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ABSTRACT

DOES THE PEER MATTER? IF SO, THEN WHEN? PEER EFFECTS ON
SHARING NORMS AND BEHAVIOR

BERK, Galip Cem
M.S., The Department of Economics
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Diirdane Sirin SARACOGLU
Co-supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr.Umut ONES

September 2022, 113 pages

We conduct two separate lab experiments to examine the effect of peers on both
sharing norms and behavior. To measure social norms in sharing behavior, we used a
monetary incentivized method that uses simple coordination games in which second-
order beliefs are elicited. To compare actual behavior with elicited norms, we conduct
an experiment in which a set of dictator games is used. Different from previous studies,
we examine the effect of peers in multiple cases where the decision-maker has an
opportunity to provide fair allocation between herself and the one in need. Results
from the norm elicitation experiment show that scale manipulation matters in terms of
perception of the norms across fair distribution opportunities. Although we do not find
any linear relationship between peer transfers and transfers made by the decision-
maker in terms of normative views, it is found that peer transfers increase the
appropriateness of an action that enables decision-maker to provide fair allocation for
all parties, including the peer. These normative suggestions are only partially observed
in actual behavior. The individual-level heterogeneity explains this discrepancy. With

the use of a novel model to explain actual behavior observed in our study, it is found
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that the source of heterogeneous preferences for norm-driven behavior is the

differences in selfish preferences of subjects across the games.

Keywords: social norms, coordination game, second-order beliefs, dictator game,

norm-driven behavior
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AKRAN ONEMLI Mi? OYLEYSE, NE ZAMAN? PAYLASIM NORMLARI VE
DAVRANISLARI UZERINDE AKRAN ETKILERI

BERK, Galip Cem
Yiiksek Lisans, Tktisat Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Diirdane Sirin SARACOGLU
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Umut ONES

Eyliil 2022, 113 sayfa

Paylagim normlar1 ve davraniglari iizerindeki akran etkilerini 6lgmek i¢in iki ayri
laboratuvar deneyi diizenledik. Paylasim davranislarindaki sosyal normlar1 dlgmek
icin basit koordinasyon oyunlarimi kullanan ikinci dereceden inanglarin ortaya
cikarildigi, parasal olarak tesvik edilmis bir yontem kullandik. Gergeklesen
davraniglari, c¢ikarimi yapilan normlarla karsilastirmak i¢in diktator oyunlari
kiimelerinden olusan bir deney diizenledik. Onceki ¢alismalardan farkli olarak, karar
alicinin kendisi ve ihtiyag¢ sahibi arasinda adil bir dagilimi gercgeklestirebilecegi coklu
durumlardaki akran etkisini inceledik. Norm ¢ikarimi deneyindeki bulgularimiz, 6l¢ek
manipiilasyonun adil paylasim seceneklerindeki norm algis1 agisindan etkili oldugunu
gostermistir. Normatif goriigler agisindan, akran transferleri ve karar alici transferleri
arasinda lineer bir iligki gézlemlemesek de, akran transferlerinin, karar vericilerin,
akrani da igeren, tiim taraflar icin adil paylasimi saglayan eylemlerinin uygunluklari
iizerinde pozitif etkileri oldugunu gozlemledik. Normatif c¢ikarimlar, gergeklesen
davraniglarda sadece kismen gozlemlenmistir. Birey bazindaki hetorojenite bu

uyusmazligi aciklamaktadir. Calismamizda, gerceklesen davranislar agiklamak i¢in
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yeni bir modeli kullanarak, norm giidiimlii davraniglardaki heterojenitenin kaynaginin,

deneklerin oyunlar arasindaki bencillik tercihleri farkliliklar1 oldugu gozlemledik.

Anahtar Kelimeler: sosyal normlar, koordinasyon oyunu, ikinci dereceden inanglar,

diktatoér oyunu, norm giidiimlii davraniglar
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Scholars in different disciplines have long tried to estimate whether peers affect
individuals' decisions and if it does, the magnitude. The study of peer influence on
one's decision-making process is essential in several ways. First of all, in most real-
life scenarios, information on peer behavior is naturally available in many
environments where individuals do not make their decisions in social isolation. In
contrast, people can interact with others and observe their choices frequently; as Elliot
Aronson (2018) articulated in his book: “individuals are social animals”. Second, the
examination of the peers is at the interest in various fields of social sciences ranging
from economics to psychology, philosophy, and sociology since they are key

determinants of norm-driven behavior.

In terms of economic decision-making processes, previous studies have found that
social norms have important influences on participation to labor force (Gorges, 2020),
cooperative behavior (Reuben & Riedl, 2013), honesty (Abeler et al., 2018),
corruption (Gneezy et al., 2019) and fair sharing (Krupka & Weber, 2013; Gachter et
al., 2017). On the other hand, the investigation of social norms and norm-compliant

behavior is still open to new inferences in the literature with the involvement of peers.

In this study, we aim to investigate the effect of peers on the transfer decisions of
individuals in terms of both norms and norm-driven behavior. Although there are other
studies in the topic (for example, see. Gachter et al., 2017), surprisingly, almost all of
them investigated the fairness norms in tightly controlled settings where the effect of
peers on norms and norm-driven behavior are examined through fair sharing across all
parties. These settings used in previous studies limit the examination of the peer effects
in both perception of norms and sharing behavior since fair sharing norms might go

1



further away from the cases where all parties share the endowment equally.
Specifically, conditional on peer actions, decision-makers may behave differently in
multiple cases where they are able to share their endowment fairly with the one in
need. Moreover, previous studies have shown that both the size and the source of initial
contributions are key determinants of the charitable behavior of others. Therefore,
investigating the effects of peers in the form of initial contributors in charitable designs
enables us to gain more insights on the topic. Another limitation of the existing
research on the peer effects on social norms and norm-driven behavior might be the
demand characteristics of the experimental designs since scale manipulations have
important effects in dictator game designs (see., List, 2007; Bardsley, 2008; Ockenfels,
2014).

In this study, we would like to understand the effect of peers both on norms and norm-
driven behavior when peer actions can reveal possible fair sharing opportunities
between other parties in addition to the fairest outcome across all parties, including the
peer. To do that, we have conducted two separate experiments. In the norm elicitation
experiment, we use a monetary incentivized method to elicit norms of fair sharing for
possible cases that arise conditional on peer actions; in the standard behavioral
experiment we employ a sequential move multiplayer dictator game design to compare

elicited normative views with the actual behavior of individuals.

Following the previous work of Gachter et al, (2017), we employ a three-player
sequential-move dictator game in the standard behavioral experiment for treatments
where the peer is present. In treatments without peers, our setting becomes a two-
player traditional dictator game where the initial amount to be transferred to the
recipient is determined randomly from the same set of actions. In our norm elicitation
experiments, we asked subjects to rate each action second-dictator can take in each
case arising conditional on the initial wealth of the recipient. In both experiments, we
include two different, payoff-equivalent versions of the dictator game to gauge
framing effects. Therefore, in both experiments, a 2x2 experimental design is used
where treatments are defined based on the presence or the absence of the peer and the

version of the game played.



Our results show a positive linear correlation between the appropriateness ratings and
dictator transfers, whereas recipient wealth has a positive effect on the appropriateness
only when the peer is absent. Moreover, normative views are malleable to scale
manipulations since we found that the most appropriate fair sharing is the one when
the dictator can equalize her earnings with the recipient at the midpoint element of her
action set compared to other possible payoff equalizing actions that can be taken,
conditional on the initial wealth of the recipient. Furthermore, we found that amount
transferred by the peer increases the appropriateness of payoff-equalizing action only
when it provides all parties, including the peer, the same payoff. This finding implies
that the source of the initial wealth matters only when it results in fair allocation across
all parties. The source of the initial wealth of the recipient is not an important factor
for other payoff equalizing actions that leave the recipient and the second-mover with
the same payoffs. In the standard behavioral experiments, we only partially observed
the norm compliant behavior; only one experimental condition is in line with the

elicited norms.

In terms of actual behavior, existence of peers affects dictators’ actions as bystanders.
The individual level heterogeneity for norm compliance explains the discrepancy
between elicited norms and actual behavior as in the previous studies. Furthermore,
applying a novel model demonstrates the source of discrepancy for norm-driven
behavior as the differences in selfish preferences of subjects across the different

versions of the game.

Our study contributes to the social norm literature at least in three ways. First, we can
measure the effects of peers on social norms and norm-compliant behavior when the
decision-maker is able to equalize her payoff with the recipient in multiple cases.
Second, to the best of our knowledge, there is no existing research in the literature
where the effect of scale manipulation on fairness considerations is examined. Third,
although the ambiguity in the perception of norms is observed for the generous transfer
levels of the decision maker, it has not been investigated in the presence of peers. In
addition, we employ a seminal behavioral model to explain behavioral patterns

observed in our setting.



The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 2, we give an overview
of the existing literature. In Chapter 3, we describe the theoretical framework of our
study. In Chapter 4, we present our experimental design and procedures. Chapter 5
provides our behavioral hypotheses constructed based on previous studies. In Chapter
6, the results of our experiments are presented. Finally, in Chapter 7, we make our

concluding remarks.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Our study relates to the two dimensions of social norms literature: peer effects on the
perception of social norms and the importance of peers for norm compliant behavior.
Although social norms are considered one of the most important driving forces in the
decision-making process, they have only recently received significant attention in the
economics literature. A possible reason for this may be the difficulty of quantitative
identification and measurement of social norms. Krupka and Weber (2013) have
introduced a monetary incentivized method (hereafter, KW method) for identifying
social norms that uses simple coordination games and shown that the elicited social
appropriateness ratings of given actions that an individual can take, together with a
simple utility framework where agents care about both pecuniary earnings and norm
compliance, accurately predict the behavioral changes in variants of dictator games.
The task requires randomly and anonymously matched participants in groups of two
to read the description of a scenario and asks them to evaluate the social
appropriateness of each action that a decision-maker in the scenario can take. To solve
the game, players should find a way to coordinate. Although there are plenty of
equilibria in the coordination games that may entice subjects to make decisions and
coordinate in ways that have no relation to norms, the KW method argues that
commonly shared views on social norms create focal points in coordination games
(see. Schelling, 1960). To choose the same ratings as others, a player refers to her
second-order beliefs about what most of the other players’ ratings would be. Therefore,
the potency of the KW method over the non-incentivized methods of norm elicitation,
like the belief survey, comes from the clear external motivations of respondents to
think hard about their second-order beliefs and to resist to any bias in responses that
may incite them to misreport these beliefs (Erkut, 2020). The usefulness and the

accuracy of the KW method, especially in the variants of dictator games, have been



proved in previous studies where the actions of rule-following subjects and the elicited
social norms move in the same direction (Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016), the
consistent results of the method when applied to different dataset (Krupka & Weber,
2013; Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016), the observed change in the respondents’
actions when cross-nationality groups, in which social norms are perceived differently,
are recruited (Krupka et al., 2012) and the observation of qualitatively identical results
when the elicited social appropriateness ratings are compared to the personal first-

order and second-order beliefs of respondents (Konig-Kersting, 2021).

In this study, we check both how social norms of sharing are shaped in situations where
peers are present and the importance of peers for compliance with these norms in actual
sharing behavior. Furthermore, we extend our analysis to two variants of the dictator

game; give and take games.

Despite the relatively large body of theoretical studies on the importance of peers for
norm-driven behavior, experimental evidence on both measurements of social norms
and the importance of peers on compliance for these norms is still scant. Moreover, in
many of the previous studies in which peers are found as one of the driving factors that
result significant changes in behavior (Keizer et al., 2008; Shang & Croson, 2009;
Bicchieri and Xiao, 2009; Krupka & Weber, 2009; Gachter et al., 2012; Falk et al.,
2013; Thoni & Gachter, 2015), there may be other behavioral forces that may explain
the correlation between individuals’ and peers’ actions. Even in the settings where
observed data does not accommodate for any other explanations rather than the peer
effects themselves (McDonald et al., 2013), the effect of peers on both the perception
of social norms and the norm compliant behavior is still inconclusive, especially in the

variants of dictator games due to the lack of direct data.

Within this context, we have designed two experiments to gauge the effects of peers
in both concepts. In this sense, the closest study to ours is Gachter et al. (2017), which
examined the effect of peers both on individuals’ perception of social norms of fair
sharing and on actual sharing behavior. Using a 2x2 between subject design, the
treatments were defined based on the peers’ presence or absence and two variants of

the dictator game; give game where the dictator is only allowed to give a part of her
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endowment and the take game where the dictator may also choose to take away from
the endowment of the passive subject. It was found that the existence of peers has
significant effects on the perception of fair sharing norms and it is context-dependent.
However, these significant effects of peers on fair sharing norms are only partially
observed in the behavioral data. The study elicited the norms of fair sharing using the
KW method and then compared the actual sharing behavior with the elicited norms of

fair sharing.

In the give version of their study, one treatment had two dictators moving sequentially
where both received an initial endowment of £12 and each can transfer an amount
8ie(py,0,} € {£0,£1,£2,£3,£4} to the recipient, whose initial payment was £0.
Payoffs were computed as m; = £12 — g; for each dictator and mp = £0 + g; + g»
for the recipient. In other treatment where the peer was absent, the initial wealth of the
recipient was determined randomly by the Nature, from the set E =
{£0,£1,£2,£3,£4 } and the payoffs were computed as mp, = £12 — g, for the
dictator and mg = E + gp for the recipient. In the take version of the game, a similar
setting was analogously employed. The treatments of the take game were also
analogous to that of the give game. Again, there was either only one or two dictators
depending on the treatment. In treatment where the peer was present, both dictators
had the initial amount of £9 and the recipient started with the initial endowment of £6.
The corresponding action set of the dictators was defined as tip, p,} €
{ —£3,—£2,— £1,£0,£1 } where they were able to take up to £3 from the recipient’s
initial endowment. Payoffs were computed as r; = £9 — t; for each dictator and Ty =
£6 + t; + t, for the recipient. In the absence of the peer, the initial amount of the
recipient is randomly determined by the Nature from the set E = { £3,£4, £5,£6,£7 }
and payoffs were computed as m, = £9 — t, for the dictator and my = E + t, for the
recipient. Dictators’ choices were elicited using the strategy method (Selten, 1967) in
all treatments. That is to say, second dictators in the treatments where the peer is
present and the dictators in the absence of peers were asked to indicate amount they
would like to transfer after observing recipient’s initial wealth in each of the five
possible sub-games of the game, corresponding to situations in which the first dictator
or the Nature had endowed the recipient with £0,£1,£2,£3 or £4 in the give version

of the game and £3, £4, £5, £6 or £7 in the take version of the game.
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In norm elicitation experiment of the study, subjects were presented with the list of
actions that an individual can take in different situations, then they were asked to rate
the appropriateness level of these actions on a Likert scale ranging from “most socially
appropriate” to “most socially inappropriate” with six options. Specifically, subjects
in groups of two rated the actions of the second dictator in a three-person sequential
move dictator game where she can transfer money to a recipient after observing the
amount that peer had transferred. On the other hand, in treatments where the initial
wealth of the recipient was determined randomly, subjects rated the amounts that the
dictator can transfer after observing the initial wealth of the recipient. Payments were
computed based on the similarity of appropriateness judgements subjects made. To be
precise, one case out of five possible cases that could arise due to transfer choices of
the first dictator or the Nature and one possible action that the second mover could
take is randomly selected and social appropriateness ratings of the respondents are
compared. If the ratings in the selected situations were the same, subjects earned £7.
Therefore, the crucial difference between the two treatments was the source of the
recipient’s initial wealth in both experiments. Moreover, the inclusion of the two
payoff equivalent variants of the dictator game provided a systemic investigation of

the influence of peers on normative considerations and behavior.

The study found that, in all situations, the appropriateness ratings of second-mover’s
actions increase in generosity, and the initial amount of the recipient has a negative
effect on the average appropriateness level of an action taken by the second dictator in
the presence of the peer. In contrast, the effect changes direction when the initial
amount is determined randomly by the Nature, indicating that average appropriateness
ratings on the amount transferred by the dictator are more lenient when the peer is
absent. Furthermore, these effects of peers on norm considerations are more robust in
the give game than the take game. On the other hand, important effects of peers on
normative views are only partially observed in the actual behavior data. Specifically,
only norm-compliant negative effect of randomly determined initial wealth of the
recipient is observed in the give game. The absence of the peer effect in both frames
is in line with the previous findings of Panchanathan et al. (2013) where a multi-player
dictator game setting led people to transform the situation into a Prisoner’s Dilemma

game and refuse to help to the recipient whatever others do. The observed
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heterogeneity, in both perceived norms and norm-compliant behavior, explained this
discrepancy between elicited norms and actual sharing behavior. However, the effect
of altruistic options on elicited norms and actual behavior is still ambiguous in
previous settings. Moreover, the effect of generosity cannot be differentiated from the
norms of fair sharing since the fair outcome for all parties occurs at the transfer level,
where the most generous action is taken by decision-makers. It is possible that some
subjects might be relying on the considerations of generosity, while others might take
fairness norms into account while rating the social appropriateness of the actions. In
addition, Ockenfels & Werner (2014) has shown that scale manipulation of the action
set can significantly affect economic decisions; therefore, the location of the fair
sharing strategy in the action set may prevent dictators from complying with elicited
social norms since it requires them to give from the upper bound of their action set.
Thus, findings from the previous studies are obscure in terms of two interpretations.
On the one hand, it is not clear whether the respondents in the norm elicitation
experiment act regarding to fairest outcome or the most generous action that the
dictators can take; on the other, composition of the action set can affect the actual
sharing behavior due to the demand characteristics of the experimental designs in the
standard behavioral experiment and may cause the inconsonant behavior with the
elicited norms (see, for instance, List, 2007; Bardsley, 2008; Ockenfels & Werner,
2014; Erkut, 2022).

Our study differs from the previous studies in a way that we investigate the effect of
peers on both actual sharing behavior and perceived social norms of sharing when the
action set enables second-movers to compensate the recipient. This compensation can
be up to the point where the recipient earnings are equal to the amount that results with
fair sharing for all parties in the presence of the peer. Furthermore, this design enables
us to examine peer effects on multiple cases where second dictator can equalize her
payoffs with the recipient, conditional on recipient’s initial wealth. In case of the most
selfish action of the first dictator, second dictator is still able to equalize her payoffs
with that of recipient’s. Similarly, when the first dictator picks the most generous
transfer level to be transferred to the recipient, second dictators, again, have an
opportunity to equalize payoffs with the recipient. Thus, apart from the action that

yields the fairest outcome that equalizes the earnings for all parties, we provide other
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options for the second dictator to share her endowment fairly with the recipient.
Analogously, in treatments where the peer is absent, there are three actions available
for the dictator to equalize her payoff with that of the recipient, conditional on the
initial wealth of the recipient which is determined randomly. Therefore, our design
enables us to examine effects of the peers on fairness considerations of the dictators in
multiple transfer levels that provide the fair allocations between the dictator and the
recipient. Moreover, a sole examination on the effect of number of players that can

end up with fair allocation can be made in our setting.

Following Gachter et al. (2017), we designed different sets of dictator games in order
to differentiate the most generous and the fairest actions available for decision-makers
defined in the action set. Therefore, we aim explicitly to examine the direct linkages
between norms of fair sharing and actual sharing behavior using a similar setting that
was used in Gachter et al. (2017). In addition to their study, we aim to investigate the
effect of peer transfers on different options that dictator can fairly allocate her
additional windfall allowance with the recipient, conditional on the initial amount
determined for the recipient. Furthermore, investigation on the variation in the number
of players that result with the fair distribution allows us to gain further insights on the
payoff comparisons. Specifically, the amount of peer transfers may affect the fairness
considerations of the dictator based on the treatment since it can include one more
individual to fairness considerations where fair allocation does not require the
selection of the most generous action in the set. This examination is also at our focus
since previous studies have shown that payoffs of other parties can have significant
influence on decisions even when it is completely exogenous and cannot be affected

by the other players’ decisions (McDonald et al., 2013).

To explore the above-mentioned questions, we conducted two different experiments
to identify the norms specific to our design and to examine the compliance of
individuals with the elicited norms. In the next chapter, we provide our theoretical

framework based on the previous work of Krupka et al. (2013).
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CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework that we base our experimental design was introduced by
Krupka & Weber (2013). Their model assumes that decision-makers are motivated not
only by self-interest but also by preferences for complying with social norms, which
are the actions that are collectively viewed as appropriate in a society (Elster, 1989;
Ostrom, 2000). The notion behind the model can be interpreted as the composition of
these two motivations behind the decision-making process; the former is guided by the
monetary earnings while the latter follows the dictated actions by the social norms.
Thus, following Krupka & Weber (2013), utility function of the decision-maker i can

be represented as follows;

Ui = m; + BiN(a;la_;)

Actions of the decision-maker and the others are represented in the model by a; and
a_;, respectively. The term m;, represents the pecuniary payoffs and the mapping
between the decision-maker’s utility and the collectively recognized social
appropriateness of the actions available to the decision-maker is depicted by the
second term, N(.). The parameter 8 provides the measurement of the extent which the
decision-maker cares about the social appropriateness of her actions. Therefore, an
individual who cares about the social appropriateness, puts a positive weight on the
actions that are collectively considered as socially appropriate (f > 0) and enjoys
additional utility from the actions undertaken that are compliant with those
appropriateness considerations ( N(.) > 0). On the other hand, the same individual
suffers from the disutility when the undertaken actions are not recognized as socially
appropriate (N(.) < 0). At this point, we do not aim to define the norms that

decision-makers may comply with. Instead, we measure these norms following the
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KW method. So far, the only assumption we made on the norm function (N(.)), is its
dependency on the social influences. In other words, what constitutes the social
appropriateness of an action a; depends on the action a_;, the action of others that

individual i can observe before undertaking her action.!

In order to measure the above-mentioned social norm function, N (.), we start with the
experiment where the KW method is employed for the norm elicitation process.
Following Gachter et al. (2017), the effect of peers on actual sharing behavior is
examined through two treatments that are specified based on the existence or the
nonexistence of a peer, implying how the norm function, N;(a;|a_;) varies when the
action a_; is chosen either by the peer or the nature; therefore, enabling us to observe
the effect of social influence, if any. The inclusion of two payoff-equivalent, distinct
settings also enables us to catch the role of contextual differences both in the
perception of norms and in the sharing behvior of dictators. Specifically, the payoff-
equivalency of these two distinct settings makes it possible to examine framing effects

and the use of the norm function N (.) in both versions of the game.

In the next section we explain our experimental design and procedures for both

experiments in detail.

