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A. Announcement read in tutor’s weekly meeting on May 20, 2009
Hello everybody,
There are two tasks we would like you to help us with. The first regards our experimental database. We are expanding our database and we would like to notify students about the opportunity to participate in experiment. The second regards an experiment which we would like to run in the tutorials. 
Jeff has kindly agreed to give us the time to run the experiments. Of course, since we cannot go to 105 tutorials, your help is essential. To reward you for your time and effort, we will pay you $30 for each tutorial in which you conduct the experiment. We expect that you will conduct the experiment in each tutorial. 
We have given you a set of instructions. As you can see, every set of instructions is different. You should therefore read the set of instructions included in each envelope.
You should follow the instructions as closely as possible. Instructions are not meant as a simple guide. Any deviations from the instructions should be recorded on a summary sheet which will be given to you.
There are some things which are very important and we would like to clarify. 
a. You should not allow students to talk to each other or look at other people’s decisions during the experiment.
b. You should not say anything before, during or even after the experiment that will influence the students’ behavior. There are really no right or wrong answers in the experiment. Remember the experiment will be running for a week. Therefore, if you talk to a student even after the experiment the information can be communicated to other students. 
c. Do not encourage or discourage signing up in the database. On the other hand, it’s important that as many people as possible participate in the experiment. Therefore, you should feel free to encourage students by reiterating the points in Jeff’s email. Please do not use any other reasons to motivate students. 
Material for the experiment will be collected before each tutorial from the “tutor’s room”. Payments will be given upon receipt of the last envelope. 
We have brought some examples of the instructions. You will also receive these instructions in electronic form in a couple of days together with additional information. Please let us know if you have any questions. 

B. Email sent to tutors on May 22, 2009
Title: INFORMATION ABOUT NEXT WEEK'S EXPERIMENT IN 316-102
Dear tutor,
PLEASE READ THIS EMAIL CAREFULLY
This email relates to the experiment which will be run during the tutorials for Microeconomics (316-102) next week. 
As explained in Wednesday’s meeting, you will be running the experiment. As compensation for your time and effort we will pay you $30 for each tutorial. You will receive your payment in cash immediately after you hand the last envelope back to us. 
To help you with preparing for the day, below is a list of important points. If you have any questions, you should feel free to write to Dr. Nikos Nikiforakis (n.nikiforakis@unimelb.edu.au) or Mr. Blair Cleave (b.cleave@ugrad.unimelb.edu.au).  
1. There is one envelope containing the material and experimental instructions for each tutorial you will run. You need to pick up the envelope for each tutorial, prior to the tutorial, from room 403 (Tutor’s Drop-In Room). You can do this, for example, at the same time you collect your tutorial material.  
2. Nikos or Blair will be there EVERY DAY from 7.30 until the last tutorial on Friday. So even those tutoring at 8am will be able to come in the room and collect the experimental and other material.
3. In order to prepare yourself for the day, a set of ALL the different instructions is attached. Please go through the attached set of instructions carefully and make sure you understand the subtle differences across the sets of instructions. 
4. As mentioned in point 1, each envelope will contain (amongst others) a set of instructions for you (printed on GREEN paper). These instructions are not to be confused with the experimental instructions (printed on WHITE paper) which are to be given to students. Your instructions are likely to differ for each tutorial. Therefore, it is essential that you read the instructions included in each envelope. 
5.  As mentioned in the attached instructions, there are two separate tasks that each tutor will have to execute in each tutorial. The first regards the Department’s Experimental Database. As the Department is expanding its database, we would like to notify students about the opportunity to participate in experiment by signing up in the database. The second regards an experiment which we would like to run in the tutorials. For more details about each task, as well as the sequencing of the tasks please see the attached instructions.
6. It is very important that you follow the instructions found in each envelope as closely as possible. Instructions are not meant as a guide. Any deviations from the instructions should be recorded on a summary sheet which will be given to you.
7. It is very important that you do not allow students to talk to each other or look at other people’s decisions during the experiment.
8. It is very important that you do not say anything before, during or even after the experiment that will influence students’ behavior. There are really no right or wrong answers in the experiment. Remember the experiment will be running for a week. Therefore, if you talk to a student even after the experiment the information can be communicated to other students. 
9. It is very important that you do not encourage nor discourage signing up in the database. On the other hand, it’s important for our research project, that as many people as possible participate in the experiment. Therefore, you should feel free to encourage students to take part in the experiment by reiterating the points in Jeff’s letter. Please do not use any other reasons to motivate students. 
10. You should hand out the material contained in the envelopes in the specified order at the beginning of each tutorial. If some students tend to come late it would be great if you could wait a few minutes before handing out the material if possible. As mentioned, ideally 100% of students will participate in the experiment. 
11. 160 students will be randomly selected for payment out of all participants. We estimate that 1600 students will take part in the experiment during next week’s tutorial. This means that each student will have a 10% of being selected for payment.
Thank you for your help and cooperation.
Looking forward to seeing you next week. 
Regards,
Nikos Nikiforakis and Blair Cleave


C. Instructions for Tutors SIGNUP SHEET ONLY  
Thank you for helping us with the experiment. Without your help we would not have been able to conduct this project. For the success of this project it is absolutely essential that all tutors follow these instructions as closely as possible. For your time and effort you will receive $30 for each tutorial. 
1. Before going to the tutorial 
Please ensure you have the large envelope which corresponds with the tutorial you are attending. 
The content of the envelope may vary for each tutorial. This envelope should include (i) 18 Sign Up sheets (salmon coloured) and (ii) a Summary Sheet. 
Instructions across tutorials differ in some critical ways. Make sure that you have read the instructions in each envelope carefully at least once. 
Finally, make sure that you memorize any required parts. 
	2. In class
1. If possible try to memorize the following statement and not to read it from the paper.. 
“The form you are about to receive is a standard form used to recruit students for on-going experiments. This form is distributed each term to students in different faculties to inform them about experiment in economics and ask them whether they wish to participate in experiments.” Should you be asked about further details say “Unfortunately, this is all the information I was given”.
2. Once everyone has arrived, distribute the ‘Do you want to sign up’ forms to students.  
3. Do not encourage, nor discourage, students to sign up for the experiments. Tell students that “I was asked to return all forms. Therefore, if you do not wish to take part please simply tick ‘no’.” 
4. If someone says that they have already enrolled ask them to give you their details again as we are updating our database. 
5. Once everyone is done, collect these forms, put them back in the large envelope provided. 
3. After the experiment
1. Fill in the experiment summary form.
2. Arrange for the collection of the material by either Nikos or Blair. 
4. Frequently Asked Questions
1. Should I encourage people to sign up for future experiments? No! You should neither encourage nor discourage people from signing up. Should you be asked about further details say “Unfortunately, this is all the information I was given”.
2. Do I need to collect the signup sheets of those who do not want to sign up for future experiments? Yes! You should collect all forms. This is important so that we know the percentage of people that want to sign up for experiments. 
3. What if people don’t know their UniMelb email address? It is very important that students provide us with their UniMelb address both in the Sign Up Sheet and in the Experiment. Our database has problems with non-UniMelb addresses. If some people are uncertain about their UniMelb address they should take their best guess and provide us with an alternative address. 
4. How will I be paid? For your time and effort you will receive $30 for each tutorial in which you run the experiment. Note that you should conduct the experiment in each tutorial. You will be paid in cash when you return the last envelope to us.
If possible, please bring a cell phone in case you need to contact Blair or Nikos. If at any point before, during or after the experiment, you have any questions, please ring either Nikos on 0423069345 or Blair on 0415918124.

