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Abstract

We analyze dictator allocation decisions in an experiment where the recipients
have to earn the pot to be divided with a real-effort task. As the recipients move
before the dictators, their effort decisions resemble the first move in a trust game.
Depending on the recipients’ performance, the size of the pot is either high or low.
We compare this real-effort treatment to a baseline treatment where the pot is a
windfall gain and where a lottery determines the pot size. In the baseline treatment,
reciprocity cannot play a role. We find that female dictators show reciprocity and
decrease their taking-rates significantly in the real-effort treatment. This treatment
effect is larger when female dictators make a decision on recipients who successfully
generated a large pot compared to the case where the recipients performed poorly.
By contrast, there is no treatment effect with male dictators, who generally exhibit

more selfish behavior.
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1 Introduction

Our study analyzes gender differences in reciprocal behavior. We apply a modified dictator game
based on Cherry et al.’s (2002) study where dictators had to do a real-effort task before deciding
on the money amount to be dictated to recipients. In contrast to most standard dictator games
(e.g. Kahneman et al. (1986), Eckel and Grossman (1996) and Dana et al. (2006)), Cherry et
al. (2002) report that 95% of their dictators behaved in line with the standard neoclassical
prediction of selfish maximization of their own monetary income.!

Our study modifies the Cherry et al. (2002) setup in that we make the recipients (rather than
the dictators) conduct the real-effort task. Since recipients move before dictators, their effort
decisions resemble the first move in a trust game (Berg et al. (1995)). That is: if the recipients
do not trust dictators, they should not invest effort. Note here a crucial difference to the trust
game is that our game does not include an outside option, i.e. all first-movers have to send their
money to the second-movers.? According to our setup’s resemblance to a trust game, we expect
gender differences in terms of dictators’ trustworthiness in our setup. We therefore hypothesize
that female dictators will show increased reciprocity to recipients who have worked. We expect
them to reciprocate a good working performance by strongly reducing their taking-rates if the
recipients performed well. This is motivated by the trust game literature on gender differences,
which reports that female second-movers more often reciprocate first-movers’ offers by sending
back positive amounts (e.g. Croson and Buchan (1999), Chaudhuri and Gangadharan (2003),
Snijders and Keren (2004), and Buchan et al. (2008)).3

Our setup is most closely related to Ruffle’s (1998) study on “tipping” behavior in the ulti-
matum game and in the dictator game. Here, the recipients also endogenized the money to be
divided by doing a real-effort task, before dictators decided about the split. The main difference
in our study is that we focus on gender differences in reciprocal behavior.? Related is also Oxoby
and Spraggon (2008), who demonstrate that dictators make significantly lower offers when re-
cipients did a real-effort task. However, there are two crucial differences: The authors used a
standard dictator game as a control treatment. In contrast, we use a baseline treatment, where
dictators can take money from recipients in a windfall environment and, furthermore, we focus
on gender differences. Our results not only successfully replicate Ruffle’s (1998) and Oxoby and
Spraggon’s (2008) findings; we also establish that female dictators are affected by reciprocity and

show different magnitudes of reciprocal behavior depending on recipients’ working performance.

!Further, some dictator games report that dictators decrease their taking-rates due to increased anonymity
(e.g. Hoffman et al. (1996), Koch and Normann (2008)).

2That setup ensures that dictators have to decide about both: successful and low performing recipients.

3There also exist papers which report gender effects in standard dictator games (e.g. Eckel and Grossman
(1998), Bolton and Katok (1995), Andreoni and Vesterlund (2001) and Dufwenberg and Muren (2006)).
For a complete survey see Croson and Gneezy (2009).

4Carlsson et al. (2010) also study gender effects in a dictator game with a real-effort task. However in
this setup the dictators do the real-effort task. The authors do not find a significant gender difference.



2 Experimental Design

We use a modified dictator game with two differences to the standard game. The first difference is
that the size of the pot which the dictators decide about is not constant. The second difference is
that there are two stages in both the Windfall and the Real Effort treatment. As in Cherry et al.
(2002), there is a first stage (money-generation stage) in which the size of the pot is determined.
Dictators only decide in the second stage (allocation stage) about the allocation of the money.