! Altohugh there may be other channels of peers effects on the social norms, rather
than the transfer amounts such as supervising and advising (see. Schram and Charness,
2015), these channels are excluded from the model since the focus of the treatmens are
on the actions of the peer.
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CHAPTER 4

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

In order to understand the effect of peers on the perception of sharing norms and on
the observed sharing behavior, we conducted two separate experiments. Throughout
the experiments, similar instructions and procedures to the ones in Gachter et al. (2017)
were used for comparability reasons. All sessions in both experiments were conducted
in Middle East Technical University Behavioral Economics Lab using oTree (Chen et
al., 2016). Experiments were deployed to cloud service platform Heroku

(https://www.heroku.com/) and the relevant experiment was run in the related session

on a web browser. Subjects were invited to sessions of each experiment via e-mail
which included the consent form, registration and session options. Later they were
randomly assigned to treatments in both experiments. All subjects received a
participation fee of 10 TL in both experiments. Subjects were at least 18 years old and
native Turkish speakers and instructions were in Turkish. A total of 14 sessions were
conducted between May and June 2022 with total number of 144 subjects. Each
section lasted 40 minutes approximately. 44 of the subjects were rectuited in norm
elicitation experirment and 100 subjects were recruited in the standard behavioral

experiment.

In both experiments, subjects answered a short survey in which their demographic
information was collected. Survey questions included gender information, age,
monthly disposable income, number of siblings, participant’s department, and whether
taken any of the game theory, behavioral economics, or experimental economics
courses before. Subjects were randomly given codes of two letters and a digit (PCl1,
PC2, etc.) and payments were made anonymously based on these participant codes.

Detailed presentations of both experiments are given in the subsections below.

13


https://www.heroku.com/

4.1. Experimental Design for Standard Behavioral Experiment:

In the standard behavioral experiment, we investigated the actual sharing behavior of
subjects. We used a 2x2 between-subjects design, and the treatments were defined
based on the two variants of the dictator game and whether the peer was present or
not. Subjects were randomly and anonymously divided into groups of two or three,
depending on the treatment. Roles are determined randomly for each participant within
the same group. An experimental currency called “point” was used throughout the

experiment, where 1 point is equal to 5 TL.?

Following Gachter et al. (2017), the “Peer” treatment is defined as a three-player
sequential move dictator game in which two dictators, which we call the peer (P) and
the dictator (D) respectively in the rest of this thesis, are matched with a recipient (R).
In the give version of the game, peer treatment consists of two dictators starting to
game with 6 points whereas, recipient is bestowed with 0 points initially. Peer and
dictator players are asked to decide amount they would like to transfer to the recipient
from the set; gieppy € { 0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points }.3 Peer
makes the decision on the amount to be transferred in an open form decision page,
while the dictator observes the possible transfer level decisions that can be made by
the peer and makes her transfer decision for each case using the strategy method. The
payoffs are calculated for the recipient as the summation of the transfers received from
both dictators, while earnings for the peer and the dictator are the amount that they
keep for themselves after the amount they transfer. In the “NoPeer” treatment of the
game, initial earnings of the recipient were determined randomly by the computer.
Congruently with the “Peer” treatment, computer randomly decides the initial wealth

of the recipient from the set Wy € { 0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points }.

2 Transfer options were given in 1 £ increments in the previous work of Gachter et al.
(2017), however, we use an experimental currency called points since purchasing
power parity conversion factor rate between £ and TL is ~ 4 in terms of both GDP and
private consumption as of 2021.

(source: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/PA.NUS.PPP).

3 Note that, although generous actions are available, we defined a truncated action set
for decision-makers. This truncated action space decreases the complexity of the tasks
faced by the subjects recruited in the norm elicitation experiment as we describe in the
following section.
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Again, the dictator observes the possible initial wealth levels of the recipient and

makes her decision for each case.

Table 1: Decision screen for the Dictator (Give Game / Peer Treatment)

If X gives 0 points to Z;
give 0 points to Z
give 1 pointto Z
give 2 paints to £
give 3 paints to 2

give 4 paints to Z

If X gives 1 paint to Z;
give 0 points to Z
give 1 pointte Z
give 2 points to Z
give 3 points to Z

give 4 points to Z

If X gives 2 points to Z;
give 0 points to Z
give 1 pointto Z
give 2 points to Z
give 3 points to Z

give 4 points to Z

If X gives 3 points to Z;
que 0 points to Z
give 1 pointto Z
que 2 paints to Z
qive 3 points to Z

guve 4 points to Z

If X gives 4 points to Z;
give 0 points to Z
give 1 pointto Z
give 2 paints to Z
give 3 paintsto Z

give 4 paints to Z

The TAKE version of the game was designed analogously to the GIVE version. In the
“Peer” treatment of the TAKE game, the peer and the dictator were given an extra
amount of 5 points and the recipient started to game with an additional amount of 2
points. Peer and dictator were asked to make decision on whether to transfer any
amount from their endowment to the recipient or to take from recipient’s additional
endowment, action set is t;(p pye{—1 point, 0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points }
where the negative value represents the amount that the peer and the dictator can take
from the recipient.* Similar to the “NoPeer” treatment of the GIVE game, the initial
wealth of the recipient was determined by the computer randomly from the set Wy €
{1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points, 5 points } in the “NoPeer” treatment of the
TAKE game.

In all treatments, dictators indicated the amount that they would like to transfer in each
case without knowing the actual wealth of the recipient. Moreover, participants in the
role of recipient indicated the amount they expect dictator to transfer in each case
without knowing their actual initial wealth. Earnings from the experiment are
computed by matching the actual initial wealth of the recipient with the dictator’s

transfer decision in the relevant case. Participants were informed about the “point”

* One may argue that there is a shift only by 1 point between the action sets in different
versions of the game, creating lack of variation in the framing porcess. However, the
effect of more selfish actions can be seen in the previous works of Gachter et al., 2017
while the effect of both the location of fair allocation actions in the set and the generous
options are still ambiguous in the previous studies.
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currency and its conversion rate to TL at the beginning of the experiment. Earnings
information were shared with the participants at the end of the experiment and

payments were made to subjects after converting experimental currency to TL.

Table 2: Treatments and Number of Participants in Standard Behavioral Experiment

With Peer Without Peer
Treatment 1 Treatment 3
(GP) (GNoP)
GIVE GAME 30 participants 20 participants
10 per role 10 per role
Treatment 2 Treatment 4
(TP) (TNoP)
TAKE GAME 30 participants 20 participants
10 per role 10 per role

4.2. Experimental Design for Norm Elicitation Experiment:

In the norm elicitation experiment, we elicited sharing norms with the use of simple
coordination games which is first introduced to the literature by Krupka & Weber
(2013). Norms were elicited for all treatments that were employed in the standard
behavioral experiment (see. Tablel) and similar to standard behavioral experiment,
2x2 between-subjects design was used. We asked subjects to report their social
appropriateness ratings on the actions that the dictator can take in different situations
that arise due to actions of the peer or the nature depending on the treatment. These
ratings were reported with the use of a Likert scale questionnaire, where the
appropriateness ratings could take six different values ranging from “1. very socially

inappropriate” to “6. very socially appropriate”.

First, subjects were randomly and anonymously divided into groups of two and they
were given the information about standard behavioral experiment. Second, they were
informed about the group composition and their reports were incentivized through
monetary earnings. Specifically, to earn the additional payment subjects were told to
match their appropriateness ratings within the anonymously and randomly paired
groups. Then, they were asked to report their appropriateness ratings on the amounts

that the dictator can transfer to the recipient in five different situations. These
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situations are defined based on the initial wealth of the recipient which is determined

either by the peer or by the Nature depending on the treatment subjects recruited.

Table 3: Decision screen in the Norm Elicitation Experiment (Give Game / Peer
Treatment)

¥ chooses to

Give 0 points | Give 1 point | Give 2 points | Give 3 points | Give 4 points
toZ to £ toZ to Z toZ

1. Very socially inappropriate
2. Socially inappropriate
3. Somewhat sccially inappropriate
4. Somewhat socially appropriate
5. Socially appropriate

6. Very socially appropriate

Payments were determined as follows, one situation that arises due to the possible
initial wealth of the recipient and one possible action that the dictator can take under
that situation were randomly selected by the computer with a uniform distribution
within each group. If the appropriateness ratings in the selected case were the same
between the two subjects, they earned 40 TL additional to the participation fee; if not,

they earned extra amount of 0 TL.>

Table 4: Treatments and Number of Participants in Norm Elicitation Experiment

With Peer Without Peer
KW Norm Elicitation Treatment 1 Treatment 3
(Give Version) (GP) (GNoP)
12 participants 10 participants
KW Norm Elicitation Treatment 2 Treatment 4
(Take Version) (TP) (TNoP)
12 participants 10 participants

> Earnings in the Norm Elicitation Experiment are determined so that they are equal to
the minimum and maximum possible earnings in the Standard Behavioral Experiment.
Although subjects recruited in behavioral experiment had possible earnings in the
interval, we aimed to have full attention of the subjects in social appropriateness rating
tasks. Therefore, earnings in the interval are avoided from causing any misreport due
to sufficient monetary earnings.
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In both experiments, a neutral language was used by avoiding the use of terms like
“Dictator”, “Peer” and “Recipient”. Instead, roles were introduced to participants as
“Individual X”, “Individual Y” and “Individual Z” representing the peer, the dictator
and the recipient respectively in Peer treatments. In NoPeer treatments, dictators were
introduced as “Individual X and recipients were introduced as “Individual Y”.®* We
had participants from various departments of METU, however, majority of the
participants were from the department of economics (29% in standard behavioral
experiment and 43% in norm elicitation experiment). Age range of the subjects were
between 19 and 28 in the standard behavioral experiment and between 20 to 34 in the
norm elicitation experiment. The average age was 21.54 and 23.9 respectively. 45%
of participants were female in the standard behavioral experiment, on the other hand,
proportion of female participants was 56% in the norm elicitation experiment. Most of
the subjects were in the second income category, which is 1000-2000 TL monthly, in
standard behavioral experiment. In norm elicitation experiment, most of the subjects
were in the third income category, stating monthly income of 2000-3000 TL. Average
earnings of participants, including the participation fee, were 23.6 TL in the norm

elicitation experiment and 30.32 TL in standard behavioral experiment.’

% See Appendix A for full instructions.

" The minimum hourly wage in the country was ~19 TL when the experiments were
conducted.
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CHAPTER 5

BEHAVIORAL HYPOTHESES

In this chapter, we present our behavioral hypotheses based on previous studies.
Findings from Darley & Latane (1968) and Latane & Rodin (1969) revealed that in
case of an emergency, individuals are less likely to take an action when they are in
pairs. This well-known phenomenon is called the “bystander effect” in the literature.
Furthermore, the effect of bystanders is not limited to situations where one is in need
of an emergency action. Indeed, it also has an influence on economic decisions that
agents make. For example, the presence of peers can result with lower amounts of
transfers when the groups of people are asked to contribute to charitable donations
(see. Wiesenthal et al., 1983). The effect of bystanders can also be seen in the multi-
player dictator game settings where dictators can share the burden of helping and the
recipient welfare increases as the transfers increase. Panchanathan et al. (2013) have
shown that the increased number of dictators result with both lower earnings of
recipients and lower amounts of transfers made by the dictators. Therefore, in our first
hypothesis, we claim that dictators to be more generous in GNoP\TNoP treatments
than in GP\TP treatments when the initial wealth of the recipient is at its possible

minimum level.

Hypothesis 1: Proportion of dictators who equalize their payoffs with that of recipient
is higher in “NoPeer” treatment than the “Peer” treatment when the recipient initial

wealth is at its possible minimum.

Our second hypothesis is attributed to the importance of initial contribution in
charitable donations. When the recipient’s initial wealth is determined from the
greatest element of the action set, we expect a greater proportion of dictators that

equalize their payoffs with that of the recipient, compared to the case when the
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recipient’s initial wealth is determined by the most selfish action in the set (see.
Vesterlund, 2003; Eckel et al., 2005; Gneezy et al., 2014; O’Garra & Sisco, 2020).
Furthermore, Cox et al. (2017) have shown that individuals with reciprocal preferences
are more sensitive to acts of commissions that invert the status-quo compared to the
acts of omissions. We argue that this reciprocal sensitiveness may extend to
distributional preferences of the individuals in multi-player settings. Specifically, an
agent who is about to equalize her payoffs with that of the recipient in a sequential-
dictator game would be more inclined to do so, if the observed act proves a degree of

commitment. Therefore, our second hypothesis is as follows;

Hypothesis 2: In comparison to the lowest possible initial wealth of the recipient,
dictators are more likely to choose the action that equates their payoffs with that of

recipient at the possible maximum of the recipient’s initial wealth across all treatments.

Third, as a result of our experimental design, we expect that fair sharing to occur more
frequently between the dictator and the recipient when the payoff equalizing action
results with the status-quo (see. Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988; Kahneman et al.

1991).

Hypothesis 3: Proportion of dictators who equalize their payoffs with the recipient is
higher in TAKE game than that of GIVE game when the initial wealth of the recipient

at the possible maximum.

In addition to the behavioral hypotheses that we constructed based on the previous
studies, results from the norm elicitation experiment would enable us to gain further
insights on the actions that norm-following individual would take and the degree of

leniency, if any, towards the behavioral expectations in terms of norms.
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CHAPTER 6

RESULTS

In this chapter, we provide main results from both experiments. First, we present
results from the Norm Elicitation Experiment and provide additional hypotheses for
the norm-driven actions that an individual may take. Second, we present the results
from our Standard Behavioral Experiment and compare the findings from both, along

with the hypotheses given in the previous chapter.

6.1. Results from the Norm Elicitation Experiment:

First, the data from the norm elicitation experiment is examined in terms of behavioral
hypotheses we have constructed in the previous chapter. Moreover, we ran an OLS
regression to reveal effects of peers on the perception of norms more formally. In order
to measure elicited norms quantitatively, options presented in the Likert scale are
transformed to numerical scores. A rating of “very socially inappropriate” given the
score of -1, “socially inappropriate” a score of -0.6, “somewhat socially inappropriate”
a score of -0.2. Similary, a rating of “very socially appropriate” given the score of 1,
“socially appropriate” a score of 0.6, “somewhat socially appropriate” a score of 0.2
as in the work of Gachter et al. (2017).® In addition, we rescaled the transfer levels in
the TAKE game since the consequences are the same with those in the GIVE game.

Specifically, in order to ease the examination of the framing differences, transfer levels

¥ This scoring is intuitive since it values the appropriateness ratings as negative and
positive numbers and allows the same amount of changes in the absolute magnitude.
It is also simple since it is over the interval of -1 and 1.
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in the TAKE game are given the relevant values of the transfer levels in the GIVE

game that result with the same consequences.’

In terms of elicited norms, we found that average appropriateness rating of fair share
is 0.58 in the NoPeer treatment whereas it is 0.50 in the Peer treatment when the
recipient wealth is at the possible minimum. This result is in line with our behavioral
Hypothesis 1, indicating there may be a leniency for bystander effect in terms of
norms. However, this difference is not statistically significant (t-test for difference in
means, p = 0.645). Furthermore, proportion of subjects who rated the fair share as
appropriate is 1.7% higher in the NoPeer treatment compared to the Peer treatment for
the selected case. However, this difference is not statistically significant (Fisher’s
exact test, p = 0.606; chi® test, p = 0.880).!° In addition, we observe no difference in
the distribution of appropriateness ratings between the treatments for the selected case

(Peer vs NoPeer treatments, Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.400).

A similar examination was also done for Hypothesis 2, however, elicited norms reveal
that payoff equalizing strategy is indeed less appropriate when the recipient wealth is
at its possible maximum (average appropriateness rating is 0.300). On the other hand,
average appropriateness rating on the fair share is greater when the recipient income
is at its possible minimum (average appropriateness rating is 0.536). These findings
are contradictory to our second hypothesis in terms of norms. Furthermore, this
difference between average appropriateness ratings is significant at 5% significance
level (t-test for difference in means , p = 0.048). Subjects who rated the fair share

action as appropriate is 16% higher when the recipient initial wealth is at its possible

? For example, the action of taking 1 point (-1) in the TAKE game converted to 0 of
the GIVE game, since both have the same consequences. Similarly, transfers of 0, 1,
2, 3 in the TAKE game are converted to levels of 1, 2, 3, 4 respectively as in the GIVE
game (see. Gachter et al., 2017).

10 To conduct the relevant tests of Fisher’s exact and chi?, 2x2 contingency tables are
created between the variable in interest and the social appropriateness ratings by
clustering the negative and positive values of appropriateness ratings to create a binary
variable of ratings. In fact, we conducted all our tests in nonbinary format as well and
did not find any difference between the results, as expected.
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minimum compared to possible maximum initial wealth of the recipient and this

difference is significant (Fisher’s exact test, p = 0.066; chi? test, p = 0.080).

In terms of Hypothesis 3, we found that the proportion of subjects who rated the payoff
equalizing strategy of the dictator as socially appropriate when the initial wealth of the
recipient is at the possible maximum is 26% greater in the TAKE game compared to
the GIVE game. This finding is supportive for our Hypothesis 3; moreover, the
difference is significant between the versions of the game (Fisher exact test, p =0.052;
chi® test, p = 0.052) and the difference in the distribution of the ratings across the
games is significant for the selected case (GIVE vs TAKE games, Mann-Whitney test,
p = 0.016). To gauge the effects of peers in social appropriateness ratings more

formally, we also ran an OLS regression model.

Table 5 reports the results from the OLS regression, the dependent variable is the
“social appropriateness ratings” of the subjects. The independent variables are the
transfers made by the dictator, peer or nature transfers depending on the treatment, an
interaction term between dictator transfers and peer or nature transfers, the dummy
variable of “Take” that takes value of 1 if the TAKE version of the game is played
and 0 otherwise, interaction term between dummy variable “Take” and peer/nature
transfers and the control variables obtained through a survey at the beginning of the
experiment. Control variables are the “4Age”’, a dummy variable of “Gender” that takes
the value of 1 if the subject is male and 0 if the subject is female, “Income ” represents
the monthly income of the subject across 5 categories, “Siblings” is the number of
siblings subject have, “Economics” is a dummy variable which takes the value of 1 if
the subject is economics student and 0 otherwise, and “Course” is another dummy
variable which takes the value of 1 if the subject has ever taken a course on Game

Theory, Experimental Economics or Behavioral Economics and 0 otherwise.

In model (1) of the Peer treatment, we introduced the amount transferred by the
dictator, the amount transferred by the peer, an interaction between them, the
“Take” dummy, and the interaction between “Take” and the amount transferred by

the peer to our regression. The only significant variable is the amount transferred by
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Table S: Social Appropriateness Ratings — OLS Results

Social Appropriateness

Peer Peer NoPeer NoPeer
(1) @) (1) @)
Dictator Transfers 0.242%**  (0.242%%* (. 208***  (.298%***
(0.063) (0.063) (0.069) (0.070)
Peer/Nature Transfers 0.066 0.066 0.164** 0.164**
(0.062) (0.062) (0.068) (0.069)
Dictator x Peer/Nature Transfers -0.017 -0.017 -0.059**  -0.059**
(0.021) (0.021) (0.023) (0.024)
Take 0.145 0.252%* 0.074 -0.017
(0.089) (0.103) (0.074) (0.091)
Peer/Nature Transfers x Take -0.037 -0.037 -0.022 -0.022
(0.044) (0.045) (0.050) (0.050)
Age 0.054%** 0.042%**
(0.011) (0.011)
Gender -0.019 0.022
(0.085) (0.085)
Income 0.027 0.079**
(0.026) (0.036)
Siblings -0.057* -0.118**
(0.033) (0.046)
Economics -0.065 -0.016
(0.072) (0.070)
Course 0.147 -0.013
(0.136) (0.099)
Constant -0.487%**  _1742%*%*  (0.687*F**  -1.681***
(0.133) (0.305) (0.130) (0.370)
Observations 600 600 500 500
Adjusted R-Squared 0.168 0.224 0.165 0.206

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. OLS regressions, dependent variable is social

appropriateness ratings. Standard errors clustered at the individual level.
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the dictator, and the sign is positive, indicating that the more generous the dictator is
more socially appropriate the action. Indeed, these positive relation between the
amount transferred by the dictator and the social appropriateness ratings is valid for
all models. This finding validates the previous results of Gachter et al. (2017) who
found that more generous transfers are viewed as more appropriate. In model (2), we
add control variables to our regressions. It seems that dummy variable “Take”
becomes significant and the appropriateness ratings of the actions differ between the
two versions of the game. Specifically, social appropriateness ratings are more lenient
when the game version is TAKE. Moreover, we found that “Age” variable has positive
and significant coefficient on social appropriateness ratings whereas number of

siblings has a negative coefficient.

To measure the relevant effects in the NoPeer treatment, we constructed similar
models that we have esitimated in the Peer treatment. In model (1) of the NoPeer
treatment, we only add the variables that are in question. It is found that both amount
transferred by the dictator and the initial wealth of the recipient randomly determined
by the computer have positive influence on the social appropriateness. On the other
hand, the positive effect of the amount transferred by the Nature decreases as the
dictator transfer increases, indicating that positive effect of the Nature transfers are
especially marked for ungenerous dictator transfers since the interaction term between
dictator transfers and Nature transfers has negative coefficient. In model (2), we add
control variables to the model and as in the Peer treatment, we found that age and
number of siblings have significant coefficients, while the former has positive and the

latter have negative sign.

Although OLS regression results suggest that there is no effect of peer transfers on
appropriateness ratings, we suspect that there may be a nonlinear relationship between
both variables.!! Besides, existence of the peer may have effects on social
appropriateness ratings of multiple payoff equalizing actions between the dictator and
the recipient. Therefore, we conduct additional probit regressions to reveal if any

relationship exists. In particular, we transformed the numerical appropriateness ratings

! Results from the ordered probit model are similar with those observed in the OLS
regression. See Appendix B.
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Table 6: Payoff-Equalizing Transfers — Probit ME for Appropriateness Ratings

Social Appropriateness

Social Appropriateness

Social Appropriateness

(Binary) (Binary) (Binary)
Conditional on other gives () Conditional on other gives 2  Conditional on other gives 4
(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)
Give 3/ Give 2/ Give 1 0.422%** 0.422%*%* 0.722%** 0.731%** 0.123 0.126
(0.076) (0.074) (0.115) (0.119) (0.083) (0.079)
Peer 0.059 0.052 0.110%* 0.129%* 0.010 0.038
(0.063) (0.063) (0.058) (0.059) (0.066) (0.065)
Take 0.141%** 0.163%* -0.032 -0.008 0.065 0.147*
(0.061) (0.073) (0.059) (0.074) (0.066) (0.076)
Age 0.019 0.014 0.046%**
(0.011) (0.011) (0.013)
Gender -0.114 0.017 -0.067
(0.070) (0.067) (0.073)
Income 0.046* 0.045%* 0.079%**
(0.026) (0.025) (0.026)
Siblings 0.021 -0.009 -0.083*
(0.039) (0.038) (0.039)
Economics -0.082 0.012 0.077
(0.078) (0.077) (0.080)
Course 0.248** -0.066 -0.117
(0.122) (0.116) (0.122)
Observations 220 220 220 220 220 220
Pseudo R-Squared 0.099 0.139 0.201 0.218 0.015 0.083
Log- Likelihood -137.188 -131.130 -121.617 -119.089 -147.018 -136.878

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Probit regressions (ME), dependent variable is 0 if appropriateness rating is

negative and 1 otherwise.
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to a binary variable in which ratings that are negative (i.e. socially inappropriate) are
given the value of 0 and the positive ratings (i.e. socially appropriate) are assigned the

value of 1.