D. Instructions for Tutors (1) SIGNUP SHEET FIRST, (2) EXPERIMENT 
Thank you for helping us with the experiment. Without your help we would not have been able to conduct this project. For the success of this project it is absolutely essential that all tutors follow these instructions as closely as possible. For your time and effort you will receive $30 for each tutorial. 
1. Before going to the tutorial 
Please ensure you have the large envelope which corresponds with the tutorial you are attending. 
The content of the envelope may vary for each tutorial. This envelope should include (i) 18 envelopes numbered consecutively, (ii) 18 Sign Up sheets (salmon coloured), (iii) 18 sets of instructions (in white) which start with a letter by Professor Jeff Borland, (iv) 3 Non-Participation sheets, and (v) a Summary Sheet. 
Instructions across tutorials differ in some critical ways. Make sure that you have read the instructions in each envelope carefully at least once. 
Finally, make sure that you memorize any required parts. 
	2. In class
Before you hand out any of the material say the following sentence. If possible try to memorize this statement and not to read it from the paper. 
 “Before we start with the tutorial today there are two separate things we need to do. These things will take approximately 10 minutes. Then the tutorial will continue as usual.”
2.1 Sign Up Sheet
1. If possible try to memorize the following statement and not to read it from the paper. We do not want students to perceive the sign up process and the experiment as being linked. 
“The form you are about to receive is a standard form used to recruit students for on-going experiments. This form is distributed each term to students in different faculties to inform them about experiments in economics and ask them whether they wish to participate in experiments.” Should you be asked about further details say “Unfortunately, this is all the information I was given”.
2. Once everyone has arrived, distribute the ‘Do you want to sign up’ forms to students. Do not give students the envelopes or the experimental instructions.  
3. Do not encourage, or discourage, students to sign up for the experiments. Tell students that “I was asked to return all forms. Therefore, if you do not wish to take part please simply tick ‘no’.” 
4. If someone says that they have already enrolled ask them to give you their details again as we are updating our database. 
5. Once everyone is done, collect these forms, put them back in the large envelope provided. 
2.2 Experiment
All of the following statements can be read from these instructions. 
1. Please say the following to the students. “During the semester you have played different games both in class as well as in the tutorial. The second thing we will do today is an actual experiment in which you can earn money. Please do not talk to each other while the experiment is underway and don’t look at other people’s answers. There are no right or wrong answers in the experiment” 
2. Hand out the instructions with the envelopes and read Jeff’s letter aloud to them.
3. “The consent form repeats points from Jeff’s letter and points which are included in the instructions. The form indicates that the Ethics committee has approved this experiment. Take a look, sign the form, and then we will read together the instructions”. Allow up to 1 minute for students to read the consent form.
4. If a student does NOT want to participate, please collect their material and write in your summary sheet the number of students who refused to take part in the experiment. It is very important that you do this. Also, please give them a Non-Participation sheet to fill out. 
5. “Before we begin reading the instructions, please write your student number on the front of the envelopes before starting with the experiment.” 
6. Repeated again “Once again, please do not talk to each other while the experiment is underway and don’t look at other people’s answers. There are no right or wrong answers in the experiment.”
7. When everyone is ready with the consent form slowly read to them the experimental instructions. Reading the instructions should take about 3.5 minutes.
8. When finished reading the instructions, tell students “You can now make your decision. If you need you might want to reread part of the instructions. Please take a few minutes to make your decision. When you have finished filling in all your decisions and given us the information provided, please place all your papers back into your envelopes and seal it. ” 
9. You should allow 4-5 minutes for students to make their decisions. 
10. Make sure nobody takes any of the sheets with them. 
11. Remind the students to “Please make sure you have written your student ID number on your envelope before you hand it back to me and that you have filled in your email address so that the researchers can contact you if you are selected for payment.” 
12. Make sure you get all of the used and unused envelopes. If someone refuses to give you their envelope, make a note of their student ID or their name. 
13. Seal all the experimental envelopes up in the large envelope along with the sign up sheets. 
14. If following the experiment someone asks to change their ‘future participation form’ you must not allow them. Tell them that privacy issues prevent you from opening the envelope, however you can take their details and assure them that the experimenter will take them off/put them on the list as required.  
3. After the experiment
1. Fill in the experiment summary form. Remember to write the envelope ID’s used in each class. 
2. Arrange for the collection of the material by either Nikos or Blair. 
3. Please make sure to make a note of any issues that arise or strange occurrences during the experiment. 
4. Frequently Asked Questions
1. Should I encourage people to sign up for future experiments? No! You should neither encourage nor discourage people from signing up. Should you be asked about further details say “Unfortunately, this is all the information I was given”.
2. Do I need to collect the signup sheets of those who do not want to sign up for future experiments? Yes! You should collect all forms. This is important so that we know the percentage of people that want to sign up for experiments. 
3. What if people don’t know their UniMelb email address? It is very important that students provide us with their UniMelb address both in the Sign Up Sheet and in the Experiment. Our database has problems with non-UniMelb addresses. If some people are uncertain about their UniMelb address they should take their best guess and provide us with an alternative address. 
4. What if someone doesn’t want to participate in the experiment? Students have the right to opt out from the experiment. However, it is very important for us to get as many participants as possible. Ideally everyone will participate; if more than 10% of students refuse to participate across tutorials, this will significantly undermine the research project. Hence, you should feel free to encourage participation by reiterating the points in Jeff’s letter. If someone still doesn’t want to participate, please collect the experimental material and make a note of the number of people who did not want to participate in the experiment. Ask them if they would kindly fill out a Non-Participation sheet.
5. What if someone is late? If someone arrives after you have handed out either the Sign Up sheets or the experimental instructions, if possible let them do the experimental task and mark their envelope with an “L” (for Late). If you have time you can quickly give them to fill in the signup sheet at the end of the tutorial. If a number of people tend to arrive late for the tutorial, you should feel free to do a question or two before handing out the material provided. PLEASE do not leave it to the end of the tutorial. 
6. How do I respond to questions? Make sure that questions are asked privately to you. This way it’s unlikely that someone will influence the behavior of others. Answers could be answered in public if doing so will not affect behavior. Where possible use phrases that are found in the instructions or the signup sheet. PLEASE DO NOT SAY ANYTHING WHICH MIGHT ENCOURAGE A CERTAIN TYPE OF BEHAVIOR. 
7. How will I be paid? For your time and effort you will receive $30 for each tutorial in which you run the experiment. Note that you should conduct the experiment in each tutorial. You will be paid in cash when you return the last envelope to us.
If possible, please bring a cell phone in case you need to contact Blair or Nikos. If at any point before, during or after the experiment, you have any questions, please ring either Nikos on 0423069345 or Blair on 0415918124.
E. Instructions for Tutors (1) EXPERIMENT FIRST, (2) SIGNUP SHEET 
Thank you for helping us with the experiment. Without your help we would not have been able to conduct this project. For the success of this project it is absolutely essential that all tutors follow these instructions as closely as possible. For your time and effort you will receive $30 for each tutorial. 
1. Before going to the tutorial 
Please ensure you have the large envelope which corresponds with the tutorial you are attending. 
The content of the envelope may vary for each tutorial. This envelope should include (i) 18 envelopes numbered consecutively, (ii) 18 Sign Up sheets (salmon coloured), (iii) 18 sets of instructions (in white) which start with a letter by Professor Jeff Borland, (iv) 3 Non-Participation sheets, and (v) a Summary Sheet. 
Instructions across tutorials differ in some critical ways. Make sure that you have read the instructions in each envelope carefully at least once. 
Finally, make sure that you memorize any required parts. 
	2. In class
Before you hand out any of the material say the following sentence. If possible try to memorize this statement and not to read it from the paper. 
 “Before we start with the tutorial today there are two separate things we need to do. These things will take approximately 10 minutes. Then the tutorial will continue as usual.”
2.1 Experiment
All of the following statements can be read from these instructions. 
1. Please say the following to the students. “During the semester you have played different games both in class as well as in the tutorial. The first thing we will do today is an actual experiment in which you can earn money. Please do not talk to each other while the experiment is underway and don’t look at other people’s answers. There are no right or wrong answers in the experiment” 
2. Hand out the instructions with the envelopes and read Jeff’s letter aloud to them.
3. “The consent form repeats points from Jeff’s letter and points which are included in the instructions. The form indicates that the Ethics committee has approved this experiment. Take a look, sign the form, and then we will read together the instructions.” Allow up to 1 minute for students to read the consent form.
4. If a student does NOT want to participate, please collect their material and write in your summary sheet the number of students who refused to take part in the experiment. It is very important that you do this. Also, please give them a Non-Participation sheet to fill out. 
5. “Before we begin reading the instructions, please write your student number on the front of the envelopes before starting with the experiment.” 
6. Repeated again “Once again, please do not talk to each other while the experiment is underway and don’t look at other people’s answers. There are no right or wrong answers in the experiment.”
7. When everyone is ready with the consent form slowly read to them the experimental instructions. Reading the instructions should take about 3.5 minutes.
8. When finished reading the instructions, tell students “You can now make your decision. If you need you might want to reread part of the instructions. Please take a few minutes to make your decision. When you have finished filling in all your decisions and given us the information provided, please place all your papers back into your envelopes and seal it. ”
9. You should allow 4-5 minutes for students to make their decisions. 
10. Make sure nobody takes any of the sheets with them. 
11. Remind the students to “Please make sure you have written your student ID number on your envelope before you hand it back to me and that you have filled in your email address so that the researchers can contact you if you are selected for payment.” 
12. Make sure you get all of the used and unused envelopes. If someone refuses to give you their envelope, make a note of their student ID or their name. 
13. Put all the experimental envelopes back in the large envelope but don’t seal it up yet. 