In the Real Effort treatment the participants were randomly assigned to two groups of equal
size and split between separate rooms, rooms A and B. In the money-generation stage, subjects
in room A (the recipients) had the opportunity to take a quiz which consisted of 20 questions
taken from the Graduate Record Eramination test.® Depending on their results, we allocated
money to the subjects such that subjects who answered at least 13 questions correctly® were
given 10€, otherwise they received 5€. Subjects knew that they had 20 minutes to complete the
quiz. As we corrected the tests, dictators in room B had to wait for approximately 30 minutes
and we provided them with coffee and cake. The allocation stage of the Real Effort treatment
randomly matched subjects in room A with those in room B. Neither subjects in room A nor
subjects in room B knew the identities of their partners. Furthermore subjects in room A were
informed about the amount of money we allocated, which depended on their results in the quiz.
Individuals in room B were not told about the exact result of their interaction partner. They
only learned whether the recipient generated 5€ or 10€.7 Every subject in room B dictated in a
one-shot dictator game a split of the wealth to the recipients in room A. Subjects in room A were
informed by the experimenter about the allocation decision and the final earnings which they
received according to the dictator’s decision. Afterwards both the dictators and the recipients
had to complete a short survey.® Finally subjects A and B were paid out at the end of the
experiment.

Altogether we conducted five sessions of the Real Effort treatment. Four of these sessions
had the structure explained above. In the remaining session we checked whether dictators are
sensitive to overconfidence. We therefore provided them with a copy of the exam questions taken
by those in group A (which may have induced positive or negative reciprocity, depending on the
dictator’s self-assessment of his or her own ability). Dictators were given the chance to have a
look at the exam questions for 10 minutes, before they were asked to estimate the number of
questions they would have solved correctly. After making their allocation decision we asked them
to do the test, to check whether they had overestimated their own performance. However, we
did not find significant differences in dictator-takings, if we compare this session with the other
four Real Effort sessions (Mann-Whitney test, p-value = 0.980). Thus we pooled the data from

SThese questions are based on basic arithmetic concepts (e.g. algebra, geometry and data analysis).
6The threshold of 13 correct answers was calibrated based on a pilot session of the GRE test among the
undergraduate students of a seminar at Frankfurt University.

"Before making their decision dictators were also told that the recipients knew (before they started the
real-effort task) that a dictator will decide on the allocation.

8Statistical analysis of this data revealed that only gender and age were significant variables, i.e. older
people and women are more likely to take lower amounts. In contrast cultural differences (e.g. people’s
religion) were not significant at all.



this session with the data from the other four Real Effort sessions.

The Windfall treatment was identical to the Real Effort treatment except that the recipients
did not have the opportunity to take the quiz. Instead, the pot size was determined randomly.
Subjects had to draw a lottery ticket worth either 5€ or 10€, and they had a 50% chance of
winning either a low or high stake size. In order to keep both treatments comparable, dictators
also had to wait for 30 minutes and we provided them with coffee and cake.

We used ORSEE (Greiner, 2004) to recruit the subjects among the undergraduate students
at Frankfurt. A total of 352 subjects attended the experiment. We ran five sessions of each
treatment. A session lasted about 75 minutes and on average subjects earned 8.75€ including a
5€ show-up fee. To maintain transparency, all subjects were informed about the whole procedure

of the experiment.

3 Hypotheses

Our Real Effort treatment resembles a trust game, thus dictators benefit from recipients invest-
ments in effort. We hypothesize that this triggers reciprocal behavior. Since Croson and Buchan
(1999) report that female second-movers are highly sensitive to reciprocal behavior, we expect
female dictators in Real Effort to take lower amounts compared to the Windfall treatment. The
trust game literature only reports increased reciprocity for female second-movers, i.e. we do not

expect that male dictators are as sensitive to reciprocal behavior as female dictators.

HYPOTHESIS 1: Female dictator-taking will be lower in the Real Effort treatment compared to
the Windfall treatment. In contrast, we do not expect male dictators to decrease their taking-rates

by the same amount.

However, there exists a second level at which reciprocity may play a role. Depending on
recipients’ performance, the size of the pot is either high or low in the Real Effort treatment,
whereas, in the baseline treatment, the size of the pot is randomly determined. Dictators know in
the Real Effort treatment that successful recipients will receive 10€ whereas less well-performing
recipients get only 5€. Since the gender literature emphasizes reciprocity for women, we expect
that female dictators especially reward successful recipients, i.e. if recipients generate 10€,

dictators will take lower amounts.

