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Abstract
Whereas exchange asymmetries for goods are well known, we provide a first
incentivized test of exchange asymmetries for bads (i.e., items yielding a negative
utility). On the one hand, prospect theory predicts an endowment effect for goods
and bads, on the other hand, attention-based theories such as salience theory predict
an endowment effect for goods, but a reverse endowment effect (i.e., a particular
high willingness to switch) for bads. Since both strands of research often make the
same predictions concerning biased decision making, the investigation of exchange
asymmetries for bads is a key element to distinguish between their validity. In our
experiment, we find a strong endowment effect for bads, so that our results speak
in favor of prospect theory.
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Introduction

Recently, various types of attention-based theories have emerged, such as salience theory by Bordalo et al. (2012a,b), a theory of “Attention and Reference Dependence” by
Bhatia and Golman (2013) or focusing theory by Kőszegi and Szeidl (2013), which tackle
the prevalence of loss aversion-based theories (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979 and 1991;
Kőszegi and Rabin, 2006) in behavioral economics. As shown by Bordalo et al. (2012a)’s
comparison between salience theory and prospect theory, both can account for a wide
range of cognitive biases relevant for decision theory. For choice under risk, for example,
the Allais paradox, preference reversals and framing effects (see Bordalo et al., 2012a;
Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) represent some of those biases. Concerning riskless choice,
for instance the “endowment effect” (Thaler, 1980) for goods constitutes one of these
biases (see Bordalo et al, 2012b; Kahneman et al., 1991). Therefore, both attentionbased and loss aversion-based theories provide an explanation for many biases in decision
making.
We analyze a particular effect where both classes of models show contradicting predictions, which allows to precisely distinguish the two approaches. Specifically, we investigate exchange asymmetries for unpleasant items, which yield a negative utility (bads).
For valuable items, which yield a positive utility (goods), individuals typically reveal an
endowment effect, i.e., subjects tend to stick to their endowments and the share of trades
is significantly lower than predicted by reference-independent utility theory. According to
prospect theory, this effect emerges as a result of loss aversion, whereas attention-based
theories explain this result by a decision maker’s overweighting of salient features of the
endowment. We implement a riskless choice between two bads after being endowed with
one of them. In this setting, prospect theory predicts the usual endowment effect, while
attention-based theories predict a reversal of this effect. Since predictions contradict each
other, testing for exchange asymmetries of bads allows to precisely distinguish between
alternative classes of models.
2

In a laboratory experiment, we test the explicit prediction by Bordalo et al. (2012b)
according to which the endowment effect will be reversed for items which yield a negative
utility. In order to test for exchange asymmetries of bads, we first endow each subject
randomly with one of two unpleasant tasks, either sorting a specific amount of two-colored
confetti (task “sorting”) or writing zeros and ones to boxes of one and a half sheets of
checkered paper (task “zeros and ones”). These unpleasant tasks represent bads in our
experiment. Before the start of the actual task, we allow subjects to switch their task
against the other unpleasant one. Similar to classical endowment effect experiments,
this approach enables us to test for specific exchange asymmetries as predicted either by
loss aversion-based theories (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979 and 1991; Kőszegi and Rabin,
2006) or by attention-based theories (Bordalo et al., 2012a,b; Kőszegi and Szeidl, 2013).1
Our results are in line with prospect theory. We can reject salience theory’s prediction
of a reversal of the endowment effect for bads, and instead find predictions by Kahneman
and Tversky (1979 and 1991) and Kőszegi and Rabin (2006) to be confirmed. Unlike
salience theory states, people do not switch the bad they were endowed with, but reveal a
robust endowment effect similar to that found for goods in Knetsch (1989) and Kahneman
et al. (1990 and 1991).
We also add to the literature on differences between hypothetical and incentivized experiments. By transferring our bads to a hypothetical frame, we reproduce findings in the
literature of an elimination of the endowment effect for bads (Brenner et al., 2007; Bhatia
and Turan, 2012). The strong discrepancy to the incentivized setting can be rationalized
as follows. As Bordalo et al. (2012b) propose, focused attention may result in an intuitive
disapprobation of the assigned bad, which triggers switching and leads to the elimination
of the endowment effect in hypothetical settings. In incentivized settings, however, this
impulsive disappreciation of the endowed bad is superposed by the adjustment of the
1

For specific reasons which will be discussed in Section 6, we refrained from an experiment which tests

for a gap in one’s willingness to accept and one’s willingness to pay for our tasks.
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subject’s reference point and her loss aversion with respect to this. Thus, a subject may
intuitively have the preference to switch her bad, which is expressed in the hypothetical
studies. If she, however, has a second thought as in incentivized studies, she does not give
in to this impulse since she realizes the alternative’s downsides and is loss averse with
respect to her endowment’s upsides. This makes her refrain from switching.
In the next section, we review the related literature. Section 3 discusses the theoretical
approaches to exchange asymmetries for bads, which we focus on. Section 4 introduces
our experimental design, before we present the experiment’s results in Section 5. We
discuss our experiment and its crucial features in Section 6. In Section 7 we debate the
discrepancy of the results between the hypothetical and the incentivized settings. Section
8 concludes.

2

Related literature

Existing literature does not reveal a clear indication of exchange asymmetries for items
yielding a negative utility. While some studies find an endowment effect for bads, others
report on a reversal of this effect for bads. However, due to the difficulty of involving
bads in experiments, the literature on this topic is very limited.
Brenner et al. (2007) document the finding of the reverse endowment effect for bads
in a hypothetical setting, which, however, is much weaker than the endowment effect
observed in classical exchange experiments (Knetsch, 1989). The incorporated bads were
additional driving lessons and payment of a certain fine. Each subject was assigned one of
these two alternatives before getting the opportunity to switch to the other bad. They find
that subjects endowed with a (hypothetical) bad option reveal a tendency to switch to the
other bad alternative. Bhatia and Turan (2012) reconsider this hypothetical setting and
replicate the reversal of the endowment effect for bad options. Additionally, by altering the
subjects’ focus towards the non-endowed option, they eliminate the reverse endowment
effect. This finding conforms with predictions by the salience mechanism (Bordalo et
4

al., 2012b). Whereas we reproduce their hypothetical findings of a slight reversal of
the endowment effect for bads, we focus on our incentivized study where choices have
real consequences. Similar to Brenner et al. (2007) and Bhatia and Turan (2012), we
incorporate non-physical items as bads, since physical items usually do not serve as bads
as they may be ignored or thrown away without any costs. Therefore, we incentivize our
study via assigning each subject a certain (bad) task.
In Dhar and Sherman (1996), participants were initially given the option to choose
among two products with some shared characteristics and with unique features. Afterwards, subjects could switch their initially chosen item against a third option. The authors
find that the unique attributes receive a higher weight in the decision making process than
the shared features of the products. Overall, this study documents a strong tendency to
stay with the initial choice.2 These findings, however, do not represent an endowment
effect, but could also result from one’s tendency to reveal consistent preferences. The
tendency to stay with the initial choice is particularly strong if the options have unique
upsides, but have the downsides in common. Whereas the tendency to switch the initial
choice is significantly higher if the shared characteristics are good and each product’s
unique attribute is bad, overall switching rates are still low. Thus, on the one hand, this
study supports attention-based theories since it conforms with the prediction that choice
patterns are influenced by the salience of attributes. However, on the other hand, low
overall switching rates do not support an entire reversal of the endowment effect in the
case of bad items. In contrast, in a related incentivized experiment in which the initial
choice was replaced by an endowment, Antonides et al. (2010) discover an even stronger
endowment effect if the products’ unique features are bad. They rationalize their result
by assuming that a subject focuses on the unique feature of the alternative, which is bad
and thus makes a switch less likely. To sum up, these studies yield support for the impor2

The paper’s findings relate to Chen et al. (2006) who study the behavior of capuchin monkeys. Given

an initial choice between two options, the monkeys reveal to be loss averse.
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tance of salience and focusing in decision making, however, do not provide evidence for
the existence of a reverse endowment effect. These studies also imply that incentivization
may account for differences in results. In contrast to Dhar and Sherman (1996), our main
study is incentivized, whereas their study contained only hypothetical choices. Different
from both studies, we do not incorporate alternatives which have only one downside, but
yield an overall positive utility; instead, we take alternatives which explicitly represent
bads.
Psychological studies, for example Lerner et al. (2004), find that negative emotions,
induced in a pre-test situation which was irrelevant to the later economic decision, eliminate or even reverse the endowment effect for goods. These findings are rationalized by
carry-over effects of subjects’ emotions on subsequent decision making. By incidentally
induced bad emotions, subjects may value the endowed good itself as a bad, as if the
negative emotion was rooted in the endowment. The desire to change one’s (emotional)
circumstances may result in the desire to get rid of the assigned object. Different from
our setup, the endowed items in these experiments do not represent bads, i.e., the items
do not give a negative utility to the owner. Most related to our experiment, Dhar et al.
(1999) study the effects of initial comparisons of two alternatives on subsequent preference
decisions between them. For this purpose, at the first stage, subjects assessed either how
similar or how dissimilar two options are; in each case, one of the two options was focal.
At the second stage, subjects had to indicate their preferences for the alternatives. Similar
to the salience mechanism (Bordalo et al., 2012b), the authors implement a focus-shift
model in which they argue that the initial comparisons carry over to subsequent preference judgments such that relative weights assigned to certain attributes in the preference
decision are affected by the initial comparison. Using two relatively unattractive alternatives, they show that a selective focus on the negative attributes of the focal option
in the first stage carries over to the second stage, which decreases the preference for the
focal option. They explain this result by the negative attributes being more salient in this
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setting and thus more likely to be considered.
However, different from our setup, options in their study do not represent bads in a
narrow sense, i.e., considered objects do not yield an overall negative utility. Furthermore,
in contrast to our experiment, their study was not properly incentivized.

3

Exchange asymmetries for bads: predictions

We compare two strands of behavioral research with respect to their predictions about
exchange preferences for bads in typical exchange experiments. Whereas we restrict our
analysis to the case where each bad is distinguished by a unique downside, the predictions
are robust to settings in which both bads share the same downsides, but where each bads’
most severe downside is different. In the following, we argue why attention-based theories
predict a reversal of the endowment effect, whereas loss aversion-based theories make the
opposite prediction. We model the experimental behavior according to both strands of
research and derive the different predictions.

