
Online appendix  
This document contains additional material to accompany “Deciding for Others Reduces Loss 

Aversion”. Section A compares our sample to the Danish population with respect to key socio 

demographic variables. Section B contains additional descriptions of our data and Section C presents 

results from a series of structural estimations. Details of the experimental design including screenshots 

are provided in Section D.  

A. Comparison with the Danish population 
 

Table A1: Representativeness of sample 

 Experimental 
population  

Danish 
population  

Gender Ind. Hyp. Both Other Total  

Female 46.8% 50.7% 40.5% 55.4% 48.3% 50.2% 
Male  53.2% 49.3% 59.5% 44.6% 51.7% 49.8% 
       
Age       

18-29 years 12.0% 14.2% 17.0% 12.3% 13.9% 18.5% 
30-44 years 21.1% 22.6% 27.8% 32.2% 26.0% 29.1% 
45-59 years 38.0% 46.5% 35.2% 32.2% 37.7% 27.0% 
60-80 years 28.9% 16.8% 19.9% 23.4% 22.3% 25.3% 
       
Education (highest completed)       

Basic education (up to 10 years)  10.8% 8.0% 12.5% 7.8% 9.8% 26.3% 
High school or vocational education  27.8% 20.7% 22.6% 24.7% 24.0% 45.4% 
Medium tertiary education  46.2% 49.3% 44.6% 48.2% 47.0% 21.1% 
Long tertiary education 15.2% 22.0% 20.2% 19.3% 19.2% 7.1% 
* For gender and age, the data in the column Danish population summarizes individuals between 18-80 
years of age. For education, the population is restricted to individuals between 20-69 years of age.  
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B. Additional statistical analysis  
In this appendix, we provide some additional descriptions and analysis of our data. Table B1 reports 

the average number of safe choices by treatment and screen type. Table B2 contains two-sided p-

values of the Mann-Whitney U-test on Nrsafe between treatments. 

 

Table B1: Average number of safe choices (n=668) 

 
Individual Hypothetical Both Other 

All Screens 21.205 19.716 20.284 20.339 
Loss 10.705 9.271 9.750 9.848 
NoLoss 10.500 10.445 10.534 10.491 

 

 

 

 

  

Table B2: Mann-Whitney two sided p-values between treatments tests. (n=668) 

 
Individual Hypothetical Both 

All Screens    

Hypothetical 0.067   
Both 0.350 0.412  
Other 0.578 0.201 0.691 

    
Loss Screens    

Hypothetical 0.008   
Both 0.071 0.416  
Other 0.107 0.324 0.803 

    
NoLoss Screens    

Hypothetical 0.973   
Both 0.948 0.951  
Other 0.957 0.900 0.976 

2 
 



C. Additional structural estimation results 
In Table C1 we present structural estimation results based on a restricted set of covariates. The main 

results presented in the text continue to hold also for this specification. Table C2 contains the 

specifications of Table 2 in the paper using the full sample (i.e. without removing the fastest 10%) and 

Table C3 contains the same specifications using a restricted sample that excludes subjects that 

switched back forth within one screen. Table C4 and Table C5 contains estimation results based on an 

alternative error model. We have added a tremble probability 𝜔 to the contextual utility specification 

in equation (4) in the paper. More precisely, we assume that with probability 𝜔 an individual chooses 

at random between the two lotteries Left (L) and Right (R) and with probability (1- 𝜔) the individual 

evaluates the lotteries with the contextual error specification in Equation (4). The likelihood now reads 
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 (C1) 

 In contrast to the Fechner error, the probability of making a mistake due to trembles is 

independent of the utility difference between the lotteries. The tremble parameter 𝜔 captures the idea 

that subjects err and choose one of the lotteries at random and in particular it enables us to capture 

violations of stochastic dominance.  

The parameters of interest to be estimated are  𝛾  (reflecting risk preferences), 𝜆  (reflecting loss 

aversion) and  𝜏  and 𝜔 (reflecting noise). We estimate average parameters and allow for heterogeneity 

by letting the parameters depend linearly on treatment dummies and covariates. Standard errors are 

clustered at the individual level.1 The treatment effects presented in Tables C2-C5 are nearly identical 

to those presented in Table 2 of the paper.  

