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ABSTRACT

In this study, we played a household allocation game to explore the impact of economic entitlements on intra-household altruistic choices among spouses. Extra-lab experiment was used and subjects were studied under two different treatments (effort and non-effort). Subjects were to choose between “private consumption bundle” and “joint consumption bundle” under both the treatments. Our results show that women are more altruistic as most of them preferred “joint consumption bundle” over the “private consumption bundle” in both the treatments. Men, on the other hand, preferred consumption of private good specially under the “effort treatment”. These results can help policy makers to device policies targeted towards women to increase overall welfare.
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1. Introduction
A significant amount of empirical work has been directed towards assessing the impact of decision making at household level on the welfare of household members. Households have long been regarded as the principal decision making unit and thus are regarded as the center for generating economic activity (Samuelson, 1956; Becker, 1965, 1981; Sen, 1990; Kusago & Barham, 2001; and Lundberg & Pollak, 2003). However, this decision making within the household is largely determined by the respective bargaining powers of its members which results in variations in resource allocation decision making including among spouses in their daily lives (Fafchamps and Quisimbing, 1999; Duflo & Udry, 2004; Mani, 2011; Prabhu, 2010 and Munro et al, 2014).

The literature largely suggests that women tend to show more altruistic behavior in household resource allocation decisions. Therefore, overall welfare of the household increases when woman is the decision maker because she promotes allocation of resources towards goods that are consumed by the family as a whole rather than herself or any one individual (Imai et al, 2014; Datt & Jollife, 2005; Quisumbing, 1996 and Udry et al, 1995). This stream of research unequivocally suggests that women being the leading decision maker in household resource allocation decisions can increases household wellbeing (Kabeer, 1999). Quisumbing and Maluccio (2000) further endorse this view by bringing forth the fact that children’s health and education improved (in Bangladesh, Indonesia, Ethiopia and South Africa) significantly due to a larger portion of budget being allocated towards child wellbeing when mothers held control of the assets within the household. Furthermore, a tradeoff is observed between mother’s education and poverty level of a household in Egypt and Mozambique (Datt & Jaliffe, 1999; Datt, Simler & Mukherjee, 2000 and Cross, 1999). Additionally, evidence from sub-Saharan Africa shows that giving women a key role by providing them access to labor, education and fertilizers leads to a significant increase in the agricultural yield (Udry et al, 1995 & Quisumbing, 1996).

More recently, implementation of Kabeer’s (1999) study results which showed that overall welfare of the household through giving women with a greater decision making power led India to start implementing welfare policies that unequivocally endow women with strong bargaining powers and hence stronger decision making roles (Vyawaharw, 2012 and De Brauw et al 2014). 
Despite, undisputable altruistic behavior of women, the literature is deficient in investigating the procedure (procedural dependency) that leads to such behavior. One explanation could be the outcome orientated approach of economics. Critics of the outcome oriented approach endorse that economists in their models of decision making should incorporate, in addition to outcomes, the procedures that ultimately lead to those outcomes (Frey, Benz and Stutzer, 2004). The procedure or pathway (procedural utility) behind a decision can be impacted by different formal and informal institutions (market, government, family, bargaining power, values) of the society and also, by different formal and informal interactions among the members of the society (Benz, 2007). Therefore, the concept of “procedural utility” emphasizes the relative study of procedures and institutions to analyze their impact on personal behavioral choices. A change in procedures and institutions can bring about a change in behavioral choices which can be attributed to “procedural utility” that influences individual welfare, which is beyond just outcomes. The role of “procedural utility” has also been endorsed in the consumption decisions (Kahneman, Knetsch & Thaler, 1986).
In addition to the above, recent experiment based studies suggest that willingness to share and the concept of fairness are also often dependent on procedures. The tendency to consume more of private-consumption goods increases when an individual earns the economic resources or when it is randomly given (Hoffman & Spitzer, 1985; Rutstrom & Williams, 2000; Jakiela, 2015 and Dasgupta, 2011). So far, we have established that procedures or pathways influence utility which ultimately influence decisions. In the same vain, procedural altruism refers to the altruistic choices that are influenced by procedures. Within a household, spouses can have different bargaining powers and different roles which are shaped by formal and informal institutions and sanctions of the society. Therefore, the question that “are altruistic choices of spouses dependent on procedures or not?” arises. More specifically procedures refer to processes of earning the means or the resources.

Repeated and various interaction in different situations and close proximity of the spouses (decision-makers) make assessing decision making in a household complex (Lundberg & Pollak, 2003 and Basu, 2006). Methodologically, different researchers have come up with many different tools to collect reliable information on intra-household decision making (Duck, 1991; Dasgupta & Mani, 2013; Almeida & Kessler, 1998; Larson & Almeida, 1999 and Bolger, Davis & Rafaeli, 2003). In recent time, among these tools, experimental investigation methods of appraising intra household decision making process have become more prominent (Mani, 2011). Moreover, experimental methods are also free of possible biases which can arise in survey based data collection methods. This is because experimental investigation methods are conducted in controlled setting (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2011).

Experimental investigation methods so far have been implemented to gauge mainly the efficiency of decision making within a household. For instance, Munro & Bateman (2005) found couples to be more risk averse when decision making was done jointly relative to when decision making was done individually. Further they find that gender was not regarded as a direct cause of power in joint decision making, wife’s economic dependence on her husband greatly reduced her decisiveness in joint decision making. Spouses do not attempt to maximize their surplus from cooperating with each other. Nevertheless, when wives were in charge a larger surplus was produced (Iversen et al, 2006).
Decision making within a household is not a harmonious process due to varying interests of the spouses however couple do tend to pool economic resources when a joint decision is to be taken (Munro, Bateman & McNally, 2008). Additionally, communication between husband and wife, and covert activities of savings and consumption decisions increase household savings more than individual saving decisions (Ashraf, 2009). 

A study conducted among rural and urban couples in Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Nadu looked at the impacts of female independence on efficient decision-making. The study highlights the existence of inefficiencies in decision making that creep in because spouses have a tendency to hide assets from each other. Therefore, researchers conclude that despite the inefficiencies a tradeoff among gender independence and efficient decision-making exists where Northern India which is a gender repressive area emerged relatively better in terms of efficiency (Munro et al, 2014). Mani (2011) applied investment game to investigate household efficiency. She exogenously varied information to spouses and found that economic efficiency is not impacted by participant’s access to information. She found members of the household holding individual control over household income higher than economic efficiency. Moreover, husband’s resorted to undercutting their own remuneration, when their wife’s remuneration was exogenously increased, to reduce their remuneration. Carlsson et al (2012) looked at the relative spousal influences on collective decision making regarding temporal choices. Husbands were found to be dominating such decision making.