Table 6 reports the probit regression results conditional on the possible fair allocations
between the dictator and the recipient. The binary variable “Give 3 / Give 2 / Give 1”
represents the payoff equalizing actions of the dictator between herself and the
recipient conditional on the initial wealth of the recipient in each case respectively.
Again in model (1), we exclude control variables from the regression model and
regressed the binary variable of appropriateness ratings on the binary variables of the
fair allocations between the dictator and the recipient in relevant cases, dummy
variable of “Peer” which takes the value of 1 if the peer is present and 0 otherwise
and the “Take” dummy. In model (2), we also add the control variables in our
regressions. In all cases, except the one when the recipient’s initial wealth is
determined at the possible maximum level, payoff equalizing actions have positive
marginal effects on the appropriateness ratings. Indeed, our model (1) has no
explanatory power without control variables for the the case when the possible initial
wealth level of the recipent is at its maximum. On the other hand, TAKE dummy
becomes significant but only at 10% significance level, when the control variables are
introduced into the model (2). This finding indicates that there is a leniency for status
quo bias since appropriateness ratings are 14.7% points higher in TAKE version of the
game compared to the GIVE version for any transfer level that dictator can pick when
the recipient initial wealth is at its possible maximum. In fact, we found that the
difference in proportions of subjects who rated the action of fair allocation was 26%
greater in the TAKE version of the game when the recipient wealth is at its posible

maximum compared to the GIVE version, moreover this difference was significant.

The marginal effect of payoff equalizing strategy has the greatest appropriateness
ratings in both games at the midpoint of the action set. This finding is in line with the
previous results of Ockenfels & Werner (2014), where it is found that dictators with
greater midpoint in their action set are more prone to be more generous. The effect of
scale manipulation can be observed in our data in terms of social appropriateness of

fair actions as well. Conditional on the recipient’s initial wealth, it is more socially
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appropriate for dictator to allocate endowments fairly between herself and the
recipient, when the fairest outcome can be obtained by the action that is located in the
midpoint of the set, compared to other actions that also result with the fairest outcome.
It can be argued that this finding is related to amount required for fair distribution to
take place. However, our OLS regressions revelaed that appropriateness ratings have
positive correlation with the generosity of the dictator, therefore if that was the case,
then we would expect a greater coefficient in the case where the payoff equalizing

action requires more generous transfer levels.

In addition, we observe a positive and significant peer effect when all parties can share
the endowments equally, indicating that peer’s actions do matter only when they settle
for a fair distribution across all parties and increase the appropriateness ratings of
dictator’s payoff-equalizing action with the recipient when one more individual can
end up with the same payoffs. This finding indicates that payoff comparisons between
different number of players do matter when all players can end up with the fair
allocation. The appropriateness ratings on the fair allocation occuring in the midpoint
element of the set is ~13% points higher in the Peer treatment compared to the NoPeer

treatment.

Results from the norm elicitation experiment give us insights on how a norm-following
individual should act and how norm driven behavior is to be shaped. Our main findings

form the norm elicitation experiment can be presented as follows;

Result 1: There is no linear correlation between peer transfers and appropriateness

ratings of dictator actions.

Result 2: In Peer treatment, appropriateness ratings are higher in the TAKE version

of the game compared to the GIVE version.

Result 3: There is a positive correlation between recipient’s inital wealth and the
appropriateness ratings of the dictator actions, when the initial wealth of the recipient
randomly determined by the Nature. This effect is particularly marked for ungenerous

transfers of the dictator.
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Result 4: There is a positive effect of the amount transferred by the peer on the
appropriateness ratings of the dictator’s fair allocations between herself and the
recipient, only when the number of players that can end up with the same payoff

increases.

We found partial supportive results for the behavioral hypotheses we have constructed
in Chapter 5 in terms of norms. Basically, elicited norms have no leniency for the
expected bystander effect in the actual behavior and the expected effect of the acts of
comissions on the dictator’s fair allocation between herself and the recipient. On the

other hand, there is leniency for the status quo bias that may arise due to our setting.

Based on the results from the Norm Elicitation Experiment, we can construct
additional hypotheses regarding to norm-following individuals’ actions. These

additional hypotheses can be listed as follows;

Hypothesis 4: There is no linear relationship between the amount transferred by the

peer and the amount transferred by the dictator.

Hypothesis 5: Dictators behave more selfishly in the Peer treatment when the TAKE

version of the game is played.

Hypothesis 6: There is a negative correlation between the Nature transfers and the

dicator transfers.
Hypothesis 7: Proportion of dictators who equalize their payoffs with that of recipient
is higher in Peer treatment compared to NoPeer treatment, when the initial wealth of

the recipient is determined by the midpoint of the action set.

In the next section, we provide results from our standard behavioral experiment and

compare our findings with those found in the norm elicitation experiment.
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6.2. Results from the Standard Behavioral Experiment:

In this section, we present the results from our standard behavioral experiment. First,
we test our hypotheses constructed in the previous chapter. Although we did not find
supportive results for our behavioral Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 in the norm
elicitation experiment, actual behavior may diverge from the elicited norms.
Moreover, we also investigate the conformity of actual behavior to those normative

views obtained in the norm elicitation experiment.

Behavioral data show that proportion of the dictators who equalize their payoffs with
that of recipient, when the recipient wealth is at its possible minimum is 20% greater
in NoPeer treatment compared to the Peer treatment. Furthermore, this difference is
statistically significant (Fisher’s exact test, p = 0.091).!? This finding is in line with
our Hypothesis 1 and the bystander effect is observed in the behavioral data when the
possible minimum earnings of the recipient is determined by the Peer rather than the
Nature. Although we found a similar difference in the same direction in terms of
norms, that difference was not statistically significant. Moreover, average sharing of
the dictators is 0.50 points higher in the “NoPeer” treatment than the “Peer” treatment
when the initial wealth of the recipient is at its possible minimum (one sided t-test for
mean comparison, p = 0.101). This difference indicates that dictators are more prone
to transfer higher amounts to the recipient if her initial wealth is determined at the

possible minimum randomly by the Nature rather than it is determined by the Peer.

In addition, we also found that proportion of the dictators who equalize their payoffs
with that of recipient when the recipient’s initial wealth is at its possible maximum is
5% greater compared to the possible minimum level of initial wealth of the recipient.
This finding is in conformity with our Hypothesis 2. However, this difference is not
significant (Fisher’s exact test, p = 0.385).!% In terms our third hypothesis, we found

that proportion of the dictators who equalize their payoff with the recipient when the

12 Chi? test; Peer versus NoPeer treatments; p = 0.071.

13 Chi? test; Peer versus NoPeer treatments; p = 0.556
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recipient wealth is at its maximum does not differ between the games. In fact, in both

GIVE and TAKE versions of the game, the proportion is 20%.

(1]
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Recipient's Initial Wealth

BN cive [N TAKE

2
!

1
!

Mean Dictator Transfer

Figure 1: Average Dictator Transfers — Peer Treatment

Figure 1 shows the average transfers made by the dictator in the Peer treatment. The
negative relationship between the initial wealth of the recipient and the amount
transferred by the peer can be clearly seen in the GIVE version of the game. Although
a similar relationship can be observed in the TAKE version, this relationship is not
continuous when the recipient’s wealth is at its possible maximum. Therefore, we
expect the negative relationship to be more profound in the GIVE game. Similarly in
Figure 2, we observe a negative relationship between the recipient’s initial wealth and
the amount transferred by the Nature. This negative relationship persists in the GIVE
version of the game. On the other hand, the relationship between dictator transfers and
the initial wealth of the recipient seems quite ambiguous when the TAKE version of

the game is played.
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Figure 2: Average Dictator Transfers — NoPeer Treatment

A more formal analysis to examine the compliance between elicited norms and actual
behavior is done with the help of regression models. In Table 7, we report the OLS
regression results where the dependent variable is dictator transfers. The explanatory
variables in model (1) are the Peer or the Nature transfers depending on the treatment,
the dummy variable of “7ake” and the interaction between the “Take” dummy and
the Peer/Nature transfers. In both treatments, there is a negative correlation between
the initial wealth of the recipient and the amount transferred by the dictator. In Peer
treatment, this negative relationship is stronger in the GIVE version of the game since
the interaction term between the “Take” dummy and the amount transferred by the
peer has a positive and significant coefficient. However, in both versions of the game,
the initial wealth of the recipient negatively influences the dictator transfers since the
effect of increasing initial transfers on its evaluation on the TAKE version of the game
is negative as well (-0.210 + 0.160). On the other hand, in the NoPeer treatment we
observe a kink since the negative coefficient on the Nature transfers changes both its
sign and the magnitude (-0.560 + 0.650), implying that the initial wealth of the

recipient and dictator transfers are positively correlated when the game is the TAKE
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Table 7: Dictator Transfers — OLS Results

Amount Transferred by the

Dictator
Peer Peer NoPeer NoPeer
(1) (2) (1) (2)
Peer/Nature Transfers -0.210%**  -0.210%** -0.560%** -0.560%**
(0.063) (0.065) (0.049) (0.051)
Take 0.020 0.348 -1.600%*** -1.896%**
(0.439) (0.397) (0.290) (0.275)
Peer/Nature Transfers x Take 0.160* 0.160* 0.650%#** 0.650%#**
(0.079) (0.082) (0.054) (0.056)
Age 0.304* 0.105
(0.147) (0.084)
Gender 0.662 -0.235
(0.542) (0.292)
Income -0.078 0.006
(0121) (0.138)
Siblings 0.015 -0.132
(0.142) (0.094)
Economics 0.043 0.207
(0.391) (0.553)
Course -1.262%* -0.628**
(0.549) (0.292)
Constant 1.120***  -5.379 2.440%** 0.610
(0.344) (3.487) (0.150) (1.822)
Observations 100 100 100 100
Adjusted R-Squared 0.091 0.241 0.337 0.397

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. OLS regressions, dependent variable is

amount transferred by the dictator. Standard errors clustered at the individual level.
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version. In both treatments, there is a negative effect of “Course” variable, implying
that the dictators who have taken any of the Game Theory, Behavioral Economics and
Experimental Economics behave more selfishly. In addition, we observe a positive
effect of the “Age” variable on the amount transferred by the dictator in the Peer

treatment.

Although elicited norms suggest that there is no linear relationship between the amount
transferred by the peer and the amount transferred by the dictator, we observe a
negative relationship between these two variables in our Peer treatment of the standard
behavioral experiment. Therefore, our Hypothesis 4 that is constructed based on the
results from the norm elicitation experiment can be rejected. Moreover, we observed
that there is some leniency to selfish transfers made by the dictators in Peer treatment
when the played version is the TAKE game. Nevertheless, we could not find any
supportive results since the coefficient of the “Take” dummy is not significant.
Therefore, we reject our Hypothesis 5 as well. On the other hand, our Hypothesis 6 is
validated in the standard behavioral experiment. Specifically, we observe a negative

correlation between Nature transfers and the amount transferred by the dictator.

In terms of Hypothesis 7, we found that proportion of dictators who equalize their
payoffs with that of recipient is 10% higher in the Peer treatment compared to the
NoPeer treatment when the recipient initial wealth is determined by the midpoint of
the action set, equalizing the payoffs for all players in the presence of the peer.
Although this finding supports our Hypothesis 7, the difference is not statistically
significant (Fisher’s exact test, p = 0.366).'*

In a similar vein to analyses made in the norm elicitation experiment, a probit analysis
is carried out for the dictator transfers that can equate the payoffs with that of recipient
in multiple cases. Table 8 provides the results from the probit analysis. The dependent
variables are the binary variables that takes the value of 1 if the action is selected by
the dictator and 0 otherwise. The independent variable “Other gives 0 / 2 / 4”

represents the cases where dictator has an action to share her payoff evenly with the

14 Chi? test, Peer versus NoPeer treatments; p = 0.490.
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Table 8: Payoff-Equalizing Transfers — Probit ME for Dictator Transfers

3 Giving (Binary) 2 Giving (Binary) 1 Giving (Binary)
(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)
Other Gives0/2/4 0.078** 0.095** 0.032 0.029 -0.078 -0.080
(0.039) (0.047) (0.078) (0.077) (0.080) (0.077)
Peer -0.081** -0.082 -0.011 0.030 -0.040 -0.012
(0.039) (0.057) (0.063) 0.071 (0.062) (0.069)
Take 0.007 -0.017 0.011 -0.009 0.005 0.021
(0.035) (0.0406) (0.063) (0.064) (0.062) (0.060)
Age 0.012 0.028 -0.015
(0.015) (0.023) (0.022)
Gender -0.005 -0.100 0.129%*
(0.054) (0.070) (0.068)
Income 0.005 -0.032 0.014
(0.020) (0.027) (0.027)
Siblings -0.016 -0.034 0.043**
(0.020) (0.027) (0.21)
Economics 0.042 -0.035 -0.159**
(0.054) (0.076) (0.071)
Course (omitted) 0.004 -0.213%*
(0.089) (0.094)
Observations 200 160 200 200 200 200
Pseudo R-Squared 0.091 0.103 0.009 0.028 0.006 0.078
Log- Likelihood -46.091 -42.598 -117.527 -114.325 -113.917 -105.733

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Probit regressions (ME), dependent variable is 1 if the transfer amount selected by the dictator
and 0 otherwise.
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recipient in relevant models respectively, “Peer” and “Take” dummies are the other
regressors. In model (1), we only add the variables that are in question, whereas in
model (2) we also introduce our control variables to our analysis. Although we found
a positive effect of the amount transferred by the peer on the appropriateness ratings
of payoff equalizing strategy when the initial wealth of the recipient is determined by
the midpoint element of the action set, there is no such effect of the peer transfers on
the actual behavior. This result implies that increasing number of players with fair
distribution is not a key determinant of dictator actions. In fact, our model is not

explanatory at all for the selected case.

On the other hand, we observe that probability of “3 giving” action is 7.8% points
higher when the recipient initial wealth is 0 points in the absence of the peer.
Moreover, the probability of “3 giving” action decreases by 8.1% points when this
initial wealth of the recipient is determined by the peer. However, when we the control
variables are added into the regression, the “Peer” variable loses its significance in
model (2). In fact, “Course” variable is omitted from the model since it predicts the
variation in the dependent variable perfectly. However, the coefficient of the “Peer”
variable is almost the same between two models, implying that loss of significance in
the variable is due to the lack of observations in model (2) rather than any bias that
can occur because of the omitted variables in model (1). Therefore, the bystander effect
is in play for the case when the recipient’s initial wealth is at its possible minimum.
This finding is supporting the previous work of O’Garra & Sisco (2020) where they
found that the lower initial transfers made by the previous dictator increase the

likelihood of unconditional self-interested strategies of other parties.

In all other cases, either our models are not significant, therefore, do not explain the
variations in the behavior of dictators, or the variables in question has no explanatory
power. Therefore, observed effects of scale manipulation in the appropriateness ratings

of fair allocations of the dictator do not translate to the actual behavior.

Our main results from the standard behavioral experiment can be summarized as

follows;
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Result 5: There is a negative correlation between the Peer/Nature transfers and the

dictator transfers in the GIVE version of the game.

Result 6: This negative correlation between the amount transferred by the Peer and
the dictator transfers is stronger in the GIVE game of the Peer treatment and becomes

positive in the TAKE game of the NoPeer treatment.

Result 7: There is no effect of peer transfers on the dictator’s fair allocation actions

when the peer decision enables dictator to provide fair allocation for all parties.

Result 8: There is a negative effect of peer transfers on the payoff equalizing actions
when the peer determines recipient’s initial wealth at its possible minimum, indicating

the bystander effect in the actual behavior for the case.

Results from the standard behavioral experiment show that there is a high level of
discrepancy between the elicited normative views and the actual behavior. We observe
the norm compliant behavior only in the GIVE game of the NoPeer treatment where
there is a negative correlation between the Nature transfers and the amount transferred
by the dictator. This finding is in line with Gachter et al. (2017) where they see a
similar conformity in their setting. Results from the standard behavioral experiment
are only partially in line with the observations obtained in the norm elicitation
experiment. Therefore, additional explanations should be made for the observed actual

behavior.

6.3. Possible Explanations for Behavioral Data:

In this section, we provide possible explanations for the observed discrepancy between
the elicited norms and the actual behavior data. Both Gacther et al. (2017) and Krupka
& Weber (2013) have shown that there can be less consensus on appropriateness
ratings for some transfer levels in dictator game settings that may cause the
discrepancy. In addition, heterogeneity in the preferences for norm compliance may
also affect the dictators’ transfer decisions (Gachter et al., 2017). Furthermore, there

can be other behavioral forces that can explain the actual data rather than normative
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approach, or at least together with the normative approach. In the next subsections we

discuss these possible explanations.

6.3.1. Ambiguity in the Perception of Norms:

One possible source of the discrepancy between the elicited norms and actual behavior
may be the disagreement among the subjects on what constitutes the appropriate
behavior in the experiments. Krupka & Weber (2013) have shown that there is less
consensus among the subjects on the appropriateness ratings of the actions leaving the
recipient with more payoffs. In fact, our design enables dictators to transfer amounts
that leave the recipient with more payoffs compared to the dictators. Therefore, one
possible reason for the discrepancy can be the ambiguity of the norms. In order to
examine whether there is such disagreement, we examine the social norms that we
have elicited in our experiments more elaborately. Following Gachter et al. (2017), we
clustered the appropriate ratings and inappropriate ratings separately that subjects
could choose in the norm elicitation experiment. To be more precise, we say that an
action is rated as appropriate if more than 50% of the subjects chose any of the
“somewhat socially appropriate”, “socially appropriate” or “very socially appropriate”
options. Similarly, an action is called as inappropriate if more than 50% of the subjects
chose any of the “somewhat socially inappropriate”, “socially inappropriate” or “very
socially inappropriate” options (see. Gachter et al.,, 2017). Based on the

appropriateness ratings of each action and each situation across treatments, following

figures on norm disagreement rates were constructed.

Blue bars in Figures 3 to 6 represent that majority (more than 50% of the subjects)
views that action as appropriate whereas the indicated percentage is the minority that
views the action as inappropriate. In contrast, red bars represent that majority views
that action as inappropriate and indicated percentage is the minority that views the
action as appropriate. Cases without the bars represent the consensus among the

subjects’ appropriateness ratings on the relevant actions.
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Figure 3: Give/Peer (GP) - Norm Disagreement Rates
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One striking observation on the ambiguity of norms is that there is much more
disagreement on the generous transfers. For example, consider GIVE version of the
game in Figure 3 and Figure 4, there is a high level of conflict over the appropriateness
assessments for the generous transfers. Specifically, high degree of ambiguity in the
elicited norms is observed for giving 4 points in the GIVE version of the game and the
ambiguity over giving 4 points action is consistent between the treatments. Similarly,
in the TAKE version of the game, there is much more disagreement among the subjects
for the generous actions that dictator can take. These results are in line with the
previous findings of Krupka & Weber (2013) where they observe much less consensus

on the actions that leave the recipient with more payoffs than the dictator. '

Another observation made on the TAKE frame is that actions greater than giving 0
points are indeed seemed appropriate to majority of the subjects in the Peer treatment.
Conversely, there is a great deal of ambiguity in the NoPeer treatment, especially on
the actions of giving 2 points and 3 points compared to the Peer treatment. This result
is in line with our previous finding of overall appropriateness ratings to be higher in
the Peer treatment of TAKE game compared to the NoPeer treatment. Moreover,
although all of the subjects consider taking 1 point as inappropriate in the absence of
the peer except for the case when recipient wealth is 5 points, presence of the peer
increases the leniency up to 4 points, therefore increasing the ambiguity on norm
ratings. On the other hand, presence of the peer decreases the ambiguity on social
appropriateness ratings especially for the actions that locate in the middle of the action
set in both games. This observation is in conformity with our previous findings in the
probit analysis since we observed that inclusion of the peer increases the overall
appropriateness ratings for the fair allocation action that occur in the midpoint of the

action set.

In the TAKE version of the game, much of the subjects rated the action taking 1 point
as inappropriate with much less ambiguity compared to the giving 0 points in the GIVE
version, even though both actions yield exactly the same consequences. This

observation can be explained by the terms coined with Andreoni (1995) as “cold

15 An example for the situation of being too generous seems as socially inappropriate
might be the one when giving a gift that is too expensive or when one tries to tip a
profession that does not take the tips generally (see. Krupka & Weber, 2013).
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prickle of doing something bad”. Moreover, there is less ambiguity in the TP treatment
compared to the GP treatment, indicating that generous transfers of the peer
appreciated more and this altruism is expected to be contagious since majority rated

altruistic actions as appropriate in TP treatment.

Another useful investigation in the qualitative analysis of the elicited norms can be the
examination of the peer effects on the actions that the dictator can equalize her payoffs
with that of the recipient. To begin with, consider Figure 3 and the action of giving 2
points in Peer treatment of the GIVE version, dictator can equalize her earnings with
the recipient when the recipient’s wealth is 2 points. There is no ambiguity on the
action when the initial amount is determined by the peer and all subjects rated the
payoff equalizing action as socially appropriate. However, in the absence of the peer,
~8% of the subjects rated the payoff equalizing action as socially inappropriate. This
difference proves the existence of a mechanism that shapes the transfer decision of the
dictator when the peer is introduced. This mechanism can be interpreted as the social
proof in words of Caldini (2001). The principle states that individuals find out what is
correct by observing others’ decisions. In the TAKE version of the game there is no
such divergence in terms of perception of the norms on the midpoint action that
equalizes payoffs between the dictator and the recipient conditional on the initial
wealth of the recipient. In fact, all of the subjects rated the action as socially
appropriate in both treatments (see. Figure 5 and 6, giving 1 point when the recipient
wealth is 3 points). Now consider the case where the initial wealth of the recipient is
determined by the most selfish action in the set. In the GIVE version of the game, there
is almost no difference in the norm ratings of the payoff equalizing action, majority of
the subjects rated payoff equalizing strategy as appropriate in both Peer and NoPeer
treatments, divergence rates are almost the same, 33% and 30% respectively.
Similarly, in the TAKE version, all subjects rated the action leaves the dictator and the

recipient with even payoffs as appropriate regardless of the treatment.

The qualitative analysis shows that the presence of the peer goes in both ways in the
ambiguity of norms. In some cases, we observe that the presence of the peer increases
the ambiguity in norms; in some others, it increases the clarity of the norms by
generating consensus among the subjects. Therefore, our qualitative analysis suggests

that rather than the presence of peers, our setting in which generous actions take place
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is the primary source of ambiguity, creating a lack of support for the norm model in

the experiments.
6.3.2. Heterogeneous Preferences for Norm Compliance:

Another possible explanation for the behavioral data might be the individual
heterogeneity among the subjects to follow norms. Even if the norms are clear and
prominent in some cases, individual-specific preferences to comply with norms may
differ (see. Gachter et al., 2017). Therefore, an investigation on the extent to which
elicited norms can explain the behavior observed in our experiment can be done. We
follow a similar econometric methodology used by Krupka & Weber (2013) and
relevant studies. Differently from them, following Gachter et al. (2017), we use a
mixed logit model since it obviates the limitation of random taste variation in standard

logit models (see. Train, 2009).

