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Abstract: We study moral hypocrisy (measured by the discrepancy between fairness principles
stated under the veil of ignorance and real actions) in three games, and the subsequent adjustment
of principles to actions. Norms that appear universal instead take into account the players’
bargaining power. Individuals adjust their principles after playing the game for real money
compared with their initial statement, but only in games where choices have no strategic
consequence. Moral hypocrisy is more common among more selfish and powerful individuals. It
appears produced by the attempt to strike a balance between self-image and convenience.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Most individuals promote principles of behavior based on fairness and selflessness and
derive utility from being perceived as fair towards others (Benabou and Tirole, 2006; Andreoni
and Bernheim, 2009). Parents teach their children that they should behave respectfully toward
others; politicians emphasize dedication to serving others; businessmen promote corporate social
responsibility. Real behavior may differ and a darker side of human nature can be revealed. For
example, individuals destroy the resources of others because of envy (Mui, 1995; Maher, 2010;
Charness et al., 2010; Harbring and Irlensbusch, 2011) or for the joy of destruction (Zizzo and
Oswald, 2001; Abbink and Sadrieh, 2009); the power of public office leads some politicians to use
it for their personal gain (Aidt, 2003). How do people reconcile their stated norms of fairness and
the temptation of more selfish actions that may alter their perception as fair people? In this paper,
we study how individuals try to maintain consistency between stated principles and real actions,
and how they take into account the current situation to adjust principles that appear universal. We
test how much they maintain their image of fairness by adjusting their actions to suit their
principles, and how much instead they adjust their principles to justify their actions. The study of
this interaction is the study of moral hypocrisy (Batson et al., 1997, 1999), defined as the
motivation to appear moral to himself and to others without acting according to the moral
prescriptions. Since one of the people that hypocritical behavior wants to deceive may be the
individual himself, hypocrisy is not necessarily conscious. We also test whether a position of
relative advantage affects principles that should not, by their very nature of universal rules, depend
on the position.
Our analysis requires a new approach to identify the individuals’ fairness principles
separately from the observation of actions. Experimental analysis of strategic choices claims to
detect moral principles through the observation of individuals’ decisions. These social preferences
are inferred indirectly from incentivized behavior when the latter differs from the equilibrium play
determined under selfish preferences. The assumption is that people do not play selfishly because
they are guided by some fairness principles (Ostrom, 2000) driven by distributional concerns (Fehr
and Schmidt, 1999; Bolton and Ockenfels, 2000), a concern for efficiency (Charness and Rabin,
2003), or conditional cooperation (Fischbacher and Gächter, 2012). Konow et al. (2009) have also
shown by observing decisions that norms depend on a feeling of entitlement. These principles are,

2

however, identified indirectly and incompletely. A single decision is usually observed.1 Assuming
that this decision delimitates a single value, below which all the other decisions would be
considered by the individual as being unfair and above which all decisions are judged fair, would
be arbitrary. In addition, this approach does not permit to study the dynamics between principles
and actions. In contrast, we elicit the whole range of shares individuals consider as being fair or
unfair both under the veil of ignorance and after actual decisions are made.
When other-regarding preferences are elicited by means of hypothetical questions, they are
usually not compared with the corresponding actions to check whether the individuals’ actions
comply with their principles (on principles of justice, see Schokkaert and Lagrou, 1983; Amiel and
Cowell, 1992; Gaertner, 1994). Individuals are often asked to assess the action of others, not
theirs. In Falk and Fischbacher (2006) individuals rate the kindness of hypothetical divisions of an
endowment made by another player; Cubitt et al. (2011) ask participants to judge the morality of a
free rider in various contexts. However, social psychologists have shown that individuals evaluate
more negatively the moral transgression of fair principles when this transgression is enacted by
others than when enacted by themselves (Valdesolo and deStefano, 2008); similarly Croson and
Konow (2009) have shown that implicated stakeholders have different judgments of fairness than
impartial spectators. Therefore, it is unlikely that the principles stated on the fairness of others’
actions also define the benchmark used by individuals to evaluate their own actions. Krupka and
Weber (2008) elicit a priori social norms using ratings of social appropriateness of actions
according to the beliefs about what others consider as appropriate and use them to predict behavior
in dictator games. Focusing on socially shared norms and not on personal principles, this enables
studying norm compliance but not the strategies developed to cope with possible inconsistencies
between own principles and actions, which is our aim.
In contrast to the previous studies, Loewenstein et al. (1993) and Babcock et al. (1995)
elicit judgments of fairness before observing decisions in a bargaining setting. By comparing
judgments and actions they identify a self-serving bias in the judgment of fairness when the
players know their role compared to when they are behind a veil of ignorance. Like in these
studies we ask individuals to state their principles of fairness behind a veil of ignorance. But
differently from them, we analyze how individuals revise their principles after knowing their role
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This remark does not apply to Fichbacher and Gächter (2012) who ask players to choose an action for each possible
action of the other group members in a public good game. This enables measuring social preferences through a set of
actions. But it is not intended to identify whether individuals have a conscious perception of their fairness principles.
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and making actual decisions, which allows us to observe moral hypocrisy and its link to bargaining
power, and not only self-serving biases.2
Differently from most of these approaches, we adopt the methodological view that both
actions and statements of principles constitute social behavior. Actions determine immediate
rewards; actions together with statements also modify the opinion of others. Individuals anticipate
that actions and statements matter. They strike a compromise between monetary consequences and
reputation, understanding that statements are judged in view of actions, and actions interpreted in
view of statements. Thus, to understand social behavior we need to measure both. The originality
of our design is threefold. First, we elicit directly the individuals’ stated principles of fairness and
unfairness in two steps: behind the veil of ignorance and later, after individuals know their role in
two-player games. Stated principles are the set of shares individuals consider as being fair and the
set of shares they consider as being unfair, which define intervals of fairness and unfairness that
indicate the wiggle room people allow to themselves. By focusing on personal norms, we allow
discrepancies between statements and action and we analyze how players cope with them. Second,
we allow these statements to differ according to whether one adopts the point of view of an
advantaged player or of a disadvantaged player. Thus, we can analyze whether the principles are
conditioned by the power of the individual. Third, we analyze the links between stated principles
and actions, which may be complex because actions may follow principles but principles may also
adjust to the selected actions. Indeed, self-justification can lead individuals to modify their fairness
principles after having made selfish decisions. To this aim, we explicitly measure principles at
various moments in time, i.e. both before and after actions are taken, and we relate the variation of
these stated principles to the individuals’ actions in similar situations.
In our experiment individuals participated in two consecutive sessions. In the first session
we elicited their statements regarding the fairness and unfairness of all possible shares between
two hypothetical players in three different scenarios. This elicitation is done behind the veil of
ignorance and from the two players' perspectives. The scenarios correspond to a Dictator game, an
Ultimatum game, and a Trust game. Players also make a hypothetical decision in each scenario.
One week later, the same individuals are invited to play Dictator, Ultimatum and Trust games for
real. Then, we elicit again their principles regarding the fairness and unfairness of all possible
shares in the same three scenarios. This design allows us to measure both i) how the actions in the
2

We also differ from Cappelen et al. (2011) who analyze how moral reflection through hypothetical questions on
distributive fairness under the veil of ignorance influences what individuals consider fair in distributional choices.
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second session diverge from the statements enounced during the first session and ii) whether the
principles enounced during the second session conform more to the initial statements or to the
actions taken in the same session. We are also able to determine whether actions respect more the
principles initially stated when the other player is not passive (i.e. in the Ultimatum game) than
when he cannot react (i.e. in the Dictator and the Trust games).
We identify two main channels through which environment affect norms: moral hypocrisy
and power. Evidence of hypocrisy is given by both the violation by later actions3 of the principles
stated behind the veil of ignorance and by the difference between initial and revised principles. In
most situations, individuals increase the range of shares acceptable as fair after playing the game
for real money compared with their initial statement. The discrepancy between hypothetical and
real behaviors is larger in games where real behavior has no strategic consequence (Dictator and
Trust games) than in games where the other player can react to the decisions (Ultimatum game).
Like in Charness and Gneezy (2008), we find that while the fairness statement in the dictator game
is initially based on an ethical judgment, in contrast the ultimatum game is immediately perceived
as a strategic game. By using different games that vary the players’ power we can also study
whether the adjustment of principles to the situation is influenced by relative power. We find that
both sides, the one in the advantageous and disadvantageous position, do, by accepting the fact
that allocations are biased in favor of the powerful.4
Moral hypocrisy is not uniform among individuals: those who adjust the most their
principles to their action are also those who behave more selfishly and more powerful. These
findings confirm that although it is rational to take selfish decisions from an economic point of
view, individuals care about their self-image. By being hypocritical, they both pursue their selfinterest and try to keep up appearances of pro-social motivations.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II gives a brief overview of the
related literature. Section III describes the experimental design and procedures. Section IV
presents the hypotheses we test, and Section V develops the results of the test. Section VI
discusses our results and concludes.