3.1

The reverse endowment effect according to attention-based
theories

Attention-based theories and especially Bordalo et al. (2012b) and Bhatia and Golman
(2013) explicitly predict a reverse endowment effect for bads. We shortly illustrate the
procedure yielding this effect according to Bordalo et al. (2012b); via focusing theory
(Kőszegi and Szeidl, 2013), the reverse endowment effect can be explained similarly. Typically, experiments incorporating endowments to test for exchange asymmetries can be
modeled by a two-stage procedure as follows. Suppose somebody is endowed with one of
two different bads, each of which has a different downside (the first stage). Under rational
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considerations, both tasks yield the same utility.3
Later on, she gets the chance to switch her endowment against the alternative item
(the second stage). In the following, we illustrate the two-stage procedure which predicts
the reverse endowment effect.
According to the salience mechanism (Bordalo et al., 2012b), exchange asymmetries
of an item root in the overweighting of salient features. At the moment an endowment is
assigned, it is valued in comparison to the status before in which no item was held. Thus,
at the first stage, a subject who is endowed with a bad overvalues its salient downside.
This leads to an exaggerated bad valuation of the respective item. At the second stage,
the subject has the opportunity to exchange the bad item for an alternative one, which
is equally bad under rational considerations. At this stage, the endowment and the
alternative are valued equally since both have, relative to each other, one downside and one
upside. But, according to Bordalo et al. (2012b), the first stage valuation persists partly
to the second stage due to the “cold glow of ownership” for bads. Thus, the final valuation
of the endowment is a compound of the first stage’s exaggerated bad valuation and the
second stage’s equally bad valuation for both alternatives, so that finally the endowment
is valued lower than its alternative. This predicts a particularly high willingness to switch
bads (for details, see Appendix A).
According to focusing theory (Kőszegi and Szeidl, 2013), the endowment effect can be
explained similarly. An individual focuses more on attributes in which her options differ
more, i.e., in which her range of choice is broader, and thus overweights these attributes.
Since at the first stage only the item which she is endowed with is available, she compares
her assigned alternative against the option of holding nothing. Her options differ especially
concerning the attribute the endowed item is particularly bad in, such that she focuses on
and overweights this negative attribute of the endowed bad. As according to the salience
3

For illustrative reasons, we make this restrictive assumption (which is supported by our experiment

and our data). In general, it suffices that none of the options is universally preferred by all subjects.
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mechanism, this results in a first-stage undervaluation of the endowed bad. At the second
stage, the endowed bad is valued rationally due to the equal range of choice in both items’
attributes. Considering the final valuation as a compound of the valuations at both stages
leads to the prediction of the reverse endowment effect.
Thus, attention-based theories make a precise prediction concerning exchange preferences for bads. As we have argued, according to this strand of research we expect to find a
reverse endowment effect in experiments testing for exchange asymmetries of bads. Consequently, we hypothesize that switching rates for bads in our experiment are significantly
above 50%.

3.2

The endowment effect according to loss aversion-based theories

This section investigates predictions of loss aversion-based theories regarding exchange
preferences for bads, which are applicable to our experimental setup. At this point, we
focus on prospect theory itself (Kahneman and Tversky, 1991), whereas we provide the
analysis according to prospect theory’s variant by Kőszegi and Rabin (2006) in Appendix
A.
Existing literature finds that prospect theory does not yield the reverse endowment effect for bads as attention-based theories do. As Bhatia and Golman (2013) state, prospect
theory does not distinguish between a reference point in the gain or loss domain of utility,
so that the size of the endowment effect is not expected to differ between goods and bads.
Antonides et al. (2010) argue that, as negative outcomes receive a higher weight according
to prospect theory, the perceived difference between products with unique bad features
(like the two unpleasant tasks incorporated in our experiment) is increased compared to
products with unique good features (as in the classical mugs-candy bars experiment, see
Knetsch, 1989), so that the exchange rates of endowments should be even lower for bads
than for goods.
9

Subsequently, we argue that prospect theory predicts the endowment effect for bads
by using the reasoning of Kahnemann and Tversky (1991).
We consider two bads x and y, each of which has a different, unique negative feature.
This is illustrated in Figure 1, where the negative features are indicated by item x’s
negative value in dimension 1 and item y’s negative value in dimension 2. Since options
are designed to have an equally bad, but different feature, we assign option x value −q in
dimension 1 and option y the very same value in dimension 2. Thus, x is described by the
attribute pair (−q, 0) and option y by (0, −q). We assume that a subject’s utility inferred
from an item is given by an additively separable, piecewise linear utility function putting
equal weights on the item’s dimensions. Furthermore, according to prospect theory, the
utility derived from each dimension can be assessed relatively to an exogenously given
reference point via a positively sloped value function. This value function is assumed to
be convex in the loss domain (i.e., below the reference point) and concave in the gain
domain (i.e., above the reference point), putting greater weight on losses than on equally
sized gains. Before assignment of any endowment, state (0, 0) gives a subject’s reference
point. After an item is assigned, a subject adjusts her reference point accordingly. As
depicted in Figure 1, if a subject is endowed with item x, her reference point r will adjust
to x. If hereafter she is allowed to switch her bad x for the alternative bad y, she sticks
to her endowment due to the following reasoning. Choosing option x yields a negative
utility which results from its negative feature in dimension 1 (given by the value −q). If
instead she switches to option y, the improvement q in dimension 1 cannot compensate
the worsening −q in dimension 2, since relative to the reference point r = x the perceived
“gain” in dimension 1 is rated lower than the perceived “loss” in dimension 2. Thus,
option x is preferred to option y.4
Different models of prospect theory do not deliver different predictions concerning our
4

This finding holds also under the weakened assumption that both bads share both downsides, but

have different most severe downsides, i.e. x = (−q, −p) and y = (−p, −q) with q > p.
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Figure 1: An illustration of the setup: endowed option x and alternative y.

experimental setup. Whether the reference point is given by the status quo (Kahneman
et al., 1991; Samuelson and Zeckhauser, 1988) or by a subject’s expectations (Kőszegi and
Rabin, 2006) does not alter the predictions regarding exchange preferences for bads, since
in our setup the reference point equals the task the subject is endowed with in either case.
While the preceding reasoning assumes that the reference point equals the status quo, we
provide the derivation of the endowment effect for bads according to Kőszegi and Rabin
(2006) in Appendix A. Thus, the prevalent versions of loss aversion-based theories yield
the explicit prediction of the endowment effect for bads, which is expected to be as strong
as the endowment effect for goods. Consequently, in our experimental setting, prospect
theory yields a prediction which is contrary to salience theory’s conjecture.

4

Experimental design

In this section, we provide the experimental setup for both our incentivized and the
hypothetical studies. Our focus lies on the incentivization of our experiment, which is a
novelty to the economic literature. However, to replicate the literature (Brenner et al.,
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2007; Bhatia and Turan, 2012) we also provide hypothetical studies in section 4.2.

4.1

Incentivized setup

Our incentivized study which tests for exchange asymmetries of bads is designed as follows.
Two unpleasant tasks serve as bads in our experiment. The first task consists of a basket of
mixed black and white confetti which has to be sorted according to color (task “sorting”).5
The second task consists of one and a half sheets of checkered paper to be completely
filled with zeros and ones in alternating order (task “zeros and ones”).6 Instructions,
questionnaires, the decision sheet and detailed information about the procedure of the
experiment can be found in Appendix B.
After arriving at the laboratory, subjects were randomly assigned one cubicle to sit
in, which was already endowed with the material for one of the tasks. To eliminate a
subject’s potential tendency to take a task her neighbor or her friend has (for example, to
compete against her), cubicles were separated. Otherwise, such competition effects could
potentially have biased our results.
The instructions informed subjects about their own and the alternative task and provided general information about the experimental procedure. Questions during the experiment were answered privately by the experimenter. To ensure that subjects read the
instructions for both tasks, control questions had to be answered subsequently. Concerns
about differences in time consumption between the two tasks were eliminated by informing subjects that both tasks were calibrated to be manageable within 30 minutes and that
5

In the instructions, confetti is termed paper snips to avoid any positive association with the task.

6

The bads’ two dimensions salience and prospect theory refer to may be defined as follows. The first

dimension states how “fiddly” a task is (which is the unique negative feature of the task sorting), whereas
the second dimension states how “exhaustive” a task is (which is the unique feature attributed to the
task zeros and ones). Weakening this assumption such that one task is considered more fiddly whereas
the other task is considered more exhaustive does not change the prediction of either approach in the
previous section qualitatively.
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they could continue working until they were finished in the unlikely case of not fulfilling
the task in time.7 Additionally, participants were told that if they finished before time
ran out, they would have to wait for the remaining time before the inspection of the
results and the according payment. Furthermore, subjects were informed that the payment would be independent of the time they needed for completing the task. The overall
payment for subjects who succeeded in their task was 12 Euro. In the case of errors or
a cancellation of the task, only 4 Euro would be paid, a case which did not occur. In
spite of the payment effect, we consider these two tasks as bads since a payment of 12
Euro is expected anyway for participating in an experiment of about an hour. However,
these two tasks are extraordinarily unpleasant compared to the usual tasks incorporated
in such laboratory experiments.8
Like announced in the instructions, in a subsequent introductory round participants
familiarized themselves with their task and filled out a questionnaire on their task.9 As
7

Upfront, we carefully calibrated the tasks, so that both were properly doable within 30 minutes. For

example, we used a pilot session to ensure that tasks are balanced concerning time exposure. According
to questionnaires subjects filled out, tasks were balanced and needed on average 23.4 minutes for sorting
and 26.7 minutes for zeros and ones according to those participants who answered the respective question
on the questionnaire.
8

To ensure that the disutilities of both tasks were generally balanced, we ran an anonymous online

survey with 677 participants, mostly students, which was announced on facebook and asked for subjects’
preferences with respect to sorting two-colored confetti for 30 minutes and writing zeros and ones on
checkered paper for 30 minutes. 51% of subjects preferred the sorting task, 34% preferred the task zeros
ans ones and 15% were indifferent between the two tasks. Thus, our tasks are roughly balanced. In this
online survey, we also asked for subjects’ relative preferences concerning other tasks like cutting out boxes
of checkered paper or painting checkered paper in two colors. We decided for the two tasks due to their
balance. For a further discussion of our bads, see Section 6.
9