 

  

1  We thus allow for heteroskedasticity between and within individuals, and for autocorrelation within 
individuals. 
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Table C1: Structural estimation, Contextual utility restricted set of covariates 
  Model 1  Model 2 

 
γ λ τ  𝛾 λ τ 

  
   

 
   Hypothetical -0.0293 -0.390** 

 
 -0.0289 -0.330** 0.00465 

 [0.0443] [0.152] 
 

 [0.0408] [0.139] [0.0152] 
Both 0.0283 -0.369** 

 
 0.0131 -0.289** 0.0191 

 [0.0414] [0.154] 
 

 [0.0333] [0.145] [0.0154] 
Other 0.0253 -0.412** 

 
 -0.00521 -0.292* 0.0186 

 [0.0495] [0.166] 
 

 [0.0547] [0.166] [0.0152] 
Female 0.0924*** 0.278** 

 
 0.0762*** 0.287*** 0.0113 

 [0.0345] [0.110] 
 

 [0.0281] [0.0965] [0.0112] 
Age (35-44) 0.0263 0.0729 

 
 0.0123 0.0870 0.0177 

 [0.0598] [0.191] 
 

 [0.0502] [0.157] [0.0149] 
Age (45-54) 0.110** -0.294*   0.0664** -0.183 0.0300** 
 [0.0474] [0.162]   [0.0301] [0.121] [0.0134] 
Age (55-64) 0.203*** -0.125   0.115*** 0.130 0.0999*** 
 [0.0419] [0.156]   [0.0394] [0.185] [0.0215] 
Age (65-) 0.0838* -0.399**   -0.0816 -0.108 0.149*** 
 [0.0485] [0.165]   [0.118] [0.288] [0.0320] 
Constant 0.0403 1.752*** 0.191***  0.125*** 1.528*** 0.121*** 
 [0.0465] [0.171] [0.00658]  [0.0346] [0.131] [0.0131] 
Observations 25,680 25,680 25,680  25,680 25,680 25,680 
Notes: Individual is the baseline treatment. Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p < 0.01, ** p 
< 0.05, * p < 0.1. Model 2 allows for heterogeneous effects in noise whereas Model 1 does not. 
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Table C2: Contextual utility on full sample 
  Model 1  Model 2 

 
𝛾 λ τ  𝛾 λ τ 

  
   

 
   Hypothetical -0.021 -0.365** 

 
 -0.028 -0.277** 0.001 

 [0.047] [0.162] 
 

 [0.039] [0.131] [0.015] 
Both 0.047 -0.386** 

 
 0.046 -0.367** 0.007 

 [0.049] [0.176] 
 

 [0.041] [0.149] [0.015] 
Other 0.038 -0.357* 

 
 0.019 -0.307** -0.002 

 [0.053] [0.189] 
 

 [0.039] [0.134] [0.014] 
Female 0.080* 0.241* 

 
 0.070*** 0.269*** 0.009 

 [0.043] [0.144] 
 

 [0.027] [0.099] [0.010] 
Age (35-44) 0.020 0.195 

 
 0.011 0.093 0.006 

 [0.058] [0.210] 
 

 [0.039] [0.131] [0.013] 
Age (45-54) 0.048 -0.170   0.021 -0.114 0.020 
 [0.059] [0.213]   [0.036] [0.116] [0.014] 
Age (55-64) 0.148*** -0.046   0.103** 0.045 0.062*** 
 [0.052] [0.212]   [0.049] [0.187] [0.023] 
Age (65-) 0.032 -0.282   -0.061 -0.160 0.092*** 
 [0.091] [0.291]   [0.072] [0.209] [0.030] 
Education 1 0.056 -0.018 

 
 0.071 -0.089 -0.016 

 [0.044] [0.201] 
 

 [0.057] [0.187] [0.024] 
Education 2 0.024 -0.036 

 
 0.038 -0.082 -0.011 

 [0.051] [0.224] 
 

 [0.055] [0.185] [0.023] 
Education 3 -0.021 -0.203 

 
 0.023 -0.267 -0.042* 

 [0.056] [0.212] 
 

 [0.059] [0.174] [0.023] 
Cognitive ability -0.007 0.017 

 
 -0.000 0.005 -0.007*** 

 [0.007] [0.023] 
 

