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Abstract: Direct reciprocity means to respond in kind to another person whereas 
indirect reciprocity is understood here as rewarding someone else. We perform 
corresponding experiments which use a similar underlying structure as the reciprocity 
experiment of Berg, Dickhaut, and McCabe (1995). Another variation concerns the 
information about the multiplier of donations where we compare the benchmark case 
with a commonly known multiplier to a condition where the multiplier is known for 
sure only by donators. Questions which we try to answer are: Will indirect reciprocity 
induce higher or lower donations?, will donators with the high multiplier "hide behind 
the small one?", how do receivers respond to the different situations? 
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In the light of this, our finding that the receivers are most rewarding in the indirect 

reciprocity treatment is odd. A call for more research, specifically aimed at revealing 

what psychological forces can explain this anomaly, seems warranted. In this 

connection, let us note an aspect which might be important to consider when 

designing future related experiments. The obligation to reward if one is rewarded 

could be strengthened by allowing to observe others' behavior. The reason would be 

that one feels ashamed if one does not properly reward after a favor (see Hoffman et 

al., 1994, who claim less rewarding in double blind dictator experiments, and Bolton 

and Zwick, 1995, for other results). Our experiments were not double-blind, but 

interaction was anonymous. The direct reciprocity results seem to suggest that usually 

receivers feel not at all ashamed not to reward properly. Nevertheless one might 

perform an experiment where the essential treatment variation concerns how much the 

others (in one's 4 participant-group) learn about the own behavior (Guth, Konigstein, 

and Nehring, 1999). 

One may ask why receivers should feel at all obliged or ashamed in case of 

anonymous interaction (without a shadow of the future like it would exist in case of 

repeated trust games). Guth and Kliemt (1994) provide an evolutionary justification 

only if the receiver's moral type can be more or less reliably detected. This is ruled 

out by anonymity. 

It is possible, however, that we do not decide in each instance of life anew whether or 

not we trust, e.g. by donating, or reward trust, e.g. by rewarding donators. In other 

words: We do not play lots of games but just the game of life. Consequently an 

evolutionary argument should not be based on a highly specific instance and its 

special information conditions but on the usual situation of human interaction where 

knowing others' moral types is rather likely. In other words: Experimental 

participants import their usual attitudes in the laboratory, for instance, a general 

obligation to reward trust (in reciprocity). 
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