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The evidence that giving in dictator games is equivalent to taking is mixed. Where differences have been detected, 

these often exhibit strong gender dynamics due to differences in the sense of property right and entitlement. A 

field experiment with a within-subject design was conducted in a township in the city of Mangaung in the Free 

State province of South Africa. The subjects were 240 young adults aged 18-24 years comprising 120 males and 

120 females. Trained enumerators conducted face-to-face interviews with consenting study participants. Subjects 

completed a series of incentivised dictator games with a symmetric giving and taking frame at each of eight social 

distances. Altruism is measured by the amount of money transferred, the prevalence of giving and egalitarianism, 

and the area under the curve (AUC) and the social discounting rate (k'). Descriptive and regression analysis is 

employed to assess the role of gender and framing in explaining altruism. The results are consistent with findings 

in the standard dictator game. In terms of the main gender effect, women are significantly more likely than men 

to give and more egalitarian than men, but not more altruistic otherwise. We find that, except for the prevalence 

of giving, altruism under a giving frame is not equivalent to altruism under a taking frame. This is especially true 

for men, who are more altruistic under the taking than the giving frame. We also find that women are more 

altruistic than men under a giving frame, but that men are more altruistic than women under a taking frame. 

Women are more egalitarian than men under both the giving and taking frame. The evidence suggests that the 

cold prickle of taking is stronger than the warm glow of giving among men, but that evidence for women are 

mixed. 

 

JEL classification: C93, D64, J16 

Keywords: altruism; dictator game; taking; gender; social distance 

  



2 
 

1. Introduction 

To study greed and framing effects, researchers have adopted a taking rather than a giving frame in the 

standard dictator game (Bardsley, 2008; Cappelen, Nielsen, Sørenson, Tungodden, & Tyran, 2013; 

Chowdhury, Jeon, & Saha, 2017; Dreber, Ellingsen, Johannesson, & Rand, 2013; Grossman & Eckel, 

2015; Korenok, Millner, & Razzolini, 2014; List, 2007; Visser & Roelofs, 2011). The evidence that 

giving in dictator games is equivalent to taking is mixed. On the one hand, List (2007) and Bardsley 

(2008) in earlier work report that generosity, as a result of impure altruism, is reversed when allowing 

subjects to take a partner’s money, a finding in support of which Cappelen et al. (2013) provide further 

evidence. Visser and Roelofs (2011) and Korenok et al. (2014), however, found not taking to exceed 

giving. Dreber et al. (2013), on the other hand, found dictator behaviour to be insensitive to social 

framing, both in laboratory and field settings. More recently, Chowdhury et al. (2017) also report a 

giving and taking frame to be equivalent, but attribute this fact to opposing gender effects that offset 

each other. The authors attribute this gender effect to “males’ (relatively) stronger sense of entitlement 

and property right as shown by Bylsma and Major (1992) and females’ (relatively) stronger endowment 

effect as shown by Dommer and Swaminathan (2013)” (Chowdhury et al., 2017: 475). 

This paper reports on the results from a field experiment that investigates this same phenomenon among 

young African adults from a township in South Africa. Apart from its developing country extra-

laboratory field context (Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2013), the paper adds a social distance dimension 

to its framing, which allows the inclusion in the analysis of additional measures of altruism. With the 

exception of the prevalence of giving, this study finds that the cold prickle of taking exceeds the warm 

glow of giving in that subjects are more altruistic under a taking than a giving frame, especially young 

adult men. 

 

2. Data and method 

Participants and setting: The subjects are young adults between the ages of 18 and 24 years and 

comprises of a balanced sample of 120 females and 120 males. Subjects were recruited in a township 

in the city of Mangaung in the Free State province of South Africa. Trained enumerators visited 

dwellings on a door-to-door basis and identified households with young adults. Where households 

included multiple young adults, a Kish grid was used to randomly select one of the young adults. The 

socio-demographic characteristics of the 240 subjects are described in Table 1. 

Ethical clearance: Ethical clearance for the study was obtained from the Free State University’s Faculty 

of Economic and Management Sciences (UFS-HSD2018/1397). Written informed consent was 

obtained from all study participants and participation in the study was voluntary. 
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Procedure: The dictator game is the most popular workhorse of experimental and behavioural 

economists in their study of altruism. In this study, subjects completed a dictator game task similar to 

the ones described in Korenok et al. (2014) and Chowdhury et al. (2017). Unlike these authors, however, 

subjects made a separate choice for each of eight social distances (1, 2, 3, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100). Subjects 

were first asked to mentally construct such a social hierarchy using the following instruction: “imagine 

that you have made a list of the 100 people closest to you in the world ranging from your dearest friend 

or relative at position #1 to a complete stranger at #100. The person at number one would be someone 

you know well and is your closest friend or relative. The person at #100 is a complete stranger”. 

