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Preferences vs. beliefs:

A field experiment on the determinants of trust andregional development

1. Introduction

Trust in unknown others, or generalised trust, &thscted the attention of many scholars
over the past decades. It has been shown thatidwgls of inter-personal trust are associated with
faster economic development (Knack and Keefer, 199diso et al, 2004) and increased
institutional efficiency (Arrow, 1974; La Portat al, 1999; Rothstein and Uslaner, 2005). The
existence of widespread inter-personal trust insima interactions is surprising because a trusting
individual exposes herself to the risk of beingetaladvantage of by an unknown party. Individuals
concerned only with material gains, believing tbtters are equally concerned only with material
gains, shouldhot trust.

Two explanations can be advanced to account foergésed trust in one-shot interactions
(Barr, 2003; Binzel and Fehr, 2013; Sapieptal, 2013). According to one explanation, people
trust others because they expect others to bewwty. In other words, trust is based on the
expectation, possibly grounded on past experieocesthe analysis of the trustee’s incentivest tha
the trustee will repay the trust posed in her (Geitah 2000; Hardin, 2004). In this perspective,
trust may be thought of as being essentialivategic since it is based on the expectation of
trustworthiness from the counterpart (Rotter, 1980iliamson, 1993; Gambetta, 2000; Hardin,
2004). Expectations of trustworthiness may als@indedded in generalised norms of reciprocity.
According to Yamagishi and Yamagishi (1994), tingsbased on a cognitive bias in assessing the
probability of others’ trustworthiness. Such an entption is grounded on the awareness that
individuals participate in generalised social exades (Yamagishi, 2007), in which norms of
reciprocity command trusting behaviour as the defaule (Haselton and Buss, 2000). Such

reciprocity norms are particularly likely to arisesocially bounded groups (Yamagishi, 2007).



According to an alternative explanation, trust dndgtworthiness are based on individual
tastes, or preferences. Trust may be driven byradwarding preferences (Dufwenberg and
Gneezy, 2000; Cox, 2004; Ashraf al, 2006; Thoniet al, 2012). According to Uslaner (2002),
trust is based on a specific moral disposition t&adls individuals to believe that other individual
belong to the same “moral community” as the agkmtividuals who trust do so out of a moral
imperative, rather than out of specific expectati@ver others’ behaviour in a given situation
(Mansbridge, 1999). Risk aversion may also affegstt(Ben-Ner and Putterman, 2001; Karlan,
2005; Schechter, 2007), as well as group dynanfosial identity theorists put forward a “goal
transformation hypothesis”. Identification with tgeoup entails the substitution of group interests
for individual interests (Brewer, 1991; De Cremad aan Dijk, 2002). Likewise, individuals may
adopt a “we-thinking” mode of reasoning, construitige social interaction from the group
perspective rather than the individual perspedi8sgden, 2000; Tuomela 1995; Bacharach, 2006).
Putnamet al. (1993) argue that participation in groups inculsaterms of co-operation and
reciprocity in individuals’ preferences.

From an empirical point of view, two pieces of ende have emerged in the recent literature
on trust, which are directly connected with thevpas theoretical issues. First, members of
voluntary associations generally report higher leva generalised trust than non-members in
surveys. This result is supported by several stu(Bgehm and Rahn, 1997; Stolle and Rochon,
1998; Claiburn and Martin, 2000; Wollebaek and &€2002; Paxton, 2007), with the exception of
Uslaner (2002), who finds no relationship betweeembership and generalised trust. As for
experiments, evidence that association members dhigher pro-sociality than non-members
emerges in Glaeset al. (2000), Andersoret al (2004), Binzel and Fehr (2013). Participation in
association is seen to be key for social capital bence for economic development (Putnam,
2000). Therefore understanding association membsrsvations is an important endeavour.

Second, it has also been shown that trust can a@rgiderably across countries, or regions

within the same country. Persistent economic digparin, for instance, Southern ltaly vis-a-vis
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Northern Italy (Putnanet al, 1993; Guiscet al, 2004; Sabatini, 2008; Bigomt al, 2013), or
Eastern Germany vis-a-vis Western Germany (Aleaimh Fuchs-Schiindeln, 2007) have been put
down to the endurance of habits of behaviour eebot the different social and political history of
the two regions. A “bad” equilibrium where low ttueampers economic activity can exist
alongside a “good” equilibrium where high trusyiiciengagement and spirit of co-operation foster
sustained economic growth (Knack and Keefer, 198%)suggested by Guiset al. (2006) and
Tabellini (2010), it becomes essential to studylibbaviour of migrants moving from a low-trust
society to a high-trust society to see if untrugtehaviour persists even in a context charactkrize
by higher probability of co-operation.

We contrast the above explanations and contribot¢hé account of the two pieces of
evidence previously illustrated within a large-scéield experiment. This involves members of
real-life associations and a sample of people lgpeomparable demographic characteristics who
are not association members. We measured partisigamst and trustworthiness, as well as beliefs
over others’ actions, through experimental TGsthis way we are able to contrast the relative
importance of beliefs and preferences behind mesndned non-members’ actions. We also use the
information on participants’ birthplace to compéne behaviour of people born in Southern regions
with that of people born in the North of Italy.

Our TGs reproduce the Berg al's (1995) seminal design. Two players were randomly
matched and endowed with 25 Euros (€) each. Ortlkeotwo players acted as Sender and had to
decide which portion of her endowment, in multiplels 5€, to send to the other player, the
Receiver The amount sent was multiplied by two and transféto the Receiver. The Receiver
then had to decide which portion of the total sarher possession to send back to the Sender. Each
participant played one TG in the role of Sender and in the role of Receiver. After the two TGs
were played, two measures of beliefs were elicitéak first is the belief over how many tokens the
Receiver will return, given the Sender’s actuahsfar. The second measure is the belief over how

many tokens the Sender will send. Following Bohawetl Baytelman (2007), the latter can be
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interpreted as one’s belief over the prescriptidnaosocial norm of “good”, or appropriate,
behaviour.

In the companion paper to the present one (Deglo#irand Grimalda, 2013) we show that
members have significantly higher trust and trustinness than non-members. In the present paper
we focus on the role of beliefs in accounting foe bbserved differences between members and
non-members. Members were involved both in anonyntiust interactions with fellow association
members (“in-group” interactions), or in trust irgetions with individuals from the general
population (“out-group” interaction$)As trust is more easily enforced within groups efBer,
1991; Yamagishi, 2007; Putnam, 2000), we can exata extent to which beliefs and tastes play
a different role within the group or outside thegp. We also contrast the behaviour of people born
in Northern Italy to that of people born in Southeegions. In the screening process during
subjects’ recruitment we required participants &vehbeen residing in the province of Parma -
Northern Italy - or surrounding provinces for aadé one year. While the region where Parma is
located is characterized by some of the highestldenf social capital in Italy, regions from the
South rank at the bottom of the scale (Putretnal, 1993; Guiscet al, 2004; Sabatini, 2008;
Buonannoet al, 2009). Social capital is generally referred toadis“features of social life —
networks, norms, and trust — that enable parti¢goaém act together more effectively to pursue
shared objectives” (Putnam, 1995: 67n this way we are able to examine the persistarfce
untrusting behaviour after people’s relocation fr@amlow-trust environment to a high-trust

environment.

! There is a wide experimental literature basedinrgfoup”/"out-group” treatments. A rather robussult stemming
from this strand of literature concerns the emeegesf in-group favoritism when both minimal groygsoups formed
in the lab on the basis of some arbitrary charaties) and real groups are considered (on mingnalips see: Tajfel,
1970, 1974; Brewer ,1999; Mulleat al, 1992; Githet al, 2008; Hargreaves-Heap and Zizzo, 2009; on reals:
Goetteet al, 2006; Ruffle and Sosis, 2006; Bernhatal.,2006; Etanget al. 2011, Falk and Zehnder, 2013).

2 Social capital is understood as a multidimensiaoakcept (Uphoff, 1999; Paldam, 2000). A structarad a cognitive
dimension may be identified (Uphoff, 1999). Struatsocial capital refers to individuals’ behavisand mainly takes
the form of networks and associations (Coleman812890; Burt, 2002). Cognitive social capital steihom subjects’
perceptions resulting in norms, values and bettes contribute to co-operation (Knack and Keef®97; Guiscet al,
2004).



To the best of our knowledge, this is the firsttcidtion that focuses on the specific role of
beliefs in explaining the trusting behaviour of@sation members compared to non-members and
within-country regional differences.

We contribute to the literature on economic develept in three main ways. First, trust and
social capital are increasingly seen as having itcalr role for the success of development
interventions. For instance, the World Bank recsgsithe role of social capitébr enhancing the
quality, effectiveness and sustainability of itemions” (World Bank, 2011)Putnam (2000)
places incentivising participation in associatiatghe first places of his policy agenda to enhance
social capital. Our focus on association membegBets warrants a better understanding, within an
original methodological approach, of the dynamiéstrast, social capital, and participation in
associations. Secondly, our investigation offedear-cut explanation for the lower level of trust
and trustworthiness observed in Southern Italyamgarison to Northern lItaly. In Putnam et al.’s
(1993) seminal contribution, differences in trustl ocial capital have been blamed for both Italy’s
South economic under-development and worse institalt performance than Italy’'s North. Our
findings strongly suggest that this is caused lssppeistic beliefs on others’ behaviour rather than
to intrinsic differences in individual preferendasge section 3). Third, understanding the different
patterns and inter-relations between beliefs aefepences is important for economic policy. Low
development and poverty traps may be caused bydination failures based on “pessimistic”
expectations, which can lead to either low trusbtiners or low association membership (Sobel,
2002; Wydick, 2008). However, individuals’ prefeces, perhaps linked to specific cultural traits
(Tabellini, 2010), may also be relevant for undew@lopment. Policy interventions will take
different forms depending on whether beliefs rathan preferences are seen as the main relevant
factor behind under-development. Some recent exgatal studies examine the issue of the
stability over time of preferenceass-a-vis beliefs, suggesting that beliefs are more malkabl

change than preferences (Naef and Schunk 2010; &tc#ik. 2012). Our study contributes to this



topic by showing that preferences and beliefs cdlow different dynamics for different groups of
people.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 dessrithe sample characteristics, the
experimental design and procedures. Section 3 miesiee empirical analysis and results. Section 4

concludes.

2. Sample, experimental design and procedures

2.1. Sample characteristics

374 subjects participated in the experiment. 26&eMm were association members (i.e. subject
who are formally affiliated to an association, attend association meetings for at least an hour
each month; “members” henceforth), 77 had nevem bmembers of a voluntary association
(henceforth “never-members”), and 34 had been mesnbehe past but their associational activity
was finished at the time the research was run @fertb “dropouts”). We refer to the joint set of
never-members and dropouts as “non-members”. Dueaglitment we requested that subjects had
resided for at least one year prior to the researctine province of Parma or in neighbouring
provinces. However, we did not restrict subjectbéoborn in those provinces. 58 subjects in our
sample were born in Southern Italy. We based ofinitlen of South on that used by the Italian
Institute for National Statistics (ISTAT).

In order to ensure the full comparability of themieer and non-member sub-samples, we took
care that the sub-samples had similar demograpmcacteristics. To achieve this objective,
members were recruited by experimenters prior to-members. We then sub-contracted the

recruitment of non-members to Demoskopea, oneeofrtbst well-known opinion polls and market

* ISTAT classifies the following regions as beingtpf Italy’s South: Abruzzi, Basilicata, Calabri@ampania, Molise,
and Puglia. We also add Sicily to this bloc, altjlouSTAT classifies it as belonging to the “Islahdsoup. Sicily is
commonly included in the South of Italy by scieiati€ontributions on trust both for historical amat geographical
reasons. In particular, all these regions belorigettie “Kingdom of Two Sicilies”, under the domini@f the Spanish
branch of the House of Bourbon, before Italy’s igaifion in 1861. Merging Sicily with other regiomadso seems
appropriate on the basis of Putnatral. (1993) argument that the existing differencesocia capital in Italy between
North and South can be tracked down to the regidiff&€rent historical trajectories prior to Italyimification.
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research agency in ltaly. We instructed Demoskdpeaelect non-members from the general
population with the target of forming a sample ttratrrored” the member sample with respect to
the three demographic characteristics that we déemlevant, i.e. gender, age and educational
attainment. These characteristics had been prdyicesorded for members when they signed up to
the research.In other words, Demoskopea was requested to applyota sampling method where
the target quotas were those found for the mendrapke.

Table 1 reports the demographic characteristicaiosub-samples of members and non-members
and of people who were born in the South of Italg & other Italian regions. Tests confirm that
there are no statistically significant differendastween our sub-samples of members and non-
members with respect to gender (Chi Square tedd. @E9), education (Chi Square test:(0#32),
and age (Mann-Whitney test: 0-5559). The sample of Southerners is significaditferent from
the sample of Northerners with respect to genderposition (Chi Square test: p=0.001) and age
(Mann-Whitney test: p= 0.0387). No differences egeeanith respect to education (Chi Square test:

p=0.871). This makes the econometric analysis agleto control for these differences.

Table 1
Demographic characteristics for sub-sample: MempBien-members, Southerners and Northerners
Variable Members Non-members South North
Gender Female 60.38% 59.46% 41.38% 64.47
Age <30 11.15% 16.51% 14.04% 12.87%
30-50 43.08% 43.12% 59.64% 40.93%
51-60 22.69% 27.53% 15.79% 26.07%
>60 23.88% 12.84% 10.53% 20.13%
Education No Title 0% 0% 0% 0%
Primary School 1.59% 0.91% 1.79% 1.01%
Junior high School 15.08% 10.91% 8.93% 14.14%
Secondary School
certificate (3 Years) 8.73% 4.55% 5.36% 7.41%
Secondary-School
certificate (5 Years) 42.25% 50.00% 50.00% 44.78%
Bachelor’'s degree 25.79% 30.91% 30.36% 27.61%
Master's degree 3.97% 1.82% 1.79% 3.70%
PhD 1.59% 0.91% 1.79% 1.35%
Obs. 263 111 58 305

* Educational attainment proxied socio-economiastatVe preferred not to ask information on incoeeels because
of its sensitivity for the subjects.



Contact with potential subjects was carried out person by experimenters through
announcements at association meetings, or oveghitwee by Demoskopea staff. We requested that
all contacts with potential subjects were madeofeihg an identical recruitment script. In this way,
potential subjects were given the same informativor to coming to the research sessions. At no
time were subjects given the impression that tleearch focussed on association members’
behaviour in social interactions (on this aspeé also section 2.2). Rather, the announcements
stated that a cross-section of residents of theipee of Parma and neighbouring provinces had
been invited to participate in a research on imtlial decision-making run by University of Parma
researchers. Additional details on the recruitnstrgtegy and the recruitment scripts are available
in the Supplementary Online Material (SOM): sectilon

252 subjects were recruited by the experimenters ten associations: four cultural associations
(one ethnic and traditional dance association dmeet choirs), four social welfare and health
services associations (the Italian associatiomlood donation, an association assisting hospatalis
children, an association for medical research awe&aand an association dedicated to charity and
evangelisation), and two trade unions. The choicinese three association types ensures a broad
variability of the associations’ general goals &nuk of services being produced (see SOM: Section
[IA). A more detailed description of the associasios included in the SOM: section I. 11 members
were inadvertently recruited by Demoskopea, andehaeen classified as belonging to “other
associations®.107 non-members were recruited by Demoskopeagvitilr were recruited by the

experimenters to make up for no-shows.