This procedure is supposed to help getting subjects’ focus on the endowed bad as needed by attention-

based theories in order to predict the reverse endowment effect. It is also in line with conventional
studies on exchange asymmetries, where subjects get some time to inspect their endowment. However,
this introductory round was omitted in a second treatment.
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subjects knew beforehand from the instructions, they had the possibility to test their
task. If, however, people started working on their tasks, then advances at this stage were
made undone by exchanging partly filled out sheets and remixing the confetti at the end
of the introductory phase.10
Afterwards, people were informed that, before the actual task starts, they were given
the choice to switch their endowed task against the other one described in the instructions;
up to this point, subjects did not know about the opportunity to switch their task later
on. Subjects were handed out a decision form with two boxes, one of which needed to be
checked. One box represented “switching”, the other one “not switching”. Switchers were
instantaneously endowed with the material for their desired task.11 Then, all subjects were
allowed to start working on their task for 30 minutes. Progress of time could always be
checked via a large analog clock that was projected onto the laboratory’s walls during the
experiment. As soon as the 30 minutes were over, subjects were given a final questionnaire
to be filled out after finishing their task. The answered questionnaire and the material
were handed out to the experimenter privately, and, after a check for correctness and
completeness of the task, subjects were paid.
In order to rule out that learning effects during the introductory phase may have
driven our results, we had another treatment, in which subjects were not allowed to
practice their task before the beginning of the official working time.12 We modified our
instructions insofar as in the introductory phase subjects had to fill out a questionnaire
10

Importantly, to eliminate any biases in subjects’ decisions due to the practice phase in this treatment,

in the second treatment subjects were not given the opportunity to test their endowed task.
11

With this procedure, we expect to eliminate transaction costs possibly going along with switching.

Furthermore, we do not provide a default option to eliminate biases in decision making in favor of default
options (Sunstein and Thaler, 2003). It was made clear that the payment for the task is independent of
one’s switching decision.
12

Since this additional treatment was intended as a robustness check, we planned only three sessions

to be conducted on the same day.
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on their assigned task exclusively.13
We ran this experiment at the laboratory of DICE, University of Düsseldorf. Subjects
were recruited via ORSEE (Greiner, 2004) and the experiment was carried out with paper
and pen. All subjects finished and fulfilled their respective task correctly, so that earnings
amounted to 12 Euro per subject. On average, the experiment took about 55 minutes.
To investigate the validity of the different mechanisms yielding the endowment effect
for goods, we test the respective predictions concerning exchange preferences for bads,
i.e., we test if the switching rate in our experiment strictly exceeds 50% significantly. If
we can reject this hypothesis, we have an indication that the endowment effect carries
over to bads as predicted by prospect theory, whereas otherwise we obtain an indication
that the endowment effect is eliminated or even reversed for bads as predicted by salience
theory. Thus, we test the following conjecture,
Hypothesis: The probability for switching the endowed bad is strictly above 50%.

4.2

Hypothetical setup

In line with Brenner et al. (2007) and Bhatia and Turan (2012), we designed hypothetical treatments where subjects had to make their decision without experiencing real
consequences. In order to underline that we have indeed incorporated bads in our experiment, we intend to replicate Brenner et al. (2007) with the only change that their
bads are substituted by our tasks. Consequently, however, our hypothetical setup cannot
entirely represent a hypothetical version of our incentivized setup. As a compromise and
to have some comparability to existing hypothetical studies„ we replicated the structure
of Brenner et al. (2007) with as few changes of our incentivized setting as possible.
We conduct two different treatments, one with a strong and one with a neutral frame.
The first treatment was designed to strengthen the downsides of the tasks by explicitly
13
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stating that both tasks are unpleasant, that the task sorting is especially fiddly and the
task zeros and ones is especially exhausting. The other one was neutrally framed, by
removing these negatively connoted words from the instructions.14 Besides these slight
differences, instructions for both treatments did not differ. Both setups reflect the structure proposed in Brenner et al. (2007) of first introducing the assigned bad, and bringing
in the alternative only later on as the possibility of switching is mentioned. This ensures
that also in the hypothetical treatment the subject’s focus lies on the own task and not
on the alternative. Besides these modifications, we did not alter the incentivized setup.
Instructions for the neutrally framed hypothetical treatments are provided in Appendix
B. Table 1 provides a short overview over the different treatments we implemented along
with the number of participants within each of the treatments. The results are presented
in the following section.
Treatment

Description

# of subjects

Incent., with practice

subjects could practice on their task initially

79

Incent., w/o practice

no practice, only a questionnaire on the endowed bad

50

Hypot., framed

tasks are described with negatively connoted words

85

Hypot., neutral

evaluative words are omitted

71

Table 1: An overview over the different treatments.

5

Experimental results

5.1

Incentivized setup

We ran five sessions with 79 participants in the main treatment, of which 18 subjects
switched their task and 61 subjects stayed with their task. Table 2 gives the absolute
14

One of the three slight changes between the wording in the treatments is the following: “You have

been assigned the unpleasant task sorting” became “You have been assigned the task sorting”.
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numbers of switching and non-switching subjects for each endowment. A large part of
participants stayed with their assigned bad, irrespective of the task they were endowed
with.
Decision
Switch

No Switch

Sorting

6

32

Zeros and Ones

12

29

Endowment

Table 2: Absolute numbers of subjects’ switching decisions for each endowment.

For the Hypothesis, the one-sided binomial probability test gives p<0.00001. Thus,
significantly less than 50% of the subjects, i.e., about 23%, switched their tasks. This
replicates switching rates from conventional papers on exchange asymmetries for goods
such as Knetsch (1989), who finds an average switching rate for endowed goods of approximately 10%, or Kahneman et al. (1991), who sum up results of various replications
of exchange-asymmetry studies by stating that traded volume was always less than half
of the expected volume, i.e., less than 25%.
Considering tasks separately reveals switching rates significantly below 50% for each
of the tasks. From 38 subjects who were endowed with confetti, only 6 subjects switched
(p=0.000012); from 41 subjects who were endowed with zeros and ones, 12 switched
(p=0.0058). Consequently, we obtain a strong indication that the endowment effect carries
over to the unpleasant tasks incorporated in this experiment.
For the second treatment, in which subjects could not practice anymore, results are
not significantly different. The observed choice patterns did not change as only 9 out of 50
participants (18%) switched their task in this additional treatment. Pooling the data of
both treatments further increases the significance of our results since only 21% of overall
subjects in our incentivized treatments switched their initially endowed task.
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5.2

Hypothetical setup

In both treatments, switching rates were above 50% for both tasks, see Tables 3 and 4.
Whereas in the first hypothetical treatment, 55% of the subjects switched their task, the
number of switchers was even larger in the neutrally framed treatment (58%). However,
results in both hypothetical treatments were not significantly different, so that we pooled
the data. Altogether, significantly more than 50% of the subjects switched their task (p =
0.064, one-sided binomial probability test), which reveals a (slight) reverse endowment
effect and thus reproduces findings of Brenner et al. (2007) and Bhatia and Turan (2012).
In particular, the switching rate in the hypothetical treatment is significantly higher than
the switching rate in the incentivized treatments (p<0.00001).
Decision
Switch

No Switch

Sorting

24

20

Zeros and Ones

23

18

Endowment

Table 3: Subjects’ decisions in the strongly framed hypothetical treatment.

Decision
Switch

No Switch

Sorting

20

15

Zeros and Ones

21

15

Endowment

Table 4: Absolute numbers of subjects’ switching decisions in the neutrally framed hypothetical treatment.

6

Discussion

In this section, we discuss different features of our experiment and possible objections
against our findings. In particular, we argue why we indeed incorporated bads in our
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experiment and why learning effects or issues raised by Plott and Zeiler (2007) cannot
explain our findings.
In our experiment, we considered two unpleasant tasks as bads. We assume that a
utility of zero represents a condition in which a subject feels neither pleasure nor displeasure. Thus, an item yielding a negative utility (a bad) means that a subject is exposed
to unpleasant conditions. Incorporating bads is not easy in a laboratory experiment.
Physical bads, like annoying waste, do a poor job in an experiment since ignoring them
can be assumed to give a utility close to zero. Pain or a punishment yield displeasure
and negative utilities, but are not feasible in an experiment.15 Therefore, we decided to
incorporate unpleasant tasks as bads. Subjects in laboratories who are endowed with bads
always need to be compensated with a lump-sum payment which exceeds their willingness
to pay to get rid of their endowed bad, since otherwise abandoning the experiment is the
natural option. Even though subjects are rewarded by monetary payoffs for accomplishing their task, we consider these unpleasant tasks as bads. Subjects expect to get paid
anyway, just for participating in a laboratory experiment. However, in other experiments
run at the economics’ laboratory in Düsseldorf, tasks are far from being comparably unpleasant. Thus, both tasks in this experiment are worse than expected, so that according
to subjects’ expectations, fulfilling the specific task is a certain discomfort and therefore
a bad.
Further evidence that our tasks indeed serve as bads is provided by an evaluation of
questionnaires filled out in the experiment. Around 50% of the subjects describe their
task as “strongly boring”, “unpleasant”, “laborious” or via a synonym, implying that the
endowed task exposes them to unpleasant conditions and thus represents a bad. Out of
these 38 subjects, the switching rate is not higher than the overall switching rate, only
9 of these subjects switch. Furthermore, a majority of 58 subjects use very negatively
15

One exception is a paper by Berns et al. (2007), who study probability weighting in lotteries with

“non-monetary adverse outcomes” (electric shocks).
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connoted words like “stupid”, “boring” or “senseless” to describe their task, which strongly
supports our assumptions on the tasks.16
Finally, the hypothetical treatment supports our assumption that we involved bads in
our experiment, too. Since the endowment effect for goods is a very robust finding both in
hypothetical and incentivized studies (see for example Kahneman et al., 1991; Horowitz
and McConell, 2002), its entire elimination in our hypothetical setup indicates that the
tasks indeed do not represent goods, but bads.
To implement the choice between different non-risky options, we made the alternative
options clearly visible and included an illustrating picture in the instructions. Furthermore, we incorporated tasks which everybody is in principle familiar with, like writing
numbers or doing fiddly stuff. However, subjects may have been uncertain concerning the
probability of accomplishing the respective task on time. Therefore, we assured that both
tasks are doable within the provided 30 minutes, that quicker performance bears no advantage and that, if necessary, subjects could also extend their working time. Thus, we think
that the introductory phase does not eliminate uncertainty in favor of the endowed option, so that our findings are not driven by issues of risk. Especially, our robustness-check
supports this view, since here the chance to reduce risk associated with the own task by
practicing in the introductory phase is explicitly excluded. Furthermore, we consider the
incorporated tasks as not too similar since sorting and writing demand different capabilities. Sorting needs more concentration and patience, whereas writing is more strenuous.
Thus, people indeed face a decision between different, rather non-risky options.
Furthermore, we think it is appropriate to consider tasks as endowments. Brenner et
al. (2007), Bhatia and Turan (2012) and Dhar et al. (1999) have investigated exchange
asymmetries for bads without incorporating physical endowments, too. Although different from our endowments, the common feature of these studies and our experiment is
16