Allocations in South African Rand were then made in ZAR10 increments from an endowment of 

ZAR100, as set out in the detailed instructions included in the annexure to this paper. Recipients’ had 

a passive role. In half of the questionnaires, the giving task was performed first, followed by the taking 

task, while the tasks were completed in the opposite order for the other half of respondents. Social 

distance was presented as ascending in half of the questionnaires and descending in the other. 

Payment: Following completion of the instrument, a within-subject random incentive system (RIS) was 

used to calculate each subject’s individual earnings (Baltussen, Post, Van den Assem, & Wakker, 2012). 

First, twenty-four subjects were randomly selected from the total pool of respondents using Stata’s 

sample command. A four-sided die was then used to randomly select one of the two tasks, i.e. giving 

or taking. Next, one of the eight social distances was selected randomly using an eight-sided die. The 

selected subject’s choice on this individual task was implemented for actual payment. The experimenter 

implemented the payment process following completion of the survey. Subjects on average earned 

ZAR53 together with a ZAR50 participation fee paid to respondents after completion of the interview, 

while an average amount of ZAR47 was paid to recipients. Payments were made in private and via 

mobile phone, for cash withdrawal at an ATM. 

Measures: The analysis includes five measures of altruism. ‘Transfer’ represents the amount of money 

(in multiples of ZAR10 ranging from zero up to ZAR100) allocated to or not taken from the recipient 

in the giving and taking frames, respectively. For the taking frame, the outcome was calculated by 

subtracting the amount taken from the endowment. ‘Giving’ in turn is measured using a binary outcome 

(0=giving zero and 1=giving a non-zero amount) and the mean represents the prevalence of giving, i.e. 

the percentage of subject who gave a non-zero amount. ‘Egalitarian’ indicates whether the subject 

transferred half of the endowment to the recipient (=1) or not (=0). These three outcomes are task-

specific (n=3,840). The two remaining measures aggregates the information on giving across the eight 

social distances for each of the two task frames (n=480). The ‘area under the curve’ (AUC) represents 

a single a-theoretical discounting parameter independent of functional form and is inversely 

proportional to the rate of discounting. The index ranges from 0 (complete discounting – less altruism) 

to 1 (no discounting – greater altruism) (Locey, Jones, & Rachlin, 2011). An AUC index is constructed 
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for each individual subject, using the Excel software of Reed, Kaplan and Brewer (2012). The ‘social 

discounting rate’ (k') in turn is constructed by individually fitting a social discounting function on each 

subject’s choice set with the aid of the same Excel solver toolkit (Reed et al., 2012), using a standard 

hyperbolic discounting function. The constant k' measures the steepness of discounting: the greater k', 

the greater the degree of social discounting and the lower the degree of altruism (Sharp et al., 2012). 

Analysis: The analysis comprises a descriptive and regression part. In the descriptive analysis, the 

allocation decisions are first described using graphs (Figures 1-4). The three task-specific study 

outcomes are then compared across gender and across task frames using t-tests (Table 2). In the 

subsequent descriptive statistics, mean allocations per social distance is presented in Table 3, on 

aggregate and by task frame. Table 4 compares the mean AUC and k' values across gender and frame, 

using t-tests. In the regression analysis, OLS and probit regression models are employed to determine 

how gender and task frame (a binary outcome: 0 = giving frame and 1 = taking frame) are associated 

with the five study outcomes (Tables 5-8). Apart from the marginal effects for the gender and task frame 

dummies, particular emphasis is placed on the interactions of framing and gender. The analysis tests for 

four interactions of primary importance: female*giving versus male*giving; female*taking versus 

male*taking; male*taking versus male*giving; and female*taking versus female*giving. The 

regression results, where appropriate, are adjusted for social distance, task order, age, sex, education, 

employment status, and subjective economic wellbeing. For the three task-specific measures, we also 

conduct sub-group analysis by social distance. A distinction is drawn between ‘immediate’ relations 

(social distance = 1, 2, 3), ‘close’ relations (social distance = 5, 10), ‘intermediate’ relations (social 

distance = 20, 50) and a ‘stranger’ (social distance = 100). 

Hypotheses: According to Chowdhury et al. (2017), the giving frame makes the dictator’s property right 

over the endowment salient, whereas the taking frame introduces salience of the recipient’s property 

right over the endowment. Dreber et al. (2013) hypothesise that dictators who are concerned about 

violating the recipient’s entitlement would leave more money in the taking frame, especially if 

recipients may learn about their decisions. Related to this, is Levitt and List’s (2007) argument that the 

moral cost of being selfish may be greater under taking than under giving. Our one hypothesis, therefore, 

is that such entitlement effect would result in greater altruism in the taking than the giving frame (i.e. a 

positive framing effect). In Andreoni’s (1995) terms, this hypothesis argues that the cold-prickle of 

negative framing is stronger than the warm-glow of positive framing. Chowdhury et al. (2017), 

moreover, point out that differences in framing may introduce gender-specific cognitive biases such as 

endowment effects (Thaler, 1980), status-quo bias (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988) as well as 

entitlement effects (Bylsma & Major, 1992). As a result, one may observe asymmetric behaviour among 

males and females under alternative task frames. In Chowdhury et al.’s (2017) words, interactions of 
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gender and framing may have significant effects on altruism, independent of other cues and anonymity. 

