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Introduction
Former studies (Mary Rigdon, et al, 2008) show that pro-social behavior in a dictator game increases when the potential contributors have the feeling that someone else is monitoring their donations. In this perspective the social distance between the potential contributor and the potential bystander is minimal. Social distance is a very dominant factor that has great influences in the decisions made in dictator games. This term is, in this situation, defined by the level of relatedness between two subjects, for example knowing each other or not.  The effect of social distance already occurs with minimal social cues like the ´watching eyes´. Watching eyes in this context consist out of two eyes or something representative of eyes that are, for example, printed on the decision sheet of the contributor who is participating in a dictator game. This will be discussed in detail later on. Another effect that stimulates ‘giving’ is eliciting guesses in charitable giving (Carlos Cueva, et al, 2011). When people are able to observe the behavior of others, they tend to copy or behave more like this behavior. So when the behavior of others is more social, people also behave more social. But when the information of others is missing, guessing also stimulates more social behavior. Letting people guess first would work out as a pretty good substitute of showing others social behavior and therefore leads to an increase of charitable giving. 
Social distance is thus a very important element in the giving behavior. People tend to give more when monitored and also give more when others also give more. It seems that people are very aware of their environment and also try to behave in line of the expectations that this environment has. These findings are very important when the concept of decision making is studied under the influence of self-image because they show that people always use their own behavior and the behavior of others as reference points. Self-image is a very important concept in this situation because the previous facts indicate that people are very aware of themselves and the attitude of their surroundings towards them. A short, self constructed, description of self-image: (a lot of different descriptions exist which made it best to make a own full description) 

Self-image is a concept or mental image that an individual has of him/herself. Self-image is a visual perception of an individual of him/herself, but also in relatedness with his/her of environment. This contains not only the details that are available to create a visible image of an individual (weight, height, hair color etc.) but also factors like how a person sees his/her development over time, personal experiences and the judgments of others. It is a developed picture that has been built up over time. Self-image is a total picture of how a person sees him/herself, how others see him/her and how the individual perceives the view of others.

Looking back at the dictator game, we could argue the self-image is the most important factor in the social behavior due to social cues. This paper contains the results and interpretations of a dictator game experiment with priming by social cues. A dictator game is an experimental game used often by economics to research whether people act self-interested or not. Priming is in this situation the intentional influence on the behavior which participants are unaware of. On the decision sheet of the dictator game, either ´watching eyes´ or neutral pictures with the same colors were exposed. Also the participants have been measured after the experiment to be qualified as having a higher (more positive) or lower (more negative) self-image. A logical outcome that is expected is that there is a difference between the impact of weak social cues like watching eyes on people with a higer self-image and people with a lower self-image. 

It will be assumed that people with a higher self-image are intuitive less sensitive to the effects of others. This could be because a higher self-image would imply self-confidence and therefore a more independent attitude to others. To test this, the following hypothesis had to be tested: Social cues (watching eyes) have a bigger impact on individuals with a lower self-image than on people with a higher self-image. Therefore the ‘watching eyes’ (Mary Rigdon, et al, 2006) would have more effect on the giving behavior in a dictator game of individuals with a lower self-image and result in a more social behavior of these individuals. Thus people with a lower self-image give more when exposed to watching eyes than people with a higher self-image.
Mary Rigdon, et al (2008) show that the giving behavior is not invariant across genders. Females give more than males in general to charity and males are more sensitive to social cues in the dictator game. This is why a second hypothesis had to be tested: Social cues are gender dependent; they affect especially male responders.
Objective