® During the recruitment interview with Demoskop##ese people answered negatively to the screeniagtign on
whether a person is part of an association. Howekiey reported in the post-experiment questiorentiat they were
in fact active association members at the timehefresearch. We suppose that this may be due tectsibabsent-
mindedness when answering the recruitment interé®wve have kept these 11 subjects in the sampigembers.
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2.2. Experimental design and procedures

Sessions were run in parallel by two experimentersvo different rooms of a library at the
University of Parma. We run a TG where each subjexs randomly paired with a participant
present in the other room. Subjects made two @iffedecisions, the first as a Sender and the
second as a Receiver. Pairs were reshuffled digefirst decision, and subjects were informed that
their partner in the second decision was diffeterthe partner in the first decision. Subjects were
paid only for one of the two decisions, each haw&o probability of being drawn. No feedback
was given at the end of each decision, so we casid®er them as independent. Instructions and
further details on the experiment protocol candaetl in the SOM: Section Il

Both Senders and Receivers were endowed with 25&le8s could send any multiple of 5€ from
0€ to 25€, so there were six possible transferi¢evidhe amount sent was doubled and transferred
to the Receiver. Receivers made their decision thighstrategy method. Subjects had to report in a
form the amount they wished to send back for edcth@ possible six options available to the
Sender. Receivers could return any amount (upeditst decimal digit) between zero and the sum
of the initial endowment of 25€ and the doubled antdransferred by the Sender.

After the two experimental decisions, we elicitedbjects’ beliefs. First we asked how much the
player expected the Receiver with whom she wasgawould send back, given the amount the
player actually sent. Second, we asked playerstimate the amount transferred by the Sender
with whom they were paired when acting as Receiv@sth measures were monetarily
incentivised. Subjects received 1€ for each comgeetss, allowing for a £3€ margin of error in the
first estimate. Finally, we administered the questaire. Payments were distributed by cash at the
end of the session. Average payoffs were 31.7€ ¢&d 11.99). In three cases did a participant in
the pair earn nothing while the other earned theimiam available — 75€.

We had two treatments in the experiment. In thgroup treatment, participants were told that:

“The person with whom you will be paired is a memiifethe Association X {researcher states the
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name of the association} of which you are also aiver, and is resident in Parma, or its province,
or in neighbouring provinces”. In the out-groupatreent, subjects were only informed that: “The
person with whom you will be paired is residenttle province of Parma or in neighbouring
provinces”.

Two specific aspects of our design deserve padrcattention. A well-known reason of concern
when eliciting subjects’ belief after their choicissthe so-called “false consensus effect” (Ross
Greene and House 1977, Ellingsen et al. 2010)erid8rs or Receivers believe that others will act
like themselves, beliefs and choices will be catesd, but causality could go from the latter to the
former. For example, in our experiment, a Sendey sdnds an amount equal to 10€, could believe
that the Sender paired with herself when she pdagya Receiver would send the same amount. A
similar problem would emerge also if Senders (Rems) tended to make their ex post belief
consistent with their ex ante behaviour. However, adata show that this possible reverse causality
effect is at most limited. Only 37.7% of Senderd bapectations coinciding with their actions, and
this percentage drops to 30.3% for Receivers. Maeoour key results are unchanged even
introducing as control variables the amount sedt r@turned by subjects, or considering a dummy
variable identifying those subjects who declarekebequal to their actual choice (see section. 3.2

A second aspect of our design that needs consioleraioncerns the way we contacted
association members — namely, through announceraeassociation meetings. One may wonder if
the supposition that subjects were recruited f@irtstatus of association members might have
distorted their behaviour in the experiment. Howewe believe that this risk is minimal. First, as
reported in section 2.1, during the recruitmentcameement we never mentioned that the research
would focus on association members. All subjecteiked the following general information:
“Residents in the province of Parma or in neighbaumprovinces contacted by us or by other
people who collaborate in the project will be iedtto take part in the research”. Both members
and non-members were recruited following stricllg same recruitment script. Second, in the out-

group treatment one’s association membership waserneecalled during the experimental
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procedures. The sessions where members particigategbrised people coming from several
different associations, so that most of them wowith high probability, neither be acquainted with
each other nor be aware of the associational stdtosher participants. That subjects in the out-
group treatment thought that they were unacquaintiéid other participants is also confirmed by
answers to a question included in the post-experimgeestionnaire. We asked subjects to state
whether they thought that they knew personally pegpesent in the other room. Around 93%
(59%) of members participating in the out-groupdmup) treatment answered negatively to such
guestion. This difference is statistically signafint (Mann-Whitney test: P<0.001). This confirms
that members had a clearly different perceptiothefin-group and out-group treatments. Finally, if
the pure subjects’ membership status mattered weldlexpect to find a sizable in-group effect,
because in the in-group treatment subjects’ merhiersas explicitly recalled and made salient,
contrary to the out-group treatment. On the cogfrar-group effects are not significant in our

experiment (Degli Antoni and Grimalda, 2013).

3. Results

3.1 Amount sent, amount returned and beliefs —gese statistics

The variables of main interest in the empiricallgsia are:

* The amount sent by the Sender, which we &Aalbunt sentThis can be any multiple of 5€
from O€ to 25€.

e The amount returned by the Receiver. We normahge ariable to the [0,1] interval by
dividing it by the maximum possible amount that &eers may return. Hence we call this
variableReturn rate Recall that the Receiver could send back any am@nging from a

minimum of zero up to a maximum given by the sunthef 25€ endowment and twice the

Raturn
25+2:4

amount sent to her by the Sender. In formuRgurn Ratey = ; A=1{0,5,...,25}.

Returns were allowed up to the first decimal digit.
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« The belief over the Receiver’s return rate, givea $ender’s actual transfer. The elicited
variable was the total Receiver’s return, but, agalisly to theReturn rate we normalise
this variable to the [0,1] interval dividing it byhe maximum possible amount that the
Receiver may return. We call this variaBleturn rate ex.

* The belief over the amount sent by the Senglairch we callAmount sent exp

Members’ amounts sent and return rates are higja@rton-members’, both in the out-group and

in-group treatments (see Table 2 for descriptiaisics and Table 4, column 1 and Table 5,
column 1 for the econometric estimates; this resulfully documented and discussed in Degli
Antoni and Grimalda, 2013). Moreover, people framlyfs South show lower levels of trust and
trustworthiness than people from Italy’s North (Jesble 2 for descriptive statistics and Table 4,
column 1 and Table 5, column 1 for the econometsitmates). This is in line with the evidence
reported in the Introduction. Figure la-b reportsdgrams forAmount senbroken down by region

of origin (South vs. North), membership status sadtment. Non-members born in the South stand
out as being the group of people sending nothirtg thie highest frequency. Conversely, members
born in the North are the group sending the largasbunts. Figure 2 reports the mean return rate
for each of the possible transfer levels, brokewrdas above. Southern non-members are the only
group who on average retulessthan the amount needed for the Sender to break feveany
transfer level above 0€. Members born in the Narththe group who returns the highest share of
their endowment. Moreover, in both treatments Senmrs expect less from their counterpart both

when acting as Senders and when acting as Recésesrg able 2).

® Note that we did not elicit the returned amoumtgi the six possible transfer levels, but only tiee amount actually
sent by the Sender. Eliciting the whole range diefewould have of course been interesting. Howewe felt that

this would have required too long a time and top &icognitive effort for our adult sample, espdgiabnsidering

belief elicitation occurred towards the end of sleesion
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Figure 1. Histograms fokmount senby treatment, membership status, and region gfrori

Panel (a): Histograms féxmount Senih out-group treatment Panel (b): HistogramsAprount Senih in-group treatment—
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Notes Histograms folAmount senare reported for subjects participating in the-gnatup treatment (panel a) and in the in-groupttneat (panel b). Panel a reports the
relative frequency oAmount senfor non-members from Italy’s Southern regions ¢klbars), members from Italy’s Southern regionsKdgey bars), non-members from
Italy’s Northern regions (light grey bars) and memshfrom Italy’s Northern regions (white bars). Blam reports the relative frequencyArhount sentor members from
Southern regions (black bars), and members fronthdar regions (white bars).
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Figure 2. MearReturn ratesdy treatment, membership status, and region gfrori

Panel (a)Return ratesn out-group treatment Panel (Return ratesn in-group treatment

Return rate
Return rate
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Note Figure 2 reports mean return rates for each pleskvels ofAmount senfor subjects participating in the out-group treatiin(panel a) and in the in-group treatment
(panel b). Panel a reports mean return rates fornmembers from Italy’s Southern regions (line mdrkeéth circles), members from Italy’s Southern teg (line marked
with triangles), non-members from Italy’s Northeregions (line marked with diamonds) and membermfitaly’s Northern regions (line marked with squgrewho
participated in the out-group treatment. Paneldors mean return rates for members from Southegions (line marked with circles), and members fidonthern regions
(line marked with triangles), who participated lre tin-group treatment. The two dashed lines lipeasent two relevant hypothetical responses byR#éweiver. The short
dashes line denotes the “Sender Break Even” readen i.e. the return rate that makes the amouuntmed equal to the Sender’'s amount sent. Thedasges line identifies
the “Equal Split” return rate, i.e. the return réiiat would allow sender and responder to end tip @qual payoffs.
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Table 2

Descriptive statistics per experimental conditimembership type and region of origin

Amount sent

Average return

Return rate exp

Amount sent exp

rate
Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median
15.229 15 0.338 0.317 0.344 0.333 14.346 15
In-group Member (6.062) (0.173) 0.180 (6.555)
[109] [109] [107] [107]
14.448 15 0.313 0.295 0.308 0.286 12.646 10
Member (6.457) (0.153) (0.182) (5.690)
Out-group [154] [154] [154] [154]
10.649 10 0.253 0.242 0.295 0.279 11.513 10
Non- (6.557) (0.194) (0.279) (6.929)
member [77] [77] [76] [76]
11.538 10 0.279 0.224 0.219 0.162 10.417 10
South (7.183) (0.164) (0.180) (6.557)
In-group [13] [13] [12] [12]
15.852 15 0.345 0.319 0.358 0.333 15 15
North (5.980) (0.176) (0.177) (6.470)
[88] [88] [87] [87]
9.667 10 0.218 0.213 0.220 0.182 8.889 10
South (7.339) (0.131) (0.197) (5.424)
Out-group [45] [45] [45] [45]
13.456 15 0.297 0.287 0.313 0.286 12.803 10
North (6.635) (0.172) (0.175) (6.149)
[217] [217] [215] [216]

Standard deviations in curved brackets and sanipeirs squared bracket8verage return ratearithmetic average of

the six return rates.

3.2. Beliefs on Senders’ and Receivers’ decision

We first run some Mann-Whitney (MW) tests over thdl hypothesis that beliefs by members
and non-members come from the same distributiohth® tests are two-tailed. The tests fail to
reject the null for both expected returns (z = 26;7p=0.47) and expected amounts sent (z = -
1.591; p=0.11). We also run MW tests over the hyflothesis that beliefs by association members
differ in the in-group and out-group treatment. Thd is in this case rejected for expected amounts
sent (z=-2.111; p= 0.035) and, albeit weakly, fgpexted returns rates, too (z = -1.842; p= 0.065).
Hence, association members correctly anticipatéhidpeer trust and trustworthiness levels of their
fellow members compared to the general population.

The same results are obtained in the econometalysia. We fit a Tobit model to analyse beliefs

over Receivers’ return rate (see Table 3, column 1)
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Return rate exp=yo + X'i0 + 6, (1)

1 If Return rate exp > 1
Return rate expReturn rate expy if 0 <Return rate exp <1 (2)
0 If Return rate exp <0

Eq. (1) describes the model we used to explairatest variableReturn rate exp, which is an
individual's expectation over the amount returngd Her counterpart. The indexdenotes the
individual. X; represents a wide array of explanatory varialdesymented below, reported in Table
3, and described in Appendix A.is a vector of parameters of interggtis an individual-specific
error term. Eq. (2) describes the censoring rutgsRieturn rate exp which is the variable we
observe. The censoring values are zero (lower)liamtl one (upper limit). Note that the upper limit
equals the total possible amount that the Recenasr return, given the amount sent by the Sender,
divided by the Receiver’s total endowment.

We fit an ordered logit model to the expectatiorthedf amount sent by the Sender (see Table 3,
column 2). This is appropriate given the discredture of this variable. We defimemount sent
exp* as a Sender’s unobservable latent expectatiorh@ramount sent by the counterpart. The

mapping betweeAmount sent expand the variable we obsendnount sent exps then given by:
Amount sent exf=X'; f+ & (3)

Amount sent exk if m.,< Amount sent exxmy, k=0,...,.K (4)

The indexi denotes the individuak; is a vector including a constant term and the seomgrol
variablesused in the econometric model fitted Return rate expgsee the above description of
equation 1), is the vector of parameters of interest, ands the error term, assumed to be
distributed according to a standardised Logiststritiutiong ~Logistic(0,1) The indexk represents
the discrete possible belief declarations on thewarhsent and the total number of categories. In
our experimentk=6. myare the (unobservable) cutoff points in the donthiAmount sent expat
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which the individual desires to switch to a hightmount sent exp We make the usual
normalisationmi=- o, my=0, andmg=+ .

In both models, the explanatory varialtlember(a dummy variable taking the value of 1 for
members) is interacted with dummies identifying ttreatment conditionsMember_ X in
(Member_x_oytis thusMemberinteracted with the in-group (out-group) conditiorhe model

includes a dummy identifying dropouts, so the resiadtategory in the model is never-members.

Table 3

Tobit analysis of beliefs ovdeturn rateand ordered logit analysis of beliefs over Sersd@mount sent

Dependent variable Return rate exp Amount sent exp

1)

(2)

Member_X_in 0.0453 0.986***
(0.0315) (0.364)
Member_x_out -6.73e-05 0.257
(0.0280) (0.320)
South -0.121*** -1.083***
(0.0313) (0.288)
Dropout -0.0337 -0.200
(0.0490) (0.444)
Gender -0.0152 -0.645***
(0.0235) (0.244)
Age 0.00260 0.0422
(0.00591) (0.0541)
Agesquared -2.09e-06 -0.000479
(6.74e-05) (0.000604)
Income_dissat -0.00900 -0.643**
(0.0299) (0.313)
Town_size -0.00397 -0.0217
(0.0214) (0.225)
Bachelor's_degree 0.0205 0.287
(0.0335) (0.392)
Upper_secondary 0.0338 0.568*
(0.0291) (0.344)
Retired -0.0631 -0.00177
(0.0440) (0.412)
Unenmployed 0.0713 -0.322
(0.0774) (0.721)
Family_unit -0.0113 -0.130
(0.00686) (0.0867)
Single -0.0398 -0.399
(0.0305) (0.297)
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Table 3 (continued)

Only_child -0.0210 0.0923
(0.0240) (0.276)
Believer -0.00509 -0.462
(0.0245) (0.291)
Practicing_Catholic 0.0421* 0.555*
(0.0246) (0.291)
Divorced -0.00846 0.595
(0.0655) (0.889)
Health_sat 0.0204 0.246
(0.0178) (0.160)
Risfin 0.00687 0.0251
(0.00458) (0.0466)
Mistakes 0.00833 0.202**
(0.00927) (0.0871)
Experimenter 0.0658*** 0.533*
(0.0206) (0.220)
Constant 0.0937
(0.158)
Observations 318 319
F 2.258
R ad]. 0.0654

Note Table 3 reports the regression results for théitTmodel put forward in
equation (1) and (2) relative to the expectatiorReturn rate,(Column 1), and for
the ordered logit model put forward in equationg é&hd (4) relative to the
expectation orAmount SenfThe censoring values fdeturn rate ex@re 0 and 1.
The possible levels gmount sent exare all multiple of 5 from 0 to 25. Constants
and cutoff points have not been reported. Standardors robust to
heteroschedasticity are reported in parenthesigp%0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

In both regressions there is no significant effettMember_x_ouytwhich means that non-
members and members involved in the out-grouprtreat did not have significantly different
beliefs over others’ actions. A Wald test carried on the difference betwediember_x_inand
Member_x_outoefficients rejects the null hypothesis thattihie coefficients are the same both in
the regression over expected amount spr0.729; p=0.005; see Table 3, column 2) and, albeit
weakly, in the regression on expected amount retus=0.045; p=0.065; see Table 3, column 1).
Hence, members correctly anticipated that fellonmiers would be more trusting than people
from the general population, and, albeit weaklyrsore trustworthy.