2.2 Sign Up Sheet
1. If possible try to memorize the following statement and not to read it from the paper. We do not want students to perceive the sign up process and the experiment as being linked. 
“Before we begin, there is one more thing to do. The form you are about to receive is a standard form used to recruit students for on-going experiments. This form is distributed each term to students in different faculties to inform them about experiment in economics and ask them whether they wish to participate in experiments.” Should you be asked about further details say “Unfortunately, this is all the information I was given”.
2. Distribute the ‘Do you want to sign up’ forms to students. 
3. Do not encourage, or discourage, students to sign up for the experiments. Tell students that “I was asked to return all forms. Therefore, if you do not wish to take part please simply tick ‘no’.” 
4. If someone says that they have already enrolled ask them to give you their details again as we are updating our database. 
5. Once everyone is done, collect these forms, put them in the large envelope provided along with the experimental envelopes. 
3. After the experiment
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Fill in the experiment summary form. Remember to write the envelope ID’s used in each class. 
2. Arrange for the collection of the material by either Nikos or Blair. 
3. Please make sure to make a note of any issues that arise or strange occurrences during the experiment. 
4. Frequently Asked Questions
5. Should I encourage people to sign up for future experiments? No! You should neither encourage nor discourage people from signing up. Should you be asked about further details say “Unfortunately, this is all the information I was given”.
6. Do I need to collect the signup sheets of those who do not want to sign up for future experiments? Yes! You should collect all forms. This is important so that we know the percentage of people that want to sign up for experiments. 
7. What if people don’t know their UniMelb email address? It is very important that students provide us with their UniMelb address both in the Sign Up Sheet and in the Experiment. Our database has problems with non-UniMelb addresses. If some people are uncertain about their UniMelb address they should take their best guess and provide us with an alternative address. 
8. What if someone doesn’t want to participate in the experiment? Students have the right to opt out from the experiment. However, it is very important for us to get as many participants as possible. Ideally everyone will participate; if more than 10% of students refuse to participate across tutorials, this will significantly undermine the research project. Hence, you should feel free to encourage participation by reiterating the points in Jeff’s letter. If someone still doesn’t want to participate, please collect the experimental material and make a note of the number of people who did not want to participate in the experiment. Ask them if they would kindly fill out a Non-Participation sheet.
9. What if someone is late? If someone arrives after you have handed out either the Sign Up sheets or the experimental instructions, if possible let them do the experimental task and mark their envelope with an “L” (for Late). If you have time you can quickly give them to fill in the signup sheet at the end of the tutorial. If a number of people tend to arrive late for the tutorial, you should feel free to do a question or two before handing out the material provided. PLEASE do not leave it to the end of the tutorial. 
10. How do I respond to questions? Make sure that questions are asked privately to you. This way it’s unlikely that someone will influence the behavior of others. Answers could be answered in public if doing so will not affect behavior. Where possible use phrases that are found in the instructions or the signup sheet. PLEASE DO NOT SAY ANYTHING WHICH MIGHT ENCOURAGE A CERTAIN TYPE OF BEHAVIOR. 
11. How will I be paid? For your time and effort you will receive $30 for each tutorial in which you run the experiment. Note that you should conduct the experiment in each tutorial. You will be paid in cash when you return the last envelope to us.
If possible, please bring a cell phone in case you need to contact Blair or Nikos. If at any point before, during or after the experiment, you have any questions, please ring either Nikos on 0423069345 or Blair on 0415918124.













F. Tutor’s Summary Sheet 
(This is the summary sheet for the treatments with either the trust game or the lottery choice. The summary sheet for the SignUp only treatment was appropriately adjusted and is available from the authors upon request)
Please use this sheet to report how many people took part in this experiment and how many (if any) did not take part. Make sure you also record anything unusual that happened during the experiment e.g. complaints or remarks made that might have influenced students’ decisions.
Tutor’s Name: _______________________________________
	Day of the week
	

	Time of the tutorial
	

	Serial numbers of envelopes
Used (i.e. 00046-00064)
	

	Number of students who attended the tutorial
	

	Number of students who participated in the experiment
	

	Number of students who DID NOT participate in the experiment
	

	Number of students who arrived late and were not allowed to participate
	

	Please Make  A Note 
Of Anything Unusual
	







G. Sign Up Sheet (Flyer)
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THE UNIVERSITY OF
MELBOURNE
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Would you like to be invited to take part in experiments in economics?
The Economics Department runs experiments regularly for research purposes. Individuals are paid for their participation and no experience in economics is necessary. While payments depend on participants’ decisions and the type of the experiment, average payments tend to be $25 per hour. Furthermore, by participating you will be helping promote research at the University. 
If you would like to receive invitations to take part in economics experiments in the future, please write your university email address below. Note that individuals who sign up for inclusion in the database are randomly invited on a weekly basis. This means that each individual in the database will have the same chance to be invited to participate in experiments. 
If at any point you wish to stop receiving invitations to experiments, you can do this easily by sending an email to economics-experiments@unimelb.edu.au.  


Please tick one of the following options (use block capitals for your email address)

NO, thank you, I would not like to take part in future experiments.	

YES, I would like to take part in future experiments.                              	
Email:_______________________ @ugrad.unimelb.edu.au                                                                       



H. Endorsement Letter by Course Lecturer
[image: ]
Professor Jeff Borland
Department of Economics

Melbourne, May 2009
Dear Student,
Today, researchers from the Department of Economics will be conducting an experiment in class. The experiment is not part of this course, and your participation in the experiment will not have any bearing on the mark you receive in this subject.
Participation is voluntary, although I do encourage you to participate in this experiment. Apart from having a chance to receive up to $60, you will also be helping with research undertaken at the University of Melbourne. 
Note that in order to participate in the experiment you will need to provide your student ID number. This is essential for claiming any payment you receive as explained in the instructions. If you prefer not to provide your ID number and participate, please inform your tutor. 
Also, please note that, following the experiment, which will take approximately 10 minutes, the tutorial will proceed as usual. 
As with all experiments run in the department, this experiment has been approved by the University Ethics Committee. 
Regards,

Prof. Jeff Borland

  
I. Consent Form

[image: logo] 

Consent Form for Participation in an Economics Experiment
Project Title: Decision Making in Experiments
This is research to help understand decision making in experiments. I understand that the entire experiment (including instructions) is expected to last about 10 minutes, and that there is no conceivable physical or mental discomfort associated with participation.
I understand that following the experiment, 160 participants will be randomly selected by means of a public draw to be paid their earnings from the experiment. In case I am selected in the public draw, the amount of money I receive will depend in part upon decisions I make in the experiment. The amount can range between $0 and $60. Details will be given in the instructions. No information will be provided to anyone other than the experimenter about the decisions or the earnings of any participants. I am free to leave the experiment at any time, but if I do so I will not be eligible to receive payment. My participation is completely voluntary.

