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1. Introduction 
 

Humans are an ultra-social species. A key feature of successful human interaction is 

prosocial preferences and concern for others’ welfare. Research indicates that children are 

naturally prosocial (Warneken and Tomasello, 2009). For example, toddlers engage in 

spontaneous helping behaviors (Warneken and Tomasello, 2007), and children as young as age 3 

understand principles of fairness, even if they do not always follow them (Blake et al., 2014). A 

robust literature also suggests that the propensity to engage in prosocial behaviors increases as 

children grow up (Decety and Svetlova, 2012)). For example, children ages 3-4 are mostly selfish, 

while children ages 7 and older are more prosocial when sharing resources with others (Bar-Tal et 

al., 1980; Benenson et al., 2007; Cowell & Decety, 2015; Fehr et al., 2008; Devanath, 2010).  

There is evidence that several nuanced behaviors and preferences related to prosociality 

emerge during childhood (Warneken and Tomasello, 2007). As children get older, they are more 

likely to display reciprocity by sharing more when others share (Olson and Spelke, 2008; House 

et al., 2013; Sebastián-Enesco et al., 2013). They are more likely to display parochialism by sharing 

more with in-group versus out-group peers (Fehr et al., 2013). Four-year-old children reject 

disadvantageous inequality, while 8-year-olds reject both advantageous and disadvantageous 

inequality (Blake and McAuliffe, 2011). Older children are also more prone to strategic thinking 

and consideration of efficiency when deciding how much to share (Almås et al., 2010; Bereby-

Meyer and Fiks, 2013). Finally, older children are more susceptible to recipient characteristics 

when deciding whether to share, and incorporate merit-based considerations (Almås et al., 2010; 

Kogut et al., 2016; Malti et al., 2016). On the other hand, behaviors such as spite become less 

frequent as children get older (Fehr et al., 2013). 
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Sharing is also prevalent among adults. In a standard dictator game in the laboratory, 

participants are given an endowment of money and asked to decide how much to share with an 

anonymous stranger. Meta-analysis of hundreds of dictator game experiments showed that adult 

subjects share around 30% of their endowment (Engel, 2011). Evidence of sharing is also observed 

in the economy. In 2017, 42% of people from developed nations and 24% of people from 

developing nations indicated that they had donated to charity that year (Charities Aid Foundation, 

2018). In the United States (US), the charitable giving sector makes up more than 2% of the gross 

domestic product (GDP) (List, 2011). The fact that people voluntarily pay their taxes and often 

vote for higher taxes also provides evidence of prosocial behavior among adults (Andreoni et al., 

1998). 

Socialization is one mechanism through which children may become more prosocial as 

they grow older. Rushton (1976) reviews early work on this concept, showing that children are 

susceptible to models, preaching and induction. Observing the sharing behavior of parents may 

cause children to internalize sharing norms and increase their own sharing in response. In support 

of this, Blake et al. (2016) showed that children 3-8 years-old in India and the US were influenced 

to share less when they saw their parent modeling a stingy donation. Children in India (but not the 

US) were influenced to share more when they saw their parent modeling a generous donation. Ben-

Ner et al. (2017) showed that 3-5-year-olds who initially shared less were influenced by a parent 

modeling a donation to share more. Cappelen et al. (2016) found that the fairness views of 7-8-

year-old children were affected by exposure to preschool and parenting programs early in life. 

Socialization may also explain why research finds that children’s sharing behavior is influenced 

by parental background (Bauer et al., 2014) and parenting style (Mesurado et al., 2014). 
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Key contributors to socialization beyond parents are peers. Peers have been observed to 

influence how much children display generosity, both in terms of children wanting to appear fair 

in front of peers, and children wanting to emulate peers on a host of different social cognitions. 

For decades, researchers have argued that in many situations, peers become a prominent subject 

of imitation and anchoring in expectations over middle and late childhood (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 

1979; Hartup and Moore, 1990; Harris, 1998). Historical aspects of this research have focused on 

the influential role that group and peer relations play on increasingly anti-social conduct in late 

childhood, as is evidenced by the famous Robbers Cave experiment (Sherif, 1954). Here, children 

began to engage in increasingly hostile acts towards outgroup members, partially due to a rising 

identification with the ingroup, and partially based on peer influences. The role of peer influence 

towards adolescent smoking (e.g., Chassin, Presson, Sherman, Monetllo, and McGrew, 1986), 

drug and alcohol use (Bauman and Ennett, 1996), risky decision making (e.g., Gardner and 

Steinberg, 2005) as well as early promiscuity (Dishion,2000) have also been well documented, 

Some have even argued that adolescence is a period of particular sensitivity to peer influence 

(Steinberg and Silverberg, 1986), hence the heavy influence on deviant behaviors. 

Peer influence in a host of social and social cognitive abilities also appears to take place 

much earlier than adolescence/preadolescence. In foundational work from Maccoby (1990), 

children’s gender-specific play and behaviors appear as young as three years of age, suggesting at 

least some level of peer influence in behavior in early childhood. Moreover, some authors have 

argued that complex models of early problem behaviors include peer influences from early through 

middle childhood (Keenan & Shaw, 1997). 

Some research has also examined the effects of peers on positive behaviors, particularly in 

adolescence. For instance, one study showed that peers influence adolescent sharing behavior (van 
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Hoorn et al., 2014). There is some evidence for a decline in peer influence during adolescence and 

through adulthood (Steinberg and Monahan, 2007). However, they are still subject to peer 

influence. In a series of experiments, adults who called to make a charitable contribution to a public 

radio station were influenced to give higher or lower amounts when given information about a 

recent donation (Croson and Shang, 2008; Shang and Croson, 2009). 

This influence of peers appears to extend to the prosocial domain as well, yet the 

mechanism for influence remains unknown: children are directly guided through peer feedback 

and modeling (from a social learning perspective; e.g., Bandura, 1977) and/or through a drive to 

appear fair in front of others (e.g., Shaw et al., 2014). The latter author has provided evidence that 

as children grow up, they develop the desire to appear fair to peers, which results in greater 

generosity. That is, the generosity that children display results from both a desire to be fair, and a 

desire to show others that they are fair (Shaw et al., 2014). Peer modeling can also shape sharing 

behavior, and this effect may increase with age during childhood. In an influential study, Berndt 

(1979) asked children to respond to hypothetical situations in which peers or parents displayed 

prosocial, antisocial or neutral behaviors. Berndt (1979) found that peer influence was higher and 

parent influence was lower among older children. More recently, Santamaría-García and 

colleagues (2018) found that children above 9 years old shared more pieces of candy depending 

on the beliefs about others. Overall, beliefs about the functioning of the social world may guide 

social behavior in children. One study conducted a stated preference experiment in which children, 

adolescents and adults rated their probability of engaging in a prosocial behavior with and without 

information about the stated preferences of others (Foulkes et al., 2018). Children ages 8-11 (the 

youngest cohort in the study) were most likely to increase their likelihood of engaging in the 

prosocial behavior when they were exposed to social influence.  
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Additional research on conformity to group opinions, expectations, and standards, also 

suggests that some level of peer influence can be observed as young as four years of age and may 

be dependent upon minority or majority ethnic group status (Haun and Tomasello, 2011). Yet, 

integrating peer influence and observation with smaller changes to behavior appears later in 

childhood, around 8 years of age (Banerjee, 2002). Thus, several lines of research suggest that the 

cognitive or social cognitive factors modulating the influence of peers in prosocial behaviors will 

change as children develop across early and middle childhood, with the possibility that older 

children will be more susceptible to peer influence. 

