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Abstract 

There is little consensus on whether women are more generous than men, since some research results indicate a 

higher propensity to giving of female dictators, whilst some others indicate the opposite. Two explanations have been 

put forward. According to the first one, women are more generous than men and the conflicting results are due to the 

way preferences are elicited (Eckel and Grossman, 2002), siŶĐe ǁoŵeŶ are ŵore seŶsitiǀe to ͞soĐial Đues͟ aŶd their 
prefereŶĐes are ŵore ͞ŵalleaďle͟ ;CrosoŶ aŶd GŶeezǇ, ϮϬϬϵͿ. AĐĐordiŶg to the seĐoŶd oŶe, the institutional culture 

and the role women have in society are key elements in shaping gender differences in preferences. In fact, in 

matrilineal societies (Gong et al.; 2014; Gneezy et al.; 2009), women are self-oriented, more competitive and less 

generous than men, since they have an important role as economic decision makers in the family and the society. We 

test these alternative hypotheses running Dictators experiments in Italy, a western country with a matrilineal culture, 

introducing – at the same time- social influence in the design. We find more support to the hypothesis on the cultural 

role in shaping preferences, rather than the effects of social influence.  
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1. Introduction 

 

Studying gender differences in preferences is a relevant issue in economics and economic 

policy, since  evidence of such differences can be found in all economic and social exchanges. 

Many research have been devoted to the evaluation and to the study of the causes of gender 

divergence in behavior and choice.  Experimental Economics has been a useful instrument in this 

specific economic area, providing evidence both on sex differences in economic preferences and 

risk attitude. Great attention has been paid to the evaluation of gender biases in social 

preferences, altruism and pro- social behavior. The importance of the issue relies on the fact that 

many social environments which are economically relevant – such as labor market and public good 

provision – are affeĐted ďǇ the iŶdiǀiduals͛ prefereŶĐe aŶd dispositioŶ to giǀiŶg , trustiŶg aŶd 

cooperating.  

One influential result in this specific field is that women are more pro-socially oriented 

than men, less selfish and more cooperative. Quoting C. Darwin (women are tender and men are 

aŵďitious…Ϳ,  Eckel and Grossman, 1998,  find that women donate twice as much as male 

dictators. Similar results are found in many replications of the Dictator Game experiments (see 

Handbook of Experimental Economics results, 2008a, Croson and Gneezy, 2009). However, there is 

no consensus on this specific finding.  On the contrary, this result has been so often contradicted 

(see Croson and Gneezy, 2009, for extended review) that many possible explanations for the 

opposite evidence have been put forward.  

One important explanation is that sex differences in social preferences  are particularly 

sensitive to the way such preferences are elicited (Croson and Gneezy, 2009; Eckel and Grossman, 

1998).  For example, as far as altruism and generosity (the dictator game) are concerned, sex 

differences are found in experiments where choices are elicited in a totally anonymous context, 

but the evidence is much less clear cut if the condition of anonymity is relaxed. 

In choices where generosity and inequity aversion play a role (the ultimatum game), there 

are similar results but with a further complication. In any strategic context, in fact, choices are 

affected by strategic uncertainty; therefore, observed behavioral differences due to differences in 

risk attitudes ŵaǇ erroŶeouslǇ ďe attriďuted to differeŶĐes iŶ iŶdiǀiduals͛ soĐial prefereŶĐes, ;EĐkel 

and Grossman, 2008aͿ; the eǆteŶt to ǁhiĐh ŵeŶ aŶd ǁoŵeŶ͛s Đhoices differ may not be 

separately identifiable.    



The fact that sex differences are identified in some specific contexts but disappear (or 

become negligible) in others suggests that women and men perceive and respond to sociality – or 

social cues, social network composition, social pressure, etc. - in a different way, and that the 

measurement of the difference in their social behavior is affected by the context in which they are 

operating. Thus, there are difference in social preferences, however, the different response of 

men and women to social relationships may confuse the results of the investigations. 