We conclude:
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Result 1: Members participating in the out-group treatmentiamon-members have no

significantly different beliefs over either Sender&keceivers’ actions.

We replicate the above analyses to test for difiegs in beliefs between people from lItaly’s
South and North. All tests and statistical analysie concordant in that Southerners expect
systematically less from their counterparts thamtiNoners. MW tests reject the null hypothesis
that Southerners’ beliefs come from the same digiion as Northerners’ ones for both expected
return rates (z = 4.321, p<0.001) and amounts @nrt4.326, p<0.001). This holds true both if
Southerners belong to associations (z = 3.529,0040or expected returns; z = 2.901; p=0.004 for
expected amounts sent) and if they do not belorg2821; p=0.02 for expected returns; z = 2.922;
p= 0.004 for expected amounts sent). Finally, tagable Southhas a strongly negative effect in
regressions in Table 3.

We conclude:

Result 2: People born in the South of Italy expect theiumrpart to return significantly less
when they act as Senders and to send significkgt/when they act as Receivers than people born

in the North.

Among the demographic controls (see Appendix Aafalescription of control variables included
in the regressions), womerGé€nde) and people who are particularly dissatisfied wiltieir
financial situationlfi)come_dissathave lower expectations over others’ amount $&eple having
attained upper secondary school diplomas have higkmectations oveAmount Senthan people
with lower educational attainment, albeit at weansicance levels (see Table 3, column 2).
Subjects whattend religious services at least once a montle (aeakly) higher expectations both

over others’ amount sent and over others’ retut@ iracomparison with people attending religious
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services less frequently or never (see Table 3nao$ 1 and 2). Among the control variables, we
also notice a significant effect of a dummy var@llentifying one of the two experimenters who
conducted the sessions (see Table 3, columns 2)akide call this dumm¥Experimenter In order
to check whether thResult 1and2 reported above are caused by a specific experaneffect, we
interact this dummy variable with the two variables interest in our analysisS¢uth and
Member_x_ouytin two separate regressions. We find no significdffects of such interacted terms
in predicting the two expectations measures, dpam a weak effect (p=0.085) of the interacted
term of Experimentemwith Southin predictingAmount sent exfnot reported; estimates results are
available upon requesf)We thus conclude th&xperimentehas a significant impact on the level
of the expectation measures, but not on the slopélerMember_x_oubr South— apart from the
above mentioned exception. This ensures that hétree found foMember_x_ouandSouthare
not driven by which experimenter conducted theisas$/loreover, we also note thakperimenter
does not exert effects in the ensuing regressibisloles 4 and 5, once expectations measures are
included in the model (see section 3.3). As for thlse consensus effect (see section 2.2),
Member_x_outs never significant with respect to Result 1 &wdithis always significant at least
at the 5% level with respect to ResulinZregressions introducing as control variablesatmmunt
sent and returned by subjects, or a dummy variaeetifying subjects who have an expectation
equal to their choice (not reported).

Thus far we have established the extent to whidlefsediffered between members and non-
members, and between Southerners and NortherngtrsveBstill do not know whether differences

exist in theaccuracyof their beliefs. Uslaner (2002) finds that optimiss a characteristic trait of

" We were surprised to find this effect, becausé leaperimenters strictly followed the same writggatocol and gave
instructions according to an identical written pt{SOM: section Ill). The experimenters had obedreach other
while conducting a pilot session prior to the begig of the research, in order to level out differes in their style in
conducting the sessions. An external observer lbatd no relevant differences between the two ewparters’
conducting styles in the pilot.

8 p-values of the interacted terms betwdémber x_ouandExperimentewhen the dependent variables Return
rate expandAmount sent exare equal to p=0.382 and p=0.962 respectivelypthalue of the interacted term between
SouthandExperimentewhen the dependent variableRsturn rate exjis equal to p=0.159.
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high-trusting people in the sample he analyses. afpshi (2001) discusses the conjecture that
trusting people may be no more than gullible peaplgined to erroneously put faith in others. We
want to analyse the extent to which association begsare indeed more optimistic and less
accurate in their beliefs than others, and we caver the same analysis to subjects’ geographical
provenance.

In order to do this, we construct a set of measafdsrecast errors (FE) given by the difference
between a subject’s expectations over the count&paection and the average behaviour actually
observed in the experiment for the correspondirip@cThat is, we define FE for an agemwith

respect to actiolk as FE* = E,(x,) — ,, WhereE;(x, ) is subjecti’s expectation over a certain
actionk, %, is the average value of actiénobserved in the experimehtand FEX is thus the

forecast error. In the rest of analysis we defiméagptimists” (“pessimists”) people having &&E>0
(FE<0).*° We also consider the absolute value of FE, whislesgthe magnitude of the error
regardless of its sign.

We start focussing on differences between assoniatiembers and non-members. Figures 3
through 5 report FE over Senders’ actions (FigyreaBd Receivers’ actions (Figures 4 and 5)
broken down by membership status and treatmenanelB a, and additionally by region of origin
in Panels b. FE over Receivers’ actions are wetjhteerages of FE for expectations over each of
the possible transfer levels in Figure 4. Figuebsiders FE with respect to each possible level of

Amount sent

° For subjects involved in the out-group treatmems, take a weighted average of actions by membedsnamn-
members. The weights reflect the actual relativenlmer of association members over the total pommrain the
province of Parma. According to ISTAT "{9Census industry and services and non-profit irt&tits in 2011,
http://dati-censimentoindustriaeservizi.istat.itf)].21% of Parma residents are active voluntary lbegsn of some
associations.

19 Our definition of “optimism” is based exclusivelyn the comparison between one’s own belief oveersth
behaviour and others’ actual behaviour. We do ake tinto account alternative notions of “optimisosed in the
literature such as over-confidence and expectaifofavourable outcomes in random events (e.g. Demd Farris,
1977; Lichtensteirt al, 1982; Lundebergt al, 1994).
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Figure 3. Box plots for error forecasts o¥anount sentby treatment, membership status, and regionigirnor

Panel (a): Forecast errors by membership statusr@aient

Panel (b): Forecast errors by memberstaifus, treatment, and region |of
origin
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Note: Figure 3 reports box plots for forecast errors cgrount sentForecast errors are defined as a subject’s expactover her counterpart’s action and the aveeagen
observed in the experiment, suitably weighted. Ai@af zero for the forecast error (representedhwidashed line in the graphs) means that a siggqiectation coincides
with the average behaviour observed in the expettinfepositive (negative) value for the forecasbemeans that the subject’s expectation excededicsort of) the average
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23



Figure 4. Box plots for error forecasts oRaturn rate(average value), by treatment, membership statdsregion of origin

Panel (a): Forecast errors by membership statusr@aient Panel (b): Forecast errors by membersfaitus, treatment, and region |of
origin
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(a) and (b) plot forecast errors broken down ih®same groups as Figure 3. See Note to Figurea8deneral description of a box plot.
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Figure 5. Box plots for error forecasts oWreturn rate(for any possible levels dhmount sent by treatment, membership status, and region of

origin
Panel (a): Forecast errors pA&mount sentby membership status andPanel (b): Forecast errors gemount senby region of origin
treatment
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We notice that the median value for each of thesaswres is close to zero for both non-
members and members, suggesting that there haveeeot systematic differences in FE across
membership status (Figures 3 through 5, Panellas is confirmed by a series of MW tests
conducted on the null hypothesis that the errarsiém-members and members involved in the out-
group treatment come from the same distribution. p&g¢orm seven tests, of which one concerns
the expectation over the amount sent by the Seadersix tests concern the expectation over the
Receiver’'s action, given the amount sent. The hypothesis is only rejected in the test for
expected returns when 15€ are sent (z=2.709, px0a@d in that case it is non-members having
more optimistic expectations than members.

MW tests over the absolute value of the error tejee null hypothesis for beliefs over Senders’
actions (z=2.408; p<0.02). In this case, membearsignificantlymoreaccurate than non-members.
Tests never reject the null for beliefs over rettates. Finally, tests conducted on the absolute FE
fail to reject the hypothesis that members are nagirate in the in-group treatment (where only

members are involved) than in the out-group treatm&e conclude:

Result 3a: There is no significant difference between memhbads non-members in predicting
Receivers’ behaviour, while members are more adeurapredicting Senders’ behaviour.
Result 3b:Members are no less accurate in predicting behaviof people from the general

population than in predicting behaviour of othesasiation members.

We also conduct a series of sign tests and Wilcastgned-rank tests over the null hypotheses

that the median FE is equal to zero, and that tiserwations come from a distribution degenerate in

™ n this case, the mean (median) forecast errandsymembers is 4.51 (4.27), while it is -1.30 (7.for members.
Among the other tests being conducted, the tegshoFE over Senders’ behaviour is close to sigaifte (p= 0.11). In
this case, the number of people committing a pasiirror is approximately the same as those commqitt negative
error for both members and non-members (47% and dR¥members and non-members, respectively, commit a
positive error), and the median of the two disttitmos is identical. However, pessimistic non-menshiend to make
larger mistakes than pessimistic members, as casebr in Figure 3a. All tests are available upajuest by the
authors.
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zero, respectively. This enables us to examingeasely, (a) whether the number of optimists
and pessimists is approximately the same withirh eab-sample, and (b) whether the biases by
optimists and pessimists are approximately equabth other. The sign tests will reject the null if
the number of “optimists” is significantly differefrom the number of “pessimists”. The signed-
rank test also takes into account the absoluteevaluthe observations under a hypothesis of
symmetry of the distribution generating the obstovs, so that the null is rejected if the bias by
either optimists or pessimists is significantlyfeliént from the bias of the other group. As far as
non-members are concerned, the sign tests newet thp hypothesis that the number of optimists
differ from the number of pessimists, and the fdhe respective mistakes is almost always
similar? This is not always the case for members. Memtzsrd to under-estimate the return rate
of people from the general population when the arhsent is equal to 15€ (p<0.01) and to over-
estimate it when large amounts are sent (20€ -0i<0and 25€ - p=0.0445.This feature is also
apparent in Figure 5a.

We conclude:

Result 4: Optimists and pessimists are present in similar lber® among non-members and their
biases are similar. Conversely, we find instance%grcessive optimism” in Sender members for
large amounts sent (20and 2%) and excessive pessimism wheg &Be sent when they interact

with people from the general population.

The replication of the analysis with respect toioegl differences reveals a significant bias

towards pessimism for Southerners. Southern nonbasrappear to commit sizable errors in that

20nly in one case do optimist and pessimist non-nemisommit significantly different mistakes, albatt weak
significance levels. This occurs for the FE ovec&eer’s return rate for transfer level equal to(281.713; p=0.09).
131n these three cases, the signed-rank test refeztsull hypothesis, too. The z-statistics andgiues for the signed-
rank tests are z=-2.385, p=0.02; z=3.08, p=0.062;169, p=0.03 for transfers equal to 15, 20, a5, Pespectively.
The signed-rank also rejects the null for transtgrsal to 1€ relative to members (z=1.931; p<0.06). This sigral
weak tendency for optimist members to commit largeors than pessimist members.
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theyunder-estimat®thers’ trust (Figure 3b), and are persistentlyemmessimistic than Northerners
in estimating others’ trustworthiness, with the yoekception of theAmount senequal to 20€'
(Figures 4b and 5b). Interestingly enough, errgrsSbuthern members are larger in the in-group
treatment than in the out-group treatment with eesgo both expectations ové&mount sent
(Figure 3b), andReturn rate(Figure 4b). According to the sign test, the nuniifepessimists (43)
clearly exceeds the number of optimists (14) fout8erners. The null hypothesis of an equal
distribution of optimists and pessimists is rejdctd less than the 1% level. Moreover, being
involved with associations does not seem to helgitf®wners to improve their optimism in others’
behaviour, as the same null is rejected for botmbers (p<0.01) and non-members (p<0.05) from
the South. Signed-rank tests restricted to Sougnermirror these results. They reject the null
hypothesis both in the whole sample (p<0.01), arehling down the sample into Southerners
belonging to associations (p<0.01) and not belanpgnan association (p<0.02). Finally, MW tests
always strongly reject the null that the distribatiof FE is the same for Southerners and non-
Southerners, both in the aggregate and separaielgpnémbers and non-members (p<0.01 in all
three tests). Southerners’ forecasts are in fagtifstantly more inaccurate than Northerners’ for
return rates (z = 4.118; p<0.001), while they avé for amounts sent (z = -0.133; p = 0.89). We

conclude:

Result 5: Southerners hold significantly more pessimisticeetgtions than Northerners, both for
return rates and sending rates. This results imiigantly larger errors than Northerners with

respect to return rates.

" We only have expectations for Southerners partiicigan the out-group in relation tdmount senequal to 2€,

because no Southerner participating in the in-gsemt 2€. Since Southerners turn out to be particularlysjmeistic
in the in-group treatment (Figure 3b and 4b), itlikely that this exception would be offset had wbserved

Southerners sending £0n the in-group treatment.
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3.3. The role of beliefs in explaining the levetrast and trustworthiness

We now come to the main question of this paper. Méhthe role of expectations in accounting

for trust and trustworthiness? We fit the followioglered logit model to analyse the amount sent:

Amount sent= agt a;Amount sent exp a, Return rate exp+ oz Return rate +

X'ip+& (5)

whereX; is the same set of explanatory variables usedemiqus regressiong, and § have the
same meaning as in equation (3), and the cutofftpdor (5) have the same functional form as in

(4).

The econometric analysis of the return rate is dbasethe following Tobit model with random

effects:

Return rate *=y, + y; Amount seft v, (Amount serf + y; Amount sent exp v,

Return rate expt X'i0 + & + 0, (6)
1 if Return ratgF > 1
Return rate=< Return rate* if 0 <Return rateF< 1 (7)
0 if Return rate¢r <0

Eq. (6) describes an individual’s trustworthingss, her latent propensity to reward trust. This is

modelled as a function é&mount sent(the index denotes the individual with which individuais
matched), the same background characteristics als@ee and a vector of parametérginally, 9,

and 6, are an individual-specific and an idiosyncradicor term, respectively. The quadratic form
in Amount sents added to capture possible non-linearities inihg trustworthiness respond to the

amount received (Bellemare and Kroger, 2007). E}.describes the censoring rules that force
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responders with either extremely low or extremaghhrustworthiness to return a rate of zero or
one, respectively, with positive probability.