HYPOTHESIS 2: In contrast to male dictators, female dictators in the Real Effort treatment

take less from recipients who generate the large pot, i.e. in Real Effort there will be a stake size

effect.

From Hypothesis 1 and 2 it follows that female dictators care about recipients’ performance.
Thus positive reciprocity should additionally matter, when recipients worked and successfully
generated a large pot. Furthermore, we expect that this will lead to a greater difference between
female dictators’ taking-rates when they decide about high-pot-size recipients in the Real Ef-

fort compared to the Windfall treatment. In contrast, negative reciprocity might reduce their



generosity if recipients fail to get a high pot. That is: the difference in taking-rates between
female dictators (in Windfall and Real Effort) will be larger when deciding about 10€ recipients
compared to the case of 5€ recipients. Based on the evidence from gender trust games, men care
much less about reciprocity. Thus we do not expect that men will show different magnitudes of

reciprocity.

HYPOTHESIS 8: The difference in female dictators’ taking-rates between the Real-Effort and
the Windfall treatments will be larger if recipients generated 10€ compared to the case where only
5€ was achieved. This effect should hold only for female dictators.

4 Results

This section starts with a brief outline of the average results. Afterwards, we analyze the gender
differences and test our hypotheses. As our experiments are one-shot interactions, we count
each participant as one observation in the statistical analysis. We report two-sided p-values and
non-parametric Mann-Whitney tests throughout. Section 4.1 briefly summarizes dictator-taking
in the Windfall and the Real Effort treatment (here we do not yet distinguish gender).

4.1 Dictator-taking: Average results

Table 1 presents the means of dictators’ taking-rates in our two treatments separated into groups

of 5€ and 10€ pot sizes. The standard deviations are in parentheses.

’ Pot size ‘ Windfall obs. ‘ Real Effort  obs. ‘ Avg. obs. ‘
b€ 71.30 (22.42) 43 | 69.13 (24.90) 45 | 70.19 (23.61) 88
10€ | 76.75 (21.50) 40 | 70.17 (24.20) 48 | 73.16 (23.12) 88
Avg. 73.93 (22.02) 83 | 69.67 (24.41) 93 | 71.68 (23.35) 176

Table 1: Mean of taken amounts ( Windfall and Real Effort treatment)

On average, the real-effort task marginally triggers dictators’ reciprocity, i.e. dictators in the
Windfall treatment take 73.93% compared to dictators in the Real Effort treatment who only take
69.67%. Nonetheless this small difference is statistically not significant (p-value = 0.223). There
is also no treatment effect, if we focus on the 5€-pot (p-value = 0.709). Though if we concentrate
on the 10€-pot, we find that dictators in Real Effort take 70.17% compared to dictators in the
Windfall treatment who take 76.75% (one-sided p-value = 0.078). We therefore confirm the
results of Ruffle (1998) and Oxoby and Spraggon (2008). Furthermore in the Windfall treatment
we do not find a stake size effect (p-value = 0.238), this confirms Forsythe et al.’s (1994) findings.
The same is true for the Real Effort treatment (p-value = 0.694). The brief analysis showed that
dictators were prone to reciprocal behavior when recipients worked and successfully generated

the large pot.



4.2 Dictator-taking: Gender effects

We now analyze dictator-taking, and separate the choices by gender in order to test Hypotheses
1-3. Table 2 presents male and female dictator taking-rates in the Windfall and Real Effort

treatment.

’ Gender \ Stake size \ Windfall obs. \ Real Effort  obs. \ Avg. obs. ‘
males € 68.73 (24.40) 15 | 74.21 (27.73) 24 | 72.10 (26.31) 39
males 10€ 77.27 (21.62) 22 | 76.52 (25.65) 25 | 76.87 (23.38) 47
Avg. - 73.81 (22.56) 37 | 75.39 (26.44) 49 | 74.71 (24.72) 86
females 5€ 72.68 (21.62) 28 | 63.33 (20.33) 21 | 68.67 (21.38) 49
females | 10€ | 76.11 (22.59) 18 | 63.26 (20.92) 23 | 68.90 (22.35) 41
Avg. - 74.02 (21.82) 46 | 63.30 (20.40) 44 | 68.68 (21.70) 90

Table 2: Mean of taken amounts in our two treatments, split by gender and both stake sizes

In order to test Hypothesis 1, we compare females’ taking-rates in the Windfall and Real
Effort treatment. Since reciprocity plays an important role in the Real Effort treatment, Hy-
pothesis 1 predicts that female dictators will be strongly affected by the fact that recipients have

worked.