The development of prosociality may also follow different paths cross-nationally due to 

differences in cultural norms, parenting styles and potentially even the development of cognitive 

abilities across countries (e.g., due to differences in schooling structures). Social scientists have 

commonly relied on the individual-collectivism (I-C) dichotomy to explain differences across 

countries. Countries with a more individualistic culture prioritize individual goals while countries 

with a more collectivist culture prioritize group goals (Triandis, 1996; 2001). Therefore, children 

from collectivist countries (typically Eastern countries) are frequently thought to be more prosocial 

than children from individualist countries (typically Western countries) (de Guzman, Do & Kok, 

2014). For example, Israeli children living in kibbutz communities that emphasize communal 

living have been shown to display more prosocial behaviors (Shapira and Madsen, 1969; 1974; 

Madsen and Shapira, 1977; Eisenberg et al., 1990).  

Further empirical evidence for the individual-collectivism dichotomy remains limited, 

partly because few studies collect data from enough nations or cultures using the same paradigm. 

Stewart and McBride-Chang (2000) examined sharing behavior of students in Hong Kong, finding 

that students from Asian cultures shared marginally more than students from Western Caucasian 
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cultures. Rao and Stewart (1999) found that Chinese children were more likely to share 

spontaneously than Indian children. But Yagmurlu and Sanson (2009) found similar prosocial 

behaviors from native Australian or Turkish preschoolers living in Australia (children of migrant 

families). Related work has not examined susceptibility to social information by country, but one 

possibility is that children from collectivist countries – which emphasize group goals – are also 

more susceptible to peer modeling.  

Culture may also influence the age-related trajectory of prosocial behaviors. This is 

because as children grow up, they have more time to internalize social norms, parent models or 

their environment. For example, different types of schooling can affect prosocial behaviors and 

beliefs, either through cognitive or social channels (e.g., see Flook et al., 2015; Cappelen et al., 

2016; Khomych, 2018). Supporting this idea, Cowell et al. (2017) found that egalitarianism 

emerged earlier in children from the United States, Canada and China versus South Africa and 

Turkey. Another large-scale study included three distributive justice games with children ages 4-

11 in 12 diverse countries (Huppert et al., 2019). The authors found that overall, younger children 

were more likely to use equality-based strategies while older children were more likely to use 

equity-based strategies. They also reported that children from the most individualistic cultures 

shifted to equity-based strategies at younger ages. Again, related work has not explored 

susceptibility to social information by country and age, but it is possible that collectivist countries 

encourage children to consider group/peer behaviors at younger ages as compared to individualist 

countries who focus children more on individual goals.  
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2. This Study 
 

The goal of the current study was to evaluate the development of social comparisons and 

sharing behaviors with a large sample of children ages 3-12 years old. In the experiment, children 

participated in a dictator game in which they had the opportunity to share up to 10 of their stickers 

with an anonymous child. Then, children were randomized to one of two treatments. In the “shared 

a little” treatment, children were told that another child from their school had shared 1 sticker, 

while in the “shared a lot” treatment, children were told that another child from their school had 

shared 6 stickers in the same game. Finally, children had the opportunity to play the game again 

by sharing up to 10 new stickers with a different anonymous child. 

One innovation of the study is the use of a sample recruited from 12 diverse countries 

across 5 continents. The countries included Argentina, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, 

Mexico, Norway, South Africa, Taiwan, Turkey and the United States. This diverse sample allows 

us to study potential cross-national differences in the development of sharing behavior and the 

susceptibility to social comparisons. Recruitment of participants from a diverse set of countries is 

important to evaluate cross-national variation in the development of social preferences. Prior work 

has been limited in this regard since it has mostly focused on children from so-called WEIRD 

(Western, Educated, Industrial, Rich, Democratic) populations (Nielsen et al., 2017; Henrich et 

al., 2010).  

Furthermore, the fact the study was conducted in multiple countries is also important in 

light of recent concerns about a “replication crisis” in the social sciences. A major reason for the 

replication crisis is the relatively small sample sizes in most studies (Maxwell et al., 2015). The 

relatively large sample size - including studies in 12 different countries with different cultural 

backgrounds that allow us to test the robustness of our findings - gives us a great deal of confidence 
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in our conclusions. By including developing countries and countries from Asia, Africa and 

South/Central America, the sample also speaks to the generalizability of our findings to a broader 

sample and allows us to address the bias in psychological research that arises from a historic focus 

on WEIRD populations (Nielsen et al., 2017). 

Our first prediction was that age would be positively associated with sharing behavior. This 

follows related work showing a robust positive association of sharing and age (e.g., Fehr et al., 

2008). Our second prediction was that age would be positively associated with responsiveness to 

social information. That is, older children would be more likely to change their sharing behavior 

in the second dictator game in response to the social information, while younger children would 

not change their behavior. This follows from related work showing a more nuanced attitude toward 

sharing as children get older. It also follows from Shaw et al. (2014) who report that children’s 

desire to appear fair increases with age, and from related work on peer influence, which finds that 

children become more susceptible to modeling with age. Our third prediction was that children 

from collectivist countries, versus individualist countries, would be more likely to respond to social 

information, or that we would see responsiveness to social information at a younger age. This 

follows related work that uses the individual-collectivism dichotomy to evaluate prosociality and 

cultural attitudes.  

 

3. Methods 

3.1 Participants 

 Children (N=2,331) were tested in 12 countries: Argentina, Canada, Chile, China, 

Colombia, Cuba, Mexico, Norway, South Africa, Taiwan, Turkey and the United States.1 Table 

 
1 Children were also initially tested in Jordan. However, the Jordan experiment failed to conduct the randomization 
properly. Therefore, the Jordan data is excluded from the analysis. 
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A1 in the appendix provides details about the sample. Children were aged 3-12 years, with an 

average age of 7.68 years (SE = 0.06) and about an even distribution across each year of age. 

51.5% of the children were female. Appendix Figure A1 provides a histogram of participant age 

distributions (and Figure A2 provides the same information broken down by country). 

The study was conducted in 2015-16. The children were recruited from major cities in each 

country, chosen because they were convenient and represented a geographical range of urban 

environments.  Each country conducted their own recruitment procedure with the goal of recruiting 

about 200 participants. Most of the recruitment was conducted through local schools. Appendix 

Table A2 provides further information about recruitment in each country. 

 Parents provided consent and children provided assent prior to participating in the study. 

The study was approved by University of Chicago Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the local 

IRB in each country. Since the parent survey was voluntary, it is missing in some cases. The main 

analysis was performed on the full sample. An additional regression analysis was performed 

controlling for socioeconomic status and household size information from the parent survey – these 

data are available for 2,116 children. There are no systematic differences between the full sample 

and this sub-sample (e.g., in the full sample the average age is 7.68 (SE = 0.06), in the sub-sample 

the average age is 7.66 (SE = 0.06); in the full sample the % female is 51.5 and in the sub-sample 

the % female is 51.5). The appendix provides more details about the data exclusions and the 

missing data. 