The analysis on Senders’ actions reveals thatigrefisant effect of members over the amount
sent persists even when beliefs are included imtiadysis (see Table 4, columns 2-4). Both beliefs
have a significant effect on the amount sent. Heexgecting the Receiver to return more leads to a
higher amount sent. This supports the idea thathlogce of how much to send was at least in part
seen as a financial investment. The beliefs oveatvathers would do in a similar situation also
increase the amount sent, thus confirming the itapge of social norms in conditioning individual
behaviour (Bohnet and Baytelman, 2007). However fiect of membership over the amount sent
is not affected by the introduction of belief measy and, if anything, it increases slightly.
Interestingly, the effect of membership is strongjignificant even when members are paired with
people from the general public and both measurdseléfs are introduced (p<0.01; see Table 4,
column 4). This supports the view that members haventrinsictaste for relying on others.
Similarly to Sapienza et al. (2013), we also introgl in the analysis a measure of pro-social
behaviour for individuals. This is taken by the idems over how much to return to a Sender when
individuals acted as Receivers. Cox (2004) showastthis variable is partly determined by altruism,
partly by a desire to reciprocate Senders’ trishus offers an estimate of important aspectsof p
social preferences. This variable averages theesixn rates indicated by the subject when acting
as Receivers (elicited through the strategy methdt) call itAverage return rateSuch a variable
is a strongly significant predictor of the amoumint (p<0.01; see Table 4, column 5). Both
coefficients for Member_X _inand Member_X_ outdecrease, andMember_X outpartly loses
statistical significance (z=2.19, p= 0.028). Howe\hkey still remain significant, showing that the
pro-sociality attitudes captured Awverage return ratedo not completely account for trusting
behaviour of members when they act as Senderse&agn 6 includes both belief measures and
the pro-sociality measure based on the amountrediwhen acting as a Receiver. It also includes,

as the other regressions, a survey measure ohgnkiss to take financial riskRigfin). This has
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proved to be a reliable measure of risk aversia@e (Bohmenet al, 2011), and it has been
demonstrated to correlate strongly with an expentaleneasure of risk aversion in a cross-section
of the German population (Feér al, 2003). All these variables, apart frdReturn rate exphave a
significant independent effect in accounting farsting behaviour (see Table 4, column 6). That
pro-sociality and beliefs have an independent effacexperimental trust confirms Sapiemtal.s
(2013) results, though in our case beliefs oveemntBenders’ behaviour seem to have a larger
impact than beliefs over the Receiver’s trustwomiss. It is interesting to note that even in thsec
there is a significant residual effectdember_x_ouandMember_X_iron Amount sent

A similar result on members’ behaviour also holdeew we analyse Receivers’ actions
controlling for their beliefs. Members appear tagéack significantly more than others, even after
controlling for their beliefs (p= 0.014 fdReturn rate ex@nd p<0.01 foAmount sent_ejp(see
Table 5, columns 2-4). This holds both in the iougy and in the out-group treatments. We

conclude:

Result 6: Beliefs over others’ behaviour do not completelgl@x the higher level of trust and
trustworthiness shown by members. Moreover, a meadundividuals’ pro-sociality which mainly
proxies altruism and reciprocity has an effect be amount sent independent from beliefs, but it

only partly account for members’ higher amount sent

On the contrary, the introduction of beliefs int@ regressions does change the predictive power
of the variableSouth As can be seen in both Tables 4 an&a&uthis strongly significant when
beliefs are not included in the regression. Howewadter controlling for beliefs the difference
between the amount sent and the return rate bystgbporn in the South of Italy and Northerners
disappears (see Table 4 and Table 5, columns 4)Xh®rtontrary, the introduction &verage
return rateonly partly accounts for the effect 8buth asSouthkeeps a marginal significant effect

in Table 4, column 5 (p=0.053). We run Sobel-Goodmeediation tests (Sobel, 1982) to verify the
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extent to which these three measures are indeedtoedfor Southonto Amount sentin the first
test, we consider each variable separately, i.destetheir mediation effect excluding the otheo tw
variables as covariates. In this caSeuthresults as having a strongly significant indireffect on
the amount sent through each of these variable8.@f<for all three tests; Aroian test equation
being used; bootstrapped std. err. with 1000 repes), but the proportion of total effect that is
mediated is larger foAmount sent ex(53%) than forReturn rate ex|g33%) andAverage return
rate (36%). If we include all three variables in the mab@s covariates, and we test for the
mediating effect of each of them in turn, we firfdhtt only Amount sent expas a significant
mediating effect {= -0.92, p= 0.030; proportion of total effect meddxt67%), while neither
Return rate exp(B= -0.1591; p= 0.28) noAverage return rate(p= -0.287; p= 0.22) have a
significant indirect effect. Interestingly, the le#lon Senders’ behaviour also proves to have a
larger and significant mediating effedt=(-.0177; p=0.025; proportion of mediated effect: 33%)
than the belief on Receivers’ behaviofir (-.0107; p=0.123; proportion of mediated effect: 23%)

in mediating the effect ddouthon Receivers’ behaviour. We thus conclude:

Result 7a: Southerners exhibit significantly lower levels tafist and trustworthiness than
Northerners in our experiment.

Result 7b: The lower trust and trustworthiness shown by Serasrs in our experiment in
comparison to Northerners can be accounted forheyrtbelief over others’ behaviour. The belief

over the amount sent by Senders has the strongesatimg effect between the measures we used.
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Table 4

Ordered logit analysis gfmount sent
Dependent variablédmount sent

1) 2) 3 4) ©) (6)
Member_X_in 1.379**  1.318**  1.082**  1.092** = 1.228**  1.018***
(0.315) (0.329) (0.319) (0.322) (0.329) (0.328)
Member_x_out 0.786***  0.849**  (0.824***  (.848*** 0.650** 0.735*
(0.299) (0.313) (0.310) (0.312) (0.297) (0.307)
Amount returned__ exp 3.756%** 1.686** 1.185
(0.821) (0.803) (0.794)
Amount sent _ exp 0.237*** 0.222*** 0.204***
(0.0248) (0.0257) (0.0267)
Average return rate 5.503*** 3.313%*
(0.842) (0.925)
Risfin 0.0967* 0.0823 0.108** 0.103** 0.134** 0.119**
(0.0532) (0.0503) (0.0490) (0.0484) (0.0553) (0350
South -1.092*%**  -0.793** -0.681* -0.550 -0.755* -0.423
(0.359) (0.374) (0.399) (0.404) (0.390) (0.425)
Dropout -0.243 -0.174 -0.315 -0.310 -0.131 -0.271
(0.492) (0.484) (0.447) (0.469) (0.490) (0.485)
Gender -0.527** -0.498* -0.171 -0.188 -0.279 -0.0928
(0.247) (0.254) (0.247) (0.254) (0.246) (0.257)
Age 0.146** 0.141** 0.143** 0.144** 0.153** 0.147**
(0.0696) (0.0670) (0.0687) (0.0676) (0.0651) (0®64
Agé -0.00168** -0.00171** -0.00174* -0.00180** 0.00190*** 0.00189***
(0.000744) (0.000740) (0.000747) (0.000745) (0.98)6 (0.000709)
Income_dissat -0.692**  -0.776***  -0.619** -0.635**  -0.771**  -0.672**
(0.292) (0.284) (0.282) (0.282) (0.279) (0.273)
Town_size 0.0652 0.0311 0.0718 0.0468 0.0547 0.0482
(0.230) (0.229) (0.235) (0.237) (0.240) (0.242)
Bachelor's_degree 0.389 0.318 0.236 0.254 0.509 0.386
(0.337) (0.344) (0.327) (0.330) (0.345) (0.335)
Upper_secondary 0.166 0.0708 -0.179 -0.158 0.0912 -0.139
(0.285) (0.285) (0.284) (0.285) (0.285) (0.286)
Retired 0.319 0.484 0.509 0.616 0.728** 0.803*
(0.364) (0.391) (0.447) (0.460) (0.350) (0.449)
Unemployed -1.086 -1.198** -0.896* -0.989* -1.059* -0.996*
(0.706) (0.572) (0.524) (0.509) (0.612) (0.518)
Family_unit -0.120* -0.102 -0.0691 -0.0630 -0.0683 -0.0334
(0.0715) (0.0722) (0.0791) (0.0761) (0.0898) (0m76
Single -0.442 -0.367 -0.416 -0.398 -0.363 -0.354
(0.340) (0.328) (0.338) (0.330) (0.348) (0.332)
Only_child -0.0929 -0.0786 -0.182 -0.175 -0.103 -0.188
(0.278) (0.275) (0.290) (0.281) (0.276) (0.277)
Believer -0.948**  -0.888**  -0.850***  -0.854***  -0.852***  -(0.817**
(0.326) (0.311) (0.318) (0.313) (0.323) (0.318)
Practicing_Catholic 0.425 0.204 0.161 0.0999 0.281 0.0890
(0.295) (0.308) (0.312) (0.319) (0.301) (0.323)
Divorced -0.215 -0.310 -0.698 -0.718 -0.576 -0.807
(0.497) (0.540) (0.703) (0.738) (0.559) (0.746)
Health_sat 0.0486 -0.00822 -0.151 -0.173 -0.000243 -0.163
(0.153) (0.164) (0.176) (0.180) (0.150) (0.176)
Risfin 0.0967* 0.0823 0.108** 0.103** 0.134** 0.119**
(0.0532) (0.0503) (0.0490) (0.0484) (0.0553) (0350
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Table 4 (continued)

Mistakes 0.0143 -0.00827 -0.123 -0.120 -0.0545 -0.151*

(0.0731) (0.0868) (0.0849) (0.0878) (0.0789) (0189
Experimenter 0.426* 0.251 0.130 0.0625 0.249 -0.000740

(0.221) (0.225) (0.226) (0.229) (0.226) (0.234)
Observations 320 318 319 318 320 318
RFad]. 0.0843 0.114 0.206 0.211 0.136 0.226
chi2 94.23 113.0 165.3 161.6 131.0 176.1
df m 23 24 24 25 24 26

Note Table 4 reports the regression results for thei@d logit model put forward in equations (5) tiggato Amount
Sent.The possible levels dimount senare all multiple of 5 from 0 to 25. Constants andoff points have not been

reported. Standard errors robust to heteroscheitgsire reported in parenthesis.** p<0.01, ** p88, * p<0.1. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Table 5

Tobit analysis oReturn Rate
Dependent variabldReturn rate

1) 2 3) 4)
Member_x_in 0.104*** 0.0915*** 0.0710** 0.0702**
(0.0337) (0.0328) (0.0329) (0.0322)
Member_x_out 0.0716** 0.0721** 0.0655** 0.0672**
(0.0301) (0.0295) (0.0292) (0.0283)
Amount returned__ exp 0.304*** 0.194**
(0.0715) (0.0788)
Amount sent _ exp 0.0109***  0.00884***
(0.00218) (0.00238)
South -0.103*** -0.0709** -0.0632** -0.0495
(0.0298) (0.0339) (0.0301) (0.0314)
Amount sent 0.0289*** 0.0293*** 0.0291*** 0.0293***
(0.00196) (0.00200) (0.00186) (0.00203)
Amount sent squaréd -0.000690*** -0.000701*** -0.000695*** -0.000701***
(5.80e-05) (5.94e-05) (5.65e-05) (6.02e-05)
Dropout -0.00248 0.000985 0.00158 0.000949
(0.0438) (0.0405) (0.0408) (0.0384)
Gender -0.0478* -0.0424* -0.0245 -0.0251
(0.0255) (0.0229) (0.0233) (0.0235)
Age 0.00473 0.00426 0.00347 0.00357
(0.00551) (0.00526) (0.00537) (0.00514)
Agé -2.48e-05 -2.78e-05 -1.18e-05 -1.83e-05
(5.93e-05) (5.76e-05) (5.94e-05) (5.72e-05)
Income_dissat 0.0122 0.0132 0.0311 0.0287
(0.0312) (0.0296) (0.0301) (0.0288)
Town_size 0.00941 0.0111 0.00955 0.0109
(0.0207) (0.0194) (0.0198) (0.0195)
Bachelor's_degree -0.0137 -0.0164 -0.0231 -0.0225
(0.0331) (0.0338) (0.0319) (0.0312)
Upper_secondary 0.00730 0.00171 -0.00917 -0.00893
(0.0308) (0.0296) (0.0271) (0.0267)
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Table 5 (continued)

Retired -0.0758* -0.0549 -0.0699* -0.0566
(0.0415) (0.0406) (0.0387) (0.0377)
Unenmployed 0.0334 0.0163 0.0450 0.0324
(0.0616) (0.0467) (0.0527) (0.0494)
Family_unit -0.0146* -0.0114 -0.0103 -0.00911
(0.00804) (0.00726) (0.00874) (0.00809)
Single -0.0346 -0.0245 -0.0252 -0.0209
(0.0250) (0.0259) (0.0230) (0.0251)
Only_child 0.00230 0.00996 -0.00126 0.00460
(0.0266) (0.0260) (0.0251) (0.0254)
Believer -0.0402 -0.0385 -0.0253 -0.0275
(0.0254) (0.0248) (0.0238) (0.0232)
Practicing_Catholic 0.0386 0.0260 0.0212 0.0170
(0.0248) (0.0242) (0.0222) (0.0231)
Divorced -0.0126 -0.0145 -0.0348 -0.0320
(0.0953) (0.0818) (0.0759) (0.0786)
Health_sat 0.0200 0.0156 0.0116 0.00990
(0.0175) (0.0165) (0.0162) (0.0160)
Risfin -0.00413 -0.00580 -0.00465 -0.00558
(0.00546) (0.00493) (0.00504) (0.00484)
Mistakes 0.0201** 0.0185** 0.0138* 0.0140*
(0.00817) (0.00811) (0.00779) (0.00766)
Experimenter 0.0332 0.0143 0.0148 0.00575
(0.0211) (0.0212) (0.0192) (0.0194)
Constant -0.128 -0.178 -0.215 -0.232*
(0.148) (0.140) (0.144) (0.133)
Observations 1,920 1,908 1,914 1,908
sigma_e 0.148 0.145 0.145 0.145
sigma_u 0.163 0.155 0.151 0.148
chi2 421.4 461.0 540.3 530.4
df m 25 26 26 27

Note Table 5 reports the regression results for thbitTmodel put forward in equations (6) and (7)
relative toReturn rate.The censoring values are 0 and 1. The latter vatweesponds to the total
possible amount which the Receiver may have retyrmivided by the Receiver's endowment.
Bootstrapped standard errors (generated in 1006titieps) are reported in parentheses; *** ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

4. Conclusions

Our paper analyses the effect of beliefs, risk sivar and of some preferences measures
connected with altruism on the behaviour of memlwérgoluntary associations and people from
different Italian regions in a trust game experitmddoth associational membership and the

population of Southern Italy have been widely stddin the recent literature on the determinants
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and effect of trusting behaviour. However, we cauy the first analysis that focuses on these two
categories of subjects by combining a field experiminvolving subjects of different age and
education levels with the elicitation of beliefs.

