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2016 LabSi Lab2 Workshop on  

Game Theory and Experimental Methods 
 

June 6-7, 2016 
Second University of Naples, Department of Economics 

Convento delle Dame Monache, Capua (Italy) 
 

PROGRAM 

MONDAY JUNE 6TH 

 

 

8:30-8:45 Registration 

8:45-9:00 

Introduction to the Workshop 

Clelia Mazzoni - Director of the Department of Economics 

Patrizia Sbriglia –Second University of Naples  

9:00-10:10 

Session 1. Welfare and Coordination 

Anna Bayona (ESADE Business School), Jordi Brandts, Xavier Vives 

“Supply Function Competition, Market Power and the Generalised Winner’s Curse: A Laboratory 

Study.” 

Ondřej Černík (The University of Economics, Prague), Jan Mertl, Radim Valenčík 

“Titanic-type games as a possible socio-economic phenomenon” 

Aidas Masiliunas (Aix-Marseille University) 

“Overcoming coordination failure in a critical mass game: strategic motives and action 

disclosure” 

10:10-10:50 

Keynote talk 

Werner Güth (Max Planck Institute of Economics) 

“(Sub)Optimality and (Non)Optimal Satisficing in a Decision-Making Experiment” 

10:50-11:05 Coffee break 

11:05-12:15 

Session 2. Equilibria 

Enrica Carbone (University of Naples 2), Vinayak V. Dixit,  E. Elisabet Rutstrom  
“Equilibria in Transportation Games with Road Pricing” 

Tibor Neugebauer (University of Luxembourg), Karim Sadrieh, Reinhard Selten 

“Taming Selten´s Horse by Impulse Response” 

Hassan Benchekroun, Jim Engle-Warnick, Dina Tasneem (American University of 

Sharjah) 
“An Experimental Study of a Common Property Renewable Resource Game in Continuous 

Time” 

12:15-12:30 
Welcome Address 

Giuseppe Paolisso - Rector of the Second University of Naples  
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12:30-13:40 

Session 3. Cooperation and Punishment 

   Giulia Andrighetto (European University Institute), Aron Szekely, Stefania Ottone, 

Nan Zhang, Sven Steinmo 
“Bringing Diversity Back In: How Context and Institutional Background Shape Cooperative 

Decision-Making” 

 Annamaria Nese, Niall O’Higgins, Maurizio Scudiero, Patrizia Sbriglia (University of 
Naples 2)  

“Cooperation, punishment and organized crime: a lab-in-the-field experiment in Southern Italy” 

F. Mengel, E. Mohlin, Simon Weidenholzer (University of Essex) 

“Collective Punishment and Commitment in Public Good Games with Imperfect Monitor” 

13.40-14.30 Lunch 

14:30-15:10 

Keynote talk 

Enrique Fatas (University of East Anglia) 

“Do my rights end where your rights begin?” 

15:10-15:55 

Session 4. Decision-Making and Labour Market 

Olimpia Matarazzo (Second University of Naples), Antonio Cerrato, Anna Maria Graziano 

“Effect of decision-making self-efficacy and incidental emotions on decision-making process” 

Nikolaos Georgantzis, Efi Vasileiou (University of Sheffield)  

“Divergence between peer norm guesses and attitudes towards performance-related pay” 

15.55-17:05 

Session 5. Psychology 

William Jolley (Norwich University), R. Miller 

“Brain games - is flow hijacking your brain?” 

Josue Ortega (University of Glasgow)  
“Rational Inattention in Online Dating” 

Giulia Rossi, Alain Tcheukam, Hamidou Tembine (New York University Abu Dhabi)  
“How Much Does Users' Psychology Matter in Engineering Mean-Field-Type Games” 

17:05-17:20 Coffee break 

17:20-18:00 

Keynote talk 

Nikos Georgantzis (University of Reading) 
“Blame it on the norm” 

18:00-19:10 

Session 6. Ultimatum Game 

Anna Conte (University of Westminster), Werner Güth and Paul Pezanis-Christou 
“More certainty or more money? Behavioural types in a stochastic bargaining experiment” 