I understand that all information collected including choices made in the experiment will always remain anonymous. I understand that the researchers might collect some demographic data about students participating in the experiment such as gender, age and course enrolment. I also understand that confidentiality of data will be preserved subject to any legal requirements. 

If I have any questions about this research project, I can contact Dr Nikos Nikiforakis at 03 8344 9717, Office 6.39, Economics Department, Economics and Commerce Building.  If I have any concerns about the treatment of research participants, I can contact the Human Research Ethics Committee at The University of Melbourne (Phone: 03 8344 2073  or Fax: 03 9347 6739). 

By signing this form, I declare myself fully informed and I agree to participate on a purely voluntary basis. 





			
Signature of Participant		Date





J. Instructions (Trust Game)
You are now taking part in an experiment in which you can earn between $0 and $60. It is therefore important that you read the instructions carefully as they explain how your decisions will affect your earnings. Your earnings (if any) will be paid to you in Australian dollars (AU$) in private. No one other than the experimenter will be informed about your decisions in the experiment. Please do not communicate with the other participants during the experiment. Should you have any questions, please raise your hand.
The Experimental Task:
	Consider the following situation: Person A is given $20 and Person B is given $0 to start with. Person A has a choice to transfer $0, $10, or $20 to Person B. The amount Person A transfers will be tripled and given to Person B. Thus, if Person A transfers $0, Person B receives nothing, if Person B transfers $10, Person B will receive $30 and if Person A transfers $20, Person B will receive $60. Person B must then decide how much of the money he receives (if any) he wishes to transfer back to Person A. Thus, if Person B receives $30, then he can choose to transfer back to Person A between $0 and $30, if Person B receives $60, then he can choose to transfer back to Person A between $0 and $60 and if Person B receives $0, then Person B has no choice to make since he received $0.
The earnings of Person A will equal 20 minus the amount that she transferred to Person B, plus any money she will receive that Person B transferred back. Person B will be paid three times any money Person A transferred, minus any money he transfers back to Person A.



You are asked to make a decision both as Person A and Person B by completing the decision sheet on the next page. Your decisions will determine your earnings from the experiment. 

How will I be paid?
Following the experiment, 160 participants will be randomly selected to be paid their earnings from the experiment, by means of a public draw. The public draw will occur at 12 pm on Tuesday June 2nd in Room 427, Level 4 Economics and Commerce Building. Everyone is invited to attend. The participants selected will be randomly placed into pairs and randomly assigned the role of Person A or B. The amount specified by person A will be transferred to person B and then, using Person B’s list of decisions (see next page), money may be transferred back to person A. Participants who are randomly selected but are not present at the public draw will be notified by email to arrange their payment  
No one will know the identity of the person they were matched with. No personal information will be made public, including the decisions made in the experiment and the payoffs received by the 160 participants selected for payment. Payments to the randomly selected participants will be made privately in a venue which will be announced following the draw. Decisions will remain anonymous and no one other than the experimenter will ever be informed about your decisions. 

Please do not fill in any of the fields in this page until invited to do so by your tutor. 
1. If I am chosen to have the role of Person A: 
	(Please Tick only 1 box.)
I wish to keep $20  and therefore  transfer   $0   to  Person B           
I wish to keep $10  and therefore  transfer   $10  to Person B           
I wish to keep $0    and therefore  transfer   $20  to Person B           



2. If I am chosen to have the role of Person B: 
	Please indicate the amount you want to keep and transfer back in each row
	
	
	Your Decisions
	

	If Person A 
transfers
	I will 
receive
	I will 
keep
	
	I will 
transfer back
	

	$ 10
	$ 30
	_________
	+
	_________
	= $30

	$ 20
	$ 60
	_________
	+
	_________
	= $60






3. In order to receive payment for this experiment, you need to provide us with your student number. You must present your student ID card to collect your payment. 
	Student ID Number: ……….……….……….……….……….




4. Please provide your email address so that you can be notified should you be selected for payment.
	My Email Address is:……………………………………….. @ugrad.unimelb.edu.au


Thank you for your participation!
K. Instructions (Lottery Choice)
You are now taking part in an experiment in which you can earn between $0 and $60. It is therefore important that you read the instructions carefully as they explain how your decisions will affect your earnings. Your earnings (if any) will be paid to you in Australian dollars (AU$) in private. No one other than the experimenter will be informed about your decisions in the experiment. Please do not communicate with the other participants during the experiment. Should you have any questions, please raise your hand.
How will I be paid?
Following the experiment, 160 participants will be randomly selected to be paid their earnings from the experiment by means of a public draw. The public draw will occur at 12 pm on Tuesday, June 2nd in Room 427, Level 4 Economics and Commerce Building. Everyone is invited to attend. If you are selected in the public draw, we will use the lottery you have chosen (explained below) in combination with the roll of a die to determine the amount you will get paid.  Each participant selected will receive a monetary payoff in cash, as described above. Participants who are randomly selected but are not present at the public draw will be notified by email to arrange their payment. 
No personal information will be made public, including the decisions made in the experiment and the payoffs received by the 160 participants selected for payment.  Payments to the randomly selected participants will be made privately in a venue which will be announced following the draw. Decisions will remain anonymous and no one other than the experimenter will ever be informed about your decisions. If you have any questions, please raise your hand and ask them privately to your tutor.


Please do not fill in any of the fields in this page until invited to do so by your tutor. 

The Experimental Task:
	Consider the following situation: You are given six options, listed as options A, B, C, D, E and F. Your task is to choose one of the six options.  You will be paid based on which option you choose. Each option involves a simple lottery with two possible outcomes that are equally likely to occur.  The six options you must choose from are:
A) 50% to receive $22.00 and 50% to receive $22.00
B) 50% to receive $30.00 and 50% to receive $18.00
C) 50% to receive $38.00 and 50% to receive $14.00
D) 50% to receive $46.00 and 50% to receive $10.00
E) 50% to receive $54.00 and 50% to receive $6.00
F) [bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]50% to receive $60.00 and 50% to receive $0.00
   In each option, notice that there are two possible outcomes. To determine which of the two outcomes you will receive for the option you choose, we will roll a six sided die, and if the die roll is 1, 2 or 3, then you will receive the first outcome in the option you choose, and if the die roll is 4, 5 or 6 then you will receive the second outcome in the option you choose. 

	



1. Please circle the letter corresponding to your preferred option in the space provided below.  You may circle only one option. 
	
My preferred option is:           A        B        C        D        E        F



2. In order to receive payment for this experiment, you need to provide us with your student number. You must present your student ID card to collect your payment. 
	Student ID Number: ……….……….……….……….……….