We show that members do not have systematicalfgrdiiit beliefs over others’ behaviour when
compared with non-members. Moreover, we find theiels over others’ behaviour significantly
affect the decision of Senders and Receivers tpeambe in the TG, but they are far from
accounting for the effect of members’ higher traistl trustworthiness compared to non-members’.
Hence, trusting and trustworthy behaviour by membeust be due to different underlying
preferences. We show that a questionnaire-basedumeaf risk aversion has some effects in
accounting for Senders’ behaviour. We also usedsthgect’'s average return rate to account for
Senders’ behaviour. It has been shown that thissureacaptures both altruism and reciprocity
(Cox, 2004). We find that this measure has indeddrge effect in accounting for Senders’
behaviour. Nonetheless, the effect of membershipanmes large and significant even after having
added such additional controls. Other variables heaye a role in accounting for members’ higher
pro-sociality. Other self-regarding preferencesuehsas ambiguity aversion — may have a role.
However, it is in our view more likely that addiial other-regarding preferences may be relevant.
For example, Becchetti and Degli Antoni (2010) shewpositive effect of social-welfare
preferences (Charness and Rabin, 2002) in exptathie@a Senders’ decision to contribute in a TG.
Efficiency concerns (Engelmann and Strobel, 200A% specific “taste for co-operation” (Sapienza
et al., 2013) may also matter for Senders. On the othed,harhigher propensity to reciprocate
(Rabin, 1993) or specific forms of inequality avens(Fehr and Schmidt, 1999) could account for
the behaviour of members when they act as Receivers

We also find evidence that people from Italy’s $owhow significantly lower trust and
trustworthiness than people born in Italy’s Noithis not uncommon that people relocating to a
different locality display lower trust than natigeople. For instance, Barr (2003) finds lower lsvel

of trust among Zimbabwean communities formed bypfeearho chose to relocate in contrast with
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traditional communities formed by community nativége are however convinced that the result
we observe in our experiment captures a behavidliff@rence between Italy’s Southerners and
Northerners. In fact, the differences we observeour experiment are consistent with the
ethnographic evidence gathered by Putnam et 83(IBhey are also quantitatively comparable to
the findings by Bigoni et al. (2013), who conducfB@ experiments between people born and
resident in different Northern and Southern Italiacations. They find that trust is between 18%
and 42% higher in Italy’s Northern locations thanSouthern locations, while in our experiment
trust by Northerners is 39% higher than trust bytBerners (see Table ).

We show that such behavioural differences betweerthidrners and Southerners are due to
different beliefs over others’ behaviour. Southesnéhave significantly more pessimistic
expectations over others’ pro-social attitudesiedBelaccount for observed differences for bothttrus
and trustworthiness. This result is robust to saveontrols. In particular, the analysis reveals a
crucial role for the belief over the amount sent3Bnders in mediating the differences between
Southerners’ and Northerners’ decisions in the gdfeeple from Southern Italian regions seem to
follow a social norm prescribing “low” co-operatioaven after migrating to the North. In this
sense, our result is in line with Bigost al’s (2013) empirical findings. Consistently with Ratn
et al. (1993), they explain the behaviour of pedpden Southern lItaly in terms of social norms
originated from historical differences in the gtyabf political institutions.

Our conclusion that behavioural differences betwdertherners and Southerners are essentially
caused by the pessimistic beliefs of the latteeisvant for economic policy. On the basis of this
finding, policies aiming at increasing generalisest should target a change of beliefs rather than
change in preferences. In the light of recent arparntal results indicating that beliefs are in
general more malleable to change than prefererdasf(and Schunk 2010; Thoet al, 2012;

Volk et al. 2012), one may think that the chances of successercoming Southern lItaly’s low

!> We used the behaviour of participants in the @atsg treatment for this comparison.

37



trust are higher inasmuch as they are caused Bfvedther than preferences. Nevertheless, we do
not know how long it would take to reshape peophehefs. Subjects in our sample have lived in
Northern ltaly for at least one year before takpagt in the experiment, and surely many of them
have lived in Parma for some decades. From ourrarpet we can infer that beliefs have a degree
of persistence of at least one year, but this maly be much longer, as also suggested in Tabellini
(2010). Ascertaining the resilience of beliefs tmicge, even when people migrate from areas of
low social capital to high social capital, shoubdnh the object of subsequent research.

Given the importance of trust and co-operationth@ economic and institutional performance,
our results on association members and people fnenSouth of Italy, a wide and populated area
characterized by low growth rates, deserve padicattention and pose interesting questions for
further research. First, even though we ascertdimatcbeliefs do not explain the higher level of co
operation by association members, more researchilcshoe carried out to disentangle the
alternative motivational reasons that may explhais behaviour. Second, even knowing that beliefs
over others’ behaviour has a crucial role in exptay the low propensity to trust of people from
Southern ltaly, the question is still open as t@ik the most effective way to alter such beliefs

order to increase trust and trustworthiness.
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APPENDIX A

TableAl
Legend of control variables

Member_X_in

Member_x_out
Age

Gender
Dropout
Income_dissat

Town_size
Bachelor's_degree
Upper_secondary

Retired
Unenmployed
Family_unit

Single

Only_child

Believer
Practicing_Catholic

Divorced
Health_sat
Risfin

Mistakes
Experimenter

Amount sent
Average return rate

Product of dummy variable (DV) identifying assomat members and in-group
treatment

Product of DV identifying association members andgroup treatment

Subject’s age

DV taking value one (=1) if the respondent is adiam

DV=1 if the respondent had been member of an assogiin the past

DVv=1 if the answer to the questions “How well woyldu say that you are doing
financially these days?” is “Living in a comfortablvay”. Other possible answers:
“Living in an acceptable way”; “Barely getting by'lt goes really badly”

DVv=1 if the town where the respondent lives hasertban 100.000 inhabitants

DV =1 if the respondent has a university degrekeiginer title

DVv=1 if the respondent has attained high-schoolodia (“Maturita” or “Licenza”
in the Italian education system) as their highdsicational achievement.

DVv=1 if the respondent is retired

DV=1 if the respondent is unemployed

Number of family members

DVv=1 if the respondent is single

DV=1 if the respondent is an only child

DV=1 if the respondent states s/he is not atheisagnostic

DV=1 if the respondent is a church-goer, i.e. sitiends religious services at least
once a month

DVv=1 if the respondent is divorced

DV=1 if the respondent declares to be very satisfigh his/her health condition
variable measuring the general willingness of #spondent in taking financial risk
(it takes integer values from 1 to 10). We usedntie@sure of risk aversion based on
a question in the survey (Are you generally a pensho is fully prepared to take
risks or do you try to avoid taking risks? Pledsk & box on the scale, where the
value 0 means: ‘unwilling to take risks’ and 1Qlly prepared to take risk’), which
proved to be a good measure of risk aversion (sderien et al., 2011).

Numbers of mistakes in the experiment compreherisisin

dummy variable which distinguishes between the éwperimenters who conducted
all the experimental sessions

Amount sent by the Sender to the Receiver in tiseé fnove of the TG

Average return rate by Receivers. Computed avegamier the six choices taken as
receivers through strategy method
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l. Description of associations

We recruited association members from ten assonmtwhose general goals, number of active

members, encounter frequency, are described below.
A. Trade Unions

CGIL (Confederazione Generale Italiana del Lavortatian General Confederation of Labour)
and UIL (Unione ltaliana del Lavoro — Italian Lalsdunion) are two of the most representative - in
terms of number of members - Italian trade uni@®GJL being the largest one. They are structured
into several different branches, each focussingma specific sector of the economy. Our sample
came from CGIL and UIL “delegates”. These are eiygds who have been appointed to represent
the trade union in the firm where they work. Detegado not receive extra payment for their
activities, so these can be considered akin tol@ntary activity. Meetings are regularly organised
to discuss various issues related to industriaticals. CGIL delegates meet every month. UIL
delegates meet less frequently, when specific $saeed to be discussed. The number of delegates
belonging to each branch may vary significantlyeyhrange from 259 for the largest branch
(FIOM, active in the metalworking sector) to 25 the smallest one (SLC, active in the -insurance
and credit sector) for CGIL active in Parma. Noignaketween 20 and 50 members (our estimates)
attend such meetings. The number of delegategyisfisantly lower for UIL. For example, the
delegates in the metalworking sector are 45 for.Wiverall, we estimate the total number of
delegates active in the province of Parma to be a4 CGIL and 224 for UIL. We recruited

members from five different branches of CGIL and twvanches for UIL.
B. Cultural associations

We recruited from three choirs (Corale GiuseppedVétoro Renata Tebaldi, and Coro “Voci di
Parma”) and one ethnic and traditional dance aaBoni(Terra di Danza - Land of Dance).

All the three choirs are formed by opera amatengesis who meet to practice mainly opera
works under the direction of a choral conductot.tAé three choirs also perform in public events.
Choir members are not paid for their participatidbhe rehearsals are normally held once or twice a
week. The choirs meet in the city of Parma. Thes&ppe Verdi choir counts about 75 singers,
while the other choirs are smaller: The Renata [Belshoir counts on about 50 affiliates and the
Voices of Parma choir has about 40 members.

Terra di Danza is active in the provinces of Paand the neighbouring province of Reggio
Emilia. We recruited people attending classes leflarma. It is a voluntary association organising
courses, stages and events in relation to diffdygr@s of dances, such as Jewish, Celtic, and other
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ethnic dances. Classes are structured in threereliff levels: beginner, intermediate and advanced.
People can enrol in quarterly courses. Classebeddeonce a week and participants in a class may
vary between a few people (less than ten) to soozerds (but normally no more than 35 people).

Overall, we estimate that around 140 people aigeastembers of this association.
C. Social welfare and health services associations

We recruited from four associations active in sioealth and services.

AVIS (Associazione Volontari Italiani Sangue — i@ Association of Blood Donors) is the main
Italian association organising the collection afdad donation. It is structured in different brarehe
that organise blood collection in various muniaipes of the province of Parma. We recruited
people from active volunteers, i.e. subjects whip e the organisation of AVIS associational
activity in the province of Parma. These subjectemmn the headquarters of their branch to
organise the associational activities and bloodectobn. The frequency of the meetings varies in
relation to the dimension and the type of actiw@yried out by each branch. The total number of
active volunteers equals around 700 members thomighe province and 250 for the city of Parma
and surroundings municipalities.

A.VO.PRO.RLT (Associazione Volontaria PromozioniedRca Tumori - Voluntary Association
for the Promotion of Cancer Research) is an associactive in the province of Parma since 1981.
It promotes medical research on cancer, it offesistance to people suffering from cancer, and it
carries out several activities to raise people’sr@amwess on cancer-related issues. Members usually
meet every month to plan and organise the assogiatactivity. The number of active members of
A.VO.PRO.RLT is around 300 people.

Giocamico (Friendly-play) is an association of wagkers founded in 1998. It is active in the area
of the Parma, although two branches have been tbrmevo other Italian provinces (Bergamo and
Sassari). Its goal is to assist hospitalised child/olunteers spend their time in hospitals, ¢agy
out various recreational activities with childraimck as playing, reading books, painting, etc. The
main aim of Giocamico is to allow hospitalized dnéin to continue to play. Members have regular
monthly meetings at the association home. The nuwfbelunteers is around 200.

Comunita di Sant’Egidio (Community of Saint Giles an association active nationwide
dedicated to charitable activities and Catholic ngeisation. In Parma, the number of active
volunteers belonging to the association equals 2bnbers, while 20 more people follow the
association activities less regularly. Active memsb@eet several times a month for worshipping
and discussing associational activities. We reeduipeople from the more active group of 25

members.
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Il. Sampling objectives and implementation

A. Rationale

Our general goals in the selection of associati@mbers were, on the one hand, to recruit
members from a broad range of the association pectind, on the other, to cluster recruitment
into a limited number of association types in ortlerhave sufficient power when conducting
statistical and econometric analyses. We opteddorpling trade unions (TU), cultural associations
(CA), and social welfare and health services aasiocis (SWA). According to the classification
proposed by Knack and Keefer (1997), TU and CAdstainthe opposite extremes of a spectrum
ranking associations on the basis of their renkisgeorientation. TU are typical “Olsonian”
associations, as their main goal is to extract tisnéor their members through lobbying and
bargaining activities at the societal level. Otl@sonian associations are “political parties or
groups” and “professional associations”. CA aredgp“Putnamesque” associations, in that they
are the least likely to seek benefits for their rhers from the society as a whole. “Religious or
church organizations”, “education, arts, musicivétats”; and “youth work” are also Putnamesque.
SWA lie in a residual intermediate category betw&tsonian and Putnamesque. While the type of
good “produced” is mainly private in TU — memberg ahe principal beneficiaries from the
association activity — and has both a private ampdilaiic aspect in CA — members can enjoy the
specific activity carried out in the associationt LA also perform publicly, often for free — the
good is primarily public for SWA, as their main gato improve the welfare of people affected by
illnesses or being marginalised. We thought thigt ¢chtegory would be particularly relevant to test
the thesis that people transfer co-operative hdtmta within associations to outside associations.
This should be particularly the case in associatitirat are created specifically to take care of
others’ welfare (Degli Antoni 2009; Degli Antoni @iBabatini 2013; Sabatini, Modena and Tortia,
2014). We then thought that restricting recruitnerthese three association groups would ensure a
broad variability in terms of the association obijezs and type of good being produced.

To address the main objectives of our research |8 reeeded to recruit a control sample of
people who were not association members (labehem-members”). This would have formed the
“untreated” group and acted as a benchmark for‘tieated” group — i.e. association members.
About two thirds of non-members were people wholated that they had never been formally
members of an association (labelled “never-memb@rie third of non-members comprised people
who had been active members in the past, but wetemembers at the time of the research
(labelled “dropouts”). It was crucial to ensurettlf®e non-members and members groups had the
same demographic features, at least accordingte $asic characteristics such as gender, age, and

socio-economic status. The latter was proxied lmcational attainment. Income levels would have
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been helpful to better identify one’s socio-econoratatus, but we preferred not to ask this
information because of its sensitivity for subjeciie subject’'s occupation may have also been
used to estimate socio-economic status, but weddpteusing educational attainment because of
the possible ambiguities in mapping occupations iavels of socio-economic status. We thought
that the best way to achieve the goal of formingpoa-member sample that was demographically
similar to the member sample would be to sub-cehtthe recruitment of non-members to

Demoskopea, one of the most well-known opiniongalid market research agency in Italy. We
requested Demoskopea to follow the same recruitswiyt as those followed by researchers in the
recruitment of members (see SOM: section Il. B,€ tfee recruitment scripts). In this way all

subjects were given the same information priorttenaing the research sessions. At no time were
subjects given the impression that the researchstmd on association members’ behaviour in
social interactions. Rather, the announcementedst#iat a cross-section of residents of the
province of Parma and neighbouring provinces haghbavited to participate in a research on

individual decision-making run by University of Rz researchers.

We selected associations from the list of non-pradisociations active in the area of Parma
compiled by Forum Solidarieta — Centro di Servier p Volontariato in Parma (2011) (Solidarity
Forum-Service Centre for Volunteering in Parma).r @oal was to have a roughly equal
representation of members active in the three tgpassociations identified from the outset, tisat i
cultural, social health and welfare, and trade ngio

Although several associations are active in eaclthe$e categories, rather than selecting at
random the associations to invite, we selectedcestsans that appeared most likely to maximise
participation in the research. We set out to acgh@minimal recruitment target of 20 participants
per association, to be evenly divided into in-gramd out-group treatments. We thus selected
associations that appeared to have a large enougiber of active members, also taking into
account the possibility of attrition rates —i.ebggts declining to sign up for the research - aod
shows, i.e. subjects not turning up at the reseseshion after having signed up. Our concerns were
well-founded because for some associations wedfadeachieve the desired target, both because of
no-shows and attrition. Hence, although our mensaenple was not randomly drawn from the
relevant population, we believe that the practdifflculties in our field experiment were stringent
enough to justify a recruitment strategy aimingnaiximising participation.