Anna Esposito (Second University of Naples), Filomena Scibelli 
“Effects of social appearance and moral judgment on UG’s decision makings” 

Olimpia Matarazzo (Second University of Naples), Barbara Pizzini, Claudia Greco 

“Effects of positive vs. negative outcome of a previous task on the offers in the Ultimatum 
Game” 

20:45 Dinner – Masseria Giò Sole, Capua 
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TUESDAY JUNE 7TH 

 

8:45-9:30 

Session 7. Auctions and Framing 

Marco Pagnozzi (Università di Napoli Federico II), Krista J. Saral 
“Entry by Successful Speculators in Auctions with Resale” 

Valeria Faralla (University of Easter Piedmont), Marco Novarese, Antonella Ardizzone  
“Framing effects in intertemporal choice” 

9:30-10:10 

Keynote talk 

Dan Levin (Ohio State University and Stanford University (visiting)) 
“Bridging Nash equilibrium with the Level-K model” 

10:10-10:25 Coffee break 

10.25-11:35 

Session 8. Tax and Distribution 

John D’Attoma (European University Institute) 
“Sharing the Fiscal Burden: Gender in Tax Compliance Experiments” 

  Giacomo Degli Antoni, Marco Faillo (University of Trento), Pedro Francés Gómez, 
Lorenzo Sacconi 

“Distributive Justice with Production and the Social Contract.” 

    Matteo Assandri, Anna Maffioletti (University of Torino), Massimiliano Piacenza, 
Gilberto Turati 

“Risk aversion and preferences for redistribution: a laboratory experiment” 

11:35-12:45 

Session 9. Cooperation 

Federica Farolfi, Luigi Luini (University of Siena)  

“The impact of transactional and transformational leadership on cooperation: An experimental 
study” 

Gianna Lotito, Matteo Migheli (University of Torino and CeRP), Gianna Lotito, Guido 

Ortona 
“Competition, Information and Cooperation” 

Simon Gächter, Till Olaf Weber, Ori Weisel (University of Nottingham)  
“Punishment and cooperative dispositions: the punishment behaviour of conditional 

cooperators and unconditional non-cooperators” 

12:45 End of the conference 
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ABSTRACTS 
 

MONDAY JUNE 6TH 
 
8:30-8:45 – Registration 

 
 

8:45-9:00 – Introduction to the Worskhop 
 Clelia Mazzoni – Director of the Department of Economics 

 Patrizia Sbriglia – Second University of Naples 
 

 
9:00-10:10 – SESSION 1. Welfare and Coordination  

 
 

 Anna Bayona (ESADE Business School), Jordi Brandts, Xavier 
Vives 

“Supply Function Competition, Market Power and the Generalised 

Winner’s Curse: A Laboratory Study.” 
 

We test in the laboratory whether in the context of supply function competition 
with private information, as predicted in Bayesian equilibrium, positively 

correlated costs lead to steeper supply functions and less competitive 
outcomes than uncorrelated costs. We find that the majority of subjects bid in 

accordance with the equilibrium prediction when the strategic environment is 
simple (uncorrelated costs treatment) but fail to do so in a more complex 

strategic environment (positively correlated costs treatment). 
We do not find statistically significant differences between treatments in 

average behaviour and outcomes, but there are significant differences in the 
distribution of supply functions. The result is consistent with the presence of 

sophisticated agents that best respond to a large proportion of subjects who 
fall prey to the generalised winner’s curse. Experimental welfare losses in both 

treatments are higher than the equilibrium prediction due to a substantial 

degree of productive inefficiency. 
 

 
 Ondřej Černík (The University of Economics, Prague), Jan Mertl, 

Radim Valenčík 
“Titanic-type games as a possible socio-economic phenomenon” 

 
Contemporary socio-economic system is experiencing an extremely serious 

and dangerous period. The markers of this development include extensive 
wealth differentiation, the issue of access to human capital formation sectors 

like education and health and not obeying the commonly accepted rules of 
behavior. Utilizing tools of game theory, it seems to be possible to identify 

markers of this development and to some extent formalize the games that we 
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believe are currently played. This paper is focused on so-called Titanic-type 

games, which similarly to the historical concept are crucial for the welfare, if 
not even survival of the current population. It also reveals the characteristics 

and consequences of cooperative and non-cooperative behavior under 

observed conditions. 
 