In order to examine the individual level heterogeneity in norm compliant behavior, we
follow the theoretical framework that we introduced in Section 2. We assume that
utility associated with the selected transfer decision is dependent on both pecuniary
earnings of the dictator and the social appropriateness of the transfer decision made.
Furthermore, we introduced heterogeneity in norm compliant behavior by allowing the
coefficient of norm function to vary at the individual level. Therefore, dictator i’s

utility function can be written as follows;

Uits = amtjts + BiNgs + Eirs

where ;¢ stands for the pecuniary earnings of the dictator i by transferring amount ¢
at situation s. N is the mean of the social appropriateness rating of the transfer level ¢
in situation s, elicited in our norm elicitation experiment, and &;;, is the random error
term which is assumed to be identically and independently distributed extreme value.
The parameter a represents the weight that dictators put on their pecuniary earnings,
whereas [ is the weight placed on the mean appropriateness rating of the transfer

decision. Note that we assume a to be homogenous among dictators, indicating that
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subjects have homogenous preferences for monetary earnings. Conversely, f; is
defined as an individual-specific parameter, therefore allowing for heterogeneity in

preferences for norm compliant behavior among the subjects (see. Gachter et al. 2017).

The individual knows his own weight put on the norm compliance for any transfer
decision can be taken in a situation. Decision maker chooses the alternative t in

situation s if and only if;

Uips > UijsVj #t

Therefore, we define dictator i’s transfer decision depending on the utility associated
with the level of transfer, relative to the utility associated with alternative transfer
levels, within the same situation. Thus, conditional on knowing f3;, the probability of

dictator i choosing transfer level of ¢t in situation s can be written as follows;

exp(Uies)
Yi-1,..5exp(Uijs)

Lies(By) =

where t = 1,2, 3,4,5 defined for each action in the set. This model is an obvious
extension of binary logit, giving alternatives the probabilities that lie between 0 to 1
and sum up to 1. Moreover, conditional on knowing f;, the probability of observed
sequence of choices across five situations (five subgames of the game) can be
represented by the product of the logit formulas, since error term is i.i.d. across
subjects, alternatives and situations. Therefore, probability of observing the decision

sequence of the dictator i is given by;

B =] | Liwos B
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where t(i, s) represents the transfer decision of dictator i in the subgame of s. The
unconditional distribution of the sequence of choices for all possible variables of S;,

can be obtained by integrating the conditional probability over the distribution of S;;

Pi= [ sior@ie)as

which is the mixed logit probability where f(]6) represents the density of £ and w
refers to parameters (such as mean and covariance of the f) of the distribution
collectively. An assumption on the distribution of § made as it is normally distributed
with B~N (b, Y?), since the sign of the coefficient f may differ across individuals (see.
Train, 2009).'¢ These parameters are estimated using maximum simulated likelihood

for each treatment (Hole, 2007).

Table 9 provides the estimation results of mixed logit models for each treatment. First
of all, we observe that own payoff is a significant determinant for transfer level
decisions of dictators in all models. Furthermore, we observe that in all models except
model (2), standard deviation of the norm rating is significant while the coefficient of
the norm rating mean is not significant, pointing out the high degree of heterogeneity
among the subjects for the relevant treatments which are GP, TP and TNoP. However,
in model (2), mean of norm rating becomes significant and standard deviation of the
norm rating becomes insignificant. In fact, GNoP was the only treatment that we have
observed the conformity of the actual behavior with the elicited norms. In addition, we
can calculate the share of subjects who deviates from the norms of sharing by
computing the function of 100 * @(—b/Y) where @ is the cumulative standard normal

distribution (Hole, 2007).

16 The most common functional forms for the random parameters are lognormal and
normal.
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Table 9: Mixed Logit Models by Treatment

Give/Peer Give/NoPeer Take/Peer Take/NoPeer

(GP) (GNoP) (TP) (TNoP)
(1) () (3) 4)
Own Payoff ~ 1.321%%* 1.125%%* 1,194 %% 0.428%%%
(0.391) (0.267) (0.316) (0.175)
Norm Rating - 5¢¢ 2 7584 % 1.562 0.602
(mean)
(1.456) (0.737) (0.982) (0.776)
N(’“(n dR‘;‘ting 3.047%%* 0.524 2.33]%%% 1.841%%*
S.d.
(1.201) (0.739) (0.887) (0.775)
Observations 250 250 250 250
Log-
Likeltood 47177 -65.481 -55.472 -62.083

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Mixed Logit Models, dependent variable is 1
for the transfer level chosen by the dictator and 0 otherwise in a given subgame.

We compute the share of dictators who do not comply with the norms as ranging from
43% to 25% between GP, TP and TNoP treatments whereas the share of the dictators
who do not comply with the norms is almost 0% in the GNoP treatment. This can also
be seen from the results of mixed analysis since standard deviations on norms has no
explanatory power in model (2). Indeed, GNoP treatment is the only treatment where

we observe actual behavior is consistent with the elicited norms.

To sum up, our mixed logit analysis supports that individual-specific preferences to
comply with sharing norms can explain the dissonance between elicited norms and
actual behavior in relevant treatments of our experiments. This finding is in line with
the previous work of Gachter et al. (2017) where they have found the same
experimental condition as the one which is the most consistent with the elicited norms.

Similarly, our results indicate that there is a substantial degree of heterogeneity for
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norm-compliant behavior in relevant treatments where deviant behavior from the

elicited norms are observed.!”
6.3.3. Other Behavioral Models:

Since the norm model introduced by Krupka & Weber (2013) partially explains the
actual behavior observed, we utilize other behavioral models to explain divergence of
actual behavior from the elicited norms. Basically, actual behavior of the dictators
might have nothing to do with the normative considerations or at least there may be
some other determinants together with the norm compliance considerations.
Therefore, other models of behavior may explain the observed actual behavior of the

dictators in our setting. Couple of behavioral models are considered in this subsection.

First of all, one behavioral mechanism might be the inequity aversion of the dictators
when they are about to take decisions on transfer levels. Since our action set enables
dictator to share her allocation evenly with either three or two players based on the
treatments, an investigation on inequity aversion might explain the behavior of
subjects. We start with a simple model of inequity aversion introduced by Fehr &
Schmidt (1999). The model assumes that in addition to rational and pure selfish
subjects, there are individuals who care about not only the pecuniary earnings but also
the equity among the players in final allocations. Those who also care about the equity,
dislikes the payoff differences between them and the other individuals in forms of both

advantageous and disadvantageous inequities. The model is given as follows,

a

Zmax {m —m;,0}— %Zmax {mj — m;,0}

j*n j*n

U= 7T"_n—l

where 0 < f < 1, f = a and n represents the number of subjects in the game. The

assumption on 0 < f rules out the presence of subjects who like to be better off than

17 We also used the median of norm ratings instead of mean norm ratings to support
our findings as in Gachter et al. (2017). There is no difference when median of ratings
are employed in the models (see. Appendix B).
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others and f§ < 1 assumption is very plausible since there is almost no individual
expected to throw away one unit of pecuniary earning to reduce advantageous inequity.
In addition, the assumption on f > « indicates that an individual suffers more from
the disadvantageous inequity compared to advantageous inequity (Fehr & Schmidt,

1999).

The predictions of the model states that if f§ > 1/2 dictator gives all of her allowance
and gives nothing if f < 1/2 in NoPeer treatments. Similarly, in the Peer treatments,
dictator gives any amount that is positively correlated with peers’s transfer level if § >
2/3 since one more individual is added to payoff comparisons and the dictator willing
to give money to the recipient only to the extent that peer transfers so that her payoff
does not fall behind the peer payoffs (see. Gachter et al., 2017). Therefore, Fehr
Schmidt model has no explanatory power to describe behavioral patterns observed in
our experiments since it only allows for corner solutions due to its piece-wise linearity
in the inequity aversion when the peer is absent. In fact, majority of the transfers made
by the dictators lies in the interior solution, the share of the dictators who made the
decision at the interior points of the action set is 67% in treatments without peer.
Moreover, we did not observe a positive correlation between the amount transferred
by the peer and the amount transferred by the dictator in treatments where the peer is
present. Thus, more elaborate behavioral models should be employed to examine the

possible mechanisms that shape the transfer decisions of dictators.

There are some other behavioral explanations in which the observed behavioral
patterns can be expressed. One of them is the guilt aversion model of Charness &
Dufwenberg (2006). The guilt aversion model states that individuals are motivated by
others’ expectations on what they ought to do. In order to check that one should consult
to second-order beliefs of the dictators on what recipients expect them to do. Since the
main purpose of this study is not the justification of dictator behavior, we did not elicit
second-order beliefs of dictators on the recipient’s expectations in our experiments.
Moreover, if one presumably assumes the positive correlation between the second-
order beliefs of dictators on recipient’s expectations and the beliefs of recipients on
dictator transfers, guilt aversion would be lack of explanatory power since there is no
correlation between actual dictator transfers and recipient expectations at the aggregate
level of our data.
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6.3.4. A Kuhn-Tucker Model for Explaining Behavioral Patterns:

Another possible reason for the observed discrepancy between the norms and norm
compliant behavior might be the changes in the preferences of the dictators for
selfishness across the treatments. A Kuhn-Tucker model for behavioral patterns in
dictator games is introduced to the literature by Moffat & Zevallos (2021). Using a
Stone-Geary utility function over own payoff and other’s payoff and applying the
Kuhn-Tucker Theorem (Arrow & Enthoven, 1961) where corner solutions are
interpreted as the extreme cases as pure selfish action and the most generous one, we

can obtain the selfishness parameters of the following utility function;

U(xl,xz) = ln(x1 - bl) + a; ln(xz - bz) (1)

where x; and x, represents the amount received by self and the amount received by
the recipient respectively. The parameters b, and b, can be interpreted as “minimum
acceptable level for self (MAPS)” and “minimum acceptable level for the other
(MAPO)” respectively, while a; is the selfishness parameter. An obvious assumption
is made as x; > by; x, > b,. Also, model assumes that a; + @, = 1 and b; + b, =
0 for identification of parameters and model becomes the well-known Cobb-Douglas
utility function as a benchmark, when b; = b, = 0. The assumption on b; + b, =0
implies the accompanied shifts on the indifference map with the same magnitude. Two
parameters move in the opposite direction since variation in the behavior amounts to

movement up or down on the budget constraint. The budget constraint is;

pP1X1 + p2x, S my +m;, 18 (2)

18 This budget constraint is applicable for both GIVE and TAKE versions of the game.
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where m,; and m, represent the endowments of the dictator and the recipient.!® The
prices in the budget constraint represents the prices of allocations, they are 1 in our
case (p; = p, = 1). Therefore, the dictator makes the decision for each subgame (i.c.,
each initial endowment of the recipient whether it is determined by the peer or the

nature) where the exchange rate is exactly the 1 point.

Since possible consequences between the games are the same in our setting, the
dictator’s optimization problem with a traditional dictator game approach can be given

as follows;

max U(x,x,) subjectto x; +x, <m; +my ;0 < x; < my20 (3)

Then, the Langrangean function is;

L = dl 1n(x1 - bl) + 0(2 ln(xZ - bz) + /1(177.1 + mz - x1 - xZ) +
pe (1) + pz(my — x1) (4)

Applying the Kuhn-Tucker theorem (Arrow & Enthoven, 1961), following

complementary slackness conditions are obtained;

19 The endowments are defined as 6 points for the dictator (m;) and the initial wealth
of the recipient is between [0, 4] points (m, in different subgames). A traditional
dictator game approach is used since both GIVE and TAKE versions of the game have
exactly the same consequences as you recall from the section 6.1 (see. Footnote 10),
and the TAKE version of the game introduced to the model estimation as a dummy
variable.

20 The truncation of the action set does not change the interpretation of the non-
negativity constraint on x,, since there is no dictator who made the transfer from the
upper bound of the action set in our experiments. Therefore, the model is applicable
to our dataset.
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© 0 < x<m (5)

We focus on self-allocation of the dictator, x;. Combining a, = 1 — @, and the
complementary slackness conditions with the binding budget constraint (x; + x, =

m, + m,) following expenditure system is given;

X1=0 = b1+a1(m1+m2—b1—b2)S0
X, =b;+a,(m;y +my,— by, —b,) & 0<b; +a,(my + my, —b; —b,) <m, (6)

x1=m1 = b1+a1(m1+m2_b1_b2)2m1

Note that, the interior solution denotes the summation of the amount “minimum
acceptable payoff for self (MAPS)” for the dictator and the proportion a; of the

t.21

supernumerary endowment.”' Rearranging the equations with the normalization of

b, + b; = 0, we can rewrite the three conditions as;

bl < —dl(ml + mz) (= xl = O
b1=x1—a1(m1+m2) (:>0<x1<m1 (7)

bl >m1 _al(ml +m2) (:>x1 = ml

2l The demand analysis uses the term “supernumerary income”, which indicates the
portion of the consumer’s income left after all of her basic needs are met (see, Deaton
& Muellbauer). In our analysis, we name it as “supernumerary endowment”.
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Moreover, the model allows for treatment and framing effects in our experiments.
Specifically, two dummy variables are defined in the distribution of the minimum
acceptable payoff for self of the dictator. Model assumes the following normal

distribution of MAPS;

by; ~ N(8; + BpeerAdpeer + Brakedraxke »0%) (8)

where §; is the base mean of the MAPS for dictator i, dpgpgr and dy4xg represent the
dummy variables for the treatments and the versions of the games that we used in our
setting. Therefore, coefficients of the dummy variables represent the changes in
selfishness based on the treatments. In addition, the model allows the between subject

heterogeneity after defining the likelihood function conditional on §; by;

6 ~ N(wn?) ©)

where the distribution represents the individual-specific variation in the baseline mean
parameter. Six parameters of the model (a4, i, Bprer, Braks, N, 0) estimated with the

use of maximum simulated likelihood (see. Train, 2009; Moffat & Zevallos, 2021).

Table 10 provides the estimation results. These estimations seem plausible since the
average payoffs of the dictators are 1.22 points higher in the GIVE game compared to
the TAKE game (4.99 points and 3.97 points respectively) and the average payoffs of
the dictators are 0.30 points higher in the Peer treatment compared to the NoPeer
treatment (4.63 points and 4.33 points respectively). On the other hand, the coefficient
of the peer treatment dummy is significant only at 10% significance level. The
coefficient of a; indicates that dictators show generous preferences for the

supernumerary endowment, once they kept the amount required for their MAPS.
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Table 10: Maximum Likelihood Estimation of the KT Model

Maximum Likelihood Estimates of the Parameters

Parameter
a, 0.248%***
(0.045)
U 3.125
(0.425)
Breer 0.499*
(0.277)
Brake -1.192%**
(0.280)
n 0.785%**
(0.115)
o 0.846
(0.056)
Observations 200
Log-Likelihood -257.905

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Asymptotic standard errors are in

parentheses.

Although these results seem plausible at the first glance, the estimation method of the

model is non-standard, therefore, a Monte Carlo Experiment is required to test

significance of the parameters of the model (Moffat & Zevallos, 2021). We compute

the power for the treatment tests, which are the tests of relevant dummies that are

defined based on the treatment and the version of the game played,

Hy: Bpggr = 0
Hy: Bpger > 0

and,

Hy: Brake =0

Hi: Brake <0
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The data generating process uses the equation system (7) and the equations (8) and (9)
where the parameters of the model replaced by the estimated values shown in Table
10.22 1000 replications were used for 200 observations obtained from 40 subjects in
the experiment. Experimental design was same with the real experiment conducted
together with the normalization of the actions in the TAKE version of the game to the
GIVE version. In order to test the hypotheses above (i.e., power of the model), we
computed the number of replications where null hypotheses rejected at p < 0.05 for
both parameters. The proportion of replications where null hypotheses is rejected

provided an estimate for the power of the tests.

Our results show that ex-post power of the peer treatment test is almost null, and the
estimated p-value calculated as the proportion of the replications is 0.843. Therefore,
the parameter fpgrr have no explanatory power on the selfishness of the subjects.?’
On the other hand, the estimated p-value calculated for the coefficient B4k 1s 0.004
and the ex-post power of the test is 0.987 , implying that the version of the game played
is a significant factor for the selfishness of subjects and have an explanatory power in

the model.

These results help us to explain norm compliant behavior observed only in one
experimental condition which is GNoP. Recall from Table 5 that elicited norms are
more lenient in the NoPeer treatment and it does not change across the games. In fact,
the evaluation of increasing dictator transfers on the amount transferred by the Nature
1s positive (0.298 — 0.059), indicating that the amount transferred by the dictator have
positive relation with the social appropriateness ratings and this positive relationship
is valid for all levels of the recipient wealth. Moreover, the increasing initial wealth of
the recipient has positive relationship with the social appropriateness ratings in the
absence of the peer. As in the case of dictator transfers, the increasing initial wealth of
the recipient is positively related with the social appropriateness for any possible
amount that dictator can transfer (the increasing initial wealth of the recipient on its

evaluation to any amount that can be transferred by the dictator is 0.164 — 0.059).

22 We benefit from the previous work of Moffat & Zevallos (2021) in the application
of the Monte Carlo Simulations.

23 We also computed the proportions of replications where p = 0.10, but again, peer
parameter has no explanatory power in the model.
54



Therefore, selfish preferences of the subjects in GIVE game can explain the norm
compliant behavior observed in the GNoP treatment since norms are positively related
with the initial wealth of the recipient for any possible amount that dictator can
transfer. This relation in norm ratings does not change between the versions of the
game played but the preferences for the selfish behavior of the dictators change
between the games as the model predicts, therefore, results a divergence from the

norms in the NoPeer treatment of the TAKE game (TNoP treatment).

Based on the model, we cannot make interpretations on the effect of the peers since
the parameter of the variable ‘Peer’ dummy is lack of power. On the other hand, we
observed that norms are more lenient in the TAKE game when the peer is present
(Table 5, Peer treatment, model (2)). However, the model predicts that subjects’
behavior is more generous when the game version is TAKE. Therefore, generous
preferences of subjects in TAKE game compared to GIVE game, is one potential

reason to explain divergence from the norms in actual behavior in the Peer treatment.

Overall, based on the results from both norm and the Kuhn-Tucker models, comments
on the relationship between the behavior of dictators and norms can be made. Recall
from the subsection 6.3.2, we found that there is almost no heterogeneity across the
subjects for norm compliance in GNoP treatment. Therefore, these results show that
the homogeneity across the dictators for selfish preferences in the treatment where
elicited norms have room for ungenerous actions results with the norm compliant
behavior. On the other hand, generous preferences in the TAKE game compared to
GIVE game, is the one source for the discrepancy observed between the actual

behavior and the elicited norms in other treatments.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

In this study, we examined the effect of peers on the perception of sharing norms and
norm-compliant behavior. Peers are important determinants of behavior in daily
economic decisions. Different from previous studies, our experimental design helps us
to understand the effect of the peers on different transfer levels in which the decision-
maker can allocate her endowment fairly with the recipient in multiplayer dictator
game settings. Therefore, we were able to gain further insights into the effects of peers
on fairness considerations in terms of social norms and actual behavior. Existing
research on effects of peers for norm-compliant behavior focuses on the norms of fair
sharing only when all agents can share the endowments equally. Whereas, in cases
where decision-makers can share their endowment fairly with those in need through
different actions, the influence of peers as the initial wealth determinants of the needy

is still unclear.

Moreover, previous studies have shown that manipulations, especially the differences
in the midpoint, of the action set can change the behavior substantially in dictator game
settings. Therefore, slight changes in the action set may affect both perceptions of the
norms and norm-compliant behavior. In our study, we try to capture the effect of peers
in these types of situations and make further explanations for norms of sharing and

norm-compliant behavior.

First of all, in order to measure the effects of the peers on the perception of social
norms, we conducted a norm elicitation experiment using an incentivized method that
uses simple coordination games (Krupka & Weber, 2013). Our results from the norm
elicitation experiment suggest that there is no linear correlation between peer actions

and dictator actions. On the other hand, there is a positive relationship between the
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initial wealth of the recipient and social appropriateness ratings when the initial wealth
of the recipient is determined randomly, indicating that there should be a negative
relationship between initial wealth of the recipient and the amount transferred by the
norm-compliant dictator in the absence of the peer. Moreover, conditional on the
recipient’s initial wealth, we found that dictator’s payoff-equalizing allocations with
the recipient have the greatest appropriateness rating when it can be done by the
midpoint element of the action set. This finding corroborates the findings of the
existing research on the scale manipulation of the dictator’s action set in terms of
perception of social norms (see. Ockenfels & Werner, 2014). In addition, we found
that the source of the recipient’s initial wealth does matter, but only when one more
player can end up with the same payoffs as others. Therefore, the effect of the peer’s
transfer on the appropriateness ratings of the dictator’s action is observed only when

it enables the dictator to provide fair outcome for all parties.

Second, we conducted a standard behavioral experiment to examine the compliance
between elicited norms of sharing and the actual behavior. We observe that there is
indeed a negative correlation between the amount transferred by the peer and the
amount transferred by the dictator. Furthermore, we found that this relationship is
more profound in the GIVE version of the game compared to the TAKE version. In
fact, our results show this relationship changes its sign when the peer is absent, and
the game version is TAKE (TNoP treatment). Moreover, the effect of peers on the
dictator’s possible fair allocations between herself and the recipient is observed only
in the form of bystanders. This finding is in line with the previous findings of

Panchanathan et al. (2013).

The compliance between the elicited norms and the actual behavior is observed only
in one experimental condition (GNoP), and there is a divergence from the sharing
norms in actual behavior in other treatments. Therefore, we checked for potential
reasons for this discrepancy. We found that norm ambiguity in the generous transfer
levels can be one source. Moreover, heterogeneity among the subjects for norm
compliant behavior explains the observed discrepancy between elicited norms and
actual behavior. This finding is in line with the previous study by Gachter et al. (2017).

In addition, we employed a recent behavioral model to explain observed behavioral
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patterns in our setting. It is found that subjects’ preferences on selfishness differ across
the versions of the game played, and this explains both norm compliant and

noncompliant behavior observed in relevant treatments.

Overall, our results show that the definition of the action set in charitable mechanisms
can be an essential factor in the fairness considerations, in terms of norms. Although
we could not find any translation of the midpoint effect in the actual behavior of
sharing, the effect of scale manipulation for norm-compliant behavior might be
observed with larger data. Moreover, the application of a recent model to explain
behavioral patterns observed in our experimental setting can be extended to similar
designs. Based on these results, one may wonder about the effects of norm enforcers
on norm compliance in behavior, the effect of within-subjects designs across the
experiments, where the normative views and behavior can correlate, and the effect of

stake size differences in similar settings. These are the questions for future research.
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APPENDICES

A. EXPERIMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS AND SURVEY QUESTIONS

In this part, we present the instructions used throughout the experiments and survey
questions that participants answered. We have translated instructions to English since
experiments were conducted in Turkish. A.1 provides the experimental instructions
for the standard behavioral experiment. A.2 provides the experimental instructions for
the norm elicitation experiment. Lastly, A.3 provides the survey questions. Note that
instructions used in TP and TNoP treatments are the same except for the changes in
the action set. Therefore, we do not include them here. Page names and numbers are

given in square brackets.

