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ABSTRACT 

The Psychological Correlates of Endowment Effect: 

Individualism-Collectivism, Perspective Taking, and 

Real and Hypothetical Endowment Effects 

by 

Ula~ Ba~ar Gezgin 

In this study conducted in Bogazic;i University with 121 participants, the 

psychological conelatp.s of the endowment effect are probed. The endowment effect is 

the asymmetry between the amount that a given individual would like to pay for a 

certain good and the amount that this individual would like to accept to sell the same 

good. There are two types of endowment effect: The real endowment effect is the one 

observed in real or simulated economies, while the hypothetical endowment effect is 

the one exhibited for imaginary situations. 

Individualism-Collectivism and perspective taking are considered as psychological 

correlates of the endowment effect in this study. 

The study shows that there is at least some relationship between the real endowment 

effect and perspective taking and that individualism-collectivism is significantly 

correlated with perspective taking. 
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6ZET 

Bah~edilme Etkisiyle ili~kili Psikolojik Degi~kenler: 

Bireycilik-Topluluk9Uluk, Gorii~-a91S1 Takmma ve 

Gergek ve Denencesel Bah~edilme Etkileri 

Ula~ Ba~ar Gezgin 

Bu yah~mada, bah~edilme etkisiyle i1i~kili psikolojik degi~kenler inceleniyor. 

Bah~edilme etkisi, verili bir bireyin belli bir mal i9in odemek istedigi miktarla bu 

bireyin aym malt satmak i9in kabul edecegi miktar arasmdaki asimetridir. iIci tOr 

bah~edilme etkisi vardlr: Geryek balwedilme etkisi, gergek ya da yansIlannll~ bir 

iktisadi yaplda gozlemlenenken; denencesel (hipotetik) ball~edilme etkisi, hayali 

durumlarda sergilenendir. 

Bireycilik-Toplulukyuluk ve gorii~-aylSl takllIDla, bu yah~mada, bah~edilme etkisiyle 

ili~kili psikolojik degi~kenler olarak degerlendiriliyor. 

Bu 9ah~ma, gergek bah~edilme etkisi ile gorii~-a9lSlm arasmda en azmdan bir ili~ki 

oldugunu ve bireycilik-topluluk9ulugun, gOlii~-a91s1 takllIDla ile anlamh bir bi9imde 

ili~kili oldugullu gosteriyor. 
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I) INTRODUCTION 

The problem of value has been a perennial matter of discussion for economists. 

The standpoint of the neoclassical school of economics, which is dominant in 

economic thinking, disregards the view of human beings as ethical and emotionaJ 

entities. Individuals have not only been considered by this school to have an 

impeccable rationality, but also omnipotent will and omnipresent self-interest (Thaler, 

1998). An extension of this argument is that they have no ideology which would 

affect the way they behave. Similarly, what England (1993) calls a "separative model" 

underlying the views of the neoclassical school "presumes that humans are 

autonomous, impervious to social influences, and lack sufficient emotional 

connection to each other to make empathy possible" (p. 37). Furthermore, their sense 

of belonging ness is somehow ignored (Katona, 1975, p. 50). However, individuals are 

not only "moody, sometimes obstinately prejudiced, occasionally impUlsive and often 

badly informed," but they also forget and ignore (Striimpel, 1990, pp. 194-195). The 

conceptualisation most akin to a psychological understanding pertains to a 

comparative methodology tlu·ough which the economic behaviours of people having 

di [ferent sets of values or different levels of a given set of values can be compared 

and contrasted for a given sphere of human activity. The proposed study will be 

within this stream in its purpose of comparing people in terms of their levels of 

endowment effect - to be explained below - as a function of two psychological 

variables: individualism-collectivism and perspective taking. 

1.1) Decision-making and Rationality-

Rationality has been a frequent topic within any area of social sciences and 

philosophy at one time or another throughout a period covering more than two 

millennia, and the last quarter ofthe 20th century saw the emergence of decision 
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sciences, cognitive psychology and cognitive science which took rationality as their 

main theme of interest and raison d 'etre. Decision sciences and cognitive sciences 

appeared to be hybrid disciplines, while cognitive psychology empiricised one of the 

major questions: Are human beings (ir)rational? 

A useful distinction while reviewing the literature on rationality is among 

descriptive, n01111ative and prescriptive approaches to the study of decision making. 

The descriptive approach refers to "what is" and in this case "how real people think 

and behave," the normative approach refers to "what ought to be" and "how ideal 

people should behave under ideal conditions;" and the prescriptive approach takes up 

the problem of "what makes a decision better or more efficient." The criteria for 

evaluating these types of studies are also different: They are empirical validity, 

theoretical adequacy, and pragmatic value respectively (Bell, Raiffa, & Tversky, 

1988, pp. 16-18). The existence of the prescriptive subtype is a consequence of the 

split between descriptive and nonnative models (Bell, Raiffa, & Tversky, 1988, p. 

24). This distinction can be applied to studies of rationality and models of human 

behavior as well (Stanovich, 1999, pp. 3-4). 

On the other hand, distinct conceptualisations of rationality resulting from 

departmentalisation of knowledge by each discipline have given rise to different types 

of rationalities. Economic rationality - the one that concems us in this study - is 

associated with the notion of expected utility developed by von Neumann and 

l'v:lorgenstern in a way that "rational action is that action which yields the highest 

expected utility" (Hampton, 1998, p. 90). Roughly speaking, "[e]xpected utility 

theory deals with choosing among acts where the decision-maker does not know for 

sure which consequence will result fi'om a chosen act. When faced with several acts, 

the decision-maker will choose the one with the highest' expected utility', where the 
~ 
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expected utility of an act is the sum of the products of probability and utility over all 

possible conscqucnces" (Schmcidlcr, & Wakker, 1987, p. 229). According to Tvcrsky 

& Kalmeman (1986),. the expected utility theOlY consists of four principles. These are: 

1) Cancellation: This principle predicts that the equivalent and equipotent 

propeliies of a given choice pair will be omitted by the rational agent. This is strongly 

associated with the cognitive psychologists' notion of the cognitive miser. 

2) Transitivity: This principle predicts that no option is treated independently of 

each other. If A is prefened to B, and B is preferred to C, it cannot be the case that C 

is preferred to A. 

3) Dominance: This principle predicts that - other things being equal- a better 

option in any given respect will be prefened. 

4) Invariance: This principle predicts that the form in which the choice problem is 

presented does not effect the choice. In other words, an altemative presentation of the 

same choice problem is treated alike. 

That rational agents should have the capacity to order altematives or that the 

preferences should be complete - i.e., given a and b as altematives, it is either a>b or 

b>a or a=b - can be added to this list as the fifth principle (PIous, 1993, p. 81, 

Hampton, 1998, p. 94). 

Kalmeman & Tversky (1979) incorporate the asymmetry between gain and loss 

into their so-called "prospect theOlY". Prospect theory, in contrast to expected utility 

theory, which predicts that the utility for one unit ofloss and one unit of gain are 

equal, proposes that loss weighs heavier than gain. By the use of empirical tools -

scenarios which involve decision-making for two altematives - Kahneman & Tversky 

(1979) showed that expected utility theory as a descriptive model is flawed. Tversky, 

& Kahneman (1986) cited some experiments which negate the truth value of the 
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invariance principle. Due to the linguistic framing of the problems, people made a 

choice A rather than B in one ofthe framings of the same choice pair while choosing 

B rather than A in another one. The experiments also point out that people do not 

behave in accordance with dominance principle. Luce who introduced stochasticity, 

i.e., randomness into the expected utility models (PIous, 1993, p. 83) and Raiffa 

(1990) emphasise that intransitivities always occur (p. 28, p. 37). Various 

explanations can be provided for these intransitivities, such as nonstationary or 

stochastic preferences. However, there is always the possibility that people are not 

intransitive in their behaviors although they are so in choice situations (Bell, Raiffa, & 

Tversky, 1988, p. 10). 

As an empirical counter to the principle of cancellation, Colman & Stirk (1999) 

proposed "the term singleton bias to denote a hypothesized tendency to prefer an 

alternative that is perceived as unique by virtue of an attribute that does not affect its 

desirability or attractiveness ( ... )." While conducting two experiments in which they 

presented selection of employees and house as the tasks for decision making, they 

obtained a moderate support for the existence of the singleton bias. 

The prospect theory replaces "utility" with "value" (PIous, 1993, p. 95). This 

theOlY is based on two phenomena: 

1) Certainty effect: The certainty effect is the tendency to prefer a celtain gain 

rather than a probable but greater gain. For example, people prefer a certain $300 gain 

rather than a $400 gain with probability of .80, although the latter yields greater utility 

(300x 1 =300 vs. 400x.80=320). A useful distinction in this oontext is among 

uncertainty, risk and ambiguity. According to Kerren, & Gerritsen (1999) this is a 

distinction "in which ignorance, as the name suggests, implies complete lack of 
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knowledge," and comprises "risk in which uncertainty is expressed by an exact 

numeral, and ambiguity which marks a condition in between the fonner two." 

2) Reflection effect: Reflection effect is the reversal of preferences depending on 

the sign of the amount (loss vs. gain). For example, when presented a choice situation 

between "a sure loss of $100" on the one hand and "a loss of $200" with a probability 

of .50 and no loss with a probability of .50 on the other, most of the people prefer the 

second one which is risky, but when presented another situation between a sure gain 

of $1 00 on the one hand and a gain of $200 with a probability of .50 and no gain with 

a probability of .50 on the other, they prefer the first one which is certain (van del' 

Pligt, 1996, pp. 36-37). When gains are at stake people are risk averse, they are rather 

risk seekers when losses are at stake. However, through a series of experiments, 

Kerren & Gerritsen (1999) found that people avoid ambiguity more as compared to 

risk on the one hand, and high levels of ambiguity as compared to low levels on the 

other. 

An extrapolation of the prospect theory is that the loss of a value which represents 

a lower proportion of the total is perceived to be more valuable in comparison to the 

loss of the same value over higher money amounts. That is, a loss of $100 from a 

money amount of $200 is perceived 10 be more of a loss than a loss of $100 from a 

money amount 0[$1200 (Kahneman, & Tverslcy, 1979, p.278; Tverslcy, & 

Kahneman, 1986, p.259). Similarly, an empirical principle of the theory is that 

"people give unlikely events more weight than they deserve, and give cOlTespondingly 

less weight to very likely events" (Bell, Raiffa, & Tversky, 1988 p. 24). FurthemlOre, 

"contrary to the assumption by classical theory that people react to the absolute level 

of payoffs, ( ... ) experiments show that in fact they tend to privilege the status quo 
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(their current position) and are sensitive to changes from the status quo" (Gintis, 

20(0). 

The predictions of the prospect theory have been tested occasionally. For instance, 

McDaniels (1992) found that there exists the gain-loss disparity for the issue of 

automobile safety and that the framing ofthe scenario as one peltaining to gain vs. 

loss dramatically influenced the responses even if the study was conducted in a 

"close-to-market context" at an auto dealer. 

Despite Davis & Holt's (1993) opinion that "no widely accepted altemative theory 

has arisen" (p. 437), other altematives to the classical expected utility theory has also 

put forward. For example, Savage and Edwards separately developed subjective 

expected utility (SEU) theories within which rational action was considered as the one 

that. gives the most SEU (van del' Pligt, 1996; PIous 1993, pp. 82-83). \Vhile 

subjectivising the expected utility, these theories still subscribe to the axiom of 

transitivity (Bell, Raiffa, & Tversky, 1988, p. 21). They have not supported by 

empirical data (Simon, 1990, pp. 194-197; Simon, 1988, p. 68), leading some 

observers to conclude that they are nonnative rather than descriptive (van der Pligt, 

1996, p. 34). Simon (1990) considers SEU theories both as "one of the impressive 

intdlectual achievements of the first half of the twentieth century" (p. 194) and as 

Olympian models, which are rather nonnative, and far from being descriptive (p. 

198). 