Both experimental and psychological research on gender differences have provided strong 

support to the hypothesis that women are much more sensitiǀe thaŶ ŵeŶ to ͞soĐial Đues͟.  

Furthermore, measuriŶg the iŵpaĐt that the oďserǀatioŶ of peers͛ aĐtioŶs ŵaǇ produĐe oŶ 

behavior is in itself a key element in understanding how women and men respond to social 

relationships and adapt to the  observed rules of conduct in social groups and networks, therefore 

the topic has attracted much attention in both fields. 

To make some examples, Kettner and Ceccato (2014) interprets as socially relevant the sex 

pairing in the dictator game, arguing that women respond differently to women co-players than to 

men co-players.
1
 Similarly, Balliet et al. (2011) conduct a meta-analytic review of sex differences in 

cooperative behavior, concluding that women are more cooperative in some contexts, less in 

others, compared to men. This depends on the different response to social relationships and 

groups. Women tend to be kinder and cooperative to friends and family, men are more 

cooperative to strangers and in larger groups. Also, the gender composition of the social group 

may play a role in shaping the difference. Balliet et al. (2011) report that women are more 

cooperative in all-female groups; however, the same evidence is not found in allocation models 

(Dwefenberg and Muren; 2006). 

A further element of difference in the way men and women react to social relationships 

aŶd ĐoŶteǆts, is proǀided ďǇ the eǆperiŵeŶtal eǀideŶĐe oŶ the effeĐts͛ of peers iŶflueŶĐe. 

Charness and Rustichini (2010)  examine woŵeŶ aŶd ŵeŶ͛s behavior in social dilemma games 

where choices are made publicly under the scrutiny of an external party of peers. Women tend to 

be more sensitive to peer pressure and to be more cooperative when their choice is being 

observed.  

Women and men also differ iŶ the perĐeptioŶ of ǁhat ĐaŶ ďe regarded as  ͞soĐiallǇ fair 

behavior͟ and on their willingness to conform to it. In Della Vigna et al.; 2013, the authors find 

                                                           
1
 Specifically, they argue that women tend to be more competitive and less altruistic when facing women. They quote 

a number of papers corroborating  this point of view. 



that that women tend to be as generous as men in a door-to-door solicitation , but controlling for 

the solicitors avoidance, theŶ the feŵale͛s leǀel of altruism is significantly reduced.  

The hypothesis that women tend to conform to socially  fair behavior is supported by the 

results of a modified Dictator Game (Heinz et al., 2012) where respondents move first and gain the 

endowment on which the Dictator have then to decide the final allocation. The experiments 

ĐoŶsist of three differeŶt desigŶs: ͞the real effort desigŶ͟, ǁhere respoŶdeŶts gaiŶ the 

eŶdoǁŵeŶt, ͞the ǁiŶdfall desigŶ͟ ǁhere the eŶdoǁŵeŶts are raŶdoŵlǇ alloĐated to 

respoŶdeŶts; ͞the lotterǇ desigŶ͟ ǁhere eŶdoǁŵeŶts are alloĐated to respondents according to a 

lottery. The authors find that female dictators allocate higher shares of the endowment in the real 

effort design, particularly to respondents who worked hard to gain the final pot. On the contrary, 

they do not find significant differeŶĐes iŶ ŵale diĐtators͛ doŶatioŶs aĐross treatŵeŶts. Overall, 

they find that women dictators tend to be more generous and men tend to be more selfish.
 2

 

Recently, field experiments have provided an important contribution to the debate on 

gender differences in pro-social behavior, by taking a completely different perspective on the issue 

and achieving very innovative results.  

Specifically, Gong et al.; 2014, and Gneezy et al.; 2009, have conducted field experiments in 

different societies in China, Tanzania and India. The distinguishing trait of these ethnical groups 

lies in the position women have in the community and the relevance of their roles as economic 

decision makers in family life.    

Specifically, Khasi in India and Masuo in China are matrilineal societies, women manage the 

family income and take economically relevant decisions. Yo in China and Masaai in Tanzania are 

patriarchal societies and the roles of men and women are reversed. The authors study gender 

differences in  altruism and propensity to compete. Their results are striking: in societies where 

women have an important role in the economic life, they are less altruistic and more competitive 

than men.  