A.1  Experimental Instructions in Standard Behavioral Experiment:

This section provides experimental instructions used in the GP and GNoP treatments
of the standard behavioral experiment. The exact instructions are given to all subjects
participated in each treatment before assigning them randomly to their roles. Thus,
each participant had the same instructions and shown the decision pages for all roles

in the experiment.

Instructions in GP Treatment:
[Introduction Page]
Welcome to the experiment!

This is a study on decision making. You have earned 10 TL by participating in this
experiment. Throughout the experiment, you may receive extra payments based on

your choices and the choices of others.
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If you would have any questions during the experiment, please raise your hand and
wait for researcher to come to you. Please do not try to talk or communicate with other

participants.

We would like to have your full attention throughout the experiment. Do not engage
in any other stuff on computers rather than the experiment itself. For example, do not

try to access to internet.

Participants who violate these rules will be asked to leave the experiment and will not

have any payments.
[Instructions Page 1]
Instructions

In this study, you will be randomly and anonymously paired with two other

participants who are in this room and will be included in a group of three.

Participants in the group are randomly named as Individual X, Individual Y and

Individual Z.

Your possible earnings are calculated with the use of an experimental currency called

“points” throughout the experiment.
1 point=5TL

X and Y will receive 6 points additional to participation fee. Z will receive 0 points

additionally.

The task of Individuals X and Y is to decide, if any, the amount that they would like
to transfer to Individual Z from this additional 6 points that they were allocated. The
level of transfers can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3

points, 4 points]
[Instructions Page 2]

Decision making process is carried out as follows; Individual X decides the amount to
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be transferred by selecting any element from the set shown above. Individual Y
observes this initial amount to be transferred to Individual Z and make her own

decision on the additional amount to be transferred to Individual Z.
Earnings are determined as follows:

Earnings of X: 6 points — (amount X gives to Z)

Earnings of Y: 6 points — (amount Y gives to Z)

Earnings of Z: 0 points + (amount X gives to Z) + (amount Y gives to Z)

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PURPOSES

Suppose X gives 1 point to Z.
Y observes this choice made by X and give 2 points to Z.
This causes the following earnings:

Earnings of X: X gives 1 point to Z.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 1 point = 5 points

Earnings of Y: Y gives 2 points to Z.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 2 points = 4 points

Earnings of Z: Z receives 1 point from X and 2 points from Y.
Therefore, her earnings are: 0 points + 1 point + 2 points = 3 points

[Instructions Page 3]

1. If the computer randomly assigns you as Individual X, you will make your decision
in a table similar to shown below. Your transfer decision to Individual Z can be any
amount between 0 points to 4 points, increments in 1 point. Your earnings will be the

amount that you will keep yourself after your transfer decision.
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Please make your decision;
give 0 paints
give 1 point
give 2 paints
give 3 points

give 4 points

Therefore, there are five cases that can emerge from your transfer decision:

Individual X gives 0 points to Individual Z.
Individual X gives 1 point to Individual Z.

Individual X gives 2 points to Individual Z.
Individual X gives 3 points to Individual Z.

Individual X gives 4 points to Individual Z.

2. If you are randomly assigned as Individual Y by the computer, you will be on one

of these five situations. But, before knowing which of these situations has happened,

you will be asked to indicate the amount that you would like to transfer to Individual

Z for each possible situation. In other words, what we are trying to know is;

How much would you transfer to Z, if X sends 0 points to Z?
How much would you transfer to Z, if X sends 1 point to Z?

... and so on.

Which situation you are in depends on the initial decision made by X. Total earnings

of Z and the amount you keep for yourself will be determined based on the realized

decision. You will indicate your decision on a table similar to the one shown below.

If X gives 0 points to 7; If X gives 1 point to Z; If X gives 2 points to Z7; If X gives 3 pointsto 7; If X gives 4 points to Z7;

give 0 points to Z

give 0 points to Z

give 0 points to Z

give O points to Z

give 0 points to Z

give 1 pointto Z give 1 pointto Z give 1 pointto Z give 1 pointto Z give 1 pointto Z
give 2 points to Z give 2 points to Z give 2 points to Z give 2 pointsto Z give 2 pointsto Z
give 3 points to Z give 3 points to Z give 3 points to Z give 3 points to Z give 3 points to Z
give 4 pointsto 7 give 4 points to 7 give 4 paints to 7 give 4 pointsto 7 give 4 paintsta 7
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3. If you are randomly assigned as Individual Z by the computer, you are not required
make any decisions in this experiment. However, you will be asked to answer some
questions. Note that, your answers to the questions do not have any influence on the
decisions made by other participants, nor they will cause any difference in the

computation of earnings.

[Control Questions Page]

Description

After you answer the following control questions correctly, you will see whether you
have been assigned as Individual X, Individual Y or Individual Z. If you have been
assigned as an active participant (X and Y), you will be asked to indicate your
decisions. Please do not forget that you will make your decision once and earnings
from the experiment is determined in this way. You can review the sample table below

once again to help with control questions.

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PURPOSES

Suppose X gives 1 point to Z.
Y observes this choice made by X and gives 2 points to Z.
This causes the following earnings:

Earnings of X: X gives 1 point to Z.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 1 point = 5 points

Earnings of Y: Y gives 2 points to Z.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 2 points = 4 points

Earnings of Z: Z receives 1 point from X and 2 points from Y.
Therefore, her earnings are: 0 points + 1 point + 2 points = 3 points

Control Questions
o Ifboth X and Y gives 0 points to Z:
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X’s earnings are:
Y’s earnings are:

Z’s earnings are:

o If X gives 0 points to Z and Y gives 3 points to Z:

X’s earnings are:
Y’s earnings are:

Z’s earnings are:

o IfX gives 2 points to Z and Y gives 2 points to Z:

X’s earnings are:
Y’s earnings are:

Z’s earnings are:

o If X gives 4 points to Z and Y gives 1 point to Z:

X’s earnings are:
Y’s earnings are:

Z’s earnings are:

[Decision Page 1]

You are randomly assigned as Individual X. Please indicate the amount that you would

like to transfer to Individual Z.

[

(0 0 I B

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

[Decision Page 2]

You are randomly assigned as Individual Y. Please indicate the amount that you would

like to transfer to Individual Z according to the following situations. Please indicate

your decision for each situation that may arise due to the choice of X.

o If X gives Z 0 points; how many points would you like to give Z ?

[

0 points
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1 point
2 points

3 points

O o o o

4 points

o IfX gives Z 1 point; how many points would you like to give Z ?
0 points

1 point

2 points

3 points

O o 0o o oo

4 points

o If X gives Z 2 points; how many would you like to give Z ?
0 points

1 point

2 points

3 points

O O O o O

4 points

o If X gives Z 3 points; how many points would you like to give Z ?
0 points

1 point

2 points

3 points

O O o o O

4 points

o IfX gives Z 4 points; how many points would you like to give Z ?
0 points

1 point

2 points

3 points

O O O o o

4 points

[Non-incentivized Belief Elicitation Page]

You are randomly assigned as Individual Z. Please indicate the amount that you think
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Individual Y will send you according to the following situations. Please indicate your

decision for each situation that may arise due to the choice of X.

o If X gives you 0 points; how many points do you think Y will give ?

O O O o o

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If X gives you 1 point; how many points do you think Y will give ?

O O O O O

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If X gives you 2 points; how many points do you think Y will give ?

O o O o oo

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If X gives you 3 points; how many points do you think Y will give ?

O O O o o

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If X gives you 4 points; how many points do you think Y will give ?

O O o o O

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points
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Instructions in GNoP Treatment:
[Introduction Page]
Welcome to the experiment!

This is a study on decision making. You have earned 10 TL by participating in this
experiment. Throughout the experiment, you may receive extra payments based on

your choices and the choices of others.

If you would have any questions during the experiment, please raise your hand and
wait for researcher to come to you. Please do not try to talk or communicate with other

participants.

We would like to have your full attention throughout the experiment. Do not engage
in any other stuff on computers rather than the experiment itself. For example, do not

try to access to internet.

Participants who violate these rules will be asked to leave the experiment and will not

have any payments.
[Instructions Page 1]
Instructions

In this study, you will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant

who are in this room and will be included in a group of two.
Participants in the group are randomly named as Individual X and Individual Y.

Your possible earnings are calculated with the use of an experimental currency called

“points” throughout the experiment.
1 point=5TL

X will receive 6 points additional to participation fee. Y will receive one of the amount
from the set [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points] randomly additional to

participation fee.

73



The task of Individual X is to decide, if any, the amount that she would like to transfer
to Individual Y from this additional 6 points that she was allocated. The level of
transfer can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4

points]
[Instructions Page 2]

Individual X has received 6 points. Y will be given an amount from the set [0 points,

1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points] randomly by the computer.

Decision making process is carried out as follows; computer randomly determines the
initial amount to be transferred to Individual Y randomly. Individual X observes this
initial amount to be transferred to Individual Y and make her own decision on the

additional amount to be transferred to Individual Y.

The level of transfer can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3

points, 4 points].
Earnings are determined as follows:
Earnings of X: 6 points — (amount X gives to Y)

Earnings of Y: (Initial wealth determined randomly for Y) + (amount X gives to Y)

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PURPOSES

Suppose computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y
as 2 points.

X observes this choice made randomly by the computer and gives 1 point
toY.

This causes the following earnings:

Earnings of X: X gives 1 pointto Y.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 1 point = 5 points

Earnings of Y: Computer randomly determines the initial
wealth of Y as 2 points and X gives 1 point to Y
Therefore, her earnings are: 2 points + 1 point = 3 points
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[Instructions Page 2]

Therefore, there are five cases that can emerge due to initial wealth of Y:
e Computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 0 points.
e Computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 1 point.
e Computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 2 points.
e Computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 3 points.

e Computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 4 points.

1. If you are randomly assigned as Individual X by the computer, you will be on one
of these five situations. But, before knowing which of these situations has happened,
you will be asked to indicate the amount that you would like to transfer to Individual

Y for each possible situation. In other words, what we are trying to know is;

e How much would you transfer to Y, if the computer randomly determines the
initial wealth of Y as 0 points?

e How much would you transfer to Y, if the computer randomly determines the
initial wealth of Y as 1 point?

e ... andsoon.

Which situation you are in depends on the initial wealth of Y determined by the
computer. Total earnings of Y and the amount you keep for yourself will be determined
based on the realized decision. You will indicate your decision on a table similar to

the one shown below.

If the computer randomly determines | | If the computer randomly determines | | If the computer randomly determines | | If the computer randomly determines | | If the computer randomly determines
the initial wealth of Y as 0 points; the initial wealth of Y as 1 point; the initial wealth of Y as 2 points; the initial wealth of Y as 3 points; the initial wealth of Y as 4 points;
give 0 pointsto 'Y give O pointsto Y give 0 paints te ¥ give O points to Y give 0 paints te ¥
give 1 point to ¥ give 1 pointte Y give 1 pointto Y give 1 paintte Y give 1 pointto Y
give 2 pointsto Y give 2 pointsto ¥ give 2 paints to Y give 2 points to Y give 2 paints to ¥
give 3 pointsto Y give 3 pointsto ¥ give 3 paints te Y give 3 points to Y give 3 paints te ¥
give 4 points to ¥ give 4 pointsto ¥ give 4 points to ¥ gived pointsto ¥ give 4 points to ¥
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2. If you are randomly assigned as Individual Y by the computer, you are not required
to make any decisions in this experiment. However, you will be asked to answer some
questions. Note that, your answers to the questions do not have any influence on the
decisions made by other participants, nor they will cause any difference in the

computation of the earnings.

[Control Questions Page]

Description

After you answer the following control questions correctly, you will see the whether
you have been assigned as Individual X or Individual Y. If you have been assigned as
an active participant (X), you will be asked to indicate your decisions. Please do not
forget that you will make your decision once and earnings from the experiment is
determined in this way. You can review the sample table below once again to help

with control questions.

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PURPOSES

Suppose computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as
2 points.

X observes this choice made randomly by the computer and gives 1 point to
Y.

This causes the following earnings:

Earnings of X: X gives 1 pointto Y.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 1 point = 5 points

Earnings of Y: Computer randomly determines the initial
wealth of Y as 2 points and X gives 1 pointto Y
Therefore, her earnings are: 2 points + 1 point = 3 points

Control Questions

o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives

0 points to Y:

76



e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives
3 points to Y:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 2 points and X gives
2 points to Y:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 4 points and X gives
1 pointto Y:
e X’searnings are:

e Y’searnings are:

[Decision Page]

You are randomly assigned as Individual X. Please indicate the amount that you would
like to transfer to Individual Y according to the following situations. Please indicate
your decision for each situation that may arise due to the initial wealth of Y determined

by the computer.

o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 0 points; how

many points would you like to give Y ?

"1 0 points
'] 1 point

'] 2 points
'] 3 points
"1 4 points

o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 1 point; how
many points would you like to give Y ?
'] 0 points
"1 1 point
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[]
[
[

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 2 points; how

many points would you like to give Y ?

[]
[
(]
(]
[

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 3 points; how

many points would you like to give Y ?

(]
[
[
[]
[

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 4 points; how

many points would you like to give Y ?

[

O O O o

0 points
1 point

2 points
3 points

4 points

[Non-incentivized Belief Elicitation Page]

You are randomly assigned as Individual Y. Please indicate the amount that you think

Individual X will send you according to the following situations. Please indicate your

decision for each situation that may arise due to the initial wealth of yours determined

by the computer.
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o Ifthe computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 0 points; how many
points do you think X will give ?
'] 0 points
1 1 point
"1 2 points
"1 3 points
'] 4 points
o If'the computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 1 point; how many
points do you think X will give ?
"1 0 points
1 1 point
'] 2 points
'] 3 points
"1 4 points
o Ifthe computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 2 points; how many
points do you think X will give ?
'] 0 points
"1 1 point
"1 2 points
1 3 points
"1 4 points
o Ifthe computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 3 points; how many
points do you think X will give ?
1 0 points
1 1 point
"1 2 points
'] 3 points
'] 4 points
o Ifthe computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 4 points; how many
points do you think X will give ?
"1 0 points
'] 1 point
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"1 2 points
'] 3 points
"1 4 points

A.2  Experimental Instructions in Norm Elicitation Experiment:

This section provides experimental instructions used in the GP and GNoP treatments

of the norm elicitation experiment.
Instructions in GP Treatment:
[Introduction Page]

Welcome to the experiment!

This is a study in decision making. You have earned 10 TL by participating in this
experiment. Throughout the experiment, you may receive extra payments based on

your choices and the choices of others.

If you would have any questions during the experiment, please raise your hand and
wait for researcher to come to you. Please do not try to talk or communicate with other

participants.

We would like you to have your full attention throughout the experiment. Do not
engage in any other stuff on computers rather than the experiment itself. For example,

do not try to access to internet.

Participants who violate these rules will be asked to leave the experiment and will not

have any payments.
[Instructions Page 1]
Instructions

In couple of minutes, you will read the explanations of the series of situations. These
explanations are related to actions that Individual Y must take and includes the actions

presented to Individual Y. After reading those explanations on situations, you are
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expected to rate possible actions Individual Y can take. For instance, whether taking

that action;

e Socially appropriate: consistent with what most people think Individual Y
ought to do.

e Socially inappropriate: inconsistent with what most people think Individual Y
ought to do.

Socially appropriate means what most people would find the action as ethical with

consensus and what they expect Y to do.

In other words, one can get angry at Individual Y, if her selected action is defined as

“socially inappropriate”.
[Instructions Page 2]

You can earn extra amounts depending on the answers you will give. Specifically, you
are expected to report your ratings on the possible actions of Individual Y in each
situation she faces and try to match those ratings with one of the participants in these

room.

We want you to try to report the same ratings with a person in this room would make.
Because you will be randomly and anonymously matched with another person in this

room to determine your earnings.

After reporting social appropriateness ratings, one of the situations that Individual Y
faces and one of the possible actions that Y can take under that situation will be

randomly selected.

Your social appropriateness ratings will be compared with the participant that you will

have been matched.

Your earnings are determined based on the similarity of your social appropriateness

ratings with whom you are matched.

We expect you to report your ratings as truly as possible based on the social

appropriateness ratings of the most of the people in this room. In this way, your

81



probability of having extra payment from this experiment increases by increasing the

similarity of your responses with another participant that you are randomly matched.
[Example Situation Page]
Example Situation

Individual Y goes to a café near campus and finds a wallet on one of the tables. Y must
decide what to do and has four possible actions to be taken. These are; “take the

wallet”, “ask people nearby whether the wallet belongs to them”, “leave the wallet

where it was” and “give wallet to the shop owner”.

The table shown below represents the actions that Individual Y can take. We want you
to rate each action with the use of following options; “very socially inappropriate”,
“socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially
appropriate”, “socially appropriate” and “very socially appropriate”. Please recall that,
what we mean by the term “social appropriateness” is whether the most of the people

would consider that action as “correct” or “ethical”.
You will click the relevant radial to indicate your decision in the experiment.

Example Table

Choice of ¥

Take the wallet Ask people nearby Leave where it was Give it to shop owner

Very sccially inappropriate
Socially inappropriate
Somewhat socially inappropriate
Somewhat socially appropriate
Socially inappropriate

Very socially appropriate

If the situation presented above was used in this study, you would be asked to rate each
action and indicate the extent that whether the action is socially appropriate (consistent
with most of the people expect Y to do) or socially inappropriate (inconsistent with

most of the people expect Y to do).
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For example, if you think that the most of the people would consider taking the wallet
is “very socially inappropriate”, asking people nearby whether the wallet belongs to
them is “somewhat socially appropriate”, leaving the wallet where it was is “somewhat
socially inappropriate” and giving wallet to shop owner is “very socially appropriate”.

Your ratings would be as shown below.

Chaice of ¥
Take the wallet Ask people nearby Leave where it was Give it to shop owner
Very socially inappropriate [«]
Socially inappropriate
Somewhat socially inappropriate [o]
Somewhat socially appropriate [o]
Sacially inappropriate
Very sacially appropriate [+ ]

Your earnings will be determined based on the similarity of the ratings between you
and the participant you are matched. Specifically, the computer randomly picks one of
the possible actions that Individual Y must take and compare the answers within the

pairs to compute your earnings.

o Ifthe ratings are the same within the pair, you will earn 40 TL additional to the
participation fee.
e [fthe ratings are not the same within the pair, you will earn 0 TL additional to

the participation fee.

Control Questions I

o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the
rating of your pair is “very socially appropriate”:
e How much would you earn from the experiment:
o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the
rating of your pair is “socially inappropriate”:

e How much would you earn from the experiment:

[Explanation of the Experiment Page]
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Explanation of the Experiment

Individual X, Individual Y and Individual Z are determined randomly and
anonymously in a group of three. X and Y received 6 points whereas Z received 0

points.
1 point=5TL

The task of Individuals X and Y is to decide, if any, the amount that they would like

to transfer to Individual Z from this additional 6 points that they were allocated.

The level of transfers can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points,

3 points, 4 points].

Individual X determines the initial wealth of Individual Z by indicating the amount

she would like to transfer to Individual Z.

Individual Y observes this initial amount to be transferred to Individual Z and make

her own decision on the additional amount to be transferred to Individual Z.

e SITUATION 1: You will be asked to rate the actions that Y can take after
observing X sends 0 points to Z.

e SITUATION 2: You will be asked to rate the actions that Y can take after
observing X sends 1 point to Z.

e SITUATION 3: You will be asked to rate the actions that Y can take after
observing X sends 2 points to Z.

e SITUATION 4: You will be asked to rate the actions that Y can take after
observing X sends 3 points to Z.

e SITUATION 5: You will be asked to rate the actions that Y can take after
observing X sends 4 points to Z.

At the end of the experiment, one of the situations listed above will be selected
randomly. For the selected situation, one of the possible actions that Individual Y can
take will also be selected randomly. Therefore, both a situation and an action are

selected randomly in this study. If your social appropriateness ratings are the same
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with that of the participant you are matched, you will earn 40 TL, otherwise you will

earn 0 TL. Experiment starts after correctly answering the following questions.

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PURPOSES

Suppose X gives 1 point to Z.
Y observes this choice made by X and gives 2 points to Z.
This causes the following earnings:

Earnings of X: X gives 1 point to Z.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 1 point = 5 points

Earnings of Y: Y gives 2 points to Z.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 2 points = 4 points

Earnings of Z: Z receives 1 point from X and 2 points from Y.
Therefore, her earnings are: 0 points + 1 point + 2 points = 3 points

Control Questions 11

(©]

If both X and Y gives 0 points to Z:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
e 7’searnings are:
If X gives 0 points to Z and Y gives 3 points to Z:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
e 7’searnings are:
If X gives 2 points to Z and Y gives 2 points to Z:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
e /’secarnings are:
If X gives 4 points to Z and Y gives 1 point to Z:

e X’s earnings are:
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e Y’searnings are:

e 7/’s earnings are:

Decision Page Example (GP treatment, Situation 1):

X and Y are given 6 points, Z is given 0 points. Individual X gives 0 points to Individual Z.
¥ observes the amount transferred by X to Z and must make a decision.

The table below represents the actions available to Individual Y.

Y chooses to

Give 0 points | Give 1 point | Give 2 points | Give 3 points | Give 4 points
toZ toZ toZ to 7 to Z

1. Very socially inappropriate
2. Socially inappropriate
3. Somewhat socially inappropriate
4. Somewhat socially appropriate
5. Socially appropriate

6. Very socially appropriate

For each action, please indicate whether you believe choosing that action is “very socially inappropriate”, “socially inappropriate”, "somewhat socially inappropriate’, "somewhat
socially appropriate”, "sociaily appropriate”, "very socially appropriate”.
To indicate your response, please click on the relevant radial under the action.

Instructions in GNoP Treatment:

[Introduction Page]

Welcome to the experiment!

This is a study on decision making. You have earned 10 TL by participating in this
experiment. Throughout the experiment, you may receive extra payments based on

your choices and the choices of others.

If you would have any questions during the experiment, please raise your hand and
wait for researcher to come to you. Please do not try to talk or communicate with other

participants.

We would like you to have your full attention throughout the experiment. Do not
engage in any other stuff on computers rather than the experiment itself. For example,

do not try to access to internet.

Participants who violate these rules will be asked to leave the experiment and will not
have any payments.
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[Instructions Page 1]
Instructions

In couple of minutes, you will read the explanations of the series of situations. These
explanations are related to actions that Individual X must take and includes the actions
presented to Individual X. After reading those explanations on situations, you are
expected to rate possible actions Individual X can take. For instance, whether taking

that action;

e Socially appropriate: consistent with what most people think Individual X
ought to do.

e Socially inappropriate: inconsistent with what most people think Individual X
ought to do.