 
 Aidas Masiliunas (Aix-Marseille University) 

“Overcoming coordination failure in a critical mass game: strategic 
motives and action disclosure” 

 
In many situations where people need to coordinate play may converge to an 

inefficient equilibrium. For example, an inefficient technology may become a 
standard or citizens may fail to take political action because they expect others 

to take no action. We study whether coordination failure in a critical mass 
game is more often overcome if players can easily disclose information about 

their actions. In the experiment subjects first choose their action and then 
choose whether to disclose this action to other group members, and disclosure 

costs are varied between treatments. We find that no group overcomes 

coordination failure when action disclosure costs are high, but half of the 
groups do so when the costs are low. Whether a group overcomes coordination 

failure depends on the number of group members who initially attempt to 
coordinate on the efficient outcome and disclose their actions. Simulations that 

use a belief learning model can predict which groups will overcome 
coordination failure, but only if it is assumed that players are either farsighted, 

risk-seeking or pro-social. To distinguish between these explanations, we 
collected additional data on individual preferences and the degree of 

farsightedness. We find that players classified as more farsighted are more 
likely to deviate from an inefficient outcome and disclose this action when the 

costs are low, while the effect of risk and social preferences is not significant. 
 

 
10:10-10:50 – KEYNOTE TALK  

 

 
 Werner Güth (Max Planck Institute of Economics) 

“(Sub)Optimality and (Non)Optimal Satisficing in a Decision-Making 
Experiment” 

 
In a risky choice experiment with a one-dimensional choice variable and partly 

concave quadratic expected payoff risk-neutrality is induced via binary-lottery 
incentives. Each participant confronts many parameter constellations (cases). 

Across cases investing optimally yields different payoff levels. We assess (sub) 
optimality as well as (non) optimal satisficing by partly eliciting aspirations in 

addition to choices. Treatments differ in whether probabilities of the only 
binary random event are experimentally induced and whether participants 
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choose portfolios directly or via satisficing, i.e. by forming aspirations and 

checking for satisficing before their final choice. Due to incentivizing aspiration 
formation we can distinguish non-satisficing and, in case of satisficing, whether 

it is (set-)optimal or not. 

 
10:50-11:05 – Coffee break 

 
 

11:05-12:15 – SESSION 2. Equilibria 
 

 
 Enrica Carbone (University of Naples 2), Vinayak V. Dixit, E. 

Elisabet Rutstrom  
“Equilibria in Transportation Games with Road Pricing” 

 
As congestion pricing is becoming increasingly popular as a solution to traffic 

congestion in many parts of the world, one issue is how it affects the location 
of commercial activities. If a cordon charge is constructed around a city center, 

as in London and Stockholm, for example, will this result in a loss in retail 

business in the downtown area as the cost to shoppers of driving to these 
shops will increase with the cordon? We construct an experiment where 6 or 8 

commuters drive from home to work and back each day, shopping each day on 
the way back. They can choose between taking a downtown route or a 

perimeter route. If they take the downtown route they have to pay a fee. The 
perimeter route is longer and takes more time to drive, but there is no fee. 