After an association had been selected, Giacomdi Batpni (GDA) got in touch with one of
the associations’ co-ordinators. GDA explained @ryvgeneral terms the goals of the research,

demanding to co-ordinators maximum confidentiadibd that the research general goals were not
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revealed to anyone. If the co-ordinator agreedetonolved in the research, an appointment was
made for GDA to attend an associational meetinggavel an announcement of the research. In one
occasion it was Gianluca Grimalda (GG) attending nheeting. All participants were contacted
following the same recruitment script reported he tnext section, which was read aloud.
Participants in the meeting were told they weret@uv/to participate in a research on inter-personal
decision-making. It was specified that participaetanings could vary between approximately 0€
and 50€ depending on the participant and othergicel. It was stressed that the option of earning
25€ for sure was always available to subjects.ds \also made clear that the research aimed at
recruiting a sample from the general populationtled province of Parma and surrounding
provinces. Subjects who accepted to participatetbddl out a registration form requiring stating
their demographic characteristics and occupatistaalis.

Non-members recruitment took place after the mesibrecruitment was terminated. In this
way, the general demographic characteristics of rttember sample were known before the
recruitment of the non-member sample. We instru@edioskopea to recruit a sample of non-
members whose characteristics mirrored that of neeswwith respect to gender, age, and education
levels. More precisely, the quotas we consideregdnuitment were three age groups - [18-30; 31-
50; 50+] -, three education levels - (1) Primary éecondary School; (2) Maturita/Licenza -
equivalent to A-levels; (3) Bachelor Degree, Masted Ph.D. -, and two gender groups. This
originates an 18-cell matrix of possible demograpinaracteristics. We demanded Demoskopea to
target the same number of people in each cell @asndmber sample, up to a tolerance level of a
few units (about 10% of the target) for each dale deemed inappropriate to screen subjects over
their income levels because of obvious confideityiaéasons.

Within the target given by the quota sampling mdthbemoskopea followed a recruitment
strategy that combined selection from a non-randample formed by people who already took
part in its previous surveys, and contacting peoatelomly from the general population with the
objective of filling up the various quotas of thengple as desired. It has to be noted that peopte wh
already participated in prior Demoskopea reseauth mever participated in experiments before.
Rather, they had taken part in meetings such asfgmups for market research.

In practice, there have been some exceptions sogdmeral strategy. Even if Demoskopea was
instructed to only recruit non-members, 11 subjeetsuited by Demoskopea reported in the post-
experiment questionnaire that they were active@sson members at the time of the research. We
suppose this may be due to subjects’ absent-mimdsdnhen answering the recruitment interview.
We have kept these 11 subjects in the sample asberepalthough only for two of them do the

associations of which they are member fall into ¢héegories of cultural, or social welfare and
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health, or trade unions. In the descriptive staisbf Section Il and in the ensuing econometric
analysis we refer to these subjects as belongintOther associations”. Overall, Demoskopea
recruited 118 participants (including the 11 mersheiThe remaining 256 participants were
recruited by GDA and occasionally by GG. Theseudel 256 association members recruited at
association meetings and four non-members recruiiechake up for Demoskopea no-shows.
Association members were randomly assigned toreitieein-group or out-group treatments.

As customary for Demoskopea, its recruitment wasiezh out through telephone calls. We
requested Demoskopea recruiters to follow as glasepossible the announcements the researchers
gave at the association meetings in their screeinitegviews. Recruiting a portion of the subject
pool through personal announcements and anothélopahrough phone calls is not optimal,
because it may induce differential expectations thg subjects, and different degrees of
identification with the experimenter. However, ati@ive recruitment strategies that would have
addressed this issue were unfeasible. An altemnatirategy, for instance, would have been to
communicate to Demoskopea association memberghete contacts from the associations, and
have Demoskopea call on the phone members as svebramembers. However, this strategy was
unfeasible because associations are generally limyvtb pass their members’ contact details to
external agencies. Another strategy might have beenb-contract to Demoskopea the recruitment
of both members and non-members. However, givemelagive scarcity of active members in the
general populatio and the consequent need for Demoskopea to comteety large number of
people, this method would have proved far too egpenwith respect to our available budget. We
believe that carrying out recruitment following teeame protocol in the two samples ensures that

the effect of the differential recruitment is atshemall.

B. Recruitment Protocol for members

Most of members have been recruited by GDA, ocoadiip by GG. GDA or GG gave the
following announcement below before associationtmgs.

Good morning. I'm a member of a research group ihatorking with the University of Parma.
We are carrying out a research project on individdacisions. We would like to ask you if you
would be interested in participating in the resdar¢he participation implies the possibility to ear
a sum of money, as | will explain shortly. Residantthe province of Parma or in neighbouring
provinces contacted by us or by other people whialmorate in the project will be invited to take
part in the research.

*According to ISTAT (2011), 11,21% of Parma resideare active voluntary members of some associations
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One of the requirements of the research methodalgyt to reveal in advance the specific
objectives and the precise methodology charactegishe research. For this reason, in what
follows | cannot be completely exhaustive. | witlicate only the essential aspects of the project.
The goals and results of the research will be erpld to those who are interested once it is
finished. A seminar will be held where we will gneisthe results of this study.

The objectives of the research are to study indaddiecisions in a group setting. Several people
will be invited to participate in our sessions. Baggarticipant will be endowed with an amount of

money to make these decisions. The endowment azsebddo choose among different options. The
final earnings of each participant will depend ois individual decision and of those of the other

people in his group. In the second part of the aese you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire

concerning your opinions on today's society. Ttseagch will last up to one hour.

How in practice the activity will take place andvhgou can earn money will be explained in
detail during the research session. However, theidalea is the following. Each participant will
receive an endowment equal to 25 Euros. The chweiteconsist of allocating these 25 Euros
between different options. One of the choice optman duplicate the sum of 25 Euros, bringing to
50 Euros, but it can also lead to entirely lose &t Euros. Other options can generate gains
between these two extremes and, in some caseshiglar gains. The participant may always
choose the option not mmmit the initial 25 Euros, thus ensuring thag final gain is exactly 25
Euros. In all other cases, the final gain will dedein part on chance and in part on the decisions
of other participants. The payment will be paictash at the end of the research. The decisions and
responses to the questionnaire will be completengmous.

No special skills are required for participationhd only requirements are that you have lived in
the province of Parma or in neighbouring provindes at least one year, and that you are an

Italian citizen. You will be free, if you want,le@ave the research session in any moment.

After this announcement, researchers handed oefg@tration form including name, phone
contacts, the sessions in which the subject was tabybarticipate within the research calendar, and
some questions about the participants’ demographécacteristics, i.e. gender, age, educational
achievements, occupation. Subjects were subseguertiontacted to communicate the slot to
which they had been assigned. About 50% of peoplegbpresent at the meeting agreed to
participate.
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C. Recruitment Protocol for non-members

People were contacted by phone by Demoskopea oodidrs, following the instructions
reported below.

Good morning. I'm calling on behalf of a researcbup that is working with the University of
Parma. We are carrying out a research project ogividual decisions. We would like to ask you if
you would be interested in participating in thegasch. The participation implies the possibility to
earn a sum of money, as | will explain shortly. iB&sts in the province of Parma or in
neighbouring provinces contacted by us or by ofhemple who collaborate in the project will be

invited to take part in the research.

In case the subject is interested proceed withesang demographic questions.
FILTER QUESTION. Are you a voluntary member (withoeceiving remuneration) of some
associations (e.g. associations of volunteers sashthe Red Cross or WWF, or cultural
associations such as choirs, reading circles, spssociations) or organisations (e.g. professional
associations, such as ConfcommefCiar trade unions)?

(See the list of types of associations in the drnldeoprotocol).

If yes, how many hours do you spend volunteeririgignactivity per month?
If No, in the past were you a voluntary member arhe associations/organisations? How many

hours did you spend volunteering in this activiey ponth?

If subject was currently an active member, thetation was declined. The interviewer thanked and
greeted the interviewee. If the subject was notreruly an active member, the interviewer

proceeded as follows:

Now we can go into the details of the researchamij

One of the requirements of the research methodalogt to reveal in advance the specific
objectives and the precise methodology charactegighe research. For this reason, in what
follows | cannot be completely exhaustive. | witlicate only the essential aspects of the project.
The goals and results of the research will be erpld to those who are interested once it is

finished. A seminar will be held where we will metsthe results of this study.

” Confcommercio is a well-knowprofessional association in Italy - authors’ entry
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The objectives of the research are to study indafiddecisions in a group setting. Several
people will be invited to participate in our sesso Each participant will be endowed with an
amount of money to make these decisions. The erefdvaan be used to choose among different
options. The final earnings of each participantlwigépend on his individual decision and of those
of the other people in his group. In the second parthe research you will be asked to fill out a
guestionnaire concerning your opinions on todag@ety. The research will last up to one hour.

How in practice the activity will take place andwgou can earn money will be explained in
detail during the research session. However, theidalea is the following. Each participant will
receive an endowment equal to 25 Euros. The chweiteconsist of allocating these 25 Euros
between different options. One of the choice optman duplicate the sum of 25 Euros, bringing to
50 Euros, but it can also lead to entirely lose &t Euros. Other options can generate gains
between these two extremes and, in some caseshiglar gains. The participant may always
choose the option not wmmit the initial 25 Euros, thus ensuring that final gain is exactly 25
Euros. In all other cases, the final gain will dedein part on chance and in part on the decisions
of other participants. The payment will be paictash at the end of the research. The decisions and
responses to the questionnaire will be completegngmous.

No special skills are required for participationhd only requirements are that you have lived in
the province of Parma or in neighbouring provindes at least one year, and that you are an

Italian citizen. You will be free, if you want,leave the research session in any moment.

The following note was given to the interviewerhwiegards to the filter question:

Please note: to be a "member"” of an associatiarives_having reqgular membership and
reqistration usually accompanied by a card and a registrationber. The question on hours spent
in the association per month differentiates the&ivat members (at least one hour per month of
participation in the activities of the associatitn@m "non-active" members.
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Associations that are deemed relevant in relation to the filter question

Social welfare services for elderly, handicappedjeprived people

Religious or church organisations

Education, arts, music or cultural activities (@ample: members of choirs, theatre
groups, reading groups)

Trade Unions

Political parties or groups

Third world development or human rights (e.g. Haade, Amnesty International)
Conservation, the environment, ecology (e.g. Greaop, WWF).

Professional associations

Youth work (e.g., scouts, guides, youth clubs,)etc.

Sport or recreational associations

Feminist organisations or groups

Peace movements

Health organisations of volunteers (e.g.. Red €rB®od donations etc.)
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[ll. Experiment instructions and protocol
A. General description of experimental protocol

Experiments were conducted between May and Oct@®r in Parma, Italy. For each
experimental session, two groups of subjects werevened at two different locations of the
University of Parma. GDA and GG were present attite different locations. Upon their arrival,
subjects’ were asked to draw at random one envédiome a stack of envelopes. The envelope
contained an ID number, and 5 paper tokens repiiagem Euros each. It was explained to subjects
that the ID number would guarantee their anonyrtitpughout the research, and that the tokens
would have been used in the experimental decisidaading subjects the tokens at the beginning
of the session was functional to assuring subjbetisthe promised guaranteed payment of 25 Euros
would in fact take place.

In the in-group treatment, subjects who had sigmedo participate were randomly allocated to
the two groups. In the out-group treatment, on¢heftwo groups comprised people recruited by
Demoskopea, while the other group was formed byaason members recruited by the
experimenters (see SOM: Section IlI). To form thitefagroup, we mixed people coming from
several different associations, so that most of gheple part of this group would, with high
probability, not be acquainted with each otherthis way, we believe that association members
could see in their own group a cross-section ofnmRaresidents that, for the most part, was
unacquainted to them. That this was in fact the @ be confirmed by the results of a control
guestion included in the questionnaire, which agkeaple to state whether they thought they knew
personally people present in the other researcimréasound 41% of members participating in the
in-group treatment answered positively to such goesOn the contrary only 7% of members and
2% of non-members answered positively to the saoestepn in the out-group treatment. This
ensures that people matched in the in-group tredteyeerienced lower social distance than people
matched in the out-group treatment.

The two groups were then separately conducted aoditferent rooms of the University library.
Experimental sessions were run in parallel by the ¢xperimenters. The assignment of the two
experimenters to either room or group was randammi&éer having been seated, instructions were
administered orally, but written instructions andgilams representing the situation of choice were
also made available at subjects’ desk. Subjects westructed they would participate in two
decisions, and that payments would be given byptheff of only one of the two. The decision
determining the payment was selected by a 50-5@orardraw realised by the computer at the end

of the session.
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The rules of the TG were then illustrated to suigjemaking use of some graphs and examples.
The instructions are reported below in SectionBllIEach participant was paired with another
participant present in the other room. Were the emof subjects in the two groups unbalanced,
some randomly drawn participants from the leastenanrs group (say, Player A) would have been
matched with two participants from the most numergroup (say, Player Bs). In this way, player
A’s actions would determine the payoffs for bothyd@r Bs, and the actions of one randomly chosen
player between the Player Bs would determine PlAj®payoff. Subjects were assured they could
meet the other experimenter and the other groupeaend of the session, should they wish so. It
was explained that individual choices would haverbgansferred to the experimenter in the other
room via an internet connection.

Given the expected low computer literacy of sulgjeatl experiments were conducted with “pen
and paper”. In the first decision, all subjectsedcas senders. When subjects made their decision as
senders, they were not aware they would have madecsion as receivers later on. It was
explained that both senders and receivers werewadlovith 25€. Senders’ choice consisted of
placing their five 5€ tokens into two envelopes edifiPersonal” and “Send”. Each token put into
the Personal envelope would enter directly the eesdinal account, whereas each token put into
the “Send” envelope would have been multiplied bgcior of two and transferred to the receiver.
Prior to making their choice as senders, subjemsiprehension was assessed in a six-question
quiz. Answers to the test were illustrated aftésabjects had answered. Subjects were given ample
time to understand the decision and ask questidfes.comment below on the results of the
comprehension test.

In the second decision, subjects acted as receWwssapplied the strategy method, so subjects
had to indicate in a form the amount they wishedetoirn for each of the possible six options
available to the sender. Receivers could send bhagkamount between zero and the sum of the
amount transferred by the sender, multiplied by, tarad the 25€ endowment. Before making their
choices, subjects were asked to complete a sixiqnesomprehension test on a paper sheet. These
were collected by the experimenters and then thgiso to the test was explained to subjects. No
feedback was given between the two decisions. ¢t speecified that a player’s partner when acting
as a sender would have been different to the sdayens partner when acting as a receiver. To
compute payoffs, we randomly matched a sendertei{rer’'s) decision from a subject in one room
to a receiver’s (sender’s) decision by a subjeminfthe other room. We then performed a random
draw to determine whether subjects from a room dda paid for their decisions when acting as
senders or receivers. After the two experimentaliagds, we elicited subjects’ beliefs. We then

administered the attitudinal and demographic qaoesaire. Payments were computed by the
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experimenters while subjects answered the questimmrand distributed in cash at the end of the
session. The random pairing was determined by tther avith which subjects’ decision envelopes
were extracted from a box. A pre-set Excel algamitlwutomatically performed the random

matching and ensured no re-matching with the saemsop would take place between the two
decisions.

We preferred not to ask subjects to re-answer thestgpns in case of mistakes in the
comprehension quiz, because we thought this woaNe lsonveyed the impression that subjects had
“to pass an exam” to qualify for the experimentisTvould have likely sounded unnatural and
stressful for many subjects. We preferred to colledbjects’ answers, and use the number of
mistakes in the quizzes as a covariate in the enetrc analysis. The average number of errors
was 1.18 for non-members and 0.94 for members. diffierence is statistically significanP€
0.0197). Overall, about 53.7% of subjects made rsvakes, 15.5% made one mistake, 15.2% made
two mistakes, and the remaining subjects made legtwieree and six mistakes. All our results on
membership and intensity are unaffected, and ih Jamewhat strengthened, by expunging from
the sample subjects who answered incorrectly tingpcehension test (not reported, available upon
request). The results on the absence of in-grofgctsf cannot be replicated because of the
considerable drop in observations.