Testing Hypothesis 1 we find a significant treatment effect for female dictators, i.e. the
average taking-rate of female dictators is 63.30% in Real Effort compared to 74.02% in Windfall
(p-value = 0.021). Therefore we reject the null hypothesis that female dictators take the same
amount from recipients who did a real-effort task compared to the case where recipients received
a windfall gain. We thus find strong support for Hypothesis 1. If we analyze male decisions, we do
not find that the real-effort task stimulates reciprocal behavior, i.e. male dictators take 73.81%
in Windfall and 75.39% in Real Effort (p-value = 0.720). Interestingly male dictator-taking is
very stable. They always take around 75%. Furthermore this effect holds for all of our sessions.”
This also emphasized by Figure 1 which presents diagrams comparing the cumulative distribution
functions (CDF) of male and female dictators in our two treatments. The left diagram shows

the Windfall treatment and the right diagram the Real Effort treatment.

9We also ran three sessions (with 96 subjects) of the Real Effort treatment where dictators did not have
to wait 30 minutes, but decided immediately. This was done in order to control for possible time effects.
Even though male dictators decreased their takings by 10 percent points (note there is great variance
in the data: Some male dictators took 0% and others took 100%) we find no statistical support for a
difference (p-value = 0.249). Furthermore our results show that female dictators take exactly the same
amounts in both variants of the Real Effort treatment (p-value = 0.891). We thank an anonymous referee
for pointing out this issue.
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Figure 1: Gender effects in the Windfall (left diagram) and Real Effort treatment (right diagram)

First: male and female CDFs do not differ at all when dictators decide about windfall money
(KS-Test, Max. D = 0.062, p-value = 1.000). However, there exist crucial gender differences in
the CDFs when dictators decide about money which has been generated by a Real Effort task
(KS-Test, Max. D = 0.326, p-value = 0.011). It is remarkable that 57% of female dictators
choose the equal split decision as opposed to only 37% of male dictators. Furthermore only 16%
of female dictators take the whole pot from the recipients. This stands in strong contrast to 45%

of male dictators who choose the 100% taking-rate.

RESULT 1:
Comparing the Windfall with the Real Effort treatment we find significant gender differences,
i.e. in Real Effort, female dictators take considerably smaller amounts compared to Windfall. In

contrast, male dictators do not reduce their taking-rates ot all.

Table 2 shows that in the Real Effort treatment female dictators do not care about recipients’
performance: They take 63.33% from 5€ recipients and 63.26% from 10€ recipients (p-value =
0.852). Thus we cannot reject the null hypothesis which postulates that female dictators do not
care about recipients’ performance. We therefore have to discard Hypothesis 2. Focusing on
male dictator-taking in the Real Effort treatment, it appears that they also do not care about
recipients’ performance, i.e. they take 74.21% from recipients who generated a small pot and

76.52% from recipients who generated the large pot (p-value = 0.833).

RESULT 2:
In the Real Effort treatment, female as well as male dictators do not take smaller amounts from

successful recipients who generated the large pot.

In order to test Hypothesis 3 we now compare the treatment effect generated for the 5€ pot
with the treatment effect for the 10€ pot. Focusing on female dictator-taking for the 5€ pot, we
find that they take 72.68% in the Windfall treatment and 63.33% in the Real Effort treatment.

However, this difference is not significant (p-value = 0.154).1° If we focus on the large pot, we

10Note there exists weak significance for a one sided p-value, i.e. p-value = 0.077.



find that female dictators in the Windfall treatment take 76.11% compared to 63.26% in the Real
Effort treatment. Thus the difference in taking-rates is larger when deciding about recipients
who generated a large pot. In contrast to the 5€ pot, this difference is weakly significant (p-
value = 0.069).'! We therefore reject the null hypothesis that the difference in female dictators’
taking-rates between 5€ recipients and 10€ recipients is not different. Thus we find support for
Hypothesis 3. Interestingly females take nearly the same amounts from 5€ and 10€ recipients
in Real Effort. Therefore, it cannot be that they were influenced by negative reciprocity in the
case of 5€ recipients. Nevertheless, the difference in female taking-rates is larger if recipients
generated a large pot. This is due to the fact that female dictators in Windfall take a larger
amount from 10€ recipients compared to 5€ recipients.!? Male dictators do not show different
magnitudes of reciprocity. That is: taking-rates from 5€-recipients in Windfall and Real Effort
are not different (p-value = 0.540). The same is true for the treatment difference in taking-rates
for the 10€ recipients (p-value = 0.947).