Further evidence that subjects really disliked their tasks is given by the fact that material to build

up the separated cubicles was demolished partly and by comments like “If the next experiment where I
take take part in is comparably stupid, I will quit going to experimental sessions” or “I hate the tasks”.
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that endowments are not physical ones like mugs, pens or chocolate bars. Additionally,
experiments studying exchange asymmetries have incorporated a large variety of physical
and non-physical items (see Horowitz and McConell, 2002; 2003), so that in the light of
previous studies our tasks should serve as endowments, too.
Learning effects cannot explain our results in the incentivized setup since they were
explicitly ruled out in our additional treatment, which we ran as a robustness check.
Further evidence that learning was also no issue in our main treatment is provided by
the average time switchers needed to fulfill their task. Subjects switching from sorting
to zeros and ones did not need significantly more time, i.e., 27.4 minutes compared to
26.7 minutes, whereas switchers from zeros and ones to sorting needed on average 23.4
minutes, exactly as long as non-switchers needed on average.
Since findings of the endowment effect are often due to various confounds listed by
Plott and Zeiler (2007), we controlled for these issues. First, to avoid emotional relations
the subject might draw between the endowment and the experimenter, endowments were
not given to the subjects by the experimenter, but were placed on the tables beforehand
and subjects were randomly assigned to tables. Second, we incorporated a neutral wording
which does not signal that staying or switching is the “correct” choice. Furthermore, the
chosen language does not imply that one of the tasks might be more desirable or easier than
the alternative. Third, we minimized transaction costs by requiring an active decision for
one of the options and exchanging endowments instantaneously in case of switching. The
switching decision did not result in any delay, not even the slightest, since any participant
could only start working as soon as everybody had received her chosen material. Fourth,
separated cubicles eliminated the influence of public revelation on decision making. Thus,
we think that the key drivers of the endowment effect’s occurrence as listed by Plott and
Zeiler (2007), i.e. language, issues of relative value, transaction costs and the influence of
public revelation, are no issue in our experimental setup.
We avoided training rounds for both tasks or pre-test trading rounds as comparable to
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those in Engelmann and Hollard (2010) in order to keep the clear prediction of a reverse
endowment effect by attention-based theories. In the case of prior experience with both
tasks, it is unclear which degree of attention is designated to which task when a subject
makes her final decision. Therefore, by being endowed with a certain bad after experience
was gathered for both tasks, the available bad alternative may be equally vivid in subjects’
minds such that the salience-mechanism which we introduced may not apply in this setup.
Thus, it remains unclear if attention-effects indeed predict a reverse endowment effect for
bads. Consequently, by introducing prior practice rounds, predictions by attention-based
theories would become much fuzzier.
Finally, we decided against a study investigating willingness-to-accept (wta) and willingnessto-pay (wtp) gaps since the presence of an endowment effect for money would create
an important confound. In detail, a wta-wtp study would look as follows. There are
two treatments, the wtp and the wta treatment, in each of which the Becker-DeGrootMarschak (BGM) mechanism is incorporated for the range of 0 Euro to w Euro. In
the wtp-treatment, subjects in the laboratory are endowed with a certain bad and an
amount of money which we assume to equal z Euro. Via BGM, we may elicit the subject’s wtp = x ∈ [0, w] Euro as the maximum amount of money the subject would give
up in order to get rid of the bad. In the wta-treatment, a subject is endowed with z − w
Euro and via BGM, the smallest acceptable amount of money y ∈ [0, w] for which the
subject is willing to take the bad could be elicited. Whereas rational choice would predict
that x = y, salience theory and the reverse endowment effect for bads would imply that
wtp > wta, i.e. a subject perceives a bad to be worse if she is endowed with it. This setup,
however, bears the following confound. If we find that wtp ≤ wta, we cannot necessarily
infer that the reverse endowment effect for bads does not exist. If subjects have a strong
endowment effect for money, then the wtp will be relatively low, regardless of the existence or non-existence of the reverse endowment effect for bads. The endowment effect
for money may be especially strong for experimental subjects as the main motivation for
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participating in laboratory experiments is the money subjects could take home. We are
also not aware of any studies testing the wta-wtp gap for bads, neither hypothetical nor
incentivized. In contrast, the endowment effect for money cannot superpose the endowment effect for goods. Consequently, we consider a test for exchange asymmetries for
bads as advantageous towards a test for wta − wtp gaps in order to decide if the reverse
endowment effect for bads does or does not exist.

7

Hypothetical versus incentivized experiments

In this section, we focus on the difference which we have found between the incentivized
and the hypothetical treatments. The results in our incentivized setup challenge findings
of hypothetical studies (Brenner et al., 2007; Dhar et al., 1999; Bhatia and Turan, 2012)
which report a reversal of the endowment effect for bads. These differences may come from
the following procedure. Assigning somebody with a bad makes her feel uncomfortable
with her endowment. Intuitively, she may like to switch her bad against anything else just
to get rid of it, as Bordalo et al. (2012b) propose. Thus, if outcomes are hypothetical,
decision making may be based on the subject’s first intuition.
This, however, may not reflect her actual choice when facing real consequences. Exchange experiments like ours give a subject much more time to empathize in the situation
of the incentivized compared to the hypothetical treatment. As Loewenstein and Adler
(1995) find, there is an empathy gap which prevents subjects from anticipating how the
endowment will make them feel. This reasoning might apply to our hypothetical experiment. Only if the decision making is incentivized, the decision maker is truly involved
in the setting and thus has a second thought. This involvement into the situation shifts
the reference point towards the endowment. By adapting the endowment as a reference
point, however, the subject refrains from switching since she would gain in one dimension,
but lose in the other dimension. In contrast to her first desire to get rid of the bad, after
adopting her reference point, she refrains from switching since she is loss averse. This
23

prediction by prospect theory is perfectly in line both with our observations and with
subjects’ comments on the questionnaires like the following: “I already prepared myself
mentally to do the assigned task” or “In the beginning, I thought the other task would
be better, but then I did not switch because I already adapted myself to my task”. These
comments indicate that the mechanism proposed by prospect theory is really at work.
Hereby, we add to the literature which finds important differences between hypothetical and incentivized studies. For example, concerning the domain of risk aversion, Harrison (2006) finds that subjects respond differently to risky prospects when they face real
economic consequences of their choices instead of hypothetical economic consequences.
Vlaev (2012)’s results call into question established methodologies that rely on hypothetical answers with respect to social interaction. Most interesting, Azar (2007) tests his
theory of “relative thinking” in a field experiment, which shares its central prediction
with salience theory of consumer choice (Bordalo et al., 2013). He tests the hypothesis
that given the choice between two vertically differentiated goods (where the less-quality
good is cheaper), an uniform increase in prices shifts demand towards the more expensive,
higher-quality good. Whereas he rejects this hypothesis based on his field experiment’s
data, he finds it to be confirmed in an hypothetical setup. This indicates differences in
incentivized and hypothetical choice situations if salience plays a major role, which is also
given in our experiment. Our results clearly indicate a difference between setups with real,
bad consequences and hypothetical decisions on bads. Since we are the first to provide an
incentivized test of the endowment effect for bads, we suppose that our findings resemble
real behavior in a more appropriate way than the aforementioned (hypothetical) studies
do.

8

Conclusion

In this experiment, we investigate exchange asymmetries for bads. Whereas prospect
theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979 and 1991) and related models (Kőszegi and Rabin,
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2006) predict an endowment effect for bads, attention-based theories (Bordalo et al.,
2012a,b; Kőszegi and Szeidl, 2013; Bhatia and Golman, 2013) presume a reversal of
the endowment effect. Both classes of models share a number of behavioral predictions
concerning biased decision making. In order to distinguish between the theories’ validity,
it is necessary to consider a case where predictions of both approaches contradict each
other. Thus, we analyze exchange rates for bads in an incentivized laboratory experiment.
In favor of prospect theory, but contrary to the prediction of attention-based theories,
in our incentivized settings we find a robust endowment effect for bads. Both interpretations of prospect theory, the first one incorporating the status quo as the reference point
(Kahneman et al., 1991; Samuelson and Zeckhauser, 1988) and the second one defining
a subject’s expectations as the reference point (Kőszegi and Rabin, 2006), predict our
experimental finding of an endowment effect for bads, since in our experiment a subject’s
expectations coincide with the status quo: after being endowed with a task, each subject
expects to carry out her assigned task. As prospect theory does not distinguish between
a reference point in the gain or loss domain of utility, the endowment effect is predicted
not only for goods, but also for bads. However, the salience mechanism (Bordalo et al.,
2012b) - which considers the endowment effect as a result of biased attention - predicts a
reverse endowment effect, contrary to our findings. As our results are highly significant,
we find a clear indication that the endowment effect is indeed a loss aversion-based and
not an attention-based effect. Attention effects may not be strong enough to carry over
to the two-stage procedure described in Bordalo et al. (2012b). Whereas attention-based
theories have a strong descriptive power in general, our study implies that they may have
a weak predictive power, at least with respect to exchange asymmetries for bads.
Furthermore, our findings stress the universality of the status quo bias. The results
imply that people do not only have strong preferences in favor of the status quo if this
is a pleasant one, but also if the status quo is rather unpleasant. Therefore, our findings
may indicate that people are locked in bad jobs or marriages instead of opting for other
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(bad) alternatives, e.g. looking for another poorly paid job or loosing tax advantages by
being single. While reference-dependence can explain the reluctance to decide for other
(bad) options, attention-based theories would predict the opposite. Another implication
of the presence of an endowment effect for bads might be customer loyalty towards low
quality products which might be exploited by firms. Consequently, an endowment effect
for bads may also have important practical implications.