On the other hand, empirical demonstrations of human irrationality framed both 

within classical expected utility theory and other theories was new. McNeil, Pauker, 

& Tversky (1988) found that respondents preferred radiation therapy over surgery to 

treat lung cancer when the same probabilities of efficacy were framed in tenns of 

mortality rather than survival. Respondents showed the reverse preference when the 
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frame was altered. This is consistent with the proposal by prospect theory that people 

are risk averse in gains and risk seekers in losses. In the subsequent study, they 

presented four scenarios concerning a pregnancy decision: In the first one, the 

probability of having a baby with heart disease was framed in terms of its occurrcnce 

(5%). In the second one, it was framed in terms of nonoccurance (95%). In the third 

one, both of the framcs were given. Finally, in the fourth one, a conditional case was 

presented in which there could be a genetic defect with a probability of 10% and this 

defect - if present - would cause having a baby with heart disease with half-and-half 

probability (the overall probability of having a baby with heart disease in this scenario 

is indeed equal to those in the other three: .lx.5=.05). Choosing to forego pregnancy 

was observed mostly in the last scenario. Another striking point is that the sample was 

a group of undergraduates in medicine and radiology that would be expected to be 

more sensitive to the evaluation of these probabilities. 

Observing choices in "the positive-frame condition, in which subject's choice is 

framed as contributing to a public good that makes other subjects better off; and the 

negative-frame condition, in which subject's choice is framed as buying a private 

good that makes other subjects worse off," Park (2000) concluded that "the negative 

framing has a most salient effect on the subjects who have individualistic value 

orientation, whereas the negative framing has a rather insignificant effect on the 

subjects who have cooperative value orientation." In other words, the quality of the 

choices on tasks developed to identify the value orientations of the participants (these 

are: individualistic, cooperative, competitive, altruistic, aggressive types within the 

framework employed by Park, 2000) makes a difference in the magnitude of the 

framing effect. On the other hand, Li (1998) provides some empirical evidence 

against the existence of framing effect, which is central to p~ospect theory, and some 
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other studies have been reported finding smaller effect sizes (Druckman, 2001). 

Nevertheless, Druckman (2001) observed a similarly great effect size as compared to 

those of the original studies. According to him, this is due to the use of the same 

problems. Most of the studies finding smaller effect sizes usc various problems. 

However, that kind of an interpretation is self-defeating: It weakens the external 

validity of the decision-making tasks used in these studies. Low external validity 

would render these effects mere artefacts (JungennaIU1, 1983, p. 75). Similarly, Davis, 

& Holt (1993) cast doubt on these findings since the participants were not motivated 

by real financial rewards (p. 441). 

A contribution by Druckman (2001) to the framing literature probes the possibility 

that being risk-averse in gains and risk-seeking in losses is inherent -i.e., prior to 

exposure to negative or positive frames. To test this possibility, Druckman (2001) 

added a third condition to the usual framing setting in which problems are presented 

in both frames. He found that people showed the same tendencies within this third 

condition although the effect size was smaller. 

Most of the empirical research on human (ir)rationality is adevelopmental in its 

essence. In other words, they do not have an eye on the development of rationality 

from childhood on. To remedy this situation, Klaczynski (2001) explored the gap 

between nonnative and descriptive responses using adolescents and young adults as 

his sample. He provided three types of decision problems: Denominator neglect (this 

is the tendency to view - for example - a probability of 10/1 00 as more favorable 

compared to III 0), if-only judgments (these arc the misjudgments of evaluating two 

cases differently when an irrelevant condition is added to the picture -although it has 

nothing to the with the event for judgment. It sounds like the singleton bias mentioned 

above), sunk cost decisions (these are the decisions favoring !he continuation of an 
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effort -even though it has been revealed that it is in vain- only since some money or 

effort had been spent for that activity beforehand). Klaczynski (2001) used two 

frames probing what the person usually does (usual frame) and what a logical person 

would do (logic frame). He found that the frequency of fallacies in the logic frame 

decreases with age. 

Another line of research -led by Herbert A. Simon (Groner, Groner, & Bischof, 

1983, p. 102) - took its departure from the proposition that human beings are 

systematically irrational. This led researchers to identify the biases and heuristics that 

are employed in decision making. Those that have received the most attention among 

the heuristics identified are the following. 

1) Availability heuristic: The availability heuristics is the tendency of human beings 

to use available past cases in their memories to determine the probability level for a 

given situation. Fiedler (1983) traced the impact of this heuristic in the phenomenon 

of overestimating one's own contribution to a close personal relationship clue to the 

higher rates of availability of memories concerning one's own actions. He found that 

this domain of human experience was immune to the use of the availability heuristic. 

He warns researchers against a monistic conceptualisation of this heuristic in which it 

is assumed to apply to all domains of human experience (p. 118). 

2) Representativeness: This heuristic roughly corresponds to assuming an overlap 

between a mental representation of a social object and the real characteristics of this 

object. Tversky & Kahneman (1990) include people's "insensitivity to the probability 

of outcomes" when they are given a vignette, in which a certain stereotype (e.g. 

lawyers, librarians etc.) is aroused, their "insensitivity to sample size", their 

"misconceptions of chance", and their errors in prediction, under this heading (pp. 

172-178). 
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3) Anchoring and adjustment: This heuristic refers to the fact that people consider an 

initial value as an anchor for their subsequent judgments (Tversky, & Kahneman, 

1990). 

Despite the usefulness of these heuristics in saving cognitive energy, at times 

they mislead people in judging certain probabilities such as "the percentage of 

working mothers with children under age 5, the proportion of Iranians who are 

Islamic, the percentage of chemistry professors who are women, and the share of soap 

operas carried by NBC" (PIous, 1993, pp. 145-146). 

4) Hindsight bias: Hindsight bias is the tendency to view eVen an unexpected event 

expected and ordinary once it has occurred. 

5) Overconfidence: This bias, as its name implies, is the tendency to assume higher 

probability levels for one's own predictions than they really have (van del' Pligt, pp. 

46-51). 

1.2) The Endowment Effect 

In the literature which questions the classical view of the rational economic actor, 

the phenomenon of endowment effect has gained prominence within the last twenty 

years. The endowment effect is the difference between the levels of willingness to pay 

(WTP) and willingness to accept (WTA). To state it in psychological terms, people 

value things they possess more than things they do not. That is, a person sets a higher 

price in selling a possession than slhe would be willing to pay in order to buy the 

same commodity (Harbaugh, Krause, & Kesterlund, 2001; Ortona, & Scacciati, 1992; 

Knetsch, 1989; Knetsch, & Sinden, 1987, 1984). In common sense language, loss 

weighs heavier than an equal amount of gain. 
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Hypothetical endowment effect (HE) refers to the endowment effect manifested 

under hypothetical situations like scenarios, while real endowment effect (RE) refers 

to the endowment effect observable in a real or simulated economy. 

What are the reasons behind the endowment effect phenomenon? One explanation 

is insufficient exposure to the market. If this Were the cause, then it could be predicted 

that children would display higher levels of endowment effect in comparison to 

adults. To test this prediction, Harbaugh, Krause & Vesterlund (2001) compared 

kindergartners, third-graders, fifth-graders and finally undergraduates in terms of the 

magnitude of the effect. No consistent age pattem was found. That is, it is not the case 

that the magnitude of endowment effect decreases with age and with a conCUlTent 

increase in shopping experience. Although the endowment effect was found in all age 

groups, shopping experience was unrelated to the magnitude at issue. Unfortunately, 

whether the effect was influenced by the group setting in this study is not clear. The 

authors are vague in describing whether any measures were taken to prevent social 

group influence in preferences (p. 177). 

It is possible that there are psychological reasons behind the endowment effect. 

One would involve the misunderstanding between prospective sellers and buyers of a 

given product as to its price for exchange. Egocentric empathy gaps would be 

explanatory in this sense. 

1.3) Egocentric empathy gaps 

Egocentric empathy gaps, according to the coiners of the term, involve 

"overestimating the similarity between their own valuation of a commodity and the 

valuation of the people in the other role" (Van Boven, Dunning, & Loewenstein, 

2000, p. 66). By conducting five consecutive studies they explored the link between 

egocentric empathy gaps and the endowment effect. In the first study, participants 
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were made to choose between taking an amount of money as a gift or buying a coffee 

mug with this money (buyer condition) and between taking a coffee mug as a gift or 

accepting to sell it to the experimenter for a given price (owner condition). Next, they 

were given another sheet asking how much they thought someone in the other group 

would ask for his/her gift. This first study indicates that endowment effect exists. An: 

interesting finding is that there was no significant difference between the effect levels 

of naIve and educated participants -that is, participants who had taken a course 

covering endowment effect. 

In the second study, the researchers tested the possibility that the effect is due to 

the order of the tasks, self-values, and then other-values. Perhaps the price they gave 

for themselves served as a numerical anchor. They counterbalanced the procedure by 

presenting the tasks in reverse order. Secondly, the researchers thought that the 

participants were not motivated enough to consider the other's perspective. To 

address this issue, some of the participants were promised monetary incentives if they 

could predict the other's price cOl1'ectly within a given range. The findings show that 

neither counterbalancing nor motivation affects the magnitude of endowment effect. 

III the third study, a variation was introduced. Half ofthe participants were 

assigned to a buyer's agent condition. The buyer's agent's "job is to buy a commodity 

for someone else" (Van Boven, Dunning, & Loewenstein, 2000, p. 69). The 

hypothesis is that since the buyer's agent does not own a mug himself/herself, slhe 

would underestimate the value of it for the owner. This hypothesis was corroborated 

by the findings. 

In the fourth study, the attributions for the discrepancy between the prices offered 

by the owners and buyer's agents were probed. Responses were categorised into two 

clusters, dispositional and situational (p. 70). The items for this task comprise 
-<-
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explanations based on greed and endowment effect, i.e., there are items such as "s/he 

offers a high price since s/he is greedy" and "s/he offers a high price since it is not 

reasonable to sell something at the price s/he had bought". Half of the buyer's agents 

were also asked to give a price if they were to be the sellers (introspection condition). 

It was found that the participants more frequently chose a greed rather than an 

endowment effect explanation for the other's behaviours (p. 71). Another finding was 

that buyer's agents under the introspection condition did not differ from others. 

Finally, in the fifth study, some of the buyer's agents were given their own mugs 

and it was expected that since they experienced ownership themselves they would not 

underestimate the value of the mug for the owner. As expected, buyer's agents 

owning a mug offered higher selling prices (p. 72). 

1.4) Empathy 

To reframe the problematic at a more basic level, empathy "refers to the reactions 

of one individual to the observed experiences of another" in general (Davis, 1983, p. 

113). While Batson et al. (1995) state that empathy is "other-oriented feelings 

congment with the perceived welfare of another individual" (p. 621), Oswald (1996) 

roughly conceptualises it as "vicarious affective arousal" (p. 614). According to Davis 

(1983) who introduced the multidimensional approach to the study of empathy, it has 

four dimensions: Perspective taking (taking the point of view of others), fantasy 

(identification with fictitious characters of books, movies etc.), empathic concem 

(concern for others), and personal distress (feelings directed towards oneself). It is 

induced either by exposure to a given stimulus event or internal effort to empathise so 

that Hodges & Klein (2001), propose two ways to regulate empathy: either avoiding 

exposure to the stimulus event or manipUlating the effort. Aaker & ·Williams (1998) 

holding a similar but broader point of view, explored the mediating variables between 
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emotional appeals and, ego-focused (pride and happiness) and other-focused 

(empathy and peacefulness) emotions using comparison groups on the basis of 

individualism-collectivism in two experiments, while Okun et a1. (2000) elaborated 

the relationships between individual differences in emotional intensity and regulation, 

empathy, and helping behaviour. 

1.5) Perspective Taking 

Oswald (1996) observed direct links between perspective taking and empathy on 

the one hand, and perspective taking and alttuistic helping on the other (p. 620). 

