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Vickrey Auction vs BDM: Difference in bidding
behaviour and the impact of other-regarding

motives™

Niall Flynn Christopher Kah*  Rudolf Kerschbamer*

December 10, 2015

Abstract

In an experiment we first elicit the distributional preferences of subjects and then
let them bid for a lottery, either in a Becker-DeGroot-Marschak (BDM) mechanism
or a Vickrey auction (VA). Standard theory predicts that altruistic subjects under-
bid in the VA - compared to the BDM - while spiteful subjects overbid in the VA.
The data do not confirm those predictions. While we observe aggregate underbid-

ding in the VA, the result is not driven by the choices of altruistic subjects.

JEL-Classification: C91; C72.

Keywords: Distributional preferences; BDM; Vickrey auction.

1 Motivation and related literature

Deviations of bids from true valuations in second-price private-value or ‘Vickrey’ auc-
tions (VA; Vickrey, 1961) has been a recurrent theme, see, e.g., Kagel, Harstad, and Levin
(1987) or Kagel and Levin (1993). The more recent literature has attributed this finding,
at least partially, to spite. Andreoni, Che, and Kim (2007) find that bids increase in ri-

vals’ (known) valuations, which is consistent with the spite explanation. With unknown
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Austrian Science Fund (FWF) through grant no. P-22669 is gratefully acknowledged.
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valuations but costly signals about the latter, Cooper and Fang (2008) also report evi-
dence consistent with the spite hypothesis. If spite, or any form of distributional pref-
erences, is causal for non-sincere bidding in the VA, then deviations of bids from true
valuations per construction should be absent in the BDM mechanism (Becker, DeGroot,
and Marschak, 1964) - which, under standard assumptions, is strategically equivalent
to the VA. Intuitively, in the BDM, the decision is made in isolation and the outcome
has only consequences for the decision maker, whereas in the VA, the outcome is also
affected by the behaviour of a rivalling bidder, and by changing the own bid, a subject
influences the monetary outcome for both parties involved. To test the impact of dis-
tributional preferences on bidding behaviour in the lab, we first elicit the distributional
preferences of subjects and then let them bid for lottery tickets either in a BDM or in a
VA. We then compare the bids across the two mechanisms. We observe underbidding
in the aggregate in the VA, but the experimental data do not confirm our predictions at
the individual level.

Our contribution to the existing literature is two-fold. First, by keeping all details except
for the treatment variation constant across treatments, our experimental design allows
for a neat comparison of BDM and VA bids at the aggregate level; and secondly, by
classifying subjects into distributional preference types and comparing their bidding
behaviour across mechanisms, our design allows for a clean test of the hypotheses
that distributional preferences are causal for a potential treatment difference.! Keep-
ing the number of bidders constant across the two mechanisms seems indispensable
as the probability that a bidder becomes pivotal decreases in the number of rivals and
because with a higher probability of pivotality, we expect bidders to perform higher
cognitive effort as their actions are more likely to influence the final monetary payoff
distribution.? Keeping instructions comparable across treatments also seems impor-
tant because framing effects are known to potentially influence the behaviour in the

lab (see, e.g., Levin et al., 1998).

For a comprehensive survey of distributional preferences, see, e.g., Fehr and Schmidt (2006) and the
references mentioned therein.

Rutstrom (1998) reports BDM bids being significantly below VA bids. However, the recruiting proce-
dure is not constant across mechanisms and the number of bidders in the VA is not constant across
sessions. See Kagel and Levin (1993) for a significant effect of increasing the number of bidders in VA.



2 Experimental setup and theoretical predictions

The experiment consists of two treatments - the BDM treatment and the VA treatment
- implemented in a between-subject design and paid under random lottery incentives.
Each treatment consists of two parts, and subjects know that only one part is payoff-

relevant:?

1. In part 1, we elicit the distributional preferences of subjects with the Equality
Equivalence Test (EET) by Kerschbamer (2015) and then we expose them to an

incentivised survey.

2. In part 2, a lottery ticket (giving either w = 12 EUR or 0 EUR with equal probabili-
ties) is auctioned off under either the BDM or the VA. Subjects’ initial endowment

in part 2 is e = 12 EUR.%

EET: This procedure exposes each subject to a number (in our case 10) choices be-
tween two allocations each specifying a payoff for the subject and a payoff for a ran-
domly assigned anonymous second subject. In half of the choices, there is advanta-
geous inequality (the deciding subject is ahead in monetary terms), in the other half
there is disadvantageous inequality (the deciding subject is behind in monetary terms).
From the choices of the subject x- and y-scores measuring the benevolence in the two
domains of inequality are calculated. A higher x-score (y-score) means more benevo-
lence in the domain of disadvantageous (advantageous) inequality. These scores jointly

determine the distributional type of the subject.