Socially appropriate means what most people would find the action as ethical with

consensus and what they expect Y to do.

In other words, one can get angry at Individual X, if her selected action is defined as

“socially inappropriate”.
[Instructions Page 2]

You can earn extra amounts depending on the answer you will give. Specifically, you
are expected to report your ratings on the possible actions of Individual X in each
situation she faces and try to match those ratings with one of the participants in these

room.

We want you to try to report the same ratings with a person in this room would make.
Because you will be randomly and anonymously matched with another person in this

room in order to determine your earnings.

After reporting social appropriateness ratings, one of the situations that Individual X
faces and one of the possible actions that X can take under that situation will be

randomly selected.

Your social appropriateness ratings will be compared with the participant that you will
have been matched.
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Your earnings are determined based on the similarity of your social appropriateness

ratings with whom you are matched.

We expect you to report your ratings as truly as possible based on the social
appropriateness ratings of the most of the people in this room. In this way, your
probability of having extra payment from this experiment increases by increasing the

similarity of your responses with another participant that you are randomly matched.
[Example Situation Page]
Example Situation

Individual X goes to a café near campus and finds a wallet on one of the tables. X must
decide what to do and has four possible actions to be taken. These are; “take the

wallet”, “ask people nearby whether the wallet belongs to them”, “leave the wallet

where it was” and “give wallet to the shop owner”.

The table shown below represents the actions that Individual X can take. We want you
to rate each action with the use of following options; “very socially inappropriate”,
“socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially
appropriate”, “socially appropriate” and “very socially appropriate”. Please recall that,
what we mean by the term “social appropriateness” is whether the most of the people

would consider that action as “correct” or “ethical”.

You will click the relevant radial to indicate your decision in the experiment.

Choice of X

Take the wallet Ask people nearby Leave where it was Give it to shop owner

Very socially inappropriate
Sadially inappropriate
Somewhat socially inappropriate
Somewhat socially appropriate
Socially appropriate

Very socially appropriate

If the situation presented above was used in this study, you would be asked to rate each

action and indicate the extent that whether the action is socially appropriate (consistent
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with most of the people expect X to do) or socially inappropriate (inconsistent with

most of the people expect X to do).

For example, if you think that the most of the people would consider taking the wallet
is “very socially inappropriate”, asking people nearby whether the wallet belongs to
them is “somewhat socially appropriate”, leaving the wallet where it was is “somewhat
socially inappropriate” and giving wallet to shop owner is “very socially appropriate”.

Your ratings would be as shown below.

Choice of X
Take the wallet Ask people nearby Leave where it was Give it to shop owner
Very socially inappropriate (o]
Socially inappropriate
Somewhat socially inappropriate [o]
Somewhat socially appropriate (o]
Socially appropriate
Very socially appropriate (o]

Your earnings will be determined based on the similarity of the ratings between you
and the participant you are matched. Specifically, the computer randomly picks one of
the possible actions that Individual X must take and compare the answers within the

pairs to compute your earnings.

o Ifthe ratings are the same within the pair, you will earn 40 TL additional to the
participation fee.
e [fthe ratings are not the same within the pair, you will earn 0 TL additional to

the participation fee.

Control Questions I

o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the
rating of your pair is “very socially appropriate”:
e How much would you earn from the experiment:
o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the
rating of your pair is “socially inappropriate”:

e How much would you earn from the experiment:
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[Explanation of the Experiment Page]
Explanation of the Experiment

Individual X and Individual Y are determined randomly and anonymously in a group
of two. X received 6 points. Y will receive one of the amounts from the set [0 points,

1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points].
1 point=5TL

The task of Individual X is to decide, if any, the amount that she would like to transfer

to Individual Y from this additional 6 points that she was allocated.

The level of transfers can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points,

3 points, 4 points].

Individual X observes the randomly determined initial wealth of Individual Y and

make her own decision on the additional amount to be transferred to Individual Y.

e SITUATION 1: You will be asked to rate the actions that X can take after
observing computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 0 points.

e SITUATION 2: You will be asked to rate the actions that X can take after
observing computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 1 point.

e SITUATION 3: You will be asked to rate the actions that X can take after
observing computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 2 points.

e SITUATION 4: You will be asked to rate the actions that X can take after
observing computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 3 points.

e SITUATION 5: You will be asked to rate the actions that X can take after
observing computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 4 points.

At the end of the experiment, one of the situations listed above will be selected

randomly. For the selected situation, one of the possible actions that Individual X can

take will also be selected randomly. Therefore, both a situation and an action are

selected randomly in this study. If your social appropriateness ratings are the same

with the participant you are matched, you will earn 40 TL, otherwise you will earn 0

TL. Experiment starts after correctly answering the following questions.
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A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PURPOSES

Suppose computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as
2 points.

X observes this choice made randomly by the computer and gives 1 point to
Y.

This causes the following earnings:

Earnings of X: X gives 1 pointto Y.
Therefore, her earnings are: 6 points — 1 point = 5 points

Earnings of Y: Computer randomly determines the initial
wealth of Y as 2 points and X gives 1 point to Y
Therefore, her earnings are: 2 points + 1 point = 3 points

Control Questions II

o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives
0 points to Y:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives
3 points to Y:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 2 points and X gives
2 points to Y:
e X’searnings are:
e Y’searnings are:
o Ifthe computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 4 points and X gives
1 pointto Y:
e X’searnings are:

e Y’searnings are:
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Decision Page Example (GNoP treatment, Situation 1):

X is given 6 points, Y is given 0 points. The computer randomly determines the wealth of Y as 0 points.

X observes the initial wealth of Y determined by the computer and must make a decision.

The table below represents the actions available to Individual X.

X chooses to

Give 0 points
toY

Give 1 point
oY

Give 2 points
toY

Give 3 points
toY

Give 4 points
toY

1. Very socially inappropriate
2. Socially inappropriate
3. Somewhat socially inappropriate
4. Somewhat socially appropriate
5. Socially appropriate

6. Very socially appropriate

For each action, please indicate whether you believe choosing that action is "very socially inappropriate”, “socially inappropriate”, "somewhat socially inappropriate

socially appropriate’, “socially appropriate”, "very soclally appropriate”.
To indicate your response, please click on the relevant radial under the action.

A.3  Survey Questions:

", "somewhat

This part provides the survey questions that all participants answered in both

experiments. The demographic information of participants collected pre-experiment.

Please answer the following questions:

o What is your gender?
"1 Female
1 Male

o How old are you?

o Have you ever taken any of the Game Theory, Behavioral Economics, or

Experimental Economics courses before?

[l Yes
[l No

o What is your monthly income level?

-1 0-1000 TL
-1 1000-2000 TL
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[0 2000-3000 TL
[0 3000-4000 TL
[1 More than 4000 TL

o How many siblings do you have?

o What is your department?
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B. ADDITIONAL TABLES AND ANALYSES

Table 11: Ordered Probit Regressions for Norm Elicitation Experiment

Social Appropriateness

PEER PEER NoPEER  NoPEER
(1 () 6] 2)
Dictator Transfers 0.371***  (0.387***  0.472%**  (.490%***
(0.117) (0.123) (0.133) (0.141)
Peer/Nature Transfers 0.106 0.122 0.263** 0.273**
(0.104) (0.110) (0.114) (0.069)
Dictator x Peer/Nature Transfers -0.027 -0.028 -0.094**  -0.098**
(0.035) (0.037) (0.040) (0.042)
Take 0.187 0.390** 0.122 -0.065
(0.139) (0.169) (0.129) (0.151)
Peer/Nature Transfers x Take -0.060 -0.062 -0.039 -0.040
(0.072) (0.077) (0.080) (0.084)
Age 0.106%** 0.075%**
(0.016) (0.021)
Gender -0.064 0.044
(0.134) (0.132)
Income 0.027 0.106**
(0.041) (0.057)
Siblings -0.112%* -0.222%%*
(0.051) (0.066)
Economics -0.081 -0.077
(0.113) (0.113)
Course 0.248 -0.023
(0.214) (0.155)
Observations 600 600 500 500
Adjusted R-Squared 0.043 0.061 0.042 0.206

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table 12: Mixed Logit Models Using Median Norm Ratings

Give/Peer Give/NoPeer Take/Peer Take/NoPeer

(GP) (GNoP) (TP) (TNoP)

(1) (2) (3) 4)
Own Payoff  1.420%** 1.250%%* 1.134%%* 0.431%%%

(0.436) (0.267) (0.294) (0.171)
Norm Rating 0.467 2,098 1.164 -0.480
(median)

(1.023) (0.615) (0.751) (0.661)
Nor?sldR‘;‘tmg 2.04]1%* 0.618 1 769%%+ 1. 568% %

(0.796) (0.432) (0.681) (0.663)
Observations 250 250 250 250
Log-
Likeltood 47173 -65.979 -57.308 -62.396

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

Table 13: Variable Names and Survey Questions

Variable .
Name Survey Question
Gender What is your gender?
Age How old are you?

Have you ever taken any of the Game Theory,
Course Behavioral Economics, or Experimental Economics
courses before?

Income What is your monthly income level?
Siblings How many siblings do you have?
Economics What is your department?
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Table 14: Percentages of Participants by Groups

Norm Elicitation Experiment

n %
Male 19 43.2
Gender Female 25 56.8
Course Taken 4 90.9
Not Taken 40 9.1
0-100 TL 12 27.3
1000 - 2000 TL 10 22.7
Income 2000 - 3000 TL 14 31.8
3000 - 4000 TL 5 11.4
4000 TL and above 3 6.8
Economics 19 432
Psychology 3 6.8
International Relations 3 6.8
Political Science and Public
Department Adm. 2 4.6
International Relations 2 4.6
Architecture 2 4.6
Mechanical Engineering 2 4.6
Other 11 24.8
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Table 15: Percentages of Participants by Groups

Standard Behavioral Experiment

n %
Male 55 55
Gender Female 45 45
Course Taken 19 19
Not Taken 81 81
0-100 TL 22 22
1000 - 2000 TL 34 34
Income 2000 - 3000 TL 26 26
3000 - 4000 TL 11 11
4000 TL and above 7 7
Economics 29 29
Political Science and Public
Adm. 16 16
Business Administration 9 9
Department International Relations 8 8
Mathematics 5 5
English Language Education 4 4
Sociology 4 4
Other 25 25

97



C. APPROVAL OF THE METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTE

UYGULAMALI ETiK ARASTIRMA MERKEZI A ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UMIVERSITESI
UL LDhs L L L / MIDDLE EAST TECHMICAL UNIVERSITY

Sayi: 28620816

14 MART 2022
Konu  : Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalan Ftik Kurulu (IAEK)

Tgi - Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kumulu Bagvumsu

Saymm Umut ONES

Damsmanhgim yiiriittiginiz Galip Cem BERK'in "Adil Paylasim Normlan ve Comertlik
Uzerinde Akran Etkisi: Deneysel Test” bashkl arastrmamz insan Arastrmalan Etik
Kurulu tarafindan uygun gorilmis ve 0169-ODTUIAEK-2022 protokol numaras: ile

onaylannugtir.

Sayglannuzla bilgilerinize sunanz.

Prof Dr. Mine MISIRLISOY
TAFEK Baskan

98



D. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Sosyal normlarin, ekonomik karar alma siireclerindeki 6nemli etkileri, isgiicli katilim
(Gorges, 2020), isbirligi (Rueben & Reidl, 2013), yalan soyleme (Abeler vd., 2018),
yolsuzluk (Gneezy vd., 2019) ve adil paylasim tercihleri (Krupka & Weber, 2013;
Gachter vd., 2017) gibi karar siireglerinde gozlemlenmistir. Bununla birlikte,
akranlarin da var oldugu dizaynlarda, sosyal norm algilar1 ve ger¢ek davranislarla olan
iligkilerinin incelenmesi, literatiirde yeni c¢ikarimlar elde edilmesine imkan

vermektedir.

Bu caligmada, akranlarin, paylasim normlarinin algilanmas1 ve karar alicilarin
paylasim davraniglar1 iizerindeki etkileri arastirilmistir. Daha acik bir ifadeyle,
akranlarin paylasim normlar1 ve paylasim davranislar1 tlizerindeki etkileri, karar
alicinin kendisi ve ihtiyag sahibi arasindaki kazanclarini esitleyebilecegi ¢oklu
durumlar ac¢isindan incelenmistir. Bu baglamda yanitini aradigimiz sorular sunlardir:
Akranlarin, ihtiya¢ sahibinin ilk kazancini belirledikleri durumlarda, karar alicilarin
aksiyonlari iizerinde hem normlar hem de paylasim davraniglari agisindan bir etkileri
var midir? Ihtiyag sahibinin ilk kazancina bagli olarak farkli durumlarda, karar alicinin
farkli eylemler yoluyla kendisi ve ihtiyag sahibi arasindaki kazanglarini
esitleyebilecegi aksiyonlar1 iizerinde akran etkileri mevcut mudur? Daha onceki
calismalarda goriilen skala manipiilasyonlarinin paylasim davraniglart iizerindeki
etkileri, ¢ikarimi yapilan paylasim normlar1 ve bu normlara uyumlululuk iizerinde de
mevcut mudur? Akranlarin, ihtiyag sahiplerine yaptiklari ilk transfer miktarinin, karar

alicinin, tiim taraflar i¢in adil paylagimi saglamasinda bir etkisi var midir?

Bu calismada, bahsi gegen normlarin ne olduguna dair bir tanim yapilmamistir. Bunun
yerine, daha once, 6zellikle diktator oyunlarindaki (dictator games) paylasim normlari
(sharing norms) ve norm giidiimli davraniglarin  (norm-driven behavior)
aciklanmasinda tutarli sonuglar ortaya koymus olan bir norm g¢ikarimi (norm
elicitation) deneyi diizenlenmistir. Calisma boyunca kullanilan sosyal norm terimi,

daha once Krupka & Weber (2013) tarafindan literatiire kazandirilmis olan bu
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methodun (bundan sonra KW method anilacaktir) ilgili deneydeki katilimcilara
uygulanmasiyla tanimlanmistir. Gergeklesen davranislarin, ¢ikarimi yapilan bu
normlarla olan uyumlulugunu incelemek i¢in, diktatdr oyunu kiimelerinden olusan bir

standart davranigsal deney de ¢alismada kullanilmistir.

Ik olarak, akranlarin sosyal normlarin algilanmasi iizerindeki etkilerini 8lgmek igin
bir laboratuvar deneyi diizenlenmistir. Deneydeki katilimcilar tamamen rassal ve
anonim sekilde ikili gruplara ayrilmis ve basit koordinasyon oyunlar1 aracilig ile
rastgele ve anonim sekilde eslestikleri diger katilimecmin “sosyal uygunluk”
degerlendirmelerini  dogru tahmin etmeye ¢alismiglardir. Deneydeki “sosyal
uygunluk” terimi, kullanilan methodun tanimladigr sekilde, ilgili eylemlerin
toplumdaki bir ¢ok kisi tarafindan etik bulundugu ya da bir ¢ok kisinin karar alicidan
yapmasint bekledikleri eylem olarak tanimlanmistir. Rassal ve anonim sekilde
belirlenen ikili gruplar, katilimcilarin bireysel raporlamalarindan ¢ok o an oturumda
bulunan kisilerinin ¢ogunun raporlarin1 tahmin ederek koordinasyon oyunlarini

¢ozmeye caligmalarini saglamistir.

Ikinci deneyde ise, ilk deneyde katilimcilara detayli aciklamalari yapilan ve norm
cikarimlar1 saglanan durumlarin, gerceklesen davranmiglar agisindan incelenmesine
olanak saglayan, diktatdr oyunu varyantlarinin kullanildig1 bir davranigsal deneyden

faydalanilmustir.

Calisma, sosyal normlar literatiiriiniin, akranlarin norm algilar1 ve norm giidiimli
davranislar tizerindeki etkileri olmak iizere iki kismiyla ilgilidir. Sosyal normlarin,
bireylerin karar alma siireclerindeki (decision-making process) dnemli etkenlerden bir
tanesi oldugu diisiiniilse de, sosyal normlarin iktisat bilimindeki yeri gorece yakin bir
zamanda incelenmeye baglanmistir. Bunun bir sebebi normatif goriislerin kantatif
olarak dl¢iimlerindeki zorluklar olabilir. Onceki calismalarda da norm ¢ikarimlari i¢in
kullanilan KW methodunun, o&zellikle diktatér oyunlarindaki dogrulugu ve
kullanighilig1, kurala uyan (rule-following) denekler ve ¢ikarimi yapilan normlarin ayni
yonde hareket ettigi (Kimbrough & Vostroknukov, 2016), farklt veri setlerine
uygulandiginda elde edilen tutarli sonuglar1 (Krupka & Weber, 2013; Kimbrough &

Vostroknutov, 2016), sosyal normlarin farkli algilandigi uluslararasi toplumlara
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uygulandiginda deneklerin raporlamalarinda gozlemlenen degisiklik (Krupka vd.,
2012) ve ¢ikarimi yapilan normlarin, bireylerin ilk ve ikinci dereceden inanglar1 (first
and second-order beliefs) ile niteliksel olarak 06zdes oldugu gibi bulgularin
gozlemlendigi Onceki calismalarda ispatlanmistir. Koordinasyon oyunlarinda,
deneklerin ¢éziime ulasabilecegi, ¢ikarimlart yapilmaya calisilan normlarla iligkisi
olmayan, birden ¢ok denge (equilibria) noktas1 bulunsa da, Krupka & Weber (2013)
toplum i¢inde ortak bir sekilde kabul goren goriislerin, koordinasyon oyunlarinda odak
noktalar1 (focal points; Schelling, 1960) yaratarak ¢o6ziime ulasmada oyuncular
tarafindan kullanilan bir yontem oldugunu one siirmiislerdir. Dolayisiyla KW
methodunun, inang anketi (belief survey) gibi diger tesvik edilmemis yontemlere gore
olan avantaji, bireyleri ikinci dereceden inanglar1 (second-order beliefs) hakkinda
diisiinmeye ve raporlamalarinda olusabilecek yanliliklara kars1 direnmelerine yol acan
acitk ve digsal motivasyonlarindan gelmektedir (Erkut, 2022). Bu calismada da
cikarimi yapilan sosyal normlarin ne sekilde hareket ettigini incelemek tizere ilgili

yontem kullanilmustir.

Calismanin literatiirle ilgili olan diger bir kismu ise, akranlarin, ger¢ek davranislarda
cikarimi yapilan normlara olan uyumluluktaki etkilerinin incelenmesidir. KW
methodunun literatiirde yerini almasi ile birlikte, normlarin kantatif olarak
Olciilebilmesi sonucunda, ¢ikarimi yapilan normlar ve gerceklesen davranislar
arasindaki iliskilerin incelendigi c¢alismalarin sayisinda artis yasanmistir. Bu
caligmalarin bazilarinda hediye degistirme oyunlarinda (gift exchange game) ¢ikarimi
yapilan sosyal normlar ve bu normlara uyumluluk iizerindeki akran etkileri
incelenirken, bazilarinda diktatér oyunlarindaki (dictator game) akran etkileri
incelenmistir. Gachter vd. (2012) KW methodunu kullanarak ii¢ kisilik hediye
degistirme oyunlarindaki (gift exchange game) akran etkilerinin, KW method ile
cikarimi yapilan normlarla uyumlu olduklarin1 gézlemlemislerdir. Buna ek olarak
Gachter vd. (2017)’de adil paylasim normlar1 ve bu normlara uyumluluktaki akran
Oneminin incelendigi ¢aligmada, ger¢eklesen davraniglarin normlar ile uyumlulugu
sadece kismen gozlemlenebilmistir. Bu durumun bir sebebi, kullanilan deneysel
dizaynin talepleri sebebiyle olabilir. Buna ek olarak, ¢alismada tanimlanan aksiyon
kiimesindeki adil paylasim eylemlerinin, aksiyon kiimesinin {ist sinirinda yer almasi

da, ¢ikarimi yapilan normlarin adil paylagim eylemlerine gore mi yoksa comertlik
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eylemlerine gore mi sekillendigi konusunda bir muglaklik olusturmaktadir. Yine,
Ockenfels & Werner (2014) diktatér oyunlarinda skala manipiilasyonlarinin 6nemli
etkileri oldugunu gostermistir. Buna gore, dnceki ¢aligmalarda, tiim taraflar icin adil
paylasimi saglayan eylemin aksiyon kiimesinin {ist sinirinda yer almasi, norma uygun
davramislarin  sadece kismen gozlemlenmesinde etkili olabilir. Ustelik, benzer
dizaynlarin kullanildig1 6nceki ¢alismalarda, akranlarin ihtiyag sahibinin ilk kazancini
belirledigi farkli transfer seviyelerinde, karar alicinin teslim alic1 ile kazanglarini farkl
eylemler yolu ile esitleyebilecegi durumlar lizerindeki etkileri incelenmemistir. Buna
karsin, onceki ¢aligmalar bagissal mekanizmalarda, ilk katkinin hem kaynaginin, hem
de boyutunun énemini ortaya ¢ikarmistir (Vesterlund, 2003; Eckel vd., 2005; Gneezy
vd., 2014; O’Garra & Sisco, 2020). Dolayisiyla ilgili durumlarin, hem normlar hem de
gerceklesen davranislar agisindan incelenmesi, akranlarin hem sosyal norm algilar
hem de norm uyumlu davranislar {izerindeki etkilerininin daha iyi anlasilmasina

olanak vermektedir.

Bu calisma onceki calismalardan farkli olarak, paylasim normlar1 ve gergeklesen
paylasim davranislart iizerindeki akran etkilerini, hem karar alicinin tiim taraflar i¢in
adil paylasimi gergeklestirebilecek eylemleri {izerinde incelerken hem de teslim
alicinin ilk kazang seviyesine bagl olarak, karar alicilarin, yalnizca teslim alic1 ve
kendileri aralarindaki kazanclar1 esitleyebilecegi eylemleri iizerinde incelemektedir.
Daha acik bir ifadeyle, teslim alicinin ilk kazang seviyesine bagl olarak, karar alici
teslim alic1 ve kendisi arasindaki kazanclari, farkli eylemler yoluyla ti¢ farkli durumda
esitleyebilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, akran da kazang¢ kiyaslamalarina dahil
edildiginde, tiim taraflar i¢in adil paylasim (fair allocation), teslim alicinin akran
tarafindan belirlenen ilk kazancina bagl olarak, tek bir durumda esitlenmektedir.
Dolayisiyla, bu calismada kullanilan deneysel dizayn, akran etkilerini hem adil
paylasimla kazanglar1 esit paylasabilen kisi sayisindaki artis hem de bagissal
(charitable) bir mekanizmada, ihtiyag sahibine yapilan ilk katkinin miktar1 ve kaynagi

acisindan incelemektedir.

