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Subjective discount rates among Israeli Arabs and

Israeli Jews
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In this study we compare the subjective discoutat f@ar Israeli Jews and Arabs. All
the subjects were bank customers, who were asKeid #nd ask prices for delayed
fixed amounts and for lotteries. The two populatitive in the same country under
the same laws. Nevertheless, according to thelues, Israeli Arabs seem to be a
discriminated minority, who exhibit traits of adifional collectivist culture, while
Israeli Jews are a majority, who exhibit traitsaafindividualistic culture. As a
discriminated minority, Israeli Arab may suffer findower trust and as a result,
according to the "trust" hypothesis, exhibit highabjective discount rates and higher
risk aversion. On the other hand, according td'tlishion” hypothesis, a collectivist
society such as Israeli Arabs, provides a safetyanghe individual and as a result,
he will exhibit lower subjective discount rates doder risk-aversion. The
experimental findings show that the subjective alistt rate and risk aversion of
Israeli Arabs are significantly higher than thatsrbeli Jews. Moreover, higher
percent of Israeli Jews are at the low range oflteeount rates (below 10%) and
lower percent of Israeli Jews are at the high rasfgiscount rate (above 20%)
compared to Israeli Arabs. This is consistent whih "trust” hypothesis.

For Israeli Jews the discount rates are closdrdadank interest rate, while Israeli
Arabs rates are much higher particularly for recéipe dispersion of the distribution
of discount rate is much larger for Arabs thanJews.
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1. Introduction

The current paper compares subjective discountaradeisk attitudes among Jewish
and Arab populations in Israel. Mikulincer (1998pgested that Israeli Arabs exhibit
traits of traditional Middle Eastern collectivisilture, while Israeli Jews exhibit traits
of a modern Western individualistic culture. Hot€1991), as well, has proposed

that Israeli Jews are more individualistic, whileaB3s are more collectivistic.

Some researchers suggest that Israeli Arabsraieaity living in a Jewish state
under discriminating laws and regulations whichgmdews over Arabs (e.g., Halabi
1987, Kretzmer 1990, and Rouhana and Ghanem 1983 researchers suggest
that the discrimination is not only in state lawa blso in state policies. The main
claim is that there is a major gap between theuress allocated to the Arab
population and the Jewish population in favor @ dewish majority (e.g., Benziman

and Mansour 1993, Al-Haj and Rosenfeld 1990). Tigsrimination was also shown



in government services to the citizens such asatuc(Shavit 1990, Al-Haj 1995),
and health (Reiss 1991).

Rouhana and Ghanem (1998) suggest that the I#uadds are “systematically
excluded from the political, social, economic antitary power centers in the Israeli
state,” (p. 328). They also suggest that thedesisrimination on the cultural level,
such as the language, and dominant symbols ands/@uch as the flag) are
exclusively rooted in the majority’s religion.

Malach Pines (2003) agrees that there are diffesebetween these two groups,
however states that “the fact that Israeli Jewslaraeli Arabs, both descendants of
the biblical Abraham, reside in the same countryeurthe same democratically
elected government, yet are two distinct culturalgs makes them ideal subjects for

cross-cultural research” (p. 98).

The first difference between the two populationsrefer to in this study, is the level
of income. According to the National Insuranceitng of Israel, in 200520086,

15.4% of Israeli Jewish families were below the grty line, while 51.2% of Israeli
Arabs families were below the poverty line.

There are several empirical and experimental resultthe relation between risk
attitude and wealth; however the findings are mix&ame of the findings show a
positive relation between risk aversion and weg@th., Fafchamps and Pender 1997,
Nielsen 2001), other findings show no relation keswrisk wealth and risk attitude
(Binswanger 1981, Mosley and Verschoor, 2005)| &tiilers found a negative

relation between wealth and risk aversion (Wik bladden 1998, Yesuf 2004).

The findings regarding the relation between weaitth discount rates are more

consistent. Most of the studies found negativetima between wealth and discount



rates (e.g., Hausman 1979, Lawrence 1991, Harasah 2002, Yesuf 2004).
However, there are a few studies which did not §indh a relation between wealth

and discount rate (Kirby et al. 2002, Andersonl.e2@04).

The second difference referred to in this studhésfact that the Arab population is a
minority, mostly Moslems, living with a Jewish majyg (approximately 20% of the
population in Israel, are Arabs). These two grouwgpge different social capital and

different levels of membership in associations amght have different level of trust.

There are several studies that deal with the ogldietween trust and economic
decision making.