3. Please provide your email address so that you can be notified should you be selected for payment  
	My Email Address is:………………………………………..@ugrad.unimelb.edu.au



Thank you for your participation!
L. Letters sent to those randomly selected for payment on August 6, 2009
i. POSITIVE EARNINGS
Dear Student,
During the last week of last semester you participated in an economics experiment in Micro 102. The rules of the experiment were that 160 students would be randomly selected by means of a public draw and their payment would be determined by their choices in the experiment. 
Yours was one of the 160 envelopes that were selected in the public draw on the 27th of May.  I am pleased to announce that you were one of the 160 students selected to be paid. Your earnings from the experiment were: 
$ … 
To receive your payment you will have to go to Office 627 in the Economics and Commerce Building. Note that you can receive your payment either next Tuesday, 11th of August, between 9am and 1.45pm or next Wednesday, 12th of August between 9am and 3.30pm. 
If you have any queries you can ask them when you come to receive your payment or by writing to Mr Blair Cleave at b.cleave@ugrad.unimelb.edu.au. Thank you once again for your participation.   
Sincerely,
Dr Nikos Nikiforakis 

ii. ZERO EARNINGS (LOTTERY)
Dear Student,
During the last week of last semester you participated in an economics experiment in Micro 102. The rules of the experiment were that 160 students would be randomly selected by means of a public draw and their payment would be determined by their choices in the experiment. 
Yours was one of the 160 envelopes that were selected in the public draw on the 27th of May.  Following the draw, a virtual die was rolled (separately for each individual) in order to calculate your earnings. Your lottery choice was F which gave you a 50-50 chance of winning either $60 or $0. Unfortunately, the number rolled was … meaning you will receive no earnings from the experiment. 
We regret that we do not have better news for you. We are grateful for your participation.
If you have any queries, please email Mr. Blair Cleave at b.cleave@ugrad.unimelb.edu.au. Thank you once again for your participation.   
Sincerely,
Dr Nikos Nikiforakis 

iii. ZERO EARNINGS (TRUST due to Player B sending back 0)
Dear Student,
During the last week of last semester you participated in an economics experiment in Micro 102. The rules of the experiment were that 160 students would be randomly selected by means of a public draw and their payment would be determined by their choices in the experiment. 
Yours was one of the 160 envelopes that were selected in the public draw on the 27th of May.  Following the draw, you were randomly allocated the role of Player A and were matched randomly with another of the randomly selected participants who was assigned the role of Player B. You chose to send $20 (all of your endowment) to Player B. Unfortunately, Player B chose not to return any money to you, meaning that you will receive no earnings from the experiment. 
We regret that we do not have better news for you. We are grateful for your participation.
If you have any queries, please email Mr. Blair Cleave at b.cleave@ugrad.unimelb.edu.au. Thank you once again for your participation.   
Sincerely,
Dr Nikos Nikiforakis 





iv. ZERO EARNINGS (TRUST due to Player A sending nothing)
Dear Student,
During the last week of last semester you participated in an economics experiment in Micro 102. The rules of the experiment were that 160 students would be randomly selected by means of a public draw and their payment would be determined by their choices in the experiment. 
Yours was one of the 160 envelopes that were selected in the public draw on the 27th of May.  Following the draw, you were randomly allocated the role of Player B and were matched randomly with another of the randomly selected participants who was assigned the role of Player B. Unfortunately, Player A chose not to send any of their endowment to you, meaning that you will receive no earnings from the experiment.
We regret that we do not have better news for you. We are grateful for your participation.
If you have any queries, please email Mr. Blair Cleave at b.cleave@ugrad.unimelb.edu.au. Thank you once again for your participation.   
Sincerely,
Dr Nikos Nikiforakis 

M. Invitation to register to volunteer’s database sent by email on August 17, 2009
Dear student,
We are writing to you because in the last week of semester 1 in Micro 102 you expressed interest in participating in economics experiments.
If you would like to receive invitations to take part in upcoming experiments you need to register on our website http://mercury.ecom.unimelb.edu.au/ExperimentalEconomics/ public. 
Make sure that you fully complete the registration form and that you sign up using your UniMelb address. 
After you register, you will then start receiving invitations to participate in upcoming experiments. 
Important note: We are currently setting up a new database with volunteers for laboratory experiments. Therefore, even if you have previously registered to participate in experiments, you should register again by following the link above.
The Economics Department runs experiments regularly for research purposes. Individuals are paid for their participation and no experience in economics is necessary. While payments depend on participants’ decisions and the type of the experiment, average payments tend to be $25 per hour. Furthermore, by participating you will be helping promote research at the University. 
If at any point you wish to stop receiving invitations to experiments, you can do this easily by sending an email to econexperiments@unimelb.edu.au.  
Sincerely,
Dr. Nikos Nikiforakis

N. Invitation to participate in a laboratory experiment sent by email on August 8, 2009
Hello {first name, last name}!
We would like to invite you to participate in an economics experiment in our laboratory.
The sessions are scheduled for the following times: 
12/10/2009 10:30-11:30 Experimental Economics Lab 
12/10/2009 14:30-15:30 Experimental Economics Lab 
13/10/2009 10:00-11:00 Experimental Economics Lab 
14/10/2009 09:30-10:30 Experimental Economics Lab 
19/10/2009 16:00-17:00 Experimental Economics Lab 
20/10/2009 11:00-12:00 Experimental Economics Lab 
21/10/2009 11:00-12:00 Experimental Economics Lab 
26/10/2009 15:30-16:30 Experimental Economics Lab 

If you want to participate, you can register by clicking on the following link:
{link}

PLEASE NOTE THAT IF THE SESION YOU TRY TO REGISTER FOR IS MARKED AS 'COMPLETE', THIS MEANS THAT IT HAS ALREADY BEEN BOOKED OUT AND YOU WILL NOT BE ABLE TO PARTICIPATE IN IT.

After you sign up you should receive a confirmation email.

If you cannot click on the link, copy it to the clipboard by selecting it, rightclick and choosing "Copy", and then paste it into the address line in your browser by right clicking there and choosing "Paste".

Hope to see you at the lab
The Experimental Economics Team

This E-Mail was sent to you by the experiment participant recruitment system of E2MU.

Log in here http://mercury.ecom.unimelb.edu.au/orsee/admin/admin_login.php 

Authors’ Note Regarding the Laboratory Experiments: 
Three of the 8 sessions were not fully booked (sessions 4, 6 and 8). This indicates that most (if not all) volunteers in our database interested to participate did in fact participate. Even if some volunteers could not make it to any of the three non-full sessions, this should not bias our inferences. 


O. Discussion of related literature
Our study is one of the first to evaluate the impact of non-random selection into economic laboratory experiments. This may seem surprising given the tradition in experimental economics of using volunteers who self-select into experiments. However, there has been a good reason why experimental economists have not generally been concerned about the potential presence of selection bias: participants are usually assigned randomly to treatments and inference is made only regarding the effect of the treatments. This ensures that comparisons across treatments are internally valid, as well as externally valid so long as selection bias does not result in a sample of participants that responds differently to the treatments than non-participants.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  We reviewed seven books on experimental economics with extensive references to the experimental literature in economics (Bardsley et al. 2009; Camerer, 2003; Davis and Holt, 1993; Friedman and Sunder, 1994; Holt, 2007; Kagel and Roth, 1995; Plott and Smith, 2008). While all seven books emphasize the importance of random allocation to treatments (some implicitly), only one (Friedman and Sunder, 1994) discusses selection bias. This omission may be justified given the primary focus on making inferences regarding treatment effects and not individual preferences. In this paper, we do not address the possibility that participants may respond differently to treatments than non-participants since this would require idiosyncratic selection and treatment interaction effects. ] 