 

3.2 Procedure 

Research teams from each country attended a retreat in person and learned the protocol for 

the study, which was prepared by the Child Neurosuite at the University of Chicago. The study 
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included the social comparisons task in the present study, as well as several other behavioral 

economics tasks. The only results that have so far been published from this data set are from the 

distributed justice games (Huppert et al. (2019). None of the tasks conducted prior to the games 

we report on here were incentivized or involved making dictator-game like decisions. Rather, they 

were hypothetical questions about different scenarios. Importantly, there is no reason to believe 

that these tasks would interact with the treatment effect, which is what we ultimately measure in 

this paper. 

Children participated in the experiment one-on-one with a trained experimenter, who read 

the instructions out loud (see appendix). Parents also completed a short written survey about their 

child and household. The study materials were translated into the local language by native-

language speakers for each of the 12 countries. The study materials were then translated back into 

English to ensure accuracy.  

In the experiment, we first collected baseline sharing behavior using a dictator game. This 

measure was used as a control in our analysis. We next provided children with information about 

the sharing behavior of another anonymous child. Finally, children played a second dictator game. 

Between the first dictator game and receiving information about sharing behavior of another child, 

children also participated in a short survey in which they were asked to evaluate several unrelated 

scenarios.  

 

4. Measures 

4.1 Dictator Game Experiments 

For the first dictator game, children picked 10 of their favorite stickers from a pile of 30 

stickers and were told that the stickers belonged to them. The selection of stickers for children was 
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originally made by the research team in each country to account for potential cultural differences 

in the salience of rewards. Children then chose how many of their stickers to share with an 

anonymous other child (gender matched). They were told that the other child would come in that 

day but would not get stickers. Children were given two envelopes, one labeled with the child’s 

name and another labeled with “other boy/girl.” They were asked to confirm their understanding 

by repeating which envelope belonged to them and which envelope belonged to the other girl or 

boy. To give the child privacy, the experimenter then closed his or her eyes while the child put 

stickers he/she wanted to keep in his/her envelope and the stickers he/she wanted to give away in 

the envelope for the other child. After children left, unbeknownst to them, we opened the envelope 

and counted how many stickers they shared with the other child. 

Before the second dictator game, children were randomized to one of two treatments. 

Children were told that another girl or boy (gender matched) from their school had played the same 

sticker game. In the “shared a little” treatment, they were told that the other girl or boy gave 1 

sticker to another (gender matched) child and kept 9 for themselves. In the “shared a lot” treatment, 

they were told that the other girl or boy gave 6 stickers to another child and kept 4 for themselves.  

The second dictator game proceeded like the first. Children chose 10 new stickers to play 

with from a new pile of 30 stickers. Then, children chose how many of their stickers to share with 

another different boy or girl (also gender matched). 

In keeping with common practice in psychology, in most countries we did not actually 

distribute stickers to other anonymous children. However, in Norway, at the end of the study, the 

stickers were actually distributed to other non-participating children based on the allocations 

selected by the participating children. 
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4.2 Parent Survey 

 Parents were asked to complete a short survey. The survey included demographic questions 

about the child, such as age, gender, and race. The survey also included information about family 

size and number of siblings. We used these variables as controls in the analysis. The survey also 

included a multiple-choice question about the mother’s highest level of educational attainment or 

years of schooling, with the following options: graduate or professional degree, bachelor’s degree, 

13-16 years, 9-12 years, 6-8 years, and 0-5 years. The measure of mother’s educational attainment 

was used as a proxy for socioeconomic status following related work (e.g., Winkleby et al., 1992).  

 

4.3 Country Categorization 

 Following Huppert et al. (2019), we categorized countries as individualist-collectivist 

using the Hofstede score (Hofstede et al., 2010). This score captures the level of individualism or 

collectivism within a country, where 100 indicates countries with the highest level of individualism 

and 0 indicates countries with the highest level of collectivism. The Hofstede scores, organized 

from most individualist to most collectivist, were as follows: United States (91), Canada (80), 

Norway (69), South Africa (65), Argentina (46), Turkey (37), Mexico (30), Chile (23), China (20), 

Taiwan (17), Colombia (13) and Cuba (12).  

 

4.4 Analysis  

 The main variable of interest was the number of stickers shared (out of 10) by treatment 

condition (“shared a lot” or “shared a little”) in the second dictator game. Our primary analysis 

consisted of an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression with number of stickers shared as the 

outcome variable of interest, a dummy for treatment (equal to 1 in the “shared a lot” treatment and 
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0 in the “shared a little” treatment). The child age at the time of the study was entered linearly into 

the regression. Alternative specifications included controls for sharing behavior in the first dictator 

game, child gender, child race, mother’s educational attainment, and number of children in the 

household. Additional regression models were used to examine the interactions of treatment with 

age. The Hosftede score was added into the models to evaluate whether country-level differences 

in individualism-collectivism influence sharing behavior or treatment effects. 

 

5. Results 
 
5.1 Data 
 

We expected to be balanced on characteristics by treatment, since treatment assignment 

was random. The characteristics of children across the two treatments were similar. When 

conducting t-tests separately for each characteristic, such as age, gender, number of children in 

household and mother’s educational attainment, there were no statistically significant differences, 

except for a slight difference by age, which is statistically significant – the “share a lot” treatment 

children were on average 4 months older (t(2,329) = 2.51, p = 0.01, d = 0.10). The groups did not 

differ by baseline sharing rate: the baseline sharing in the “share a little” treatment was 3.82 

(s.e.=0.07, stdev=2.42) and the baseline sharing in the “share a lot” treatment was 3.87 (s.e.=0.07, 

stdev=2.36) (t(2,329)=0.38,p=0.70, d=0.02). Further, the groups did not differ in terms of 

distributions of sharing behavior (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of distributions p-value=0.60). 

Hence, in most of the analysis we controlled for age. Appendix Table A3 shows the balance of 

demographic variables with respect to treatment assignment, including p-values for t-tests 

comparing the treatments. 
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5.2 Dictator Game Behavior 
 

We initially summarized behavior in the first dictator game. Figure 1 provides a histogram 

of dictator game giving in the first game (Figure A4 in the appendix provides the same histograms 

broken down by country). As expected, most children shared half or less than half of their stickers 

(stickers shared less than or equal to 5). The modal number of stickers shared is at the “fair” 5/5 

split. A non-negligible number of children chose not to share any stickers. This observation mimics 

related work on sharing in this age group. 

Figure 1: Histogram of Baseline Sharing Behavior 

 

Note: This figure shows a histogram of sharing behavior in the first dictator game, out of 10 stickers. 

 

Figure 2 shows the trajectory of sharing behavior with age, including standard error bars 

(Figure A5 provides line graphs broken down by country). Like related work, we observe that 

sharing increases with age. 3-year-old children share approximately 3 stickers, 8-year-old children 

shared approximately 4 stickers, and 11-12-year-old children share approximately 5 stickers. There 

were also interesting distributional shifts in sharing by age reported in Appendix Figure A3. 