To be precise, Mauso women are more selfish than Masuo men.  Differences in altruism are 

negligible in the Yo society, a patriarchal society, where men and women have however similar 

roles in the family. Studying competitiveness, the results are clear cut. In the Khasi group, women 

                                                           
2
 Also, men and women differ  on the expectations they have on the outcome of social exchanges.  Focusing on the 

dictator game, Rigdon and Levine (2011Ϳ,  fiŶd that ǁheŶ the eǆpeĐtatioŶs oŶ the other͛s giǀiŶg are homegrown, then 

there is a substantial difference in men and women altruistic behavior, however, when  expectations of receiving are 

uniform, differences disappear. Aguilar et al.; (2009) find that women expect women to be more generous while men 

believe there are no differences. Both papers open an interesting field of investigation, since they claim gender 

differences in behavior may arise because men and women have different expectations on how men and women will 

act socially.  



are more competitive than men. Findings totally reversed in the Masaai ethnical group, where 

Masaai men showed a propensity to compete double in comparison with Masaai women. The 

interesting point raised in these research is that there might be a missing factor in the analysis of 

gender differences related to the importance of the institutional culture of the society under 

investigation. How these findings can be explained and compared to the existing contributions on 

gender differences? 

As stated in Gong et al.; 2014, most analyses on altruism which claim a higher female 

propensity to donate and to be selfless have been conducted in Western countries (US, Europe), 

which have a patriarchal culture and the role of the women is much less connected to the 

economic life.  

Thus, more than innate differences that may be confounded by social contexts or the way 

preferences are elicited, we may suppose that is the patriarchal culture which is playing a role, and 

that makes women more tender and men more ambitious.  

The experiment presented in this paper aims at providing a test to these alternative (but not 

mutually exclusive) points of view on gender differences in altruism. 

We conducted a Dictator experiment in Southern Italy – a Western society with a profound 

matrilineal culture – and we introduce social influence in some sessions, in order to study whether 

women are more sensitive to social stimuli. In some sessions, in fact, we gave the dictator an 

additional piece of information, communicating how much was donated by a dictator of a 

different session and his\her sex.  

Our final goal is to prove whether culture is more relevant than social influence, and 

whether female preferences are more malleable than male preferences. Naturally, we expect that 

if culture is more important than social influence, the reaction to the signal is undistinguishable 

between men and women, and also we expect women to be significantly less generous than men. 

Our results are rather striking. Analyzing the donations of 90 dictators distributed over the 

three sessions which constituted our experiment, we find that our dictators are – overall – rather 

stingy, but women are significantly less generous than men.  

We also fiŶd that ďoth ŵale aŶd feŵale diĐtators͛ doŶatioŶs are affected by social 

influence but there is no significant difference in the relative importance men and women give to 

the signal. However, results are more nuanced, since both gender give more importance to signals 

coming from dictators of the same sex, and whilst men are relatively more sensitive to social 

influence, the impact of the signal is greater for women. 



Finally, we believe it is rather important to take into account the fact that the experiments 

were run in Southern Italy.  

In fact, Italy (especially Southern Italy), is a European country where the matrilineal culture 

still persist and  where the role of the woman in the household is centered on managing the family 

finance and the role of the man is more socially oriented. Thus – as stereotypes on Italian men 

often suggest – women are more responsible decision makers when it comes to financial business, 

and young men leave the family home and take  financial independent decisions usually rather 

late in life compared to young men born in  other European societies.  As in in the Chinese culture, 

even when kids leave the family and live independently, the relationships with parents is so close 

that ŵothers iŶterǀeŶe iŶ the fiŶaŶĐial deĐisioŶs also of the ĐhildreŶ͛ faŵilies. 