Bohnet and Zeckhauser (2004) tested experimeritadlyelation between the decision
to trust a stranger in a one-shot interaction aeddiecision to take risk. They
conducted three experimental treatments: a decmolem, a risky dictator and a
trust game. They found that, in a trust game, stbjeehave as though there is a
“betrayal cost” and as a result, subjects neededch higher chance to receive the
good outcome, meaning lower risk than in the otloexditions. They also tested the
trust level for minorities compared to the majoatyd women compared to men.
They suggest, based on the finding of Alesina améérrara (2002), that minorities
are less likely trust others. The results show loest among minorities and women
compared to the majority and men respectively; hawvéhese differences are not

significant.

Additional studies found that minority groups aged likely to trust others (e.g.,
Glaeser et al. 2000, Ashraf et al. 2004). The figdion the relation between gender

and trust are mixed. Some of the studies indideiewomen are less likely to trust



others (e.g., Glaeser et al. 2000, Buchan et @3RGome of them indicate that there
is no difference between men and women regardusgg (e.g., Croson and Buchan
1999, Ashraf et al. 2004). However, Eckel and Wil§p003) reported a higher trust
rate for American women than for men and FershtamehGneezy (2001) found
mistrust in Jewish/Israeli men of Eastern origimd éhat men are affected by ethnic

affiliation while women are not.

Another group of studies tested the relation betwsseial capital and economic
activity. They used several variables to measuceakoapital such as trust,

involvement in associations, individualism, andnéthdiversity.

Knack and Keefer (1997) suggest that “economiwiiets that require some agents
to rely on the future actions of others are accahpt at lower cost in a higher trust
environment” ( p. 1252). They found that trust hasgnificant impact on aggregate
economic activity. They also claim that involverhgnassociations may strengthen
trust within the ethnic group, but weaken trusiesn the ethnic groups.

Helliwell (1996) tested the effect of social capaa productivity growth in 17 OECD
members. He used an equally weighted combinatidrusf and associations to
measure social capital. He found that social chprtsst and associations were
negatively related to productivity growth.

Tample and Hohnson (1998) tested the effect obsawilicators on economic
growth. Specifically they define the variable KINBHas the “dominance of the
immediate family over the extended family or clawd &ribal allegiances” (Page 976).
They found a positive relation between the KINSM#tiable and economic growth.
Easterly and Levine (1997) show that ethnic divgrsan explain cross-country

differences in economic indicators. Their main firgdis that “ethnic diversity tends



to slow growth by making it more difficult to agrea the provision of public goods

and policies that foster economic growth” (p.1231).

Feddereke and Klitgaars (1998) show a positivdiogidetween homogeneity in a
country’s population and growth (ethnolinguistiadtionation index). They also

found some evidence of a positive relation betwadividualism and growth.

Rodrik (1999) used ethnic fragmentation to meadoraestic social conflict. He
found evidence that supports the hypothesis tlmattlyrin divided societies is more
exposed to economic external shocks. He presentextial, in which the cooperation
in the society is a measure for the social conflie claims that: "when social
division runs deep, there will be greater suspi@baut others' motives and a higher
probability will be attached to an opportunisti@lgifor resources by the rival group”
(page 359).

Grootaert (1999) empirically estimates how socadital affects household welfare
and poverty in Indonesia. His focus was on househm@mberships in local
associations, as an aspect of social capital edpemlevant to daily household
decisions that affect welfare and consumption. dédta suggest that households with
higher social capital spend more per capita. Th&y lsave more savings and better
access to credit. Grootaert measures social capitag six dimensions: density of
memberships, internal heterogeneity of associatimiegting attendance, active
participation in decision-making, payment of dusesj community orientation. His
findings show that additional memberships raiseéxppita household spending as

well as the heterogeneity of associations and egarticipation in decision-making.

Grootaert and Narayan (2001) found that socialtahpneasured in the same manner

as in Grootaet (1999), including membership in $spaiation as an agrarian



syndicate, reduces the probability of being podBativia. They claim that the effects
of social capital operate through (at least) timeehanisms: sharing of information
among association members, the reduction of oppistta behavior, and better
collective decision-making. The results partly éonfthe hypothesis that social
capital provides long-term benefits such as beiteess to credit and a higher level of

trust in the community as a source of assistancase of need.

The group of studies mentioned, indicate that ckffiees in social capital may affect
economic decisions. Trust, involvement in assammetj individualism, and ethnic
diversity are all important variables that coulgkin differences in economic
decisions.