Our other hypothesis therefore is that framing effects may be gender-specific.  

 

3. Results 

The mean age of the study participants is 20.6 years and do not differ statistically significantly between 

males and females, nor does employment status, where the majority of subjects are unemployed (72.8%) 

(Table 1). Marital status, education level and subjective economic well-being do however differ 

statistically significantly between males and females. Females are more likely to be married, which is 

in line with expectations insofar as women generally marry at younger ages than men. The group of 

young male adults had higher levels of education than the group of young female adults. Young female 

adults reported higher levels of subjective economic well-being. 

Table 2 illustrates that young adults who participated in this study are altruistic. Overall, transfers, at a 

mean of ZAR41, are statistically significantly different from zero. Prevalence of giving is high, at 

83.2%. Even for strangers (i.e. social distance 100), the transfers are statistically significantly different 

from zero (Table 3). 

There are statistically significant gender differences in altruism (Table 2). On aggregate, the prevalence 

of giving is higher among females (84.9%) than males (81.4%) (p=0.002) and so is egalitarianism, being 

18.0% among males and 22.3% among females (p<0.001). However, at ZAR41, the mean amount of 

money transferred is the same for male and female subjects (p=0.478). An interesting picture though 

emerges when looking into the gender differences for the giving and taking frames of the task. In the 

giving frame, females (ZAR40) sent more money than males (ZAR30) (p<0.001), while the opposite 

was true for the taking frame, where males left the recipient with ZAR52 and females left recipients 

with ZAR42 (p<0.001). The same pattern is evident in the comparisons of the prevalence of giving, but 

the difference is only statistically significant for the giving frame. Here, 88.0% of females gave a 

positive amount, compared to 79.0% of males (p<0.001). Similarly, significantly more females (20.3%) 

are egalitarian compared to men (16.4%) in the giving frame (p=0.015). The same is true for the taking 

frame, with 24.3% of females leaving the recipient with half of the endowment compared to 19.6% of 

males (p=0.005). 

On aggregate, mean transfers, at ZAR47, are substantially greater in the taking than the giving frame 

(ZAR35) (p<0.001), but this difference only applies to male subjects (ZAR52 versus ZAR30) (p<0.001) 

(Table 2). The prevalence of giving, however, is not statistically significantly different in terms of 

framing (p=0.302), but egalitarianism is more prevalent in the taking than the giving frame (21.9% 

versus 18.3%) (p=0.002), as reflected in Figure 1. In the case of egalitarianism, the framing effect is 
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similar for males and females and statistically significant in both instances (p<0.05). For giving, 

however, the framing effect for males and females is opposite in nature. More males allocated non-zero 

amounts to recipients in the taking (83.9%) than the giving frame (79.0%) (p=0.002). The opposite is 

true for females: 81.8% (taking) versus 88.0% (giving) (p<0.001). 

Table 3 shows that transfers decline with social distance and statistically significantly so, both on 

average and for the giving and taking frames individually (p<0.001). The positive framing effect, 

moreover, is statistically significant for each social distance, the only exception being social distance 1. 

The mean differences between frames, as shown in Table 3, seem to increase with social distance, 

particularly so between distances 1, 2 and above. 

The results reported in Table 4 mirror some of the results shown in Table 2, in particular for the area 

under the curve. AUCs do not differ across gender on average (p=0.358), but the gender differences 

within each frame are opposite in nature. In the giving frame, females are significantly more altruistic 

than males (p<0.001), while in the taking frame, males are significantly more altruistic than females 

(p<0.001). The latter is also true for the social discounting rate, but the other gender-based comparisons 

of the social discounting rate are not statistically significant. In terms of the framing effect for AUC and 

k', the effect is statistically significant and positive for the combined sample of subjects, but especially 

for males, i.e. altruism is greater under the taking frame. 

In regards to the aggregate gender effect, it is only positive and statistically significant for the prevalence 

of giving (+2.7%) (Table 6) and egalitarianism (+4.7%) (Table 7), i.e. females exhibiting a higher 

prevalence of giving and being more egalitarian compared to males. For transfers, however, the neutral 

aggregate effect hides two offsetting gender-based framing effects (Table 5). For the giving frame, the 

male-female differential is positive and statistically significant (+ZAR9), but negative and statistically 

significant for the taking frame (-ZAR11). The same is true for the prevalence of giving, the area under 

the curve and the social discounting rate, with opposite signs on the two interaction terms. In all but one 

instance (female*giving versus male*giving for the social discounting rate), these differences are all 

statistically significant. For the prevalence of egalitarianism, however, the gender effects have similar 

signs for the two frames. Both effects are positive and statistically significant, showing female subjects 

to be more egalitarian under both the giving and taking task frames. 