However, results from relatively richer households and older wives were different. These wives had a relatively stronger role in the decision-making process regarding temporal choices (Carlsson et al, 2012). Robinson (2012) in his randomized experiment looked at risk-sharing within the household. He finds that women sent larger amounts to their spouses during adversities.
1.1 Problem statement

Pakistan’s society is a patriarchal society where men have a dominant role to play in the cultural, social and economic spheres. The global gender gap report (2018) ranks Pakistan 148th (score in the global index is 0.550) out of 149 countries. It is ranked 146th in the economic participation and opportunity, 139th in the educational attainment, 154th in health and survival and 97th in political empowerment sub-index. These statistics paint a very grim picture of the status of women. In Pakistan men are the breadwinners of the household and thereby possess the power of making all the decisions. Women, on the other hand, have a secondary role and thus hold restricted decision making powers. Ironically, the empirical evidence shows that women are largely more altruistic and therefore, take decisions which increase overall household wellbeing. Whereas men derive their satisfaction more from privately consuming goods rather than consuming goods jointly. Men provide for the family but anything over and above they prefer to be spent on themselves.
Furthermore, the procedure of earning money makes men less altruistic because their sense of entitlement towards income is stronger compared to women since they are the main breadwinners of the household. Therefore, to increase overall welfare of the household more decision-making powers should be redirected towards women. However, their efficiency could be affected by the way entitlements are earned.
1.2 Research question

Does a change in the way economic entitlement is earned affect intra-household altruistic choices of the spouses?

1.3 Research objective
The research objective of this thesis is to assess the impact of entitlements on altruistic behavior within a household.

2. Literature Review
The evidence largely derived from experiments suggests that there exists a dearth of literature with hypothesis prediction of outcomes in situations where individual choices directly affect others. This in turn, gave rise to bargaining settings and models based on game theory to investigate pro-social behavior. In addition to this, it has led to the exploration of unconventional motivations that impact behavioral outcomes for instance, trust, reciprocity, fairness, cooperation and altruism (Andreoni, 1988; Forsythe et al., 1994; Camerer and Thaler, 1995; Fehr and Schmidt, 1999; Bolton and Ockenfels, 2000; Andreoni and Miller, 2002; Fehr and Gächter, 2000, 2002; Charness and Rabin, 2002; Fischbacher and Gächter, 2010).

Economics, in particular, defines altruism as a deed by an individual that increases welfare of others at the expense of that individual’s personal welfare. (Nagel, 1970 and Andreoni and Miller, 2002). Andreoni et al. (2007) in his study takes this definition of altruism one step further and adds another dimension to it. They maintain that altruism not only encompasses the act of benefitting the other by forgoing one’s own interest but also by being affected by that act’s consequences for the other.

As highlighted earlier, recent empirical work is being done either in the field or in controlled settings. The game-theoretic strategy games used for this purpose are the ultimatum games (UG) and the dictator games (DG). Güth et al. in 1982 and Kahneman et al. in 1986 proposed the original UGs and DGs. Many versions of these games came to surface by 2000s. (Camerer, 2003; Andreoni et al., 2008). 

Game theorists suggest that people can maximize overall welfare if they take the rational choices, however, UGs help in explaining the motivators that lead people to behave as per the non-rational strategies. The UG in its original form is played among two individuals the “proposer” and the “responder”. A sum of money is given to the proposer and he has to divide it among the responder and himself. In this game, a proposal is implemented when both the proposer and the responder agree on the divided proportions and consequently the game is dismissed. However, if responder discards the offer then no proposal is executed and both the players receive nothing and the game is dismissed. The DG is derived from the UG and is its simpler version. (Mousazadeh & Izadkhah, 2015).

Eckel and Grossman (1998) conducted lab experiments in three universities of the United States to study the selfish behaviors of men and women. They suggest that varied results on this subject in the previous studies were owing to the differences in techniques and many different factors such as gender. They found that overall women, donated to their anonymous partners, twice the amount that their men counterparts donated. 

Another study by Dufwenberg and Muren (2006) looked at discrimination pertaining to social distance and gender. The researchers in their lab experiment found that more women than men gave zero-cash transfers to their established responders. Moreover, men on average received lesser amounts compared to women. Another finding of their study was that anonymity increased the amount transfers.
Andreoni and Vesterlund (2001) in their study looked at gender related variations in altruism. For this purpose, they conducted an experiment, in the University of Wisconsin and at Iowa State University, with a modified version of dictator game where the experimenters manipulated price and income levels. All the subjects were volunteers and economics students at intermediate or higher level. They found women to be more altruistic compared to men when the price levels were high and men to be more altruistic when price levels were low. Moreover, they found men to be more responsive to a change in the price levels. Also, they found that women intend to share everything evenly but men were either totally selfish or totally selfless.
A study conducted in the United States by Kamas, Preston and Baum (2008) implemented dictator game to investigate gender alterations in altruism, while making individual and joint decisions. Women give substantially more relative to men under the anonymous giving to charity treatment. Also, mixed-sex groups gave more than the male pairs under joint decision treatment. The results show that social information effect plays an important role as participants change their endowment toward their partners. Moreover, social image effects were present in mixed-gender groups where the social signal sent was substantially considered due to some gender based component. Both the effects impact both sexes similarly but their intensity varies. The study found that social image effect in mixed-gender groups create a synergy in terms of endowments where the joint endowment of the group was more than the sum of their individual endowments. This happened because mostly men (less altruistic) increased their endowments by a larger proportion compared to the proportions of most women (more altruistic). Hence, the study concludes that increasing women’s role in male decision-making spheres can lead to behaviors that are more altruistic (Kamas, Preston & Baum, 2008).
Schulze et al (2002) in U.S. looked at the reasons for family firms to offer performance based pay as an incentive to their employed members. The data for this study was gathered from 833 different family firms and it shows that altruism, as measured by parent’s wealth transfer intentions, lessens the impacts of pay incentives.

Barr et al. (2015) conducted a series of experiments in South Africa and U.K to find out whether propensities to accept entitlements earned through effort are linked with economic status of an individual within a society or not. The researchers used game-theoretic models and employed four-person dictator game. Each participant played the game in one of the two treatments. In one treatment money was earned through effort and in the other it was randomly assigned. They found that relatively richer individuals had a stronger propensity to allocate money to others as per their initial givings when those (givings) were earned through effort. This, however, was not applicable to relatively poor individuals.

Kazianga & Wahhaj (2017) looked at the relationship between family ties and resource allocation within a household. They found that only nuclear family households (which have strong family ties) and not the extended family households (which have weak family ties), within the same socio-economic and geographic settings, were able to reach near Pareto efficient productive resource allocation and achieve Pareto efficient consumption allocation. They presented a theoretical model and maintain that altruism between members of the family fluctuate with family ties.
Basu (2006) maintains that an effort has started to emerge under which the collective model will replace the standard household model as the understanding that it’s not the income but the earner, that directs a household’s decisions has developed. The collective model recognizes the impact of power balance among spouses upon household’s decisions. Basu claims that this power balance among spouses is in turn dependent on the decision made. Moreover, he claims that female labor supply is characterized by multiple equilibria and that an upsurge in the wife’s decision making authority can increase and decrease child labor. 
Islam, Abbinak and Nguyen (2018) conducted an experiment to study the biases pertaining to gender in decision making within a rural Bangladesh household. The experiment involved participants in a game in which a chancy deal was offered to one of the spouses and they had to either take the decision or divert it to their spouse. The results showed that more women than men transferred the decision making to their husbands. The researchers suggest that such a behavior by women is due to the long prevailing differences in the power and perceived money earning capabilities of women within the household. This in turn implies that giving credit to women will not visibly change women’s control over household resources.
Eckel & Grossman (1996) used double-anonymous dictator game to find the magnitude of altruism induced behavior at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. They found that donations significantly increase when there is a general agreement about the deservingness of the receiver of the donation. The study concludes that the participants rationally consider fairness while making decisions.