Self-image is a rather vague concept that has to be described as clearly as possible because all participants of the experiment will be measured and get arranged based on their self-image. Because self-image and it’s content lies close to self-esteem, the difference should be clarified first. 
Self-esteem (RW Robins, et al, 2001; B Gray-Little, et al, 1997)
Self-esteem is a psychology term that reflects the overall rating of a person’s own worth. It contains beliefs and emotions. For example: A person thinks he is good in sports and feels good about that. Self-esteem can apply to very specific situations like this sports example to more global/general beliefs/emotions. For example: A person finds himself a social person and feels good about that generally. Although short term variations exist, self-esteem is mostly seen as a psychologically persistent part of the character. 
To measure self-esteem many different psychologists have made systems or techniques that assess self-esteem. The most common design is the Rosenberg self-esteem scale (RSES) from Dr. Morris Rosenberg and is very similar to social survey questionnaires in which a number of statements have to be evaluated with a scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree.
Self-image
When self-esteem is compared to self-image, there can be determined some important differences. First of all, self-image is a mental picture that affects your self-esteem. It is not an opinion or emotion, but a concept developed over time. A second important difference is the part of ‘environment’ in self-image. Self-image is highly affected by the observed opinion of others, while self-esteem is not. To be concrete: Self-esteem shortly is how you feel about yourself and Self-image is how you see yourself and how you think others perceive you. For example, when you are evaluating your self-image you question: How do you think you look like?; What kind of personality do you think you have? When you are evaluating your self-esteem you question: Do you have a nice job?; Do you think you are successful?
The connection of the two ‘concepts’ should be taken into account when measuring self-image, because the self-esteem could be a reflection of the self-image of a person. This is why, in the measurement of self-image, there will be one question regarding self-esteem. The whole measurement method of self-image will be discussed later on. 
To phrase the objective it is necessary to first describe how a dictator game works and how social cues can affect the social distance in a dictator game. 
Dictator Game
A dictator game is used in experiments by economics to investigate the concept of the ‘rationally self-interested’ individual. The prospect of a dictator game would be that the participant would act totally self-interested and not pro-social. The real outcome of the game statistics can teach us some more about the specific situation and effects as it differs from the prospect.
The dictator game knows two players: ‘the proposer’ and the ‘responder’. First the proposer gets an endowment (for example an amount of money) that can be shared or kept by the proposer alone. The proposer decides whether to share the money with the responder or not. The role of the responder is entirely passive because of which the responder has to accept any offer. 
In the analysis of individual behavior the dictator game is used to determine whether individuals are totally self-interested. When this would be the case, the outcome of the game would be that the proposer allocates the entire endowment to him/herself. Former experimental results show that the proposer often does give some of the endowment to the responder. This could imply that the proposer fails to maximize its own utility; that the proposer’s utility is not dependent of the endowment only (self-image and social views); or that the utility of the proposer includes benefits of others.
In this experiment the last would not occur because the participants of the game are entirely anonymous and therefore not sensitive to benefits of others.
Because the results of the dictator game offers information about the social, or non-social, behavior of the proposer it is still possible to determine the effects of social cues on individuals. 

Social Cues
It is well known that social distance affects the behavior in a dictator game. As the social distance becomes smaller, the giving behavior of the proposer increases. Also, when the social distance becomes  bigger, the giving behavior becomes more self-interested. (Hoffman, et al, 1994). Social cues are non-verbal stimulants that can be picked up intentional or unintentional. For example, when a person smiles, you know (intentional) that this person is happy, but you can also feel (unintentional) that this is the case. In the latter the brain reacts automatically (unintentionally).
In the paper of Rigdon et al 2008 the effect of social cues in a dictator game were measured. A pair of eyes (watching eyes) was drawn on the decision sheet of the proposer to represent a minimal social cue. This social cue was expected to affect the behavior of the proposer because the eyes would be spotted unintentional and let the proposer behave as if someone was monitoring the decision. The results of this experiment showed that the outcome was gender dependent and that these minimal social cues (watching eyes) increase the giving behavior. The social distance between the proposer and the experimenter becomes smaller due to the watching eyes because the proposer has the feeling that the experimenter is monitoring their decision. 
Non-cooperative game theory suggests that a self-interested dictator will allocate the entire endowment to himself when playing a dictator game one time. This outcome is not sensitive to any other manipulation of the payoff independent variables because a purely self-interested and maximizing dictator will take everything for himself at anytime under these circumstances (not knowing the recipient and only playing the game one time). When social cues are more present, like for instance when the two players do know each other, the social distance is smaller and the outcome will be more pro-social. So when social cues are simulated (watching eyes) the social distance (between the participant and experimenter) is in fact affected and thus lowers because the participant has the feeling that the experimenter is monitoring the decision. This effect is reflected in the more pro-social outcome of the allocation in the dictator game. 

