates of the determinants of task performance when all scheme choosers

are included. It also yields results similar to those for the subsample of the scheme choosers who

are confident. Under the Random treatment, unfair treatment results in lower performance by

females, but not for males.

Table A7 and A8 contain Probit estimates of the similar specifications to those in Table A5 to

estimate the probability of choosing the tournament. The results are very similar to those reported
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in Table A5.

Table A9 shows estimates of factors that influence performers for all scheme choosers, rather

than those for the confident scheme choosers reported in the text. The effects are similar to those for

the subsample of confident individuals reported in Table 9. Under the Random treatment, women

perform worse if the prior outcome has been unfair. Performance tends to improve over time as

participants gain experience with the task. Table A10 reports the same analysis for dictators (and

the players that the scheme choosers were paired with in the Random treatment), and shows that

other than an improvement in performance over time, there are no consistently significant correlates

of performance.

Finally Table A11 reports the text classification of the stated reasons that scheme choosers chose

their actions. In both treatments, the modal reason for those who chose tournament in response to

both fair and unfair history is that they were confident of winning. The most common responses

for those who chose tournament when the history was unfair and piecerate when unfair were to

reciprocate the dictator’s action in the Dictator Game treatment and to equalize expected payoff

in the Random treatment. In both treatments, those who chose piecerate for both histories most

frequently cited a desire to equalize expected payoffs.

In Table A12, we conduct a regression analysis to identify some determinants of the use of the

TP strategy. The data show that gender, risk attitude, and emotions are not correlates of the use of

TP. On the other hand, there is a correlation between social preference and employing the strategy.

In the Dictator Game treatment, those who are Benevolent when Ahead are less likely to play TP,

while the they are more likely to do so under the Random treatment. This behavior in the Random

treatment is consistent with Inequality Aversion. Those who are benevolent when ahead are averse

to advantageous inequality and launching a tournament under the Random treatment is consistent

with an aversion to disadvantageous inequality. The fact that the opposite pattern obtains in the

Dictator Game treatment is consistent with the notion that those who are less Benevolent when

Ahead (more competitive) are also more likely to respond with retaliation when subject to an

intentional unfair division.
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Table A1
Determinants of Confident Scheme Choosers’ Decision to Initiate Tournament in Period 1

Note: The sample used for the regressions is the subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the matched dictator from Period 1. The dependent variable equals 1 if scheme chooser

initiates tournament and 0 otherwise. Unfair and Female are dummies indicating unfair dictator choice and female

gender of scheme chooser. Risk12 and Risk8 are measures of risk tolerance ranging from 0 to 1. BA equals 1 if the

scheme chooser was benevolent only when he was earning more than the dictator. M equals 1 if the scheme chooser

was not benevolent either when earning less or more than the dictator. BN (benevolent when the scheme chooser

was earning either less or more than the dictator) is the baseline. BB (benevolent only when the scheme chooser was

earning less) is omitted, due to lack of data. Standard errors are clustered at the session level. The p-values of the

test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specification 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 0.02, 0.08, 0.18, 0.02 respectively.
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Table A2
Determinants of Confident Scheme Choosers’ Choice, Emotional Response to Dictator’s Action

Note: The sample used for the regressions is the subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the matched dictator. The dependent variable equals 1 if scheme chooser initiates tournament

and 0 otherwise. Unfair and Female are dummies indicating unfair dictator choice and female gender of scheme

chooser. Risk12 and Risk8 are measures of risk tolerance ranging from 0 to 1. BA equals 1 if the scheme chooser was

benevolent only when he was earning more than the dictator. M equals 1 if the scheme chooser was not benevolent

either when earning less or more than the dictator. BN (benevolent when the scheme chooser was earning either less

or more than the dictator) is the baseline. BB (benevolent only when the scheme chooser was earning less) is omitted,

due to lack of data. The emotional state data are the average values of the emotions during the 20 seconds when

the scheme choosers were observing a screen showing the dictator’s action and their corresponding action. Each of

the seven emotions varies from [0, 1]. Some emotional state variables were eliminated from the regression, since they

correlated significantly with other emotional states. Standard errors are clustered at the session level. The p-values

of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specifications 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 0.14, 0.01, 0.83, and 0.08 respectively.
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Table A3
Probit Estimates of the Effect of Unfair History on Confident Scheme Choosers’ Tournament