Dasgupta and Mani (2015) implemented extra-lab experiment technique to assess the level of altruism among spouses within the households in India. They used a modified version of the dictator game and varied the sense of entitlements among the subjects to assess altruism when the sense of entitlement is strong versus when the sense of entitlement is weak. Women were found to be more altruistic irrespective of the sense of entitlement. On the other hand, men were less altruistic generally compared to women but showed more altruism when sense of entitlement was weak compared to when it was strong.
Kebedea et al (2013) used voluntary contribution mechanism (VCM) to test the assumption of efficiency within the household. They studied the behavior of Ethiopian 1200 married couples by changing information, initial endowment to spouses and rules of final allocation in different treatments. The results rejected the assumption of efficiency and showed that relevance of information is dependent on the context. The study suggests that the achievement of equilibrium under a game theoretic framework is implausible due to the presence of systemic errors where wives underestimate their husband’s contribution and husbands overestimate their wife’s contribution (expected and actual behavior). Statistical tests show that it is not efficiency but other deliberations that are likely to be significant. The researchers found that a majority of empirical studies raise questions on the Pareto efficient household models.
Bezu and Holden (2015) used dictator game experiments to investigate generosity and sharing with in families and among anonymous villagers of Ethiopia. Their finding, contrary to the existing literature on dictator games, show generosity to be very low among anonymous village individuals. The mean allocation to fellow anonymous villagers/partners, in their experiment, was only 6% of the initial endowments of the dictators in the sample. Moreover, under pairing with anonymous villager/partner treatment 73% of the dictators in the sample kept all of the endowment for themselves. On the other hand, high level of sharing was seen among husbands and wives. The study also looked at differences pertaining to gender and did not find women to be more generous towards both, the anonymous villagers/partners and their families. There was strong evidence showing that men relative to women are more willing to share their endowments with their wives. Moreover, there was evidence, although weak, that women compared to men allocated less to anonymous villagers/partners.

Gnagey, Grijalva and Rong (2018) in a laboratory experiment used dictator game to study giving patterns among married couples and stranger students in suburban areas of the United States. In line with earlier empirical evidence and common knowledge, the study found givings among married couples to be higher than those among stranger students. There is evidence that giving is directly related to resource management within the household. The researchers maintain that transferred amounts are largely explained by the financial roles especially of the husbands within the household and all other preferences only partly explains this behavior.
From the above literature, we can safely identify three different areas of experimental research that emerged with time. The first one spanned from 1986 to 2000s and was based on experiments that looked at gender differences only. The subjects in these experiments were independent and men and women had no formal or informal connection. From 2000s onwards experiments were done on procedures of earning entitlements. In these experiments men and women were independent but they were randomly paired and they knew about it. The last area of experimental research is very small and highly contextualized. It is based on household choices. In this area variations of the UGs and DGs started to emerge in the form of public goods game, household allocation game etc. In this study, we will look at household choices by varying gender and procedures of earning the entitlement. 
2.1 Research gap

The above literature provides mixed evidence mainly due to the highly-contextualized nature of the subject matter. This variance, largely pertains to differences in the societies which have different family setups, gender roles, culture and different definitions for social appropriateness. In patriarchal societies women are found to be more altruistic due to their socially prescribed gender role of caregiver and nurturer whereas men are at liberty to pursue their self-interests. Likewise, it is the opposite in matriarchal societies (parts of Ethiopia). 
Dasgupta and Mani (2015) studied altruism in South Delhi India and found women to be more altruistic relative to men but, to the best of our knowledge there is hardly any experimental research in this domain in Pakistan’s context. Therefore, our study draws on this study due to the many similarities in the social fabric of both the societies. We have looked at the altruistic behavior of spouses of the lower middle class of Lahore Pakistan. In addition to this, we have also looked at the impact of gender and procedures through which the money is earned on altruistic choices of spouses within a household.

2.2 Motivation and contribution

Our study contributes towards the empirical literature on decision making within the household in the context of Pakistan on which very few if any study exists. This study specifically extract the impact of different procedure on husband’s and wife’s altruistic choices. The research defines altruism as it was defined by Nagel (1970). Altruism in this study would mean “not abject self-sacrifice, but merely a willingness to act in the consideration of the interests of other persons, without the need of ulterior motives” (Nagel, 1970). Similarly, altruistic choices in this study are taken as defined by Andreoni, Harbaugh and Vesterlund (2008). Altruistic choices refer to “a consumption choice that indicates consequences/considerations for others in the household and affects one’s own choice (although, it might or might not imply sacrifice on one’s own part); although ulterior motives might exist alongside altruistic choices, they are not the only motives for the behavior” (Dasgupta & Mani, 2015). This study gives an insight in to the factors that impact household welfare and provide future policy implications as to who should be the target of the household welfare elevation policies.
2.3 Research hypothesis

Drawing on the existing literature the study aims to test procedural altruism among spouses in decision-making within the household under two different conditions. We attempted to ascertain whether wives are more altruistic or husbands in their decisions in both the conditions, when income is earned through effort and when it is effortless. Novel allocation game, which is a variation of the dictator games, is employed to study if altruism in households is procedure dependent or not. In our experiment the subjects are randomly assigned to either of the two treatments (treatments are discussed in detail under section 3.2.1 on page 25). We predicted that wives would be more altruistic compared to husbands in both the conditions.

H1: Consumption choices are alike in both the treatments.

H2: Consumption choices by both the genders are alike in the “effort     treatment”.

H3: Consumption choices by both the genders are alike in the “non-effort treatment”.

H4: Consumption choices by males are alike in both the treatments.

H5: Consumption choices by females are alike in both the treatments.
3. Methodology
3.1 Conceptual framework
Despite the fact that we are not unequivocally testing a theoretical model because the decision-making in any setting is a complex and dynamic process, it is still crucial to back our experiment with a theoretical framework. There are two different types of household bargaining models unitary or common preferences model and individual preferences model. Common preferences model, as the name suggests, takes the household as a single unit with all its members having a single utility function and a joint budget constraint. Where, this model is widely used in researches, it has its drawback of ignoring individual preferences. The model assumes that either all of the members of the household have same preferences thus, derive equal utility from an allocation decision or there is one individual (dictator) who makes all the allocation decisions (Samuelson, 1956). The model is highly disapproved for its unrealistic and unrepresentative approach.

The individual preferences model wades away the drawbacks of common preferences model by taking in to consideration the individual preferences of the members of the household and sanctioning for cooperation among members of the household (Alderman et al, 1995). It recognizes that members of the household may have different choices which can lead to many different outcomes. The model not only stresses the need for individual utility functions but also recognizes the role of bargaining powers of the members within a household.