Specifically, a minority such as the Israeli Arabght exhibit less trust. The lack of
trust in the minority group is a result of greagaspicion about others' motives as
Rodrik (1999) mentioned. Since economic activitexpuire that some agents rely on
the future actions of others, the minority growgrdeli Arabs) will ask for higher
premium in these activities. This premium mightab@igher subjective discount rate

or lower price for risky assets.

The third difference between Israeli Jews and Isfaabs we refer to are cultural
differences. Specifically we refer to the fact tisateli Arabs exhibit collectivist
culture, while Israeli Jews exhibit individualistalture (e.g., Hofstede 1991,
Mikulincer 1993). In recent years, the impact otwural differences on subjects’
economic and financial decision-making has beartad of attention in the research
literature. Most of the studies investigating cratunfluences compared two or more

groups from different countries and societies.



Gell (1992) and Helfrich (1996) suggested thatureld may differ in their attitudes
toward time discounting. Tan and Johnson (1996&)nted no difference in discount
rates between Canadian and foreign Chinese undier@fes.

Risk attitude has also been tested in some crdag-@uesearch studies. Weber and
Hsee (1998) and Hsee and Weber (1999) found thae&h are less risk-averse than
are Americans in making financial decisions. Hafst€1980) and Markus and
Kitayama (1991) suggested that Japan, like Ch#a,collective society that differs
from individualistic cultures such as the Unitedt8s. In contrast to these studies,
this paper concentrates on the cultural influeréew/o different societies living in
the same country under the same laws, as notedatgchl Pines (2003).

Du, Green and Myerson (2002) collected informatarsubjective discounting and
risk attitudes among American, Chinese, and Japagresluate students at three
American universities. They contended that ChirsggkJapanese would show similar
decision-making tendencies, since both societiesaltective and should exhibit
decision-making behavior different from that iniwidualistic cultures such as the
United States. According to the “cushion” hypotkesbllectivist society provides the
individual with a safety net, and as a result, thadvidual will be less risk-averse.
The discounting functions suggest fundamental conalittes among the three
groups with respect to the processes underlying ¢waluation of delayed and
probabilistic rewards. Unexpectedly, Du, Green Btygrson found that the Japanese
exhibited the least discounting of delayed rewandsreas the Americans and
Chinese were virtually equal in this regard. Falgabilistic rewards, in contrast, the
Chinese showed the leadiscounting. The authors suggested that the obderve
differences in discounting may be caused by cdldifferences in attitudes toward

delay or probability or by differences in perceptaf time or risk. Since the



Americans and Chinese showed differences in prdbatiiscounting but not in
temporal discounting, the authors proposed thatgg aliffering on one discounting
task might not necessarily differ on the other.

Based on the "cushion" hypothesis, we expect tbtfiat the Israeli Arabs who live
in a collectivist society that provides the indivad a safety net will be less risk averse
and show a lower discount rate.

It is important to mention that there are finditigat show that subjective discount
rates are correlated with risk aversion. Benzioal.ef1989) results support an
implicit risk hypothesis according to which delaymahsequences are associated with
an implicit risk value. According to their competisa hypothesis, individuals
require compensation for a change in their findrpmaition.

According to Stevenson (1986), Green and Myers887), and Myerson et al.
(2003) delaying rewards is risky because delayirgnard increases the possibility
that something will prevent payment. Keren andl®&sea (1995) suggested that
discounting occurs due to the uncertainty encapsiiia future payoffs. Specifically,
they found that introducing external uncertaintg hasimilar effect on subject
behavior as time delays are expanded. Anderhub @0®1) investigated the
correlation between subjects’ attitude to risk Hrar time-preference, using the
random number auction (BDM) in order to determinbjscts’ buying and selling
prices for a lottery. They found that subjects veibibit a relatively high degree of
risk aversion tend to discount the future more hgdlwvan subjects who are less risk-
averse. Benzion et al. (2007) also found a posralaion between discounting and
risk aversion.

We used an experimental procedure to compare steult rates of Israeli Jews and

Israeli Arabs. Our subjects were mature bank diantvarious branches, some



located in the Arab sector and some in the Jevastos The subjects were asked to
state the amount they would be willing to pay (WiPdrder to postpone payments,
and the amount they would be willing to accept (WTRorder to postpone receipt of
a sum both for period of six months and of 24 menilo measure risk attitude, we
asked the subjects to choose between a fixed anaodrd lottery with the same

expected value as the fixed amount.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. i8e@ describes the experimental
procedure and methods, while Section 3 presentsndjer results and offers some
possible explanations. Finally, Section 4 summarilee paper and presents its

conclusions.