To try to explain the origin of the matrilineal culture,  it can be important to underline that 

the specific territory where the University of Naples II is located – Caserta – is the area in which 

the Roman cult of the Matres Matutae goddess flourished aŶd ǁhere the ǁorld͛s ŵost iŵportaŶt 

Museum on the Matres Matutaes stands. The origin of this specific cult is  to be found in pre-

Catholic and pagan Italian culture. The cult of the Matres Matutae (Aurora) is centered on the 

leading role of the woman in the society and in the family, since women had the primary gift of 

fertility. Specifically, women were in charge of children education and child bearing; and the 

villages survival chances were strictly connected to the strength and to the number of soldiers and 

fighters. All these activities gave  women a prominent role in their social groups. The myth was 

cancelled by the Catholic advent but many feature of that culture still dominates Southern Italian 

societies.
3
 

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we describe the experimental design and 

state the research hypotheses; we also locate our experiment and predictions in the vast literature 

on gender and altruism. In section 3 we report the results of the data analysis, which helps us to 

provide answers to the behavioral questions. Section 4 concludes. 
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 Before the Catholic advent, also a different myth – of Greek origin - had a strong impact on Southern Italian culture, 

which gave importance to masculinity rather than femininity and it was represented by Priapus, whose representation 

can be found in the Pompei remains. However, though, the Greek Priapus was a fertility deity, as Mates Matutae,  in 

the Roman culture, Priapus received attention only in paintings and sculptures of erotic arts.  



2. Experimental design and  procedures 

 

We implemented a modified version of the Dictator Game experiment presented in Eckel 

and Grossman, 1998 and Hoffman et al.; 1994. The most important aspect of these designs is that 

they preserve the total aŶoŶǇŵitǇ of the iŶdiǀiduals͛ ĐhoiĐes (double blind).  Dictators decide on 

the allocation in a condition of total isolation from other dictators and respondents, as well as 

experimenters. As stated in the introduction, if women and men respond differently to social cues 

and peers͛ pressure then anonymity is an important factor to measure distances between female 

and male donations, when social influence is introduced. 

We conducted three sessions of the experiment, involving 180 subjects. All sessions were 

run on a single day, participants were recruited in all departments of the University and great care 

was devoted to check that dictators and respondents were separated and  unable to 

communicate.
4
 Dictators could see that respondents were conducted to a different room, and 

they were seated separately from each other. They received an envelope containing two sheets of 

papers, one for the instruĐtioŶs aŶd oŶe for the iŶdiĐatioŶ of the plaǇer͛s seǆ.   

IŶ all sessioŶs, oŶ the eŶǀelopes oŶlǇ the diĐtator͛s Ŷuŵďer ǁas reported ;Aϭϭ, AϭϮ, etĐ. 

for session 1; A21, A22, etc.; for session 2; A31, A32, etc.; for session 3) and subjects learnt their 

role only when reading the Instructions sheet. In sessions 2, however, in addition to the 

instructions and the indication of the sex, dictators could view the choice a randomly chosen 

dictator of session 1, and in session 3 they received also the information oŶ the diĐtator͛s seǆ. 

Both information were contained in a small envelope enclosed in the large one.  

At the beginning of each session, one student was randomly selected in both rooms to act 

as ͞ŵoŶitor͟. The  ŵoŶitor earŶed a fiǆed aŵouŶt of ŵoŶeǇ, ĐorrespoŶdiŶg to the ŵaǆimum 

earning of dictators. Her role consisted in forming random couples of participants and calculating 

the final payoffs.  Upon arrival, all subjects received a participation fee of two euro, whilst the 

diĐtator͛s eŶdoǁŵeŶt ǁas ĐoŶstituted of tǁeŶtǇ eǆperiŵeŶtal tokeŶs ;Ϭ.ϰϬ ĐeŶt eǆĐhaŶge rateͿ. 

Such endowment was reported in the Instructions sheet (see Appendix 1) and the dictator had to 

indicate on the same sheet how many tokens she wished to donate to the unknown respondent. 

Once couples were formed, both monitors communicated that the experiment was over 

and that both dictators and respondents would collect their earnings the day after at the central 
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 We also tried to enroll dictators and respondents in different colleges, to make sure that they had not met before. 