References
Antonides, Gerrit, Ravi Dhar, and Dennis Goedhart. Endowment Effects for Products
with Negative vs. Positive Attributes. Working Paper (2010).
Azar, Ofer H. Does Relative Thinking Exist In Real World Situations? A Field Experiment With Bagels And Cream Cheese. Economic Inquiry 49.2 (2011): 564-572.
Berns, Gregory S., C. Monica Capra, Sara Moore and Charles Noussair. A shocking
experiment: New evidence on probability weighting and common ratio violations.
Judgment and Decision Making 2.3 (2007): 234-242.
Bhatia, Sudeep, and Russell Golman. Attention and Reference Dependence. Working
Paper (2013).
Bhatia, Sudeep, and Nazli Turan.The Grass is Greener on the Other Side: Attention
and Reversals of the Endowment Effect. Working Paper (2012).
Bordalo, Pedro, Nicola Gennaioli, and Andrei Shleifer. Salience theory of choice under
risk. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 127.3 (2012a): 1243-1285.
Bordalo, Pedro, Nicola Gennaioli, and Andrei Shleifer. Salience in Experimental Tests of
the Endowment Effect. American Economic Review: Papers and Proceedings 102.3
(2012b): 47-52.
26

Bordalo, Pedro, Nicola Gennaioli, and Andrei Shleifer. Salience and Consumer Choice.
Journal of Political Economy 121.5 (2013): 803-843.
Brenner, Lyle, et al. On the psychology of loss aversion: Possession, valence, and
reversals of the endowment effect. Journal of Consumer Research 34.3 (2007): 369376.
Chen, M. Keith, Venkat Lakshminarayanan, and Laurie R. Santos. How basic are behavioral biases? Evidence from capuchin monkey trading behavior. Journal of Political
Economy 114.3 (2006): 517-537.
Dhar, Ravi, and Steven J. Sherman. The effect of common and unique features in
consumer choice. Journal of Consumer Research 23.3 (1996): 193-203.
Dhar, Ravi, Stephen M. Nowlis, and Steven J. Sherman. Comparison effects on preference construction. Journal of Consumer Research 26.3 (1999): 293-306.
Engelmann, Dirk, and Guillaume Hollard. Reconsidering the Effect of Market Experience
on the Endowment Effect. Econometrica 78.6 (2010): 2005-2019.
Greiner, Ben. The online recruitment system orsee 2.0-a guide for the organization of
experiments in economics. University of Cologne, Working paper series in economics
10.23 (2004): 63-104.
Harrison, Glenn W. Hypothetical bias over uncertain outcomes. in: Using experimental
methods in environmental and resource economics. (edited by J. List) (2006): 41-69.
Horowitz, John K., and Kenneth E. McConnell. A review of WTA/WTP studies. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 44.3 (2002): 426-447.
Horowitz, John K., and Kenneth E. McConnell. Willingness to accept, willingness to pay
and the income effect. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 51.4 (2003):
537-545.
27

Kahneman, Daniel, and Amos Tversky. Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under
risk. Econometrica 47.2 (1979): 263-291.
Kahneman, Daniel, Jack L. Knetsch, and Richard H. Thaler. Experimental Tests of the
Endowment Effect and the Coase Theorem. The Journal of Political Economy 98.6
(1990): 1325-1348.
Kahneman, Daniel, and Amos Tversky. Loss Aversion in Riskless Choice: A ReferenceDependent Model. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 106.4 (1991): 1039-1061.
Kahneman, Daniel, Jack L. Knetsch, and Richard H. Thaler. Anomalies: The endowment effect, loss aversion, and status quo bias. The Journal of Economic Perspectives 5.1 (1991): 193-206.
Knetsch, Jack L. The endowment effect and evidence of nonreversible indifference curves.
The American Economic Review 79.5 (1989): 1277-1284.
Kőszegi, Botond, and Matthew Rabin. A model of reference-dependent preferences. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics 121.4 (2006): 1133-1165.
Kőszegi, Botond, and Adam Szeidl. A model of focusing in economic choice. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics 128.1 (2013): 53-104.
Lerner, Jennifer S., Deborah A. Small, and George Loewenstein. Heart strings and purse
strings carryover effects of emotions on economic decisions. Psychological Science
15.5 (2004): 337-341.
Loewenstein, George and Daniel Adler. A Bias in the Prediction of Tastes. Economic
Journal 105: 929-937.
Plott, Charles R., and Kathryn Zeiler. Exchange Asymmetries Incorrectly Interpreted as
Evidence of Endowment Effect Theory and Prospect Theory? American Economic
Review 97.4 (2007): 1449-1466.
28

Samuelson, William, and Richard Zeckhauser. Status quo bias in decision making. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty 1.1 (1988): 7-59.
Simmons, Joseph P., Leif D. Nelson, and Uri Simonsohn.A 21 Word Solution. Available
at SSRN.
Sunstein, Cass R., and Richard H. Thaler. Libertarian paternalism is not an oxymoron.
The University of Chicago Law Review 70.4 (2003): 1159-1202.
Thaler, Richard. Toward a Positive Theory of Consumer Choice. Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization 1 (1980), 39-60.
Vlaev, Ivo. How different are real and hypothetical decisions? Overestimation, contrast
and assimilation in social interaction. Journal of Economic Psychology 33.5 (2012):
963-972.

Appendix
Appendix A: Exchange asymmetries for bads
The reverse endowment effect according to the salience mechanism
We illustrate the salience mechanism presented in Bordalo et al. (2012b), according to
which each item’s attribute has a certain degree of salience. A local thinker (LT), i.e., an
individual susceptible to salience, assigns more weight to an attribute the more salient it
is. An item’s attribute is the more salient the more it differs from the average within the
consideration set, the set comprising all options which are considered by a subject. Thus,
attributes of an item which match the average within the consideration set tend to be
neglected, whereas attributes differing from the average tend to be overvalued.
The degree of over- and undervaluation is indicated by a parameter δ ∈ (0, 1]. The
smaller δ, the higher is the susceptibility to salience, with δ = 1 indicating the rational
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individual, and δ → 0 indicating the extreme local thinker valuing almost only the most
salient attribute. Assuming two attributes, the weight on the overvalued attribute is given
by

1
1+δ

and the weight on the undervalued feature by

δ
.
1+δ

In the following, we illustrate how the salience mechanism predicts a reversal of the
endowment effect for the bads incorporated in our experiment. First, we assume that an
individual’s utility function is linear and additively separable with respect to an item’s
attributes. We consider two alternatives with a different, but equally bad, unique feature.
Each alternative can be described by values in the same two dimensions: the first one
indicates how fiddly the task is, the second one indicates how exhausting the task is. We
suppose that the task “zeros and ones”, abbreviated by Z, can be described by the pair of
attribute values (0, −q) since this task is assumed to be exhausting, but not fiddly. The
minus sign indicates that the respective utility obtained from the attribute is negative.
The task “sorting” (S), however, can be described by the pair (−q, 0), indicating that it
is fiddly, but not exhausting.
At the first stage, each subject is assigned one task, for example the fiddly task S.
The consideration set of the subject now contains the two elements S and (0, 0), where
the latter indicates being endowed with neither a fiddly nor an exhausting task, which
represents the subject’s pre-assignment status and her pre-assignment expectations. The
second dimension (exhaustiveness) of the task fits the average within the consideration
set, since both elements are described by value zero in the second attribute, whereas the
item’s first dimension differs from the average within the consideration set, −q <

−q
.
2

Therefore, the fiddliness of S is salient and thus overvalued. The local thinker’s valuation
of task S at the first stage is given by v1LT (S) =

δ
1+δ

·0−

1
q.
1+δ

At the second stage, people may switch their endowment so that the second stage’s consideration set comprises the two tasks given by (−q, 0) and (0, −q). Since for both items
each attribute’s difference from the average within the consideration set is in absolute
value 2q , both items have one relative upside and one relative downside and consequently
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they are assessed equally. Since Bordalo et al. (2012b) assume diminishing sensitivity,
each item’s upside is salient at this stage since the difference between 0, i.e., the value
each item’s upside is described by, and − 2q , i.e., each attribute’s average within the consideration set, is perceived stronger than the difference between −q, i.e., the value each
item’s downside is described by, and − 2q . Thus, the weight on each item’s upside is
and the weight on each item’s downside is

δ
.
1+δ

the second stage is given by v2LT (S) = v2LT (Z) =

1
1+δ

Consequently, both items’ valuation at
1
1+δ

·0−

δ
1+δ

· q.17

However, according to the salience mechanism, the first stage’s valuation of the endowed item partly persists to the second stage, so that the final assessment of the endowment is a compound of the first and the second stage valuation. The weights of the first and
second stage valuation which are relevant for the final assessment are assumed to be given
1
δ
by γ ∈ (0, 1] and 1 − γ. Thus, the initial task is valued v(S) = γ(− 1+δ
q) + (1 − γ)(− 1+δ
q).
δ
This is smaller than the valuation of the alternative Z, which is given by v(Z) = − 1+δ
q.