2. Experimental procedure

The study participants comprised 86 bank custoifinens 35 different branches of the
same bank. Of these participants, 41 were Israalb#\ (27 men and 14 women), and
45 were Israeli Jews (18 men and 27 women). Thgstsbwvere asked to fill out a
guestionnaire that included a number of demogragiéstions, such as age, gender,
number of children, and other details. Next, theyavasked to state the amount they
would be willing to pay (WTP) in order to postpgmeeyments, and the amount they
would be willing to accept (WTA) in order to postoreceipt of a sum. They
indicated their preference from a list of amountsspnted to them immediately after
each question. The listed amounts were relatithasum presented in the question
and identical for postponing and receiving equahsuThey also had the option of

indicating a preference that differed from thosespnted in the list.

Table 1 presents the eight cases proposed to tpects:
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<|nsert Table 1 about here>

An example of a postponed receipt (WTA) questios plarased as follows:

An amount of 20,000 NISis going to be deposited in your bank account immediately.
Instead, we are offering you the option of receiving this amount in six months. What is
the minimum amount you are willing to accept in six months instead of receipt of the

sum today?

20,600 NIS| 20,700 NIS| 20,800 NI$ 20,900 N|S 21,8006 | 22,000 NIS

23,000 NIS| 24,000 NIS| 25,000 NIS 26,000 N|S  Otheroint

An example of a postponed payment (WTP) questiahptaased as follows:
You have to pay 20,000 NISimmediately. Instead we are offering you the option of
paying this amount in six months. What is the maximum amount you are willing to
pay in six months instead of payment today?

The same amounts were presented in this caselas WTA example above.

The discount rate for delaying receipt and delayiagment was calculated by the

following equation:
P
r=(—)-1 1
(X) 1)

where P is the payment for delaying the amount &rX periods.

Risk attitude
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In order to measure risk, we asked the subjeassaver four questions. For each
guestion, subjects had to choose between a fixedianand a lottery with the

expected value as the fixed amount. The questi@ns as follows:

(1) An amount of 5,000 NIS is going to be depositegour bank account
immediately. Instead of the fixed amount, we aferaig you a lottery ticket with
equal odds of receiving 2,000 NIS or 8,000 NISaBéemark which alternative you

prefer.

(2) You have to pay an amount of 5,000 NIS immetyatinstead of the fixed
amount, we are offering you the option of payingaading to a lottery, with equal

odds of paying 2,000 NIS or 8,000 NIS.

(3) An amount of 20,000 NIS is going to be depabiteyour bank account
immediately. Instead of the fixed amount, we aferaig you a lottery ticket with
equal odds of receiving 5,000 NIS or 35,000 NI®aB¢ select your preferred

alternative.

(4) You have to pay an amount of 20,000 NIS immtedijaInstead of the fixed
amount, we are offering you the option of payingaading to a lottery, with equal

odds of paying 5,000 NIS or 35,000 NIS.

3. Results

Discounting
Table 2 presents the average discount rates andiasthdeviations (in brackets) for
Israeli Arabs and Israeli Jews for each of the teigises described in table 1.

We used one tailed T-test to compare the averageuint rate and two-tailed F-test

12



to compare the standard deviations of the discratas. The table presents the

implied annual discount rate for the 6 months ahan®nths periods.

<|nsert Table 2 about here>

Table 3 presents the distribution of discount fateeach group and each case based
on the individual observations.

<|nsert Table 3 about here>

Table 2 shows that for all the cases, the discmtetof the Israeli Arabs is
significantly higher than that of the Israeli Jefi¥er example 18% for Jews and 48%
for Arabs to postpone receipt in six months). Teéb&hows that higher percent of
Israeli Jews are at the low range of the discoatatsr (discount rate below 10%) and
lower percent of Israeli Jews are at the high rasfgéiscount rate (discount rate
above 20%) compared to Israeli Arabs for each dileeocases. For example, in the
receipt of 20,000 and 6 months about 15% of thé&end 24% of the Jews are in
the lower range, while about 79% of the Arabs aB%b 4f the Jews are at the upper
range. In the payment of 20,000 and 6 months ab$t of the Arabs and 65% of the
Jews are in the lower range, while about 47% ofAttads and 16% of the Jews are in
the upper range. That is, Israeli Arabs as contpirdews are willing to pay more in
order to postpone payment and ask more in ordeogtpone receipt.