Batson, Early & Salvarani (1997) found that while "imagining how another feels" 

elicited empathy, "imagining how you would feel" gave rise to personal distress in 

addition to it. The above idea is further supported by Sheldon's (1996) finding that 

both emotional empathy - that is, considering what the other agent feels - and 

cognitive empathy - that is, considering what the other agent thinks - are correlated 

with the awareness of the other's experience from the other's perspective and self 

experience from the self perspective (p. 627). 

Perspective taking entails the existence of a subject as the perspective taker 

("self') and the object as the target of this act ("other"). It pertains to either an 

appearance or an expelience. These four components (object, subject, appearance and 

experience) yield eight combinations. Sheldon (1996), extending the model developed 

by Figurski, introduced these eight components. They are identified in Table 1 and 

examples are presented for each. 

Davis (1983) found significant positive con-elations between perspective taking as 

he conceptualised it and interpersonal functioning, extraversion, and empathic 

concem (p. 119, 122). 
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Table 1. Eight Types of Perspective Taking with Examples'. 

Experience Appearance 
Object ~ Object 

Self Other Self Other 
Self SES SEO Self SAS SAO 

Subject Other OES OEO Subject Other OAS OAO 
SES: "when we attempt to understand SAS: "when anorexics insist they are 
our own anger." too fat, despite others' protests." 
SEa: "when we deny another's light SAO: "when we laugh at someone's 
to feel insulted." necktie." 
OES: "when we visit a therapist." OAS: "when we appear in public in a 

new bathing suit." 
OEO: "when we feel "for the other OAO: "when we notice a teenager's 
persoll. "" obsession with his or her 

complexion." 

Perspective taking may be the underlying pattern behind the endowment effect. If 

the individual is not competent in understanding what others can feel and think, s/he 

proposes higher price for what s/he possesses. 

Sheldon's (1996) scale was used to measure perspective taking in this study. 

1.6) Individualism-Collectivism 

As a possible psychological correlate of the endowment effect, individualism 

emphasises the worth of the individual and self-actualisation. In individualism, 

individual identity is prevalent rather than collective identity, while in collectivism; 

conformity, uniformity, and harmony are important (Ho, & Chiu, 1994, pp. 139-141; 

Reykowski, 1994, pp. 77-78; Singelis, 1994; p. 580; Ttiandis 1994a, pp. 287-289, 

1990, pp. 39-49). Individualism and collectivism are reflected in the family unit, 

behaviours in various contexts, work values, legal systems, preferred methods of 

conflict resolution, decision-making processes, child-rearing practices and so forth 

(Vandello, & Cohen, 1999; Saha, & Ghosh, 1998; Goregenli, 1997; Hui, 1990, pp. 

191-194; Kagltylba91, 1990; Leung, 1990, pp. 222-223; Triandis, 1990, p. 40). 

I All the examples are taken from Sheldon (1996, p. 621). See Appendb.. F for elaboration. 
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Anamur (1998) found that for collectivistic people, interpersonal dimensions are more 

significant as the source of self-esteem (p. 63). A factor analysis conducted by Realo, 

& Allik (1999) shows that collectivism revolves around at least three factors/themes: 

Family, peers, and society (p. 136). A study by Mesquita (2001) indicates that 

individualistic and collectivistic people experience even the same emotion differently. 

Triandis and others have suggested that collectivism and individualism can both 

be subdivided into vertical and horizontal types. Following this suggestion, the 

typology can be expanded to four categories: While horizontal collectivism refers to 

an embedded but not subordinate mode of existence, vertical collectivism refers to 

both merging and subordinate kind of life style. Secondly, while horizontal 

individualism refers to the mode of a person who accepts equality among people as a 

guiding principle, vertical individualism corresponds to one occupied with hierarchy 

and comparison (Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998; Verma, & Triandis, 1998, p. 257; 

Ki:\glt<;lba~l, 1997, pp. 17-19; Smith, & Schwartz, 1997, p. 90). 

A main challenge for research on individualism-collectivism has been the 

(in)consistency between individualism and collectivism at a societal level and at a 

personal level. Since it is possible that there are individualistic people in collectivistic 

societies and collectivistic people in individualistic societies, the researchers felt the 

need to propose new terms referring to individualism and collectivism (Singelis, 

1994). These are; allocentrism and idiocentrism, respectively (Triandis, 1994b). This 

new terminology has not been adopted by all researchers in the area; some of them 

use the new and old temlS interchangeably, while some others have completely 

reduced one level to another (Smith, & Schwmiz, 1997). 

Another recent proposal within the individualism-collectivism literature has been 

the notion of independent and interdependent self-construals (Markus, & Kitayama, 
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1994). Self-construal can be conceptualised as "a constellation of thoughts, feelings, 

and actions concerning one's relationship to others, and the~self as distinct from 

others" (Singelis, 1994, p. 581). An independent self-construal stresses "the 

separateness and uniqueness of the individual" while a dependent self-construal 

stresses relationships and connectedness. To be more systematic, an independent self­

construal denotes "an emphasis on internal abilities, thoughts and feelings; being 

~nique and expressing the self; realising internal attributes and promoting one's own 

goals; and being direct in communication" whereas an interdependent self puts an 

emphasis on "external, public features ( ... ); belonging and fitting in; occupying one's 

proper place and engaging in appropriate action; and being indirect in 

communication" (Singelis, 1994, p. 581). Convergently, Kashima, Yamaguchi, Kim, 

Choi, Gelfand & Yuki (1995) while developing a set of measures of individualistic, 

relational, and collectivistic components of self-construals, subscribe to a distinction 

between the relational sphere characterising the individual level and the collectivistic 

sphere characterising the culture (p. 926). 

Research in this area generally uses cross-cultural designs by which various 

cultures and/or members of various cultures have been compared as to their levels of 

individualism-collectivism. In this vein, Westerhof, Dittmann-Kohli & Katzko (2000) 

compared American and Congolese elderly adults (mean ages 76 and 52 respectively). 

They found that both groups produced more collectivistic sentences than 

individualistic ones while Americans provided more individualistic sentences than 

their Congolese counterparts. At another level, they observed significant differences 

in terms of the frequency of certain individualistic and collectivistic responses such as 

"autonomy" and "lives of others" for the two groups. Americans and Congolese 

differed also in the qualitative meanings they attributed to indivLdualism and 
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collectivism (p. 664). However these findings can be attributed to age differences: 

Sunar, inelmen, israel, Karabatt, Karamo11a & Dner (1995) found that Turkish adults 

consider interpersonal characteristics as more impOliant compared to younger 

respondents, and that Turkish adults were highly satisfied with their interpersonal 

characteristics. 

In another study elaborating African culture, Eaton & Louw (2000) found that the 

speakers of African languages used more interdependent self-descriptions than the 

speakers of English living in South Africa. Women regardless of their native language 

mentioned other people more frequently in their self-descriptions. In a cross-cultural 

study sampling 1580 university students from 4 individualistic and 5 collectivistic 

cultures, it was founel that females fi'om individualist cultures provided collectivist 

responses more frequently compared to their male counterparts (Watkins, Adair, 

Akande, Gerong, McInerney, Sunar, Watson, Wen & Wondimu, 1998). 

Realo & Allik (1999) compared American, Estonian, and Russian students. They 

found three themes in the responses they obtained: Family, society, and peers. They 

included Russian students living in Moscow and in Narva, Estonia as separate groups. 

The results indicate that for these four groups (Americans, Estonians, Moscowite 

Russians, Narvatite Russians), family coUectivism is the highest and peer collectivism 

is the lowest, while society collectivism occupies a middle position. Russians were the 

most collectivistic ones -Moscowites and Narvatites in this order- and contrary to 

expectations, Estonians were the least collectivistic ones having lower scores than 

their American counte111arts. 

A deviation from the general assumption that the tenns "individualism" and 

"collectivism" are applicable for each and every culture regardless of specific cultural 

parameters may be fruitful: Gerganov et al. (1996) develope(~ the Bulgarian 
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Individualism/Collectivism Scale in order to tap the sensitivities of Bulgarian social 

representations. After developing the scale, they conducted various studies as a part of 

the validation procedure. They found that collectivists were less liberal both 

politically and economically; partisans of the Bulgarian Socialist Party were more 

collectivistic; willingness to leave the country and "intention to initiate private 

economic activities" were significantly correlated with individualism scores. Finally, 

in their study, vocational choice (business vs. nursing) predicted the levels of 

individualism/collectivism (pp. 292-294). Reviewing these findings, one should keep 

in mind that the way the researchers from fonnerly"socialist" countries conceptualise 

the notion of collectivism may be categorically different fro111 the way it is 

concept.ualised in the mainstream literature: The fonner understands it as a political 

set of values and a norm of conduct whereas the latter conceives it as a cultural 

constituent. Yet Grimm et a1. (1999) using a large sample (n=1300) found that the 

definitive elements of individualism and collectivism proposed by Filipinos and 

Americans do not overlap very much (p. 491). This epistemological relativism can be 

pushed further by suggesting that the mainstream understanding of individualism and 

collectivism is underlain by a Western bias having its roots in Clu'istian theological 

heritage (Sampson, 2000, p. 1429). 

It is also possible to investigate individualism/collectivism at a socio-historical 

level: Vandello, & Cohen (1999), after forming an index of collectivism composed of 

"percentage of people living alone", "percentage of elderly people living alone", 

"percentage of households with grandchildren in them", "divorce to marriage ratio", 

"percentage of people with no religious affiliation", "average percentage voting 

Libertarian over the last four presidential elections", "ratio of people carpooling to 

work to people d11ving alone", and "percentage of self-empl<?yed workers" brought 
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out the American map of collectivism at a state level (p. 284). According to this index 

the top ten collectivistic states were: Hawaii, Louisiana, SDuth Carolina, Mississippi, 

Maryland, Utah, Virginia, Georgia, Califomia and New Jersey. 

In a series of studies exploring the effect of individualism and collectivism on 

self-esteem and self-concept using Turkish samples, Sunar (1998) found that 

individualistic male respondents showed more icliocentrism in self descriptions as 

compared to individualistic female ones, and collectivistic females had more 

idiocelltrism than collectivistic males. 

The mere existence of such a constmct as individualism-collectivism is a caveat 

against the neoclassical understanding of rational economic actors. Further research in 

individualism-collectivism if it mediates the empathy levels of individuals would be 

conducive to figure out the working model of the endowment effect. Van Boven, 

Dunning & Loewenstein (2000) proposed the term "egocentric empathy gaps" to 

explain the mystery behind the endowment effect. 

Hui's (1988) INDCOL scale was used to measure individual-level individualism­

collectivism in this study. 

1. 7) The expected relations 

The transactions leading to the hypothetical endowment effect seem to necessitate 

perspective taking abilities. Hence a relationship between the hypothetical endowment 

effect and levels of perspective taking is expected. 

Inasmuch as self and others are at issue in these transactions, also a relationship 

between the hypothetical 'endowment effect and levels of individualism-collectivism 

is expected. Due to "the normative principle that the well-being of the group should 

take priority over the well-being of an individual" (Reykowski, 1994, p. 278) guiding 

collectivism, it is probable that the respor,ses on the scenarios, aiming to measure the 
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hypothetical endowment effect will systematically differ. Hence individualism­

collectivism will be investigated as a possible psychological correlate of endowment 

effect in this study. 

In addition, in the procedure used to assess the real endowment effect, the 

participants make a decision between retaining an initial gift or exchanging it with 

another. This may be regarded as an interaction benveen a former self and the present 

self, in which the fonner self becomes the object of perspective taking for the present 

self as the subject although it would be speculative to state whether this process 

pertains to experience, appearance or both. Hence there should be a relationship 

between SES and SAS, and the phenomenon of real endowment effect. 

Moreover, it is probable that individualism-collectivism is related to the levels of 

perspective taking. Furthemlore, the following lines by Triandis (1994a) imply that 

the relationship is probable: "Because maintaining relationships is very important to 

them [collectivists], they prefer to suppress negative communications and tell others 

what they want to hear, rather than tell the truth and create bad feelings" (p. 293). 