Thus, local thinkers are expected to switch bads against each other, at least as long as
our assumption holds that preferences are not spread very heterogeneously among tasks.
The endowment effect for bads according to Kőszegi and Rabin (2006)
We show that predictions of loss aversion-based theories with respect to the endowment
effect do not change for bads compared to goods when the reference point is given by
a decision maker’s expectations. According to Kőszegi and Rabin (2006), overall utility
from consuming c given reference point r is given by
U (c|r) = m(c) + µ(m(c) − m(r)),
17

(1)

If the assumption of diminishing sensitivity is dropped, like in focusing theory, both items are valued

equally at the second stage, too. If neither the up- nor the downside are assumed to be salient in a direct
comparison of both bads, then both are assessed rational at this stage. In either case, the subsequent
argumentation and the prediction of the reverse endowment effect remain valid.
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where m(c) is the standard utility derived from the consumption of c, and µ(m(c) − m(r))
is a function depending on the difference between the actual consumption utility and the
reference consumption utility, which gives the gain-loss utility relative to the reference
point. We assume that the standard utility and the gain-loss utility are additively separable across dimensions and, additionally, that the properties of the value function of
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) are satisfied by µ.18 This is for example provided by a
piecewise linear function µ, given by µ(x) = ηx if x > 0 and µ(x) = ηλx if x ≤ 0, where
parameter η > 0 is a measure of the weight a decision maker assigns to the gain-loss
utility and λ is a coefficient of loss aversion. As according to prospect theory, we assume
that losses are weighted more than gains relative to the reference point, i.e., λ > 1. Here,
S gives the multiplicity of sorting-tasks an individual is endowed with (either 0 or 1) and
Z gives the multiplicity of zeros and ones-tasks an individual is endowed with (either 0 or
1). We assume that the task sorting yields a negative utility of −1 derived from its first
dimension fiddliness and a utility of zero derived from its second dimension, whereas this
is vice versa for the task zeros and ones.19 A subject’s reference point concerning task
X ∈ {S, Z} is denoted rX ∈ {0, 1}, which stands for the expectation of either fulfilling
the task (i.e., rX = 1) or not (i.e., rX = 0). For example, rS = 1 denotes a subject’s expectation to carry out task S, which enters with utility −1 into the argument of function
µ in (1). Thus, we have
U (S, Z|rS , rZ ) = −S + µ(−S − (−rS )) − Z + µ(−Z − (−rZ )).
Without loss of generality, we suppose that the subject is endowed with the sorting task,
i.e., rS = 1 and rZ = 0.
First, in case she does not switch, we have S = 1 and Z = 0 and her utility is given by
U (S, Z|rS , rZ ) = −1+µ(−1+1)+0+µ(−0+0), which is equivalent to U (S, Z|rS , rZ ) = −1.
18

We assume that the gain-loss utility function µ is the same for both dimensions.

19

This is very similar to the modeling of the tasks in the previous subsection with the only difference

that we have substituted parameter q by value 1 here.
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Second, in case she switches, we have S = 0 and Z = 1 and her utility is given by
U (S, Z|rS , rZ ) = 0 + µ(0 + 1) − 1 + µ(−1 + 0) = −1 + η(1 − λ). As we assume λ > 1 and
η > 0, she does not opt for the alternative, but sticks to her endowment.

Appendix B: Experimental procedure of the main treatment
How the sample size is determined is reported, as well as data exclusions (if any), all
manipulations, and all measures in the study (Simmons et al., 2012).20
1) We welcome subjects and let them randomly draw a number between one and eighteen. Material is already set at the eighteen cubicles: For cubicles 1-9, confetti is
installed, and cubicles 9-18 are endowed with zeros and ones. We let subjects sit in
the cubicle with the number of their draw.
2) We give the instructions to the subjects and emphasize that they are to be read for
both tasks. In the end, subjects have to answer control questions on both tasks to
ensure that they read both descriptions.
3) After all subjects answered the control questions correctly, a questionnaire for the
assigned task is handed out (see Figure 5) and the introductory period is started.
4) After a few minutes, the trial phase ends and questionnaires are collected. Already
sorted confetti is remixed and filled out paper sheets are replaced.
5) Subjects are orally informed about the possibility to switch the assigned task: “Before the 30 minutes start, you have the option to switch from your assigned task
to the other task described in the instructions. You will receive a decision form in
which you need to check one of the two boxes, one for staying with your assigned
20

We choose sample sizes (of around 80) which are typical for individual decision-making experiments

and for studies on the endowment effect. To mention one example, 74 subjects participated in Experiment
1 of Engelmann and Hollard (2010).
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task and the other one for switching to the other task. Before the task starts, you
will receive the material for the task you chose. The payment for the alternative
task is exactly the same: fulfilling the task correctly and completely gives you 8
Euro, independent of whether you switch tasks or not. Once the 30 minutes start,
there is no further opportunity to switch tasks, but you need to finish your chosen
task.”
6) The decision form is handed out (see Figure 4).
7) The decision form is collected and each switcher is endowed with the desired task.
9) The task is started and the time for accomplishing the task begins (30 minutes).
10) After the 30 minutes, the final questionnaire is handed out (see Figure 6).
11) Results are inspected and subjects get paid privately against a receipt.

On the next pages, we provide a translation of the instructions for subjects in the
main treatment (i.e., where subjects could also try their task in the introductory phase)
endowed with the task sorting. Instructions for subjects endowed with the task “zeros
and ones” were analogous. For the robustness check, instructions were the same except
for the fact that subjects were not allowed to practice their task but only to inspect it
and to fill out the questionnaire. For the hypothetical treatment, the neutrally framed
instructions are provided in Figures 2 and 3. In Figures 7 and 8, we provide pictures of
the cubicles the subjects were seated in.
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Instructions
Welcome to today's experiment. Please do not talk to other participants from now on. If you have any
questions during the experiment, please raise your hand. We will answer your question privately. Please
read the instructions carefully.

Please fill in the blanks before you read the instructions:
Your age:

_____________________

Your major:

_____________________

Your sex (m/ w):

_____________________

By randomly drawing a number for a cubicle to be seated in, one of the following two tasks was
randomly assigned to you. Your task is ``Sorting’’ (see next page). You only need to fulfill this task.
Nevertheless, please read the instructions for both tasks. Thus, please also read the instructions for task
`` Zeros and Ones’’. Both tasks will be paid equally. You have 30 minutes to fulfill your task. Correctly
finishing the task will earn you 8 Euro. In total you can earn 12 Euro for participating in this experiment.
In the following both tasks are described in detail.

TASK 1: SORTING (Your task)
In your task you have to sort a certain amount of paper snips according to color. You receive a basket
with black and white paper snips and additionally two empty baskets. Please sort the black paper snips in
one empty basket and the white ones in the other empty basket. At the end of the experiment, the
baskets with the sorted material are handed out to the experimenter.
For this task you have 30 minutes. The amount of paper snips is calibrated such that you can easily
manage this task within time given an appropriate speed. If you finish before the 30 minutes are over,
you will have to wait until time runs out. Therefore, you gain nothing by working very fast. In case you do
not manage to finish within the given time, you get some additional minutes to finish the task.
Completely and correctly sorted paper snips are mandatory for getting the payment! We will control
both the amount and the correctness of sorting before we pay you accordingly. Therefore, please make
sure you do not lose some paper snips.
Illustration of the task:

TASK 2: ZEROS
Z
AND O
ONES
The otheer task requirres writing ``0
0’’ and ``1’’ o
on one and a half sheets of checkered
d paper in altternating
order. Th
he first box in
n a row shou
uld be started
d with a ``0’’,, the second box should b
be filled with a ``1’’, the
third onee with a ``0’’ and so on un
ntil the end o
of a row. Thee first box of the next row
w should be started
s
again witth a ``0’’, and
d then it shou
uld be proceeded as in th
he previous rrow in alternating order. This is to
be done for the given
n sheets of paper. At the end of this task every sin
ngle box shou
uld contain o
one
of the experim
ment, all filleed sheets aree handed outt to the experimenter.
number. In the end o
For this ttask you havee 30 minutess. The amoun
nt of paper iss calibrated ssuch that you
u can easily manage
m
this task within time given an app
propriate speeed. If you fin
nish before the 30 minutees are over, you
y will
wait until tim
me runs out. Therefore,
T
yo
ou gain nothing by working very fast. In case you do not
have to w
manage to finish with
hin the given
n time, you geet some additional minuttes to finish the
t task.
It is neceessary that evvery single bo
ox contains o
one number (either a zerro or a one) in the correctt order to
get the p
payment. Wee will control the sheets b
before we paay you accord
dingly.
Illustration of the tassk:

Procedure of the experiment
Before the actual task starts, there is a trial period in which you can familiarize yourself with your
assigned task (Sorting). We will hand out an additional questionnaire for your task. Please fill out this
questionnaire during this period. The time for the trial does not count for the 30 minutes. Thus, time
does not run during the trial. What is sorted by you during this time does also not count for the amount
to be sorted within the 30 minutes. Everything that has been sorted will be remixed before the actual
task starts. Therefore, you cannot work in advance. For this part of the experiment (trial and
questionnaire) you earn 4 Euro.
After that, you have 30 minutes for the actual task. Please carry out your task correctly. In case time runs
out before you finish your task, you will receive some additional minutes. If you finish earlier we ask you
to wait silently at your cubicle until the 30 minutes are over. Fulfilling the task correctly gives you 8 Euro.
In total you can earn 12 Euro for participating in this experiment: 4 Euro for the trial and the
questionnaire and 8 Euro for the correctly fulfilled task, Sorting.
Control questions (only to make sure you read the instructions for both tasks):
Please provide short answers:
1) What needs to be done for the task SORTING?
__________________________________________________________________________________
2) What needs to be done for the task ZEROS AND ONES?
__________________________________________________________________________________
3) What happens if you are finished after 20 minutes?
__________________________________________________________________________________
4) Which task is yours?
__________________________________________________________________________________

Instructionss:
Please, imagine the
t followingg situation an
nd answer ho
onestly.
You participate in an econom
mics experimeent for about an hour and you will eaarn 12 Euro fo
or fulfilling all requirements
d to do tasks at the PC in such experim
ments, this tiime, you havve been assiggned the taskk
correctly. While you are used
hin 30 minuttes a given an
nd exactly caalibrated amo
ount of mixed black and white
w
paper snips compleetely
sorting: Sort with
ording to the color. In casse you need m
more than 30
0 minutes yo
ou get up to 5 additional minutes
m
untiil all the papeer
acco
snips are compleetely sorted. In case you ffinish before the 30 minu
utes are overr, you need to
o wait silentlly at your seaat until
t
runs ou
ut; working faast does not bear any advvantage. Thee following piicture illustraates this taskk.
the time

You need to havee sorted the given amoun
nt completelly and correcctly to receivee the payment. The papeer snips are small,
mad
de from low‐ggrade paper and may sticck together p
partly.
Befo
ore now the actual
a
task sttarts, you gett the surprisiing opportun
nity to switch
h your task im
mmediately aagainst anoth
her
task named zero
os and ones: Write zeros aand ones in alternating
a
o
order in everyy box of one and a half sh
heets of checckered
much time ass the first task. The condittions with respect to timee for fulfillingg the
papeer. This task ttakes approxximately as m
task and the payyment are thee same for bo
oth tasks. Th
he following picture
p
illustrates this tassk.

.

Figure 2: Hypothetical instructions for those endowed with the task “sorting”, page 1.

Figure 3: Hypothetical instructions for those endowed with the task “sorting”, page 2.