In this perspective the objective is to see whether social cues have the same effect on different levels of self-image, whether self-image itself affects the giving behavior and whether this all is gender dependent. Because self-image is highly affected by the attitude of others towards an individual, expected is that the more negative the self-image; the more sensitive to the opinion of others; the more sensitive to the effects of watching-eyes; the higher the giving amount. This means that a person with a lower self-image is more sensitive to the opinion of others and thus more sensitive to the effects of watching-eyes, which results in more pro-social giving behavior.
Experimental Design and Procedures
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Figure 1: EYES and CONTROL

The design consisted out of 2 online surveys were spread through the internet with www.kwiksurveys.com and www.facebook.com. Both surveys were exactly the same but one difference: one was provided with a pair of watching eyes (EYES) and the other was provided with a neutral picture in the same colors as the watching eyes (CONTROL) (Figure 1). The CONTROL figure is made out of the same colors as the EYES figure to prevent different priming by colors. The CONTROL figure is also made as neutral as possible to prevent unwished priming. The pictures were placed in the allocation sheet among advertisements of the survey site to make sure that the priming was subtle. All participants should be unaware of the presence of the social cues in order to get the best uninfluenced results. To randomly distribute the two surveys among the participants, the Facebook users have been randomly invited for one of the two surveys. Because entrance was only possible for those who were invited, exposing to both surveys was impossible. 
As soon as a Facebook user clicked on the link of kwiksurveys.com, the survey started with a short and neutral explanation of a dictator game. The participant was told that he/she will be part of a decision task (dictator game) and that he/she will be the proposer (dictator). So, all participants have been the dictator. After this introduction the allocation sheet appeared with either the watching eyes or the neutral picture. Participants were told to imagine receiving 20 euro’s for participation and that they were able to distribute this amount between oneself and another unknown participant. Because of the double-blind protocol the relationship between giver and receiver had to be emphasized. The allocation of the 20 euro’s had to be typed (in whole euros, total of 20 euro’s) in two boxes: I will keep; I will give. To finish the participant had to click on the ‘next’ button after which the self-image part started. 

In this part 9 simple multiple choice question were asked to be answered. The first four were demographic questions. The final five questions have been asked to measure the level of self-image of the participant. An extra remark that the survey will stay anonymous at any time was made on top of the page to stimulate the participant to answer truthfully. 
Self-image Questions
Self-image measurement methods are often very complex and long procedures. A lot of different methods exist that diverge from sets of questions to observe behavior in experiments. A general aspect of all methods is that all questions / experiment are based on the internal and external factors that a participant valuates of him/herself. (Winston J. Hagborg, 2006).  This means that the questions are based on appearance, personality and social relations. The set of questions that is used in this thesis will be discussed and elucidated below.

Question 1 is the allocation of the endowment.