Notably, the modal level of sharing of 3-4-year-olds was 0, and 3-year-olds did not exhibit a spike 
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in sharing at 5. On the other hand, there was a stronger “fairness norm” in terms of sharing 5 for 

children aged 8 and up. A Spearman correlation of age and mean sharing found a correlation 

coefficient of 0.34 (p-value<0.01) and a correlation of age and whether or not children shared 

equally found a correlation coefficient of 0.17 (p-value<0.01). 

Figure 2: Mean Stickers Shared, by Age 

 

Note: This line chart shows the mean stickers shared, by age. Bars depict standard errors. 

 
5.3 Treatment Effects 

 We turned to the evaluation of the impact of the “shared a lot” and “shared a little” 

treatments on sharing. Recall that there were no significant differences between these groups in 

baseline sharing behavior. We found statistically significant differences in sharing across 

treatments, with children in the “shared a lot” condition sharing about half a sticker more than in 

the “shared a little” condition. Children shared 3.92 (SD = 2.57) stickers in the “shared a little” 

condition and 4.40 (SD = 2.63) stickers in the “shared a lot” condition (t(2,329) = 4.43, p < 0.001, 

d = 0.18). Given this large sample size, we had a power of 0.99 to detect this effect size. Figure 3 

provides histograms of sharing, with the left panel displaying the “shared a little” condition and 
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the right panel displaying the “shared a lot” condition (Figures A6 and A7 show histograms for 

each treatment broken down by country).  

Figure 3: Histograms of Sharing, by Treatment 

   

Note: This figure shows histograms of stickers shared, with the “shared a little” treatment on the left and the “shared 
a lot” treatment on the right. The sharing amount modeled in the experiment is depicted in a darker color.  
 
 

The sharing amount modeled in the experiment (1 in the “shared a little” condition and 6 

in the “shared a lot” condition is highlighted in a darker color for reference. If the treatment effect 

were due to anchoring (i.e., selecting the same number as the model), we would expect larger 

sharing rates at these bars. We see some evidence of anchoring. While only 3.4% (80 of 2,331) of 

children chose to share 1 sticker in the baseline dictator game, 6.8% (79 of 1,169) did so in the 

second dictator game in the “shared a little” treatment. This compared to only 3.5% (41 of 1,162) 

in the “shared a lot” treatment. Similarly, while only 9.4% (219 of 2,331) of children chose to 

share 6 stickers in the baseline dictator game, 12.6% (146 of 1,162) did so in the second dictator 

game in the “shared a lot” treatment. This compared to only 9.0% (105 of 1,169) in the “shared a 

little” treatment. Appendix Table A4 provides additional analysis of anchoring by regressing an 
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indicator variable of whether or not a child shared 1 sticker or 6 stickers on the treatment dummies, 

baseline sharing and demographic controls. Indeed, we see that the treatment dummy is statistically 

significant and in the expected direction, suggesting that the treatment “shared a lot” increased 

likelihood of sharing 6 and decreased likelihood of sharing 1. 

Figure 4 shows the evolution of sharing behavior by treatment with age (Figure A8 shows 

the same information broken down by country). As in the dictator game, we observed that sharing 

behavior increased with age. Children in the “shared a lot” condition tended to share more than 

children in the “shared a little” condition, and that this effect seemed to be concentrated among 

the children in the middle of our age distribution. We observed that children as young as age 5 

seemed to be affected by the “shared a lot” treatment, though the biggest effects seemed to be for 

children ages 7-9. Relatedly, McAuliffe et al. (2017) tested children aged 4-9 and noted that the 

older children were more influenced by a generous sharing norm. Note that a formal test of an 

interaction effect of treatment with age did not yield a statistically significant coefficient (see 

Appendix Table A5). 

Figure 4: Mean Stickers Shared, by Treatment and Age 
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Note: This figure shows mean stickers shared by age. Bars depict standard error bars. 

Table 1 provides ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions with sharing in the second 

dictator game as the outcome variable. Specifications (1)-(3) include country dummy variables, 

while Specifications (4)-(5) include a control for the Hofstede score. In Specification (1), we 

included the baseline stickers shared as a control variable. We found that, as expected, baseline 

sharing was a strong and significant predictor of sharing in the second dictator game (Coefficient 

= 0.67, p < 0.001, eta2=0.36). Appendix Table A6 provides additional regressions in which zero-

sharers (children who shared zero in the game) were omitted. We continued to observe similar 

treatment effects as in the main regressions. 

In Specification (2) we added controls for child age and gender. In line with the trend 

observed in Figure 4, sharing behavior increased with age, though the effect size was small 

(Coefficient = 0.16, p < 0.001, eta2=0.04). In Specification (3) we added socioeconomic status 

controls, including the number of children in the household and mother’s educational attainment 

(with less than 9 years of education as the omitted variable).  While the coefficient on educational 

level of the mother was positive, suggesting that sharing is higher among higher SES children, this 

result was not statistically significant (Coefficient estimates 0.19, 0.23, 0.09 and 0.30, all p-values 

> 0.10, eta2<0.001). Specification (4) also includes the country’s Hofstede score (discussed later). 

We also explored whether any demographic or socio-economic variables interacted with 

the treatment. We did not find strong evidence for interaction effects. For example, in Table A5, 

we looked separately at interactions of treatment with gender, mother’s educational attainment, 

income and household size, and initial sharing level. None of these proved to be statistically 

significant, though we found suggestive evidence (significant at the 10% level) that girls were 

more influenced by treatment than boys.  
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Table 1: Treatment Effect Regression 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing 
      
Share Treatment 0.46*** 0.42*** 0.42*** 0.42*** 0.56*** 
 (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.16) 
Baseline sharing 0.67*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.16*** 0.18*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 
  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Female  -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 
  (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) 
Children in Household   -0.04   
   (0.05)   
Mother: 9-12 years education   0.19   
   (0.22)   
Mother: 13-16 years education   0.24   
   (0.23)   
Mother: Bachelor's Degree   0.09   
   (0.22)   
Mother: Graduate level degree   0.30   
   (0.23)   
Hofstede Score    0.01** 0.01** 
    (0.00) (0.00) 
Hofstede x Treat     -0.00 
     (0.00) 
Constant 1.65*** 0.60*** 0.39 0.22 0.15 
 (0.20) (0.23) (0.34) (0.22) (0.23) 
      
Country Dummy Variables YES YES YES NO NO 
      
      
Observations 2,331 2,331 2,119 2,331 2,331 
R-squared 0.40 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 

 
Notes: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. The omitted 
category for education is “Less than 9 years”. Standard errors in parentheses. Specifications (1)-(3) 
include country controls; specifications (4)-(5) do not. 
 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 

In Table A5, we also split the sample into three groups: 0, 1, or 2 sharers; 8, 9 and 10 

sharers, and everyone else. We did not find a significant interaction term on 0, 1 or 2 sharers with 

treatment, suggesting that children who initially shared 0, 1 or 2 did not differ much from children 

who initially shared 3-7 in terms of the impact of the treatment. However, we did find that children 
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who shared 8, 9 or 10 initially were negatively influenced by the treatment (coefficient significant 

at the 5% level). This is intuitive since the “shared a lot” treatment suggests a sharing number of 

6, and children who were already sharing more than this would not have been influenced by this 

treatment to increase their sharing. 