Figure 4: The decision form for subjects endowed with the task “sorting”.

Figure 5: Questionnaire for subjects endowed with the task “sorting”.

Figure 6: Final questionnaire.

Figure 7: Cubicle for subjects endowed with task “zeros and ones”.

Figure 8: Cubicle for subjects endowed with task “sorting”.

PREVIOUS DISCUSSION PAPERS
161

Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Köhler, Katrin, Exchange Asymmetries for Bads?
Experimental Evidence, October 2014.

160

Behrens, Kristian, Mion, Giordano, Murata, Yasusada and Suedekum, Jens, Spatial
Frictions, September 2014.

159

Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Endogenous Cartel Formation:
Experimental Evidence, August 2014.
Forthcoming in: Economics Letters.

158

Stiebale, Joel, Cross-Border M&As and Innovative Activity of Acquiring and Target
Firms, August 2014.

157

Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, The Happiness of Economists: Estimating the
Causal Effect of Studying Economics on Subjective Well-Being, August 2014.
Forthcoming in: International Review of Economics Education.

156

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Lange, Mirjam R. J., The Impact of Tariff
Diversity on Broadband Diffusion – An Empirical Analysis, August 2014.

155

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, On Discovery, Restricting Lawyers, and the
Settlement Rate, August 2014.

154

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, R&D Partnerships and Innovation
Performance: Can There be too Much of a Good Thing?, July 2014.

153

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lawson, Cornelia, Flying the Nest: How the Home Department
Shapes Researchers’ Career Paths, July 2014.

152

Hottenrott, Hanna, Lopes-Bento, Cindy and Veugelers, Reinhilde, Direct and CrossScheme Effects in a Research and Development Subsidy Program, July 2014.

151

Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Do Expert Reviews Really Drive Demand?
Evidence from a German Car Magazine, July 2014.

150

Bataille, Marc, Steinmetz, Alexander and Thorwarth, Susanne, Screening Instruments
for Monitoring Market Power in Wholesale Electricity Markets – Lessons from
Applications in Germany, July 2014.

149

Kholodilin, Konstantin A., Thomas, Tobias and Ulbricht, Dirk, Do Media Data Help to
Predict German Industrial Production?, July 2014.

148

Hogrefe, Jan and Wrona, Jens, Trade, Tasks, and Trading: The Effect of Offshoring
on Individual Skill Upgrading, June 2014.

147

Gaudin, Germain and White, Alexander, On the Antitrust Economics of the Electronic
Books Industry, May 2014.

146

Alipranti, Maria, Milliou, Chrysovalantou and Petrakis, Emmanuel, Price vs. Quantity
Competition in a Vertically Related Market, May 2014.
Published in: Economics Letters, 124 (2014), pp.122-126.

145

Blanco, Mariana, Engelmann, Dirk, Koch, Alexander K., and Normann, Hans-Theo,
Preferences and Beliefs in a Sequential Social Dilemma: A Within-Subjects Analysis,
May 2014.
Published in: Games and Economic Behavior, 87 (2014), pp.122-135.

144

Jeitschko, Thomas D., Jung, Yeonjei and Kim, Jaesoo, Bundling and Joint Marketing
by Rival Firms, May 2014.

143

Benndorf, Volker and Normann, Hans-Theo, The Willingness to Sell Personal Data,
April 2014.

142

Dauth, Wolfgang and Suedekum, Jens, Globalization and Local Profiles of Economic
Growth and Industrial Change, April 2014.

141

Nowak, Verena, Schwarz, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Asymmetric Spiders:
Supplier Heterogeneity and the Organization of Firms, April 2014.

140

Hasnas, Irina, A Note on Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Collusion, April 2014.

139

Baye, Irina and Hasnas, Irina, Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Location
Choice, April 2014.

138

Aghadadashli, Hamid and Wey, Christian, Multi-Union Bargaining: Tariff Plurality and
Tariff Competition, April 2014.

137

Duso, Tomaso, Herr, Annika and Suppliet, Moritz, The Welfare Impact of Parallel
Imports: A Structural Approach Applied to the German Market for Oral Anti-diabetics,
April 2014.
Published in: Health Economics, 23 (2014), pp. 1036-1057.

136

Haucap, Justus and Müller, Andrea, Why are Economists so Different? Nature,
Nurture and Gender Effects in a Simple Trust Game, March 2014.

135

Normann, Hans-Theo and Rau, Holger A., Simultaneous and Sequential
Contributions to Step-Level Public Goods: One vs. Two Provision Levels,
March 2014.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Conflict Resolution.

134

Bucher, Monika, Hauck, Achim and Neyer, Ulrike, Frictions in the Interbank Market
and Uncertain Liquidity Needs: Implications for Monetary Policy Implementation,
July 2014 (First Version March 2014).

133

Czarnitzki, Dirk, Hall, Bronwyn, H. and Hottenrott, Hanna, Patents as Quality Signals?
The Implications for Financing Constraints on R&D?, February 2014.

132

Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Media Bias and Advertising: Evidence from a
German Car Magazine, February 2014.
Published in: Review of Economics, 65 (2014), pp. 77-94.

131

Baye, Irina and Sapi, Geza, Targeted Pricing, Consumer Myopia and Investment in
Customer-Tracking Technology, February 2014.

130

Clemens, Georg and Rau, Holger A., Do Leniency Policies Facilitate Collusion?
Experimental Evidence, January 2014.

129

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lawson, Cornelia, Fishing for Complementarities: Competitive
Research Funding and Research Productivity, December 2013.

128

Hottenrott, Hanna and Rexhäuser, Sascha, Policy-Induced Environmental
Technology and Inventive Efforts: Is There a Crowding Out?, December 2013.

127

Dauth, Wolfgang, Findeisen, Sebastian and Suedekum, Jens, The Rise of the East
and the Far East: German Labor Markets and Trade Integration, December 2013.
Forthcoming in: Journal of European Economic Association.

126

Wenzel, Tobias, Consumer Myopia, Competition and the Incentives to Unshroud
Add-on Information, December 2013.
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 98 (2014), pp. 89-96.

125

Schwarz, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Global Sourcing of Complex Production
Processes, December 2013.
Published in: Journal of International Economics, 93 (2014), pp. 123-139.

124

Defever, Fabrice and Suedekum, Jens, Financial Liberalization and the RelationshipSpecificity of Exports, December 2013.
Published in: Economics Letters, 122 (2014), pp. 375-379.

123

Bauernschuster, Stefan, Falck, Oliver, Heblich, Stephan and Suedekum, Jens,
Why Are Educated and Risk-Loving Persons More Mobile Across Regions?,
December 2013.
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 98 (2014), pp. 56-69.

122

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, Quantity or Quality? Knowledge Alliances
and their Effects on Patenting, December 2013.
Forthcoming in: Industrial and Corporate Change.

121

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, (International) R&D Collaboration and
SMEs: The Effectiveness of Targeted Public R&D Support Schemes,
December 2013.
Published in: Research Policy, 43 (2014), pp.1055-1066.

120

Giesen, Kristian and Suedekum, Jens, City Age and City Size, November 2013.
Forthcoming in: European Economic Review.

119

Trax, Michaela, Brunow, Stephan and Suedekum, Jens, Cultural Diversity and PlantLevel Productivity, November 2013.

118

Manasakis, Constantine and Vlassis, Minas, Downstream Mode of Competition With
Upstream Market Power, November 2013.
Published in: Research in Economics, 68 (2014), pp. 84-93.

117

Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Targeted
Pricing, November 2013.

116

Hinloopen, Jeroen, Müller, Wieland and Normann, Hans-Theo, Output Commitment
Through Product Bundling: Experimental Evidence, November 2013.
Published in: European Economic Review, 65 (2014), pp. 164-180.

115

Baumann, Florian, Denter, Philipp and Friehe Tim, Hide or Show? Endogenous
Observability of Private Precautions Against Crime When Property Value is Private
Information, November 2013.

114

Fan, Ying, Kühn, Kai-Uwe and Lafontaine, Francine, Financial Constraints and Moral
Hazard: The Case of Franchising, November 2013.

113

Aguzzoni, Luca, Argentesi, Elena, Buccirossi, Paolo, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso,
Tognoni, Massimo and Vitale, Cristiana, They Played the Merger Game:
A Retrospective Analysis in the UK Videogames Market, October 2013.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Competition Law and Economics under the title: “A Retrospective
Merger Analysis in the UK Videogame Market”.

112

Myrseth, Kristian Ove R., Riener, Gerhard and Wollbrant, Conny, Tangible
Temptation in the Social Dilemma: Cash, Cooperation, and Self-Control,
October 2013.

111

Hasnas, Irina, Lambertini, Luca and Palestini, Arsen, Open Innovation in a Dynamic
Cournot Duopoly, October 2013.
Published in: Economic Modelling, 36 (2014), pp. 79-87.

110

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Competitive Pressure and Corporate Crime,
September 2013.

109

Böckers, Veit, Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Benefits of an Integrated
European Electricity Market, September 2013.

108

Normann, Hans-Theo and Tan, Elaine S., Effects of Different Cartel Policies:
Evidence from the German Power-Cable Industry, September 2013.
Published in: Industrial and Corporate Change, 23 (2014), pp.1037-1057.

107

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Klein, Gordon J., Rickert, Dennis and Wey,
Christian, Bargaining Power in Manufacturer-Retailer Relationships, September 2013.

106

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Design Standards and Technology Adoption:
Welfare Effects of Increasing Environmental Fines when the Number of Firms is
Endogenous, September 2013.

105

Jeitschko, Thomas D., NYSE Changing Hands: Antitrust and Attempted Acquisitions
of an Erstwhile Monopoly, August 2013.
Published in: Journal of Stock and Forex Trading, 2 (2) (2013), pp. 1-6.

104

Böckers, Veit, Giessing, Leonie and Rösch, Jürgen, The Green Game Changer: An
Empirical Assessment of the Effects of Wind and Solar Power on the Merit Order,
August 2013.

103

Haucap, Justus and Muck, Johannes, What Drives the Relevance and Reputation of
Economics Journals? An Update from a Survey among Economists, August 2013.

102

Jovanovic, Dragan and Wey, Christian, Passive Partial Ownership, Sneaky
Takeovers, and Merger Control, August 2013.
Published in: Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp. 32-35.