3
4

This corresponds to “decoupling” in the theory of hypocrisy in organizations (Meyer and Rowan, 1977).
In political theory, the link between power and hypocrisy is discussed notably in Runciman (2008).
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II. RELATED LITERATURE
Moral hypocrisy has been so far underexplored in economics.5 Although related to it, it
must be distinguished from self-serving biases.6 These biases were explored in an initial study by
Loewenstein et al. (1993). Later, Babcock et al. (1995) address the issue of why we observe so
much disagreement in bargaining, particularly in legal disputes, and suggest as hypothesis that the
two sides consider as fair (and therefore likely to be chosen by a neutral judge) a position closer to
their own direct interest, thus creating the basis for the disagreement. They find support for this
hypothesis showing how such self-serving biases in the judgment of fairness increase the
likelihood of an impasse in bargaining. Their experiment consists of two treatments in which the
players are either under the veil of ignorance or know their actual role when assessing the fairness
of bargaining settlements. Similarly Roth and Murnighan (1982) show that subjects who bargain
over how to distribute lottery tickets with asymmetric payments almost doubled the disagreement
rate when they knew which side of the bargain they were on. Keith Murnighan and Madan Pillutla
(1995, 2003) survey this line of research, concluding that truly fair behavior does not appear in
bargaining.
Our approach is different as we compare statements of principles under the veil of
ignorance (before individuals make actual decisions) and statements of principles after decisions
have been made. Self-serving biases explain that the judgment of fairness depends on whether
people are informed or not on their actual position in the bargaining game; we are instead
interested in moral hypocrisy, i.e. the fact that people adjust their principles to their actions
depending on their actual decisions and on their bargaining power.7 For the same reasons, our
approach differs from Cappelen et al. (2011) who show the influence of moral reflection under the
veil of ignorance on further distributional choices; in contrast to Babcock et al. (1995) and like
Cappelen et al. (2007), they find no evidence of a self-serving bias. In their study players can only
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As we focus here on social preferences, we ignore the analysis of hypocrisy within organizations. Hypocrisy in
organizations has been investigated more frequently in political sciences notably regarding international organizations
(Krasner, 1999; Lipson, 2011), and in the sociology of organizations where it results from the diversity of norm
systems leading to inconsistencies between managers’ talks and decisions (Brunsson, 1989; Meyer and Rowan, 1977;
Huzzard and Östergren, 2002).
6
In psychology self-serving biases in the judgment of fairness have been studied extensively, notably by Messik and
Sentis (1979). See also the analysis of egocentric ethics by Epley and Caruso (2004).
7
Similarly, our perspective differs from that of Rodriguez-Lara and Moreno-Garrido (2012) who study self-serving
biases in the choice of justice principles. Their experiment shows that the ability of the principles to explain the
dictators’ actual choices depends on howtheir efforts are rewarded relative to that of the recipients. Dictators use
principles in a self-serving bias. Another difference is that we directly elicit our participants’ principles.
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choose between three ideals (strict egalitarianism, liberal egalitarianism, and libertarianism)
whereas we ask our players to report all the possible shares they consider fair or unfair.
A related approach is the analysis of strategic ignorance as an excuse for selfish behavior in
moral dilemmas: individuals avoid information susceptible to reveal harmful consequences of their
action on others because it would harm their social image.8 Such an illusory preference for fairness
has been studied by Dana et al. (2007). Indeed, fairness decreases substantially when the link
between fairness and outcome is obfuscated. The choice to play fair is frequently motivated by the
willingness to appear fair more than by the willingness to produce a fair outcome and this is why
greater anonymity leads to more selfish transfers in the dictator game (Andreoni and Bernheim,
2009; Ariely et al., 2009). Our approach is different in that individuals in our experiment cannot
strategically ignore the consequences of selfish actions. We study instead whether they
strategically adjust their principles of fairness to fit their action to preserve their self-image.9
The study of moral hypocrisy can also be related to the notion of cognitive dissonance (in
psychology, see Festinger, 1957; in economics, Akerlof and Dickens, 1982; Rabin, 1994; Konow,
2000; Oxoby and Smith, 2012). The idea of cognitive dissonance is that of a difference between
individuals’ principles of justice and actions; individuals reduce this dissonance by adjusting their
principles or their actions. In contrast to previous studies, we elicit principles of fairness one week
before individuals have to make decisions and report again their principles. We do not remind
participants their initial statements of fairness and it is unlikely that they remember precisely their
statements. Therefore, cognitive dissonance is not necessary to observe moral hypocrisy.
In contrast to economists, social psychologists have studied moral hypocrisy for a while.
The notion has been conceptualized by Batson et al. (1997, 1999) to explain the discrepancies
between the norms held by individuals and their actions (see also Stone et al., 1997; Watson et al.,
2006). In this view, individuals want to appear moral without bearing the cost of morality. The
underlying mechanism is the individuals’ tendency to relieve themselves of their responsibility
(Bandura, 1996), which involves self-deception (an “active misrepresentation of reality to the
conscious mind” according to von Hippel and Trivers, 2011). Individuals try to convince
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Bernheim (1994), Benabou and Tirole (2006), Ellingsen and Johanesson (2008) offer economic models of image.
We focus more here on self-image than on social image as what is observed by others is the action and not the initial
or revised fairness principles. On self-image and self-signaling, see notably Bodner and Prelec (2003) and Benabou
and Tirole (2006). On an attempt to isolate self- from social signaling, see Grossman (2010).
9
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themselves that serving their own interests does not violate their principles (Trivers, 2011).10
Identifying hypocrisy in our setup is easier than in these experiments because, rather than by a
general statement of principles imposed exogenously, a moral criterion here is measured by an
observable stated admissible interval of transfers to another player. Moreover, our design leaves
the participants with no possibility to relieve themselves from the responsibility of their actions.
III. THE EXPERIMENT
III.1. Experimental design
The experiment consists of two consecutive sessions, separated by at least one week, both using
three different scenarios. We use a within-subject design to observe the stated principles and
actions of the same individuals placed both in strategic and non-strategic situations.
Scenarios and elicitation of principles of fairness and unfairness
The first scenario corresponds to the Dictator game;11 the second to the Ultimatum game;12 the
third to the Trust game.13 We use these scenarios to elicit the participants’ principles regarding the
fairness and unfairness of various transfers in session 1 and at the end of session 2. Precisely, in
the first session, we ask for a statement on what they consider fair and unfair in both roles14 and a
hypothetical choice (the transfer they would make if they had to decide in a real game). In the
Ultimatum and Dictator games participants evaluate the fairness and unfairness of the allocations
made by the sender, while in the Trust game, they assess the transfers by the second mover,
conditional on two hypothetical initial transfers of the first mover. We then use the corresponding
games to observe the participants’ actions in session 2.
In part 1 (Dictator game) of the first session, the participants are requested to put
themselves in the position of participant A. They have to evaluate the fairness of all possible
10

See also the theory of ethical fading (Tenbrunsel and Messick, 2004; Bazerman and Tenbrunsel, 2011). Selfdeception allows people to behave selfishly while falsely thinking that their principles are upheld by causing the
ethical aspects of the decisions to fade.
11
The participant A receives an endowment of 10 points and decides how many points he is willing to transfer to B. B
is passive. A earns the difference between his endowment and his transfer, while B earns the points transferred by A.
12
A receives an endowment of 10 points and and decides how many points he is willing to transfer to B. B decides on
whether he accepts or he rejects A’s offer. If his offer is accepted, A earns the difference between his endowment and
his transfer to B, while B earns the points transferred by A. If A’s offer is rejected, both participants earn nothing.
13
Both A and B receive an endowment of 5 points. A decides how many points he transfers to B. The amount
transferred is tripled. B decides how many points he sends back to A, between 0 and three times the amount sent by A
plus 5 points. A earns the difference between his endowment and his transfer to B plus the amount sent back by B. B
earns his endowment augmented by three times the amount transferred by A minus the points sent back to A.
14
After stating their own principles, the players were also requested to indicate which shares they believe most people
consider as being fair and unfair and which share they believe most people would transfer in the same position. We do
not report these beliefs because we focus here on the correlation between statements players make for themselves and
their hypothetical and real behavior.
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shares transferred by A to B, then the unfairness of all possible shares. Then we ask what choice
they would make if involved in a real game. After that, we ask them to consider the situation from
the point of view of the passive player B and to evaluate the fair and unfair shares. In part 2
(Ultimatum game), the structure of the decisions is similar. Participants have to report the sets of
shares they consider as fair or unfair, in the shoes of the participant A, then in the position of B;
they also make a hypothetical choice. In part 3 (Trust game) they are presented two Trust
scenarios. In the first scenario, A transfers 1 point out of 5 to B and keeps 4 points for himself;
thus, B can send back between 0 and 8 points to A. In the second scenario, A transfers 4 points
out of 5 to B and keeps 1 point for himself; thus, B can send back between 0 and 17 points to A.
Participants have to judge the fairness and unfairness of all possible amounts sent back by B, first
in the position of player B and next in the position of player A. They also make a hypothetical
choice in each scenario as a player B.
In the second session, participants play the Dictator game (part 1), the Ultimatum game
(part 2) and the Trust game (part 3) for real, before providing evaluation of principles in the three
corresponding scenarios (part 4).15 Part 4 replicates the three parts of the first session. Roles in the
game are assigned randomly. The Ultimatum game is played with the strategy method. The B
participants are not told the actual choice of their co-participant A before the end of the session.
So, they have to decide on whether accepting or rejecting each possible offer made by A.
Similarly, the Trust game is played under the strategy method. The participants B are not told the
amount actually sent by their co-participant A. Thus they have to decide how many points they are
willing to send back to A for each possible amount sent by him. These games are played one-shot
with a random re-matching of participants and roles (A or B) after each game.
The two sessions were separated by at least one week. We did not remind players of their
initial stated statements because we did not want the participants to feel committed to follow these
principles due to a consistency bias induced by the design.16 This design strategy leaves the door
open for unconscious hypocrisy to manifest itself.
Elicitation of principles technique
15

The order between the three scenarios has been kept constant across sessions. In session 1, this order ensures the
same progressive increase in the degree of complexity for all the participants. At the beginning of part 4 in session 2,
the three scenarios are reminded all together, so the order of each scenario should not matter. It should also be noted
that in session 2, principles are elicited after the three games have been played for real and not after each game has
been played. This is designed to avoid that after the first game, participants adjust their decisions in the next games
knowing that they will also have to report their principles.
16
Choosing a longer time interval between the two sessions would have increased the risk of losing participants and
possibly created some dissatisfaction since total payment was made only at the end of the second session.
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As we mentioned, we ask subjects to explicit statements of what they consider fair allocations, but
let them communicate interval rather than point values. These reported intervals constitute what
we call “stated principles”. There are several reasons for this design. First, individuals may not
view a fair share as a single precise value: more likely they think there is a range of acceptable
values. Even if they do have a single number in mind, social interactions leave us with the
discretion of vagueness, and we wanted to let our players use if they wanted this strategic
uncertainty.
Specifically in the experiment we ask them to determine, in the position of player A, the set
of what they consider fair shares transferred to B. The precise question was “What do you
consider as being fair shares between A and B?”17 On the computer screen a bar with two cursors,
graduated from 0 to 100%, and a box detailing the choices are displayed (see examples in figure
1). Moving the left cursor indicates the minimum fraction going to player B that is considered
fair; moving the right cursor indicates the maximum value. This method enables to determine i)
whether the midpoint of the fairness band is 50%, and ii) how large is the fairness band, its width
indicating the wriggle room that individuals allow to themselves.