Under the individual preferences model there are two approaches cooperative and non-cooperative. Married individuals act as an appropriate sample choice when testing whether welfare maximizing outcomes can be attained using the economic entitlement mechanism. Under the cooperative approach (common-preferences model) the welfare maximizing outcomes can be attained as individual preferences pertaining the allocation of economic entitlements would not be taken in to consideration. No matter who among the spouses takes the decision the outcome would be same. Inversely, under the non-cooperative approach a spouse may want to maximize his/her own individual welfare rather than the welfare of the household. If so happens, welfare would not be maximized.

Additionally, in this research, we followed the separate spheres bargaining model propagated by Lundberg and Pollak (1993). As per this model socially developed gender norms are crucial to implicitly set gender specific division of responsibility. Consequently, any friction (non-cooperative bargaining process) between husband and wife over the provision of resources fallbacks on these socially recognized, developed and sanctioned choices which are gender specific.
3.2 Experimental design

“Household Consumption Game” was used to assess intra-household consumption choices. It is a “novel allocation game” and falls under the dictator game category of the non-strategic set-up. Each participant who was set as a decision maker was given a choice to pick either the “private consumption bundle” or the “joint consumption bundle”. Food items (4 kgs of flour, 2 kgs of white sugar, 1 kg of rice and 1 liter of ghee) represented the “joint consumption bundle” and mobile phone top-up represented “private consumption bundle” (Browning et al, 1994; and Lundberg Pollak and Wales 1997).

3.2.1 Treatment
In the standard “non-effort treatment”, the participants received PKR 500 to buy any of the two bundles described earlier. Subjects were shown sample bundles before they made their choice.

To instill the subjects with a sense of entitlement, in the “effort treatment”, participants were asked to perform an easy task before making a choice regarding the bundles (Cox, Friedman and Gjerstad 2007). The task in the “effort treatment” was kept simple purposefully, because we were testing the lower-income strata, in our extra-lab experiment, who lack education (Dasgupta et al, 2015). Earlier extra lab-experiments by Barr et al, 2011 and Jakiela in 2011, also show that tasks analogous to our designed task are helpful in bringing about the treatment effects. The task in our “effort treatment” required the subjects to sort out beads of six different colors in six empty containers within three minutes. At the end of the task there should be six containers containing only pink, only red, only orange, only yellow, only brown and only blue beads, the subject who were successful in completing the task he/she were given the money and asked to choose from the bundles. However, those who failed to complete the task within the allocated time received only the show-up money of PKR 250.

3.2.2 Procedure
To carry out the study an experiment was conducted in Lahore Cambridge School (119-P, Main M.M. Alam Road, Gulberg II near mini market). The experiment was conducted with the parents of the students. Before conducting the experiment, a subset of our study population was studied to find out about their preferences and their staple food items (see Appendix 2).
Since we wanted to study altruism with in the household, therefore, in our experiment we studied the behavior of married couples only. To conduct the experiment, we took the services of volunteer research assistants and numerators. For punctuality, each participant couple of the experiment was given PKR 500 (PKR 250 to each spouse) as an incentive to show up on time. Participants were informed beforehand that they will receive additional payment, however, its nature was not disclosed at the recruitment time.

The experiment was conducted inside the school. Participants were gathered in a large room at a pre-decided time. Research associates were asked to monitor the participants in that room to ensure that they do not talk among themselves. From each couple the participant acting as a decision maker was randomly picked. The spouses were then separated and guided to two other rooms in the school. Spouse who participated in the experiment made a private decision and afterwards completed a demographic and socio-economic survey pertaining to their household (see Appendix 3). He/She was then given the show-up fee and the payoff from the experiment. After the experiment and completion of the survey the spouses were reunited and escorted out of the school to ensure that they do not communicate with other participants (see Appendix 1). Our sample was of 100 couples out of which 50 were under the “effort treatment” and rest of the 50 were under the “non-effort treatment”. Gender representation was systematically balanced in both the treatments.
4. Socio-economic characteristics of spouses surveyed
4.1 Description 
The sample size for this experiment was 100 married individuals of which 50 were male and 50 were female. The sample mainly includes residents of Makkah and Madina colony, a locality where lower and lower-middle class reside. Table 1 below summarizes the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the respondents. Mean age in our sample is 38 years with females being slightly younger with average age of 36 years compared to males who have an average age of 41 years. Mean years of marriage and number of children are 15 years and 3, respectively. Mean completed years of schooling of our subjects is 7 years, that is most of our sample is under metric. Average monthly household income is PKR 28500. 
Table-1

Mean Socio-economic and Demographic Characteristics Bifurcated by Gender
	Variables
	Joint Result (1)
	Male Result
 (2)
	Female Result (3)

	JCB (% of subjects choosing JCB)
	56.00
	34
	78

	
	[0.49]
	[0.47]
	[0.41]

	Age (years)
	38.80
	41.14
	36.46

	
	[10.69]
	[10.07]
	[10.88]

	Completed years of schooling
	7.44
	7.94
	6.94

	
	[5.19]
	[4.65]
	[5.68]

	Years married
	15.44
	16.62
	14.26

	
	[10.26]
	[9.52]
	[10.92]

	Number of children
	3.01
	3.36
	2.66

	
	[1.56]
	[1.49]
	[1.55]

	Monthly household income (PKR)
	28480.00
	26040
	30920

	
	[28180.02]
	[11709.42]
	[38160]

	Savings (% of subjects reporting positive savings)
	41.00
	40
	42

	
	[0.49]
	[0.49]
	[0.49]

	Employed (% of subjects working)
	61.00
	88
	34

	
	[0.49]
	[0.32]
	[0.47]

	Conflict (% of subjects reporting conflict over decisions of budget allocation)
	65.00
	78
	52

	
	[0.47]
	[0.41]
	[0.5]

	Household size
	7.93
	8.26
	7.6

	
	[3.93]
	[3.76]
	[4.1]

	Household structure (% of subjects reporting joint-family structure)
	59.00
	56
	62

	
	[0.49]
	[0.5]
	[0.49]

	House ownership (% of subjects reporting house ownership)
	51.00
	48
	54

	
	[0.5]
	[0.5]
	[0.5]

	Sample size
	100.00
	50
	50


Note: Standard deviations are given in brackets 

Source: Survey by author
4.2 Subject decisions

Our results show that 53.33% of the subjects opted for the “joint consumption bundle” in the “non-effort treatment” and 58.18% of the subjects in our sample opted for “joint consumption bundle” under the “effort treatment” (refer to figure 1). 
Figure 1: Joint consumption bundle (JCB) by treatment
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Source: Survey by author
Furthermore, upon bifurcating our results by gender we found that 40% of the males in the “non-effort treatment” and 30% of males in the “effort treatment” preferred “joint consumption bundle” over the “private consumption bundle” (Refer to figure 2(a)).
Figure 2 (a): Joint consumption bundle (JCB) by treatment and gender
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Source: Survey by author

On the other hand, 64% of the females in the “non-effort treatment” and 92% of the females in the “effort treatment” went for “joint consumption bundle” (refer to figure 2(b)). 