RESULT 3:
The difference in female taking-rates, caused by the real-effort task is higher if recipients generated
10€ compared to the case where only 5€ was achieved. In contrast, male dictators do not show

this behavior.

5 Discussion

Do women behave more reciprocally than men? The answer is yes.

We analyzed a modified dictator game with a real-effort task (based on Cherry et al. (2002))
where dictators were asked to dictate a money amount which was generated by the recipients.
Our results show that women significantly decrease taking-rates when the recipients generated
the money (to be divided) by a real-effort task instead of a lottery task. Furthermore, female
dictators decreased taking-rates more strongly if recipients generated a large pot compared to
the opposed case, where recipients only generated a small pot. In contrast, male dictators did
not show reciprocal behavior at all, i.e. they did not lower their taking-rates in the environment
of the real-effort task.

If we do not focus on gender, the general results show that dictators are sensitive to the real-
effort task, however, the result depends on whether the recipient generated a large pot. That is:
dictators only significantly lower taking-rates when the recipient was successful and generated
10€. Thus we confirm the results of Oxoby and Spraggon (2008) who argue that dictators are
influenced by property rights legitimization.'® Further, our results are in line with Ruffle (1998)

1Note there exists a significant difference for a one sided p-value, i.e. p-value = 0.035.
12Probably they do not grant a large pot to recipients because the money was endogenized by pure chance.
13However we extend their framework by applying a treatment where dictators decide about windfall money



who points out that dictators treat low performing recipients as if they did not work at all. Our
study emphasizes real-effort’s impacts on gender differences due to reciprocal behavior. That is:
we extend Ruffle’s (1998) and Oxoby and Spraggon’s (2008) studies and give an explanation for
their findings.

It is interesting that we only find a significant effect for female dictators. Thus our study
sheds new light on gender differences in reciprocal behavior driven by a real-effort task. Our
paper therefore provides important new insights as an explanation for Ruffle’s (1998) and Oxoby
and Spraggon’s (2008) results. These findings seem to provide valuable new insights in terms
of other-regarding preferences induced by a real-effort task.!* For the future, it seems to be

promising to uncover further gender differences in setups with real effort tasks.

References

[1] Andreoni, J., Vesterlund, L., 2001. Which is the Fair Sex? Gender Differences in Altruism.
The Quarterly Journal of Economics 116(1), 293-312.

[2] Berg, J., Dickhaut, J., McCabe, K. 1995. Trust, Reciprocity and Social History. Games and
Economic Behavior 10(1), 122-142.

[3] Bolton, G., E., Katok, E., 1995. An Experimental Test for Gender Differences in Beneficial
Behavior. Economics Letters 48, 287-292.

[4] Bolton, G. E., Ockenfels, A.; 2000. ERC - A Theory of Equity, Reciprocity and Competition.
The American Economic Review 90(1), 166-193.

[5] Buchan, R., Croson, R., T., A., Solnick, S., 2008. Trust and gender: An examination of
behavior and beliefs in the Investment Game. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization
68(3-4), 466-467.

[6] Carlsson, F., Haoran, H., Martinsson, P., 2010. Windfall vs. Earned Money in the Labora-
tory: Do They Affect the Behavior of Men and Women Differently? University of Gothen-
burg - Working Paper Series 478.

[7] Chaudhuri, A., Gangadharan, L., 2003. Gender Differences in Trust and Reciprocity. De-
partment of Economics - Working Paper Series 875, The University of Melbourne.