I consider as being fair all the shares
in which A transfers to B at least 28%
and at most 89% of the amount.

I consider as being fair all the shares
in which A transfers to B at least 43%
and at most 53% of the amount.

Figure 1. Determination of the sets of fair shares - Two examples of players’ screens
Next, the players (still in the position of player A) are requested to evaluate the unfairness
of the shares transferred by A to B in the same scenario.18 Another bar, graduated from 0 to 100%,
and a box detailing the choices are displayed on the screen (see examples in figure 2). By moving
the left cursor the players indicate the share below which shares are considered as unfair, and by
moving the right cursor they indicate the share above which shares are considered as unfair. This
method has the same virtues as for the determination of fairness principles. Note that there may be
some overlapping between principles of fairness and unfairness and some shares may be
17

The French original text of the Instructions is “Qu’est-ce que vous considérez comme des partages justes entre A et
B ?”. We did not retain the alternative word “équitable” that evokes equality and is probably less neutral.
18
The French original text is “Qu’est-ce que vous considérez comme des partages injustes entre A et B ?”.
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considered as neither fair, nor unfair. Indeed, we allow our players to be inconsistent or indifferent
about some shares.

I consider as being unfair all the
shares in which A transfers to B
less than 8% or more than 83% of
the amount.

I consider as being unfair all the
shares in which A transfers to B
less than 34% or more than 64%
of the amount.

Figure 2. Determination of the sets of unfair shares – Two examples of players’ screens
III.2. Procedures
The experiment consists of 5 sets of 2 sessions each conducted at the laboratory of the Groupe
d’Analyse et de Théorie Economique in Lyon, France. Undergraduate students from the local
engineering and business schools were invited via the ORSEE software (Greiner, 2004).
Individuals committed to participate in two sessions separated by one week and they were
informed that the earnings made in the two sessions would be paid only at the end of the second
session. In total, 83 individuals participated in the two sessions, with 52% of females.19 None of
them already participated in a bargaining game or in a Trust game before. The experiment was
computerized, using the REGATE platform (Zeiliger, 2000).
Upon arrival at the first session, the participants extracted a tag from a bag indicating their
computer name and received another tag with a password. They were instructed to bring back this
tag for the second session; otherwise they would not be allowed to participate.20 The participants
were informed that they would be paid €8 at the end of the second session for participating in the
first session. They received sets of instructions for each scenario (see on-line Appendix B) after
completion of the reports regarding statements and hypothetical decision in the previous
scenario.21 They answered a comprehension questionnaire and questions were answered in private.

19

Five individuals participated in the first session but did not show up at the second session. One individual showed
up in the second session and not in the first one; he was nevertheless accepted since we needed an even number of
participants. Of course, the data from these six participants are not included in the data analysis.
20
The composition of the sessions differ between the first and the second sessions, as participants registered at the
same time for two sessions but chose among the proposed schedules of each session separately. We did this on
purpose to limit communication between participants. This is also why we dismissed people at different moments at
the end of the first session.
21
In each session, the scenarios were always administered in the same order: Dictator game, Ultimatum game, and
Trust game. This does not allow us to control for a possible order effect across games but the sequence permits a
progression in the degree of difficulty of the games, which has facilitated participants’ understanding.
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They were informed at the beginning of the first session that their responses would in no case
influence their participation in the second session or the content of the second session.
At the beginning of the second session, the participants entered their password in the
computer. They were paid €8 for participating in the second session in addition to the payment of
one of the first three parts of this session that would be randomly drawn at the end of the session.
A set of instructions for each part was distributed after completion of the previous part (see on-line
Appendix C). The order of games was the same as in the first session: first the Dictator game, then
the Ultimatum game and finally the Trust game. In each part, after a check for their understanding,
we paired the participants and assigned randomly the two roles. It was made common information
that in each game the decisions of the players would not be communicated to the other participant
until the end of the session. Since the Ultimatum and the Trust games were played under the
strategy method, the receivers in the Ultimatum game accepted or rejected each possible amount
sent by the sender. Similarly, in the Trust game the receivers had to decide on the amount of points
sent back to the sender for each possible amount chosen by the sender. Last, we distributed a final
set of instructions reminding the three scenarios and the rules for expressing the principles of
fairness and unfairness. After completion of this part, the players received a feedback on the
decisions of their co-participants in the first three parts of the second session.
Payment was made in a separate room by a secretary who was not aware of the content of
the experiment. This fact was made common information to all subjects from the very beginning
of the first session. The first session of the experiment lasted on average 75 minutes and the
second 90 minutes. Each participant earned an average of €28.99 (standard deviation: €8.18).

IV. A THEORY OF SOCIAL NORMS AND HYPOCRISY: PREDICTIONS
What is the natural benchmark for abstract norms? Consider for example the Dictator game: a
decision made behind the veil of ignorance might suggest fairness to be defined as equal splitting,
as long as there are no reasons to think that the position of Dictator deserves special treatment
because it is earned or deserved.22 When this ideal translates into actual proposals, the
advantageous bargaining position might creep into the moral reasoning and bias the actual
proposal in favor of the Dictator. The same might happen in the Ultimatum and Trust games. Is
22

Equity is the reference point in distributional models (Fehr and Schmit, 1999; Bolton and Ockenfels, 2000). In Falk
and Fischbacher (2006) where individuals have to evaluate the kindness of another’s action, the equitable share of
payoffs is the reference standard to determine whether a share is kind or not. In several experiments on social norms,
equal sharing is seen as more socially appropriate (Krupka and Weber, 2008; Andreoni and Bernheim, 2009).
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this the case? Or instead even fairness ideals take into account the relative bargaining power of the
two sides, and deviate from equal split rules? We take as the null hypothesis that individuals use
the equal splitting rule independently of the role in the game.
Hypothesis 1: The fairness and unfairness bands are symmetric around the equal split rule.
We test this hypothesis in section V. 1.
Abstract moral principles are compared by individuals with real behavior, even their own.
When real behavior is not readily available for comparison, principles are not constrained to some
measure of consistency with actual choices, and are free to follow ideal positions that may reflect
well on those who utter them. This holds both for statements as well as for hypothetical behavior.
Instead, when the check given by real behavior is possible, the cost attached to the failure to
implement a self-flattering statement is the bad signal of being inconsistent. Thus, we predict that
when real behavior can be used to judge the consistency of facts and statements, the latter ones are
more prudently in tune with real behavior.
Hypothesis 2: Stated fairness criteria will be farther from equal allocation after participants
have made actual transfer choices that violate those criteria, moving the stated norm closer to
actual behavior. We test this hypothesis in section V. 2.
Our next focus is on the relation between the expressed social preferences, strategic
reasoning and behavior. We hypothesize that a strategic thinking mode may or may not be
activated as players contemplate the game and they are cued to view the situation alternatively as a
strategic setting or as an abstract moral setting. The three games differ in important respects in the
way ethical and strategic considerations interact at the moment of formulating moral criteria. In
the Ultimatum game the moral evaluation of the sender’s proposal may have practical
consequences because he knows that the receiver can accept or reject. Thus, the Ultimatum game
naturally cues a strategic view even when the norm is stated as abstract. This was clear in our
setting since the scenario of this game was presented to the players just after the scenario of the
Dictator game, making the second mover – and therefore the strategic dimension of the game more salient. The other two games do not cue strategic thinking in the abstract setting since
evaluations are void of practical consequences. In the Dictator game the evaluation given by the
receiver has no consequence because he cannot act to affect the outcome in any way and in the
Trust game the evaluation given of the second mover’s action cannot change payoffs anymore..
The strategic cue is instead active when participants evaluate the fairness of moves ex-post.
When in our second session the individual is asked to choose and then to provide a new fairness
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statement, he now considers the question of the fair allocation together with the practical
implication that he has just witnessed of an allocation among people. The practical consequence
has now more weight (or some weight, as opposed to none) and the fairness statements reflect the
power of the first mover. In the Ultimatum game, this is not new, because the real implication of
the statement had been present from the start, so the change in the perception of the statement is
smaller and the adjustment smaller. The opposite analysis holds for the Dictator and Trust games.
Hypothesis 3: Real choices are more selfish than hypothetical ones. The discrepancy
between the two will be larger in games where the real behavior has no strategic consequences
(Dictator and Trust games) than in games where consequences are possible (Ultimatum game). We
test this hypothesis in section V. 3.
Finally, and as a consequence of the previous hypotheses, we test the hypothesis that the
adjustment of principles to actions differs across individuals, depending on the generosity of their
actual choice and on their bargaining power in the games. We expect that moral hypocrisy is
associated with more selfish actions and more powerful positions.
Hypothesis 4: At the individual level, power and selfishness increase the need for
adjustment of stated principles to actions. We test this last hypothesis in section V. 4.
V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
V. 1. The fairness criteria
Our data show that even abstract fairness or unfairness principles take into account the relative
bargaining power of the two sides. This is true independently of the point of view participants are
asked to take. Table 1 displays the lower and upper bounds of the fairness and unfairness
principles in each game and from the perspective of each player, as reported in the first session.
(Insert Table 1 here)
Table 1 indicates that the upper and lower bounds of stated fair shares are clearly in an
asymmetric position with respect to an equal share. In the Dictator game, the midpoint of the upper
and lower values for the dictator’s point of view on fairness is 40.92, which is significantly
different from 50 (t-test, two-tailed, p<0.001).23 In the Ultimatum game, the midpoint of the upper
and lower values for the sender’s point of view is 41.57, which is also significantly different from
50 (p<0.001). In the Trust game, an equal share between the two players would require a transfer
back of 2 in case of a low transfer by player A and of 8 in case of a high transfer. The midpoint of
23

All tests are two-tailed t-tests with the individual as the unit of observation, unless specified otherwise.