Demographical Questions 2 - 5
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Q2: Determine the gender to test whether the results are gender variant.
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Q3: Determine the age to make sure that the participants are representative for a simple random sample.
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Q4: Determine the level of education to test whether this affects the results.
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Q5: Determine whether the participant is an economist or not to make sure that this does not affect the allocation in the dictator game. Economists tend to behave more self-interested because the dictator game may be known.
Self-image Questions 5 - 9
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Q6: The concept of self-image contains all aspects described in Q6. Instead of directly asking how to rate the self-image, the concept is defined without using the term ‘self-image’ to prevent confusion that could be caused by the term. In this way the description triggers the right feelings of the participant and therefore answers are most reliable. The importance of asking the whole concept in one question lies in the possible priming of a particular question to another. When the concept is build up step by step in questions the participant could be primed by the first questions and therefore answers the last questions ‘wrongly’. For example, when the first questions had to be answered rather negatively, the participant could tend to answer the next questions a little bit more positively to compensate their own negative feeling of the negative answering. A cardinal scale from 1-10 is used here because most people are familiar with this particular scale in order to grade a wide range of data that can be subjected to evaluation. To avoid effects of the scale on the answers, this 1-10 scale is used.
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Q7: This is to be called a control question of Q6. As in Q6 the whole concept of self-image is described, Q7 just gives a short overview that gives the opportunity to grade the self-image without any disturbing details. With this question self-image is measured as a whole just as in Q6. Because it is expected that a high grade in Q6 goes with a low grade in Q7 (1 = Strongly Agree; 5 = Strongly Disagree) the outcome of both could be controlled. The combined answers give a more reliable result than only one of the two separately. An ordinal scale is used here because it concerns a ‘neutral’ option. It is now clear to the participants that everything above Neutral (Agree and Strongly Agree) are to be answered when having a higher self-image and Disagree or Strongly Disagree go along with a lower self-image.
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Q8: Next to the internal and external factors, the social relations of the concept will be measured by the perception of the opinion of others. What the participant thinks that others think about him/her gives an answer to the element of self-image concerning the placement in the environment. As self-image is highly affected by the opinion of others, a part of the self-image can be reflected in the perception of the opinion of others. A cardinal scale from 1-5 is used in the same way as in Q7. The option 3 would be neutral and 4 or 5 stand for higher as 1 or 2 stand for lower. Whether 3 would be weighted as higher or lower depends on the results. All answers will be compared to be able to draw the line. The same goes for Q7.
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Q9: To measure only what the participant thinks that the opinion of others is, is not sufficient. It is possible that, for instance, the participant feels underestimated. In this scenario the participant could have a higher self-image and disagrees with the opinion of others. On the other hand, the participant could have a lower self-image while the opinion of others is very positive. Q9 is therefore dependent of what is answered in Q8. A clarification of this relation will be discussed with the measurement part. An ordinal scale is used.
[image: image11.png]The general opinion of others about me is important to me.
" Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Neutral

C Disagree

" Strongly Disagree




Q10: Determine the importance of the opinion of others. With this question there will be assumed that a higher self-image cares less and a lower self-image cares more about the opinion of others. The three last questions combined give a good and complete impression of the self-image element ‘the opinion of others’. First it is asked what the opinion is, next if he/she agrees and last if he/she cares. Again an ordinal scale is used.       

To illustrate the procedure of the survey please look at figure 2.
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Figure 2: Procedure of the survey
When the survey was closed a total of 63 persons participated in EYES and 43 persons participated in CONTROL. The average time to complete was 53 seconds and the average amount to keep was 14.40 euro’s. The Designs of the surveys are placed in the appendix.  
Measurement

To determine whether a participant has a higer or lower self-image two different measurement techniques will be used to be certain that the measurement method will not have any influence on the results. The fist technique is a self constructed point method with a certain score for higher self-image and lower self-image. The second technique is an Explanatory Factor Analysis. In SPSS a higher self-image will get the value 1 and a lower self-image will get the value 0.
Point Method
The first technique will grade all ‘self-image questions’ separately and sum them up to get a value which determines whether a participant has a relative, higher or lower self image.

Each participant is compared with all other participants so that the total population can be divided into a higher self-image group and a lower self-image group. With this measurement the two groups will be more or less of the same volume, so that the effects of self-image on the social cue can be properly compared between both groups. This means that, for instance, participants in the lower self-image group don’t necessarily all have to have a psychological lower self-image, but compared to the other participants, they have a higher self-image. In the perspective of the hypothesis this means that the differences between a lower self-image and a higher self-image will be measured relatively rather than an absolute negative and positive self-image.
To determine whether a person has a higher or a lower self-image the values in the table 3 have been used. Those values have been determined in a way that two more or less equal groups could be formed which represent higher and lower self-image. For each ‘self-image question’ (question 6 – 10) a participant can score 1 or 0 points. Which answers count for 1 or 0 points is determined for each question separately. Question 9 is an exception in this perspective. In this question the representativeness of the opinion of others about the participant has to be valued. Because this value is dependent of question 8 (the opinion of others about the participant), the values for 1 or 0 points are dependent of the points of Q8. For instance, when a participant thinks that others have a negative opinion about him/her (0 points for Q8), a ‘disagree’ with this would still imply a higher self-image so therefore 1 point will be given for Q9. 