Figure 2 (b): Joint consumption bundle (JCB) by treatment and gender
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Source: Survey by author

In addition to this from our socio-economic and demographic survey it was found that those who reported positive savings are on average slightly younger than those who do not have savings. They on average have fewer years of marriage, smaller household size and fewer children. Also, they have more years of mean schooling. Most of these people have nuclear family setup, they do not own their houses and also face greater conflict over budget allocation decisions (Refer to figure 3).

Figure 3: Socio-economic and demographic characteristics by savings
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Source: Survey by author
Subjects who reported no conflict over budget allocation decisions are on average younger than the subjects who do experience conflict over budget allocation. They have more completed years of schooling and fewer years of marriage, children and total household size (Refer to figure 4).

Figure 4: Socio-economic and demographic characteristics by conflict
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Source: Survey by author

Moreover, the survey sheds light on the fact that people living in a joint family setup are on average elder than people living in nuclear family setup in our sample. Also, they have fewer children but are more educated and have more years of marriage (Refer to figure 5). 
Figure 5: Socio-economic and demographic characteristics by household structure
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Source: Survey by author
Furthermore, the survey results show that those who do not own a house are on average three to three and a half years younger than those who do own a house. In addition to this, they are less educated, have fewer years of marriage and savings. Most of these have on average three to four children and have a nuclear family structure (Refer to figure 6). 

Figure 6: Socio-economic and demographic characteristics by house ownership
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Source: Survey by author

To test the significance of our results, we conducted two-tailed t-test. These show that subjects choices are identical in both the treatments (We fail to reject H1 at the 10% significance level with a p-value of 0.631). Males in the “effort treatment” are significantly less likely to pick the “joint consumption bundle” relative to females (H2 is rejected at the significance level of 1% with a p-value of 0.000). Choices in the “non-effort treatment” for “joint consumption bundle” are not significantly different (we fail to reject H3 with a p-value of 0.11 at the significance level of 1%). Choices by males are not different in the “effort and non-effort treatment” (we fail to reject H4 with a p-value of 0.47 at the significance level of 1%). Lastly, no significant difference is seen in the choice of females for “joint consumption bundle” in both the treatment (we fail to reject H5 with a p-value of 0.47 even at 10% significance level.)
5. Empirical Analysis
5.1 Estimation technique

For a relatively holistic view on subject choices, we conducted a socio-economic and demographic survey as part of our experiment. Since mean tests are deficient in disentangling differences pertaining to treatment itself, and gender specific differences from socio-economic and demographic characteristics of our subjects. Subject choices are to some extent dependent on these socio-economic and demographic characteristics, therefore, we analyzed these characteristics of the subjects who participated in the “effort treatment” and those who participated in the “non-effort treatment”. No statistically significant differences were found in other characteristics but household structure. We found that 22% more subjects have a joint family structure in the “effort treatment” (Refer to table 2). To isolate the impact of these factors from the impact of treatment we controlled for these variables in our regression.

Table-2

Mean Socio-Economic and Demographic Characteristics Bifurcated by Treatment Groups

	Variables


	Effort

(1)
	Non-Effort

(2)
	Difference

(3) = (1) - (2)

	% Males
	50
	50
	0

	
	[50]
	[50]
	[8.0]

	Age (in years)
	38.49
	39.177
	-0.685

	
	[11.219]
	[10.122]
	[2.159]

	Completed years of schooling
	7.527
	7.333
	0.193

	
	[5.593]
	[4.714]
	[1.048]

	Number of years married
	15.254
	15.666
	-0.412

	
	[10.832]
	[9.636]
	[2.072]

	Number of children
	2.963
	3.066
	-0.103

	
	[1.598]
	[1.528]
	[0.315]

	Monthly household income (PKR)
	27145.45
	30111.11
	-2965.657

	
	[25953.96]
	[30923.27]
	[5687.157]

	log Monthly household income (PKR)
	9.998
	10.088
	-0.09

	
	[0.669]
	[0.577]
	[0.126]

	Savings (% of subjects reporting positive savings)
	43.636
	37.777
	5.858

	
	[5.00]
	[49.031]
	[9.969]

	Conflict (% of subjects reporting conflict over decisions of budget allocation)
	63.636
	53.333
	10.3

	
	[48.547]
	[50.452]
	[9.932]

	Household size
	8.472
	7.266
	1.206

	
	[4.425]
	[3.150]
	[0.784]

	Household structure (% of subjects reporting joint-family structure)
	69.09
	46.666
	22.42**

	
	[46.63]
	[50.45]
	[9.726]

	House ownership (% of subjects reporting house ownership)
	54.545
	46.666
	7.87

	
	[50.25]
	[50.45]
	[10.119]

	Sample size
	50
	50
	0


Note: Standard deviations are given in brackets in column 1 & 2. Standard errors are given in brackets in column 3.

*Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant at the 5% level.

*** Significant at the 1% level.

Source: Survey by author
Multivariate probit regression model was used to assess the treatment and gender specific treatment differences in the choices of the participants. Following is the equation of the probit model:
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If the participant choses “joint-consumption bundle” the dependent variable ([image: image10.emf]Y,)









assumed the value of 1 and 0 otherwise. Treatment is taken as a binary variable and assumes the value of 1 if the participant is given the “effort treatment”, and 0 otherwise. Xs signify the vector of socio-economic and demographic characteristic namely, age (in years), completed years of schooling, number of years married, number of children, total household size, monthly household income (PKR), log monthly household income, savings (% reporting positive savings), employed (% working), conflict (% reporting conflict over budget allocation decisions), household structure (% of subjects reporting joint family structure) and house ownership (% of subjects reporting house ownership). If participant is a male it takes the value of 1 and 0 if participant is a female.

5.2 Analysis of results

To gauge whether subject choices are identical in both the treatments or not, we drop the interaction term ([image: image12.emf]








 from our probit model and look at [image: image14.emf]








 which captures variances in respondent’s consumption choices amongst the treatments. Column 1, table 3 shows that [image: image16.emf]








 is a positive value which implies that choices are indeed identical in both the treatments, that is earning procedure do not impact altruistic choices. It is significant at the 10% significance level. Moreover, [image: image18.emf]








 comes out to be negative, hinting that men are generally less likely to choose the “joint consumption bundle”. It is significant at the 1% level of significance. Log monthly household income is significant at the 10% level of significance and shows that subjects with relatively higher monthly household income are less likely to choose the “joint consumption bundle”.
We are principally concerned in pinpointing treatment related differences in choices that are specific to gender.[image: image20.emf]








 measures the variance between differences in choices between the “effort and non-effort treatment” for males and the variance between differences in choices between the “effort and non-effort treatment” for females. The corresponding regression results are reported in column 2 of Table 3. The coefficient for the interaction term is -1.26 and it is statistically significant at the 10% significance level. It shows that males compared to females are 1.26 percentage points less likely to pick the “joint consumption bundle” under the “effort treatment”.