Finally, an interesting question is whether the treatment results in more children changing 

their decision from the first dictator game to the second one. The proportion of children who 

changed their decision overall was 63%. This result did not seem to be affected by the treatment – 

since in the “shared a little” condition the proportion changing was 64% and in the “shared a lot 

condition the proportion changing was 62% (Chi2 p-value=0.36). This suggests that the result we 

observed was not driven by a few children drastically changing their decision.  

Given that the apparent differences in treatment effects by age were displayed in Figure 4, 

in appendix Table A7 we conducted separate regressions for children ages 3-5, 6-9 and 10-12. We 

found that the “shared a lot” treatment increases the number of stickers shared by 0.35 to 0.45 

stickers. The largest and most significant treatment effect was concentrated in the 6-9-year-old age 

group (See specification 2, Coefficient = 0.45, p <0.001, eta2=0.01). However, we could not 

conclude statistically significant differences across the age groups (post-estimation test p-values 

when comparing the coefficients are above 0.10) and as noted earlier, the interaction term of age 

and treatment when age entered linearly in the regression was insignificant (see Table A5). 

 

5.4 Cross-Country Analysis 

 We next evaluated our results across countries. Countries were very similar with respect to 

age, gender, and number of children in household. Summary statistics by country are presented in 

appendix Table A8. Countries differed somewhat on various dimensions. For example, with 
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respect to baseline sharing rates, children from South Africa shared the least stickers (M = 2.76, 

SE = 0.17) and children from the United States shared the most stickers (M = 4.93, SE = 0.19). 

These numbers are in line with related work that used a different cross-cultural sample (Cowell et 

al., 2017). For example, similar to us, Cowell et al. (2017) found lower sharing rates in South 

Africa and Turkey, but higher sharing rates in Canada, China and the United States. 

Figure 5 provides the means of sharing behavior by treatment and country, with countries 

sorted from left to right by their Hofstede I/C index (individualist – collectivist). Note that direct 

comparisons across countries should be completed with caution, since the samples were not 

representative by country. Treatment effects were observed in seven countries: Canada, Norway, 

South Africa, Chile, China, Colombia and Cuba. Treatment effects were not observed in the United 

States, Argentina, Turkey, Mexico or Taiwan. Thus, while overall, we observed an effect of the 

“shared a lot” treatment, it was not observed in all countries. Moreover, there was no discernible 

individual-collectivism pattern either in overall sharing rates or in the effect of the treatment. For 

example, we would have expected the most individualist countries to share least; yet children in 

the United States shared over 5 stickers on average.  We might also have expected more collectivist 

countries to be more responsive to treatment, yet we saw treatment effects of similar sizes in more 

individualist countries (e.g., Canada, Norway) as in more collectivist countries (e.g., China, Cuba).  

In support of this visual evidence, Specification (5) in Table 1 shows a non-significant 

interaction of Hofstede with the share treatment (meaning that we do not find an association of the 

Hofstede score with treatment effects). Table A9 in the appendix provides a regression that 

includes country controls and country-treatment interaction terms. While this regression showed 

that countries do differ in their sharing rates and in their treatment effects, the pattern of differences 

did not align with the individualist/collectivist construct.  
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Figure 5: Treatment Effects by Country 

 

Note: This figure reports a bar charts of sharing, by treatment and country. Bars depict standard errors. 

 

In the appendix, we also provide figures similar to Figures 2-5 by country (see Figures A3-

A8). The age distribution of participants by country looked similar to that of the overall sample. 

The modal sharing rate of 5 was most pronounced in Chile, China, Cuba, Mexico, Norway, 

Taiwan, Turkey and the US. Argentina and South Africa had the largest number of zero-sharers at 

baseline. Increases in sharing with age were observed in nearly all countries. Treatment effects 

(when observed) were most often observed in the middle age range (6-9 years old). 

6. Conclusion 
  

A key part of interacting in the social environment is participating in cooperative activity 

and responding to information about peers. A large body of literature has shown that helping and 

sharing behavior is present at very young ages and increases with age (e.g. Warneken and 

Tomasello, 2007; Fehr et al., 2008). However, most related work recruited children from WEIRD 
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populations. A key element of these findings is the continuity of age-related increases in sharing 

regardless of whether the population was WEIRD or not. We conducted dictator game experiments 

in which children have the opportunity to share up to 10 stickers with another child. We found 

strong evidence that sharing increases with age, which was observed across all 12 countries in our 

study. Several potential explanations for this robust age-related development in sharing across 

cultures are possible. Some have argued that across this age-range, children become increasingly 

interested in appearing fair to others, thus explaining the shift towards equality in sharing (e.g., 

Shaw et al., 2014). Others have argued that the apparent shift in first-person resource allocation 

may be due to decreasing salience of the rewards, namely older children are not as interested in 

the stickers, resulting in increased giving, not as a prosocial act per-se, but as a measure of giving 

away undesirable resources (Gummerum, Yanoch, Keller, Parsons, & Hummel, 2010). These 

explanations are not mutually exclusive, since both mechanisms could be drivers of the patterns 

of behavior we observed across ages. Our use of the Dictator game in the present study makes it 

difficult to identify these mechanisms directly. However, we have suggestive evidence in 

Appendix Figure A3 that both mechanisms could be at play. First, we see a strong increase across 

age in the decision to share at the fifty-fifty split. Second, we see some evidence that children are 

more likely to share more than half of their endowment as they get older. Future research should 

investigate these questions more directly. 

A large and historic literature has documented the role of peer observation and peer 

opinions in motivating human behaviors, from children’s aggression towards a BoBo Doll (e.g., 

Bandura, 1977) to adults conformity to incorrect responses in large groups (e.g., Asch and 

Guetzkow, 1951). In developmental psychology, the role of peers in broad development has been 

well studied (e.g., Hartup and Moore, 1990), and is documented to begin in early childhood and 
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show marked additional influence throughout middle childhood and through adolescence on 

conformity (Walker & Adrade, 1996), deviant behaviors (Keenan and Shaw, 1997), and potentially 

in prosociality. With some exceptions, most of this literature has used self-reported preferences 

and hypothetical situations or naturalistic observation. In our study, we specifically told children 

about the sharing behavior of another child and asked them to choose how many stickers to share. 

We found that telling children about another child who “shared a lot” increased the amount shared 

relative to telling children about another child who “shared a little.” We found some evidence that 

this treatment effect was due to anchoring, since children increased their willingness to share 1 

sticker in the “shared a little” treatment (where 1 is the model) and willingness to share 6 stickers 

in the “shared a lot” treatment (where 6 is the model). The treatment effect was most pronounced 

at ages 6-9, indicating a potential increased susceptibility to peer influence in later childhood. 

However, it should be noted that the effect was not statistically significantly different between 

children ages 6-9 and children ages 3-5 or 10-12. Importantly, one limitation of the current study 

is that children’s sharing in the treatment conditions may have been influenced by both the 

anchor/peer influence aspect and their intrinsic need to remain consistent in their resource 

allocations. Alternatively, it is also possible that children who engaged in greater sharing in the 

baseline Dictator game felt licensed to be more selfish in the treatment condition (Merritt, Effron, 

and Monin, 2010). In either case, there is no reason to believe that children randomly assigned to 

the treatment conditions would have systematically differed on these motivations for sharing, 

indeed evidence of similarity in baseline Dictator sharing in our results further supports this notion. 