The experimental sessions took place in May 2014. 



seĐretarial studeŶt offiĐe of the UŶiǀersitǇ. The ŵoŶitors ǁere there ĐheĐkiŶg that the iŶdiǀiduals͛ 

payments were conducted efficiently and without mistakes. 

Our design differs from the original double blind procedure in as much as subjects did not 

receive actual money in the envelope, but just the indication of the total number of tokens. Whilst 

the presence of  banknotes and coins in the envelope increases realism, in our setting, it would 

have decreased the realism of the message delivered to dictators of sessions 2 and 3, since such 

information would have to be delivered to respondents either by monitors or by experimenters.  

The purpose of our analysis is to evaluate different responses to social influence of men and 

women, therefore we preferred to enhance the effect of the information.
5
 Table 1 sums up the 

main experimental aspects and the composition of the sample. 

 

 

 

Table 1a: DiĐtators’ distriďutioŶ ďy geŶder 

 Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 

    

Male 20 17 21 

Female 10 13 9 

 

Table 1b: Dictators’ distriďutioŶ ďy DepartŵeŶt6
 

 Economics Psychology Biology Maths Politic 

Science 

Session 1 10 5 5 5 5 

Session 2 10 4 6 8 2 

Session 3 8 6 8 3 5 
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 Our experimental design is similar in its procedural aspects to Servatka (2009), in as much our design adopts a 

ďetǁeeŶ suďjeĐts͛ protoĐol; hoǁeǀer, ǁe repliĐate EĐkel aŶd GrossŵaŶ ;ϭϵϵϴͿ͛ eǆperiŵeŶt ǁithout role reǀersal as iŶ 
Servatka, where each subject plays in both roles (dictator and respondent).  
6
 We conducted a Kolmogorov-Smirnov and an Epps-Singleton test to verify whether the high proportion of students 

reading Economics might have affected the results, determining an overall selfish behavior from Dictators in all 

sessions. Both tests rejected the null hypothesis of significant differences between Economic students and students 

coming from other departments. 



 

 

2.1 Research Questions 

 

The analysis of the experimental evidence of Session 1 will help us to understand whether 

cultural and historical elements may produce a different result on women generosity, or, as in 

previous replications of the Dictator Game in Western countries, Italian women are more 

generous than Italian men. Hence, 

 

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Which is the fairer sex ? Are Italian women more generous than 

Italian men? 

 

Our aim of our experiment is, however, concerned with the evaluation of the effects of social 

influence on men and ǁoŵeŶ͛s ĐhoiĐes, therefore ǁe are iŶterested iŶ proǀidiŶg aŶsǁers to the 

following research questions, 

 

Research Question 2 (RQ2): Do men and women respond to social cues in the Dictator Game?  

 

But perhaps more importantly, 

 

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Are women more sensitive to social influence than men?   

 

If so, are women conformist,  do they adapt their behaviour to what the signal is indicating (i.e.; 

higher geŶerositǇ if peers͛ aĐtioŶs sigŶal high levels of altruism)?  Or do women react to the 

information by acting in the opposite direction? 

 

Finally, many studies have proved that an important aspect of the gender differences in behavior 

is related to the sex composition of the social group under investigation, and to  the 

same\different sex type of social exchanges. Here, the evidence collected in session 3 allows us to 

eǆplore a Ŷoǀel aspeĐt of this proďleŵ, e.g.; ǁhether ǁoŵeŶ ;ŵeŶͿ are ŵore seŶsitiǀe to peers͛ 

influence when they are observing the actions of an individual of the same or the opposite sex. 

Indirectly – if there exists a different response – we are claiming that women (men) trust the 



information they gain more (or less) when it comes from a woman (man). We therefore state the 

final issue to be resolved, 

 

Research Question 4 (RQ4): Do women (men) trust information more if it comes from a female 

(male) dictator? 