Collectivists are more sensitive to other-focused emotions such as empathy (Triandis, 

1994a, p. 298). Finally, it should be reminded that individualism-collectivism will be 

treated as an intracultural variable rather than an intercultural one. In other words, 

variations within a single culture (Turkish) will be measured. 

1.8) fupotheses 

H l ) Collectivism scores will be negatively related to hypothetical endowment effect. 

H2) The overall level of perspective taking will be negatively related to hypothetical 

endowment effect. 

H3) Real endowment effect will be positively related to SES and SAS scores. 
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H4) Collectivism scores will be positively related to the overall level of perspective 

taking. 

II) METHOD 

11.1) Participants 

Students in an introductory psychology course were used as the participant pool. 

The participants were 121 Bogaziyi University undergraduates. 

II.2) Instruments 

11.2.1) Jl1dividualism-Collectivism 

To detennine the levels of individualism-collectivism, the Turkish adaptation of 

the Individualism-Collectivism Scale (INDCOL) was used. The scale was originally 

developed by Hui (1988). It is one of the most frequently used instruments among 

those intending to measure levels of individualism and collectivism. Its strength 

comes from the fact that its items consider the possibility that people may exhibit 

different levels of collectivism in different relationships, such as family, friendship, 

and neighbourhood relationships (Smith, & Schwartz, 1997, p. R9). The translation 

and adaptation of the scale were carried out by Goregenli (1995) (see Appendix E). 

She conducted a l'cliability analysis and found that Cronbach alpha for the adaptation 

was .84 (Goregenli, 1995, p. 6). The scale treats individualism and collectivism in a 

unipolar fashion, where high scores imply high levels ofindividualisl11 and low levels 

of collectivism respectively. 

The Social Awareness Inventory was used to measure the levels of perspective 

taking (see Appendix F). The inventory was developed by Sheldon (1996). It consists 

of eight subscales tapping each of the eight types of perspective taking elaborated 

above -in a four-point Likert response format. Each subscale has 8 items. All of the 
---
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internal consistencies of the subscales exceed .70 (p. 626, 629). The inventory was 

translated into Turkish by the investigator and backtranslated by a fully bilingual 

student. Discrepancies were resolved in consultation with a bilingual native speaker of 

English. The Turkish version was ordered by taking one item from each subscale. In 

other words, the order of the items had the following pattem: 1-9-17-25-33-41-49-57 

etc. 

11.2.3) Endowment effect 

Three methodologies have been employed in previous studies for detecting the 

endowment effect: The first one (trading) involves dividing a class of people into 

halves randomly and giving one group a commodity while giving nothing to the other. 

The experimenter demands them to trade with each other. The simple procedure is to 

note how much is demanded by the two parties for a successful sale (Kolstad, & 

Guzman, 1999, p. 67). Franciosi et a1. (1996) criticises this methodology due to the 

fact that the terms "buying" and "selling" that are included in the instructions are 

value-laden. As an alternative, they presented the tasks as choice: tasks rather than 

selling-buying tasks (p. 216). They found that endowment effect still exists but at a 

slightly lower level under this condition than the findings ofthe previous studies (p. 

225). In the second methodology (scenarios), participants are presented two scenarios, 

one of which intends to measure WTA levels while the other is for WTP levels. In the 

third methodology (self-exchange), the participants are given a gift for participating 

the study first. They are given various tests which will not actually be analysed- to 

give the ownership time to settle down. Finally, before leaving the laboratory they are 

asked whether they want to exchange their gift with another that has equivalent 

exchange value. 
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Morrison (2000a) questioned the possibility that the observed endowment effect is 

due to the nature of the tasks used for measuring it. This point corresponds to some of 

the objections against the 'methodologies to the effect that they find differences 

between anllounced WTP and WTA, but not real ones (Kolstad, & Guzman, 1999, 

p.67). Interpreting the findings of a former study done in a gambling situation, 

MOlTison (2000a) concludes that endowment effect is task-independent. 

In this study, the second and third methodologies were employed. Following the 

second methodology, two scenarios developed by Ortona, & Scacciati (1992) were 

used to measure the hypothetical endowment effect (see Appendix A). In the first 

scenario, the participants are asked how much they would be willing to accept in 

order to exchange an express train ticket for a ticket for a slower train, while in the 

second one, they are asked how much they would be willing to pay in order to 

exchange a normal ticket for an express train ticket. 

JLJ) Procedure 

Participants took part: itl the experiment in groups of six (See Appendix H). At the 

begilming of the session, members of half ofthe groups were given a coffee mug and 

the members of the other groups were given a chocolate bar as a gift for their 

participation in the study. The two types of gift were close to one another in terms of 

price. They were counterbalanced by condition. The study was presented as a study of 

personality. After being given their gifts, participants read either the first scenario or 

the second scenario offered by Ortona & Scacciati (1992) (see Appendix A). Then, to 

measure the levels of individualism-collectivism, the Individualism-Collectivism 

scale (lNDCOL) (Hui, 1988) was administered. Following INDCOL, the Social 

Awareness Inventory (1996) was administered. When they finished the scales, the 

participants were given the second scenario and finally they were asked to indicate 
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whether they would like to exchange the coffee mug given to them at the beginning 

with a chocolate bar; or if they had received the chocolate bar, whether they would 

like to exchange it for a coffee mug. This procedure corresponds to the third 

methodology presented recently and has been widely used in previous studies 

(Harbaugh, Krause, & Vesterlund, 2001; Morrison, 2000b; Kahneman, IZnetsch, & 

Thaler, 1990; Knetsch, & Sinden, 1987). The participants indicated their choice in 

writing (see Appendix B); this method was used in order to prevent group influence. 

Also, the length of the instmctions was minimised in order to reduce transaction costs, 

and all participants had to indicate their choice in order to keep transaction costs 

equal. 

These procedures were followed in a pilot study with 53 participants; 29 were 

females, 15 were males and 9 did not indicate their gender. The endowment effect 

was observed in both real and hypothetical procedures. 

Participants' e-mail addresses were taken at the end of the study for debriefing 

purposes. After the completion of the study, the participants Wf:re debriefed by way of 

a mail message explaining the real purpose of the expeliment and the findings (see 

Appendices I and J). 

11l) RESULTS 

In this section, the results regarding real and hypothetical endowment, 

perspective taking, and individualism-collectivism will be presented. These will be 

followed by presentation of analyses relevant to the hypotheses. 

III. 1 ) Real Endowment Effect 

IlL I. 1) Endowment Effect 

Of 121 participants, 88 persons retained the gift they were given at the very 

beginning of the experiment. The chi square analysis for real endowment effect 
--;. 

~ Bogazi~i Universitesi Kt1tUohanesi ~ 
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indicates that this proportion is significantly different from that expected on the basis 

or chance, X2 = 25, df= 1, p< .0001. 

III.1.2) Order Eff~ct 

To control for a possible order effect, the experimental materials were 

presented in four different combinations and orders: Those were; 1) WTP scenario­

Chocolate bar-WTA scenario; 2) WTA scenario-Chocolate bar-WTP scenario; 3) 

\VTA scenario-Coffee mug-WTP scenario; 4) WTP scenario-Coffee mug-WTA 

scenario. Chi square analysis showed that there was no significant order effect, X2 = 

1.149, df= 3, p = .765. 

IILl.3) Gender Effect 

Finally, a possible gender effect was investigated. 56 females and 60 males 

participated in the study with 5 responses missing. Chi square analysis yielded no 

significant difference between genders on real endowment effect, X2 = .138, df = 1, 

p = .71. 

III.2) Hypothetical Endowment Effect 

nI.2.l) Quantitative Responses 

Of 121 participants, only 94 persons provided quantitative responses for WTP 

and WTA scenarios. The others gave various other types of responses. As shown in 

Table 2, contrary to the expectations, among 94 participants, only 40 persons 

exhibited a hypothetical endowment effect (where WTA is greater than \VTP), while 

44 persons shO'wed no asymmetry at all and 10 showed the reverse ofthe h)'1Jothetical 

endowment effect (WTP was greater than WT A). 

Nevertheless, among those who gave quantitative responses, there was a 

difference between the mean amounts ofWTP (XWTP= 7,080,000 TL) and WTA 

(XWTA= 22,876,100 TL). It was found that the mean ofthe dlfferences between the 
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Table 2. Number of Respondents as to Their Quantitative Response Types for 

Hypothetical Endowment Scenarios 

Quantitative Response Types Number of Respondents % 

I Iypothetical endowment 40 42 

No hypothetical endowment 44 47 

Reverse hypothetical endowment 10 11 

Total 94 100 

amounts for WTP and WTA scenarios was 15,796,100 TL (The four response pairs 

having only a single quantitative response were not included).2 In this sense of 

averaged responses there was a hypothetical endowment effect (One-sample t= 2.091, 

p< .039). 

111.2.2) Qualitative Responses 

For the 27 pairs of qualitative responses, six categories emerged. These are 

listed in Table 3. For the qualitative responses, an interrater reliability analysis was 

conducted. The second rater was a research assistant blind to the hypotheses of the 

study. 74(Yo consensus was reached initially and all the discordances were resolved on 

the second consideration. 

III.3) Perspective Taking 

III.3.1) Overall Scores and Cronbach a 

The possible range for perspective taking score extends from 64 to 256. In this 

study, the mean score for perspective taking was 166.917, with a standard deviation of 

19.668, while maximum and minimum scores were 233 and 112 respectively. 

2 It ShOll ld be pointed out that the model behind this analysis assumes the.. linearity of the utility 

functions. 
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Reliability analysis showed that Cronbach CL for the Social Awareness 

Inventory was .8939. This is even higher than that reported by Sheldon (1996), which 

was .71. 

III.3.2) Overall Factor Analyses 

To assess the psychometric properties of the Social Awareness Inventory used 

to measure levels of perspective taking, a factor analysis was conducted in which each 

subscale was treated as a distinct item. It was found that there were two factors and 

those were the same as those found in the original study (Sheldon, 1996, p. 625). 

Table 3. Categories for Qualitative Responses and Their Respective Percentages 

Number % 

1. Categorical hypothetical endowment (i.e. WTA>WTP 8 30 

in a qualitative way). 

2. Personal values such as needs, preferences &c. (e.g. 8 30 

considering other's needs or own need). 

3. Enjoyment of travel (e.g. "1 like travel"). 4 15 

4. Percentages or multiples that cannot be estimated (e.g. 4 15 

"I pay twice the price"). 

5. Reverse endowment (Le. WTP>WTA). 2 7 

6. Differences explanation (e.g. "I pay the difference"). 1 3 

As shown in Table 4, the first factor comprised (1) self experience from self 

perspective, (2) other's experience fro111 self perspective, (3) other's experience from 

other's perspective, (4) other's appearance fro111 self perspective, and (5) other's 
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appearance from other's perspective, whereas the second factor complised (1) self 

experience from other's perspective, (2) self appearance fro111 self perspective, and 

(3) self appearance from other's perspective. Sheldon (1996) calls the first group of 

subscales "self-grounded" and the other group "self-divided," stating that "the five 

awareness forms loading on the first factor a1l seem to involve secure contact with the 

interests of a 'situated' self. In contrast, the three awareness fon11s loading on the 

second factor entail habitual evaluation of the self from an extemalizing stance" 

(Sheldon, 1996, p. 625). 

Table 4. Factor Analysis for Subscales of Social Awareness Inventory 

Factor loadings 

1 2 

Self experience from self perspective .649 .170 

Self experience from other's perspective .-8.E-03 .765 

Self appearance from self perspective .420 .682 

Self appearance from other's perspective .338 .807 

Other's experience from self perspective .835 -.176 

Other's experience from other's perspective .613 -.160 

Other's appearance from self perspective .815 -.294 

Other's appearance from other's perspective .784 -.229 

1 = Self-grounded factor, 2= Self-dlVlded factor. 

IIL3.3) Subscales and Cronbach as 

The reliability coefficients for each subscale are shown in Table 5. 