Initiation

Note: The sample used for the regressions is the subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the matched dictator. AverageRisk is a risk tolerance measure that is an average of Risk12

and Risk8. Overconfidence is own guessed performance minus own actual performance. Standard errors are clustered

at the session level. The p-values of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specifications 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are

0.14, 0.14, 0.14, 0.83, 0.83, and 0.83 respectively.
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Table A4
Probit Estimates of the Effect of Emotions on Confident Scheme Choosers’ Tournament Initiation

Note: The sample used for the regressions is the subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the matched dictator. AverageRisk is a risk tolerance measure that is an average of Risk12

and Risk8. Overconfidence is own guessed performance minus own actual performance. Standard errors are clustered

at the session level. The p-values of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specifications 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8

are 0.20, 0.1, 0.18, 0.18, 0.02, 0.14, 0.05, and 0.05 respectively.
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Table A5
Determinants of Tournament Initiation of All Scheme Choosers

Note: All scheme choosers were included in these regressions. The p-values of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’

for specifications 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are 0.001, 0.001, 0.006, 0.005, 0.84, 0.84, 0.32, and 0.25 respectively.
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Table A6
Determinants of Performance of All Scheme Choosers

Note: All scheme choosers are included in these regressions. The dependent variable is the number of summation

problems solved correctly. DidTour is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the data are from a tournament. Poisson

count specification is employed. Standard errors are clustered at the session level.
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Table A7
Probit Estimates of the Effect of Unfair History on Tournament Initiation of All Scheme Choosers

Note: All scheme choosers are included in these regressions. AverageRisk is a risk tolerance measure that is an average

of Risk12 and Risk8. Overconfidence is own guessed performance minus own actual performance. Standard errors

are clustered at the session level. The p-values of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specifications 1, 2, 3, 4,

5, 6, 7, and 8 are 0.03, 0.03, 0.02, 0.03, 0.02, 0.03, 0.05, and 0.03 respectively.
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Table A8
Probit Estimates of the Effect of Emotions on Tournament Initiation of All Scheme Choosers

Note: All scheme choosers are included in these regressions. AverageRisk is a risk tolerance measure that is an average

of Risk12 and Risk8. Overconfidence is own guessed performance minus own actual performance. Standard errors

are clustered at the session level. The p-values of the test ‘Unfair + Unfair*Female = 0’ for specifications 1, 2, 3, 4,

5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 are 0.06, 0.09, 0.10, 0.11, 0.12, 0.11, 0.12, 0.19, 0.30, and 0.18 respectively.
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Table A9
Determinants of the Performance of All Scheme Choosers, Poisson Count Model Estimates

Note: All scheme choosers are included in these regressions. Poisson count model estimation is employed. The

emotional state data is the average value of the emotion during the 20 seconds during which the scheme choosers

were observing a page that showed the dictator’s actual allocation decision. The emotions of Neutrality and Sadness

were eliminated from the regression, since they correlated significantly with other emotional states. Standard errors

are clustered at the session level.
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Table A10
Determinants of the Performance of Dictators, Poisson Count Model Estimates

Note: Poisson count model results are presented. The emotional state data is the average value of the emotion

during the 20 seconds when the dictators observed what the scheme choosers’ corresponding decision was. This time

interval was chosen to achieve comparability with the models for scheme choosers presented in Table A9. Neutrality

and Sadness were eliminated from the regression, since they correlated significantly with other emotional states.

Standard errors are clustered at the session level.
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Table A12

Note: The sample used for the regressions is the subset of scheme choosers who guessed that they answered more

questions correctly than the matched dictator. The dependent variable equals 1 if the scheme chooser initiates

tournament after an unfair history and chooses piece-rate after a fair history (TP). Risk12 is a measure of risk

tolerance ranging from 0 to 1. BA equals 1 if the scheme chooser was benevolent only when he was earning more

than the dictator. M equals 1 if the scheme chooser was not benevolent either when earning less or more than the

dictator. BN (benevolent when the scheme chooser was earning either less or more than the dictator) is the baseline.

BB (benevolent only when the scheme chooser was earning less) is omitted, due to lack of data. Standard errors are

clustered at the session level.
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