14

the upper and lower values for the receiver’s point of view is 7.34 in case of the high transfer,
which is significantly different from 8 (p=0.002). In contrast, the midpoint is 2.39 in case of a low
transfer, which is significantly higher than the transfer required by an equal share (p<0.001).
The same asymmetry holds for the unfairness bands. The area defined by the lower bound
of unfair shares is always significantly smaller than the area defined by the upper bound. In the
Dictator game, the largest share to the receiver that is still considered unfair is 18.93 (S.E.=1.68)
while the upper value for unfairness bound is 68.67 (S.E.=1.76) when players are asked to take the
point of view of the dictator (p<0.001).24 In the Ultimatum game, the lower bound is 20.24
(S.E.=1.58) and the upper bound 66.14 (S.E.=1.86) from the point of view of the sender (p<0.001).
In the Trust game, the lower bound is 1.07 (S.E.=0.09) and the higher bound is 4.18 (S.E.=0.19)
from the point of view of the receiver in case of a low transfer by A (p<0.001); the corresponding
values are 4.39 (S.E.=0.29) and 10.86 (S.E.=0.33) in case of a high transfer (p<0.001).25
Interestingly, the asymmetries are also observed when one takes the perspective of the less
favored player, favoring the stronger player: see Table 1. The midpoint of the upper and lower
values of fairness is significantly different from 50 in both the Dictator (p<0.001) and the
Ultimatum games (p=0.018) in the perspective of the receiver. Similarly in the Trust game, the
midpoint differs from 2 in case of the low transfer (p<0.001) and from 8 in case of the high
transfer (p=0.015) from the point of view of the sender. The same asymmetry is observed
regarding the unfairness bands. When players are asked to take the point of view of the receiver,
the width of the lower unfair band is significantly smaller than that of the upper band in the
Dictator (p=0.031) and the Ultimatum games (p=0.026). When they are asked to take the point of
view of the sender in the Trust game, the difference is significant in the case of a low transfer but
not in the case of a high transfer (p<0.001 and p=0.326, respectively). In summary, the player in
the weaker position makes statements that anticipate that the stronger side will use the power,
rather than claiming that allocations should be independent of the bargaining position.
In fact, there is no difference between the lower bounds of shares that are considered fair
and unfair in the two points of view. Consider the Dictator game, where strategic considerations
24

These paired t-tests compare the width of the area delimited by the lower bound and the minimum possible transfer
and the width of the area delimited by the upper bound and the maximum possible transfer.
25
Since players determine the unfair shares without being reminded which shares they defined as being fair, there may
some overlapping between fair and unfair shares. This does not necessarily denote confusion, but rather a margin of
error. This concerns a small minority of players. In session 1 (session 2, respectively) we observe overlapping
between the lower bounds of fairness and unfairness in 14.46% of the players in the Dictator game (15.66%,
respectively), 7.23% in the Ultimatum game (2.41%), and in the Trust game 8.43% when the transfer is low (12.05%)
and 10.84% when it is high (9.64%).
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are least likely to influence the individual’s criteria. In the first session, the mean lower bound on
the share given to the receiver that is considered fair is 24.19 (S.E.=1.79) in the position of the
dictator and 24.52 (S.E.=1.53) in the position of the receiver. These values do not differ (p=0.831).
Similarly, there is no difference between the two points of view about the lower bound of the
unfair shares in this game (p=0.151) as well as in the Ultimatum game (p=0.134).
The reported fairness intervals in dictator and the ultimatum scenarios do not differ (see
Table 1). In the perspective of the sender, the fairness band is defined by the interval 24.19,
57.65 in the first game and by the interval 24.71, 58.45 in the second game; the width of the two
bands is not significantly different (p = 0.871), and neither is their position, in spite of the fact that
the receiver in the ultimatum scenario has a veto power while it is passive in the dictator scenario.
This may result from counteracting forces: in the Ultimatum game the choice is perceived as
strategic, and so the sender is taking into account the possibility that the receiver might reject an
offer which is too low. In the Dictator game this strategic element is absent, the statement is
perceived as an ethical statement, and the sender is stating as fair a more generous offer.
These results lead us to reject hypothesis 1:
Result 1: Abstract principles of fairness and unfairness take into account the bargaining power of
the players, conceding more to the more powerful player. This is true for statements made from the
perspective of both the most and the least powerful players, in both cases favoring the most
powerful player.
V. 2. Behavior and principles: From real acts to words
Table 2 displays the evolution of fairness and unfairness principles between the first and the
second sessions for each game and in each player’s perspective. In the second session, principles
are stated after players made real decisions.
(Insert Table 2 here)
Table 2 shows how more powerful players adjust their principles in the second session. In
the Dictator game, dictators adjust downward both lower and upper bounds of the fairness
statement. In the first session they consider that 22 is the minimum to consider a transfer as being
fair and that a share is fair up to 59.44; in the second session, 15.8 is the minimum and 56.34 is the
maximum. These differences are significant (p=0.031 for the lower bound in a two-tailed t-test; p=
0.087 for the upper bound in a one-tailed t-test). If one considers midpoints of fairness bands, the
asymmetry of fair shares relative to the equal split is increased in the second session compared to
the first one. The difference between the midpoints in the first and the second sessions is
16

significant in the Dictator game (p=0.031) and in the Trust game when the transfer is high (p=
0.012). The same conclusion applies to the evolution of the unfairness principles that are also
adjusted downwards (see the lower part of Table 2). In contrast, the asymmetry of fair shares is not
significantly modified in the second session in the Ultimatum game where the player’s offer can
still be rejected by the receiver (p=0.761). The difference is not significant either in the Trust game
when the initial transfer is low (p=0.465). The fact that individuals do not adjust their principles in
all games shows that the adjustment of statements cannot be explained by a learning effect.
Indeed, if people were adjusting in the second session because they have learned the equilibrium,
they would have adjusted their principles in all games; this is not what we observe. For the same
reasons, the adjustment cannot be explained by an anchoring effect of the actions. This clearly
suggests that, from the very beginning, the Dictator game and the Trust game are not perceived
like the Ultimatum game; like in Charness and Gneezy (2008), the dictator scenario is perceived
from an ethical perspective while the ultimatum scenario is perceived immediately as strategic.
A striking result is that players who have been assigned a weaker role in the bargaining
also adjust downwards their principles when placed in the perspective of the other player. For
example, Table 2 shows that in the first session, they consider that 26.33 is the minimum to
consider a transfer as being fair in the Dictator game; in the second session, instead they consider
that 20.74 is the minimum (p=0.029). The upper bound of fair shares is not modified (55.90 in the
first and 55.31 in the second session, p=0.805). This shows that for players who have a lower
bargaining power, not only the definition of fairness becomes more asymmetric relative to an
equal sharing (the midpoint is lower in session 2 than in session 1, p=0.075 in a one-tailed test),
but also the range of shares that are considered as fair is increased after playing the game for real
(p=0.047). The lower bound of unfair shares is also adjusted downwards (p=0.088). The
adjustment of the participants selected as receivers is, however, slightly smaller than the dictators.
While the lower bounds of fairness are not significantly different in the first session between
actual dictators and receivers, they become significantly different in the second session (MannWhitney U-test, p=0.077). The motivation for the revision of the fairness criteria by the weaker
players has a different explanation than for the stronger player, and is due not to hypocrisy but to
acceptance of reality. The power of the opponent in the second session is salient, because real
choices are now being made, and the intrusion of power on the fairness criteria stronger.
In the Trust game with a high transfer, the senders also relax their norm of fairness in the
perspective of the receiver in the second session: the lower bound of the fair back transfers is
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adjusted downwards (p=0.066, one-tailed), moving the midpoint to the left (p=0.109, one-tailed).
In contrast, in the Ultimatum game when placed in the perspective of the sender the receivers like
the senders do not adjust the lower bound of their fairness principle (p=0.368), the lower bound
(p=0.193) or the upper bound of unfairness principles (p=0.640).26
This analysis leads to the following results that support Hypothesis 2.
Result 2a: In most games, the players with a higher bargaining power adjust their principles to
their actions by relaxing their norm of fairness and by extending the range of fair allocations to
their advantage.
Result 2b: The players with a lower bargaining power also adjust downwards their principles of
fairness and unfairness when placed in the perspective of the more powerful player.
V. 3 Hypothetical and real choices
Our findings are in agreement with Hypothesis 3: In the Dictator and Trust games, where the
evaluation of the action of the other has no consequence, hypothetical transfers in the first session
and real choices in the second session differ. In the Ultimatum game, where the evaluation has
consequences, the two choices do not differ.
Consider the Dictator game. Not surprisingly, senders are much less generous when
making real choices than hypothetical ones. 34.15% of the dictators play the equilibrium (0) in the
second session while only 14.63% of them did so when making a hypothetical choice. The mean
hypothetical transfer is 2.66 (S.E.=0.24), the mean real one is 1.78 (S.E.=0.29).27 The difference is
significant according to a paired t-test (p=0.006) and a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-S hereafter;
p<0.001, corrected). The left panel of Table 3 illustrates the differences between the two
distributions. Regarding the Trust game, Table 4 reports the hypothetical and actual amounts sent
back by the receivers in the cases of both a low and a high transfer from the sender.
(Insert Tables 3 and 4 here)
In the Trust game like in the Dictator game, the real amounts are significantly lower than
the hypothetical amounts and by a sizeable amount. In the case of a low initial transfer, the zero
transfer represents only 7.14% of the hypothetical choices of the receivers but 38.10% of their
actual decisions. In case of a high transfer, the corresponding values are 0% and 23.81%. The
picture is the same when one considers the percentages of back transfers that would equalize
26