BDM: In the BDM each subject i is asked to submit a bid b;, then a random price p;

is drawn. The allocation rule is:
(i) if b; > p;: subject i buys the lottery ticket at price p;;
(ii) if b; < p;: subject i keeps the endowment;

(iii) if b; = p;: either (i) or (ii) is implemented with equal probability.

3 See Appendix B for the experimental instructions. If part 1 was payoff-relevant, one of the 10 choices

was paid.
4 We include control questions to overcome possible obstacles caused by these mechanisms.



VA: In the VA subjects are randomly assigned to pairs. In each pair, the subjects -

denoted i and j with i # j - are asked to submit bids b; and b;. The allocation rule is:

@) if b; > b;: subject i buys the lottery ticket at price bj, while subject j keeps the

endowment;

(i) if b; < bj: subject j buys the lottery ticket at price b;, while subject i keeps the

endowment;
(iii) if b; = bj: either (i) or (ii) is implemented with equal probability.

Let f; (-) be strictly increasing and normalise f; (0) = 0. In the BDM, the unique admis-
sible bid, b}, is implicitly defined by

%fi(eJrW—bZk)ﬂL%fi(e—bZk)=fi(€)- (2.1)

Let (xj,x;) denote the final monetary allocation. In the VA, the utility for selfish is - as
in the BDM - of the form u?elf = f(x;). Thus, b; = b} is a weakly dominant strategy
for selfish in the VA. Sincere bidding is not necessarily a weakly dominant strategy for
non-selfish subjects in the VA. An altruist i’s utility increases in the monetary payoff of
j, i.e., u?“ = f(xi) + g(xj), where g(-) is strictly increasing. Conversely, under spite,
we have uP" = f(x;) — g(x;), where g(-) is again strictly increasing. We assume
that if x; is good (bad), i.e., altruism (spite), i is more (less) risk-averse in j’s monetary
gains than in her own. Empirical evidence includes, e.g., Chakravarty et al. (2011) or
Mengarelli et al. (2014). Restricting ourselves to admissible bids, we can prove (see

Appendix A for details):

Proposition 1. In the VA,

(i) selfish subjects never have an incentive to deviate from b};

(i) altruistic subjects never have an incentive to overbid relative to b}, and might have

an incentive to underbid;

(iii) spiteful subjects never have an incentive to underbid relative to b}, and might have

an incentive to overbid.

From Proposition 1 and the fact that selfish and altruistic subjects combined com-

prise the majority in experimental data (see, e.g., Kerschbamer, 2015), we derive:

4



Theoretical Prediction 1. Comparing bids across treatments,

(i) selfish subjects will not change their bids, while altruistic (spiteful) types will under-

bid (overbid) in VA relative to the BDM;

(ii) in the aggregate, we expect underbidding in the VA relative to the BDM.

3 Results

We conducted all sessions in paper-and-pen at the University of Innsbruck in October
and November 2013 and collected n = 320 observations - 146 in the BDM and 174 in
the VA. We classify subjects as

(i) selfish, if —0.5 < x-score < 0.5 and —0.5 < y-score < 0.5;
(ii) alruistic, if x-score > 0 and y-score > 0;
(iii) spiteful, if x-score < 0 and 7y-score < 0.’

Table 1 reports mean bids by types and treatments, and the p-values for t-tests com-

paring mean bids.°

n  Mean bid BDM Mean bid VA BDM — VA p-value (t-test)

All 320 4.77 4.18 0.59 0.070
Selfish 118 (2;1625) (3':1513) 1.01 0.054
Altruist 231 (n4=585) (nt$§6) 0.26 0.485
Spiteful 30 (7(13=413;L) (;f.=5196) 1.83 0.100

Table 1: Comparison of mean bids by types and treatments.

We observe a difference in aggregate bidding behaviour, which is significant at the
10% level. Given the relatively large share of altruists in the population, one might
be tempted to see the predictions of Proposition 1 confirmed. We cannot reconcile
the aggregate treatment difference with data at the individual level, though. For both

selfish and spiteful types, we observe a significant (at the 10% level) change in bids,

> Scores between -0.5 and +0.5 are compatible with selfishness and other types. We classify subjects as
selfish whenever they are potentially selfish resulting in “double-counting” several observations.
6 We only include those types for which a prediction as embodied in Proposition 1 exists.
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while for altruists there is no significant difference. This contradicts our theoretical

predictions.