 

 

 

3. Data analysis  

 

Table 2 allows a first examination of the issue of the research Questions. In the first session 

with no information, women are clearly less generous than their male counterparts and this 

difference – and its statistical significance - falls as information is introduced in sessions 2 and, 

above-all session 3. Indeed the gender difference is only statistically significant (at 10%) in the first 

session. Gender differences are also reflected in the distribution of tokens sent; only 5 (i.e. 6%) of 

the 90 dictators sent over one half of their allocation and these were all men. Moreover, a further 

ϭϯ diĐtators seŶt eǆaĐtlǇ half their alloĐatioŶ, of these ϭϭ ǁere ŵeŶ. Thus the preǀaleŶĐe of ͚fair͛ 

or ͚geŶerous͛ diĐtators ǁas Ϯϴ% - over one in four – amongst men, but only 6% - less than one in 

ten – amongst women.   

 

 

Table 2: Mean no. of tokens sent by gender and session 

 Males Females 

Session 1 (no  information) 7.65 5.40 

Session 2 (information on 

amount sent) 
6.88 5.23 

Session 3 (information on 

amount sent and gender of 

sender) 

6.29 6.33 

  

 



The table provides a clear answer to Research question 1.  The difference between male and 

female donations in session 1 is clearly statistically significant; in the context of no additional 

information, women are clearly more stingy than men. It also is suggestive the other questions in 

that the change in behavior observed for both women (upwards) and men (downwards) provides 

some initial support for the idea that information is indeed playing a role and that this role differs 

for men and women.  

Looking at this a little more formally, one finds that in sessions 2 and 3, the number of 

tokens sent is moderately (and similarly) correlated to the information provided to both men (r= 

0.23) and women (r= 0.25). If we consider only session 3, the correlation between female behavior 

and the observed donations of other female dictators jumps to 0.5, whilst the correlation between 

female behavior and information falls practically to zero (r = 0.03) when this information concerns 

male donations. That is, women appear to respond much more readily to information on the 

tokens sent when this information concerns persons of their own gender. 

Another way of looking at this is through the distance between information and donations.  

Table 3 reports the mean absolute and squared distance between male and female donations and 

the information on donations received by participants in the different situations. It will be 

observed that the distance between information and donations is always less for females than 

males. A second observation is that, looking at session 3 information according to the gender of 

the dictator and the gender of the person on whom information is provided – that is comparing 

the last two rows of table three – the geŶder ͚ďias͛ iŶ the releǀaŶĐe of iŶforŵatioŶ ďegiŶs to 

emerge. That is, the divergence between male information and male behavior, and between 

female information and female behavior is always less than the corresponding distance across 

genders.  The substantial divergence in the mean squared difference for females according to 

whether the information provided regards the donations of men or women indicates also that 

women are particularly unified in their adherence to signals coming from female behavior, whilst 

much less so when male behavior is observed – indeed this is why the correlation coefficient is 

relatively high in the former case. Thus, with regard to research questions 3 and 4 above, the table 

suggests that indeed women are more sensitive to social information than men and that for both 

sexes, but particularly for women, individuals are more responsive to signals coming from persons 

of the same gender as opposed to from those of the opposite sex.     

 



Table 3: Mean absolute and squared distances between information on donations and dictator 

donations, by gender 

Information Absolute difference Squared difference 

 Males Females Males Females 

Session 2: tokens sent 2.53 2.08 13.12 12.23 

Session 3: tokens sent 3.52 2.89 19.81 16.89 

Session 3: tokens sent by males 3.22 3.17 15.89 20.50 

Session 3: tokens sent by females 3.75 2.33 22.75 9.67 

.  

 

Finally, the results reported in Table 4 allow us to take the analysis one stage further. The 

table reports the results of running simple Poisson regressions of the number of tokens sent in 

each of the three sessions as a function of the gender of the dictator and the information 

provided. The use of the Poisson model is preferred to OLS or tobit regressions since the 

dependent variable, the number of tokens sent, is a positive (or zero) integer and thus a count 

data model is a more appropriate approach, although the estimation of either of these models 

produces results which are qualitatively very similar to those reported here
7
.  