However, they increase marginally the upper bound of the fairness principle (p=0.086), so that the midpoint of
lower and upper bounds of fairness principles is moved slightly to the right compared to the first session (p=0.060).
27
The mean actual transfers in the three games are consistent with the usual values observed in these games (Plott and
Smith, 2008); we do not think that having reported principles in session 1 has modified actual decisions in session 2.
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payoffs between senders and receivers. In case of a low transfer, 52.38% of the hypothetical
choices but only 19.05% of the real choices are equal to 2; in case of a high transfer, 26.19% of the
hypothetical choices but none of the real choices are equal to 8. The average amount sent back in
the second session if the sender made a low transfer is 0.88 (S.E.=0.137) whereas the average
hypothetical amount was 1.74 (S.E.=0.150). The hypothetical and actual values differ significantly
(t-test: p< 0.001; K-S test: p<0.001, corrected). The mean amount sent back in the second session
if the sender has sent 4 points is 4 (S.E.=0.447) whereas the average hypothetical amount was 6.38
(S.E.=0.334).The difference is large and significant (t-test: p<0.001; K-S test: p<0.001, corrected).
Instead, there is no large difference between hypothetical and real choices for the sender in
the Ultimatum game (see right panel of Table 3). Indeed, the equilibrium play (0 or 1) represents
7.14% of the hypothetical choices of the senders and only 4.76% of their actual decisions. The
mean actual transfer to the receiver is 3.50 (S.E.=0.17) whereas the mean hypothetical transfer was
3.43 (S.E.=0.18). The difference is not significant (t-test, p=0.691) although the distributions of
hypothetical and actual transfers differ significantly (K-S test: p<0.001, corrected). The amount of
the transfers is consistent with the hypothesis that strategic considerations drive both hypothetical
and real choices: the hypothetical transfer is 28.95% higher than in the Dictator game and the
actual transfer is even 96.63% higher (p<0.001 for both).
These analyses support our next result.
Result 3: In the Dictator and Trust games, hypothetical and real choices differ, and the change
favors the first mover. The difference is smaller or absent in the Ultimatum game.
V. 4 Actual fairness and hypocrisy
In this last sub-section, we complement the previous analysis by relating the relative fairness of the
players to the adjustment of their stated principles depending on their bargaining power. We study
whether the most hypocritical players are or not the most selfish and powerful ones.
In each game the sample has been divided in three categories based on the transfers
actually made in session 2 by the senders in the Dictator and the Ultimatum games, and by the
receivers in the Trust game. The categories correspond to transfers below the median, equal to the
median, and above the median. To assess hypocrisy, we consider i) the differences between
fairness principles stated in session 1 and actual transfers, ii) the difference between hypothetical
and actual transfers, and iii) the adjustment of principles between the two sessions. For each game
and each category, Figures 3 to 6 display four bars indicating respectively the mean lower bound
of the fairness principles stated in session 1 and in session 2, the mean hypothetical choice in
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session 1 and the mean actual choice in session 2.28 In the Dictator game (Figure 3) and in the
Ultimatum game (Figure 4), the principles (expressed in a percentage scale) have been rescaled
between 0 and 10 to enable the comparison with transfers that are expressed between 0 and 10.
In addition, Table 5 indicates, for each game and each transfer category, the percentage of
variation between the mean actual transfer and the lower bound of fairness stated in session 1
(column 1), the percentage of variation between the mean fairness principles stated in session 2
and in session 1 (column 2), and the percentage of variation between the mean actual and
hypothetical transfers (column 3). Each column includes the p-value of two-tailed t-tests
comparing respectively actual transfers and principle stated in session 1, principles stated in
sessions 1 and 2, hypothetical and actual transfers.
(Insert Figures 3 to 6 and Table 5 here)
Consider the Dictator game and the Trust games. Figures 3, 5 and 6 and Table 5 show that
the players who actually transfer less than the median exhibit the highest discrepancy between
their hypothetical and their actual transfers. The difference is -86.49% in the Dictator game, 100% in the Trust game with a low transfer, and -89.25% in the Trust game with a high transfer.
The difference is large between the amount actually transferred by these individuals and the lower
bound of their fairness principle stated in session 1 (-88.97% in the Dictator game, -100% in the
Trust game with a low transfer, and -89.40% in the Trust game with a high transfer). These
players, except in the Trust game with a low transfer,29 revise significantly their fairness principle
downward (-34.65% in the Dictator game, -25.40% in the Trust game with a high transfer). The
revision is not sufficient to include the actual transfer in the fairness bands but it allows the players
to reduce the distance with what they consider as fair. It should also be noted that the players who
transferred less than the median in the Dictator game reported on average a much more ambitious
fairness principle than the players whose transfer is above the median (2.38 vs. 1.59).
Players whose actual transfer is at the median level exhibit also a significant discrepancy
between hypothetical and actual transfers in the Dictator and Trust games but its importance is
twice smaller than for those who transfer less than the median (-40.55% in the Dictator game, 41.52% in the Trust game with a low transfer and -39.39% with a high transfer). Average transfers

28

We display only the lower bounds of the fairness principles for simplification. The same figures could of course be
displayed with the midpoints of fairness intervals, the lower and upper bounds of unfairness principles.
29
In the Trust game with a low transfer, the receiver’s hypocrisy is less necessary because a low back transfer can be
easily justified by a reaction to the first mover’s low level of trust. It should be also acknowledged that in such a
context there are less possible returns and therefore lesser possibilities to adjust the fairness bands.
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do not differ significantly from the lower bound of the fairness principles stated in session 1. Still,
these participants adjust the lower bound of fairness downward, except in the Trust game with a
low transfer (-46.73% in the Dictator game and -26.09% in the Trust game with a high transfer).
They want to appear more generous than what they state as the minimum fair allocation.
In contrast, the participants who transferred more than the median do not adjust their
principle of fairness . In the Dictator game, this may be due to the fact that they transfer more than
their hypothetical choice (+31.43%) and than the lower bound of fairness stated in session 1
(+162.85%). In the Trust game with a low transfer, actual choices do not differ significantly from
the hypothetical ones and they exceed the lower bound of fairness (+42.31%). In the Trust game
with a high transfer, mean transfers are slightly lower than the hypothetical ones (-13.11%) but
they remain significantly higher than the lower bound of fairness stated in session 1. Overall, these
players do not need adjusting their principles to convince themselves that they are fair.
In the Ultimatum game behavior is different. The players whose transfer is below the
median send less than their hypothetical choice but the difference is much smaller than in the other
games (-14.03%) and these transfers still exceed significantly the lower bound of fairness. If they
adjust their principles downward, it is probably because they want to keep the image of sending
much more than the minimum fair allocation. The players at or above the median do not adjust
their principles: they send a significantly higher amount (+25%) than their hypothetical choices in
session 1 and this exceeds significantly the lower bound of fairness stated in session 1 (+46.79%
and +50.01%, respectively). This analysis leads to our last results that confirm Hypothesis 4:
Result 4a: Hypocrisy is stronger in individuals who transfer less.
Result 4b: More power is associated with more hypocrisy.
VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Our results suggest the general rule that the practical implications of stated normative
principles about actions affect the stated norms, and vice versa. This intrusion of strategic
evaluation into normative setting occurs in many ways. Norms that appear abstract take into
account the bargaining power of the two sides. Players in advantageous position anticipate how
future possible behavior might deviate from tight moral standards, and make them less stringent
beforehand; their stated principles deviate from the norm of equal sharing. Individuals in weaker
positions also anticipate that the stronger side will take advantage of the position, and are willing
to make this fact into a norm, declaring fair unequal allocations favoring the opposite side. Thus,
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power intrudes in ethical norms, in the mind of the weak and in that of the strong, and bends the
norm in favor of the powerful. We already knew that principles of justice are heterogeneous
(Konow, 2000; Cappelen et al., 2007) and that people employ them in self-serving ways (Babcock
et al., 1995; Rodriguez-Lara and Moreno-Garrido, 2011). We show here that even in the
perspective of the weaker player, individuals report principles that are not egalitarian.
Individuals adjust the range of fair shares and unfair shares after playing the game for real
money compared with the initial statement they gave when the criteria of fairness and unfairness
were elicited as universal but inconsequential norms. Individuals in an advantageous as well as in
a disadvantageous position make the adjustment in the same direction. Moral hypocrisy is used as
a tool to manage the tradeoff between the immediate convenience of the actions and the conflict
these actions create with principles. It balances the need to maintain a social reputation in the
future and the convenience of a present choice. Moral hypocrisy may be based on self-deception,
possibly to deceive others (von Hippel and Trivers, 2011). If people are conscious of the
importance of the evaluation of intentions (Rabin, 1993; Charness and Rabin, 2002), it is all the
more important for them to adjust their stated principles to their actions. Our design does not allow
us, however, to test whether moral hypocrisy is conscious or unconscious. Hypocrisy may be a
conscious attempt to claim a moral norm as universal and at the same time to violate the norm; but
it may also be unconscious, based on self-deception, if players are not fully aware of the
contradiction between principles and actions. The size of the adjustment is also reduced when
another player has behaved selfishly (i.e. in the Trust game when the sender expressed low trust).
The adjustment of principles to actions is considerably smaller or absent when there are
strategic reasons that dictate prudence and fairness in deciding transfers. The discrepancy between
hypothetical and real behavior is larger when the action being judged has no further consequence
(as the first move in the Dictator and the second move in the Trust game) than when it does (as the
first move in the Ultimatum game). In our experiment, if an allocation has the strategic value of
affecting future actions, then it is probably perceived differently already in the first session, in
spite of the fact that this session is all about abstract judgments. This difference in perception is
reflected in the lack of adjustment of stated norms and hypothetical choices in the second session:
since the action was evaluated as strategic in the first session already, facing the fact that it has real
consequences of affecting payoffs of individuals is not a novelty, as it is in the first session. The
fact that individuals adjust their statements in games where they are the last movers but not when
strategic motives are present shows that the adjustment of principles in the direction of more
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selfish actions is not due to a learning effect. Similarly, learning cannot explain the diverging
changes between hypothetical and actual transfers according to the level of actual transfers relative
to the median. Our findings illustrate that a stronger power facilitates the enunciation of generous
ethical principles that may be distant from real actions because individuals do not examine the
situation as a strategic one when they express them.
These results suggest a reconsideration of the significance of norms and social preferences,
and also the more modest task of re-evaluating how norms are elicited. Social preferences are
usually elicited through actions. This definition fails to measure the strength of the support the
individual gives to the preference, and does not disentangle the interplay between normative and
strategic considerations. Instead, we let norms to be defined by intervals, which gives a better
measure of the wiggle room allowed and reveals that social preferences may be contextual.
The discrepancy between statements and acts and the subsequent adjustment of fairness
and unfairness statements pose the question of a systematic study of moral hypocrisy in strategic
behavior. Occurrence of hypocrisy is due to the fact that people build an identity when stating their
initial principles and hypothetical choices. Since there is no cost under the veil of ignorance for
looking pro-social, most of them build an excessively generous image of themselves. However,
our design forces people to make decisions in the second session when acting in accord with prosocial principles is costly; at that moment they cannot remain ignorant of their true identity as
there is no opt-out option. After making choices that are usually less pro-social than the initially
stated principles, especially if they get the highest bargaining power, they deceive themselves.
They adjust their principles in the direction of a better alignment with their actions to keep up the
appearance of being pro-social and to maintain a positive self-image. By reducing the distance
between their fairness principles and their actions, people may convince themselves that their
actions do not hurt their morale since they are closer or belong to a more permissive fairness
interval. Moral hypocrisy is not systematic, however: hypocritical players are those who reported
initially the most generous statements and who then behaved the most selfishly. In contrast, the
individuals who behave more generously do not feel the need to reevaluate their principles.
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Appendix A. Tables