4 Conclusion

Our experimental design allows for a genuine comparison of BDM and VA, both at
the aggregate level and at the level of the distributional type. While we observe a
behavioural difference between the two mechanisms at the aggregate level, the dif-
ference cannot be explained by a purely consequentialist utility function of the form
ui(xi,xj) = f(x;) = g(x;). Such functions seem to be well-suited to explain behaviour
in simple decision problems like dictator games, but less suited to explain behaviour

in market environments such as the VA.

References

James Andreoni, Yeon-Koo Che, and Jinwoo Kim. Asymmetric information about rivals’
types in standard auctions: An experiment. Games and Economic Behavior, 59(2):

240-259, 2007.

Gordon M. Becker, Morris H. DeGroot, and Jacob Marschak. Measuring utility by a

single-response sequential method. Behavioral Science, 9(3):226-232, 1964.

Sujoy Chakravarty, Glenn W. Harrison, Ernan E. Haruvy, and E. Elisabet Rutstrom. Are
you risk averse over other people’s money? Southern Economic Journal, 77(4):901-

913, 2011.

David J. Cooper and Hanming Fang. Understanding overbidding in second price auc-

tions: An experimental study. The Economic Journal, 118(532):1572-1595, 2008.

Ernst Fehr and Klaus M. Schmidt. The economics of fairness, reciprocity and altruism-
experimental evidence and new theories. In Serge-Christophe Kolm and Jean M.
Ythier, editors, Handbook of the Economics of Giving, Altruism and Reciprocity, vol. 1,

pages 615-691. North-Holland, Amsterdam, 2006.

John H. Kagel and D. Levin. Independent private value auctions: Bidder behaviour in
first-, second- and third-price auctions with varying numbers of bidders. The Eco-

nomic Journal, 103(419):868-879, 1993.



John H. Kagel, Ronald M. Harstad, and Dan Levin. Information impact and allocation
rules in auctions with affiliated private values: A laboratory study. Econometrica, 55

(6):1275-1304, 1987.

Rudolf Kerschbamer. The geometry of distributional preferences and a non-parametric
identification approach: The equality equivalence test. European Economic Review,

76:85-103, 2015.

Irwin P. Levin, Sandra L. Schneider, and Gary J. Gaeth. All frames are not created equal:
A typology and critical analysis of framing effects. Organizational Behavior and Hu-

man Decision Processes, 76(2):149-188, 1998.

Flavia Mengarelli, Laura Moretti, Valeria Faralla, Philippe Vindras, and Angela Sirigu.
Economic decisions for others: An exception to loss aversion law. PLOS One, 9(1),

2014.

E. Elisabet Rutstrom. Home-grown values and incentive compatible auction design.

International Journal of Game Theory, 27(3):427-441, 1998.

William Vickrey. Counterspeculation, auctions, and competitive sealed tenders. The

Journal of Finance, 16(1):8-37, 1961.



University of Innsbruck - Working Papers in Economics and Statistics
Recent Papers can be accessed on the following webpage:

http://eeecon.uibk.ac.at/wopec/

2015-16

2015-15

2015-14

2015-13

2015-12

2015-11

2015-10

2015-09

2015-08

2015-07

2015-07

2015-06

Niall Flynn, Christopher Kah, Rudolf Kerschbamer: Vickrey Auction
vs BDM: Difference in bidding behaviour and the impact of other-regarding
motives

Christopher Kah, Markus Walzl: Stochastic stability in a learning dyna-
mic with best response to noisy play

Matthias Siller, Christoph Hauser, Janette Walde, Gottfried Tapp-
einer: Measuring regional innovation in one dimension: More lost than gained?