Additionally, we look at the impact of socio-economic characteristics on subject’s consumption choices. We find a direct significant, at the 1% level of significance, relationship between conflict and our dependent variable, which is “joint consumption bundle”. Subjects who have conflict over budget allocation decisions in their household tend to prefer “joint consumption bundle” over the “private consumption bundle”. Furthermore, we bifurcated gender differences within differences in choices of the subjects who did report conflict and found that males are less likely to go for the “joint consumption bundle” if they have conflict over budget in their households (refer to column 3, table 3).

Additionally, an indirect but significant, at the 1% level of significance, relationship is found between “joint consumption bundle” and household structure. Meaning there by, that subjects who have a joint family structure are less inclined towards choosing “joint consumption bundle”. Furthermore, an indirect relationship was realized between house ownership and “joint consumption bundle”. Subjects who own a house are more inclined towards “private consumption bundle”. This relationship is again significant at the 1% level of significance (refer to column 3, table 3).
Table-3

Determinants of Joint Consumption Bundle (pooled sample)

	Variables
	1
	2
	3

	Treatment
	0.5880579
	1.318859
	1.050525

	
	[0.074]*
	[0.015]**
	[0.087]*

	Male
	-2.101245
	-1.46678
	-0.57162

	
	[0.000]***
	[0.015]**
	[0.397]

	TM1 (treatment*male)
	-
	-1.263276
	-1.131585

	
	-
	[0.090]*
	[0.153]

	Age (in years)
	0.0464737
	0.0437593
	0.0525851

	
	[0.196]
	[0.212]
	[0.179]

	Completed years of schooling
	-0.0104882
	-0.0205663
	-0.0233343

	
	[0.734]
	[0.543]
	[0.560]

	Number of years married
	-0.0239836
	-0.0296734
	-0.05033379

	
	[0.514]
	[0.418]
	[0.224]

	Number of children
	-0.1991314
	-0.2274346
	-0.101341

	
	[0.198]
	[0.174]
	[0.551]

	Log Monthly household income (PKR)
	-0.44
	-0.4097012
	-0.3797415

	
	[0.054]*
	[0.092]*
	[0.167]

	Savings (% of subjects reporting positive savings)
	-0.122066
	-0.0895173
	0.1106933

	
	[0.735]
	[0.810]
	[0.803]

	Conflict (% of subjects reporting conflict over decisions of budget allocation)
	1.361678
	1.261807
	6.524311

	
	[0.000]***
	[0.001]***
	[0.000]***

	CM (conflict*male)
	-
	-
	-6.20457

	
	-
	-
	[0.000]***

	Household size
	0.0567932
	0.0824064
	0.0896313

	
	[0.346]
	[0.212]
	[0.170]

	Household structure (% of subjects reporting joint-family structure)
	-1.202166
	-1.229216
	-1.269843

	
	[0.006]***
	[0.009]***
	[0.010]***

	House ownership (% of subjects reporting house ownership)
	-1.114603
	-1.219027
	-1.358096

	
	[0.002]***
	[0.001]***
	[0.000]***

	Predicted probability
	0.0012
	0.0004
	0.0000

	Pseudo -R-square
	0.3736
	0.396
	0.4645

	Log pseudolikelihood
	-42.967401
	-41.431988
	-36.732063

	Sample size
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00


Note: Standard errors are given in brackets

*Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant at the 5% level.

*** Significant at the 1% level.
Source: Survey and experiment by author

6. Impact of Social Norms on Consumption Choices

Considering the dominant ideology that is a set of normative beliefs and values pertaining to an ideal man and an ideal woman prevailing in Pakistan we conducted a social norm elicitation survey to assess the possibility of consumption choices being impacted by social norms of the society. For this purpose, we collected additional data from 32 new subjects of which 16 were married males and 16 were married females. We further divided these groups in to treatments so that we have 8 married males and 8 married females for the elicitation of the “effort treatment” and 8 married males and 8 married females for the elicitation of the “non-effort treatment”. Only one spouse was selected for the survey from one household through a fishbowl draw. The subjects for this survey were from the population of our experiment.
Each respondent produced 8 responses. Men rated other men’s as well as women’s choices under the two different treatments for the two different bundles. Likewise, women also rated other women and men on their choice of bundle in both the treatments. The respondents rated the consumption choices as either “very appropriate”, “somewhat appropriate”, “somewhat inappropriate” or “very inappropriate”. This rating criteria was backed up by numbers as 1, 1/3, -1/3 and -1 (Krupa and Weber, 2003). Figures 7 and 8 below show the mean social appropriateness rankings for males and females.
Figure 7: Average social appropriateness rankings of experiment choices:

married males
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Source: Survey by author 
Figure 8: Average social appropriateness rankings of experiment choices: 

married females
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Source: Survey by author
The table below shows that under the “effort treatment” men strongly believe that the choice of “private consumption bundle” by men is very appropriate. The choice of “joint consumption bundle” to men is in between somewhat appropriate and somewhat inappropriate but more towards somewhat appropriate. For the women, on the other hand, men believe that it is somewhat appropriate to pick the “private consumption bundle” and very appropriate to pick the “joint consumption bundle” (refer to table 4 subsets 1 and 2).
Under the “non-effort treatment” men find the choice of “private consumption bundle” by men to be somewhat appropriate and the choice of “joint consumption bundle” by men to be less than somewhat appropriate. Conversely, for women, men believe that the choice of “private consumption bundle” is somewhat inappropriate and the choice of “joint consumption bundle” is very appropriate (refer to table 4 subsets 1 and 2).
Women under the “effort treatment” believe both the choice by women to be somewhat appropriate with more inclination towards “private consumption bundle”. For men, women believe the choice of “private consumption bundle” is very appropriate and the choice of “joint consumption bundle” is somewhat appropriate (refer to table 4 subsets 3 and 4).
In the “non-effort treatment” women find women’s choice of both the bundles to be somewhat appropriate. However, for men, women strongly believe the choice of “private consumption bundle” to be somewhat appropriate and the choice of “joint consumption bundle” to be somewhat appropriate (refer to table 4 subsets 3 and 4).
The results of the social norm survey lend substantial support for predefined gender roles in lower and lower middle class in Lahore (Pakistan). The survey results reveal that men tend to direct resources more towards private consumption when they have a strong sense of entitlement and women seem to have come to terms with it. Men, instead, think that women should spend more on joint consumption specially when they have no or weak entitlement to the resources.
Table-4
Mean Social Appropriateness Rankings of Experiment Choices Bifurcated by Bundles

	Treatment
	Private (1)
	Joint     (2)
	Difference  (3) = (1) - (2)

	Male
	
	
	

	Subset 1: Opinion of male spouses toward other male spouses

	Effort
	0.71
	0.04
	0.67***

	
	[0.48]
	[0.73]
	[0.22]

	Non-effort
	0.58
	0.21
	0.38**

	
	[0.48]
	[0.55]
	[0.18]

	Subset 2: Opinion of male spouses toward other female spouses

	Effort
	0.33
	0.67
	(0.33)*

	
	[0.64]
	[0.42]
	[0.19]

	Non-Effort
	-0.08
	0.88
	(0.96)***

	
	[0.48]
	[0.36]
	[0.15]

	Female
	
	
	

	Subset 3: Opinion of female spouses toward other male spouses
	
	
	

	Effort
	0.83
	0.33
	0.50***

	
	[0.38]
	[0.60]
	[0.18]

	Non-effort
	0.83
	0.21
	0.63***

	
	[0.38]
	[0.50]
	[0.16]

	Subset 4: Opinion of female spouses toward other female spouses
	
	
	

	Effort
	0.62
	0.37
	0.25*

	
	[0.42]
	[0.38]
	[0.14]

	Non-effort
	0.42
	0.54
	-0.13

	
	[0.54]
	[0.53]
	[0.19]


Note: Standard deviations are given in brackets in column 1 & 2. Standard errors are given in brackets in column 3.

*Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant at the 5% level.

*** Significant at the 1% level.
Source: Survey by author

6.1 External Validity of the Overall Results

The results of the survey highlight the social norms of Pakistan’s society and are in line with the results of our experiment. In addition to this, the results also lend support for Bruce (1988) cross-country survey in which they find that ideology of an ideal man and an ideal woman back the idea that men have the right to spend on private consumption good but women economic resources are for joint consumption. It implies that no matter what the earning procedures are, men are entitled to spend on themselves and this entitlement has been given to them by the society through the life long process of socialization. Similarly, women on the other hand, are socialized in to believing that the sole responsibility of caring and nurturing lies upon their shoulders so they need to think for everybody in a household. Moreover, women’s response towards men and other women’s choices and men’s response towards women and other men’s choices indicate that any deviance from the set standards of the society must face negative informal sanctions. This in turn, compel the individuals to behave in a certain way. All of this, collectively, lends support to the validity of our results meaning thereby that women’s will continue to be the more altruistic members of the household if not strata wide then at least in the lower and lower-middle income strata of Lahore, Pakistan. 
7. Conclusion
This study aims to investigate how procedures and processes of earning economic resources and entitlements affect the altruistic behaviors of spouses, and eventually leads to a difference in their consumption choices. To achieve this objective, we play a household allocation game with our subjects. Extra-lab experiment was used and subjects were studied under two different treatments namely, effort and non-effort. Subjects were to choose between “private consumption bundle” and “joint consumption bundle” in both the treatments. The “private consumption bundle” comprised of a mobile phone top-up of worth PKR 500 and the “joint consumption bundle” comprised of 2kgs of flour, 2kgs of sugar, 1kg rice and 1liter oil. The experiment was conducted in a local private school and a sample size of 100 was used for the experiment and socio-economic and demographic survey. The socio-economic and demographic survey reveals that subjects who do not own a house are relatively young and have fewer savings, years of marriage and years of schooling. Those who are living in a joint family setup have fewer children but more years of marriage and higher mean for years of schooling. Subjects who do not experience conflict over budget allocation decisions are on average younger than the subjects who do experience and have more completed years of schooling and fewer years of marriage, children and total household size. Subjects who reported positive savings are on average slightly younger than those who do not have savings. They on average have fewer years of marriage, smaller household size and fewer children. Also, they have more years of mean schooling. When these characteristics were run through the econometric model only conflict was found to have a direct relationship with the dependent variable, that is, “joint consumption bundle” and house ownership and household structure have an indirect relationship with the dependent variable.
To analyze the data multivariate probit regression model was used. Our results are in-line with the earlier works on economic entitlements which indicate that when feelings of entitlements are strong people develop more self-serving attitudes. However, gender wise evidence is revealing suggesting that female’s altruism is mostly indifferent to the way entitlements are earned. This finding naturally supports the argument of women being more compassionate and nurturing, thus increasing the welfare of a household (Eagly & Crowley, 1986 and Brickell & Chant, 2010).

In addition to this our results from the experiment also confirm Sen’s (1990) idea of cooperative conflict. As per this notion, more female spouses tend to prefer household interest over their own interest relative to male spouses. The experiment results illustrate that the presence of conflict over budget allocation decisions within a household greatly impact the way male spouses and female spouses operate. More males than females prefer “private consumption bundle” when there is a conflict in the household.

While, the primary aim of our study is to identifying the impact of earning procedures on consumption choices, our results stand contrary to the classic work of common preferences model which suggests that which spouse has control over budget decision or which spouse receives economic entitlement should not affect joint consumption in a household. As per common preferences model, transfer schemes based on gender may not bring about any change in the overall welfare. Conversely, Lundberg, Pollak and Wales (1997) looked at the impacts of the child benefit scheme of United Kingdom when child tax allowances were given to the fathers and when these allowances were given to the mothers. Their results were also opposing to the common preferences model. They found that children were better off when mothers owned and controlled the household income and took budget allocation decisions compared to when fathers held control over the income and budget decisions of the household. In our experiment as well, we changed the earner of the income and the procedures of earning that income and found females to be more altruistic.

For the social-norm elicitation survey a sample size of 32 was used from the same income strata and its results are endorsing our experiment findings which in turn, is adding towards its external validity. It shows that males prefer “private consumption bundle” when the sense of entitlement is strong and females agree and approve of this choice. Males, on the contrary, believe that when females have weak entitlement claims then their choice should be “joint consumption bundle” and females agree to this belief.
Therefore, considering the altruistic nature of females, our results largely support women’s empowerment within and outside the house to increase overall welfare. 

7.1 Policy implications
The results of the study have important implications for the academia, regulatory authorities and policy makers. This research adds to the existing literature on experimental studies on spouses within the household in Pakistan, which can then act as an important contribution to building the foundation of experimental studies in Pakistan. There is potential for academia to draw and build on this study to come up with findings from which more generalized results can be drawn by conducting the research on a larger scale. Moreover, further research in this line of direction will bring out aspects which are based on Pakistan’s context. This study can act as a contribution towards making policies in countries which have similar socio-economic characteristics. Women empowerment targeted policies can be devised to improve women’s status which in turn will help in improving the welfare of a household.
7.2 Limitations and future line of inquiry
while this study includes many control variables, future research can also include some other important variables such as number of male and female off-springs, share of the individual in the ancestral house, health or financial liability with the house to test the hypotheses presented in this study. Furthermore, the results of the study are not generalizable as only a few localities within the city were studied due to time and budget constraints. Also, the sample size was kept small for the same reasons. Future investigations can increase the scale of the study. Furthermore, this study was done in one point in time but to grasp a fuller understanding of within household dynamics of decision making longitudinal study can prove to be beneficial.
Appendices
Appendix 1: Instructions for the experiment

Welcome to today’s experiment.

You will draw a colored chip from a bowl. 