Table 1: Fairness and unfairness principles, for the three games
In the shoes of Player A

In the shoes of Player B

Fairness

Unfairness

Fairness

Unfairness

Lower bound

24.19 (1.79)

18.93 (1.68)

24.52 (1.53)

22.29 (1.98)

Upper bound

57.65 (1.53)

68.67 (1.76)

62.53 (1.70)

71.04 (1.81)

Principles
Dictator Game

Ultimatum Bargaining Game
Lower bound

24.71 (1.56)

20.24 (1.58)

27.29 (1.58)

22.58 (1.57)

Upper bound

58.45 (1.36)

66.14 (1.86)

66.42 (1.84)

71.45 (2.0)

Trust Game – low transfer
Lower bound

1.63 (0.80)

1.40 (0.09)

1.30 (0.90)

1.07 (0.92)

Upper bound

4.11 (0.19)

4.54 (0.22)

3.49 (0.16)

4.18 (0.19)

Trust Game – High transfer
Lower bound

5.83 (0.22)

5.02 (0.24)

4.99 (0.25)

4.39 (0.29)

Upper bound

11.11 (0.30)

11.55 (0.35)

9.69 (0.28)

10.86 (0.34)

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. N=83.
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Table 2: Evolution of the principles between the first and second sessions, for the three games.
2.1. Fairness principles
Actual Player A in session 2
Principles

Actual Player B in session 2

Session 1

Session 2

%

Session 1

Session 2

%

Lower bound

22 (2.38)

15.80 (2.21)

-28.18

26.33 (2.64)

20.74 (2.14)

-21.23

Upper bound

59.44 (2.57)

56.34 (2.80)

-5.22

55.90 (1.67)

55.31 (2.33)

-1.06

Dictator Game

Ultimatum Bargaining Game
Lower bound

25.24 (2.16)

24 .31 (2.11)

-3.68

24.17 (2.27)

25.90 (2.15)

+0.07

Upper bound

58.83 (2.06)

58.83 (2.29)

0

58.05 (1.80)

61.37 (2.28)

+5.72

Trust Game – low transfer
Lower bound

1.41 (0.13)

1.24 (0.14)

-12.06

1.17 (0.12)

1.14 (0.12)

-2.56

Upper bound

3.71 (0.24)

3.83 (0.29)

+3.23

3.29 (0.21)

3.55 (0.23)

+7.90

Trust Game – High transfer
Lower bound

4.83 (0.42)

4.24 (0.34)

-12.22

5.14 (0.28)

4.55 (0.30)

-11.48

Upper bound

9.41 (0.44)

9.12 (0.42)

-3 .08

9.95 (0.36)

9.09 (0.34)

-8.64

2.2. Unfairness principles
Actual Player A in session 2
Principles

Actual Player B in session 2

Session 1

Session 2

%

Session 1

Session 2

%

Lower bound

16.59 (2.14)

13.73 (1.98)

-17.24

21.21 (2.55)

16.95 (1.84)

-20.08

Upper bound

71.63 (2.58)

65.49 (2.93)

-8.57

65.79 (2.36)

62.57 (2.73)

-4.89

Dictator Game

Ultimatum Bargaining Game
Lower bound

19.57 (2.14)

18.14 (2.06)

-7.31

20.92 (2.35)

17.24 (1.89)

-17.59

Upper bound

66.52 (2.83)

63.10 (2.47)

-5.14

65.76 (2.45)

64.15 (2.98)

-2.45

Trust Game – low transfer
Lower bound

0.90 (0.12)

1.05 (0.11)

+16.67

1.24 (0.14)

0.98 (0.14)

-20.97

Upper bound

4.17 (0.30)

4.34 (0.32)

+4.08

4.19 (0.25)

4.02 (0.26)

-4.06

Trust Game – High transfer
Lower bound

3.93 (0.45)

4.00 (0.34)

+1.78

4.83 (0.37)

4.28 (0.30)

-11.38

Upper bound

10.63 (0.52)

10.61 (0.40)

-0.19

11.07 (0.44)

10.69 (0.33)

-3.43

Notes: In the Dictator and Ultimatum Games, the tables display the principles of players in the position of player A; in
the Trust Game, they display the principles in the position of player B. Standard errors are in parentheses. N=42.
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Table 3: Transfers of senders, hypothetical and real, in Dictator game and Ultimatum game
Transfer in

Dictator game

Ultimatum game

points

Hypothetical choices

Actual choices

Hypothetical choices

Actual choices

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

0

6

14.63

14

34.15

0

0

0

0

1

2

4.88

5

12.20

3

7.14

2

4.76

2

9

21.95

11

26.83

5

11.90

5

11.90

3

11

26.83

5

12.20

14

33.33

14

33.33

4

9

21.95

2

4.88

12

28.57

12

28.57

5

4

9.76

3

7.32

7

16.67

9

21.43

6

0

0

0

0

1

2.38

0

0

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

1

2.44

0

0

0

0

Total

41

100

41

100

42

100

42

100

Note: In the Dictator game, there are 41 observations instead of 42 because one of the dictators participated only in the
second session; therefore, his decisions are not taken into account in the data analysis.

Table 4: Transfers back of receivers, hypothetical and real, in Trust games
Transfer

Low transfer of player A (1/5)

High transfer of player A (4/5)

back

Hypothetical choices

Actual choices

Hypothetical choices

Actual choices

in points

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

0

3

7.14

16

38.10

0

0

10

23.81

1

12

28.57

17

40.48

1

2.38

2

4.76

2

22

52.38

8

19.05

2

4.76

3

7.14

3

4

9.52

0

0

1

2.38

5

11.90

4

0

0

1

2.38

4

9.52

7

16.67

5

1

2.38

0

0

5

11.90

6

14.29

6

-

-

-

-

7

16.67

3

7.14

7

-

-

-

-

6

14.29

6

14.29

8

-

-

-

-

11

26.19

0

0

9

-

-

-

-

4

9.52

0

0

10

-

-

-

-

0

0

0

0

11

-

-

-

-

1

2.38

0

0

Total

42

100

42

100

42

100

42

100
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Table 5: Comparison between principles in sessions 1 and 2, hypothetical and actual transfers, by
game and by category of actual transfers
Percentage of variation

Actual

transfer

–

Principle

stated

in

Actual

–

hypothetical

principle stated

session 2 – principle in

in session 1 (1)

session 1 (2)

Below median (N=19)

-88.97 (<.001***)

-34.65 (.051**)

-86.49 (<.001***)

Median (N=11)

-19.71 (.123)

-46.73 (.011**)

-40.55 (.001***)

Above median (N=11)

162.85 (.002***)

17.72 (.220)

31.43 (.081*)

Total (N=41)

-19.10 (.157)

-28.18 (.016**)

-33.06 (.003***)

Below median (N=21)

24.14 (.019**)

-18.59 (.032**)

-14.03 (.041**)

Median (N=12)

46.79 (.007***)

-15.41 (.437)

6.67 (.194)

Above median (N=9)

50.01 (.006***)

15.77 (.137)

25.00 (.009***)

Total (N=42)

38.67 (<.001***)

-3.68 (.284)

2.07 (.345)