101

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Klein, Gordon J., Rickert, Dennis and Wey,
Christian, Inter-Format Competition Among Retailers – The Role of Private Label
Products in Market Delineation, August 2013.

100

Normann, Hans-Theo, Requate, Till and Waichman, Israel, Do Short-Term Laboratory
Experiments Provide Valid Descriptions of Long-Term Economic Interactions? A
Study of Cournot Markets, July 2013.
Published in: Experimental Economics, 17 (2014), pp. 371-390.

99

Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus, Haucap, Justus and Wey, Christian, Input Price
Discrimination (Bans), Entry and Welfare, June 2013.

98

Aguzzoni, Luca, Argentesi, Elena, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso and Tognoni,
Massimo, Ex-post Merger Evaluation in the UK Retail Market for Books, June 2013.

97

Caprice, Stéphane and von Schlippenbach, Vanessa, One-Stop Shopping as a
Cause of Slotting Fees: A Rent-Shifting Mechanism, May 2012.
Published in: Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 22 (2013), pp. 468-487.

96

Wenzel, Tobias, Independent Service Operators in ATM Markets, June 2013.
Published in: Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 61 (2014), pp. 26-47.

95

Coublucq, Daniel, Econometric Analysis of Productivity with Measurement Error:
Empirical Application to the US Railroad Industry, June 2013.

94

Coublucq, Daniel, Demand Estimation with Selection Bias: A Dynamic Game
Approach with an Application to the US Railroad Industry, June 2013.

93

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Status Concerns as a Motive for Crime?,
April 2013.

92

Jeitschko, Thomas D. and Zhang, Nanyun, Adverse Effects of Patent Pooling on
Product Development and Commercialization, April 2013.
Published in: The B. E. Journal of Theoretical Economics, 14 (1) (2014), Art. No. 2013-0038.

91

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Private Protection Against Crime when Property
Value is Private Information, April 2013.
Published in: International Review of Law and Economics, 35 (2013), pp. 73-79.

90

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Cheap Talk About the Detection Probability,
April 2013.
Published in: International Game Theory Review, 15 (2013), Art. No. 1350003.

89

Pagel, Beatrice and Wey, Christian, How to Counter Union Power? Equilibrium
Mergers in International Oligopoly, April 2013.

88

Jovanovic, Dragan, Mergers, Managerial Incentives, and Efficiencies, April 2014
(First Version April 2013).

87

Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Klein Gordon J., Bargaining Power and Local Heroes,
March 2013.

86

Bertschek, Irene, Cerquera, Daniel and Klein, Gordon J., More Bits – More Bucks?
Measuring the Impact of Broadband Internet on Firm Performance, February 2013.
Published in: Information Economics and Policy, 25 (2013), pp. 190-203.

85

Rasch, Alexander and Wenzel, Tobias, Piracy in a Two-Sided Software Market,
February 2013.
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 88 (2013), pp. 78-89.

84

Bataille, Marc and Steinmetz, Alexander, Intermodal Competition on Some Routes in
Transportation Networks: The Case of Inter Urban Buses and Railways,
January 2013.

83

Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Google, Facebook, Amazon, eBay: Is the
Internet Driving Competition or Market Monopolization?, January 2013.
Published in: International Economics and Economic Policy, 11 (2014), pp. 49-61.

82

Regner, Tobias and Riener, Gerhard, Voluntary Payments, Privacy and Social
Pressure on the Internet: A Natural Field Experiment, December 2012.

81

Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Wey, Christian, The Effects of Remedies on Merger
Activity in Oligopoly, December 2012.

80

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Optimal Damages Multipliers in Oligopolistic
Markets, December 2012.

79

Duso, Tomaso, Röller, Lars-Hendrik and Seldeslachts, Jo, Collusion through Joint
R&D: An Empirical Assessment, December 2012.
Published in: The Review of Economics and Statistics, 96 (2014), pp.349-370.

78

Baumann, Florian and Heine, Klaus, Innovation, Tort Law, and Competition,
December 2012.
Published in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 169 (2013), pp. 703-719.

77

Coenen, Michael and Jovanovic, Dragan, Investment Behavior in a Constrained
Dictator Game, November 2012.

76

Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Strategic Obfuscation and Consumer Protection
Policy in Financial Markets: Theory and Experimental Evidence, November 2012.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Industrial Economics under the title “Strategic Obfuscation and
Consumer Protection Policy”.

75

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Jovanovic, Dragan, Competition in
Germany’s Minute Reserve Power Market: An Econometric Analysis,
November 2012.
Published in: The Energy Journal, 35 (2014), pp. 139-158.

74

Normann, Hans-Theo, Rösch, Jürgen and Schultz, Luis Manuel, Do Buyer Groups
Facilitate Collusion?, November 2012.

73

Riener, Gerhard and Wiederhold, Simon, Heterogeneous Treatment Effects in
Groups, November 2012.
Published in: Economics Letters, 120 (2013), pp 408-412.

72

Berlemann, Michael and Haucap, Justus, Which Factors Drive the Decision to Boycott
and Opt Out of Research Rankings? A Note, November 2012.

71

Muck, Johannes and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, First Mover Advantages in Mobile
Telecommunications: Evidence from OECD Countries, October 2012.

70

Karaçuka, Mehmet, Çatik, A. Nazif and Haucap, Justus, Consumer Choice and Local
Network Effects in Mobile Telecommunications in Turkey, October 2012.
Published in: Telecommunications Policy, 37 (2013), pp. 334-344.

69

Clemens, Georg and Rau, Holger A., Rebels without a Clue? Experimental Evidence
on Partial Cartels, April 2013 (First Version October 2012).

68

Regner, Tobias and Riener, Gerhard, Motivational Cherry Picking, September 2012.

67

Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Excess Capacity and Pricing in
Bertrand-Edgeworth Markets: Experimental Evidence, September 2012.
Published in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 169 (2013), pp. 199-228.

66

Riener, Gerhard and Wiederhold, Simon, Team Building and Hidden Costs of Control,
September 2012.

65

Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Explicit vs. Tacit Collusion – The
Impact of Communication in Oligopoly Experiments, August 2012.
Published in: European Economic Review, 56 (2012), pp. 1759-1772.

64

Jovanovic, Dragan and Wey, Christian, An Equilibrium Analysis of Efficiency Gains
from Mergers, July 2012.

63

Dewenter, Ralf, Jaschinski, Thomas and Kuchinke, Björn A., Hospital Market
Concentration and Discrimination of Patients, July 2012 .
Published in: Schmollers Jahrbuch, 133 (2013), pp. 345-374.

62

Von Schlippenbach, Vanessa and Teichmann, Isabel, The Strategic Use of Private
Quality Standards in Food Supply Chains, May 2012.
Published in: American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 94 (2012), pp. 1189-1201.

61

Sapi, Geza, Bargaining, Vertical Mergers and Entry, July 2012.

60

Jentzsch, Nicola, Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Targeted Pricing and Customer
Data Sharing Among Rivals, July 2012.
Published in: International Journal of Industrial Organization, 31 (2013), pp. 131-144.

59

Lambarraa, Fatima and Riener, Gerhard, On the Norms of Charitable Giving in Islam:
A Field Experiment, June 2012.

58

Duso, Tomaso, Gugler, Klaus and Szücs, Florian, An Empirical Assessment of the
2004 EU Merger Policy Reform, June 2012.
Published in: Economic Journal, 123 (2013), F596-F619.

57

Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, More Ads, More Revs? Is there a Media Bias
in the Likelihood to be Reviewed?, June 2012.
Erscheint in: Economic Modelling.

56

Böckers, Veit, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Müller Andrea, Pull-Forward Effects in the
German Car Scrappage Scheme: A Time Series Approach, June 2012.

55

Kellner, Christian and Riener, Gerhard, The Effect of Ambiguity Aversion on Reward
Scheme Choice, June 2012.
Published in: Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp. 134-137.

54

De Silva, Dakshina G., Kosmopoulou, Georgia, Pagel, Beatrice and Peeters, Ronald,
The Impact of Timing on Bidding Behavior in Procurement Auctions of Contracts with
Private Costs, June 2012.
Published in: Review of Industrial Organization, 41 (2013), pp.321-343.

53

Benndorf, Volker and Rau, Holger A., Competition in the Workplace: An Experimental
Investigation, May 2012.

52

Haucap, Justus and Klein, Gordon J., How Regulation Affects Network and Service
Quality in Related Markets, May 2012.
Published in: Economics Letters, 117 (2012), pp. 521-524.

51

Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Less Pain at the Pump? The Effects of
Regulatory Interventions in Retail Gasoline Markets, May 2012.

50

Böckers, Veit and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, The Extent of European Power Markets,
April 2012.

49

Barth, Anne-Kathrin and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, How Large is the Magnitude of FixedMobile Call Substitution? - Empirical Evidence from 16 European Countries,
April 2012.
Forthcoming in: Telecommunications Policy.

48

Herr, Annika and Suppliet, Moritz, Pharmaceutical Prices under Regulation: Tiered
Co-payments and Reference Pricing in Germany, April 2012.

47

Haucap, Justus and Müller, Hans Christian, The Effects of Gasoline Price
Regulations: Experimental Evidence, April 2012.

46

Stühmeier, Torben, Roaming and Investments in the Mobile Internet Market,
March 2012.
Published in: Telecommunications Policy, 36 (2012), pp. 595-607.

45

Graf, Julia, The Effects of Rebate Contracts on the Health Care System, March 2012,
Published in: The European Journal of Health Economics, 15 (2014), pp.477-487.

44

Pagel, Beatrice and Wey, Christian, Unionization Structures in International Oligopoly,
February 2012.
Published in: Labour: Review of Labour Economics and Industrial Relations, 27 (2013),
pp. 1-17.

43

Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Price-Dependent Demand in Spatial Models,
January 2012.
Published in: B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 12 (2012), Article 6.

42

Barth, Anne-Kathrin and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Does the Growth of Mobile Markets
Cause the Demise of Fixed Networks? – Evidence from the European Union,
January 2012.
Forthcoming in: Telecommunications Policy.

41

Stühmeier, Torben and Wenzel, Tobias, Regulating Advertising in the Presence of
Public Service Broadcasting, January 2012.
Published in: Review of Network Economics, 11/2 (2012), Article 1.

Older discussion papers can be found online at:
http://ideas.repec.org/s/zbw/dicedp.html

ISSN 2190-9938 (online)
ISBN 978-3-86304-160-1