In response to the increasing use of lab experiments for the examination of individual preferences, a number of studies have recently appeared investigating the external validity and robustness of lab results. One approach examines whether experimental results obtained in the lab can be generalized across different lab populations. Examples include populations that differ with respect to occupation (e.g., Cooper, Gu, Kagel and Lo, 1999; Hannah, Kagel and Moser, 2002; Fehr and List, 2004; Carpenter, Burks and Verhoogen, 2005; Güth, Schmidt and Sutter, 2007; Carpenter, Connoly and Meyers, 2008; Andersen, Harrison, Lau and Rutström, 2009; Anderson et al., 2010), age (Harbaugh, Krause, Liday and Vesterlund, 2003), and nationality/cultures (e.g., Roth, Prasnikar, Okuno and Zamir, 1991; Henrich et al., 2001; Herrmann, Thöni and Gächter, 2008; Cameron, Chaudhuri, Erkal and Gangadharan, 2009; Henrich, Heine and Norenzayan, 2010). An implicit assumption made in these studies is that any selection bias is identical across populations. Our study differs from these studies as we examine whether experimental results can be generalized to the same population from which participants are recruited.
A second approach examining external validity explores whether results can be generalized across contexts (e.g., lab and field) using the same population. For example, Eckel and Grossman (2000) compare charitable behavior of students in the lab (‘volunteers’) with students in a classroom (‘pseudo-volunteers’); Güth, Schmidt and Sutter (2007) compare the bargaining behavior of students in a lab and in a newspaper experiment; Benz and Meier (2008) examine students’ giving in the lab and towards a university charity; Baran, Sapienza and Zingales (2010) examine reciprocal behavior of the same group of MBA students in a lab experiment and in a natural field experiment (see also Glaeser et al., 2000). While these studies examine the robustness of behavior across contexts, they do not investigate whether the preferences of the lab participants are representative of the population from which they are recruited or whether there is selection bias in lab experiments.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Another approach to study external validity is to compare the behavior of lab participants with that of a representative sample of the population. In this direction, Bellemare and Kröger (2007) compare the behavior of students in a lab trust game to that of a representative sample from the Dutch population who make their decisions at home. This approach can be seen as a combination of the first two approaches that vary both the subject population and context. ] 

A third approach explores whether participants select out of experiments after some experience. Casari, Ham and Kagel (2007) find (inter alia) that subjects with higher earnings in a common-value auction experiment are more likely to attend a follow-up auction experiment. Our study differs and complements this study; we examine whether preferences rather than ability affect selection into experiments and we examine selection at an earlier stage by comparing the behavior of participants and individuals who never participated in a lab experiment.
A fourth approach explores whether the recruitment procedure of participants affects selection into experiments. Harrison, Lau and Rutström (2009) find that participants are less willing to take risks in the lab when the advertised experimental earnings have lower variance, ceteris paribus. Our study complements Harrison, et al.’s study by directly comparing the preferences of participants and non-participants. We also examine whether subgroups (e.g., men vs. women) select differently into the lab and the impact social preferences on selection. 
The two studies most closely related to ours is Falk, Meier and Zehnder (in press) and Slonim, Wang, Garbarino and Merrett (2012). Falk et al. examine whether social preferences (but not risk preferences) of volunteers in lab experiments differ from those of non-volunteers. The approach followed by these authors is complementary to ours. They take advantage of a charity decision that students at the University of Zürich make at the start of term and examine whether students who give to charity are more likely to volunteer for lab experiments. While there are a number of similarities between the study of Falk et al. (in press) and ours, there are also important differences. First, the instrument used for eliciting social preferences is different to ours as charitable giving is mainly a measure of preferences over outcomes, whereas our instrument is mainly a measure of reciprocal preferences (elicited through a widely used game). Second, Falk et al. (in press) study a broader population to the one we study here, which allows the authors to compare the giving behavior of volunteers to a more diverse population of non-volunteers. However, they do not control for the information non-volunteers had regarding lab experiments. In contrast, we focus on a smaller population (which, nevertheless, is quite diverse and large, as we discuss in the next section) since it allows us to control the information volunteers and non-volunteers had about participation in lab experiments. The results of both studies are similar. First, similar to us, they find that those who give to charity are not more likely to volunteer for lab experiments. Second, they find a similar participation rate to ours (12 percent). 
Slonim et al. (2012) use our research method to evaluate whether factors such as wealth, leisure time, and intellectual interests affect selection in laboratory experiments. They find that individuals with lower income, working fewer hours, volunteering more often, and with interest in experiments and economics are more likely to select into lab experiments. The authors also use our instrument for measuring risk and examine the impact on selection of risk preferences. Slonim et al. obtain similar results to us. The authors also study the impact of social preferences on selection, but define social preferences more broadly than is typical in the literature to include “giving time” (i.e., volunteering). The authors find that those who volunteer more in terms of time are more likely to participate in an experiment the following week, but they also find that individuals who give more money to charity are not more likely to participate in a lab experiment. In addition, they find that individuals who give more in a high-stakes dictator game are (marginally) significantly more likely to participate in a lab experiment the following week. Therefore, the findings in Slonim et al., with regards the impact of social preferences on selection, are mixed and not very different to ours. 

P. Experimental Design and Procedures
This section provides a more detailed description of the population in our study, the experimental tasks and treatments, as well as the recruitment process from initial invitation to attendance in the lab experiment.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Supplementary material with the protocols, subject instructions, experimenter instructions and recruitment communications are available at http://www.economics.unimelb.edu.au/nnikiforakis/.] 

The population
The experiment was run in the tutorials of Introductory Microeconomics at the Faculty of Business and Economics at the University of Melbourne. Introductory Microeconomics is compulsory for all students in the Faculty regardless of what they major in. The course is also taken as an elective by many students outside the Faculty including those majoring in Arts, Science, Engineering and Environments.
There are different reasons for studying this population. First, Introductory Microeconomics has one of the highest enrolments at the University of Melbourne. The large and diverse student population provides power to detect selection bias not only over the entire population, but also between subgroups. Second, students in this course are similar to populations recruited for economics experiments since economic lab experiments often use students with different majors and some exposure to economics.[footnoteRef:4] Third, since almost all students in the course would have been in their first term at the university, and there had been no recruitment effort during the term, the vast majority of our population consists of students who have not been exposed to economic experiments. [4:  According to past records, approximately 25 percent of students at the Faculty of Business and Economics at the University of Melbourne major in Economics. Given the number of students from other faculties taking the Introductory Microeconomics course, this implies that approximately 20 percent of the participants in our study are expected to major in Economics. ] 

The course ran 105 tutorials every week. On the week of the classroom experiment, 1,451 students attended one of the 105 tutorials that were taught by 32 tutors. Of the 105 tutorials, 17 (with 254 students) were randomly assigned to a control treatment; in these tutorials students were only asked whether they had interest in attending future lab experiments. The remaining 88 tutorials (with 1,197 students) were divided randomly into three treatments (see section 3.3).
The classroom experiment was not announced in advance. It was run at the beginning of each tutorial and took approximately 15 minutes to complete. Students who attended the tutorial, but did not wish to participate in the classroom experiment were asked to wait quietly until the experiment was completed. These design choices were made to maximize the likelihood that students would participate in the classroom experiment. Of the 1,197 students in these tutorials, 98 percent (1,173 students) agreed to participate in the classroom experiment.
We obtained demographic information, with each student’s permission, from university administration records. In the control treatment tutorials where a classroom experiment was not run, we did not ask students for permission to access their records in order to be consistent with typical recruitment procedures in experimental economics. Table 1 presents summary statistics for the other 1,173 students. We refer to the 1,173 students as the population. We do not include the 254 students from the control treatment in the population as we have neither demographic nor experimental choice data for them. This population consists of 49 percent female students and 50 percent international students. There were more commerce (73 percent) than non-commerce students.[footnoteRef:5] Nonetheless, there was a large sample (at least 319) of students in each subgroup (male, female, commerce, non-commerce, domestic and international students) in the population. [5:  By “commerce” we refer to students enrolled at the Faculty of Business and Economics. While we would have liked to examine how economics students select into laboratory experiments, students at the University of Melbourne do not have to select a major until later in their degree. ] 