The table shows that the reliability of Social Awareness Inventory and its 

subscales is satisfactory. 
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III.4) Individualism-Collectivism 

IlI.4.1) Overall Scores and Cronbach a 

The INDCOL Scale conceives individualism and collectivism in a unipolar 

manner: Individuals high on individualism are thought to be low in collectivism and 

vice versa . .In this scale, high scores indicate high levels of individualism and low 

levels of collectivism. Individualism was measured by this scale of 40 items with a 5 

point Likert format, so that the possible range was between 40 and 200. The actual 

mean was 109.793, the maximum score was 159, and the minimum score was 84 with 

a standard deviation of 13.705. 

It was found that Cronbach a for INDCOL was. 73. 

Table 5. Reliability Coefficients for Subscales of Social Awareness Inventory 

aSES .6798 

aSEO .7904 

aSAS .7160 

aSAO .7340 

aOES .6249 

aOEO .8022 

aOAS .7658 

--
aOAO .8501 
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Ill.5) Hypotheses 

Ill.5.l )tlypothesis l: Collectivism and I{I~ 

In order to test the first hypothesis, which predicts a negative cOlTelation 

between collectivism scores and hypothetical endowment effect, a cOlTelational 

analysis was perfonned, in which the differences between WTA and WTP amounts 

for each individual were used as hypothetical endowment scores. The Pearson 

correlation coefficient for the relation between hypothetical endowment and 

individualism-collectivism scores was not significant (1- -.085, p= 0417). 

Ill.5.2) Hypothesis 2: Perspective taking and HE 

In order to test the second hypothesis, which predicts a negative cOlTelation 

between the overall level of perspective taking and hypothetical endowment effect, 

Pearson cOlTelation coefficient was calculated but the relation between hypothetical 

endowment effect and perspective taking scores was not significant (r= .062, p= 

.555). 

Ill.5.3) Hypothesis 3: RE, and SES and SAS 

In order to test the third hypothesis, which predicts a positive relationship 

between real endowment effect, and self experience fr0111 self perspective and self 

appearance from self perspective scores, a binary logistic regression analysis was 

conducted in which real endowment effect was taken as the dependent variable and 

overall perspective taking scores, subscale scores and individualism-collectivism 

scores were the predictor variables. As shown in Table 6, it was found that self 

experience from self perspective scores significantly predicted real endowment effect. 

None of the other independent variables predicted real endowment. These findings 

partially support the third hypothesis. 
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Table 6. Binary Logistic Regression Results when Real Endowment Effect is Taken 

as the Dependent Variable 

B S.E. Wald Df Sign. Exp (B) 

Perspective Taking .063 .063 1.015 1 .314 .939 

Self Experience From Self Perspective .192 .096 4.002 1 .045 1.211 

SelfExpericnce From Other's Perspective .073 .096 .573 1 .449 1.076 

Self Appearance From Self Perspective .026 .083 .096 1 .757 1.026 

Self Appearance from Other's Perspective .054 .098 .302 1 .583 1.055 

Other's Experience From Self Perspective -.004 .124 .001 1 .976 .996 

Other's Experience From Other's .064 .095 .451 1 .502 1.066 
Perspective 

Other's Appearance From Self Perspective .081 .121 .449 1 .503 1.084 

Other's Appearance fi'om Other's -.006 .101 .004 1 .949 .994 
Perspective 

Individualism .004 .016 .065 1 .798 1.004 

Constant .749 3.02 .061 1 .805 2.115 

IIL5.4) Hypothesis 4: Collectivism and Perspective Taking 

In order to test the fourth hypothesis, which predicts a positive correlation 

between collectivism and perspective taking scores, correlational analyses were done. 

Correlations among overall perspective taking, the subscales of the perspective taking 

scale, and individualism-collectivism scores are shown in Table 7. There was a 

significant correlation between overall perspective taking scores and individualism-

collectivism (r= -.257). That is, as individualism scores increased, overall perspective 

taking scores decreased, as predicted by the fourth hypothesis. Furthenllore, the 
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subscales pertaining to the other as the target were correlated ''lith individualism­

collectivism scores either in a significant or a marginally significant way as shown in 

Table 7. 



Table 7. Correlations Between Perspective Taking Scores and Individualism-Collectivism Scores (n= 120) 

PERSP. TAK ... TNG Pearson Correlation I PERSP. 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

I 
SES Pearson Correlation I .603 SES 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

SEO Pearson Correlation .352 .049 SEO 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .596 

SAS Pearson Correlation .579 .308 .307 SAS 
Sig. (2-tailed) I .(1)0 .001 .001 

SAO Pearson Correlation .566 I .279 .482 .589 SAO 
Sig. (2-tailed) .QOO I .002 .000 .000 

OES Pearson Correlation .633 .406 -.115 .200 .163 DES 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .210 .029 .076 

OEO Pearson Correlation .534 . 336 .005 .084 .013 . .543 OEO 
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 .000 .955 .364 .885 .000 

OAS Pearson Correlation .584 .412 -.186 .155 .042 .639 353 OAS 
). 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .041 .092 .647 .000 .000 

OAO Pearson Correlation .616 .301 -.120 .162 .121 .597 .341 I .745 OAO 
Sig.(2-tailed) .000 .001 .191 .077 .189 .000 .000 ! .000 

, 

I fr.I1)COL Pearson Correlation -.257 -.150 -.045 -.071 -.120 -.174 -.199 -.243 -.190 INDCOL 
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .103 .623 .441 .192 .057 .035 .008 .038 

-- - - ------ - - ---- --- -- - --
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IV) DISCUSSION 

IV.I) Hypotheses 

In this study, there were four hypotheses concerning the relationships between 

the real endowment effect, the hypothetical endowment effect, individualism­

collectivism and perspective taking. They are presented and elaborated below. 

Since it had been thought that the scenarios used to measure WTP (willingness to pay) 

and WTA (willingness to accept) probed distributive behaviour, a relationship 

between collectivism and the hypothetical endowment effect was expected. However, 

there was no support for the first hypothesis predicting a negative con-elation between 

collectivism scores and the hypothetical endowment effect. The correlation coefficient 

was not significant. 

Since it was thought that these scenarios may be associated with perspective 

taking, a relationship between perspective taking and the hypothetical endowment 

effect was expected. Hence the second hypothesis predicted a positive correlation 

between levels of perspective taking and the hypothetical endowment effect. Contrary 

to this prediction, it was found that the relationship between the two was not 

significant. 

Since it was thought that the procedure used to assess the real endowment 

effect necessitated an interaction between former self and present self, a relationship 

between the real endowment effect on the one hand, and self experience from self 

perspecti ve and self appearance from self perspective on the other was expected. 

Binmy logistic regression results supported the third hypothesis expecting such a 

relationship suggesting that real endowment and self experience from self perspective 

are correlated. 
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Finally, the fourth hypothesis predicted a positive correlation between 

collectivism scores and perspective taking scores, since previous studies had pointed 

out a possible relationship (Triandis, 1994a, p. 298). Correlational analysis supported 

the fourth hypothesis. Moreover, it was found that the scores on the subscales of 

perspective taking peltaining to the other as the target -i.e. other's experience from 

self perspective, other's experience from other's perspective, other's appearance from 

self perspective, and other's appearance from other's perspective- were either 

significantly or marginally significantly correlated with individualism-collectivism 

scores. This may imply that collectivistic people have a tendency to monitor others. 

However, the "other"ness presented by the Social Awareness Inventory should be 

elaborated here: The "other" in the inventolY oscillates between intimate or 

significant "other" (e.g. "my friends") on the one hand, and distant or insignificant 

"others" on the other (e.g. "someone else", "another person", "other people"). This is 

maybe a hidden bias ofthe Social Awareness InventOly. The significance of the 

"other" in the items was not considered. Furtheml0re, the distinction between self and 

other in the items bends towards the Westem way of cOl1ceptualising the issue. It does 

not probe perspective taking towards parents, peers, children etc. While reflecting on 

this point further, one should keep in mind that the mcUor strength of the 

Individualism-Collectivism Scale comes from the fact that it comprises various types 

of relationships -including spouses and neighbours. In contrast, the Social Awareness 

Inventory is not sensitive to such relationships. Most of its items conceived the 

"other" as a distant or insignificant other and one should question the implication that 

people high on taking distant or insignificant other's perspective should be also high 

on taking intimate or significant other's perspective. Considering these and similar 

objections, the finding that the collecti'iism scores are either significantly or 
--;. 
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marginally significantly related with subscales of perspective taking pertaining to 

other as target may imply that collectivistic people tend to take distant or insignificant 

other's perspective or those high on collectivism may take others' perspectives more, 

even when the other is distant or not significant. 

If one reframes the above finding, one can firmly state that the relationships 

between individualism-collectivism scores and subscales of perspective taking 

pertaining to the self are not significant. Maybe this points out that individualistic 

people and collectivistic people do not differ in tenns of the construal of self 

appearance and self experience regardless of self or other's perspective. While 

reflecting on this point further, one should keep in mind that the subscale on which 

the highest average score was obtained both in Sheldon (1996) and in the present 

study was self experience from the self perspective. 

In accordance with the literature, it was found in this study that the real 

endowment effect exists. This means that there is a discrepancy between the levels of 

V.lTP and -YVT A. In other words, it was found that people value the gifts they were 

given initially more than the goods they were not given. However, extemal validity of 

these results may be low, since extrapolations fiom coffee mugs and chocolate bars to 

commodities having higher exchange values would be improper. Nevertheless - using 

Popperian nOlnenc1ature (Popper, 1979, pp. 13-14) - one can firmly state that it is not 

the case that endowment effect does not exist. It exists for at least some pairs of 

goods. 

This study shows that hypothetical endowment effect exists in a statistically 

significant way, when hypothetical endowment effect is estimated by the general 

average of the mean differences between WTP and WTA amounts for each 

participants. In addition, the categorical. hypothetical endowment effect was observed 
-< 
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in the qualitative responses to the scenarios. However, contrary to the findings of 

previous studies, the overall hypothetical endowment effect - i.e. the proportion of the 

participants exhibiting hypothetical endowment effect - was not prevalent in this 

study. Only 42% of the respondents exhibited the hypothetical endowment effect. 

Even though this proportion is not high, the overall hypothetical endowment effect 

still exists with moderate proportions. Considerable variations in the hypothetical 

endowment effect were observed. 

The nonprevalence of overall hypothetical endowment effect indicates a 

remarkable point relevant to the literature: There are individual differences in the 

hypothetical endowment effect. There may be many variables underlying these 

individual differences. Most of them maybe due to the properties of the scenarios 

intending to measure hypothetical endowment effect: While attitudes towards 

strangers may be such a variable, time conception may be a more central variable. 

Nevertheless, the variable having possibly the highest explanatory value may be again 

the (in)significance of the "other" in the scenarios intending to detennine the amount 

of hypothetical endowment effect. It is known that collectivistic people do not treat. 

ingroup and outgroup members in the same manner (Leung, & Bond, 1984). 

Accordingly, it is not clear whether participants considered the "other" in those 

scenarios as ingroup members or outgroup members. Pushing this consideration 

further, one can speCUlate that collectivistic people may exhibit hypothetical 

endowment effect when the "other" in the scenario is an outgroup member, but they 

may exhibit no effect \V"hen the "other" in the scenario is an ingroup member. While 

reHecting on this point further, one should keep in mind that Steins (2000) found that 

perspective taking performance differs with regard to the intensity ofthe relationship, 

and that this is the first study of endowment effect in which a society other than 
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Western European ones or American society was sampled. Hypothetical endowment 

effect may be a Western construct. 

Perspective takiilg was a central variable in this study. The subscales centering 

on self and other on the one hand, and appearance and experience on the other are 

very important to unfold not only the working model of the endowment effect but also 

other social phenomena peltaining to interpersonal relationships. In this study, overall 

levels of perspective taking as well as the subscales of perspective taking were 

examined. 

IV.2) Contributions of the Study 

This study showed that high levels of self experience from self perspective 

predict the real endowment effect. This is a contribution to the relevant literature. 

Studies probing possible psychological con-elates of the endowment effect are rare. 