[8] Cherry, T., L., Frykblom, P., Shogren, J., F., 2002. Hardnose the Dictator. The American
Economic Review 92(4), 1218-1221.

which was won by recipients in a lottery. This enables us to emphasize the role of reciprocity induced by
a real-effort task. Note there also exist other studies which emphasize the importance of endowments’
origins (e.g. Mittone and Ploner (2006), Cherry and Shogren (2008)

Fehr and Schmidt (1999), Bolton and Ockenfels (2000), and Falk and Fischbacher (2006) highlight the
importance of other regarding preferences in their models.



19]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

Cherry, T., L., Shogren, J., F., 2008. Self-interest, sympathy and the origin of endowments.
Economics Letters 101(1), 69-72.

Croson R., Buchan, N.; 1999. Gender and Culture: International Experimental Evidence
from Trust Games. The American Economic Review 89(2), 386-391.

Croson R., Gneezy, U., 2009. Gender Differences in Preferences. Journal of Economic Lit-
erature 47(2), 448-474.

Dana, J., Cain, D., M., Dawes, R., M., 2006. What you don’t know won’t hurt me: Costly
(but quiet) exit in dictator games. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes
100(2), 192-201.

Dufwenberg, M., Muren, A., 2006. Gender composition in teams. Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization 61(1), 50-54.

Eckel, C., Grossman, P., J., 1996. Altruism in Anonymous Dictator Games. Games and
Economic Behavior 16(2), 181-191.

Eckel, C., Grossman, P., J., 1998. Are Women less Selfish than Men? Evidence from Dictator
Experiments. The Economic Journal 108, 726-735.

Falk, A., Fischbacher, U., 2006. A theory of reciprocity. Games and Economic Behavior
54(2), 293-315.

Fehr, E., Schmidt, K., M., 1999. A Theory of Fairness, Competition, and Cooperation. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 114(3), 817-868.

Forsythe, R., Horowitz, J., L., Savin, N., E., Sefton, M., 1994. Fairness in Simple Bargaining
Experiments. Games and Economic Behavior 6(3), 347-369.

Greiner, B., 2004. An Online Recruitment System for Economic Experiments, in: Kremer
K., Macho V. (Eds.). Forschung und wissenschaftliches Rechnen 2003, GWDG Bericht 63.
Ges. fiir Wiss. Datenverarbeitung, Gottingen, pp. 79-93.

Hoffman, E., McCabe, K., Smith, V., 1996. Social Distance and Other-Regarding Behavior
in Dictator Games. The American Economic Review 86(3), 653-660.

Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J., L., Thaler, R., 1986. Fairness and the Assumptions of Eco-
nomics. The Journal of Business 59(4), 285-300.

Koch A., Normann, H., T., 2008. Giving in Dictator Games: Regard for Others or Regard
by Others? Southern Economic Journal 75(1), 223-231.

Mittone., L., Ploner, M., 2006. Is It Just Legitimacy of Endowments? - An Experimental
Analysis of Unilateral Giving. CEEL Working Paper 02/2006.



[24] Oxoby R., J., Spraggon, J., 2008. Mine and yours: Property rights in dictator games. Journal
of Economic Behavior & Organization 65(3-4), 703-713.

[25] Ruffle, J., B., 1998. More is Better, But Fair is Fair: Tipping in Dictator and Ultimatum
Games. Games and Economic Behavior 23(2), 247-265.

[26] Snijders C., Keren, G., 2004. Do You Trust? Whom Do You Trust? When Do You Trust?
Working Paper, Utrecht University.

10



PREVIOUS DISCUSSION PAPERS

24

23

22

21

20

19

18

17

16

15

14

13

12

Heinz, Matthias, Juranek, Steffen and Rau, Holger A., Do Women Behave More
Reciprocally than Men? Gender Differences in Real Effort Dictator Games,
June 2011.

Forthcoming in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization.

Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Technology Licensing by Advertising Supported
Media Platforms: An Application to Internet Search Engines, June 2011.
Published in: The B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy.

Buccirossi, Paolo, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso, Spagnolo Giancarlo and Vitale,
Cristiana, Competition Policy and Productivity Growth: An Empirical Assessment,
May 2011.

Karacuka, Mehmet and Catik, A. Nazif, A Spatial Approach to Measure Productivity
Spillovers of Foreign Affiliated Firms in Turkish Manufacturing Industries, May 2011.
Forthcoming in: The Journal of Developing Areas.

Catik, A. Nazif and Karaguka, Mehmet, A Comparative Analysis of Alternative
Univariate Time Series Models in Forecasting Turkish Inflation, May 2011.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Business Economics.