There are two merchants that choose a store location in each round, before the 
commuters make their route choices. There are 3 treatments with different 

equilibria predictions: With a $0 fee the prediction is that merchants are 
shoppers will be using the downtown retail area. With a $4 cordon charge the 

prediction is that no shoppers will go downtown to shop and merchants will 
therefore locate on a perimeter route, outside the city center. With a $3 charge 

there are two Nash Equilibria: all shoppers and therefore merchants locate in 
the city center and all shoppers and merchants locate on the perimeter.  The 

travel time cost in the experiment is constructed using traffic simulation 

models of the kind used in transportation planning, to give participants a flavor 
of realism. Participants view a sample simulation from the set built for the 

purposes of calculating travel times for the experiment.  
We find that subjects quickly converge to an outcome close to the Nash 

Equilibrium in both the $0 and $4 cases, where the equilibria are unique. In 
the $3 cordon case, we find that merchants converge on the perimeter 

equilibrium. The merchants are indifferent between the two Nash Equilibria, 
but the commuters make higher earnings in the Perimeter equilibrium. 
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 Tibor Neugebauer (University of Luxembourg), Karim Sadrieh, 

Reinhard Selten 
“Taming Selten´s Horse by Impulse Response” 

 

We experimentally test the prediction of the perfect equilibrium concept in the 
three-player game Selten’s Horse (Selten 1975). At first sight, our data show 

little support of the perfect equilibrium and rather favor the intuitively 
unreasonable equilibrium. The observed dynamics of the game, however, are 

in line with learning direction theory whose impulse response dynamics 
converge on the perfect equilibrium. We tentatively conclude that the observed 

dynamics are in line with a convergence on the perfect equilibrium, but 
convergence takes time. 

 
 

 Hassan Benchekroun, Jim Engle-Warnick, Dina Tasneem (American 
University of Sharjah) 

“An Experimental Study of a Common Property Renewable Resource 
Game in Continuous Time” 

 

Infinite time horizon linear quadratic di 
erential games typically admit a linear Markov-perfect equilibrium as well as a 

continuum of equilibria with strategies that are nonlinear functions of the state 
variable. We examine in this paper, using an experimental approach, the 

empirical relevance of the nonlinear equilibria. Within a two players common 
property resource game we found that while 19% of participants' play resulted 

in the steady state consistent with the outcome of the linear Markov-perfect 
equilibrium, 71.5% of all steady states reached by our subject pairs can be 

supported by the nonlinear Markovian strategies. Our results indicate that 
nonlinear equilibria cannot be ruled out as irrelevant on behavioral grounds. 

We also found evidence for the use of simple rule-of-thumb strategies which 
consist of refraining from extraction until a threshold stock is reached and 

extraction at a positive constant rate once the threshold is reached. 
 

 

12:15-12:30 – Welcome Address 
 Giuseppe Palisso – Rector of the Second University of Naples 

 
 

12:30-13:40 – SESSION 3. Cooperation and Punishment 
 

 
 Giulia Andrighetto (European University Institute), Aron 

Szekely, Stefania Ottone, Nan Zhang, Sven Steinmo 
“Bringing Diversity Back In: How Context and Institutional 

Background Shape Cooperative Decision-Making”  
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Advancing our understanding of the cognitive basis of human cooperation is 

fundamental for comprehending human sociality, and for tailoring institutions 
to encourage prosocial or discourage socially harmful behaviours. Recently, 

psychologists and economists have applied dual-process theories of decision-

making to explore whether humans are instinctively selfish or predisposed 
towards cooperation, and whether deliberation leads to more selfish choices 

(Capraro & Cococcioni, 2015; Evans et al., 2015; Frederick, 2005; Sloman, 
1996; Kahneman, 2003, 2011; Krajbich et al., 2015; Plessner et al., 2008; 

Rand et al., 2012, 2014). However, there are reasons to believe that this view 
of cooperative decision-making is incomplete in key ways as it abstracts from 

context and institutional background and does not account for the individual 
diversity. Institutions vary dramatically from society to society and this 

variation may shape people's preferences and norms (Bowles, 1998; Tabellini, 
2010; Gachter et al., 2010; Gelfand et al., 2011; Guiso, Sapienza & Zingales, 

2006; Henrich et al. 2005; Herrmann et al., 2008), as well as the intuitive 
strategies they apply in everyday interactions. 