Bu c¢aligma, karar alicilarin, teslim alicinin ilk kazancina bagh olarak, kendileri ve
teslim alici arasindaki kazanglarmi farkli eylemler yoluyla esitleyebilmeleri

bakimindan, 6nceki ¢aligmalardan farklidir. Bu ¢aligmaya en yakin ¢alisma Gachter
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vd., (2017)’ne aittir. Ilgili ¢alisma iki deneyden olusmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki, KW
methodu kullanilarak norm ¢ikarimlarinin yapildigi deney iken, digeri ¢ikarimi
yapilan normlarin gerceklesen davranislarla olan iliskisini incelemek i¢in diizenlenen
ve diktatér oyunu kiimelerinden olusan bir deneydir. Ik deneydeki katilimcilardan,
karar alicinin, akranin transferleri sonucunda karsi karsiya kalabilecegi her bir
durumda yapabilecekleri eylemleri, sosyal uygunluk agisindan degerlendirmeleri
istenmistir. Diger deneyde ise, karar alicilarin gerceklesen davranislari, teslim alicinin
her bir olas1 kazang seviyesinde, teslim aliciya ne kadar gondereceklerini belirtmeleri
istenerek incelenmistir. Akranin, karar alicilarin transfer tercihleri iizerindeki etkilerini
daha iyi gozlemlemek i¢in, akranin bulunmadigi ve teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin ayni
aksiyon kiimesinden rastgele belirlendigi bir kontrol tretmam1 da c¢alismada
incelenmistir. Cerceveleme etkilerini (framing effects) incelemek igin, olasi
kazang¢larin muadil oldugu (payoff equivalent) ancak farkli eylemleri gerektigi iki
farkli diktator oyunu da ¢aligsmaya eklenmistir. Dolayisiyla her iki deneyde de akranin
varhig1 ve diktatdr oyunu varyantlarima gore tanimlanan, 2x2 ve deneklerarasi bir

deneysel dizayn kullanilmistir.

Bu ¢alismada ise Gachter vd. (2017)’den farkli olarak, akranlarin norm algilar1 ve
norm uyumlu davranmiglar {lizerindeki etkileri, karar alicinin kazancini, akranin
transferlerine bagli olarak teslim alici ile esitleyebilecegi ¢coklu durumlar iizerinde
incelenmistir. Buna ek olarak, kullanilan deneysel dizaynda, akrani da igeren tiim
taraflar i¢in adil paylasimi1 miimkiin kilan eylemin, aksiyon kiimesindeki konumu orta
noktada belirlenmis olup, daha 6nce List (2007), Bardsley (2008) calismalarinda
gozlemlenen aksiyon kiimeleri degisiklikleri ile Ockenfels (2014)’de bulunan skala
manipiilasyonlar1 etkilerinin, adil paylasim normlari ve paylasim davranislar
acisindan da incelenmesine olanak saglanmigtir. Bununla birlikte kullandigimiz
deneysel dizayn, Krupka & Weber (2013) calismalarinda gozlemledikleri ve diktator
oyunlarinda teslim alicinin oyunu daha yiliksek kazanglarla bitirebilecegi comert
diktator eylemleri iizerindeki sosyal normlarin muglakliginin (norm ambiguity),

akranlarin varligi durumunda da incelememize izin vermektedir.

Bu calismanin ilk asamasinda, KW methodu kullanilarak, karar alicinin aksiyonlari

tizerindeki norm ¢ikarimlarinin yapildigi bir deney diizenlenmistir. Rassal ve anonim
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olarak ikili gruplara ayrilan katilimcilara standart davranissal deneyin bir agiklamasi
sunulmus ve paylasim tercihlerini incelemek i¢in kurulan diktatér oyunlarindaki
tretmanlarda, teslim alicinin ilk kazancina bagli olarak, karar alicinin karsi karsiya
kalabilecegi durumlar karsisinda secebilecegi eylemleri sosyal uygunluk agisindan
raporlamalar1 istenmistir. Sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri, alt1 opsiyonlu bir Likert
skalasinda (1-6 araligi; 1. sosyal olarak en uygunsuz; 6. sosyal olarak en uygun)
katilimcilara sunulmustur. Spesifik olarak, akranin var oldugu ve teslim alicinin ilk
kazancin belirledigi ardisik hareketli bir diktatér oyununda (sequential move dictator
game), akranin yapabilecegi transfer sonucu belirlenen teslim alicinin ilk kazang
seviyelerinde, katilimcilardan ikinci diktatoriin yapabilecegi transfer miktarlarini
sosyal uygunluk agisindan raporlamalar1 istenmistir. Diger bir tretmanda ise, akran
etkilerinin daha iyi gézlemlenmesine imkan veren bir kontrol tretman1 kullanilmistir.
Bu tretmanda, akranin yapabilecegi transfer miktarlarini iceren aksiyon kiimesindeki
eylemlerden bir tanesi, bilgisayar tarafindan tekdiize bir dagilimla (uniform
distribution) segilerek teslim alicinin ilk kazanci belirlenmis ve yine teslim alicinin
rassal olarak belirlenen ilk kazanci sonucu ortaya c¢ikabilecek her bir durumda,
diktatoriin segebilecegi eylemlerin sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri katilimcilar
tarafindan raporlanmistir. Bunlara ek olarak, Gachter vd. (2017)’de oldugu gibi
cerceveleme etkilerini (framing effects) de incelememize imkan saglayan ve olasi
kazanglarin muadil oldugu ancak farkli eylemleri gerektirdigi iki diktatér oyunu
varyanti da caligmada incelenmistir. Buna gore, deney tretmanlari, akran varlig1 ve
oyun varyantini igerecek sekilde, 2x2 denekler arasi bir dizaynda tasarlanmustir.
Katilimcilarin  kazanglari, ikili gruplar ig¢indeki raporlarin birbirlerine olan
benzerligine goére belirlenmistir. Her grup ig¢in, teslim alicimin ilk kazancinin
belirlendigi bir durum ile bu durum karsisinda, karar alicinin segebilecegi eylemlerden
bir tanesi rassal olarak bilgisayar tarafindan sec¢ilmistir. Secilen durumda,
katilimcilarin sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri karsilastirilmis ve raporlamalari
ayni olan katilimcilar, katilm payina ek olarak 40 TL kazanmistir. Eger secilen
durumda ikili gruplar icersindeki katilimcilarin degerlendirmeleri ayni degil ise,

katilimcilar ekstra bir kazang saglayamamustir.

Calismanin diger asamasinda ise, norm ¢ikarimlarini yaptigimiz durumlardaki

gerceklesen davranislart incelemek i¢in, standart bir davranigsal deney diizenlenmistir.
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Bu deneyde, norm ¢ikarimi yapilan ve akranin varligi ile diktatdr oyunu varyantina
gore belirlenen tretmanlardaki gergeklesen davraniglar incelenmis olup, cikarimi
yapilan normlarla olan iligkilerinin Ol¢lilmesine olanak saglanmistir. Buna gore,
akranin var oldugu tretmanlarda bir ¢cok oyunculu ardisik hareketli diktatér oyununda
ikinci diktatoriin transfer tercihleri incelenirken, akranin var olmadigi tretmanlarda
aymi aksiyon kiimesinden tekdiize bir dagilimla, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin
bilgisayar tarafindan rassal olarak belirlendigi bir diktatér oyununda, diktatoriin
transfer tercihleri incelenmistir. Tiim katilimcilar, bulunduklari tretmana gore, rassal
ve anonim sekilde ikili ya da tg¢lii gruplara ayrilmis olup, standart davranigsal
deneydeki rolleri rassal sekilde bilgisayar tarafindan belirlenmistir. Yine kazanglarin
muadil oldugu fakat farkli aksiyonlar1 gerektiren iki ayr1 diktatér oyunu varyanti da
standart davranigsal deneydeki ¢erceveleme etkilerini gozlemlemek iizere ¢alismaya
eklenmistir. Norm ¢ikarimi deneyine 6zdes olacak bi¢imde, akranin varlig1 ve diktator
oyununun varyantina bagli olarak tasarlanan, 2x2 denekler arasi dizayn deneyde
kullanilmistir. Deneyde, deneysel bir para birimi olarak “puan” kullanilmistir. 1 puan
5 TL olarak belirlenmis olup, diktatér oyunlarindan yalnizca verme opsiyonlarinin
bulundugu “verme” oyunu (give game) varyantinda, aktif oyuncular, oyuna 6 puan ile
baslarken, teslim alici 0 puan ile baslamustir. {lgili oyunda, aktif oyuncular igin
belirlenen aksiyon kiimesi 0 puan ve 4 puan kapali araligidir. Verme oyunundaki olas1
kazanglara 6zdes bir sekilde tanimlanan “alma” oyununda (take game) ise, aktif
oyuncular, oyuna 5 puan ile baslarken, teslim alict 2 puan ile baglamigtir. Alma
oyununda, aktif oyuncular icin belirlenen aksiyon kiimesi, negatif degerin teslim
alicidan alma eylemini belirttigi, -1 puan ve 3 puan kapali araligidir. iki oyunda da
transfer miktarlar1 1’er puanlik artiglarla belirlenmistir. Dolayisiyla iki oyun
versiyonunda da olas1 kazanglar esit olup, ilgili kazanglara yol acan eylemler oyunlar
arasinda farklilik gostermektedir. Tiim tretmanlarda, ikinci hareketcinin transfer
tercihleri strateji methodu (Selten, 1967) kullanilarak toplanmistir. Buna gore, teslim
alicinin olasi tiim ilk kazang seviyeleri i¢in, akranin var oldugu tretmanlardaki ikinci
diktatorlerden ve akranin var olmadig1 tretmanlardaki diktatorlerden, teslim alicinin
her bir ilk kazang seviyesindeki transfer tercihlerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Odemeler,
teslim alicinin gergeklesen ilk kazancinin, ilgili durumdaki ikinci hareket¢i tercihleri

ile eslestirilmesiyle belirlenmistir.
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Her iki deneyde de, “akran”, “diktator”, “teslim alic1” gibi ifadelerden uzak durulmus,
bunun yerine, “X kisisi”, “Y kisisi” ve “Z kisisi” gibi isimlendirilmelerden
faydalanilmistir. Deneyler baslamadan once katilimcilar, demografik bilgilerin
toplandig1 bir anket yanitlamiglardir. Ankette, katilimcinin cinsiyeti, yasi, daha 6nce
Oyun Teorisi, Davramgsal iktisat ya da Deneysel Iktisat derslerinden herhangi birini
alip almadigi, aylik geliri, kardes sayis1 ve boliimii hakkindaki bilgiler toplanmistir.
Bu ankete verilen yanitlar, ilgili analizlerde kontrol degisken (control variable) olarak
kullanilmigtir. Norm ¢ikarimi deneyinde 44 kisi istthdam edilmis olup, standart

davranigsal deneyde 100 kisi istihdam edilmistir.

Gachter vd. (2017) ¢alismasindan yola ¢ikilarak, norm ¢ikarimi deneyinde kullanilan
ve sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmelerinin raporlandigi Likert skalasindaki opsiyonlara,
sosyal olarak en uygunsuzdan, sosyal olarak en uyguna olacak sekilde, -1, -0.6, -0.2,
0.2, 0.6 ve 1 sayisal degerleri verilerek, normlarin kantatif sekilde ol¢iilmesine olanak
saglanmistir. Yine, iki deneyde de diktatdr oyunlar1 varyantlar araciligiyla incelenen
cerceveleme etkilerini daha kolay sekilde analiz etmek icin, “alma” oyunundaki
eylemler, ayni kazanclara yol agan “verme” oyunundaki ilgili eylemlerle eslestirilerek
veri setine eklenmistir. Dolayisiyla ilgili analizlerde “alma” oyunu bir kukla degisken
(dummy variable) olarak kullanilmig ve c¢ergeveleme etkilerinin Ol¢limleri

saglanmistir.

Bu calismada ilk olarak, norm ¢ikarimi deneyindeki, sosyal norm algilar iizerindeki
akran etkileri incelenmistir. Parametrik olmayan testler ig¢in, sosyal uygunluk
degerlendirmelerinde, negatif (sosyal olarak uygunsuz) ve pozitif (sosyal olarak
uygun) skorlarin kiimelendirildigi ve ilgili degiskenlerle olan iliskilerinin incelendigi
2x2 ihtimal tablolar1 (contingency table) kullanilmistir. Parametrik olmayan testlerden
elde edilen sonuglar, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin akran ya da rassal olarak bilgisayar
tarafindan minimum seviyede belirlendigi durumlarda diktatoriin kendisi ve teslim
alict arasindaki kazanglari esitleyebilecegi eylemleri tizerinde sosyal uygunluk
degerlendirmeleri agisindan bir fark olmadigini, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin
minimum seviyede belirlendigi durumda, diktatoriin kendisi ve teslim alic1 arasindaki
kazanglar esitleyen eylemlerinin; teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin en yiiksek oldugu

durumdaki kazang esitleyen (payoft-equalizing) eylemlerine gore sosyal normlar
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acisindan daha uygun bulundugunu ve deneysel dizaynimizin bir sonucu olarak, teslim
alicinin ilk kazancinin maksimum seviyede oldugu durumda, alma oyunuda diktatoriin
kendisi ile teslim alici arasindaki kazanclarini esitleyen statilkocu (status quo;
Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988; Kahneman vd., 1991) eylemleri iizerindeki sosyal
uygunluk degerlendirmelerinin, verme oyununda icrai paylasim fiilleri (act of
comission; Cox, 2017) gerektiren eylemleri {zerindeki sosyal uygunluk

degerlendirmelerinden daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir.

Deney sonuglarini daha formal bir sekilde incelemek ve g¢ikarimi yapilan normlara
uyan bir karar alicinin yapmasi beklenen aksiyonlari hakkinda daha fazla ¢ikarim
yapmak i¢in, ilgili deneyde OLS ve Probit modelleri de incelenmistir. Elde edilen
bulgulara gore, sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri ile diktatoriin teslim alictya
transfer ettigi miktarlar arasinda pozitif bir korelasyon gozlemlenmistir. Bu durum tiim
tretmanlar i¢in gegerlidir. Buna ek olarak, akranin yaptig1 transfer miktarlari ile, sosyal
uygunluk degerlendirmeleri arasinda lineer bir korelasyon gézlemlenmemistir. Yine
akranin bulundugu tretmanlarda, sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri, alma oyunuda,
verme oyununa gore genel diizeyde daha yiiksektir. Diger taraftan, teslim alicinin ilk
kazancinin bilgisayar tarafindan rastgele belirlendigi durumlarda, teslim alicinin ilk
kazanci ile sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri arasinda pozitif bir korelasyon oldugu
gbézlemlenmistir. Bu iliski, diktatdriin comert olmayan eylemleri iizerinde daha

belirgindir. OLS ve sirali probit model sonuglar birbirleri ile 6zdestir.

Akranlarin teslim aliciya transfer ettigi miktar ve diktatoriin transferlerinin sosyal
uygunluk degerlendirmeleri arasinda lineer bir iliski gézlemlenmese de, diktatorlerin
kendileri ve teslim alic1 arasinda adil paylasimi saglayabilecegi durumlardaki akran
etkilerini incelemek igin bir probit modeli de deneyin analizlerine eklenmistir. Probit
analizinin sonuglaria gore, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin en yiiksek oldugu durum
haricinde, diktatoriin kendisi ve teslim alic1 arasindaki kazanclar1 esit paylasabildigi
diger durumlarda, ilgili eylemleri se¢mesi, sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri
lizerinde pozitif bir etkiye yol agmaktadir. lgili adil paylasim eylemlerinde, sosyal
uygunluk degerlendirmeleri iizerinde en yiiksek pozitif etkiye sahip olan eylem
aksiyon kiimesinin ortasinda yer almakta olup, OLS analizinde gbzlemlenen diktator

transferleri ve sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri arasindaki pozitif korelasyon ile
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birlikte yorumlandiginda, daha once Ockenfels vd. (2014)’in ¢aligmasinda
gozlemlenen diktatér oyunlarindaki skala etkisi, paylasim tercihleri iizerindeki
normatif goriigler ilizerinde de gecerlidir. Bununla birlikte, teslim alicinin ilk
kazancinin akran tarafindan belirlendigi ve diktator ile teslim alict arasinda adil bir
paylasima yol agcan durumlar arasinda, akran etkisi yalnizca, diktatoriin akranin da
dahil oldugu tiim taraflar i¢in adil paylasimi saglayabilecegi aksiyon kiimesinin
ortasinda bulunan eylemi iizerinde pozitif olarak mevcuttur. Parametrik olmayan
testlerde gbzlemlendigi gibi, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin en yiiksek seviyede oldugu
durumda, diktatdriin transfer tercihleri tizerindeki sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri
alma oyununda, verme oyununa gore daha yiiksektir. Bu durum, diktatoriin, alma
oyununda statiikocu bir eylem yoluyla akran ve kendisi arasindaki kazanglari
esitleyebilmesi agisindan, ¢ikarimi yapilan normlarin statiiko yanliligina (status quo

bias) miisaade ettigini gostermektedir.

Norm ¢ikarimi deneyinden elde edilen regresyon analize sonuglarina gére, norma uyan
bir diktatoriin transferleri ile akranin yaptig1 transfer miktari1 arasinda lineer bir iliski
olmamasi, akranin var oldugu tretmanlar icin, diktatorlerin alma oyununda verme
oyununa gore daha bencil davranmasi, teslim alicinin ilk kazanci bilgisayar tarafindan
rassal olarak belirlendiginde, diktator transferleri ve teslim alic1 kazanglar1 arasinda
negatif bir korelasyon olmasi beklenir. Buna ek olarak, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin
aksiyon kiimesinin ortasindaki eleman ile belirlendigi durumda, teslim alici ile
kazanglarini esitleyen diktator oraninn akranin var oldugu tretmanlarda, akranlarin

olmadig1 tretmanlara gore daha fazla olmasi beklenir.

Cikarimi yapilan normlarin  gerceklesen davranislarda ne kadar gozlemlenip
gbzlemlenmedigini anlamak i¢in, norm ¢ikarimi deneyinde kullanilan ekonometrik
methodlara benzer yontemler kullanilarak, gerceklesen diktatér eylemleri iizerine
incelemeler yapilmistir. Norm ¢ikarimi deneyinde oldugu gibi, parametrik olmayan
testlerle baslanan analizlerden ilkinde, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin en diisiik seviyede
belirlendigi durumda, teslim alic1 ile kazanglarini esitleyen diktator oraninin, akranin
oldugu tretmanlarda, akranin olmadigi tretmanlara goére 20% daha az oldugu
bulunmustur. Dolayisiyla, akran teslim alicinin ilk kazancini minimum seviyede

belirlediginde akran varliginin bir seyirci etkisine (bystander effect) yol agtifi
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gozlemlenmektedir. Diger bir bulgu ise, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin en yiiksek
seviyede belirlendigi durum ile en diisiik seviyede bulundugu durumlar arasinda,
teslim alic1 ile kazanclarini esitleyen diktator oyuncu oraninin degismedigidir. Yine,
dizaynimizin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikan ve teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin en ytiksek
oldugu durumda, oyunun varyantina bagl olarak statiikocu eylemler ya da icrai fiiller
yoluyla teslim alict ile arasindaki kazanclari esitleyen diktator oyuncu oranlari

arasinda bir fark gdzlemlenmemistir.

Diktator transferleri lizerindeki akran etkilerini daha detayli bir sekilde incelemek igin,
bir OLS modeli, ilgili analizlere eklenmistir. Buna gore, teslim alicinin ilk kazanci ile
diktator transferleri arasinda negatif bir korelasyon vardir. Bu negatif korelasyon,
akranin oldugu ya da olmadig tretmanlardan bagimsiz olup, ilgili tretmanlar arasinda
stireklidir. Go6zlemlenen negatif korelasyon, teslim alicinin ilk kazancinin akran
tarafindan belirlendigi tretmanin verme oyununda alma oyunundan daha yiiksektir.
Akranin bulunmadigi tretmanda ise, verme oyununda gézlemlenen negatif korelasyon,
alma oyununda hem isaret hem de mutlak biiyiikliik degistirmis, dolayistyla, rassal bir
sekilde belirlenen teslim alicinin ilk kazanci ile diktator transferleri arasinda pozitif bir

korelasyon gozlemlenmistir.

Yine diktatoriin kendisi ile teslim alic1 arasinda kazanglarini esitleyebilecegi
durumlardaki transfer tercihleri iizerinde probit analizi yapilmis olup, parametrik
olmayan testlerde de gozlemlenmis olan, teslim alicinin ilk kazanci minimum noktada
belirlendigi durumdaki akran etkilerinin seyirci kalma etkisi kanali ile diktator
tercihlerini etkiledigi bulunmustur. Norm ¢ikarimi deneyinde yapilan probit analizinde
gbzlemlenen diger tiim bulgular, standart davranigsal deneyde, dolayist ile gerceklesen

davraniglarda gozlemlenememistir.

Ilgili deneylerden elde edilen sonuglara gore, norm modeli, gerceklesen davranislari
yalnizca kismen agiklamaktadir. Spesifik olarak, verme oyunun akranin olmadigi
tretmanindaki, teslim alicinin rassal olarak belirlenen ilk kazanci ile diktator
transferleri arasindaki negatif iliski, ¢ikarimi yapilan normlar ile uyumludur. Bu bulgu,

Gachter vd. (2017)’de bulunan sonuglar1 dogrulamaktadir.
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Norm ¢ikarimi ve davranigsal deneylerde goézlemlenen uyusmazligin sebebini
aciklayabilecek diger davranigsal mekanizmalar da c¢alismada incelenmistir.
Bunlardan ilki, Gachter vd. (2017) tarafindan da incelenmis olan ve norm ¢ikarimi
deneyinde ortaya ¢ikabilecek olan norm muglakligi (norm ambiguity) olabilir. Norm
cikarimi deneyinde toplanan veriler, niteliksel bir bicimde incelendiginde, akranin
kimi durumlarda normlar {izerinde bir fikir birligi yaratarak, normlarin algilanmasin
kolaylastirdigi, kimi durumlarda ise, tersi bir etkiye yol agarak, norm muglakligin
arttirdigl gézlemlenmistir. Buna karsin, dizaynimizin bir sonucu olarak, daha 6nce
Krupka & Weber (2013) ¢alismasinda da gézlemlenen ve teslim alicinin diktatorden
daha fazla kazancgla oyunu bitirmesine yol acan hipercomert (hypergenerous) eylemler
tizerindeki norm degerlendirmelerinde, katilimcilar arasindaki fikir birliginin daha giic
saglandig1 goriilmiistiir. Bu durum calisma boyunca kullanilan norm modelinin,

ger¢eklesen davraniglar agiklamada yeterli olmadigini akillara getirmistir.