Non-Effort Treatment

If you have received a green chip please go to room 1 on the left. Here you will participate in the following tasks:

We will give you a store receipt worth PKR 500 which can be used to buy only the specified choices below. You have to choose from one of the two options below:

Option 1: Mobile phone top-up

Option 2: Food items (see packets displayed on the table)

Once you have made your choice, you will be asked some survey questions about your day-to-day life. You are free to say that you do not want to answer any particular question. At the end of the survey, you will be given PKR 500 and voucher based on your decision and escorted out of the room by one of the numerators. If you have any questions/clarifications you can raise your hand and we will answer your query privately.

Effort Treatment

If you have received a green chip please go to the room 2 on the left. Here you will participate in the following tasks:

There is one large bowl filled with beads of six different colors. There are six other empty containers. You need to separate out the beads into the six empty containers, with each containing beads of only one color. You will get three minutes to finish your task. If you complete the task successfully, we will give you a store receipt worth PKR 500 which can be used to buy only the specified choices below. You have to choose from one of the two options below:

Option 1: Mobile phone top-up
Option 2: Food items (see packets displayed on the table)

Once you have made your choice, you will be asked some survey questions about your day-to-day life. You are free to say that you do not want to answer any particular question. At the end of the survey, you will be given PKR 500 and the voucher based on your decision and escorted out of the room by one of the numerators. 

Note: if you cannot separate the chips in the three bowls within three minutes you will only receive PKR 500.

If you have any questions/clarifications you can raise your hand and we will answer your query privately.

Appendix 2: Desirability Survey Questions 

How many members are there in your family?

Question

How many members in your household have a job?

Question

What is mostly cooked in the household?

Question

How much flour do you consume as a family in a month?

Question

How much money do you spend on mobile credit recharge?

Question

How many mobile phones are there in your household?

Question

What would you prefer taking if it is offered to you for free clothes or mobile phone recharge?

Appendix 3: Theoretical Framework

In our thesis, we have assumed that spouses have VNM utility function, where husband is denoted by [image: image24.emf](h)









 and wife is denoted by [image: image26.emf](w)









. The utility function for husband and wife are [image: image28.emf]U, (ph,j)
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 represent private consumption good and [image: image36.emf]








 represents joint consumption good by both the spouses. Selection of joint consumption good is a great benefit from the institution of marriage due to the inherent interdependence of its members even though the spouses make their choice non-cooperatively. The Nash equilibrium in this case would be when the product of [image: image38.emf]ph,wh
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 is maximum that comes through cooperation. We assumed that social values and norms dictate consumption decisions of the spouses as per their gender and constitute cutoff points (deviance from social norms are negatively sanctioned). The function for cutoff point is given as follows [image: image42.emf]Ci(p,ih, iw, sn)
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 stand for husband and wife’s exogenous incomes, respectively, and [image: image50.emf]sn









 stands for social norms. Economic worth of [image: image52.emf]ph









 and [image: image54.emf]pw









 is same. The Nash household welfare function is defined as [image: image56.emf]HW = (U,C,)U,C,)









 it is the difference between the cutoff points and the individual utility function of husband and wife. The demand function for both the goods is expressed through maximizing [image: image58.emf]HW









 while remaining within the household budget constraint: [image: image60.emf]ph+pw +pj =ih+iw









. The demand functions for both the good take the following form    [image: image62.emf]pi = gpi (p,ih,iw, sn)
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. Incomes of husband and wife would be tested separately in this function because this impact both the cutoff points and feasibility set. When it is assumed that social values and norms prescribe gender roles to husband and wife under the non-cooperative equilibrium, the spouses individually (without consultation with the other spouse) decide whether to go for [image: image66.emf]








 or not. Therefore, gender roles which are socially prescribed will lead to different equilibrium allocation of entitlement within the family as it depends on who has control over the economic resources and what are the prevalent social norms (Munro et al, 2014). For this thesis, only one of the spouses was asked to make a choice between both the bundles. If [image: image68.emf]sn









 stereotypically impacts allocation of income on [image: image70.emf]
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Appendix 4: Social Norm Elicitation Survey
	Consider a situation where a married male received the money and spent it on 
	Very Inappropriate
	Somewhat Inappropriate
	Somewhat Appropriate
	Very Appropriate

	Mobile phone top-up
	
	
	
	

	2kgs of flour, 2kgs of sugar, 1 kg rice & 1 liter of oil
	
	
	
	


	Consider a situation where a married female received the money and spent it on 
	Very Inappropriate
	Somewhat Inappropriate
	Somewhat Appropriate
	Very Appropriate

	Mobile phone top-up
	
	
	
	

	2kgs of flour, 2kgs of sugar, 1kg rice & 1 liter of oil
	
	
	
	


Appendix 5: Ethical Considerations

The experiment was carried out at a local school in Lahore with the parents of the children studying at the school.

The school was responsible for contacting and informing the parents. We did not contact them directly.

The targeted sample was 100 couples from lower to lower middle income background.

They were informed a few days before the experiment that only infants would be allowed to stay with the mothers and older children should be left at home, it was a couples-only experiment. Some of them were unable to find a caretaker and had to bring the children along, we arranged for older children to be seated in a separate room with supervision for the duration of the experiment.

The experiment was done in approximately a 6 hours session in a day.

The experiment with each subject took approximately 15-20 minutes.

Subjects received Rs. 500 as a show-up fee and Rs. 500 as a pay-off from the experiment 

In the survey section, the subjects were clearly instructed that all responses are voluntary and they may choose not to answer any question they feel uncomfortable answering.

The participants were also clearly informed that all their responses would be kept strictly confidential. 

Although they were asked to write their name on the survey, it was kept optional. During data analysis, we only be used their token numbers.

All other information regarding the dynamics of the experiment were provided clearly and transparently to avoid any confusion.

If the data collected from this experiment is added to any public databank, we would remove the participants’ names and other identifying information.

Appendix 6: Consent Form
i. Consent Form to be filled out by all Participants

You have been invited to participate in a research study conducted by an MPhil student from the Lahore School of Economics.

The decision to participate in this study is entirely up to you.  You may refuse to take part in the study at any time without it affecting your relationship with the investigators of this study or the school administration. 

You have the right not to answer any single question, as well as to withdraw completely from the interview at any point during the process. You will not be penalized in any way should you decide not to participate or to withdraw from this study.

Contact information
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please contact:

Zenab Naseem

Office Manager

Center for Research in Economics and Business

Lahore School of Economics

Ph# 042-36561230
Consent

I have read this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. I give my consent to participate in this study.

Participant’s token number: _______________________________

Participant’s name: _______________________________

Participant’s signature: _______________________________  

Date: _________________

You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep.

i. Consent Form Translated in Urdu
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Appendix 7: Pictures from the Experiment

Picture 1: Banner of the survey displayed at the entrance of the school.
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Picture 2: Reception and fish bowl draw point of the experiment.
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Picture 3: Subject signing the consent form.
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Picture 4: Subject under the effort treatment.
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Picture 5: Subject under the non-effort treatment
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Picture 5: Filling of socio-economic & demographic survey  form
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Picture 6: Joint consumption bundle voucher generation point
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Picture 7: Private consumption bundle voucher generation point
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Picture 8: Check-out & and cash pay-off point
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Picture 9: School administration and numerators
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