The first column of the table reports the results of a model including only dummy variables 

for gender which was run for dictators participating in the first, no information, treatment. The 

second column reports results for the second session where participants were given information 

on the tokens sent by another player. Here the reaction of male and female dictators is separately 

identified. In the final column the results the third session are reported. Here players were 

informed about the choice of another player and whether that person was male or female. This 

allows us to separately identify the reactions of males and females to the information also 

distinguishing the reactions to persons of the same or different genders.   
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 See, for example, Greene (2011) for a discussion and/or Cameron & Trivedi (1998) for more details on count data 

models. As regards the Tobit model, note that there is only one lower limit observation in the sample and dictators 

never sent their entire allocation. Given this, the parameter estimates are almost identical for Tobit and OLS models. 



Table 4: Poisson model of tokens sent 

 Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 

 (No info) 
(Information on 

tokens sent) 

(Information on 

tokens sent and 

gender of sender) 

Male 1.93***     (.092)   

- Tokens sent  0.19*** (.010)  

            By Males   0.25***   (.018)     

            By Females   0.18***   (.013) 

Female 1.65***   (.121)   

- Tokens sent  0.18*** (.015)  

            By Males   0.16***    (.017)      

            By Females   0.21***    (.025)     

n 30 30 30 

Log-Likelihood -69.68 -105.32 -117.95                  

Wald test (p-value) .000 .000 .000 

  

 

 

The results first of all confirm that women are less generous than men in the no 

information treatment. The difference between men and women is substantial and is statistically 

significant (at p < .05). In the second treatment (column 2), both males and females react strongly 

to the information on another player; there is a weak suggestion that males react more strongly 

than females although the gender difference is clearly not statistically significant. 

In the third treatment, once again it would appear that men react more strongly to 

information on other players than do women, although again the difference is not statistically 

significant. More importantly, however, the gender of the player whose information is being 

shared is important as is that of the recipient of the information. Specifically, males react more 

strongly to information on male players than they do for information on female players. For 

females, the reaction is similar but reversed. Women react more strongly to information when it 

comes concerns a female (as opposed to male) player. For men the difference in the reaction to 

information according to the gender of the source player is statistically significant (p < .01) whilst 



for women this difference is not statistically significant at conventional levels (p = .15). However if 

we jointly estimate the difference between the reaction of men and women to the same gender as 

compared to a different gender, this difference in reaction is clearly statistically significant (p < 

.01).  

Taken together the results provide to basis for responding clearly to the various research 

questions, although there is a slight divergence in the results between the analysis of correlation 

and descriptive statistics on the one hand and the econometric analysis reported in table 4 on the 

other. The former suggest a closer relation between behavior and information for females, whilst 

the latter suggests a (slightly) larger response to information for males than females. Literally 

interpreted, this suggests that women are more likely than men to react to social information, the 

male reaction to such information, where it occurs, is more substantial. We believe however, that 

it is fairer to conclude that the evidence presented here does not allow us to determine whether 

men or women are more reactive to social signals.  

Thus, returning explicitly to the research questions, the evidence on RQ1 is unequivocal - in 

ItalǇ, ŵeŶ are the ͚fairer seǆ͛; iŶ the aďseŶĐe of additioŶal iŶforŵatioŶ, ŵeŶ giǀe ŵore thaŶ 

women and they are more likely to behave fairly (dividing the allocated sum equally) or even 

altruistically (giving more to the recipient than they keep for themselves) than women are.  

  Similarly, regarding RQ2, the evidence presented here clearly supports the notion that 

both men and women respond to social signals; moreover, both sexes attach more weight to 

signals coming from members of the same sex (RQ4). On research question 3, however, the results 

are more mixed and nuanced; on the one hand, however, the correlation between women͛ plaǇs 

and information on other women is relatively high (r = 0.5) and the distance between the two is 

relatively low – that is, ǁoŵeŶ͛s reaĐt ŵore ĐloselǇ than men do to information on other women, 

or either do on other men – on the other hand, the size of the impact is (slightly) smaller for 

women than for men. Thus, it is best to conclude that the evidence does not allow a clear answer 

to this question. 