Christoph Hauser, Gottfried Tappeiner, Janette Walde: The roots of
regional trust

Christoph Hauser: Effects of employee social capital on wage satisfaction,
job satisfaction and organizational commitment

Thomas Stéckl: Dishonest or professional behavior? Can we tell? A comment
on: Cohn et al. 2014, Nature 516, 86-89, “Business culture and dishonesty in
the banking industry”

Marjolein Fokkema, Niels Smits, Achim Zeileis, Torsten Hothorn,
Henk Kelderman: Detecting treatment-subgroup interactions in clustered
data with generalized linear mixed-effects model trees

Martin Halla, Gerald Pruckner, Thomas Schober: The cost-effectiveness
of developmental screenings: Evidence from a nationwide programme

Lorenz B. Fischer, Michael Pfaffermayr: The more the merrier? Migra-
tion and convergence among European regions

Silvia Angerer, Daniela Glitzle-Riitzler, Philipp Lergetporer, Matt-
hias Sutter: Cooperation and discrimination within and across language bor-
ders: Evidence from children in a bilingual city

Silvia Angerer, Daniela Glitzle-Riitzler, Philipp Lergetporer, Matt-
hias Sutter: Cooperation and discrimination within and across language bor-
ders: Evidence from children in a bilingual city

Martin Geiger, Wolfgang Luhan, Johann Scharler: When do Fiscal
Consolidations Lead to Consumption Booms? Lessons from a Laboratory Ex-
periment


http://eeecon.uibk.ac.at/wopec/
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-16
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-16
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-16
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-15
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-15
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-14
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-13
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-13
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-12
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-12
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-11
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-11
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-11
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-10
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-10
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-09
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-09
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-08
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-08
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-07
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-07
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-07
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-07
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-06
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-06
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-06

2015-05

2015-04

2015-03

2015-02

2015-01

2014-32

2014-31

2014-30

2014-29

2014-28

2014-27

2014-26

2014-25

2014-24

2014-23

Alice Sanwald, Engelbert Theurl: Out-of-pocket payments in the Austrian
healthcare system - a distributional analysis

Rudolf Kerschbamer, Matthias Sutter, Uwe Dulleck: How social pre-
ferences shape incentives in (experimental) markets for credence goods forth-
coming in Economic Journal

Kenneth Harttgen, Stefan Lang, Judith Santer: Multilevel modelling of
child mortality in Africa

Helene Roth, Stefan Lang, Helga Wagner: Random intercept selection
in structured additive regression models

Alice Sanwald, Engelbert Theurl: Out-of-pocket expenditures for phar-
maceuticals: Lessons from the Austrian household budget survey

Esther Blanco, Tobias Haller, James M. Walker: Externalities in ap-
propriation: Responses to probabilistic losses

Michael Kirchler, Stefan Palan: Friendliness pays off! Monetary and im-
material gifts in consumer-salesperson interactions

Alice Sanwald, Engelbert Theurl: Out-of-pocket expenditures of private
households for dental services - Empirical evidence from Austria

Stefan Borsky, Esther Blanco: Setting one voluntary standard in a hete-
rogeneous Europe - EMAS, corruption and stringency of environmental regu-
lations

Eberhard Feess, Christian Grund, Markus Walzl, Ansgar Wohlschle-

gel: Competing trade mechanisms and monotone mechanism choice

Esther Blanco, E. Glenn Dutcher, Tobias Haller: To mitigate or to
adapt? Collective action under asymmetries in vulnerability to losses

Alice Sanwald, Thomas Schober: Follow your heart: Survival chances and
costs after heart attacks - An instrumental variable approach

Eric Mayer, Sebastian Riith, Johann Scharler: Total factor productivity
and the propagation of shocks; Empirical evidence and implications for the
business cycle

Susanne Berger, Herbert Stocker, Achim Zeileis: Innovation and in-
stitutional ownership revisited: An empirical investigation with count data
models

James C. Cox, Rudolf Kerschbamer, Daniel Neururer: What is trust-
worthiness and what drives it?


http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-05
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-05
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-04
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-04
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-03
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-03
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-02
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-02
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-01
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2015-01
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-32
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-32
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-31
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-31
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-30
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-30
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-29
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-29
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-29
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-28
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-27
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-27
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-26
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-26
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-25
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-25
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-25
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-24
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-24
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-24
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-23
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-23

2014-22

2014-21

2014-20

2014-19

2014-18

2014-17

2014-16

2014-15

2014-14

2014-13

2014-12

2014-11

2014-10

2014-09

Michael Kirchler, Caroline Bonn, Jiirgen Huber, Michael Razen:
The “Inflow-Effect” - Trader inflow and bubble formation in asset markets
forthcoming in European Economic Review

Silvia Angerer, Daniela Glitzle-Riitzler, Philipp Lergetporer, Matt-
hias Sutter: Donations, risk attitudes and time preferences: A study on al-
truism in primary school children forthcoming in Journal of Economic Beha-
vior and Organization

Christian Kleiber, Achim Zeileis: Visualizing count data regressions using
rootograms