In all the cases the standard deviation of theodistrate is higher for the Israeli

Arabs (see Table 2).
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This result is consistent with the trust hypothasid with the fact that Israeli Arabs
have lower income. The Israeli Arabs, as a minpntight suffer from less trust and
as a result are asking to receive higher amoutttarfuture instead of getting an
amount of money today (meaning higher discouni.rate

However this finding is inconsistent with the pi&adin of the "cushion” hypothesis.

The higher discount rate for delayed payment magugeto the fact that the Israeli
Arabs are poorer compared to the Jewish population.

Another explanation is that the standard norm @frgaobligation maybe weaker for
the Arab population, and they may assume that smarteof the delayed payment will
not be paid. This is consistent with Shahor (200#) finds that the rate of Israeli
Arabs who pay municipal taxes is lower compareldtaeli Jews.

Arrow (1972) claims that willingness to pay tax de@ds on the public trust in the
authorities. Knack and Keefer (1997) suggest timaesa minority suffers from less

trust, they pay less tax to the authorities.

Moreover, the discount rates of Israeli Jews seebetin the same magnitude as the
interest rates (For example: annual discount ral&% to postpone receipt in six
months and 11% to postpone payment in six monit.discount rates of Israeli
Arabs seem to be quite high compare to actualasteate (For example: annual
discount rate of 43% to postpone receipt in six theand 40% to postpone payment
in six months)

Next, we test the differences between the subjeciscount rates for postponing
receipt and postponing payment of the same amounihé same period of time.

Table 4 presents the difference between subjedis@unt rates for postpone receipt

14



and postpone payment, and T-test significance®hiypothesis that the difference is

not different from zero..

<|nsert Table 4 about here>

It seems that in both populations, the subjectigealint rate for postponing payment
is lower than the subjective discount rate for posing receipt. That is, subjects are
willing to pay less when postponing payment relaty what they ask in order to

postpone receipt. There is no difference betweenv positions for the low amount

(5000) and the short period (6 months) for the Arab

Risk attitude

Table 5 presents the percent of subjects per quetttat chose either a fixed amount
or a lottery in each group. We used nominal regoaesanalysis in order to test the
difference between the Israeli Jewish and Israsbfpopulations. The dependent
variable was the probability of choosing a fixedoammt, and the independent variable

was a dummy variable with 1 for Israeli Jews aridrAsraeli Arabs.

<|nsert Table 5 about here>

The Israeli Arab population displayed more riskraian than the Israeli Jewish
population for only two of the four questions. Whesked to pay 5,000 NIS and to
receive 20,000 NIS, the percentage for taking ikedffamount is significantly higher
among the Israeli Arab population. However, whetedsabout receiving 5,000 NIS

and paying 20,000 NIS, no significant differencesvi@und between the Israeli Arab

15



and Israeli Jewish populations. We can concludel¢haeli Arabs seem to be more
risk-averse than Israeli Jews inconsistent with'tushion" hypothesis.

However, higher risk aversion in the lotteries ntiglso indicate lower trust for the
Israeli Arabs as we saw in the subjective discogntesults. Subjects with lower trust
might believe that the higher outcome from theelgtthas a lower chance than
presented since they have to relay on a strangmrtorm the lottery, and so, they are
willing to pay less for this lottery. These reswdte consistent with Schechter (2007),
who found positive relation between risk and trosit, inconsistent with Eckel and

Wilson (2004), who did not find a significant redat.

4. Conclusions

This paper analyzes the time preferences of Isfaals and Israeli Jews using
subjective discount rate in an experimental prooedgraeli Arabs and Israeli Jews
are two different social groups that live in thengacountry under the same laws. The
Israeli Arabs as a minority group are possibly dismated against in different
aspects of life, for example, employment in theljgudnd private sectors.

This paper is different from others who examinsttand economic behavior, since
we compare two groups of subjects, one a mindngyather a majority, who live in
the same country under the same laws.

This study also differs from others in its use wf‘average” general population
(clients of different branches of the same bantjaathan students. The “average”
general population is more appropriate than stugdginte cultural differences are

sharper in the average population.
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For Israeli Jews, we found that the discount ratesmuch lower that was found in
previous research and this could be due to thelatthe subjects in the experiment
were bank customers rather than students. As eegheitte implicit discount rate of
delayed receipts are, higher than for delayed paymnide latter one, are quite close
to the real market interest rate.