The research session lasted around 75 minutes.ag@epayoffs were 31.7 Euros (std. dev.
11.99). In three cases did a participant in the @ain nothing while the other earned the maximum
available amount — 75 Euros.

In what follows we report the experimental protoddl parts in italics were read aloud to

participants. The final questionnaire is reportedaction IlIC.
B. Instructions and experimental protocol

Two groups of subjects are summoned in two diffel@ations at the University of Parma. The
two experimenters, GDA and GG, are present, welcsuhgects as they arrive, and check their
registration. When a sufficient number of peopleeiarrived, the experimenters administer the
following instructions:

Welcome to this research on individual decisiong.ndme is Giacomo Degli Antoni (GDA)/
Gianluca Grimalda (GG) and | am here to conducstteésearch session. Before going to the room
where the research session will take place, | wiikislyou to draw one envelope from this deck,
and to keep the envelopes closed until the beginofithe research. The envelope contains
materials that will be used later. In particulanside the envelope you will find your identificatio

number, which will be important to ensure your aymity at all stages of the research. We will
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record your choices and responses through thistifiestion number, rather than through your
name. It will also be the number that will allonyt be paid at the end of the research. For this
reason, it is important that you keep your numlade swithout showing it to anyone but the
researchers. Insidéné envelope you will also find five cards, eactdaapresenting €5.These
cards will be used during the research and willdoaverted into cash at its end. Could you please
come towards me one by one and draw one enveldpa¥kTyou!

Once the two groups are formed, they are conduotétk library in two separate rooms. We
take care that the two groups do not meet. Subgiicéd desks separated by opaque screens to
protect privacy. Subjects can choose the seathibgtprefer. Once everyone is seated the
experimenters can start with the following setraftiuctions.

Welcome again to this research project organisedaltaboration with the University of Parma.
A group of researchers is working on the way inalvhndividuals make decisions. The researchers
present today are GDA (GG), and my colleague GGAJ;Who is leading a session in another
room of this library. Our two locations are connedtthrough the internet.

Researchers show their personal computers atdbgks, and explain that subjects’ decisions
will be entered in an Excel spreadsheet, and taeh\ga the internet to the researcher presetean t
other room.

The research session is divided into two phasethdiirst phase you will take some decisions
involving other people. In the second part you idlasked to fill out a questionnaire. The entire
session will last approximately one hour. You anelly requested not to talk to other participants
and to be quiet throughout the session. If somgtismot clear please raise your hand and ask us
guestions. You can now open the envelope thatngwu ehrlier. You can find inside a sheet of
several stickers where an identification number Ib@sn printed. As already explained, this is the
number that guarantees your anonymity in the red®eaYou may also find an envelope. At the end
of this session, while you fill the questionnawe, will compute your earnings and leave the money
in that envelope. After having calculated your eags and inserted them into the envelopes, we
will leave the envelopes on this table.

Researchers show a table, close to the exit, wherenvelopes will be placed at the end of the
session.

You will pick up the envelope associated with ydentification number after having completed
the questionnaire. Inside the envelope you wilb &sind two receipts that you should fill out after
having checked your earnings. You will leave tleeifgs in the large envelope named
"RECEIPTS" hang onto the exit door, and you wilfige to leave the room. Please take out the
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sheet of stickers now and attach a sticker on #uklof the envelope. Leave the receipts in the
envelope. | will collect the envelope later on.

Researchers show the large envelope named “RECE paBEd to the exit door.

Finally you may find inside the envelopes 5 caefgesenting €5 each. Please remove them
from the envelope.

Each card has “5€” printed on them.

Let us now describe the situation of choice. iinportant to pay attention to these instructions
because the amount you will earn at the end o$#ission depends on these decisions. You will take
part in two decisions. However, you will be paidydior one of them. Which decision you will be
paid for is determined by a random draw at the ehthe session. Each decision has an equal
chance of being drawn.

In the first decision you will be paired with anettperson who is not in this room. He is with
the other group of people with whom we are carryngthis session. The other group is listening
to instructions like the ones | am reading to yibyou want, at the end of this session you will be
able to meet this other group of people. HoweVer identity of the person with whom you have
been paired will not be revealed, nor your identifyt be revealed to him or her.

In the in-group treatment instructions read:

The person with whom you will be paired is a menabéine Association ¥esearcher states the
name of the associatiof which you are also a member, and is residefdarma, or its province,
or in neighbouring provinces. He was asked to {ade in the research in a similar way as you
have been contacted.

In the out-group Treatment instructions read:

The person with whom you will be paired is residerihe province of Parma or in
neighbouring provinces. This person has been coedaeithin a large sample of people of Italian
citizenship residing in Parmay its province, or in neighbouring provinces. Wavé contacted
more than a thousand people from various age gramglssocio-economic status, to participate in
this research.

From now on, instructions were the same in bothttnents:

The first decision takes place as follows. We el the two participants in this decision,
"SENDER" and "RECEIVER". At the beginning of tlessson, both have received 25€ in tokens of
5€ each. The decision takes place in two stagebelfirst stage, the SENDER can send a part of
the 25€ to the RECEIVER. The SENDER may choode sehd anything, or to send 5€, or 10€, or
15€, or 20€, or the full amount of 25 €. The amaantt by the SENDER will be doubled by the
researchers and transferred to the RECEIVER.
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In the second stage, the RECEIVER has the opptytt;msend back to the SENDER part of the
total amount in his possession. This is determinebis initial 25€, plus the sum received by the
SENDER that has been doubled by the researcheesRECEIVER may decide to send back any
percentage of the total amount in his possessiba.amount that is transferred from the
RECEIVER will not be doubled. The RECEIVER willkradw the amount sent by the SENDER
when making his decision. He must indicate on atstigpaper the amount he wants to send back
for each of the six possible amounts that can belsethe SENDER. At the end of the session my
colleague and I will match via the internet the ideams of each SENDER and RECEIVER who
have been paired.

Let us now see an example of a decision throudtag.c

Show the poster as an example. Posters are reportieel next page of instructions.

Copies of the examples are available on your desk.

Both the SENDER and the RECEIVER receive 25€ didfmning of the decision. In the first
phase, the SENDER sends a part of these 25€ ®EREIVER (10€ in this example). The
SENDER is free to send 0€, 5€, 10€, 15€, 20€, 6r Pbe amount sent is doubled and added to the
25€ already in possession of the RECEIVER. In¢kersd phase, the RECEIVER can send back to
the SENDER any part of what he holds. The amoansterred from the RECEIVER to the
SENDER is not doubled (in this example, the RECRIS&nds back 15€). The final sum for the
SENDER is given by the initial 25€ minus the amesent plus the sum sent back by the
RECEIVER. The final sum for the RECEIVER is giwethb initial €25plus the double of the sum
sent by the SENDER, minus the sum sent back.

Researchers illustrate the example showing A2-fopoaters, reproduced in the following

pages.
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We will now see some examples and we will try toutate the final earnings of the SENDER
and the RECEIVER. Please take the example shegiwrdesk. Please attach another sticker with
your identification number on the sheet on yourdadnd try to answer the questions. When you
have finished, please raise your hand and we wick pip the sheet with your answers, along with
the envelope with your identification number. Wk aeliver also other envelopes. We will then go

through the solutions together.

Examples sheet
Example 1

Suppose that the SENDER sendsO € to the RECEIVERRECEIVER do not send anything
back to the SENDER. How much is the final sum Far two people?

Final sum sender Final sum receiver

Example 2

Suppose that the SENDER sends20 € out of the 25&ipossession to the RECEIVER and the
RECEIVER sends back to the SENDER 5€.How muchadittal sum for the two people?

Final sum sender Final sum receiver

Example 3

Suppose that the SENDER sends all his 25€ to tHeEHREER and the RECEIVER sends back to
the SENDER 35€. How much is the final sum for the people?

Final sum sender Final sum receiver
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Researchers answer subjects’ questions and th&ttctile answers to quiz from all subjects.
While collecting the answer sheets researchersmatdoup the ID envelope. They check that the
identification number has been stuck on the frdrthe envelope and that the envelope contains the
receipts. At the same time Researchers hand outettivelopes named “PERSONAL” and
“AMOUNT SENT".

Now, let us consider the solutions of the examples.

Consider the first example: Would someone likeetbrhe what is the final sum for the two
people?

Wait for the answers from the subjects.

In this case it is quite simple. Both earn 25€ thate been allocated to them at the beginning.

Researchers explain example showing to subjectdoA@at posters, reproduced in the
following pages.

Consider the second example: Would someone likelltsne what is the final sum for the two
people?

Wait for the answers from the subjects.

The correct answer is that the SENDER earns 10&. i$lequal to the initial 25€, minus the 20€
sent to the RECEIVER, plus 5€ received from the RZER. The RECEIVER earns 60€. This is
equal to the initial 25€, plus 20€ received fronre BENDER (which are doubled), minus 5€ who
are sent back.

Consider the third example:

Would someone like to tell me what the final sufarishe two people?

Wait for the answers from the subjects.

The correct answer is that the SENDER earns 35®tal. This is equal to the 35€ that have
been sent back by the RECEIVER. The RECEIVER da&sThis is equal to the initial 25€, plus
25€ that are sent by the SENDER and that have téeebled, minus 35€ which are sent back to the
SENDER.

It is clear what this choice situation is all ab8uf there are no further questions, we can now

move on to your actual decisions.
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Firstly, we are going to reveal who will act as SERR and who as RECEIVER. The role of
SENDER has been assigned to each of you, whilotef RECEIVER has been assigned to the
people in the other room. Now you have to choose ihach you want to send to the RECEIVER.
Two envelopes have been handed out to you. Theyared “PERSONAL” and “AMOUNT
SENT". Please attach two stickers with the idecdifion number on the back of these envelopes.
You have to put the number of 5€ cards that yout wasend to the RECEIVER in the envelope
“AMOUNT SENT”. You have to put the number of caedsial to the sum that you want to keep in
the envelope “PERSONAL". For example, if you wansénd 15€ you will have to insert two cards
in the envelope marked “PERSONAL” and three cardthe envelope marked “AMOUNT SENT".
After your decision is completed, we will colleatiyenvelopes in a box. Later on, while you filt ou
the questionnaire, we will match the decision afheaf you with that of the RECEIVER to whom
you have been paired, and this will determine ymayment for this first decision.

In most cases, each person will be paired with lagoperson. But there is the possibility that the
number of people in the other room is a little lesgreater than the number of people present in
this room. Although we tried to have the same nurb@eople in the two groups, it is possible
that someone is not present or that someone lgaeaesearch session. What shall we do in these
cases? For most of you nothing will change witlpees$ to what we have already said, but for some
of you the rule we follow to form pairs will be nifaetl. For example, if this group has one person
more than the other group, we will use the decsioha person of the other group to determine the
payments for two people in this group. Who exaattythese two people in this group and who is
the person in the other group will be determinedabyandom draw during the calculation of
payments. In addition, we will use the choice ofyame of the two people in this group to
determine the payments of the person in the otteamny It is clear how the pairs are formed in this
case?

Are the characteristics of this decision clearZhére are no questions, please proceed to your
choice. When everyone has finished | will pick ydhoices.

Leave a little time for the participants to compléteir choice. Researchers sit at their desk, not
interfering with subjects’ choices and avoiding @pmtact. After a couple of minutes researchers
ask if everyone is finished. When this is the dagy go round with a box, and ask subjects to stick

their envelopes into the box.
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We can now move on to the second decision. Forddtssion you will be paired again with a
person present in the other room. The person witbrnwyou are paired will be different from that
of the first decision.

The choice situation is the same as the one prelialescribed, but in this second decision you
will have the role of RECEIVER, while the persontle other room is assigned the role of
SENDER.

Since we still do not know the decisions of thepjgem the other room, please indicate in the
sheet that will be handed out to you in a few mdshdre amount you wish to send back to the
SENDER for each of the possible choices.

Researchers show a copy of the decision sheetglastdate it. They point out it is necessary to
fill out each row of the form. When everyone isatlghey start handing out the sheets.

Please attach a sticker with your identificatiommher onto the sheet. Please make sure you write
in the amount you wish to send back for each plesailmount sent by the SENDER. Remember that
the sum that you can send back can never exceedisvimayour possession. While you fill out the
guestionnaire we will check the amount sent bySEBIDER, and we will send back what you have
decided. This will determine your payment for gesond decision. Is that clear? You can now fill
out the decision sheet. When you have finishedseleaise your hand, and fold the sheet. When
everyone has finished we will pass to collect theets.

Researchers leave the subjects a few minutes te thak choice. They sit at their desk and start
entering subjects’ prior decision in an Excel wiwest. When everyone has finished they go round
and collect decision sheets in the box.

We have thus concluded the decisions phase. Befoveng on to the questionnaire, we would
like to give you another opportunity to earn sonmnay. We would like to ask your expectations on
the behaviour of the other person you have beerhadtwith. That is, we would like to ask how
much the receiver with whom you have been mataetcbsick when you acted as sender, and how
much the sender you have been matched with sgmutovhen you acted as a receiver. You will
earn 1 Euro if your answer is correct. Pleasedilit the form that | am going to hand out.

Researchers hand out the form reproduced in thiepage.

70



Identification

Number

Question 1

(You will receive 1euro if your answer differs namra than 3euros from the correct answer).
Consider the first decision you made, that is, whem acted as a sender. How much do you think
the receiver sent back to you?

(Remember that the receiver couéturn a maximum equal to the doubled amount tearesd by
you and the initial endowment of 25€).

Please indicate how much you sent to the rec8iver

Please indicate how much you think the receivet lsack to you:

Question 2

(You will receive leuro if your answer is correct)

Consider the second decision you made, that isnwbe acted as a receiver.
How much do you think that the sender has senbt®@y

(Recall that the sender could send a maximum of.25€

®Note by the authors: At the moment of making thkeicision as senders, subjects were instructedéortate of the
amount they had sent.
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After all subjects have finished, the researcheligect the expectation forms.

We will now conduct a random draw to determine Wwleyou will be paid for the first decision
or the second decision you have made. At the enldea$ession, if you wish, you will be able to
learn for which decision you have been paid, areldacisions of the people with whom you have
been paired. | am now going to hand out a questoenPlease answer all the questions, it is very
important for us to know your views on the societyhich we live. When you have finished you
can go to pick up the envelope with the numberesmonding to your identification number on the
table here.