Given that our study included 12 countries, it was important to examine whether there were 

patterns of cross-country differences. We hypothesized that social information would be more 

influential in collectivist – versus individualist – countries. To evaluate this hypothesis, we 
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compared treatment effects for countries of different individualist/collectivist (I/C) scores. We did 

find that countries differed in the effect of the treatment (with some countries not displaying an 

effect at all) but we did not find systematic differences with respect to the I/C index. There are at 

least two possibilities that prevented us from obtaining a significant individual-collectivism effect. 

One possibility is that this index might be too general to have an indirect effect on children and 

their socialization. Several authors have indeed argued that the Hofstede Index and I/C scores do 

not adequately account for cultural differences (e.g., Baskerville, 2003). The second possibility is 

that although the countries involved differ from each other in terms of individual-collectivism, the 

children’s parents’ tendency might not be consistent with their country’s tendency (Green, 

Deschamps, and Paez, 2003). Several large scale studies have indicated that individual level 

differences within a single society on individualist-collectivist tendencies are much larger than 

between country differences on individualist-collectivist scales. Future research into I/C 

differences might benefit from using a family-level analysis of individualism/collectivism or 

interdependence/independence, rather than a cultural level indicator.  

Our study has several limitations. First, children were asked to share in the presence of an 

adult. This generates a very controlled setting, which could have possibly resulted in very different 

decisions than with no control or no adult presence. This could explain some of the absent effects 

when comparing individualist and collectivist countries. Related work could consider conducting 

observational studies cross-culturally to better document the sharing behavior of children in their 

natural setting. Another concern is the imbalance across treatments by some demographic 

characteristics and baseline sharing behavior.  While we controlled for these variables in our 

regressions, these two groups could have differed in other systematic ways that were not observed. 

To explore this further, we conducted a replication of Table 1 excluding the two countries where 
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there were significant age imbalance (Colombia and Turkey). This is reported in Table A10, and 

qualitative results did not change.  

Taken together, results from this cross-national study indicate two important levels of 

continuity. First and foremost, across both WEIRD and non-WEIRD populations, children shared 

increased resources with an anonymous other as they aged from 3-12. While there were certainly 

country level differences in sharing that mirror previous cross-national investigations using similar 

tasks (e.g., Cowell et al., 2017; Huppert et al., 2019), the age-related linear relation was similar. 

Second, the influence of peers was consistent across most countries and ages. Contrary to our 

hypotheses that children from collectivist countries and/or in older age groups would be more 

susceptible to the reported actions of their peers, all children appeared to modulate their actions 

based on how much or how little a peer was stated to have shared. These results suggest a similarity 

in the degree to which social information and learning are integrated into computations of sharing 

across many nations and a large age range.  
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- Online Appendix - 
 
1. Sample Selection 
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2: Instructions 
 
Baseline Dictator 
First, we are going to play a game with some stickers. Will you please pick out 10 stickers? (Empty bag 
of 30 stickers in front of child face up and allow child to select 10 stickers) Great!  These are your 
stickers now. (Put 10 stickers in a row in front of the child.) Do you like your stickers? (Wait for child to 
affirm.) Great! Now we are ready to play the game! 

I only have time today to give stickers to some of the girls and boys that are coming in to play games 
today. I won’t be able to give stickers to everyone. In this game, you get to decide how many of your 
stickers you want to keep, and how many of your stickers you want to give to another girl or boy coming 
in today who does not get any stickers. You do not have to give any of your stickers away, but if you want 
to give some or all of your stickers away, you can. I will not know who gets the stickers that you give 
away and neither will you.  

Any stickers you are going to keep, you will put them in your envelope here (place the envelope with the 
child’s name written on it next to the child). Any stickers you want to give to another boy or girl, you will 
put in this envelope here (place the other envelope labeled “other boy or girl”).  

Can you show me which envelope is your envelope? That’s right, this is your envelope (point to envelope 
with child’s name). You take home the stickers in this envelope. Can you show me which envelope is the 
envelope for another boy or girl?  That’s right, this is the envelope for another girl/boy (point to the other 
envelope).  

I’m going to cover my eyes now while you decide how many stickers you want to keep and how many you 
want to give away (Close and cover eyes and turn away from table to give child privacy to make their 
choice). You can tell me when you are finished. (Give the child about 1 minute, then say:) Ok, you have 
10 seconds left to decide! (So that it doesn’t take too long). 

(Once child has finished choosing) 

Great job!! Here are your stickers. You get to take these stickers home.  

(Remember to count stickers later.) 

[ Tasks in Between ] 

Social Comparison 
Check notes for which comparison game the child is supposed to play, read the script for the 
corresponding condition (1 = shared a little OR 2 = shared a lot) 

SHARED A LITTLE: 
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Okay, now we’re going to play the sticker game again. Will you please pick out 10 stickers? (Empty bag 
of 30 stickers in front of child face up and allow child to select 10 stickers) Great!  These are your 
stickers now. (Put 10 stickers in a row in front of the child.) Do you like them? (Wait for child to affirm.) 
Great! Now we are ready to play the game! 

There is another boy/girl (GENDER MATCHED) from your school that played the same sticker game 
today; they gave 1 sticker to another child and kept 9 for themselves. Now, it’s your turn to play this 
game with a different boy or girl. Remember, you do not have to give any of your stickers away, but if you 
want to give some or all of your stickers away, you can.  

Do you have any questions?  

Any stickers you are going to keep, you will put them in your envelope here (place the envelope with the 
child’s name written on it next to the child). Any stickers you want to give to another boy/girl who will not 
get to play this game, you will put in this envelope here (place the other envelope labeled “other boy or 
girl”).  

Can you show me which envelope is your envelope? That’s right; this is your envelope (point to envelope 
with child’s name). You take home the stickers in this envelope. Can you show me which envelope is the 
envelope for the other boy or girl?  That’s right; this is the envelope for the other girl/boy. (point to the 
other envelope).  

I’m going to cover my eyes now while you decide how many stickers you want to keep and how many you 
want to give away (Close and cover eyes and turn away from table to give child privacy to make their 
choice). You can tell me when you are finished. (Give the child about 1 minute, then say:) Ok, you have 
10 seconds left to decide! (So that it doesn’t take too long). 

(Once child has finished choosing) 

Great job!! Here are your stickers. You get to take these stickers home.  

(Remember to count stickers later.) 

SHARED A LOT: 

Okay, now we’re going to play the sticker game again. Will you please pick out 10 stickers? (Empty bag 
of 30 stickers in front of child face up and allow child to select 10 stickers) Great!  These are your 
stickers now. (Put 10 stickers in a row in front of the child.) Do you like them? (Wait for child to affirm.) 
Great! Now we are ready to play the game! 

There is another boy/girl (GENDER MATCHED) from your school that played the same sticker game 
today; they gave 6 stickers to another child and kept 4 for themselves. Now, it’s your turn to play this 
game with a different boy or girl. Remember, you do not have to give any of your stickers away, but if you 
want to give some or all of your stickers away, you can.  

Do you have any questions?  
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Any stickers you are going to keep, you will put them in your envelope here (place the envelope with the 
child’s name written on it next to the child). Any stickers you want to give to another boy/girl who will not 
get to play this game, you will put in this envelope here (place the other envelope labeled “other boy or 
girl”).  