With 4 or 5 points a person is qualified as having a higher self-image and with 3 or less points as having a lower self-image. This division is also based on the results to create the two equal groups. This means that, for example, ‘neutral’ in Q7 and Q8 will be seen as ‘lower’ because compared to all answers, this reflects a lower self-image.
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Figure 3: Measurement 
Explanatory Factor Analysis
The second technique to measure self-image is the Explanatory Factor Analysis. In general, the objective of this analysis is to find out whether there may be some (one or two) underlying factors that may summarize the different questions based on their correlation.

Self-image is a variable that is very difficult to measure directly. This, so-called, latent variables can be measured by measuring different aspects of the variable. To make sure that the different aspects of the variable are all driven by the same underlying variable, factor analysis is useful to identify groups within these underlying variables. 

Explanatory Factor Analysis can be done when the following steps have been made:

· Try to understand the latent variable ‘self-image’ by constructing underlying variables. In this case the 5 ‘self-image questions’ represent these.

· Constructing a questionnaire so that the underlying variables can be measured.

· Reduce the data set to a smaller size so that the data set is easier to manage. But it is important that the original information will be retained as good as possible.

Before starting with the analysis, it is important to explain in detail what the ‘factors’ represent. Factors can be formed when clusters with large correlation coefficients are detected between subsets of variables. This means that the variables could be measuring aspects with the same underlying dimension and therefore could be explained by only one or two factors. The underlying dimension is in this case the factor or latent variable. 
Factor analysis reduces the data set of variables that are correlated in order to get a smaller set of factors that are able to explain as much of the variance as possible with as less explanatory factors as possible. In a correlation matrix the factors can be spotted by looking for groups that are highly correlated with variables and if these variables are not correlated with other groups.
The actual measurement of the 5 self-image questions with Explanatory Factor Analysis will be done with SPSS.
The Results
Measurement with the Point Method
The outcome of the usage of the point method (figure 3) gives 35 times a 1 (higher self-image) and 28 times a 0 (lower self-image) for the EYES group. The CONTROL group counts 24 times a 1 (higher self-image) and 24 times a 0 (lower self-image). This means that both groups have been (almost) equally divided into a higher self-image group and a lower self-image group. With those four equal groups it is possible now to compare the giving behavior of the participants under the circumstances of the EYES (or CONTROL) and what the influence of self-image is on this. It does not necessarily mean that the division is psychologically right, but when all participants are compared to each other, this division can be made in this way. The elaboration and all the steps of this measurement can be found in de appendix1 (excel sheet).
Measurement with Explanatory Factor Analysis
First the factorability of the analysis will be checked for both EYES and CONTROL. Because measuring self-image has nothing to do with the exposition of the watching eyes, both groups will be combined in the factor analysis.
When looking at the correlation matrix of the 5 self-image questions (5 by 5 matrix), it is important to check whether there are some correlations above 0.3 (this value suits for the 5 variables and 111 cases) to be sure that the factor analysis can be done. Because there are 4 correlations above 0.3 (see figure 4) in the total correlation matrix the analysis can be done for both groups. The results for KMO and Bartlett are 0.724 and 0.000 (see figure 4) which also indicate that the analysis is factorable. The third way to examine the factorability is to check whether the diagonals in the anti-image matrices are above approximately 0.5. Again this is the case in the anti-image matrices for both groups; all diagonals are even above 0.6. 