In the case of transfers (Table 5), this offsetting gender-based framing effect is robust, applying across 

the social distance hierarchy. The only exception is the gender difference in transfers to strangers under 

the giving frame. This is not the case for the prevalence of giving (Table 6). The aggregate gender effect 

only holds for strangers. For ‘immediate’ relations, there are no aggregate or offsetting gender effects. 

The opposite frame-based signs on the gender comparisons are only both statistically significant for 

‘close’ relations. In the case of ‘intermediate’ relations and strangers, it is only the gender difference in 
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the giving frame that is statistically significant. For egalitarianism (Table 7), the aggregated results for 

gender differences are not robust across social distance. (In fact, due to limited variation in the study 

outcome across the covariates, including task frame and gender, it was not possible to obtain estimates 

for the ‘stranger’ sub-group. In addition, the model for ‘immediate’ relations did not achieve a 

satisfactory overall fit. For this reason, a meaningful comparison of the overall results across the social 

distance hierarchy is problematic.) 

Apart from giving (Table 6), there is a positive and statistically significant aggregate framing effect 

according to the regression results. Transfers are greater (+ZAR12) (Table 5), egalitarianism is more 

prevalent (+3.5%) (Table 7) and the area under the curve and the social discounting rate is greater 

(+0.146) and smaller (-0.388) (Table 8), respectively. For males, the framing effect is positive and 

statistically significant for all five study outcomes. In the case of transfers (Table 5), the aggregate and 

male-specific framing effects hold in each social distance sub-group. The effect, however, is 

significantly less pronounced for ‘immediate’ relations compared to more distant relations. In regards 

to egalitarianism (Table 7), the aggregate framing effect applied to both ‘close’ and ‘intermediate’ 

relations, as does the significant framing effect specific to male subjects. Where the framing effect is 

statistically significant for females (giving) (Table 6), it has a negative sign, pointing to an offsetting 

effect. This offsetting effect, however, applies more strongly to ‘close’ and ‘intermediate’ relations. 

 

4. Discussion 

This work extends the literature in various ways. The study investigates the effect of the giving and 

taking frame on altruism in a developing country field context. This is only the second study moreover 

to test for specific gender-based framing effects, but does so in a field setting. The focus on young 

adults, moreover, is especially relevant due to the importance of the development of altruistic 

preferences over the life cycle. Furthermore, the adoption in the study of a social distance frame allows 

an investigation of these aggregate and gender-based framing effects on additional summary measures 

of human altruism. 

Although there are studies that find no gender differences in giving in dictator games (Bolton & Katok, 

1995), especially in non-student samples (Cappelen, Nygaard, Sørenson, & Tungodden, 2015; 

Carpenter, Connolly, & Myers, 2008), the published evidence on the whole suggests that women on 

average give more than men in dictator games (Andreoni & Vesterlund, 2001; Boschini, Dreber, Von 

Essen, Muren, & Ranehill, 2018; Brañaz-Garza, Capraro, & Rascón-Ramírez, 2018; Capraro & 

Marceletti, 2014; Capraro, Jordan, & Rand, 2014; Capraro, 2015; Croson & Gneezy, 2009; DellaVigna, 

List, Malmender, & Rao, 2013; Dickinson & Tiefenthaler, 2002; Dreber et al., 2013; Dufwenburg & 

Muren, 2006; Eckel & Grossman, 1998; Engel, 2011; Houser & Schunk, 2009; Rand, Brescoll, Everett, 
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Capraro, & Barcelo, 2016). This study also finds significant gender differences in most measures of 

altruism that favours women, but only in the standard giving frame. In the taking frame, the gender 

difference is also significant but lies in the opposite direction, with males being more altruistic than 

females. This offsetting effect has meant that the aggregate gender difference in altruism, apart from 

the prevalence of giving and egalitarianism, which is significantly higher in females compared to males, 

is not significant.  

Giving decline with social distance, which is in line with empirical evidence (Bechler, Green, & 

Myerson, 2015; Bohnet & Frey, 1999; Brañaz-Garza et al., 2010; Charness & Gneezy, 2008; Goeree, 

McConnell, Mitchell, Tromp, & Yariv, 2010; Leider, Möbius, Rosenblat, & Do, 2009). 