Below median (N=16)

-100 (<.001***)

-6.00 (.359)

-100.00 (<.001***)

Median (N=17)

-10.71 (.248)

-10.71 (.272)

-41.52 (<.001***)

Above median (N=9)

42.31 (.098*)

14.10 (.279)

-13.28 (.272)

Total (N=42)

-24.79 (.045**)

-2.56 (.425)

-49.42 (<.001***)

Below median (N=15)

-89.40 (<.001***)

-25.40 (.033**)

-89.25 (<.001***)

Median (N=5)

-13.04 (.265)

-26.09 (.088*)

-39.39 (.009***)

Above median (N=22)

18.66 (.014**)

0 (-)

-13.11 (<.001***)

Total (N=42)

-22.18 (.014**)

-11.48 (.033**)

-37.30 (<.001***)

transfers (3)

Dictator game

Utimatum game

Trust game – Low transfer

Trust game – High transfer

Notes: The categories below median, median and above median refer to the actual transfers made in session 2. ***
indicate significance at the 1% level, ** at the 5% level, and * at the 10% level.
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Figure 3. Comparison between principles in sessions 1 and 2, hypothetical and real transfers, by
category of actual transfer in the Dictator game (N = 41)
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Figure 4. Comparison between principles in sessions 1 and 2, hypothetical and real transfers, by
category of actual transfer in the Ultimatum game (N = 42)
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Figure 5. Comparison between principles in sessions 1 and 2, hypothetical and real transfers, by
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Appendix B. Instructions for the first session of the experiment (On-line appendix)
We thank you for participating in this experiment that consists of two sessions. We remind you that you have
committed to participate in the two sessions.
During these two sessions, you will be able to earn money. The amount of your earnings depends on your decisions
and on the decisions of other participants in this experiment. Your earnings during these two sessions will be added up
and paid to you at the end of the second session. This means that the earnings you will make during today’s session
will be paid to you at the end of the second session.
Throughout the two sessions, we will use points, with the following conversion rate between points and Euros:
1 point = 2 Euros
You will be paid in cash and in private in a separate room by somebody who is not aware of the content of this
experiment. No other participant will be informed on your individual payoffs. Your answers will be always kept
anonymous and confidential. You will never have to enter your name in the computer.
You have been given a tag indicating the name of a computer and a password. This password is strictly confidential
and personal. Do not forget to keep this tag with you and to bring it back with you to be allowed to participate in the
second session. If you lose your tag, you will not be allowed to participate in the second session and thus, you will not
be paid at all.

Today, you will receive the instructions for the first session only and you will earn 8 Euros. This amount does not
depend on your decisions. Please note that the content of the second session will not be affected by your decisions in
today’s session.
Today, the experiment consists of four independent parts. You have received a set of instructions for the first part.
You will receive other sets of instructions once this part will have been completed.

Part 1
We ask you to answer to questions related to a scenario. This scenario is the following:
Imagine that a participant A receives 10 points that he can share with a participant B. A keeps for himself the points
he has not transferred to B. B has no decision to make.
In this scenario, A earns: 10 points – the amount transferred to B.
B earns: the amount transferred by A.
We ask you to imagine first that you are the participant A and we ask you to answer the following questions:
1) What do you consider as being fair shares between A and B?
A horizontal bar will appear on your screen, together with two cursors, as indicated in the two following examples
chosen at random.
Left cursor

Right cursor

Left cursor

I consider as being fair all the shares
in which A transfers to B at least 28%
and at most 89% of the amount.

Right cursor

I consider as being fair all the shares
in which A transfers to B at least 43%
and at most 53% of the amount .
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* You move the left cursor to indicate the share of the amount transferred from A to B from which you consider the
shares as being fair.
* You move the right cursor to indicate the share of the amount transferred from A to B up to which you consider the
shares as being fair.
The dark inside area so defined indicates all the shares that you consider as being fair.
In the first example, all the shares in which A transfers to B at least 28% and at most 89% of the received amount are
considered as being fair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for himself a maximum of 72% and a
minimum of 11% of the received amount are considered as being fair.
In the second example, all the shares in which A transfers to B at least 43% and at most 53% of the received amount
are considered as being fair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for himself a maximum of 57% and a
minimum of 47% of the received amount are considered as being fair.
Next, you validate your answer by pressing the OK button. Once you have pressed this button, the following question
will appear on your screen.
2) What do you consider as being unfair shares between A and B?
Here too, a horizontal bar with two cursors will appear on your screen, as indicated in the two following examples
chosen at random.

I consider as being unfair all the
shares in which A transfers to B less
than 8% or more than 83% of the
amount.

I consider as being unfair all the
shares in which A transfers to B less
than 34% or more than 64% of the
amount.

* You move the left cursor to indicate the share of the amount transferred from A to B below which you consider the
shares as being unfair.
* You move the right cursor to indicate the share of the amount transferred from A to B beyond which you consider
the shares as being unfair.
The two outside dark areas so defined indicate the set of shares that you consider as being unfair. Then, you validate
your choices by pressing the OK button.
In the first example, all the shares in which A transfers to B less than 8% and those in which he transfers more than
83% of the received amount are considered as being unfair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for himself
more than 92% and those in which he keeps for himself less than 17% of the received amount are considered as being
unfair.
In the second example, all the shares in which A transfers to B less than 34% and those in which he transfers more
than 64% of the received amount are considered as being unfair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for
himself more than 66% and those in which he keeps for himself less than 36% of the received amount are considered
as being unfair.
Next, the following question will appear on your screen.
3) What do you think most people consider as being fair shares between A and B?
4) What do you think most people consider as being unfair shares between A and B?
Then, we will ask you the following questions:
5) If you could decide on the share between you and another participant, which amount would you decide to transfer
to him?
6) If the other participants in today’s session could decide on the share, which amount do you think would be
transferred by others on average?

34

After you have responded to these questions, we will ask you to imagine that you are the participant B. Then, you will
answer to the same questions regarding the definition of the fair and unfair shares from your own point of view, and
then from the point of view of most people, according to you.
If you have any question regarding these instructions, please raise your hand. We will answer to your questions in
private. During the session, communication between participants is strictly forbidden.
Before we start, please answer to the understanding questionnaire. We will check your answers individually. Then,
you will enter your password and part 1 will begin.

Part 2
(These instructions were distributed after the completion of part 1)
We present you with a second scenario.
Imagine that a participant A receives 10 points that he can share with a participant B. A keeps for himself the points
he has not transferred to B.
B can accept or reject A’s offer. If B rejects A’s offer, both A and B earn 0 (all the points are cancelled out). If B
accepts A’s offer, B earns the amount transferred by A and A keeps for himself the difference between the 10 points he
has received and the amount transferred to B.
In this scenario, if his offer is accepted, A earns: 10 points – the amount transferred to B.
if his offer is rejected, A earns: 0 point.
if he has accepted A’s offer, B earns: the amount transferred by A
if he has rejected A’s offer, B earns: 0 point.
We ask you to imagine first that you are the participant A and we ask you to answer the following questions:
1) What do you consider as being fair shares between A and B?
2) What do you consider as being unfair shares between A and B?
3) What do you think most people consider as being fair shares between A and B?
4) What do you think most people consider as being unfair shares between A and B?
5) If you could decide on the share between you and another participant, which amount would you decide to transfer
to him?
6) If the other participants in today’s session could decide on the share, which amount do you think would be
transferred by others on average?
Then, we will ask you to imagine that you are the participant B. Then, you will answer to the same questions
regarding the definition of the fair and unfair shares from your own point of view, and then from the point of view of
most people, according to you.

If you have any question regarding these instructions, please raise your hand. We will answer to your questions in
private. Before we start, please answer to the understanding questionnaire. We will check your answers individually.
(The following instructions were distributed after the completion of part 2)
The following instructions are for part 3 and part 4.
Part 3
We present you with a new scenario that takes two versions (scenario 3 and scenario 3 bis).
Imagine that two participants, A and B, receive 5 points each. A can send to participant B a certain amount, in
between 0 and 5 points. A keeps for himself the points he has not transferred to B. Each point sent to B is tripled.
Then, B can send points back to A and he keeps for himself the points he has not sent back. In this scenario, A earns: 5
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points – the amount transferred to B + the amount sent back by B. B earns: 5 points + 3 times the amount transferred
by A - the amount sent back to A.
Scenario 3. Imagine that A transfers 1 point to B and keeps 4 points for himself. Thus, B receives 3 points in
addition to his initial 5 points. B can send back to A between 0 and 8 points.
We ask you to imagine first that you are the participant B and we ask you to answer the same questions as in the two
previous scenarios regarding the definition of the fair and unfair amounts sent back by B to A, from your own point of
view, and then from the point of view of most people, according to you. Then, we will ask you to imagine that you are
the participant A. You will again answer to these questions about the definition of the fair and unfair amounts sent
back to A.
Scenario 3 bis. Next, imagine that A transfers 4 points to B and keeps 1 point for himself. This, B receives 12
points in addition to his initial 5 points. B can send back to A between 0 and 17 points.
We ask you to answer to the same questions as for the scenario 3, first in imagining that you are the participant B and
then as the participant A.