Normann, Hans-Theo and Wallace, Brian, The Impact of the Termination Rule on
Cooperation in a Prisoner’s Dilemma Experiment, May 2011.
Forthcoming in: International Journal of Game Theory.

Baake, Pio and von Schlippenbach, Vanessa, Distortions in Vertical Relations,
April 2011.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Economics.

Haucap, Justus and Schwalbe, Ulrich, Economic Principles of State Aid Control,
April 2011.

Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Consumer Behavior towards On-net/Off-net
Price Differentiation, January 2011.
Published in: Telecommunication Policy 35 (2011), pp. 325-332.

Duso, Tomaso, Gugler, Klaus, Yurtoglu, Burcin B., How Effective is European Merger
Control? January 2011.
Forthcoming in: European Economic Review.

Haigner, Stefan D., Jenewein, Stefan, Muller, Hans Christian and Wakolbinger,
Florian, The First shall be Last: Serial Position Effects in the Case Contestants
evaluate Each Other, December 2010.

Published in: Economics Bulletin (2010), Volume 30, Issue 4, pp. 3170-3176.

Suleymanova, Irina and Wey, Christian, On the Role of Consumer Expectations in
Markets with Network Effects, November 2010 (first version July 2010).
Forthcoming in: Journal of Economics.

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Karacuka, Mehmet, Competition in the
Turkish Mobile Telecommunications Market: Price Elasticities and Network
Substitution, November 2010.

Published in: Telecommunications Policy 35 (2011), pp. 202-210.



11

10

09

08

07

06

05

04

03

02

01

Dewenter, Ralf, Haucap, Justus and Wenzel, Tobias, Semi-Collusion in Media
Markets, November 2010.
Forthcoming in: International Review of Law and Economics.

Dewenter, Ralf and Kruse, Jorn, Calling Party Pays or Receiving Party Pays? The
Diffusion of Mobile Telephony with Endogenous Regulation, October 2010.
Published in: Information Economics and Policy 23 (2011), pp. 107-117.

Hauck, Achim and Neyer, Ulrike, The Euro Area Interbank Market and the Liquidity
Management of the Eurosystem in the Financial Crisis, September 2010.

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Luis Manuel Schultz, Legal and lllegal
Cartels in Germany between 1958 and 2004, September 2010.

Published in: H. J. Ramser & M. Stadler (eds.), Marktmacht. Wirtschaftswissenschaftliches
Seminar Ottobeuren, Volume 39, Mohr Siebeck: Tubingen 2010, pp. 71-94.

Herr, Annika, Quality and Welfare in a Mixed Duopoly with Regulated Prices: The
Case of a Public and a Private Hospital, September 2010.
Forthcoming in: German Economic Review.

Blanco, Mariana, Engelmann, Dirk and Normann, Hans-Theo, A Within-Subject
Analysis of Other-Regarding Preferences, September 2010.
Forthcoming in: Games and Economic Behavior.

Normann, Hans-Theo, Vertical Mergers, Foreclosure and Raising Rivals’ Costs —
Experimental Evidence, September 2010.
Forthcoming in: The Journal of Industrial Economics.

Gu, Yiguan and Wenzel, Tobias, Transparency, Price-Dependent Demand and
Product Variety, September 2010.
Published in: Economics Letters 110 (2011), pp. 216-219.

Wenzel, Tobias, Deregulation of Shopping Hours: The Impact on Independent
Retailers and Chain Stores, September 2010.
Published in: Scandinavian Journal of Economics 113 (2011), pp. 145-166.

Stiihmeier, Torben and Wenzel, Tobias, Getting Beer During Commercials: Adverse
Effects of Ad-Avoidance, September 2010.
Published in: Information Economics and Policy 23 (2011), pp. 98-106.

Inderst, Roman and Wey, Christian, Countervailing Power and Dynamic Efficiency,
September 2010.
Forthcoming in: Journal of the European Economic Association, August 2011.



Heinrich-Heine-University of Diisseldorf

Diisseldorf Institute for
Competition Economics (DICE)

Universitatsstralle 1_ 40225 Disseldorf
www.dice.uni-duesseldorf.de

ISSN 2190-9938 (online)
ISBN 978-3-86304-023-9