Unlike the literature that reports equivalence of a giving and taking frame in dictator games (Chowdhury 

et al., 2017; Dreber et al., 2013), this study finds a significant framing effect. More specifically, altruism 

is greater under the taking than the giving frame. Korenok et al. (2014) and Visser and Roelofs (2011) 

report a similar result, this suggesting that this piece of evidence has successfully travelled from the lab 

to this specific field setting. In addition, the findings suggest that this framing effect is mainly restricted 

to male subjects. This finding suggests that there is a significant entitlement effect, especially among 

males. According to Korenok et al. (2014), such lack of equivalence suggests that the amount not taken 

should enter into the dictator’s utility function as a fourth argument or explanatory factor. More 

specifically, U (ΠD, ΠR, S), where S = G (amount given) & N (amount not taken) and ΠD and ΠR 

represent the dictator’s and recipient’s payoffs, respectively. In other words, “giving is not equivalent 

to not taking in isomorphically equivalent scenarios” in this decision making space and “on average, 

the payoff to recipients increases with the introduction of the taking option” (Korenok et al., 2014: 497). 

As pointed out by Korenok et al. (2014), this evidence may help explain why opt-out strategies is more 

successful than opt-in strategies such as for organ donation and for contributions to health insurance or 

retirement plans. 

Like Chowdhury et al. (2017), this study also detects opposite framing effects for males and females, 

but only for the prevalence of giving, and then in the opposite direction. Here, females gave less in the 

taking frame, while males gave more in the taking frame. This result suggests that the entitlement effect 

may be stronger than the endowment effect among males, but that the opposite may be true for females. 

As a disclaimer, it should be pointed out that this study adopts a ‘heavy’ frame in labelling the name 

and actions in the game as ‘taking’ rather than more neutrally as ‘transferring’. Although Dreber et al. 

(2013) find that such difference in labels does not affect transfers, such explanation cannot be ruled out 

in our study. In other words, subjects may have perceived the labels as normative and hence may have 

exhibited different behaviours. 
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5. Conclusion 

This research shows that subjects behave differently under a taking than a giving frame in regards to 

their preferences for altruism. Specifically, the cold prickle of taking is stronger than the warm glow of 

giving. This paper also shows that young male adults behave differently from young female adults in 

their decision to give or not to take from others. Generally speaking, equivalence in giving and taking 

is the norm among young female adults, while the cold prickle of taking drives decisions among young 

male adults. This evidence may help explain why in some settings opt-out strategies is more successful 

than opt-in strategies. 
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Figure 1: Transfer (Rand), by frame 
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Figure 2a: Transfer (Rand), by frame - Males 

 

Figure 2b: Transfer (Rand), by frame - Females 
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Figure 3a: Transfer (Rand) in giving frame, by sex 

 

Figure 3b: Transfer (Rand) in taking frame, by sex 
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Figure 4: Difference in transfer (Rand), by sex 
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Table 1: Sample characteristics 

 Male Female Total p-value 
Age (years):     
  Mean 20.46 20.74 20.60 0.157 
Gender (%):     
  Female 50.00 50.00 100.00  
Marital status (%):     
  Married 0.83 8.40 4.60 0.012 
  Living together 15.83 19.33 17.57  
  Never married 83.33 72.27 77.82  
  Total 100.00 100.00 100.00  
Education (%):     
  None 0.00 1.67 0.84 0.007 
  Primary 5.88 9.17 7.53  
  Some secondary 52.94 61.67 57.32  
  Grade 12 36.97 24.17 30.54  
  Tertiary 0.00 3.33 1.67  
  Other 4.20 0.00 2.09  
  Total 100.00 100.00 100.00  
Employment status (%):     
  Student 21.01 20.00 20.50 0.450 
  Unemployed 69.75 75.83 72.80  
  Employed 7.56 3.33 5.44  
  Other 1.68 0.83 1.26  
  Total 100.00 100.00 100.00  
Subjective economic wellbeing:     
  Mean 3.56 4.47 4.02 <0.001 
     
Sample (n) 120 120 240  
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Table 2: Transfers, by giving and taking 

 Frame t-test 
(p-value) 

Mean 
difference Giving Taking Total 

A. Transfer (Rand)      
Male 30.16 

(0.86) 
52.22 
(1.03) 

41.19 
(0.71) 

16.37 
(<0.001) 

-22.03 
(1.06) 

Female 40.31 
(0.95) 

41.96 
(0.92) 

41.14 
(0.66) 

1.14 
(0.106) 

-1.65 
(1.16) 

Total 35.24 
(0.65) 

47.09 
(0.70) 

41.16 
(0.48) 

12.35 
(<0.001) 

-11.83 
(0.82) 

t-test (p-value) 7.88 
(<0.001) 

7.39 
(<0.001) 

0.05 
(0.478) 

  

Sample (n) 1,919 1,919 3,838   
B. Giving (%)      
Male 79.04 

(1.31) 
83.94 
(1.18) 

81.49 
(0.88) 

2.76 
(0.002) 

 