Findings regarding Israeli Arabs indicate that digtt rates are much higher for both
positions comparing Israeli Jews, and much highan the market interest rate. The
difference between Arab and Jewish citizens migheXplained by different socio
economic status as well as level of trust, whichsisociated to the fact that Israeli
Arabs are a discriminated minority in Israel.

Another possible explanation is that Israeli Arédae higher interest rates in
borrowing because they have lower income and higliant risk (discrimination).

As for delayed payment, it is possible that statiddnligations are not always paid by

Israeli Arabs, as indicated by Shahor (2006).

Our findings do not support the “cushion” hypotisesneaning that collectivist
society such as the Israeli Arabs provides theviddal with a safety net, and as a
result, this individual will be less risk-aversedashow lower discount rate.

It is possible that the "cushion" effect has sonfliénce on the Israeli Arabs decision
making. However, the low trust and low income & teraeli Arabs may have

stronger influence in the opposite direction.

More experimental work is needed in the field afss-culture comparisons in order

to understand the full impact of both cultural difnces and membership in a

minority on economic decision making.
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Tables

Table 1: The discounting scenarios

Amount Postpone Period
Receipt/Payment

20,000 Receipt 6 months
20,000 Receipt 24 months
5,000 Receipt 6 months
5,000 Receipt 24 months
20,000 Payment 6 months
20,000 Payment 24 months
5,000 Payment 6 months
5,000 Payment 24 months
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Table 2: Derived discount rate for Israeli Arabs aml Israeli Jews in annual term.

(Standard deviation in brackets)

Amount | Postpone| Period Mean Discount rate Significance
Receipt/ Arabs Jews T-test for average
Payment (F-test for STDV)
20,000 | Receipt| 6months 0.48(0.48) 0.18(0.14) 0 (0O0)
20,000 | Receipt| 24montfs 0.27 (0.33) 0.13(0.08) 01 (0.00)
5,000 Receipt 6 months  0.43 (0.5Y) 0.16 (0.1) (0000)
5,000 | Receipt| 24months 0.27 (0.42) 0.13 (0.09) 2 (0000)
20,000 | Paymentl 6months 0.27 (0.23) 0.13(0.13) 00 (D.00)
20,000 | Payment| 24 months 0.10(0.06) 0.06 (0.04) 00 M.02)
5,000 Payment| 6 months 0.40 (1.1) 0.11 (0.08) (Dam)
5,000 Payment| 24 months 0.12(0.09) 0.07 (0.04) 0 (d®O)
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Table 3: Distribution of annual subjective discountrates

Receipt/ | Amount | Group | r<10% 10%r <20% 209K r
Payment
Receipt 20,000 | Arabs 15% 6% 79%
6 months Jews 24% 33% 43%
Receipt 20,000 | Arabs 18% 35% 47%
24 months Jews 31% 44% 25%
Receipt 5,000 Arabs 27% 9% 64%
6 months Jews 26% 28% 46%
Receipt 5,000 Arabs 17% 34% 49%
24 months Jews 31% 51% 18%
Payment | 20,000 | Arabs 44% 9% 47%
6 months Jews 65% 19% 16%
Payment | 20,000 | Arabs 49% 40% 11%
24 months Jews 7% 21% 2%
Payment | 5,000 Arabs 43% 8% 49%
6 months Jews 59% 19% 22%
Payment | 5,000 Arabs 39% 39% 22%
24 months Jews 61% 39% 0%
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Table 4: difference between subjective discount ras
for postpone receipt and postpon@pment.

Amount Period Arabs Jews
20,000 6 months | 0.21(0.01)  0.05 (0.00)
20,000 24 months| 0.17 (0.01)  0.07 (0.00)
5,000 6 months |  0.03 (0.49 0.05 (0.00)
5,000 24 months| 0.15 (0.04) 0.06 (0.00)

* In brackets the significandelevalue for the hypothesis that the
difference between postponezteipt and postponed payment is zero.

Table 5: Choice between Lottery and Fixed amount

Action and Jewish Arabs Chi-Square
Amount Fixed Amount | Lottery| Fixed Amount Lottery (significant)
Get 5000 86.7% 13.3% 78% 22% 1.109 (0.292)
Pay 5,000 73.3% 26.7% 92.7% 6.3% 5.95 (0.02)
Get 20,000 62.2% 37.8% 85.4% 14.6% 6.08 (0.02)
Pay 20,000 86.7% 13.3% 82.9% 17.1% 0.234 (0.629
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