	Correlation Matrix

	 
	grade
	like
	others
	correct
	important

	Correlation
	grade
	1,000
	-,500
	,433
	-,239
	-,001

	
	like
	-,500
	1,000
	-,476
	,267
	-,043

	
	others
	,433
	-,476
	1,000
	-,313
	,053

	
	correct
	-,239
	,267
	-,313
	1,000
	,036

	
	important
	-,001
	-,043
	,053
	,036
	1,000


	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,724

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	80,464

	
	df
	10

	
	Sig.
	,000


Figure 4: Correlation Matrix and KMO Bartlett’s Test of the total group (EYES and CONTROL)
Factors EYES and CONTROLL
The extraction to two factors (with the Principle Axis Factoring method) of the original data set is above 0.5 for grade, others, like and importance but the extraction of correct is lower than 0.5, which means that there could be a problem with this variables in the extracted data set. The cumulated total variance explained by two factors is 63.042%, which is acceptable. The first factor explains 42.749% and the second factor explains 20.293%. This means that, when using two factors, the outcome of this data set is sufficient for the original data set. In the Scree Plot the Eigenvalue of one factor is 2.137 and of two factors the Eigenvalue is 1.015. Three or more factors ha an Eigenvalue of lower than one. This should imply that the data set could be extracted to two factors. But the Eigenvalues of three, four or five factors are 0.805, 0.553 and0.490, which means that they don’t add as much to the explained variance as the first two factors, but still they have some influences. This means that the two factor analysis is possible, but it does not explain the variance as strong as the original factors combined. In the Rotated Factor Matrix (Verimax Rotation Method) the values of all variables are above 0.5, which means that all variables belong in the analysis. There is no need to run the analysis without one of these variables.

So there are two underlying dimension of self-image that summarizes (63.042%) the variances in the responses to the questions. In this factor analysis there is a simple factor structure, which means that each item loads highly on the target factor and has no or low loading on the other factor. The first factor relates to the valuation of the self-image: how to define your self-image? In this factor it becomes clear whether a person has a rather lower or higher self-image. The second factor contains the importance of the opinion of others. This implies the attitude of the subject towards his/her own self-image. This reflects whether a person finds it important what others think about him/her.
The following equation can be computed (see figure 5): 
Factor 1 = -0.793 like + 0.777 others + 0.763 grade + -0.567 correct + e
Factor 2 = 0.977 important + e

	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2

	like
	-,793
	 

	others
	,777
	 

	grade
	,763
	 

	correct
	-,567
	 

	important
	 
	,977

	

	Figure 5: Rotated Component Matrix


The outcome for the total data with the usage of the Explanatory Factor Analysis as described above comes out with 62 times a 1 (higher self-image) and 49 times a 0 (lower self-image). Because the differences between the two measurements methods are very small, expected is that this will not influence further results. But how many zero’s or one’s both groups count is off course not representative for the similarity of both groups. That is why correlation test should be done to test whether the groups are similar. The correlation of both groups in total is 0.402, which is not very high when assumed that both groups should be almost the same. The correlation is significant at a level of 5% (Chi Square Test P = 0.014). Because of this rather low correlation, both methods should be compared in every test to be sure the differences will not influence the results.
Differences EYES and CONTROL
When a comparison is made between the allocation of EYES and CONTROL of the endowment, the EYES group gave an average of 5.76 and the CONTROL group gave an average of 5.44. But the standard error of mean of EYES is 0.591, which get a range of 5.169 and 6.351. The standard error of mean of CONTROL is 0.669 which get a range of 4.771 and 6.109. Because the ranges of both groups overlap, the difference is not significant at a 5% level. It is thus not possible to state whether there is a significant difference between the means of the allocation of EYES and CONTROL regarding this outcome. Former studies show that the difference may be significant between the proportions of the allocation. The proportion of EYES giving 0 is 34.9% versus a 33.3% of CONTROL. This difference is also not significant at a 5% level (p = 0.253) so again there is no prove that there is a significant difference between the allocation of both groups. An explanation of this outcome could be that the watching eyes were too subtle (appeared between other adds) so that the participants didn’t receive the priming. Another difference with former studies is that the endowments were not real and the participants just had to imagine the situation, this could cause that the participants did not think well about the situation and the possible consequences of their decision. 
Despite the fact that the influences of the watching eyes were not measurable, it still might be possible to measure some differences in the giving behavior of the EYES and CONTROL group regarding the self-image.