Female 88.02 
(1.04) 

81.87 
(1.24) 

84.94 
(0.81) 

3.77 
(<0.001) 

 

Total 83.53 
(0.84) 

82.90 
(0.85) 

83.22 
(0.60) 

0.518 
(0.302) 

 

t-test (p-value) 5.33 
(<0.001) 

1.20 
(0.114) 

2.86 
(0.002) 

  

Sample (n) 1,919 1,919 3,838   
C. Egalitarian (%)      
Male 16.47 

(1.19) 
19.60 
(1.28) 

18.03 
(0.87) 

1.78 
(0.037) 

 

Female 20.31 
(1.29) 

24.37 
(1.38) 

22.34 
(0.95) 

2.13 
(0.016) 

 

Total 18.39 
(0.88) 

21.99 
(0.94) 

20.19 
(0.64) 

2.77 
(0.002) 

 

t-test (p-value) 2.17 
(0.015) 

2.52 
(0.005) 

3.32 
(<0.001) 

  

Sample (n) 1,919 1,919 3,838   
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ‘Giving’: allocated non-zero amount. ‘Egalitarian’: allocated 
50%. 
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Table 3: Transfer (Rand), by social distance 

 
Social distance 

Frame t-test 
(p-value) 

Mean 
difference Giving Taking Total 

1 64.33 
(1.69) 

64.45 
(1.53) 

64.39 
(1.14) 

0.05 
(0.478) 

-0.12 
(2.39) 

2 51.75 
(1.53) 

59.62 
(1.26) 

55.68 
(1.01) 

3.95 
(<0.001) 

-7.79 
(2.12) 

3 44.41 
(1.48) 

56.91 
(1.23) 

50.66 
(1.00) 

6.47 
(<0.001) 

-12.50 
(2.13) 

5 38.08 
(1.39) 

52.45 
(1.47) 

45.27 
(1.06) 

7.07 
(<0.001) 

-14.37 
(2.18) 

10 32.91 
(1.44) 

48.54 
(1.62) 

40.72 
(1.14) 

7.18 
(<0.001) 

-15.62 
(2.23) 

20 29.53 
(1.52) 

45.02 
(1.78) 

37.28 
(1.22) 

6.59 
(<0.001) 

-15.48 
(2.41) 

50 10.70 
(1.26) 

25.25 
(2.40) 

17.97 
(1.39) 

5.35 
(<0.001) 

-14.54 
(2.44) 

100 10.16 
(1.27) 

24.45 
(2.41) 

17.31 
(1.40) 

5.22 
(<0.001) 

-14.29 
(2.47) 

Total 35.24 
(0.65) 

47.09 
(0.70) 

41.16 
(0.48) 

12.35 
(<0.001) 

-11.83 
(0.82) 

F-test (p-value) 166.46 
(<0.001) 

71.96 
(<0.001) 

202.04 
(<0.001) 

 5.41 
(<0.001) 

Sample (n) 1,919 1,919 3,838  1,919 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. 
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Table 4: Social discounting, by giving and taking 

 Frame t-test 
(p-value) 

Sample 
(n) Giving Taking Total 

A. Area under the curve (AUC)      
Male 0.131 

(0.011) 
0.383 

(0.029) 
0.257 

(0.017) 
7.82 

(<0.001) 
238 

Female 0.229 
(0.016) 

0.268 
(0.021) 

0.249 
(0.013) 

1.43 
(0.075) 

240 

Total 0.181 
(0.010) 

0.325 
(0.018) 

0.253 
(0.011) 

6.73 
(<0.001) 

478 

t-test (p-value) 4.81 
(<0.001) 

3.11 
(0.001) 

0.36 
(0.358) 

  

Sample (n) 239 239 478   
B. Discounting rate (k')      
Male 0.716 

(0.068) 
0.174 

(0.019) 
0.445 

(0.039) 
7.61 

(<0.001) 
238 

Female 0.653 
(0.107) 

0.429 
(0.052) 

0.541 
(0.059) 

1.78 
(0.031) 

240 

Total 0.684 
(0.063) 

0.302 
(0.029) 

0.493 
(0.036) 

5.46 
(<0.001) 

478 

t-test (p-value) 0.50 
(0.308) 

4.53 
(<0.001) 

1.32 
(0.092) 

  

Sample (n) 239 239 478   
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. 
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Table 5: Regression analysis – Transfers (Rand), by social distance 

 Total Immediate Close Intermediate Stranger 
Frame:      
  Taking versus Giving +12.110 (0.796) +7.130 (1.232) +15.136 (1.452) +15.200 (1.816) +14.472 (2.509) 
 t = 15.21, p < 0.001 t = 5.79, p < 0.001 t = 10.54, p < 0.001 t = 8.37, p < 0.001 t = 5.77, p < 0.001 
      