The experimental tasks
We used two common experimental tasks to measure individual preferences: a trust game to measure social preferences and a lottery task to measure risk preferences.
Trust Game: The trust game we used is a modified version of the original investment game used by Berg, Dickhaut and McCabe (1995). The game involves two players. In our experiment Player A received a $20 endowment and chose whether to send $0, $10 or $20 to Player B. The amount Player A sent was tripled and given to Player B. Player B chose how much to return to Player A from the amount he received. Player A earned 20–x+y, where x is the amount Player A sent to Player B and y is the amount Player B returned, with support 0 ≤ y ≤ 3x. Player B earned 3x – y if x > 0 and 0 if x = 0.
The literature typically assumes that the amount sent measures the level of Player A’s trust and the percent returned measures Player B’s trustworthiness, where the level of trust and trustworthiness increase in the amount Player A sends (x) and in the percent of the amount received that Player B returns (y/3x), respectively. The amount sent and the percent returned can both be potentially used to measure social preferences. However, for Player A, risk attitudes and beliefs regarding Player B’s behavior make it difficult to interpret the amount sent as reflecting Player A’s social preferences alone. For example, a selfish Player A may send a positive amount if he anticipates that Player B will return more than Player A sent. However, Player B’s decision can be used more directly to measure social preferences (specifically, a combination of his preferences over altruism, reciprocation and payoff distribution) since Player B has no payoff uncertainty or strategic incentive in his decision on how much money to return to Player A.
The game was played once. Given our interest in the amount returned, we had each student make decisions both as Player A and B in order to observe the amount returned by all participants in the trust game. To save time in the tutorial, when acting as Player B, students were asked to indicate how much they would return if Player A sent $10 and if Player A sent $20; this allows us to calculate earnings and pay students outside of the tutorial time (discussed below). We thus collected three decisions for each participant: the amount sent as Player A and the amounts returned if they received $30 and $60 as Player B. Students received no feedback at any point regarding the decision of any other participant during the experiment. They also did not know which role they would be randomly assigned to when they made their choices, nor did they ever learn who they were paired with, which could have been any student across any of the tutorials running the trust game. All instructions and procedures were common knowledge.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  If it is common knowledge that both players receive utility only from their own monetary payoff, all equilibria of the trust game (using the strategy method) require Player A to send $0. Allowing for trembles, the unique equilibrium also requires Player B to return $0 for every amount sent.] 

[bookmark: papers]Lottery Choice: The lottery choice task is an Ordered Lottery Sequence (OLS) first used by Binswanger (1981). Our OLS task is a slightly modified version used by Eckel and Grossman (2008). Students were presented with six lotteries and had to choose one. Each lottery l had two payoffs, $Xl and $Yl, each with a 50 percent probability of being selected. Table 2 shows the payoffs, expected value and two indicators of risk for each lottery. Lottery 1 is risk free with a certain payoff of $22. The expected payoff for lotteries 2 through 5 increased by $2 with each lottery. Lotteries 5 and 6 had an identical expected payoff of $30. The lottery payoffs increased in risk from Lottery 1 through 6 (measured using the payoff variances or assuming CRRA utility). 
Experimental treatments 
Time constraints meant that we could not run both the trust game and lottery task within a single tutorial. Therefore, students participated either in a control condition (no classroom experiment), the trust game or the lottery task during their tutorial. In every treatment, tutors gave each student a flyer asking them whether they would be interested in being included in a new database of volunteers for laboratory experiments (available in the supplementary material). Interested students had to tick a box with the word ‘yes’ and provide their university e-mail address. Students were told that they would later receive information via e-mail regarding how to sign up in the new database. In the control condition, students were only asked to complete the flyer. We included the control treatment to evaluate whether taking part in the class experiment affected student’s participation in the lab experiment. 
In the experimental treatments, tutors ran either the trust game or the lottery task. Tutors were not told the purpose of the classroom experiment or the relationship between the flyer and classroom experiment. Thus, the classroom experiment was run double-blind since neither the tutors nor the subjects knew the goal of the experiment. To ensure that tutors would not influence student decisions regarding interest in the lab experiment, they were told that the flyer was part of a separate recruitment drive. Tutors were explicitly instructed not to encourage or discourage anyone to answer “yes” or “no” on the flyer. Students were never deceived since they were given the opportunity to participate in lab experiments if they indicated interest in doing so. 
The three treatments were: “Flyer-Trust,” Flyer-Lottery” and “Trust-Flyer.” In “Flyer–Trust” and “Flyer-Lottery,” students were asked to complete the flyer prior to playing the trust game or completing the lottery task, respectively. In “Trust–Flyer” students were given the flyer to complete after playing the trust game. In all three treatments, students were not informed of the second task until everyone had completed the first task.
The three treatments were randomly allocated across the tutorials. Table 1 reports the percentage of students in each treatment by subgroup (female, commerce and international). Simple pair-wise t-tests of proportions indicate that the percentage of females in each treatment does not differ significantly (p-value > 0.20). Likewise, we do not find any significant difference in the percentage of commerce or international students across treatments. Thus, our randomization strategy of treatments across tutorials was successful.
The classroom experiment procedures
Running the experiment during the tutorials had several advantages. First, the attendance requitement, that students had to attend eight of eleven tutorials to pass the course, ensured that a high percent of the students enrolled in the course would attend the tutorial when the experiment was run. Second, the number of students attending tutorials was small (mean: 14; minimum 6; maximum 18). This allowed tutors to answer questions privately and ensure that there was no communication between students during the experiment. 
Each tutor was given detailed, written information about the experimental procedure including precise instructions about what to say when handing out the flyers and before administering the experiment. Upon arriving at the tutorial, tutors handed out the flyer to the students (except in “Trust-Flyer”). Once everyone completed the flyer, the tutors collected all of them before starting the experiment so that no one could change his decision after beginning the classroom experiment. The instructions to the students stressed that their decisions would not be revealed to any other student, even if they were chosen to receive payment. It took approximately 3 minutes to complete the flyer and another 12 minutes to complete the classroom experiment.
The classroom experiment was run during the week of May 25th-29th, 2009. On June 2, as we had informed students, we held a public drawing where 160 participants (13.6 percent of the population) were selected for payment and randomly assigned roles in the trust game.[footnoteRef:7] After the draw, a list of the identity numbers of the students chosen for payment was posted on the course’s webpage and an announcement was sent to all students. Thus, all students were informed less than one week after the classroom experiment whether they were selected for payment. Due to final exams and the subsequent winter break, students selected for payment were invited by e-mail on August the 6th to receive their payments. No one other than the one of the authors and the randomly-selected student knew what choices the student made as payments were done in private. Students never learned who they were paired with in the trust game. [7:  While typically all subjects are paid in lab experiments, this was not possible in our experiment due to its large scale. To compensate for the low probability of being selected for payment, expected payments were high relative to students’ opportunity cost of their 10 minutes participation in the experiment. For instance, in the trust game Player A could guarantee $20 for himself and in the lottery task students could guarantee $22. Moreover, the low payment probability should not affect our results regarding selection bias. We can test this by comparing participation rates in the control and in the other treatments. As we will see, we find no difference in participation rates between the control and any of the treatments (see Figure 1 and footnote 16 below). ] 

Recruitment into laboratory sessions
Most experimental subject pool databases are populated with volunteers who are invited to participate in experiments over an extended period of time. In universities with large databases (such as the database at the University of Melbourne with more than 2,500 volunteers), it can take a while before subjects are invited for an experiment. For this reason, we decided to wait 3 months from the date the flyers invitations were distributed before sending an e-mail to the students who had expressed an interest in participating in economics experiments (from their flyer decisions). The email, sent on August 17th, reminded the students that they had expressed an interest in experiments during the microeconomic tutorials and invited them to register at a new, purpose-made, on-line, volunteer database. Registering involved (i) reading and agreeing with the rules governing the use of the database, and (ii) providing socio-demographic information such as their gender, nationality, age, and major area of study. Registering took about five minutes.
On October 8th, the students who had registered in the database received an e-mail informing them that an experiment was being run. The e-mail included information about the dates and times of the sessions, and the web-address they could click on to register. In total, we included eight experimental sessions that were spread over two weeks and at different times of the day. Of the eight lab sessions, three never filled up, and two of these three sessions were chronologically the last two of the laboratory sessions. This suggests that most (if not all) students wanting to participate were not being excluded due to space limitations.
Figure S1 shows the attrition of the population starting from the flyer response to ultimate participation in the lab. Most students (74 percent) initially expressed interest in participating in lab experiments (the flyer decision).[footnoteRef:8] However, only one-third of those expressing interest originally (and 24 percent of the overall population) registered in the on-line database to become eligible to participate. This may reflect the low cost of expressing an initial interest during class (i.e., simply ticking a ‘yes’ on the flyer) relative to reading lab guidelines and filling out an online form. Of the students who registered into the database, 58 percent (14 percent of the overall population) signed up to take part in one of the lab sessions. Finally, only 12 percent of the population actually came to any lab session. This high level of attrition indicates that there could be non-trivial inference concerns for the study of population preferences. Interestingly, Falk et al. (2011) find that 11 percent of their population volunteers for experiments.[footnoteRef:9] [8:  Figure 1 shows that a higher proportion of students in the Trust-Flyer treatment marked ‘yes’ on the flyer than in the other treatments. This suggests that after immediately participating in the classroom experiment student interest was higher than among those who had not participated in a classroom experiment. However, this initial difference in interest disappears when subjects are asked to register into the database. ]  [9:  While our recruitment approach starts during tutorial class and involves an initial invitation to receive an email to join the subject pool, Krawczyk (2011) reports on an alternative recruitment method involving a mass email invitation. He reports that less than two percent of those who received an email invitation join the subject pool, and significantly less eventually participate in an experiment.] 