For the next part the objective will be phrased one more time:

The objective is to see whether social cues have the same effect on all levels of self-image, whether self-image itself affects the giving behavior and whether this all is gender variant.
Gender and Economics
First, the differences of gender and economics will be measured because former studies show that women tend to give more in dictator games in general and economics tend to behave more rational in dictator games.
Comparing the means of men and women it becomes clear that men give significantly less than women. With a mean of 4.66 for men, 7.14 for women and a significant level of 5% (t-test p=0.006) there is no doubt that the difference is significant. Also the proportion of men giving 0 is 41.2% and the proportion of women giving 0 is 23.3% with a significance of 10% (Chi-Square Test p = 0.070). 
When the giving behavior in EYES and CONTROL of men and women is compared, it becomes clear that the effect of the watching eyes have more impact on the behavior of men than women. See figure 6 and 7. In the CONTROL group men give on average 3.93 euro’s and women give on average 7.74 with a significance level of 5% (t-test p = 0.004). When exposed to the watching eyes men give on average 5.21 and women give on average 6.67. These results are not significant at a level of 5% (t-test p = 0.233) but it is still possible to assume that men are more sensitive to the effect of the watching eyes than women because the difference of men in both studies is very big. An explanation of this outcome could be that women are more likely to behave more social in general which makes them decide more social in the decision task. So, because women already behave as if someone is monitoring their decision in a neutral situation, the watching eyes don’t have the same influence as on men. 
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Figure 6: Proportions Giving CONTROL
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Figure 7: Proportions Giving EYES

Economics seem to give less in the dictator game with an average of 4.86 against the non-economics who give an average of 5.99. But these means are not significant at a level of 5% (t-test p = 0.234) so this difference cannot be proven significantly. Also the proportion of the economics giving 0 is 44.4% against a 29.3% of the non-economics. Again this cannot be proven significantly. This means that the influence of being an economic or not has no impact on the results. Therefore the data can remain the same with the economics included.
Self-image
Before testing the differences between EYES and CONTROL on self-image, the differences in allocation of higher or lower self-images of the whole population will be measured. Next to the possible differences of the impact of the eyes on different self-images, it is also very interesting to determine whether self-image is correlated with the giving behavior directly. The result of the test (with the Point Method) shows that self-image and giving is correlated with -0.206. This means that the higher the donation, the lower the self image. The correlation is significant at a level of 5% (Chi Square Test p = 0.03). Also the average amount that is given is 2 euro’s higher with the lower self-image group with a significance level of 5% (t-test p=0.03). The statement that people with a lower self-image tend to give more in a dictator game is true and the evidence is significant. This statement will be different when EYES and CONTROL will be measured separately because self-image especially changes the behavior in the EYES group as will be proven later on.

When this exact measurement is done with the Explanatory Factor Analysis the differences are not as big as with the Point Method. With a not significant at level of 5% (Chi Square Test p = 0.196) correlation of -0.124 the previous statement that self-image has a negative influence on the giving behavior could be doubted now. Also the differences in means (1.16 euro’s higher with lower self-image) are no longer significant with a level of 5% (t-test p= 0.196). The influence of self-image on the giving behavior could still exist, but this remains uncertain.
To determine whether self-image exerts influence on the impact of the watching eyes, the data had to be split in two in order to compare the allocations of EYES and CONTROL. First the means will be compared of the levels of self-image according to the Point Method, after which the same will be compared according to the Explanatory Factor Analysis.