Gender:      
  Female versus Male -0.823 (0.856) -1.273 (1.298) +1.448 (1.561) -0.695 (1.952) -4.199 (2.756) 
 t = 0.96, p = 0.337 t = 0.98, p = 0.327 t = 0.93, p = 0.354 t = 0.36, p = 0.722 t = 1.52, p = 0.128 
      
Interactions:      
  Giving*Female versus Giving*Male +9.438 (1.056) +7.009 (1.964) +13.620 (2.006) +11.217 (2.220) +4.895 (2.858) 
 t = 8.93, p < 0.001 t = 3.57, p < 0.001 t = 6.79, p < 0.001 t = 5.05, p < 0.001 t = 1.17, p = 0.087 
      
  Taking*Female versus Taking*Male -11.084 (1.272) -9.555 (1.598) -10.723 (2.253) -12.608 (3.048) -13.294 (4.428) 
 t = 8.71, p < 0.001 t = 5.98, p < 0.001 t = 4.76, p < 0.001 t = 4.14, p < 0.001 t = 3.00, p = 0.003 
      
  Taking*Male versus Giving*Male +22.334 (1.122) +15.378 (1.694) +27.436 (1.908) +27.088 (2.544) +23.529 (3.718) 
 t = 19.90, p < 0.001 t = 9.08, p < 0.001 t = 14.38, p < 0.001 t = 10.65, p < 0.001 t = 6.33, p < 0.001 
      
  Taking*Female versus Giving*Female +1.811 (1.129) -1.186 (1.790) +3.903 (2.192) +3.262 (2.592) +5.338 (3.366) 
 t = 1.60, p = 0.109 t = 0.66, p = 0.508 t = 1.41, p = 0.159 t = 1.26, p = 0.209 t = 1.59, p = 0.113 
      
F-test 153.63 (p < 0.001) 9.84 (p < 0.001) 23.10 (p < 0.001) 18.85 (p < 0.001) 12.78 (p < 0.001) 
R2 0.350 0.057 0.172 0.164 0.234 
Sample (n) 3,790 1,422 948 946 474 

Note: OLS regression model. Marginal effects. Robust standard errors in parentheses. ‘Immediate’: social distances 1, 2, 3. ‘Close’: social distances 5, 10. 
‘Intermediate’: social distances 20, 50. ‘Stranger’: social distance 100. Controls include social distance (‘Total’), task order, age, sex, education, employment 
status, and subjective economic wellbeing. 
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Table 6: Regression analysis – Giving, by social distance 

 Total Immediate Close Intermediate Stranger 
Frame:      
  Taking versus Giving -0.0081 (0.0088) -0.0075 (0.0044) +0.0101 (0.0124) -0.0016 (0.0291) -0.0428 (0.0378) 
 z = 0.92, p = 0.360 z = 1.70, p = 0.090 z = 0.82, p = 0.413 z = 0.06, p = 0.955 z = 1.13, p = 0.258 
      
Gender:      
  Female versus Male +0.0267 (0.0096) +0.0028 (0.0049) +0.0067 (0.0125) +0.0569 (0.0306) +0.0898 (0.0397) 
 z = 2.77, p = 0.006 z = 0.57, p = 0.568 z = 0.54, p = 0.589 z = 1.86, p = 0.063 z = 2.26, p = 0.024 
      
Interactions:      
  Giving*Female versus Giving*Male +0.6421 (0.0969) -0.0471 (0.3236) +1.0091 (0.2872) +0.4472 (0.1275) +0.7036 (0.1919) 
 z = 6.62, p < 0.001 z = 0.15, p = 0.884 z = 3,51, p < 0.001 z = 3.74, p < 0.001 z = 3.67, p < 0.001 
      
  Taking*Female versus Taking*Male -0.2398 (0.0941) +0.1994 (0.2674) -0.9373 (0.2995) -0.1349 (0.1249) -0.1057 (0.1794) 
 z = 2.55, p = 0.011 z = 0.75, p = 0.456 z = 3.13, p = 0.002 z = 1.08, p = 0.280 z = 0.59, p = 0.556 
      
  Taking*Male versus Giving*Male +0.3566 (0.0849) -0.4348 (0.2729) +1.0421 (0.2979) +0.2853 (0.1185) +0.2728 (0.1722) 
 z = 4.20, p < 0.001 z = 1.59, p = 0.111 z = 3.50, p < 0.001 z = 2.41, p = 0.016 z = 1.58, p = 0.113 
      
  Taking*Female versus Giving*Female -0.5254 (0.0974) -0.1882 (0.2885) -0.9043 (0.2946) -0.3267 (0.1277) -0.5364 (0.1915) 
 z = 5.39, p < 0.001 z = 0.65, p = 0.514 z = 3.07, p = 0.002 z = 2.56, p = 0.011 z = 2.80, p = 0.005 
      