 

 

 

 

    

 



4. Concluding remarks 

 

This paper has tried to provide answers to some important questions related to gender 

differences in altruistic behavior. 

Firstly, we try to provide a preliminary response to the question on whether Italian women 

are more generous than Italian men.  Secondly, we address the problem related to the importance 

of social cues, or, alternatively, the importance of cultural aspects in  shaping gender differences in 

preferences. Finally, on the specific point of social influence, we address the question on whether 

the sex of the observed dictator plays a role in defining the importance that male and female 

dictators give to social influence. 

 

Our results are clear cut.  Women are clearly not the fairer sex in the Italian context, and 

both men and women alter their behavior in response to social cues. Moreover, both men and 

women react more to social signals coming from others of the same sex. Whether the impact of 

soĐial iŶflueŶĐe is greater for ǁoŵeŶ is less Đlear. WoŵeŶ͛s ďehaǀior ŵore ĐloselǇ ŵirrors soĐial 

signals particularly when it comes from other women, however the measured size of such effects 

is slightly larger for men than women.    

Therefore, one preliminary conclusion we wish to advance is that culture more than social 

influence is to be taken into account, when we try to assess the difference in social preferences.  

However, we also believe that additional evidence in this area is needed. 

Finally, we want to underline the usefulness of our investigation for the connected area of 

research centered on the study of the effect of social influence on behavior. In fact, our 

experiment is suggestive of important aspects of gender differences in behavior in economically 

significant social situations in the real world. Women and men appear to attribute similar weight 

to social information, however, a special role is played by the gender of the observed peer: in fact, 

both men and women seem to value signals more if they come from subjects of their same 

gender.  Therefore, due to the greater importance of same sex social signals, peer comparisons 

will tend to produce faster convergence of behavior in groups and networks comprising a 

substantial majority of one sex, as opposed to mixed groups.  
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Appendix 1:  

DiĐtators’  Instructions (Session 1) 

 

 

Welcome to our experiment. Please do not communicate with other participants and think 

carefully before making your choice. The quality of our research depends on both aspects. 

 

Upon arrival, you have been delivered an envelope with an identification number (A1, A2, etc.). 

Please remember this number: you will have to report it to the experimenters in order to collect 

your reward.  

 

How does the experiment proceed?  

 

You have found two sheets of papers, one with all the information  for the experiment (page 1), 

one (page 2) where you just have to report your sex, crossing the right box (F, M). 

 

The experimenters will give you a participation fee of 3 euro, which you will collect today when 

you leave.  The participation fee will be given to all subjects who are here today (in both rooms). 

 

However, an extra sum of money will be given only to subjects who are in this room, i.e.; only to A 

participants. The extra sum of money is expressed in experimental tokens, each worth 40 Euro 

cent (just to make things easy for our final report). In total, you are endowed with 20 tokens and 

now you have to decide how many tokens you want to keep for yourself and how many you want 

to transfer to a fellow participant who is now sitting in the adjacent room and who received the 

participation fee, but no money extra.  

 

 

Once you decide how many tokens you want to send to this anonymous participant, please write 

the amount below: 

 

 

I want to transfer: 

 

…………………………………….tokens 

 

Notice that , if you transfer 5 tokens, at the end of the experiment you have 15 tokens (6 euro) 

plus 3 euro participation fee and the other subject will have 3 euro plus 5 tokens you transferred 

to him (2 euro). Therefore, your final earnings will be 9 euro, his\ her final earnings will be 5 euro.  

 

Once you have completed the task, please put the sheets of paper back in the envelope and give it 

back to the monitor. The monitor will put all the envelopes in one big box, and together with the 

other͛s rooŵ ŵoŶitor ǁill forŵ Đouples of subjects and the final earning will be calculated. 

 

However, you will be not be paid today, but we will send you a mail with the indication of the day 

and the date in which you can collect the payments. You will just have to report your identification 

number and you will be paid at once.   
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