This study can be seen as an attempt to compensate the scarcity of such research. 

Secondly, this study contributed to the individualism-collectivism literature. It 

was found that considering other's perspective was positively correlated with levels of 

collectivism and negatively correlated with levels of individualism. In other words, 

collectivists tend to consider - distant - others as target more than individualists in 

perspective taking. Fmthermore, overall levels of perspective taking were also 

positively correlated with collectivism -and therefore negatively correlated with 

individualism. 

Thirdly, this study contributed to the perspective taking literature. Sheldon's 

Social Awareness Inventory has been an underused measurem.ent tool. Apart from 

Sheldon (1996), there has been no psychometric study intending to detennine its 

quality. The two factor structure found in Sheldon (1996) was replicated in this study. 

This strengthens the validity of the inventory. 
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IV.3) ~imitations of the Study 

There are three limitations of the study and they will be illuminative for 

further studies: 

Firstly, in real markets the seller does not own a single commodity, but rather 

has many. In simulated economies -that is, in laboratories, it would be more realistic 

to endow the sellers with more than a single good, 

Secondly, in this study, the unit of analysis was the individual. A second 

exploration would be toward investigating the endowment effect as a product of 

decision making in small and large groups. Maybe the effect would be exaggerated or 

moderated. 

Thirdly, a major point about the procedure is that the relationship on target in 

the scenarios for WTP and WTA is a short-term relationship. In other words, the 

"other" in the scenarios is deemed to be met not more than once. It can be speculated 

that the results would be different in long-term relationships (Plattner, 1998, p. 15). 

IV.4) Future DirectiOl~s 

If the endowment effect is something that naturally occurs, then it may have a 

survival value. Comparative methodologies that would pennit detection of analogous 

phenomena in lower species would be a particularly interesting and important 

exploration. 

Other candidates for psychological con·elates can be moral understanding, 

justice reasoning, values so and so forth. Those are implicated by the fact that some of 

the participants responded in a way considering whether the prospective exchanger in 

WT A and WTP scenarios is sick or poor. For instance they wrote, "I don't want 

money. Sihe needs it" or "[i]f s/he is sick or poor, I don't want money." Using VlTA 

and WTP scenarios in his study to explore hypothetical endowment effect in 
-< 
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additional auto safety expenses, McDaniels (1992) obtained similar responses. Some 

of the participants proposed that they could leave a good freely. They would accept no 

money or they would not accept to buy/sell. No or zero responses too were frequent in 

his experiment (McDaniels, 1992, p.198). 

lV.S) Conclusion 

In briei~ this study shows that there is at least some relationship between real 

endowment errect and perspective taking, that individualism-collectivism and 

perspective taking on the one hand, and individualism-collectivism and the 

constituents of perspective taking pertaining to the other as target are significantly 

correlated with each other. It contributes to the literature on the endowment effect, 

perspective taking and individualism-collectivism respectively, by exploring the links 

between them. 
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APPENDIX A: The Scenarios 

SCENARIO 1 (Ortona, & Scacciati, 1992, p. 286) 

'Imagine you received a free return ticket to participate in a national competition. After the test, 
the result of which is still unknown to you, you are ready to go back home to enjoy a well­
deserved rest. In the railway station you are asked to exchange your express train ticket for a ticket 
for a slower train. This means your return trip will take two hours longer. What is the lowest 
amount of money you will accept to change your ticket?' 

SCENARIO 2 (Ortona, & Scacciati, 1992, p. 286) 

'Imagine you received a free return ticket to pal1icipate in a national competition. After the test, 
the result of which is still unknown to you, you are ready to go back home to enjoy a well­
deserved rest. In the railway station you are asked to exchange your normal ticket for an express 
train ticket. This means your return trip will take two hours shorter. How much would you be 
willing to pay to exchange your normal ticket for an express train ticket?' 

APPENDIX B: Scenarios (Turkish form) 

SENARYO 1 (OI1ona, & Scacciati, 1992, p.286) 

'Diyelim ki, yurt yaptnda olan bir s1l1ava katlldlktan sonra bedava bir doni.i~ bileti ald1l11z. 
Sonuylan heniiz belli olrnayan testten sonra, iyice hakedilmi~ bir dinlemne iyin eve donmeye 
haZlfS1l11Z. hen istasyonunda, elinizdeki ekpres tren biletini daha yava~ bir tren iyin olan bir biletle 
degi~meniz isteniyor. Bu, yolculugunuzun iki saat uzayacagl anlanuna geliyor. Biletinizi 
degi~tirmek iyin kabul edeceginiz en dii~iik para miktan nedir?' 

SENARYO 2 (Ortona, & Scacciati, 1992, p.286) 

'Diyelim ki, yurt yapmda olan bir s1I1ava kattldlktan soma bedava bir dOJ1ii~ bileti aldullZ. 
SOl1uylan hel1iiz belli olmayan testten soma, iyice hakedilmi~ bir di111enme iyil1 eve donmeye 
haZlfSlJ11Z. Tren istasyonunda, elinizdeki normal tren biletini bir ekpres tren biletiyle degi~meniz 
isteniyor. Bu, yolculugunuzun iki saat klsalacagl anJanuna geliyor. Normal biletinizi, bir ekpres 
tIen biletiyle degi~mek iyinne kadar odemeye razlslmz?' 
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APPENDIX C: Real Endowment Sheets 

FORMA 

Please write your e-mail address below in order for us to inform you later about the findings of the 
study. 
My e-mail is 
Do you want to exchange your gift (chocolate) with a coffee mug? If you want, the experimenter 
will give you the coffee mug you see on the table instead of chocolate. Please tick the one you 
want to take: 
Chocolate D 

Coffee mug D 

FORMB 
Please write your e-mail address below in order for us to inform you later about the findings of the 
study. 
My e-mail is __ --:-____ --,--:---,---,-, 
Do you want to exchange your gift (coffee mug) with a chocolate? If you want, the experimenter 
will give you the chocolate you see on the table instead of coffee mug. Please tick the one YOIl 

want to take: 
Coffee mug D 

Chocolate D 

APPENDIX D: Real Endowment Sheets (Turkish form) 

A FORMU 

Daha sonra yah§manm sonu~,Jan hakkmda sizi bilgilendirmemiz iyin liitfen e-posta adresinizi 
yazllllZ. 
E-posta adresim. __ ..,....,..._-,--___ -:----:-
Hediyenizi (yikolata) bir kahve fincal1lyla degi~mek ister misiniz? istiyorsamz, deneyci size 
yikolata yerine masada gordugunuz kahve fincamlll verecek. Liitfen almak istediginizi 
i~aretleyiniz: 

<;ikolataD 

Fincan 0 

BFORMU 

Daha soma yah~t11anm sOl1uylan hakkmda sizi bilgilendirmemiz iyin Hitfen e-posta adresinizi 
yazllllz. 
E-posta adresim . 
Hediyenizi (kahve fincal1l) bir r;:ikolatayla degi~mek ister misiniz? lstiyorsamz, deneyci size kahve 
fincal1l yerine masada gordiigiinliz r;:ikolataYl verecek. Liitfen almak istedigillizi i~aretleyiniz: 

Fincan 0 

<;ikolata[J 
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APPENDIX E: The Individualism-Collectivism Scale (Hui, 1988) (Turkish version) 

A$AGIDAKi CUMLELERi DiKKATLE OKUYUN. CUMLELERDE ANLATILMAK 
iSTENEN FiKiRLERE KA TILiP KATILMADIGINIZI CUMLENiN KAR$ISINDA YER 
ALAN SA YILARDAN SiZE UYGUN OLANINI DAiRE i<;iNE ALARAK BELiRTiNiz. 

1: KESiNLiKLE KA TILMIYORUM 
(T AMAMEN Y ANLl$) 

5: KESiNLiKLE .KATILlYORUM 
(T AMAMEN DOGRU) 

Kesinlikle Genelde KararSlZlm. Genelde 
KattlnnY°nlm katth11lyorum. katthyonlm. 

E~im degi~ik bir dinden olsa bile bu arannzda 
herhangi bir <;:att~m<tya yol a<;:mazdl. 1 2 3 4 
Muzik zevklerim ailemden (biiyiiklerimden) SOil 

derece farkhdtr. 1 2 3 4 
<;::ocul<:, yok bUytik bir odtil kazansa bile aile bundan 
gurur duyup pay <;:lkarmamahdlT. 1 2 3 4 
Dii~iinceleril11i ve yeni edindigil11 bilgileri ailemle 

I payla~mal11. I 2 3 4 
Mtitevazi bir ya~am stirdlirerek biriktirdigil11 paraya 
ihtiyacl olsa da ailel11in (biiyi.iklerimin) kullanmasma 1 2 3 4 
izin vermem. 
Arabanu (varsa) iyi siiriicii olsalar da kullanmalan 
i<;:in aileme (biiyiiklerime) vermel11. 1 2 3 4 
Babaya,topluma, yard1l11 ve hizmetlerinden 
dolaYl devlet tarafll1dan 6diil verilse bile, yocuk 1 2 3 4 
gUnirlamp pay pkarmamahdu. 
Geny insanlar, egitil111e ve meslekle ilgili planlar 
yaparken ailelerinin onerilerini dikkate almahdnlar. 1 2 3 4 
Kay erkek yocuga sahip olmak istedigim konusunu 
ailemle hiy konu~mam. 1 2 3 4 
Istedigil11 erkek yocuk saYlsl, ailemin sahip olmaml 
istedigi erkek yocuk saYIsll1dan farkhdu. 1 2 3 4 
Eger bir akrabam maddi slkll1hda oldugunu s6ylerse, 
elimden geldigince yardlm ederil11. 1 2 3 4 
KaZanCIl111 bol keseden mi yoksa pinti davranarak ml 
harcayacagull hiy bir akrabann ilgilendirmez. 1 2 3 4 
Ne tiir bir egitim g6recegime karar verirken yakll1 
akrabalanm1l1 tavs~elerine kulak vermem. 1 2 3 4 
Her ailenin kendine has problemleri vardu. Bunlan 
akrabalara anlahllal1ll1 bir yaran yoktur. 1 2 3 4 
Evlel1ecegim (evlendigim) ki~i hakkmda 
kom~ulannnn ne dii§iinecegi onemli degil. 1 2 3 4 
Kom~ulanm benden ve evdekilerclen oclUny bir §ey 
aIl11aml~lardlr. 1 2 3 4 
Kom~ularla gOlii~iirken temkinli olmah, yUnkU 
merakh olclugunuzu, i~lerine burnulluzu soktugunuzu 1 2 3 4 
dii~iinebilirler . 
Ya111annclan geyerken kom~ulanm balla selam 
vermezse huzursuz olurum. 1 2 3 4 

Miimkiin olsa arkad~~lanmla ortak bir arabaya sahip 
olmaYI isterclim; boylece hepimizill ayn ayn fazla 1 2 3 4 
para harcamanuza gerek kalmazdl. 
iyi arkada~lanrn1a yakm oturmak benim iyill 
onemlidir. 1 2 3 4 

Kesinlikh 
katthyorun 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



1: KESiNLlKLE KA TILMIYORUM 
(TAMAMEN Y ANU$) 

Tatile arkada~larla ylkmak, daha az ozgurluk ve 
daha yok klSltlama getirir; sonuyta daha az 
eglenilir. 
ParaYl yok sevip sevmemem Id~isel bir sorulldur; 
arkada~lannun bu konudaki dti~tinceleri beni 
ilgilendirmiyor. 
Ogrencilerin baglmslzltk ozelliklerini geli~tirmemiz 
gerekir, boylece okulla ilgili i~lerde diger 
ogrencilere fazla gtivenmezler. 
Meslekta~larla birlikte yah~lp, birlikte karar 
verirken erok az ~ey kaybedilir, yok ~ex kazalllhr. 
i~ arkada~llll, elektrik ve su paraSllll odemek iyin 

Jlaraya ihti~acl oldugunu soylerse yardllll ederim. 
Okulda ba~anh 01111ak iyin sll11f arkada~larll1111 
yardlnu onel11lidir. 
<;ogu kez, bir ~eyi yaparken i~bir1igi yapl11aktansa 0 

~eyi tek ba~llla ya~ak daha iJ:idir. 
Bir yemege yok ki~i kan~lrsa yel11ek kotn olur 
atasQztiyle alllatIll11ak istenen dti~iInceye 
katIhyorum. 
Glinlil11iizde ailelerin yocuklannm ki~isel 
geli~im1erini engelleyen sert bir tutum iyinde 
Olduklanm dli~linliyorum. 

r-aenyler, flort konusunda ailelerini tavsiyelerini 
dinlemelidirler. 
Slk111tIh oldugum zamanlarda, akrabalanm111 
yardll11 edecegine giiveniril11. 
Ulkenin politik geIecegi konusunda kom~ulanmla 
yene r;:almam. 
Ko~ulanmlll mutlu olup olmamalan beni etkiler; 
onlan dii~iiniirUl11. 
Kom~uIanm bana hep r;:evrede oIup biten ilginy 
~e~ leri anla tn lar. 
Bana ait e~ya[an (fotograf 111akinesi, palto 
~_ meslekta~[an111a hier odfine; vennedim. 
K0111~ulan111la her gUn kar~Ila~lp konu~111aYl 
seviyorum. 
K0111~ularla nasll dost olunmaz gere;ekten 
anlanuyoru111. 
Bir sorunumla ilgili olarak arkada~lanmla 
tartl~n1aktansa onu kendi ba~1111a halletmeye 
yah~lfIm. 