In the EYES group there are 35 people with a higher self-image, according to the Point Method, that give on average 4.34 euro’s. An average of 7.54 euro’s is given by the 28 people with a lower self-image. With a difference of almost 3 euro’s and a significance level of 5% (t-test p=0.006), there is a significant proof that the people with a lower self-image give more in the EYES group. See figures 8 and 9. Whether this is because of the higher sensitiveness to the watching eyes depends on the results of the CONTROL group. With an average of 5.29 euro’s the people with a higher self-image in the CONTROL group give away more than in the EYES group. But the average of the lower-self image in the CONTROL group is much lower, 5.58 euro’s. This difference is not significant at 5% (t-test p = 0.830). This means that there is no difference in the average amount that is given between higher and lower self-image in the CONTROL group. In this perspective it is possible to state that self-image had influence on the impact of the watching eyes and that the eyes had only effect on people with a lower self-image. According to the Explanatory Factor Analysis there are 37 people with a higher self-image, which give on average 4.65 euro’s. This is 2.7 euro’s lower that the average of 7.35 euro’s given by the people with a lower self-image. These results are significant at a level of 5% (t-test p = 0.023). The outcome of the CONTROL group is also almost the same as with the Point Method. People with a higher self-image give 5.8 euro’s on average and people with a lower self-image give 5.04 euro’s on average. This result is not significant at a level of 5% (t-test 0.578). The conclusion is the same as for the Point Method: the people with a lower self-image significantly give more in the EYES group, and the differences in the CONTROL group are not significant. This means that it is proven the watching eyes have an effect on people with a lower self-image only.
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Figure 8: Average giving CONTROL
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Figure 9: Average giving EYES
Discussion and Conclusion
In a dictator game economists expect people to act as rationally self-interested individuals. As smaller the social distance in a dictator game becomes, as less self-interested the participant of a dictator game will behave. Because of the double-blind protocol, which makes the social distance very big, it is possible to research the influences of social cues. In this thesis the social cue ‘watching eyes’ have been investigated in relatedness to self-image. The hypothesis was that social cues (watching eyes) would have a bigger impact on individuals with a lower self-image than on people with a higher self-image. Also the gender dependence was investigated. First the concepts of self-image and self- esteem were discussed which made clear that the two concepts lie close to each other and that self-image was of influence on self-esteem. Also the concepts of a dictator game, social distance and social cues were discussed. It became clear that the dictator game is used in experimental economics, social distance is the level of relatedness between two subjects and social cues are non-verbal clues that people detect unintentionally. To test whether self-image has influence on the effect of the watching eyes, a questionnaire was made and spread through Facebook randomly. The questions that were used in the questionnaire to measure self-image were created (among other) on the basis of the Rosenberg self-esteem scale (RSES). After collected all the responses, the data was processed by SPSS and the measurement of self-image was done with two different methods: a (self made) Point Method and The Explanatory Factor Analysis. These measurements came with the following results: 1 The difference between EYES and CONTROL in the giving behavior was not that big, which means that the effect of the watching eyes was very small. 2 The effect of the watching eyes especially applies to male responders. This means that women are intensive for the effect of watching eyes. 3 The differences between EYES and CONTROL became much bigger when both treatments were tested for the different levels of self-image. The watching eyes seemed to have a much bigger effect on people with a lower self-image. The total difference between EYES and CONTROL was totally caused by the people with a lower self image. This means that the hypothesis should not be rejected because there is proof that the hypothesis is true. Also the second hypothesis that the effect of the watching eyes would be gender dependent appeared to be correct. 
The explanation for the gender dependence could be that women tend to give more in the CONTROL group than men and therefore are less sensitive for the watching eyes because they feel that they already behave generous. In this situation women seem to behave more generous in a dictator game in a neutral situation than men, and therefore are not influenced by the watching eyes. 
The fact that people with a lower self-image are much more sensitive, or even the only one that are sensitive, to the watching eyes could be explained by the way these people value the opinion of others. People with a lower self-image seem to set more value on what others think about him/her. And people with a higher self-image seem to care less about the opinion of others. Because the watching eyes are representative for someone that is monitoring the decision, a lower self-image should imply a more social behavior under the disclosure of the watching eyes. 
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