 [0.005] [0.014] [0.002] 
Cognitive reflection -0.007 -0.021   0.011 -0.118* -0.025*** 
 [0.018] [0.066]   [0.014] [0.065] [0.007] 
Constant 0.139 1.632*** 0.200***  0.075 1.873*** 0.290*** 
 [0.089] [0.335] [0.007]  [0.086] [0.267] [0.033] 
Observations 28,400 28,400 28,400  28,400 28,400 28,400 
Notes: Individual is the baseline treatment. Education1 refers to participants’ degrees from high school and 
vocational school, Education2 represents tertiary education up to 4 years and Education3 tertiary education of at 
least 4 years. Participants with basic schooling (up to 10 years of schooling) are our baseline category. 
Cognitive ability measures the number of correct answers (ranging between 0 and 19) on a progressive matrices 
test (Beauducel et al. 2010). Cognitive reflection scores range from 0 to 3 and indicate the number of correct 
answers to the cognitive reflection test proposed by Frederick (2005). Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p 
< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Model 2 allows for heterogeneous effects in noise whereas Model 1 does not. 
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Table C3: Contextual utility on restricted sample  
  Model 1  Model 2 

 
𝛾 λ τ  𝛾 λ τ 

  
   

 
   Hypothetical 0.002 -0.477** 

 
 -0.010 -0.376*** 0.009 

 [0.068] [0.219] 
 

 [0.037] [0.133] [0.014] 
Both 0.052 -0.427** 

 
 0.052 -0.383*** 0.007 

 [0.066] [0.211] 
 

 [0.038] [0.132] [0.013] 
Other 0.039 -0.484** 

 
 0.020 -0.393*** 0.006 

 [0.069] [0.222] 
 

 [0.033] [0.150] [0.014] 
Female 0.098** 0.229 

 
 0.082*** 0.284*** 0.013 

 [0.050] [0.149] 
 

 [0.026] [0.096] [0.009] 
Age (35-44) 0.070 -0.025 

 
 0.031 -0.004 0.018 

 [0.056] [0.186] 
 

 [0.040] [0.152] [0.014] 
Age (45-54) 0.114** -0.269   0.077** -0.194* 0.018 
 [0.052] [0.173]   [0.031] [0.118] [0.013] 
Age (55-64) 0.205*** -0.199   0.144*** -0.048 0.063*** 
 [0.065] [0.204]   [0.048] [0.164] [0.021] 
Age (65-) 0.019 -0.426*   -0.111 -0.254 0.089*** 
 [0.087] [0.250]   [0.080] [0.216] [0.032] 
Education 1 0.049 -0.057 

 
 0.073 -0.127 -0.026 

 [0.088] [0.230] 
 

 [0.060] [0.216] [0.023] 
Education 2 0.003 0.016 

 
 0.028 -0.017 -0.018 

 [0.080] [0.227] 
 

 [0.063] [0.228] [0.022] 
Education 3 -0.002 -0.187 

 
 0.039 -0.211 -0.043* 

 [0.090] [0.234] 
 

 [0.062] [0.215] [0.023] 
Cognitive ability -0.005 0.010 

 
 0.001 0.004 -0.006*** 

 [0.008] [0.025] 
 

 [0.008] [0.024] [0.002] 
Cognitive reflection -0.000 0.008   0.009 -0.058 -0.012** 
 [0.022] [0.081]   [0.015] [0.063] [0.006] 
Constant 0.059 1.751*** 0.167***  0.021 1.791*** 0.225*** 
 [0.116] [0.366] [0.006]  [0.107] [0.342] [0.032] 
Observations 21,200 21,200 21,200  21,200 21,200 21,200 
Notes: The sample excludes the fastest 10% and subjects with multiple switch points. Individual is the baseline 
treatment. Education1 refers to participants degrees from high school and vocational school, Education2 
represents tertiary education up to 4 years and Education3 tertiary education of at least 4 year. Participants with 
basic schooling (up to 10 years of schooling) are our baseline category. Cognitive ability measures the number 
of correct answers (ranging between 0 and 19) on a progressive matrices test (Beauducel et al. 2010). Cognitive 
reflection ranges between 0 and 3 and indicate the number of correct answers to the cognitive reflection test 
proposed by Frederick (2005). Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Model 2 
allows for heterogeneous effects in noise whereas Model 1 does not. 
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Table C4: Structural estimation, contextual utility and trembles, restricted set of 
covariates 