Ne tlir bir i~te yah~acag1111 konusunda yakm 
Arkada~larnmn dU~lincelerilli kesinlikle dikkate 
almam. 

--=--:-----
Bir amirin, yanmda r;:ab~anlara ki~isel ya~amlan 
(tatile nereye gidiyorsun? gibi) hakkmda soru 
sonllaSl uygun degildir. 
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Kesinlikle 

5: KESiNLiKLE KATILlYORUM 
(TAMAMEN DOURU) 

~ 

Genelde KararSlZlm. Genelde 
Katdnllyorum katdnuyorum. kahhyofUl11. 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

I 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Kesinlikl 
kahhyoruJ 

5 

I 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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APPENDIX F: Social Awareness Inventory (Sheldon, 1996, pp. 632-633) 

Response format: (1) Very uncharacteristic of me, (2) Somewhat uncharacteristic of me, 
(3) Somewhat characteristic of me, (4) Very characteristic of me. 

Self experience/from the self perspective 

I think quite a bit about how my experiences have shaped me into the person I am. 

I reflect about myself and my inner motives a lot. 

When something upsets me, I think a lot about why I got upset. 

I always try to analyze why I feel a certain way. 

To help myself become the person I want to be, I frequently reassess my reactions to things. 

I am usually aware of how my emotions affect my actions. 

I believe that I am a very self-reflective person. 

I tend to stand back and evaluate my personal reactions to things. 

Self experiellcelji"Olll the other's perspective 

Sometimes I take my cue about what I should think and feel from the others around me. 

When my friends suggest how one ought to feel about something, I often end up feeling that way. 

I often suppress my emotions when I'm afraid others won't approve of them. 

I'm sometimes not quite sure if what I feel is acceptable, until I know someone else feels the same way. 

I sometimes pay too much attention to other interpretations of what I'm feeling. 

I feel uncomfortable in know my values are different from those around me. 

Sometimes I don't know what I'm feeling until somebody else tells me. 

I usually conceal my emotions in think the people I'm with won't accept them. 

Self appearancelji'O/II the self perspective 

I am quite self-conscious about my appearance, even if those I am with say I look fine. 

I like looking at myself when I know I look good. 

If I gain a few pounds, I can see the difference in my appearance even if nobody else can. 

I sometimes think abolltmy specific features, such as the shape of my nose or the sound of my voice. 

My self-esteem suffers when I haven't met my own standards for grooming. 

I expend a lot of thought on the clothes I wear. 

I can only be happy when I feel that I am in shape. 

I like to study myself in the mirror. 
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Se((appm/"(/l/ce!ji'Olllthe other's perspective 

I frequently tailor the way I present myself according to who I am talking to. 

I can't help but be aware of haw others are judging me 011 the basis of how I look. 

If I unexpectedly see someone I know, and I'm not dressed the way I usually am when I see them, I 
sometimes feel uncomfortable. 

I like to know how I look to others. 

I sometimes wonder what others would think if I had a different appearance. 

If! think what I have on looks O.K., but my friends say they don't like it, I will frequently change my 
outfit. 

I like to speculate about the impression I am making on others. 

How I look to other people is important to me. 

Other's experience({rom the self perspective 

I often try to come up with my own explanation for why people feel or think a certain way, rather than 
accepting theirs. 

I can usually tell when another person is "overdramatizing" in their emotional responses to events. 

I frequently see people whose emotions are being manipulated by others around them, but they don't 
know it. 

I usually know how others feel, even ifthey don't know themselves. 

I'm interested in others' experiences, because I try to figure out for myself what is going on with them. 

I sometimes disagree with people's explanations for why they feel a certain way. 

I often evaluate other people's feelings to detelmine whether they are justified. 

It is usually easy for me to figure out why others feel the way they do. 

Other '.I' experience!ji'olll the other's perspective 

I find it natural to identify with others' needs. 

I can really put myself in other people's situations. 

When talking to others I tend to get absorbed in their concerns, even if they are not my concems. 

I tend to empathize with other people's problems, even when I know they brought them upon 

themselves. 

More than most, I call put myself in another's shoes. 

When someone tells me about something that happened to them, it is as if I were totally in their world. 

I can almost "become" other people when I'm listening to them. 

I can get into another's experience even ifI have never experienced anything similar. 
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Other's appearance/from the self perspective 

When people lie to me, I often catch them because their voice and eyes give them away. 

I can usually see right through people's "acts." 

I tend to pay attention to the appearance or behavior of other people, from my own point of view. 

I can figure out a lot about people just by watching them interact in social situations. 

I like to observe and critique how others are acting in varying situations. 

I can tell by the way a person carries him/herselfwhether he/she is being genuine. 

I am alert to how other people manage their appearance. 

I can usually tell from others' body language when they are trying to hide something from me. 

Other's appearance/from the other's perspective 

I can usually pick up the fact that a person is pleased about the way he/she looks. 

I can tell what sort of image someone is trying to project. 

When people who are overdressed walk into a party, I am aware of their uneasiness about how they 
look. 

I often get a sense of how other people are evaluating themselves. 

I can tell when someone is embarrassed about their accent or hairstyle. 

I always catch it when someone is nervous about talking in front of groups of people. 

It's not hard to pick up on other people's self-images. 

I am often aware of another's self-consciousness about their appearance. 
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APPENDIX G: Social Awareness Inventory (Sheldon, 1996, pp. 632-633) (Turkish version) 

LUTFEN A~AGIDAKi CUMLELERi OKUYUP SiZE EN UYGUN ~IKKI i~ARETLEYiN. 

I: BANA Hi<;: UYMUYOR. 4: BANA TAMAMEN UYUYOR 

Bana hiy Bana az uyuyor Bana uyuyor 

Deneyimlerimin ki~iljgil11e olan etkileri hakkmda bir 
l!YtllUYor 

hayli dii~iiniirilm. 1 2 3 
Kimi zaman, ne dil~ilnmem ve ne hissetmem 
gerektigi kOllusundaki ipuylanm yevremdeki 1 2 3 
ki~ilerden edinirim. 
Birlikte oldugum insanlar, iyi gOliindilgiimii 
soyleseler bile; kafam, gorilnii~ilmle yok me~gul 1 2 3 
olur. 
Gcnelliklc, kClldimi SlIllll1a bi<;imimi, konll~l11akla 
olduglll11 ki~gorc a~larl\1.!. I 2 3 
<;:ogunlukla, insanlann neden belli bir bi<;imde 
dii~iindiikleri ve hissettiklerine ili~kin olarak, onlann 1 2 3 
aylklamalanm kabul etmektense, kendi kendime bir 
a<;lklama bulurum. 
Ba~kalanl1ln gereksinim1erini benimkilermi~ gibi 
gormek, bana dogal gelir. 1 2 3 
insanlar bana yalan soylediginde, yalanlanm 
yogunlukla yakalanm <;iinh.ii insanlann sesleri ve 1 2 3 
gozleri onlan ele veriI'. 
Bir ki~inin kendi goriiniimiinden ho~nut olup 
olmadlgml bir yl!£lda anlanm. 1 2 3 
Kendim hakkl11da ve iy gHdlilerim hakkmcla yok 
dil~ilnilriim. 1 2 3 
Arkada~lanm, bir insamn bir ~ey hakkmda ne 
hissetmesi gerektigini ima ettiklerinde, yogunlukla 1 2 3 
sonunda oyle hissederim. 
iyi goriincliigi.imcle, aynacla kendimi seyretmekten 
~lamnm. 1 2 3 
Ba~kalannll1, beni gorilnil~lime bnkarak 
yargilachklannm ister istemez farkll1daYllll. 1 2 3 
Bir ba~kaslllm, duygusal tepkilerinde ne zaman 
abartIh oldugunu genelde anlayabilirim. 1 2 3 
Kendimi ba§kalannm yerine tam anlanllyla 
koyabilirim. I 2 3 
insanlann yaptIkJanlUll ardll1daki aS11 amaylan yogu 
zaman farkederim. 1 2 3 

Birinin kendisi hakkmda ne tiirclen bir hava 
yaratmaya <;ah~tJgml anlayabilirim. 1 2 3 

Keyfim ka<;arsa, neden kaytJgull yok dii~ilniiriim. 
1 2 3 

Ba~kalarulln duygulanml onaylamayacagull 
1 2 3 dii~iilldiigiimde, clul'gulanrrn bastmnm. 

Birkay kilo ahrsam, ba~kalan farketmese bile, 
goriinii~iimcleki farkl anlayabilirim. 1 2 3 

Beklemedigim bir anda bir tallldlgllm goriirsem ve 
1 2 3 her zamanki gordligii ~ekilcle giyinmemi~sem 

rahatslzhk duyanm. 
Etraf1l1clakiler tarafmclan duygulanyla oynamlan 
insanlarla slkya kar~lla~tJg1l11 halcle, onlar 1 2 3 

duygulanyla ol'nancllgll1111 farkll1a varmazlar. 
'" 

Bana tamamen 
uyuyor 

4 

4 

4 
, 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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Bana hiy Bana az uyuyor Bana uyuyor Bana tamamen 

Ba~kalanyla konu~urken, ay11l derde sahip oll11asam 
uymuyor uyuyor 

da kendimi oniann dertierine kaptmnm. 1 
" 

2 4 3 
Diger insanlann gihiinii~lerini ya da davraI1l~lanl1l 
kendi bak1~ ay1111dan izleme egilirnindeyim. 1 2 3 4 
Giysileri uygun oimayan insanlar bir sosyal ortama 
adlm attIklarmda, onlann goriiniimlerinden 1 2 3 4 
duydukian rahatslzhgm farkmda olurum. 
Hislerirnin nedenlerini her zaman bulmaya yah~trIm. 