Part 4
This part will automatically start once part 3 has been completed. It consists of a questionnaire including 60
statements. For each statement, you must choose among five possible options the option that corresponds the most to
your opinion.
Choose SD (Strongly Disagree) if the statement is absolutely wrong or if you strongly disagree.
Choose D (Disagree) if the statement is rather wrong or if you disagree.
Choose N (Neutral) if the statement is equally wrong or true or if you cannot choose or if you have no opinion.
Choose A (Agree) if the statement is rather true or if you agree.
Choose SA (Strongly agree) if the statement is absolutely true or if you strongly agree.
There is no “good” or “bad” answers. The aim of this questionnaire will be reached if you describe yourself and if you
express your opinion as exactly as possible.
---End of the session
Once you have completed part 4, a few last questions will appear on your computer screen; then you will receive a
message allowing you to leave the lab. Between the beginning of this questionnaire in part 4 and the moment you will
be allowed to leave the lab, 10 minutes minimum will have elapsed.
Last, please give us back the instructions and do not forget to take your tag with your password to be allowed
to participate in the second session.
We thank you for not communicating with anyone about the questions and your answers in this session. It is indeed
very important that nobody else is aware of your answers in this session.
---Please read again these instructions. If you have any question, please raise your hand. Before we start part 3, please
answer to the understanding questionnaire.
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Appendix C. Instructions for the second session

We thank you for participating in this second session that consists of four parts. Today, you will be able to earn
additional payoffs. The amount of your earnings depends on your decisions and on the decisions of other participants.
Your earnings will be calculated in points, with the following conversion rate between points and Euros:
1 point = 2 Euros
The payoffs earned in each of the two sessions will be added up and converted into Euros at the end of this session.
The total amount of your earnings will remain confidential. We remind you that you will be paid in cash and in private
in a separate room by somebody who is not aware of the content of this experiment.
The identity of the participants with whom you will interact during this session will never be communicated to you.
Your answers will be kept anonymous and confidential. For this reason, we ask you not to communicate your choices
to anybody during or after the experiment.
One of the three first parts of this session will be randomly drawn at the end of the session and you will be paid what
you have actually earned in this part. The random draw is independent for each participant. Moreover, you will receive
€8 for your participation in today’s session that will be added up to the €8 that you have already earned last week.
Before we start the first part, we ask you to enter your password in your computer and to answer to a preliminary
question.
Part 1
You are randomly matched with another participant. One of you is the "participant A", the other is the "participant B".
The assignment of roles is random.
If you are a participant B, you have no other decision to make during this part. What occurs depends only on
participant A.
If you are a participant A, you receive 10 points. You must decide on the amount, between 0 and 10 points, that you
are willing to transfer to the participant B and you keep the rest for yourself. Once you have made your choice, you
press the OK button to validate your choice.
You make your decision once.
The payoffs are determined as follows:
The participant A earns: 10 points – the amount transferred to B
The participant B earns: the amount transferred from A

A feedback on the amount transferred by A to B will be given to B only at the end of the session. At the end of the
session, you will also be informed on whether this part has been selected for payment in Euros.
Once A has made his decision, both A and B can see a question displayed on their computer screen. A correct answer
to this question will allow you to earn €1 more.
We remind you that communication between participants is strictly forbidden. If after reading these instructions again
you have any question, please raise your hand. We will answer to your questions in private. Please fill out the
understanding questionnaire that has been distributed.

Part 2 (The following instructions were distributed after the completion of part 1)
In part 2, you are randomly matched with another participant. This co-participant is likely another person than in the
previous part. One of you will be "participant A", the other one will be the "participant B". The assignment of roles is
random and independent of the previous part.
If you are a participant A, you receive 10 points. You make an offer to the participant B about the amount, between
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0 and 10 points, that you are willing to transfer to him. Once you have made your decision, please press the OK
button.
You make your decision once.
If you are a participant B, you decide on whether you accept or you reject the offer made by the participant A.
However, you will not be informed immediately on the offer made by A. Your computer screen will display all the
possible choices made by A and you will have to decide for each possible choice made by A if you accept or you
reject it. Once you have made your series of decisions, please press the OK button.
What are the consequences of accepting or rejecting an offer?
If A’s offer is rejected, both A and B earn 0 point.
If A’s offer is accepted, B earns the amount transferred by A and A keeps for himself the difference between the 10
points he received initially and the amount transferred to B.
At the end of the session, we will match the amount actually offered by A to B and B’s decision for this amount.
Payoffs are calculated as follows.
Participant A:
If his offer is accepted, A earns: 10 points – the amount transferred to B
If his offer is rejected, A earns: 0 point.
Participant B:
If he has accepted A’s offer, B earns: the amount transferred by A
If he has rejected A’s offer, B earns: 0 point.
At the end of the session, we will inform B about the offer actually made by A and we will inform A about the
decision of B for this offer. At the end of the session, you will also be informed on whether this part has been selected
for payment in Euros.
Once A and B have made their decisions, both A and B can see a question displayed on their computer screen. A
correct answer to this question will allow you to earn €1 more.
If after reading these instructions again you have any question, please raise your hand. We will answer to your
questions in private. Please fill out the understanding questionnaire that has been distributed.

Part 3 (The following instructions were distributed after the completion of part 2)
In part 3, you are randomly matched with another participant. This co-participant is likely another person than in the
previous parts. One of you will be "participant A", the other one will be the "participant B". The assignment of roles is
random and independent of the previous parts.
Both participants A and B receive an initial endowment of 5 points.
If you are a participant A, you send to the participant B an amount, comprised in between 0 and 5 points, included,
that is taken out of your endowment. Once you have made your decision, please press the OK button.
You make your decision once.
Once you have validated your decision, each point sent to B is tripled.

If you are a participant B, you decide on how many points you want to send back to the participant A, between 0 and
your total number of points available (i.e. 5points + the tripled amount of points sent by A).
However, you will not be informed immediately on the amount actually sent by A. Your computer screen will display
all the possible choices made by A. Then, you will have to decide for each possible amount sent by A how many
points you want to send him.
This means that as a participant B, you must make several decisions regarding the amount you are willing to send
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back, one for each possible amount sent by A. Once you have made your series of decisions, please press the OK
button.
At the end of the session, we will match the amount actually sent by A to B and the corresponding amount sent back
by B. Payoffs are calculated as follows.
The participant A earns: 5 points – the amount sent to B + the amount sent back by B
The participant B earns: 5 points + 3 times the amount sent by A - the amount sent back to A

At the end of the session, we will inform B about the amount actually sent by A and we will inform A about the
corresponding amount actually sent back by B. At the end of the session, you will also be informed on whether this
part has been selected for payment in Euros.
Once A and B have made their decisions, both A and B can see a question displayed on their computer screen. A
correct answer to this question will allow you to earn €1 more. We consider an answer as being correct if is exact at
10%.
If after reading these instructions again you have any question, please raise your hand. We will answer to your
questions in private. Please fill out the understanding questionnaire that has been distributed.
----Part 4 (The following instructions were distributed after the completion of part 3)

We will present three scenarios on your computer screen successively (one of which has two versions) in which a
participant A and a participant B interact together. Each scenario replicates exactly the rules of each of the three
previous parts. The scenario 1 corresponds to part 1, the scenario 2 corresponds to part 2 and the scenarios 3 and 3 bis
correspond to part 3.
In each scenario, you are requested to imagine that you are the participant A and we ask you the following questions.
1) What do you consider as being fair shares between A and B or fair amounts sent back from B to A (according to the
scenario)?
2) What do you consider as being unfair shares between A and B or unfair amounts sent back from B to A (according
to the scenario)?
3) What do you think most people consider as being fair shares or fair amounts sent back?
4) What do you think most people consider as being unfair shares or unfair amounts sent back?
Then, we will ask you to imagine that you are the participant B and you will answer to the same questions. In addition,
participants B in parts 1 and 2 and participants A in part 3 will have to answer to an additional question in each
scenario.
To enter your answers about the fair shares or amounts sent back, a horizontal bar with two cursors will appear on
your screen, as indicated in the two following random examples.
Left cursor

Right cursor

Left cursor Right cursor

I consider as being fair all the shares
in which A transfers to B at least 28%
and at most 89% of the amount.

I consider as being fair all the shares
in which A transfers to B at least 43%
and at most 53% of the amount .
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* You move the left cursor to indicate the share of the amount transferred from A to B or the amount sent back from B
to A from which you consider the share or the amount sent back as being fair.
* You move the right cursor to indicate the share of the amount transferred from A to B or the amount sent back from
B to A up to which you consider the share or the amount sent back as being fair.
The dark area so defined indicates all the shares or the amount sent back that you consider as being fair.
In the first example, all the shares in which A transfers to B at least 28% and at most 89% of the received amount are
considered as being fair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for himself a maximum of 72% and a
minimum of 11% of the received amount are considered as being fair.
In the second example, all the shares in which A transfers to B at least 43% and at most 53% of the received amount
are considered as being fair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for himself a maximum of 57% and a
minimum of 47% of the received amount are considered as being fair.

To enter your answers about the unfair shares or amounts sent back, you also use the horizontal bar with the two
cursors, as indicated in the two following random examples.

I consider as being unfair all the
shares in which A transfers to B
less than 8% or more than 83%
of the amount.

I consider as being unfair all the
shares in which A transfers to B
less than 34% or more than 64%
of the amount.

* You move the left cursor to indicate the share of the amounts transferred from A to B or the amounts sent back by B
to A below which you consider the shares or the amounts sent back as being unfair.
* You move the right cursor to indicate the share of the amounts transferred from A to B or the amounts sent back by
B to A beyond which you consider the shares or the amounts sent back as being unfair.
The two outside dark areas so defined indicate the set of shares or amounts sent back that you consider as being unfair.
In the first example, all the shares in which A transfers to B less than 8% and those in which he transfers more than
83% of the received amount are considered as being unfair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for himself
more than 92% and those in which he keeps for himself less than 17% of the received amount are considered as being
unfair.
In the second example, all the shares in which A transfers to B less than 34% and those in which he transfers more
than 64% of the received amount are considered as being unfair. In other words, all the shares in which A keeps for
himself more than 66% and those in which he keeps for himself less than 36% of the received amount are considered
as being unfair.
End of the experiment
At the end of the fourth part, we will give you a feedback on the actual choice of your co-participant in each of the
first three parts and on your associated potential payoffs. Then, we will randomly draw the part that will be used for
your actual payment.
After answering last questions, you will be invited to leave the room.
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