 
γ  λ ω τ 

  
    Hypothetical -0.0156 -0.326*** -0.00832  

 [0.0243] [0.106] [0.0320]  
Both 0.0282 -0.295** 0.0297  
 [0.0355] [0.128] [0.0338]  
Other -0.000931 -0.259** 0.0429  
 [0.0292] [0.125] [0.0370]  
Female 0.0844*** 0.217** 0.0251  
 [0.0221] [0.0935] [0.0258]  
Age (35-44) 0.00197 0.0984 0.0475  
 [0.0344] [0.137] [0.0328]  
Age (45-54) 0.0602*** -0.145 0.0749**  
 [0.0226] [0.0999] [0.0313]  
Age (55-64) 0.109*** 0.104 0.245***  
 [0.0308] [0.162] [0.0445]  
Age (65-) -0.0342 -0.148 0.303***  
 [0.0546] [0.156] [0.0492]  
Constant 0.125*** 1.527*** 0.0283 0.114*** 
 [0.0241] [0.104] [0.0271] [0.00431] 
Observations 25,680 25,680 25,680 25,680 
Notes: Individual is the baseline treatment. Education1 refers to participants’ degrees 
from high school and vocational school, Education2 represents tertiary education up to 
4 years and Education3 tertiary education of at least 4 years. Participants with basic 
schooling (up to 10 years of schooling) are our baseline category. Cognitive ability 
measures the number of correct answers (ranging between 0 and 19) on a progressive 
matrices test (Beauducel et al. 2010). Cognitive reflection scores range from 0 to 3 and 
indicate the number of correct answers to the cognitive reflection test proposed by 
Frederick (2005). Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 
0.1.  
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Table C5: Structural estimation, contextual utility and trembles  

 
γ λ ω τ 

  
    Hypothetical -0.0199 -0.292** 0.00442  

 [0.0413] [0.143] [0.0333]  
Both 0.0451 -0.335*** 0.0262  
 [0.0320] [0.111] [0.0333]  
Other 0.000561 -0.280** 0.0352  
 [0.0323] [0.111] [0.0343]  
Female 0.0963*** 0.198** 0.00248  
 [0.0329] [0.0979] [0.0208]  
Age (35-44) 0.00611 0.0487 0.0501*  
 [0.0328] [0.117] [0.0296]  
Age (45-54) 0.0629* -0.161 0.0553**  
 [0.0327] [0.119] [0.0263]  
Age (55-64) 0.123*** 0.0699 0.179***  
 [0.0456] [0.145] [0.0454]  
Age (65-) -0.0159 -0.188 0.216***  
 [0.117] [0.316] [0.0537]  
Education 1 0.0511 -0.0790 -0.0804  
 [0.0805] [0.285] [0.0570]  
Education 2 0.0236 0.0279 -0.0360  
 [0.0753] [0.271] [0.0549]  
Education 3 0.0115 -0.160 -0.107*  
 [0.0922] [0.277] [0.0565]  
Cognitive ability -0.000373 0.00567 -0.0165***  
 [0.00686] [0.0190] [0.00415]  
Cognitive reflection 0.00733 -0.0262 -0.0477***  
 [0.0191] [0.0713] [0.0145]  
Constant 0.0752 1.604*** 0.366*** 0.111*** 
 [0.105] [0.358] [0.0780] [0.00535] 
Observations 25,680 25,680 25,680 25,680 
Notes: Individual is the baseline treatment. Education1 refers to participants degrees from 
high school and vocational school, Education2 represents tertiary education up to 4 years 
and Education3 tertiary education of at least 4 year. Participants with basic schooling (up to 
10 years of schooling) are our baseline category. Cognitive ability measures the number of 
correct answers (ranging between 0 and 19) on a progressive matrices test (Beauducel et al., 
2010). Cognitive reflection ranges between 0 and 3 and indicate the number of correct 
answers to the cognitive reflection test proposed by Frederick (2005). Robust standard 
errors in brackets. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. 
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D. Experimental design and screenshots 
In this appendix, we provide additional details about the design of the experiment. In short, 

participants repeatedly choose between a pair of lotteries (“left” vs. “right”). Each lottery has two 

possible outcomes which are equally likely (explained to subjects as a coin toss). Lotteries are 

presented in tables in which there are 10 choices to make (see Table 1 of the main text for the different 

payoff configurations used). In total, there are 4 tables which were presented in random order. The 

structure of the tables is such that the “left” option is relatively safe (possible payoffs are similar) and 

payoffs of the left option do not vary across choices (i.e. within a table). In the “right” option, the low 

payoff is held constant within a table but the high payoff varies systematically. Participants are paid 

according to one of the choices. Losses were possible in this module. Losses, if any, were deducted 

from gains in other modules. Payoffs across modules were calibrated such that it was not possible for 

subjects to incur losses over the entire iLEE3 wave. 