We find that context and individual heterogeneity have a substantial influence 
on the cognitive processes underlying cooperation (see also Krajbich et al., 

2015), in addition to institutional diversity. Our evidence draws from a series 

of public goods experiments, followed by a value-based choice task, that we 
conducted in three countries (UK, Italy and Sweden) on a total of 736 subjects, 

with comparable participant pools, but which differ institutionally.  We find that 
countries significantly differ in the proportion of egoistic and prosocial subjects 

and that intuition always favours the choice in agreement with the preferences 
of participants. We also find that for both types deliberation favours 

cooperation. These findings contradict the ‘Social Heuristic Hypothesis’ (Rand 
et al., 2012, 2014) that posits an intuitive predisposition towards cooperation, 

with deliberation leading to more selfish choices.  Furthermore, we also find 
that people do not unthinkingly follow their ‘type’, rather their intuitive 

behaviour changes according to the decision context: in contexts that 
reproduce more efficient institutions, prosocials and individualists behave more 

cooperatively when making decisions quickly while with less efficient 
institutions intuitive cooperation decreases. 

 

 
 Annamaria Nese, Niall O’Higgins, Maurizio Scudiero, Patrizia Sbriglia 

(University of Naples 2)  
“Cooperation, punishment and organized crime: a lab-in-the-field 

experiment in Southern Italy” 
 

This paper reports the results of an experimental investigation which allows a 
deeper insight into the nature of social preferences amongst organized 

criminals and how these differ from “ordinary” criminals on the one hand and 
from the non-criminal population in the same geographical area on the other. 

We provide experimental evidence on cooperation and response to sanctions 
by running Prisoner’s Dilemma and Third Party Punishment games on three 
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different pools of subjects; students, ‘ordinary prisoners’ and Camorristi 

(Neapolitan ‘Mafiosi’). The latter two groups being recruited from within 
prisons. We are thus able to separately identify ‘Prison’ and ‘Camorra’ effects. 

Camorra prisoners show high level of cooperativeness and strong punishing 

behavior, as well as a strong rejection of the imposition of external rules even 
at significant cost to themselves. In contrast, ordinary criminals behave in a 

much more opportunistic fashion, displaying lower levels of cooperation and, in 
the game with Third Party punishment, punishing less as well as tending to 

punish cooperation (almost as much) as defection. Our econometric analyses 
further enriches the analysis demonstrating that the individual’s locus of 

control (self-determination) and reciprocity serve different purposes according 
to the specific sample under investigation. Indeed, a strong sense of self-

determination and reciprocity imply a higher propensity to cooperate and to 
punish for both students and Camorra inmates, but quite the opposite for 

ordinary prisoners, further reinforcing the contrast between the behaviour of 
ordinary prisoners and the strong internal mores of Camorra clans. 

 
 

 F. Mengel, E. Mohlin, Simon Weidenholzer (University of Essex) 

“Collective Punishment and Commitment in Public Good Games with 
Imperfect Monitor” 

 
We experimentally explore the role of punishment in sustaining cooperation in 

public goods games when there is uncertainty about the contributions of 
individuals. In particular, we consider sanctioning mechanisms that allow 

agents to commit to punishment and punishment mechanisms were all group 
members will be collectively punished. While the ability to commit results in 

higher contribution levels for standard and collective punishment only 
sanctioning mechanisms that are collective and committed increase social 

welfare. The mechanism behind this latter result is that i) Collective 
punishment institutions transform the public goods game into a coordination 

game and ii) The choice of such an institution allows the subject to signal the 
willingness to play the high contribution equilibrium in the coordination game. 

 

 
13:40-14:30 – Lunch 

 
 

14:30-15:10 – KEYNOTE TALK  
 

 
 Enrique Fatas (University of East Anglia) 

“Do my rights end where your rights begin?” 
 