Matthias Siller, Christoph Hauser, Janette Walde, Gottfried Tapp-
einer: The multiple facets of regional innovation

Carmen Arguedas, Esther Blanco: On fraud and certification of corporate
social responsibility

Achim Zeileis, Christoph Leitner, Kurt Hornik: Home victory for Brazil
in the 2014 FIFA World Cup

Andreas Exenberger, Andreas Pondorfer, Maik H. Wolters: Estima-
ting the impact of climate change on agricultural production: accounting for
technology heterogeneity across countries

Alice Sanwald, Engelbert Theurl: Atypical employment and health: A
meta-analysis

Gary Charness, Francesco Feri, Miguel A. Meléndez-Jiménez,
Matthias Sutter: Experimental games on networks: Underpinnings of beha-
vior and equilibrium selection slightly revised version forthcoming in FEcono-
metrica

Uwe Dulleck, Rudolf Kerschbamer, Alexander Konovalov: Too much
or too little? Price-discrimination in a market for credence goods

Alexander Razen, Wolgang Brunauer, Nadja Klein, Thomas Kneib,
Stefan Lang, Nikolaus Umlauf: Statistical risk analysis for real estate col-
lateral valuation using Bayesian distributional and quantile regression

Dennis Dlugosch, Kristian Horn, Mei Wang: Behavioral determinants
of home bias - theory and experiment

Torsten Hothorn, Achim Zeileis: partykit: A modular toolkit for recursive
partytioning in R

Rudi Stracke, Wolfgang Ho6chtl, Rudolf Kerschbamer, Uwe Sunde:
Incentives and selection in promotion contests: Is it possible to kill two birds
with one stone? forthcoming in Managerial and Decision Economics



http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-22
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-21
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-21
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-20
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-20
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-19
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-18
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-18
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-17
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-17
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-16
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-16
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-16
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-15
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-15
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-14
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-14
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-13
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-13
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-12
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-12
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-11
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-11
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-10
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-10
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-09
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-09

2014-08

2014-07

2014-06

2014-05

2014-04

2014-03

2014-02

2014-01

Rudi Stracke, Wolfgang Ho6chtl, Rudolf Kerschbamer, Uwe Sunde:
Optimal prizes in dynamic elimination contests: Theory and experimental evi-
dence forthcoming in Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization

Nikolaos Antonakakis, Max Breitenlechner, Johann Scharler: How
strongly are business cycles and financial cycles linked in the G7 countries?

Burkhard Raunig, Johann Scharler, Friedrich Sindermann: Do banks
lend less in uncertain times?

Julia Auckenthaler, Alexander Kupfer, Rupert Sendlhofer: The im-
pact of liquidity on inflation-linked bonds: A hypothetical indexed bonds ap-
proach published in North American Journal of Economics and Finance

Alice Sanwald, Engelbert Theurl: What drives out-of pocket health ex-
penditures of private households? - Empirical evidence from the Austrian hou-
sehold budget survey

Tanja Hortnagl, Rudolf Kerschbamer: How the value of information sha-
pes the value of commitment or: Why the value of commitment does not vanish

Adrian Beck, Rudolf Kerschbamer, Jianying Qiu, Matthias Sutter:
Car mechanics in the lab - Investigating the behavior of real experts on ex-
perimental markets for credence goods forthcoming in Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization

Loukas Balafoutas, Adrian Beck, Rudolf Kerschbamer, Matthias
Sutter: The hidden costs of tax evasion - Collaborative tax evasion in markets
for expert services forthcoming in Journal of Public Economics



http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-08
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-08
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-07
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-07
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-06
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-06
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-05
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-05
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-05
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-04
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-04
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-04
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-03
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-03
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-02
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-02
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-01
http://EconPapers.RePEc.org/RePEc:inn:wpaper:2014-01

University of Innsbruck

Working Papers in Economics and Statistics

2015-16
Niall Flynn, Christopher Kah, Rudolf Kerschbamer

Vickrey Auction vs BDM: Difference in bidding behaviour and the impact of other-
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Abstract

In an experiment we first elicit the distributional preferences of subjects and then let
them bid for a lottery, either in a Becker-DeGroot-Marschak (BDM) mechanism or
a Vickrey auction (VA). Standard theory predicts that altruistic subjects underbid
in the VA — compared to the BDM — while spiteful subjects overbid in the VA. The
data do not confirm those predictions. While we observe aggregate underbidding in
the VA, the result is not driven by the choices of altruistic subjects.
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