Figure S1 shows that neither participation in the classroom experiment (comparing the control to all treatments) nor the order in which the flyer was handed out had an effect on participation rates: across the three treatments and the control condition a virtually identical 12 percent of the students from the tutorials eventually participated in the lab experiment.[footnoteRef:10] Figure S1 also shows that the majority of those who self selected out of participating in the lab experiment did so by not registering in the database; 76 percent of the population chose not to register into the database and thus never received any further information about lab experiments. [10:  To test whether participation rates differed across treatments and between the treatments and the control, we ran Probit regressions with the dependent variable equal to 1 if the student participated in a laboratory session and equal to 0 otherwise, and we included dummy variables for each treatment. We estimated the model with robust standard errors at the level of the tutor. For every pair-wise comparison we found no significant difference (p-value>0.20 in all cases) between treatments, between each treatment and the control, and between the control and the combined treatments. Thus, we conclude that running the classroom experiment did not affect the likelihood that students would ultimately attend a laboratory session.] 

Q. Discussion of selection amongst sub-groups
Given the interest in the literature on whether subgroups’ behavior differs in the lab (e.g., women being more risk averse, economics students being more selfish), we further examined whether there is selection bias based on the average percent returned, amount sent or lottery choices that differs between the three subgroups: male and female students, commerce and non-commerce students, and international and domestic students. This analysis involves testing nine pair-wise comparisons (three choices by three subgroups) to examine whether there is differential selection across subgroups’ behaviors.[footnoteRef:11] However, among these nine comparisons, we found only two significant differences: (1) commerce students were more likely than non-commerce students to participate in the lab the more they returned and (2) women were more likely than men to participate in the lab experiment the riskier the lottery they chose.  [11:  The regression results can be found in Cleave, Nikiforakis and Slonim (2010). This analysis is informative as the implicit assumption in studies comparing differences across different subgroups is that there is no difference in selection across subgroups.] 

These results suggest that in general inferences drawn from lab participants’ behavior regarding differences across subgroups should have external validity to the population. To test the implications of non-random selection consider the following. Suppose we ran the same trust and lottery experiments in the lab as we ran in class. In addition, assume that the students who selected into the lab would make the same choices in the lab as they did in class. The question for inference is which, if any, results based on the behavior of the lab participants would not generalize to the population?
Table S1 presents the results of this exercise. Column 1 presents estimates of the determinants of the average percent returned from a Tobit regression censored at the minimum (0) and maximum (100) potential percent returned. Column 3 presents estimates of the determinants of amount sent from an ordered Probit regression with the dependent variable taking on the three values for the amount sent: $0, $10 and $20. Column 5 shows estimates of the determinants of the lottery choice from an ordered Probit model with the dependent variable taking on values from 1 (Lottery 1) to 6 (Lottery 6). Columns 1, 3 and 5 present estimates using only the laboratory participants. Below each estimate, we report robust standard errors. 
Columns 2, 4 and 6 in Table S1 present the equivalent (true) parameters using the whole population. The critical inference question here is whether the estimates from the participants in the laboratory sample deviate from the true population means. We are thus interested in whether the laboratory estimates are significantly different from the population means rather than different from 0. Thus, below each estimate in Columns 1, 3 and 5 we report the results of two tests. The first p-value indicates whether the parameter estimates from the laboratory sample is different than 0. We present this test since this is what is reported in a typical paper in which the true population values are unknown. The second p-value indicates whether the parameter estimates from the laboratory sample are significantly different than the true population values shown in Columns 2, 4 and 6. If there is significant selection bias in the choices between subgroups, then the laboratory sample estimates will differ from the population true values. By construction, there is no other reason that the inference from the laboratory sample should deviate from the true population values other than selection bias. However, it is possible that we may not detect an incorrect inference if the laboratory sample size is sufficiently small and thus does not provide us with enough power to reject the estimates from the true population values. 
Table S1 shows that drawing inferences about the population from the students who eventually participated in the laboratory experiment would have led to only one incorrect conclusion about the population (shaded area). In particular, we would have incorrectly concluded that there is no gender differences in risk preferences when in fact women are more risk averse than men in the population. Nonetheless, this is the only inference from the laboratory participants that is not externally valid to the population from which the laboratory participants were recruited. 
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S. Figures and Tables
Figure S1 – Population Attrition
[image: ]‘Interested’ denotes the percentage of the population who expressed an interest in receiving an email about signing up to the recruitment database; ‘Registered’ denotes the percentage of the population who registered on the database; ‘Signed Up’ denotes the percentage of the population who signed up for a laboratory experiment; ‘Participated’ denotes the percentage of the population who participated in the laboratory experiment.


Table S1: Inference on the effect of observable characteristics on preferences of laboratory participants compared to the population
	
	Percent Returned1
	Amount Sent2
	Lottery Choice3

	 
	Participants
(1)
	Population
(2)
	Participants
(3)
	Population
(4)
	Participants
(5)
	Population
(6)

	Female
	4.4%
(4.8%)
	3.3%

	-0.188
(0.316)
	0.179

	0.056
(0.262)
	-0.587


	Estimate=0
Estimate=Population

	p=.369
p=.820

	
	p=.552
p=.246

	
	p=.831
p=.014

	

	Commerce
	-1.9%
(5.6%)
	-4.7%

	-0.571
(0.235)
	-0.405

	0.187
(0.342)
	-0.104


	Estimate=0
Estimate=Population

	p=.739
p=.622

	
	p=.015
p=.481

	
	p=.584
p=.395

	

	International
	4.5%
(6.8%)
	6.1%

	0.562
(0.282)
	0.270

	-0.691
(0.282)
	-0.273


	Estimate=0
Estimate=Population

	p=.512
p=.813

	
	p=.046
p=.301

	
	p=.014
p=.138

	

	Constant
	25.4%
(5.2%)
	26.7%

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Test: All 3 Estimates 
= Population Estimates
	F(3,24)=0.014
p=.935
	
	χ2(3)=3.83
p=.283
	
	χ2(3)=9.08
p=.028
	

	Tutor Effects
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	

	Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Log-likelihood
	n.a.4
	n.a.
	-67.22
	-668.51
	-98.98
	-878.81

	R2
	0.15
	0.60
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Observations
	67
	602
	75
	658
	58
	510


1 Tobit Regressions censored at Percent Return lower limit equals 0 and upper limit equals 100; 2 Ordered Probit Regressions; 3 Ordered Probit Regressions; Bold: True population value; Shaded Cell: Laboratory sample estimate differs significantly from population. Each cell contains the parameter estimate and robust standard errors in parentheses. Tutor random effects are included. Fixed effects include day effects, order effects and random selection for payment effects. 4 Not applicable statistics for these regressions. 
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