Can you show me which envelope is your envelope? That’s right; this is your envelope (point to envelope 
with child’s name). You take home the stickers in this envelope. Can you show me which envelope is the 
envelope for the other boy or girl?  That’s right; this is the envelope for the other girl/boy. (point to the 
other envelope).  

I’m going to cover my eyes now while you decide how many stickers you want to keep and how many you 
want to give away (Close and cover eyes and turn away from table to give child privacy to make their 
choice). You can tell me when you are finished. (Give the child about 1 minute, then say:) Ok, you have 
10 seconds left to decide! (So that it doesn’t take too long). 

(Once child has finished choosing) 

Great job!! Here are your stickers. You get to take these stickers home.  

(Remember to count stickers later.) 
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3: Additional Tables and Figures 
 

Figure A1: Histogram of Participant Age Distributions 

 

 
Figure A2: Distribution of Child Age by Country 
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Figure A3: Distribution of Sharing by Age 
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Figure A4: Baseline Sharing by Country and Treatment 
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Figure A5: Baseline Sharing, by Age and Country 
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Figure A6: Sharing in Second Dictator Game, “Shared a Little” Treatment, by Country 
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Figure A7: Sharing in Second Dictator Game, “Shared a Lot” Treatment, by Country 
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Figure A8: Sharing By Age, Treatment and Country  

(“Shared a little” is blue and “Shared a lot” is red) 
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Table A1: Descriptive Sample Statistics 

 All Countries 
Age 7.68 

(0.06) 
% Female 51.48 
Children in Household 2.13 

(0.02) 
Mother: 0-8y education 5.68 

Mother: 9-12y education 19.09 

Mother: 13-16y education 19.97 

Mother: BS/BA 31.98 

Mother: Grad level 23.28 

Baseline Sharing 3.84 
(0.05) 

Number of children 2,331 

Notes: This table provides details on the sample. Standard errors of means are in parentheses. 
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Table A2: Information about Recruitment by Country 

Country City Population 
Estimate 

Primary 
Language 

Recruitment method Testing location 

USA Chicago 2,720,546 English Families recruited 
through a database 

University laboratory 
testing space 

Taiwan Taipei  2,691,000 Mandarin 
Chinese 

Families called 
directly from the 
laboratory 

University laboratory 
testing space 

Mexico  Mexico City 20,137,152 Spanish Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Colombia Bogota  
Villavicencio 

10,352,000 
506,000 

Spanish Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Argentina Buenos Aires 2,891,000 
 

Spanish Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Canada Toronto 5,000,000 English Families recruited 
through a database 

University laboratory 
testing space 

South Africa Cape Town 3,774,000 Afrikaans 
& English 

Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Chile Santiago 7,000,000 Spanish Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Norway Bergen 278,556 Norwegian Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Cuba Havana 2,106,146 Spanish Families at primary 
schools contacted for 
recruitment at the 
laboratory 

University laboratory 
testing space 

China Guangzhou 12,000,000 Mandarin 
Chinese 

Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly 

Testing room within 
primary schools 

Turkey Istanbul 
Izmir 

14,804,116 
2,500,603 

Turkish Families at primary 
schools contacted 
directly and social 
media recruitment 

Testing room within 
primary schools 
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Table A3: Summary Statistics by Treatment 

 Shared a Little Shared a Lot Total p-value 
Age 7.54 

(0.08) 
7.83 

(0.08) 
7.68 

(0.06) 
0.01 

Female 0.50 0.53 0.51 0.10 
Children in Household 2.14 

(0.03) 
2.11 

(0.03) 
2.13 

(0.02) 
0.49 

Mother: 0-8 years education 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.39 
Mother: 9-12 years education 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.13 
Mother: 13-16 years 
education 

0.19 0.21 0.20 0.25 

Mother: Bachelor’s degree 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.97 
Mother: Graduate level 
degree 

0.22 0.24 0.23 0.45 

Baseline Sharing 3.83 
(0.07) 

3.87 
(0.07) 

3.85 
(0.05) 

0.70 

Number of children 1,169 1,162 2,331  
Note: This table reports summary statistics, by treatment. Standard errors are reported for means but not for 
frequencies.  
 

Table A4: Formal Test of Anchoring 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Shared 1 Shared 6 Shared 1 Shared 6 Shared Equal 
      
Share Treatment -0.03*** 0.03** -0.01 0.01 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 
Baseline sharing -0.01*** 0.01***    
 (0.00) (0.00)    
Age 0.00 0.01*** -0.00** 0.01*** 0.02*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Dictator shared equal     0.24*** 
     (0.02) 
Country Dummy Vars YES YES YES YES YES 
Constant 0.13*** -0.02 0.05*** -0.01 0.06* 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) 
      
Observations 2,331 2,331 2,331 2,331 2,331 
R-squared 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.09 

Notes: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. The outcome variables are 
shared 1 or not (Cols 1 and 3), shared 6 or not (Cols 2 and 4) or shared an equal amount in the second dicatator 
game. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A5: Interactions with Treatment 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing 
       

Share Treatment 0.20 0.26** 0.51 0.57*** 0.51*** 0.47*** 
 (0.25) (0.12) (0.37) (0.22) (0.16) (0.11) 
Baseline sharing 0.60*** 0.61*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.62***  
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)  
Age 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.16*** 0.21*** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Female -0.01 -0.16 -0.05 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 
 (0.08) (0.12) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) 
Mother: 9-12 years education   0.33    
   (0.29)    
Mother: 13-16 years education   0.17    
   (0.29)    
Mother: Bachelor's Degree   0.09    
   (0.28)    
Mother: Graduate level degree   0.09    
   (0.30)    
Mother 9-12yr * Treat   -0.45    
   (0.42)    
Mother 13-16yr * Treat   -0.04    
   (0.42)    
Mother BS/BA * Treat   -0.18    
   (0.40)    
Mother Grad * Treat   0.19    
   (0.41)    
Age*Treatment 0.03      
 (0.03)      
Female*Treatment  0.30*     
  (0.17)     
Children in Hh.    -0.02   
    (0.07)   
HH Size*Treatment    -0.07   
    (0.10)   
Initial Share*Treatment     -0.02  
     (0.04)  
0,1,2 Sharer      -2.36*** 
      (0.15) 
8,9,10 Sharer      2.83*** 
      (0.26) 
0,1,2 Sharer * Treat      -0.09 
      (0.20) 
8,9,10 Sharer * Treat      -0.83** 
      (0.38) 
Constant 1.00*** 0.95*** 0.74** 0.85*** 0.84*** 3.38*** 
 (0.21) (0.18) (0.30) (0.23) (0.19) (0.19) 
       

Observations 2,331 2,331 2,148 2,184 2,331 2,331 
R-squared 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.38 

Notes: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. The outcome variables are 
shared 1 or not (Cols 1 and 3), shared 6 or not (Cols 2 and 4) or shared an equal amount in the second dicatator 
game. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A6: Regression with Zero-Sharers Excluded 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing 
      