1 2 3 4 
Eger ba~ka insanlann da benim gibi hissettigini 
gormezsem, bu hislerimin kabul edilebilir.olup 1 2 3 4 
olmadlgmdan en~11 0\a111a111. 
Kirni zaman, burnumun biyimi ya da sesimin tilllSI 
gibi ozelliklerim hakkmda dii~iiniiriim. 1 2 3 4 
Ba~kalan iizerinde bnaktIglm izlenimleri haya\ 
e;tmekten h~~lamnm. 1 2 3 4 
Ba~kalan, ne hissettiklerinin farkmda olmasalar da, 
yogu zaman ben anlanm. 1 2 3 4 
Kendiba~lanna dert ayml~ olduklanm dii~iinsem de, 
diger insanla1'1 anlamaya yah~mm. 1 2 3 4 
insanlan yalmzca ba~ka insanlarla etkile~jm 
halindeyken izleyerek oulara ili~kin bir yok ~eyi 1 2 3 4 
anlayabilirim. 
Diger insanlann kendilerini nasil 
degerlendirdiklerini yogunlukla sezerim. 1 2 3 4 
01mak istedigim ki~i olabilmek iyin, olaylara 
verdigim tepkileri sik slk yeniden gozden geyiririm. 1 2 3 4 
Kimi zaman, ba~kalannlll ne hissettigime iJi~kin 
yorumlanm fazla onemserim. 1 2 3 4 
Kendime gerektigi kadar yeki diizen vemledigimi 
di.i~lini.irsem, kendime gi.ivenim zedelellir. 1 2 3 4 
Kimi zaman, daha farkh bir gori.intiiye sahip 
01111am111, ba~kalanna ne di.i~iindlirecegini merak 1 2 3 4 
ederim. 

f-.-Ba~kalaf1n1l1 deneyimleriyle ilgilenirim, ylinki.i neler 
ya~adlklarul1 kendi kendime anlamaya yah~tnm. 1 2 3 4 

Olaylara ba~kalan111n bakl~ ayllanndan bakmaYI, 
yogu ki9iden iyi beceririm. 1 2 3 4 

Ba~kalanmn degi~ik durumlarda nasll 
davrandlklanm g6z1emlemekten ve oulan 1 2 3 4 

e1e~tirmekten ho~la111nm. 

Birinin ~ivesinden ya da say biyimindel1 dolaYI 
kendinden utal1lp utanmadlgUll farkedebilirim. 1 2 3 4 

Duygulannun hareketlerimi nasl1 etkilediginin 
yogunlukla farkllldaYllll. 1 2 3 4 
Degerierim, etraflllldaki ki~ileril1 degerlerinden 
farkhysa, rahatslZllk duya1'1m. 1 2 3 4 

Giyecegim giysiler konusunda yok dii~iiniiri.im. 
1 2 3 4 

Ben, iistiimdekilerin iyi gOliindugiinii dii~i.indiigiitn 
halde, arkada~lanm onlan begenmediklerini 1 2 3 4 

soyli.iyorlarsa, giysilerill1i degi~tiririm. 
Kimi zaman, insanlann, bir ~eyi neden belli bir 
biyimde hissettikleriyle ilgili aylklall1alanna 1 2 3 4 

katIlll1am. 
~ 
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Bana hiy )3ana az uyuyor Bana uyuyor Bana tamameI1 
uymuyor uyuyor 

Birisi, balla, ba$lI1dan geyl11i$ bi\" oiaYI anlatllg1l1da, 
sanki tiimiiyle onun diinyasllldaYllll~ gibi olurum. 1 2 3 4 
Bir ki$inin duru~una bakarak, onun sal11il11i olup 
olmadlglm soyleyebilirim. 1 2 3 4 
Blrinin, insanlann oniinde konu$urken iirkek olup 
oimadlgllll herzaman anlanm. 1 2 3 4 
Kendim hakklllda yok dU$unen bir ki~i olduguma 
inamnm. 1 2 3 4 
Kimi zaman, birisi bana soylemedikye, ne 
hissettigimi bilemem. 1 2 3 4 
Ancak iclmanh ve formda oldugumu hissettigimde 
mutlu olabilirim. 1 2 3 4 
Ba~kalannda blraktJgll11 izlenimi hayal etl11ekten 
hQ~lalllnm. 1 2 3 4 
insanlann hakh olllp olmadtklanm belirlel11ek iyin, 
onlann duygulanm yogu zaman degerlendiririm. 1 2 3 4 
Ba~kasml dinlerken, nereeleyse 0 insan olurum. 

1 2 3 4 
Diger insanlann g6rUnU~lerini belirli etkiler 
yaratmak iyin nasil idare ettiklerini farkeeleril11. 1 2 3 4 
Diger insanlann kendilerini nasll gordiiklerini , 

anlamak zor elegit. 1 2 3 4 
Arasua clurup, olaylara kar~t olan ki$isel tepkilerimi 
ve cluygulamlli clegerlenclirme egilimindeyim. 1 2 3 4 
Birlikte oldugum insanlann duyglllan1111 kabul 
etmeyecegini dii~Uniiyorsam, anlan yogu zaman 1 2 3 4 
gizleril11. 
Ayna kar~lsll1cla, kendimi uzun uzun incelell1ektell 
ho~lamnl11. 1 2 3 4 

Ba$kalanna nasll gorlillcliigiim, benill1 iyin onemli. 
1 2 3 4 

Ba~kalannll1 bir ~eyi neclen belli bir biyill1de 
hissettiklerini yoziimlemek, benim iyin, yogu zaman 1 2 3 4 

kolaycllr. 
Benzel' bir cleneyimim hiy bir zaman ollllaml~ olsa 
da, bir ba~kaSlllll1 deneyimini dinlerken, onu I 2 3 4 

ya~lyonl1u~ gibi olabilirim. 
Digerlerinin benclen bir~eyler saklamaya yah~lp 
yalt~macllklanl11, beclen clillerine bakarak 1 2 3 4 

anlayabilirim. 
B ir insallll1, kencli goriinti$iine ili$kin tedirginligini 
yogu zaman farkederim. I 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX H: The Flowchal1 for the Procedure 

EITHER COFFEE MUG 
OR 

CHOCOLA TE BA R 

EITHER THE FIRST (WTA) 
OR 

THE SECOND (WTP) 
SCENARIO 

IN DlVlDUA LISM­
COLLECTIVISM SCALE 

SOCIA LAW ARENESS 
INVENTORY 

EITHER THE SECOND 
(WTP) OR THE FIRST 

(WTA) SCENARIO 

ENDOWMENT SHEET 
(EXCHANGE OR RETAIN) 
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APPENDIX I: Debriefing Mail for the Experiment (Turkish form) 

Del~ 15 icin Geribildirim 

Sevgili arkada~lar, 

Deney 15 'in konusu, bireycilik-topluluk~uluk, gorii~-ar;:lsl takmma, ve gerr;:ek ve denencesel (hipotetik) 
bah~edilme etkileri arasmdaki ili~kilercli. 

C;e~itli kiiltiirlerde oldugu gibi, bireyler de, bireyci ve toplulukr;:u degerlere sahip olabilir. Ornegin, 
Japon kiiltiirii ile Amerikan kiiltiirii, farkhdlr. Tek tek insanlar da bu yonden farkh olabilir. 
Doldurclugunuz iki olyekten klsa 91am, bunu olymek iyilldi. 

GOlii~-aylsl takll1ma, adll1dan da anlayabileceginiz gibi, 'ben' ve 'oteki' arasmdaki ili~kiler1e ilgili bir 
degi~kendir. Olaylara ba~kalannlll uylsmdan bakabilme, ba~ka!annm sizi nasI! gordi.igliniin farkmda 
olma gibi noktalan kapsar. Doldurdugunuz ikinci olyek, bunn (ilymek iyindi. 

Bah~edilme etkisi ise, en gene! bir biyimde ifade edersek, lllsaniann, sahip ohman aym degerde bir 
mah, sahip olunmayalldan daha degerli olarak gorme egilimidir. Boyle bir asimetrinin olamayacagt one 
sliliiliiyor. Ancak bir r;:ok gorgiil (empirik) r;:ah~ma gosteriyor ki, bOyle bir asimetri var ve bu 
asimetriye, 'bah~edilme etkisi' adl veriliyor. Bu r;:ah~mada, bab§edilme etkisinin varhgmdan ote, bu 
etkiyle ili~ki1i olabilecek psikolojik degi~kenlere baktlk. Bu degi§kenler, biraz once belirtildigi gibi, 
bireycilik-toplulukr;:uluk ve gorii§-ar;:lsl takmma idi. 

Bah§edilme etkisi, ikiye aynhyor: Gerr;:ek ve denencesel etkiler. 

Geryek bah§edilme etkisi, bireyill bir davralll§ olarak gosterdigi etkiye kar§lhk geliyor. Bll etkiyi 
olr;:mek ir;:in, size, delley ba§1l1da, ya fincan ya da yikolata hediye edildi. SOllunda ise, degi§mek isteyip 
istemediginiz sOlUldu. 121 ki§ide1l88'ii, ba§ta r;:ikolata ya da fine an hediye edilmesinden bagunslz 
olarak, ulcllgllli clindc tuttt!. 'Gcryck bah§cdilme elkisi' budur. Boyle bir etki olmasaydl, 60-61 ki§inin 
degi§mek istemesini bekleyecektik. 

Denencesel bah§edilme etkisi ise, size, ba§ta ve sonda verilen, tren biletine ili~kin iki sOluyla olr;:iildii. 
Bu etki, boyle sorulara verilen miktarlar arasmdaki asimetriye kar~lhk geliyor. Birinde, ne kadar kabul 
edebilecegilliz; digerillde ise, ne kadar Memeye raZl oldugunuz somluyordu. AY11l bileti satmak iyin, 
salm almak istecliginiz miktardan ortalama 16 milyol1 lira civannda claIm fazla para istediginiz ortaya 

Ylktt. 

Bu r;:ah~ma, gerr;:ek bah~edilme etkisi ile gor\i~-ar;:lsl takullna arasmda en. azmdan. bir i1i~ki oldugunu, 
bireycilik-toplulukr;:uluk ile gorii~-ar;:lsl takmmanm birbirleriyle alllam1t bir bir;:imde ili§kili oldugunu 

gostercli. 

Yukanda, 'iah~mayl klsaca anlatml~ olduk. Bn r;:ah~1l1aYl, bir slire soma, kiitiJphanenin Referans 

boli.imiincle bulabilirsiniz. 

Deneye katIlcllgllllz ir;:in tekrar te§ekldir ederiz. 

Saygllanm]a, 
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APPENDIX J: Debriefing Mail for the Experiment (English form) 

feedback for Experiment 15 

Dear friends, 

The topic of the experiment 15 was the relationship among individualism-collectivism, perspective 
taking, and real and hypothetical endowment effects. 

As it happens at various cu\tmes, individuals too may have individualistic and collectivistic values. for 
example, Japanese culture and American cuitme are different. Single individuals too can be different in 
this regard. 

Perspective taking, as you can get it by its name, is a variable pertaining to the relations between 'me' 
and 'other'. It comprises points such as being able to look from others' point of view and being aware 
of how others see you. The second scale that you filled was for measuring this. 

As to the endowment effect, if we express it in a general manner, it is the tendency of people to see a 
conullodity that they own more valuable than one that they do not own. It has been proposed that such 
an asymmetry can not exist. However, many empirical studies show that such an asymmetry exists and 
this asymmetry is called as 'the endowment effect'. In this study, apart fr0111 the existence of the 
endowment effect, we considered the psychological variables that can be relevant to this effect. These 
variables were, as recently stated, individualism-collectivism and perspective taking. 

The endowment effect is divided to two: Real and hypothetical effects. 

Real endowment effect corresponds to the effect the individual exhibits as behaviour. In order to 
measure this effect; you were rewarded with either mug or chocolate. At the end, you were asked 
whether you would like to exchange. 88 out of 121 persons, regardless of being rewarded with 
chocolate or mug, retained what slhe got. 'Real endowment effect' is this. If there had been 110 such an 
effect, we would expect that 60-61 would like to exchange. 

Whereas hypothetical endowment effect was measured by two questions, that were given you at the 
begilming and at the end, conceming the two train tickets. This effect corresponds to the aSYl1unetry 
between the amounts given for such questions. In one of them, it was asked that how much you would 
accept, while in other, how much you are willing to pay. It was revealed that you wanted 16 million 
Turkish Liras more than the amount that you would buy the ticket for selling it on average. 

This study showed that there is at least some relationship between real endowment effect and 
perspective taking, that individualism-collectivism and perspective taking are significantly correlated 

with each other. 

We have already explained the study. You can see this study after some time, at the Reference section 

of the library. 

Thanks again for participating in the experiment. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ulas Basar Gezgin 
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