After arranging the envelopes on the table of paymedhe experimenters stand at some distance
from the table not to interfere with subjects fimgliout about their payoffs. Researchers check that

subjects hand in the questionnaire and collecetivelope with the corresponding ID number.
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RECEIVER’S decisions form

Identification
Number

If the SENDER sends:

| receive

Adding the initia€2| have in total:

The SENDER owns:

In this chdecide to send back:

0€

If the SENDER sends:

0€

| receive

25€

Adding the initia€2| have in total:

25€

The SENDER owns:

(remember that you can transfer between 0€
25€)

In this chdecide to send back:

ar

5€

If the SENDER sends:

10€

| receive

35€

Adding the initia€2| have in total:

20€

The SENDER owns:

(remember that you can transfer between 0€
35€)

In this chdecide to send back:

10€

If the SENDER sends:

20€

| receive

45€

Adding the initia€2| have in total:

15€

The SENDER owns:

(remember that you can transfer between 0€
45€)

In this chdecide to send back:

ar

15€

If the SENDER sends:

30€

| receive

55€

Adding the initi&€2| have in total:

10€

The SENDER owns:

(remember that you can transfer between 0€
55€)

In this chdecide to send back:

ar

20€

If the SENDER sends:

40€

| receive

65€

Adding the initi&€2| have in total:

5€

The SENDER owns:

(remember that you can transfer between 0€
65€)

In this chdecide to send back:

ar

25€

50€

75€

0€

(remember that you can transfer between 0€
75€)

ar




C. Questionnaire

Identification
Number

QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions for filling out the questionnaire
Please consider the following recommendations whienswering the survey questions:

v Read the text of the questions carefully

v Tick the answer by placing a mark on the box otlhennumber next to your answer or fill
in the boxes with the required information

v Consider carefully any "filter questions" (e.gthis is not the case, go to the question ...;
respond only if ..., etc.).



1. Do you think that the instructions on the prergichoices were clear (from 1 —Not at all clear, to
5 — Extremely clear)?

Not at all clear Extremely clear
1 2 3 4 ¢5
2. Date of Birth |__||__[|__Il__|

3. Sex M F
[] []

4. Place of birth (town and province)

5. How many inhabitants live in your town:

0-5.000 ]
5.001-15.000 []
15.001-50.000 []
50.001-100.000 []
100.001-300.000 [ ]
more than 300.000 [ ]

6. Indicate the ZIP code of your residential adslies||__||__||__|l__|

7. Indicate your height (in cm)

8. Matrital status

Single []
Married []
Cohabitant [ ]
Widow/er [ ]
Separated [ ]
Divorced [ ]

9. How many relatives do you have at present irfahewing list?

Parents ||
Brothers/sisters 1|
Sons [
Grandparents |||
Nephews/nieces ||
Cousins |||

10. How many members does your family have (comsigeonly people who live with you)?



11. How often do you get in touch with the followipeople:

Every At least At least Many Less Never
day once aonce a times per frequently
week month year

Father [ [ [] [] L] L]
Mother [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [] []
Sons/daughters [] [] [ [ [] L]
Brothers/sisters [] [ ] [ ] [ ] [] L]
Grandparents [] [ [ [ [] []
Nephews/nieces [] [ ] [ [] [ L]
Cousins [ ] [ ] [] [] L] L]
Friends [] [] [] L] L] L]

12. How often do you lend your personal belongifsgeh as musical cds, books, bicycle, car etc.)
to the following people:

More than About About About Once a Never

once a once a once a once every year or less

week week month two

months

Parents or L] L] L] [] [] []
family
members
Friends [] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ [
Colleagues [] [] [ [ [ []
Neighbours [] [] [] [] L] L]

13. How often do you borrow your personal belongifguch as musical cds, books, bicycle, car
etc.) from the following people:

More than About About about once Once a Never
once a once a once a every two year or less
week week month months
Parents or L] L] L] [] [] []
family
members
Friends [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ [
Colleagues [ ] [ ] [] [] [ [
Neighbours [] [] [] [] L] L]

14. How often do you happen to:

a) Lend money to your friends:
More than once a week
About once a week
About once a month
About once every two months
Once a year or less
Never

NN



b) Talk with neighbours

Every day []
Every week []
Every month []
Less frequently []
Never []

15. How often do you happen to:

Often Sometimes Never
Leave your house door unlocked [ ] [] []
Deliberately leave your car or bike unlocked [ ] [] L]
Leave valuables unattended [ ] [ ] []
Trust unknown people [] [] []

16 How often have people you trusted betrayed troist?

Often []
Sometimes [ ]
Never []

17. How often have you benefited from spontaneoudssalfless behaviour by a stranger?

Often []
Sometimes [ ]
Never []

18. You are:

Catholic
Atheist
Agnostic

Some other religion (specify) ~ []

0]

19. How often do yoattend a place of worship:

More than once a week [ ]

Once a week []
A few times a month []
A few times a year []
Never []

20. Generally speaking, would you say that mospfeoan be trusted, or that you can't be too
careful in dealing with people?

Most people can be trusted Can’t be too careful

[



21. Consider the following people, groups or instins and indicate your level of confidence
towards them:

No Little Enough Total

trust trust trust dtu
Family ] [] ] L]
Neighbours ] ] L]
Friends ] L] [] L]
Colleagues [] ] ] []
Banks and
financial institutions [ ] L] L] L]
Education ] L] [] L]
Political parties ] ] ] L]
Press and TV ] L] [] L]
Big companies ] ] ] []
Religious organisation§ ] [] [] []
Public health ] L] [] [l
Police ] L] [] L]
Judicial system ] O] L] L]

22. Are you generally a person who is fully prepate take risks or do you try to avoid taking
risks? Please tick a box on the following scalegrgtthe value 0 means: ‘unwilling to take risks’
and the value 10 means: ‘fully prepared to takie.fis

unwilling to take risks fully prepared to takekris

l !

0123456 789 10

23. Using the same scale as above, would you sayythu generally are a person who is fully
prepared to take risks or do you try to avoid tgkinsks with respect to the following
issues/activities:

unwilling to take risks fully prepared to takekris
Driving a car 0123456 73810
Financial matters 012 3 451689 10
Leisure and sport 012 3 45 6879 10
Career 012 3 45¢6 7 810
Health 0123456 7 819

24. How often do you read newspaper?

Every day

More than once a week
Once a week

A few times a month
Never

I [



25. In your opinion, which of the following causesnost often to blame if a person is poor?

Lack of effort []
Bad luck or circumstances beyond personal contfol

26. How important are to the success of a persahwark and spirit of initiative:

Totally important []
Pretty important []
Not very important []
Not important at all []

27.1f you go out at night alone, how safe do you ?eel

Totally safe []
Pretty safe []
Not very safe []
Not safe at all []

28. Please indicate your level of agreement orgdesment with the following statements:

We should restrict and control the entry of peapleur country more than we do.

completely quite quite completely
agree agree  disagree disagree
[] [] [] []

29. How often do you:
Nevel Frequently Very

frequently
Contribute to the campaigns of international aicMiotims of [ L]
natural disasters (such as hurricanes, earthquiskegmis)
Donate to humanitarian associations [] L] L]
Donate blood NN L]
Give alms 1 [ L]

30. How often do you go to vote in political electior referendum?

Always

Almost always []
Rarely []
Never []

31. Thinking of your friends - not your family meeis - how many close friends (people you do
not have problems to talk about your personahiitn) would you say you have? n.____



32.How often do you not keep promises made to thevoilg peopl@

Parents or relatives
Friends
Colleagues
Neighbours

Never
[]
L]
[]
]

Rarely Sometimes  Frequently
[ [ [
[ [ [
[ [ [
[] [] []

33. Generally speaking, do you think that the felltg behaviour may be justified?

Not at all Sometimes Completely
To receive social benefits (e.g. invalidity pengion
without having the right [] []
To avoid a fare on public transport [] [] []
To evade taxes [] [] []

34. Are youcurrently a voluntary member (without receiving a salarysome organisations (such
as a trade union) or some associations (such agauhssociations, sport associations, profeskiona
associations etc.)?

Yes [ ]if Yes go to the following question (number 34)
No [_]if No, go to question number 38
35.

1. Indicatewhich and how many of the following organisatiomsld or associations you are
currently a voluntary memberindicate also thename of the organisations and / or
associations of which you are a member

2. Next to the name specify also (by indicating thenbar of years and possibly of months)
how long you have been a member of eachanisation and / or association.

Indicate  the Indicate also the With respect to each
number ofl name of the | organisation and / or

organisations
and / or

organisation and / @
association (or the

rassociation indicate
how long you have

associations of names if more than

which you are
currently a
voluntary
member

one organisation /

association)

been a member of
the
organisation/associat
ion (specify also the
number of months if
possible)

services for elderly,
handicapped o]
deprived people

Social welfare

=

Religious or churc
organisations

c.Cultural associations




d. Sport associations

e. Environmental and
animal rights |
associations

f. Trade unions |

-

g. Political parties o
groups

h. Third  world
development or |
human rights

i Professional
associations |

j.  Youth work — e.g
scouts, guides, ||
youth clubs etc.

k. Education

I.  Feminist groups and
organisations |

m. Peace movements

n. Health associations

0. Civil protection




p. Other

36. Consider all the associations/organisationsrgvlgeu participate as a voluntary member. How
many hours do you spend per week averagedoing voluntary work?
hours per week |_||__|

37.How far is your home from the organisation foagstion in which you spend the highest number
of hours per week as a volunteer:
Km T
Time you need on average to reach the associatgamisation | |||

38. Think about the organisation / association Imclv you spend the highest number of hours per
week as a volunteer. How many people who workedvere volunteers in this organisation /
association you knew before joining it? |_||__|

39. In the past were you a voluntary member (withreaeiving a salary) of any organisation (such
as trade union) or of any association (such asi@llassociations, sport associations, professional
associations etc.) of which you are no longerlantary member at the moment?

Yes [ _]If yes, go to the following question (number 39)

No [ ]If no, but you are currentlg voluntary member of any organisation/associajmto the
question number 42
If no, and you are NOT a voluntargmber, go to the question number 47

40.Indicate the reasons why you stopped beingrabeeof the organisations and/or associations
of which you have been a member in the past (yoytrola more than one answer)

Lack of time

Either | or the organisation/association has moved
End of activities of the organisation/association

| disagreed with the decisions taken by

the organisation’s/association’s managers

The activity in the organisation/association

did not meet my expectations

| did not get along well with the other volunteers
Impossibility to continue

Other (specify)

L]

Ooo0 O o

41. If today you are no longer a voluntary memUesrganisations and / or associations, how long
ago did you stop being a voluntary member? (nurobgears) |__||__|



42.

1. Indicatewhich and how many of the following organisations amd Associations you were
a voluntary memben the past(and no longer today).

2. Indicate also theame of the organisations and/or associations of wimin were a member

3. Next to the name specify also (by indicating thenbar of years and possibly of months)
how long you have been a member of each organisation andssociation.

Indicate the Indicate also the With respect to each
number  of name of the | organisation and / or
organisationg organisation and / grassociation indicat
and / or| association (or_the | how long have you
associations | names if more than| been member of the
of which you| one organisation/associat
were a| organisation/associ | ion (by specifying
voluntary ation) also the number of
member in months if possible)
the past

Social welfare ||
services for elderly,
handicapped or
deprived people

Religious or church ||
organisations

Cultural associations

Sport associations

Environmental and
animal rights ||
associations

Trade unions ||

-~

Political parties o
groups

Third  world
development of ||
human right




i. Professional
associations ||

j.  Youth work — e.g
scouts, guides, youth |
clubs etc.

k. Education

[®X

.  Feminist groups an
organisations ||

m. Peace movements

n. Health associations

0. Civil protection

p. Other

43.Consider all the organisations/associationshickvyou currently participate or participated in
the past as a voluntary member. As a whole, howyrgaars did you spend as a voluntary member
of organisations/associations? years |__||__|

44, Consider all the organisations/associationshith you currently participate or participated in
the past as a voluntary member. How many hoursydid spend per week, on average, doing
voluntary work before 20117

hours per week |_||__|



45. With respect to your decision to become a walynmember of the organisations/associations
you joined, how important were the following motieas:

Not at all Little Quite Very important
important important important
The desire to
increase your ] [] [] [l
number
of
acquaintances
or friends
Some of my
friends are [ [] [] [
volunteers
The desire to
feel useful for ] [] [] ]
others
The pursuit of
social [ [] [] ]
recognition
The possibility
to carry out [ [] [] [
an interesting
activity

46. Consider all the organisations / associatidnghich you are currently a voluntary member or
you were in the past a voluntary member. How maeyntrers whom you have met through your
participation do you also you regularly see evetside the organisations/associations?

|__Il__| (number)

How often do you see them:

More than once aweek [ ]
About once a week []
About once a month []
Once a year or less []
Never

[

47. Do you think that your confidence in other gdeofs increased through your voluntary
participation in the organisations/associations jponed?

A lot []
Enough

[]
Little []
[]

Not at all



48. If you have never joined an organisation/asdimei in the past, do you think you could consider
this possibility in the future

Probably yes []
Is it possible, but | do not know [ ]
Is it possible, but unlikely []
| do not think so []

49. Consider all the associations/organisationswvimich you could participate as a voluntary
member in the future. How many hours do you thiok will spend_per weekn the future,_on
averagedoing voluntary work?

hours per week |__||__|
50. Educational qualifications:

No title

Primary School

Junior high School (from age 11 to 14)
Secondary-School certificate (3 Years)
Secondary-School certificate (5 Years)
Bachelor’s degree

Master’s degree

PhD

| [

51.  Could you please indicate your monthly housgihitome, considering wages, pensions and
all the other income concerning your family’s memsb@fter taxation).

52. How well would you say that you are doing fioiaily these days?

You would say that:

You live in a comfortable way [ ]
You live in an acceptable way [ ]
You can barely get by []

It goes really badly

53. Does your family own a house?

Yes [ ]
No []

54. Please, indicate your occupation:

55. If you are unemployed or retired, please ingig@ur last occupation:




56. Consider your current occupation (or your tastupation if currently unemployed or retired)
and indicate to which category your occupation belto:

Professionals, entrepreneur or business executive
(responsible for more than 10 people)
Associate professional or business executive
(responsible for less than 10 people)

Clerk

Small employer (fewer than 10 employees)
Self-employed

Foreman

Skilled worker

Generic worker

Salesman

Farmhands

Breeder/farmer

[

I

57. Place of birth of your father (town and proéhc

58. Date of birth of your father (please specify,daonth and year)

59. Place of birth of your mother (town and proenc

60. Date of birth of your mother (please specify,daonth and year)

61. All considered, in these days would you say yba are:

Very happy []
Pretty happy

Not very happy []
Not happy atall [ ]

62. All considered, how satisfied are you with your

Not at Little Enough A lot
all
Health [ ] [ ] [ [ ]
Relations withmembers of your family [ ] [ ] [ L]
Relations withfriends [ ] [ [ []
Leisure time [ ] [] [] []

63. If you voted today, which political party woutdu vote for:

| would vote for the following party:
| would not vote

64. As we have explained, during this researchmade decisions together with people in another
room of the library. Based on the information inuypossession and of those given during the
research, do you think you know these people dy2ct

Yes []
No []



Do you think you know these people indirectly? (Esample because they are friends of your
friends etc.)?

Yes [ ]

No []

65. Indicate the way in which you have been coethtdr this research:
Direct contact with a researcher []
Direct contact with a researcher immediately befbeesession [ ]

By phone L]

By e- mail []
Other (specify) []

65a.lf you have been contacted in relation withryparticipation in some organisation and / or
association, please indicate the name of the asgiaon / association through which you have been
contacted:

65b Indicate the frequency with which you normaibrticipate in meetings of this organisation /
association (e.g. two meetings per month, one mgetrery two months)

65c. Indicate the normal duration (in hours) ofstheneetings:

66.
Please indicate how often you meet members of dhganisation / association outside of the
organisation / association:

1.
2.
3. more than about once aloowce few times a year never
4. once a week a week a month or less
5.
[] N [] []
67.

Indicate how long you have been a member of thgamisation/association (specify also the
number of months if possible)

68. Please tell us the motivations behind the dew@syou made during this research

69. Please, tell us, if you want, what you thinkwaithis research

The questionnaire is finished
Thank you for your collaboration
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