Buna ek olarak daha dnce Gachter (2017) tarafindan kullanilan ve ilgili ¢alismada,
normlara uyumlulukta birey bazindaki heterojenitenin  (individual level
heterogeneity), normlardan sapmaya yol agtigin1 gostermis olan bir karma logit (mixed
logit; Hole, 2007) modeli de ¢ikarimi yapilan normlar ve norma uygun davraniglar
arasindaki uyusmazhigi aciklamak i¢in tretman bazinda incelenmistir. Karma logit
modelinin sonuglarina gore, ortalama ve medyan sosyal uygunluk degerlendirmeleri,
diktatorlerin transfer tercihleri {izerinde yalnizca akranin olmadigi verme oyununda
etkilidir. Ustelik, standart davranissal deneyde ilgili tretmana katilan deneklerin
neredeyse tamamu, ilgili tretman i¢in ¢ikarimi yapilan normlarla ayni1 yonde hareket

etmistir.

Gergeklesen davraniglar ve ¢ikarimi yapilan normlar arasindaki uyusmazliklari
incelemek i¢in, diger davranigsal modellerin bazilarindan faydalanilmisitr. Bunlardan
ilki, esitsizlikten kaginma (inequity aversion; Fehr & Scmidt, 1999) modelidir. Model,
geleneksel diktator oyunlarindaki esitsizlikten kaginma davraniglarini pargali dogrusal
bir fonksiyon iizerinden inceleyip, diktatdr oyunlarindaki i¢ ¢oziimleri (interior
solution) yok saymaktadir. Aslinda, deneyimizde gézlemlenen diktatdr tercihlerinin

biiyiik kismi (67%), oyunu i¢ ¢oziim kiimesinde sonlandirmistir. Yine modele gore,
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akranin var oldugu tretmanlarda akran ve diktator transferleri arasinda pozitif bir

korelasyon olmalidir.

Diger davranigsal modellerden bir digeri, daha 6nce Charness & Duffenberg (2006)
tarafindan literatiire kazandirilan suctan kaginma (guilt aversion) modelidir. Bu
modele gore, bireylerin karar alma motivasyonlarinin kaynagini, digerlerinin onlardan
olan beklentileri olusturmaktadir. Modelin goézlemledigimiz davranigsal veriyi
aciklayip aciklamadigini incelemek icin, diktatorlerin, teslim alicinin kendilerinden
olan beklentileri hakkindaki ikinci-dereceden inanglarina bagvurmak gerekmektedir.
Ancak, calismamizin ana konusu, diktator aksiyonlarimi gerek¢elendirmek
olmadigindan, diktatorlerin teslim alict beklentileri hakkindaki ikinci-dereceden
inanglar lizerine bir anket gergeklestirilmemistir. Buna ek olarak, diktatorlerin teslim
alic1 beklentilerini dogru sekilde tahmin ettigini var saydigimizda, sucgtan kaginma
modeli de gozlemlerini yaptigimiz davraniglari genel diizeyde (aggregate level)

agiklamamaktadir.

Moffat & Zevallos (2021) tarafindan literatiire kazandirilan diger bir model ise, Stone-
Geary fayda fonksiyonun kullanildig1 ve diktatér oyunlarindaki i¢ ¢oziimlerin de
incelenebildigi bir Kuhn-Tucker modelidir. Modele gore, diktatorler, kendileri i¢in
belirledikleri “kabul edilebilir asgari kazan¢” (minimum acceptable payoff for self,
MAPS) ile teslim alic1 i¢in belirledikleri “digeri i¢in kabul edilebilir asgari kazang”
(minimum acceptable payoff for other, MAPO) tercihleri araciligiyla faydalarini
arttirabilmektedir. Modelin simule edilen en ¢ok olabilirlik (simulated maximum
likelihood) yontemi ile tahmin edilen parametrelerine gore, diktatorler akranin oldugu
tretmanlarda, akranin olmadig tretmanlara gére daha bencil tercihler yapmakta olup,
alma oyununda, verme oyununa kiyasla daha comerttirler. Buna ragmen, modeldeki
parametre tahminlerinin standart olmayan bir tahmin yontemi ile gerceklestirilmesi
sebebiyle, 1ilgili modelde tretmanlara goére tanimlanmis olan degiskenler i¢in
parametrelerinin agiklayici giiclerinin (power) test edilmesi gerekmektedir. Bunun
icin, Monte Carlo simiilasyonlarindan  faydalanilmistir. Monte  Carlo
simiilasyonlarindaki sonuglara gore, model tretmanlara goére tanimlanmis
degiskenlerinden sadece oyun varyanti lizerindeki parametre istatiksel olarak

anlamlidir.
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Ilgili model, deneyimizde gdzlemlenen diktator hareketlerini agiklamakta olup,
diktatorlerin oyunlar arasindaki bencillik tercihleri farkliliklarinin, norm uyumlu
davraniglar iizerinde gozlemlenen heterojenitenin  kaynagimni olusturdugunu

gostermistir.

Calismamizda, skala manipiilasyonlarinin, adil paylasim tercihleri iizerindeki normatif
gorisler {izerinde etkileri oldugu bulunmus olsa da, bu etkiler gerceklesen paylasim
tercihlerinde goézlemlenememistir. Yine de, bu etkilerin daha biiylik veri setleri
kullanildiginda gerceklesen davraniglar {izerinde de etkileri olabilecegini
diistinmekteyiz. Buna ek olarak, literatiirde gorece yeni bir zamanda yerini almis olan
ve davranigsal deneyimizde gozlemlenen diktator tercihlerinin ¢ikarimi yapilan
normlar ile olan iliskisini agiklamakta basarili olan bir modelin, diger benzer deneysel
dizaynlarda da kullanilabilecegini ve literatiirde yeni ¢ikarimlar yapilmasina olanak
verecegine inanmaktayiz. Calismamizdaki bulgulara gore, {iclincii bir taraf olarak,
norm uygulayicinin (norm enforcer) da benzer dizaynlara eklenmesinin, normatif
gorlisler ile gerceklesen davraniglar arasinda korelasyonun gdzlemlenebilecegi
denekler i¢i dizaynin kullanilmasinin ve transfer edilebilir miktarlarin boyutlarindaki
farkliliklarin  benzer deneysel dizaynlardaki etkileri, gelecek ¢aligsmalarda

incelenebilecek sorulardir.
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	Another observation made on the TAKE frame is that actions greater than giving 0 points are indeed seemed appropriate to majority of the subjects in the Peer treatment. Conversely, there is a great deal of ambiguity in the NoPeer treatment, especially...
	In the TAKE version of the game, much of the subjects rated the action taking 1 point as inappropriate with much less ambiguity compared to the giving 0 points in the GIVE version, even though both actions yield exactly the same consequences. This obs...
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	6.3.2. Heterogeneous Preferences for Norm Compliance:
	Another possible explanation for the behavioral data might be the individual heterogeneity among the subjects to follow norms. Even if the norms are clear and prominent in some cases, individual-specific preferences to comply with norms may differ (se...
	In order to examine the individual level heterogeneity in norm compliant behavior, we follow the theoretical framework that we introduced in Section 2. We assume that utility associated with the selected transfer decision is dependent on both pecuniar...
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	The predictions of the model states that if 𝛽≥1/2 dictator gives all of her allowance and gives nothing if 𝛽<1/2 in NoPeer treatments. Similarly, in the Peer treatments, dictator gives any amount that is positively correlated with peers’s transfer l...
	There are some other behavioral explanations in which the observed behavioral patterns can be expressed. One of them is the guilt aversion model of Charness & Dufwenberg (2006). The guilt aversion model states that individuals are motivated by others’...
	6.3.4. A Kuhn-Tucker Model for Explaining Behavioral Patterns:
	Another possible reason for the observed discrepancy between the norms and norm compliant behavior might be the changes in the preferences of the dictators for selfishness across the treatments. A Kuhn-Tucker model for behavioral patterns in dictator ...
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	Then, the Langrangean function is;
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	Applying the Kuhn-Tucker theorem (Arrow & Enthoven, 1961), following complementary slackness conditions are obtained;
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	,,𝛼-1.-(,𝑥-1.−,𝑏-1.).>,,𝛼-2.-(,𝑥-2.−,𝑏-2.). ⇔ ,𝑥-1.=,𝑚-1.
	We focus on self-allocation of the dictator, ,𝑥-1.. Combining ,𝛼-2.=1−,𝛼-1. and the complementary slackness conditions with the binding budget constraint (,𝑥-1.+,𝑥-2.=,𝑚-1.+,𝑚-2.)  following expenditure system is given;
	,                                    𝑥-1.=0 ⇔ ,𝑏-1.+,𝛼-1.,,𝑚-1.+,𝑚-2.−,𝑏-1.−,𝑏-2..≤0
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	,𝑥-1.=,𝑚-1. ⇔ ,𝑏-1.+,𝛼-1.,,𝑚-1.+,𝑚-2.−,𝑏-1.−,𝑏-2..≥,𝑚-1.
	Note that, the interior solution denotes the summation of the amount “minimum acceptable payoff for self (MAPS)” for the dictator and the proportion ,𝛼-1. of the supernumerary endowment.20F  Rearranging the equations with the normalization of ,𝑏-2.+...
	,𝑏-1.<−,𝛼-1.,,𝑚-1.+,𝑚-2..⇔,𝑥-1.=0
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	,𝑏-1.>,𝑚-1.−,𝛼-1.,,𝑚-1.+,𝑚-2.. ⇔,𝑥-1.=,𝑚-1.
	Moreover, the model allows for treatment and framing effects in our experiments. Specifically, two dummy variables are defined in the distribution of the minimum acceptable payoff for self of the dictator. Model assumes the following normal distributi...
	,𝑏-1,𝑖. ~ 𝑁,,𝛿-𝑖.+,𝛽-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅.,𝑑-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅.+,𝛽-𝑇𝐴𝐾𝐸.,𝑑-𝑇𝐴𝐾𝐸. , ,𝜎-2..                        (8)
	where ,𝛿-𝑖. is the base mean of the MAPS for dictator 𝑖, ,𝑑-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅. and ,𝑑-𝑇𝐴𝐾𝐸. represent the dummy variables for the treatments and the versions of the games that we used in our setting. Therefore, coefficients of the dummy variables repr...
	,𝛿-𝑖. ~ 𝑁(𝜇, ,𝜂-2.)                                                   (9)
	where the distribution represents the individual-specific variation in the baseline mean parameter. Six parameters of the model (,𝛼-1., 𝜇, ,𝛽-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅., ,𝛽-𝑇𝐴𝐾𝐸.,𝜂, 𝜎) estimated with the use of maximum simulated likelihood (see. Train, 2009;...
	Table 10 provides the estimation results. These estimations seem plausible since the average payoffs of the dictators are 1.22 points higher in the GIVE game compared to the TAKE game (4.99 points and 3.97 points respectively) and the average payoffs ...
	Table 10: Maximum Likelihood Estimation of the KT Model
	Although these results seem plausible at the first glance, the estimation method of the model is non-standard, therefore, a Monte Carlo Experiment is required to test significance of the parameters of the model (Moffat & Zevallos, 2021). We compute th...
	,𝐻-0.: ,𝛽-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅.=0
	,𝐻-1.: ,𝛽-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅.>0
	and,
	,𝐻-0.: ,𝛽-𝑇𝐴𝐾𝐸.=0
	,𝐻-1.: ,𝛽-𝑇𝐴𝐾𝐸.<0
	The data generating process uses the equation system (7) and the equations (8) and (9) where the parameters of the model replaced by the estimated values shown in Table 10.21F  1000 replications were used for 200 observations obtained from 40 subjects...
	Our results show that ex-post power of the peer treatment test is almost null, and the estimated p-value calculated as the proportion of the replications is 0.843. Therefore, the parameter  ,𝛽-𝑃𝐸𝐸𝑅. have no explanatory power on the selfishness of...
	These results help us to explain norm compliant behavior observed only in one experimental condition which is GNoP. Recall from Table 5 that elicited norms are more lenient in the NoPeer treatment and it does not change across the games. In fact, the ...
	Based on the model, we cannot make interpretations on the effect of the peers since the parameter of the variable ‘Peer’ dummy is lack of power. On the other hand, we observed that norms are more lenient in the TAKE game when the peer is present (Tabl...
	Overall, based on the results from both norm and the Kuhn-Tucker models, comments on the relationship between the behavior of dictators and norms can be made. Recall from the subsection 6.3.2, we found that there is almost no heterogeneity across the ...
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	Decision making process is carried out as follows; computer randomly determines the initial amount to be transferred to Individual Y randomly. Individual X observes this initial amount to be transferred to Individual Y and make her own decision on the...
	The level of transfer can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points].
	Earnings are determined as follows:
	Earnings of X:  6 points – (amount X gives to Y)
	Earnings of Y: (Initial wealth determined randomly for Y) + (amount X gives to Y)
	[Instructions Page 2]
	[Control Questions Page]
	Description
	After you answer the following control questions correctly, you will see the whether you have been assigned as Individual X or Individual Y. If you have been assigned as an active participant (X), you will be asked to indicate your decisions. Please d...
	Control Questions
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives 0 points to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives 3 points to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 2 points and X gives 2 points to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 4 points and X gives 1 point to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	[Decision Page]
	You are randomly assigned as Individual X. Please indicate the amount that you would like to transfer to Individual Y according to the following situations. Please indicate your decision for each situation that may arise due to the initial wealth of Y...
	o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of Y as 0 points; how many points would you like to give Y ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of  Y as 1 point; how many points would you like to give Y ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of  Y as 2 points; how many points would you like to give Y ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of  Y as 3 points; how many points would you like to give Y ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines the initial wealth of  Y as 4 points; how many points would you like to give Y ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	[Non-incentivized Belief Elicitation Page]
	You are randomly assigned as Individual Y. Please indicate the amount that you think Individual X will send you according to the following situations. Please indicate your decision for each situation that may arise due to the initial wealth of yours d...
	o If the computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 0 points; how many points do you think X will give ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 1 point; how many points do you think X will give ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 2 points; how many points do you think X will give ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 3 points; how many points do you think X will give ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	o If the computer randomly determines your initial wealth as 4 points; how many points do you think X will give ?
	 0 points
	 1 point
	 2 points
	 3 points
	 4 points
	A.2 Experimental Instructions in Norm Elicitation Experiment:
	This section provides experimental instructions used in the GP and GNoP treatments of the norm elicitation experiment.
	Instructions in GP Treatment:
	[Introduction Page]
	Welcome to the experiment!
	This is a study in decision making. You have earned 10 TL by participating in this experiment. Throughout the experiment, you may receive extra payments based on your choices and the choices of others.
	If you would have any questions during the experiment, please raise your hand and wait for researcher to come to you. Please do not try to talk or communicate with other participants.
	We would like you to have your full attention throughout the experiment. Do not engage in any other stuff on computers rather than the experiment itself. For example, do not try to access to internet.
	Participants who violate these rules will be asked to leave the experiment and will not have any payments.
	[Instructions Page 1]
	Instructions
	In couple of minutes, you will read the explanations of the series of situations. These explanations are related to actions that Individual Y must take and includes the actions presented to Individual Y. After reading those explanations on situations,...
	 Socially appropriate: consistent with what most people think Individual Y ought to do.
	 Socially inappropriate: inconsistent with what most people think Individual Y ought to do.
	Socially appropriate means what most people would find the action as ethical with consensus and what they expect Y to do.
	In other words, one can get angry at Individual Y, if her selected action is defined as “socially inappropriate”.
	[Instructions Page 2]
	You can earn extra amounts depending on the answers you will give. Specifically, you are expected to report your ratings on the possible actions of Individual Y in each situation she faces and try to match those ratings with one of the participants in...
	We want you to try to report the same ratings with a person in this room would make. Because you will be randomly and anonymously matched with another person in this room to determine your earnings.
	After reporting social appropriateness ratings, one of the situations that Individual Y faces and one of the possible actions that Y can take under that situation will be randomly selected.
	Your social appropriateness ratings will be compared with the participant that you will have been matched.
	Your earnings are determined based on the similarity of your social appropriateness ratings with whom you are matched.
	We expect you to report your ratings as truly as possible based on the social appropriateness ratings of the most of the people in this room. In this way, your probability of having extra payment from this experiment increases by increasing the simila...
	[Example Situation Page]
	Example Situation
	Individual Y goes to a café near campus and finds a wallet on one of the tables. Y must decide what to do and has four possible actions to be taken. These are; “take the wallet”, “ask people nearby whether the wallet belongs to them”, “leave the walle...
	The table shown below represents the actions that Individual Y can take. We want you to rate each action with the use of following options; “very socially inappropriate”, “socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially ...
	You will click the relevant radial to indicate your decision in the experiment.
	Example Table
	If the situation presented above was used in this study, you would be asked to rate each action and indicate the extent that whether the action is socially appropriate (consistent with most of the people expect Y to do) or socially inappropriate (inco...
	For example, if you think that the most of the people would consider taking the wallet is “very socially inappropriate”, asking people nearby whether the wallet belongs to them is “somewhat socially appropriate”, leaving the wallet where it was is “so...
	Your earnings will be determined based on the similarity of the ratings between you and the participant you are matched. Specifically, the computer randomly picks one of the possible actions that Individual Y must take and compare the answers within t...
	 If the ratings are the same within the pair, you will earn 40 TL additional to the participation fee.
	 If the ratings are not the same within the pair, you will earn 0 TL additional to the participation fee.
	Control Questions I
	o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the rating of your pair is “very socially appropriate”:
	 How much would you earn from the experiment: ___
	o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the rating of your pair is “socially inappropriate”:
	 How much would you earn from the experiment: ___
	[Explanation of the Experiment Page]
	Explanation of the Experiment
	Individual X, Individual Y and Individual Z are determined randomly and anonymously in a group of three. X and Y received 6 points whereas Z received 0 points.
	1 point = 5 TL
	The task of Individuals X and Y is to decide, if any, the amount that they would like to transfer to Individual Z from this additional 6 points that they were allocated.
	The level of transfers can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points].
	Individual X determines the initial wealth of Individual Z by indicating the amount she would like to transfer to Individual Z.
	Individual Y observes this initial amount to be transferred to Individual Z and make her own decision on the additional amount to be transferred to Individual Z.
	o If both X and Y gives 0 points to Z:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	 Z’s earnings are: ___
	o If X gives 0 points to Z and Y gives 3 points to Z:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	 Z’s earnings are: ___
	o If X gives 2 points to Z and Y gives 2 points to Z:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	 Z’s earnings are: ___
	o If X gives 4 points to Z and Y gives 1 point to Z:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	 Z’s earnings are: ___
	Decision Page Example (GP treatment, Situation 1):
	Instructions in GNoP Treatment:
	[Introduction Page]
	Welcome to the experiment!
	This is a study on decision making. You have earned 10 TL by participating in this experiment. Throughout the experiment, you may receive extra payments based on your choices and the choices of others.
	If you would have any questions during the experiment, please raise your hand and wait for researcher to come to you. Please do not try to talk or communicate with other participants.
	We would like you to have your full attention throughout the experiment. Do not engage in any other stuff on computers rather than the experiment itself. For example, do not try to access to internet.
	Participants who violate these rules will be asked to leave the experiment and will not have any payments.
	[Instructions Page 1]
	Instructions
	In couple of minutes, you will read the explanations of the series of situations. These explanations are related to actions that Individual X must take and includes the actions presented to Individual X. After reading those explanations on situations,...
	 Socially appropriate: consistent with what most people think Individual X ought to do.
	 Socially inappropriate: inconsistent with what most people think Individual X ought to do.
	Socially appropriate means what most people would find the action as ethical with consensus and what they expect Y to do.
	In other words, one can get angry at Individual X, if her selected action is defined as “socially inappropriate”.
	[Instructions Page 2]
	You can earn extra amounts depending on the answer you will give. Specifically, you are expected to report your ratings on the possible actions of Individual X in each situation she faces and try to match those ratings with one of the participants in ...
	We want you to try to report the same ratings with a person in this room would make. Because you will be randomly and anonymously matched with another person in this room in order to determine your earnings.
	After reporting social appropriateness ratings, one of the situations that Individual X faces and one of the possible actions that X can take under that situation will be randomly selected.
	Your social appropriateness ratings will be compared with the participant that you will have been matched.
	Your earnings are determined based on the similarity of your social appropriateness ratings with whom you are matched.
	We expect you to report your ratings as truly as possible based on the social appropriateness ratings of the most of the people in this room. In this way, your probability of having extra payment from this experiment increases by increasing the simila...
	[Example Situation Page]
	Example Situation
	Individual X goes to a café near campus and finds a wallet on one of the tables. X must decide what to do and has four possible actions to be taken. These are; “take the wallet”, “ask people nearby whether the wallet belongs to them”, “leave the walle...
	The table shown below represents the actions that Individual X can take. We want you to rate each action with the use of following options; “very socially inappropriate”, “socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially inappropriate”, “somewhat socially ...
	You will click the relevant radial to indicate your decision in the experiment.
	Your earnings will be determined based on the similarity of the ratings between you and the participant you are matched. Specifically, the computer randomly picks one of the possible actions that Individual X must take and compare the answers within t...
	 If the ratings are the same within the pair, you will earn 40 TL additional to the participation fee.
	 If the ratings are not the same within the pair, you will earn 0 TL additional to the participation fee.
	Control Questions I
	o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the rating of your pair is “very socially appropriate”:
	 How much would you earn from the experiment: ___
	o If your rating for the selected situation is “very socially appropriate” and the rating of your pair is “socially inappropriate”:
	 How much would you earn from the experiment: ___
	[Explanation of the Experiment Page]
	Explanation of the Experiment
	Individual X and Individual Y are determined randomly and anonymously in a group of two. X received 6 points. Y will receive one of the amounts from the set [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points].
	1 point = 5 TL
	The task of Individual X is to decide, if any, the amount that she would like to transfer to Individual Y from this additional 6 points that she was allocated.
	The level of transfers can be any amount within the set of [0 points, 1 point, 2 points, 3 points, 4 points].
	Individual X observes the randomly determined initial wealth of Individual Y and make her own decision on the additional amount to be transferred to Individual Y.
	At the end of the experiment, one of the situations listed above will be selected randomly. For the selected situation, one of the possible actions that Individual X can take will also be selected randomly. Therefore, both a situation and an action ar...
	Control Questions II
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives 0 points to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 0 points and X gives 3 points to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 2 points and X gives 2 points to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	o If the computer randomly determines Y's initial wealth as 4 points and X gives 1 point to Y:
	 X’s earnings are: ___
	 Y’s earnings are: ___
	Decision Page Example (GNoP treatment, Situation 1):
	A.3 Survey Questions:
	This part provides the survey questions that all participants answered in both experiments. The demographic information of participants collected pre-experiment.
	Please answer the following questions:
	o What is your gender?
	 Female
	 Male
	o How old are you?
	o Have you ever taken any of the Game Theory, Behavioral Economics, or Experimental Economics courses before?
	 Yes
	 No
	o What is your monthly income level?
	 0-1000 TL
	 1000-2000 TL
	 2000-3000 TL
	 3000-4000 TL
	 More than 4000 TL
	o How many siblings do you have?
	o What is your department?

	B. ADDITIONAL TABLES AND ANALYSES
	Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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