There are four treatments: 

• Individual: The decision maker´s (DM) choice only affects payoff of the DM. 

• Hypothetical. DM is asked to make choices as if she was paid, but no payment is actually 

made. 

• Both: DM choice affects DM and one other participant. Half of the participants are 

“receivers”, the other half are DM. The DM makes the choices in the four tables, the 

receivers do not make choices.  

• Other: DM choice does not affect DM payoff but does affect the payoff of one other 

participant. Half the subjects are DM, the other half are receivers.  

The allocation to the treatments was randomized. Roles are assigned ex ante in treatments Both 

and Other, i.e. receivers do not make choices and are directly routed to the next module. 

One of the choices in one of the tables was chosen at random to be payoff relevant, and a random 

draw determined the earnings of the participant(s). Matching occurred within the treatments (four DM 

had to be matched twice because there were more receivers than decision makers). Average earnings 

were DKK 45.5 in this module (average also includes DM in Hypothetical and Other who did not 

receive any payment from this module).  

The screens were presented in the order shown below. 

(a) Instructions: Two screens. Instructions1: Informs the subjects that they have to make 10 

choices each in four tables. A sample choice is presented, and the payoffs for DM and the 

receiver are explained. Instructions2: Provides the information on whether participants are 

assigned the role of DM or receiver (Note: only for treatment Both and Other).  

(b) Decision screens: Four tables are presented in random order. All 10 choices must be 
answered by either clicking the left or right button to proceed. 
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Sample Instruction screen 1 (treatment Both) 
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Translation of Instruction screen 1 (treatment Both) 

In this part of the experiment a decision maker will make 40 choices for himself/herself and another 

random participant (a receiver). 

 

Each choice is between two different games of heads or tails. The decision maker each time has to 

indicate if he/she prefers the game to the LEFT or the game to the RIGHT. Each game has two 

possible outcomes, head or tail. The outcome is random and with equal probabilities. 

 

One of the 40 choices between the two different games of heads or tails will be chosen randomly for 

payment. The game, which the decision maker chooses to play, will be played and the payment for 

both the decision maker and the receiver will depend on the outcome from either HEAD or TAIL. 

Some of the games can result in negative payment. In the case that a game with negative payment has 

been chosen for payment, the amount will be drawn from both the account of the decision maker and 

the receiver. All choices have equal probabilities to be selected for payment.  

 

Here is one example. 

 
 

If the decision maker chooses the game to the LEFT the decision maker and the receiver will each win 

30 kr., if the outcome is HEAD, and 50 kr., if the outcome is TAIL. If the decision maker chooses the 

game to the RIGHT the decision maker and the receiver each lose 10 kr., if the outcome is HEAD, but 

win 80 kr., if the outcome is TAIL. 

The decision maker therefore chooses the game on behalf of himself/herself and the receiver.  

 

Which role, decision maker or receiver, you will get will be determined randomly. You are as likely to 

become the decision maker as you are to become the receiver. When the roles have been determined, 

each decision maker will be matched randomly with a receiver. 

On the next screen you will be informed whether you have been chosen to become a decision 

maker or a receiver. 
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Sample Instruction screen 2 (treatment Both) 

 

 
 

Translation of Instruction screen 2 (treatment Both) 

Your role 

 

You have randomly been chosen to be a receiver. You will be matched with a random chosen decision 

maker. 

 

You therefore have no choices to make. Your payment from this part of the experiment will depend on 

the choices of the other participant. 
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Decision screen (treatment Both) 

 

 
 

Translation of Decision screen (treatment Both) 

Your choices in the heads or tails game 

   
I choose 

  

 Left   Right 

 Head Tail 

The 

game to 

the left 

The 

game to 

the right 

Head Tail 

Decision 1 Lose 9 kr Win 40 kr   Lose 51 kr Win 40 kr 
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