Wald Chi2-test 859.26 (p < 0.001) 68.36 (p < 0.001) 31.41 (p < 0.001) 67.50 (p < 0.001) 132.22 (p < 0.001) 
Pseudo R2 0.456 0.041 0.130 0.057 0.227 
Sample (n) 3,790 1,422 948 946 474 

Note: Probit regression model. Marginal effects. Robust standard errors in parentheses. ‘Immediate’: social distances 1, 2, 3. ‘Close’: social distances 5, 10. 
‘Intermediate’: social distances 20, 50. ‘Stranger’: social distance 100. Controls include social distance (‘Total’), task order, age, sex, education, employment 
status, and subjective economic wellbeing. 
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Table 7: Regression analysis – Egalitarianism, by social distance 

 Total Immediate Close Intermediate Stranger 
Frame:      
  Taking versus Giving +0.0357 (0.0124) +0.0101 (0.0242) +0.0648 (0.0272) +0.0416 (0.0193) - 
 z = 2.88, p = 0.004 z = 0.42, p = 0.677 z = 2.38, p = 0.017 z = 2.16, p = 0.031  
      
Gender:     - 
  Female versus Male +0.0473 (0.0129) +0.0499 (0.0255) +0.0428 (0.0279) +0.0650 (0.0198)  
 z = 3.67, p < 0.001 z = 1.95, p = 0.051 z = 1.53, p = 0.125 z = 3.27, p = 0.001  
      
Interactions:      
  Giving*Female versus Giving*Male +0.1980 (0.0708) +0.0019 (0.1018) +0.2720 (0.1330) +0.6985 (0.1909) - 
 z = 2.79, p = 0.005 z = 0.02, p = 0.985 z = 2.04, p = 0.041 z = 3.66, p < 0.001  
      
  Taking*Female versus Taking*Male +0.1750 (0.0700) +0.2840 (0.1016) +0.0314 (0.1262) +0.1807 (0.1537) - 
 z = 2.50, p = 0.012 z = 2.79, p = 0.005 z = 0.25, p = 0.803 z = 1.18, p = 0.240  
      
  Taking*Male versus Giving*Male +0.1528 (0.0699) -0.1160 (0.1001) +0.3391 (0.1280) +0.5775 (0.1944) - 
 z = 2.19, p = 0.029 z = 1.16, p = 0.246 z = 2.65, p = 0.008 z = 2.97, p = 0.003  
      
  Taking*Female versus Giving*Female +0.1298 (0.0680) +0.1660 (0.0979) +0.0986 (0.1277) +0.0598 (0.1452) - 
 z = 1.91, p = 0.056 z = 1.69, p = 0.090 z = 0.77, p = 0.440 z = 0.41, p = 0.680  
      
Wald Chi2-test 327.01 (p < 0.001) 12.70 (p = 0.241) 24.46 (p = 0.006) 31.97 (p < 0.001) - 
Pseudo R2 0.099 0.007 0.022 0.061 - 
Sample (n) 3,790 1,422 948 946 - 

Note: Probit regression model. Marginal effects. Robust standard errors in parentheses. ‘Immediate’: social distances 1, 2, 3. ‘Close’: social distances 5, 10. 
‘Intermediate’: social distances 20, 50. ‘Stranger’: social distance 100. Controls include social distance (‘Total’), task order, age, sex, education, employment 
status, and subjective economic wellbeing. 
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Table 8: Regression analysis – social discounting 

 Area under the Curve 
(AUC) 

Social Discounting Rate 
(k’) 

Frame:   
  Taking versus Giving +0.146 (0.019) -0.388 (0.070) 
 t = 7.48, p < 0.001 t = 5.51, p < 0.001 
   
Gender:   
  Female versus Male -0.026 (0.021) +0.119 (0.076) 
 t = 1.22, p = 0.222 t = 1.56, p = 0.119 
   
Interactions:   
  Giving*Female versus Giving*Male +0.080 (0.022) -0.040 (0.132) 
 t = 3.52, p < 0.001 t = 0.030, p = 0.761 
   
  Taking*Female versus Taking*Male -0.133 (0.034) +0.297 (0.063) 
 t = 3.88, p < 0.001 t = 4.41, p < 0.001 
   
  Taking*Male versus Giving*Male +0.253 (0.029) -0.549 (0.072) 
 t = 8.66, p < 0.001 t = 7.62, p < 0.001 
   
  Taking*Female versus Giving*Female +0.039 (0.026) -0.228 (0.121) 
 t = 1.53, p = 0.128 t = 1.89, p = 0.060 
   
F-test 13.65 (p < 0.001) 9.73 (p < 0.001) 
R2 0.269 0.084 
Sample (n) 472 472 

Note: OLS regression model. Marginal effects. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Controls include 
task order, age, sex, education, employment status, and subjective economic wellbeing. 
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8. Annexure 
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