Share Treatment 0.46*** 0.42*** 0.42*** 0.42*** 0.56*** 
 (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.16) 
Baseline sharing 0.67*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.60*** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.16*** 0.18*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 
  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Female  -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 
  (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) 
Children in Household   -0.04   
   (0.05)   
Mother: 9-12 years education   0.19   
   (0.22)   
Mother: 13-16 years education   0.24   
   (0.23)   
Mother: Bachelor's Degree   0.09   
   (0.22)   
Mother: Graduate level degree   0.30   
   (0.23)   
Hofstede Score    0.01** 0.01** 
    (0.00) (0.00) 
Hofstede x Treat     -0.00 
     (0.00) 
Constant 1.65*** 0.60*** 0.39 0.22 0.15 
 (0.20) (0.23) (0.34) (0.22) (0.23) 
Country Dummy Variables YES YES NO NO NO 
Observations 2,331 2,331 2,119 2,331 2,331 
R-squared 0.40 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 

 
Notes: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. The omitted category for 
education is “Less than 9 years”. Standard errors in parentheses. Specifications (1)-(3) include country controls; 
specifications (4)-(5) do not. 
 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A7: Regressions by Child Age 

 (1) (2) (3) 
 Sharing 

Age 6- 
Sharing 

Age 6-10 
Sharing 
Age 10+ 

    
Share Treatment 0.31 0.43*** 0.39*** 
 (0.19) (0.11) (0.14) 
Baseline sharing 0.55*** 0.59*** 0.60*** 
 (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) 
Age 0.01 0.31*** 0.24*** 
 (0.11) (0.05) (0.08) 
Female 0.18 -0.04 -0.26* 
 (0.19) (0.11) (0.14) 
Country Dummy Vars YES YES YES 
Constant 0.81 -0.66 -1.46 
 (0.69) (0.47) (1.02) 
    
Observations 710 1,009 612 
R-squared 0.34 0.42 0.40 

 
Notes: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. Standard errors 
in parentheses. All specifications include country controls. 
 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A8: Summary Statistics by Country 

 Argentina Canada Chile China Colombia Cuba 
Age 7.34 

(0.22) 
6.52 

(0.13) 
8.71 

(0.18) 
6.71 

(0.21) 
8.24 

(0.19) 
7.84 

(0.19) 
Female 0.56 0.52 0.59 0.49 0.46 0.62 
Children in Household 2.11 

(0.07) 
2.03 

(0.04) 
2.25 

(0.09) 
1.44 

(0.05) 
1.94 

(0.07) 
1.94 

(0.06) 

Mother: 0-8y education 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.16 0.03 0.00 

Mother: 9-12y education 0.14 0.03 0.25 0.24 0.04 0.00 

Mother: 13-16y education 0.26 0.10 0.35 0.06 0.16 0.04 

Mother: BS/BA 0.30 0.45 0.11 0.50 0.55 0.52 

Mother: Grad level 0.28 0.42 0.22 0.05 0.23 0.44 

Baseline Sharing 3.33 
(0.19) 

3.79 
(0.14) 

4.40 
(0.13) 

4.34 
(0.18) 

3.26 
(0.16) 

4.53 
(0.14) 

Number of children 172 282 161 163 189 215 

 

 Mexico Norway SA Taiwan Turkey US 
Age 7.32 

(0.19) 
8.26 

(0.25) 
7.92 

(0.20) 
7.84 

(0.26) 
8.18 

(0.16) 
7.91 

(0.21) 
Female 0.48 0.49 0.53 0.52 0.50 0.53 
Children in Household 2.08 

(0.05) 
2.42 

(0.07) 
2.67 

(0.08) 
1.95 

(0.05) 
1.96 

(0.04) 
2.51 

(0.08) 

Mother: 0-8y  education 0.03 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.23 0.01 

Mother: 9-12y education 0.17 0.12 0.66 0.13 0.35 0.08 

Mother: 13-16y education 0.50 0.01 0.24 0.29 0.15 0.20 

Mother: BS/BA 0.26 0.28 0.03 0.39 0.21 0.30 

Mother: Grad level 0.03 0.59 0.00 0.13 0.06 0.41 

Baseline Sharing 3.57 
(0.14) 

3.81 
(0.20) 

2.76 
(0.17) 

4.46 
(0.28) 

3.59 
(0.14) 

4.93 
(0.19) 

Number of children 225 123 219 116 278 188 

Notes: This table provides summary statistics by country. Standard errors of means in parentheses. 
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Table A9: Regression with Country Controls and Country x Treatment Interactions 
 

 (1) 
Sharing 

  
Point estimate 

 
Standard error 

Share Treatment -0.07*** (0.01) 
Baseline sharing 0.60*** (0.02) 
Age 0.17*** (0.03) 
Female -0.00 (0.08) 
Argentina -0.93*** (0.04) 
Canada -1.17*** (0.06) 
Chile -0.57*** (0.02) 
China -0.42*** (0.04) 
Colombia -1.00*** (0.04) 
Cuba -0.64*** (0.01) 
Mexico -0.52*** (0.04) 
Norway -0.64*** (0.02) 
South Africa -0.43*** (0.04) 
Taiwan -0.29*** (0.01) 
Turkey -0.58*** (0.04) 
Argentina x Treatment 0.43*** (0.01) 
Canada x Treatment 0.67*** (0.01) 
Chile x Treatment 0.69*** (0.02) 
China x Treatment 1.28*** (0.01) 
Colombia x Treatment 1.11*** (0.04) 
Cuba x Treatment 0.75*** (0.01) 
Mexico x Treatment 0.21*** (0.01) 
Norway x Treatment 0.93*** (0.02) 
SA x Treatment 0.68*** (0.02) 
Taiwan x Treatment 0.09*** (0.02) 
Turkey x Treatment -0.50*** (0.06) 
Constant 0.97*** (0.30) 
   
Observations 2,331  
R-squared 0.43  

 
Notes: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. Standard errors 
in parentheses. All specifications include country controls. The US is the omitted country. 
 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A10: Replication of Table 1 Excluding Age-Imbalanced Countries (Colombia and Turkey) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing Sharing 
      
Share Treatment 0.51*** 0.50*** 0.53*** 0.50*** 0.64*** 
 (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.19) 
Baseline sharing 0.67*** 0.61*** 0.61*** 0.62*** 0.62*** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Age  0.15*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 
  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Female  -0.04 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 
  (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Children in Hh.   -0.07   
   (0.06)   
Mother: 9-12 years education   0.07   
   (0.31)   
Mother: 13-16 years education   0.10   
   (0.31)   
Mother: Bachelor's Degree   0.10   
   (0.31)   
Mother: Graduate level degree   0.28   
   (0.32)   
      
Hofstede Score    -0.00 -0.00 
    (0.00) (0.00) 
Hofstede x Treat     -0.00 
     (0.00) 
Constant 1.64*** 0.67*** 0.52 0.56*** 0.48** 
 (0.21) (0.25) (0.41) (0.18) (0.20) 
      
Country Dummy Variables YES YES YES NO NO 
      
Observations 1,864 1,864 1,697 1,864 1,864 
R-squared 0.40 0.42 0.42 0.41 0.41 

Note: This replicates Table 1 in the paper excluding Colombia and Turkey, since they were imbalanced This is an 
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression on sharing in the second dictator game. The omitted category for 
education is “Less than 9 years”. Standard errors in parentheses. Specifications (1)-(3) include country controls; 
specifications (4)-(5) do not.   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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