Beyond their purely economic value, power may be intrinsically valuable. In 
this paper we analyze power in a real effort task experiment in which a 
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minority of individuals (A) have decision rights on the rate at which a majority 

of individuals (B) earn, and have no control on their own, fixed rate. Even 
when power has no extrinsic economic value, it has both procedural (the 

asymmetric distribution of rights) and consequential (the rates at which the 

majority of participants earn) content. After experiencing power, A participants 
may transfer it to B participants, before being randomly re-matched and play 

the same real effort task. Our results strongly suggest that both A and B 
participants substantially value power: B participants bid astronomically high 

amounts for decision rights with no economic benefits. Interestingly, A 
participants ask for even higher amounts, and power is rarely exchanged. We 

manipulate the attributes of power (legitimacy, centrality, and enforcement) 
and find that they have very limited effect on the intrinsic value of power, 

mainly driven by the experience of being in power. The willingness to pay for 
power is significantly higher among those with a direct experience (A 

participants), and cannot be rationalized by participants’ risk attitudes (a 
preference for a fixed rate), or its market value (B’s bids). 

 
 

15:10-15:55 – SESSION 4. Decision-Making and Labour Market 

 
 

 Olimpia Matarazzo (Second University of Naples), Antonio 
Cerrato, Anna Maria Graziano 

“Effect of decision-making self-efficacy and incidental emotions on 
decision-making process”  

 
Several studies suggest that self-efficacy (Bandura 1977), i.e. the belief in 

one’s ability to achieve a given task, plays an important role in decision-
making. Individuals with higher vs. lower levels of decision-making self-

efficacy (DMSE), assessed by questionnaires (e.g. Tabernero & Wood, 2009) or 
experimentally induced (e.g. Reed et al., 2012), seem to prefer more 

challenging and complex tasks (Bandura & Locke, 2003; Tabernero & Wood, 
2009) and search for more information when making decisions (Seijts et al., 

2004; Hu et al., 2007; Reed et al. 2012).  

To our knowledge, no study has so far investigated whether the putative 
relationship between DMSE and the information processing in decision-making 

is mediated by emotions associated to self-efficacy. Nevertheless, a large body 
of research has documented the role of emotion in decision-making, even if the 

results are not homogeneous. For instance, as regards to the effects of 
incidental emotions (i.e. the emotions independent from the object of decision 

but which affect decision-making by shaping the affective context in which it 
occurs, Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003) on information processing in decision-

making, evidence is conflicting. The studies performed in the frame of the 
Mood Maintenance Hypothesis (Isen, 1987) suggest that positive emotional 

states promote cognitive flexibility, creativity and openness to alternative 
options that, in turn, lead to more efficacious decisional performances (see for 
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a review, Isen, 2007). On the contrary, the studies carried out in the frame of 

the Affect Infusion Model (AIM, Forgas, 1995) or in the frame of the Feelings 
as Information Model (Schwarz, 1990) suggest that negative emotional states 

promote a more systematic, elaborate, and analytic information processing, 

while positive emotional states would increase the use of heuristic strategies 
(see for review, Schwarz & Clore, 2003; Pham 2007). 

The present experiment, which is part of a larger research, aimed at pursuing 
the following goals: 

1) to further investigate the effect of the experimentally manipulated DMSE 
on subsequent decision-making process in order to corroborate or disconfirm 

the results of the above mentioned studies; 
2) to examine whether the emotions induced by manipulating DMSE 

mediate its assumed effect on subsequent decision-making process and, if so, 
to establish the differential role of specific emotions elicited by DMSE.  

 
 

 Nikolaos Georgantzis, Efi Vasileiou (University of Sheffield)  
“Divergence between peer norm guesses and attitudes towards 

performance-related pay” 

 
It has been often documented that people tend to overestimate the extent to 

which their beliefs coincide with a given social norm. Psychologists refer to this 
phenomenon with the term “false consensus”. From a statistical point of view, 

it looks rather straightforward that, in the absence of systematic biases, 
individual beliefs and individual perceptions of peer norms should coincide. This 

is also compatible with a broadly accepted principle according to which social 
norms play a central role in the formation of individual beliefs (Paluck and 

Shepherd, 2012) favoring the emergence of a (real) social consensus and 
“modal conformism” of individual preferences. However, research in the field of 

social psychology has found that people often misperceive the norms in their 
peer group. According to Epley and Dunning (2006) such differences in how 

people see themselves versus others are rooted in basic processes of human 
perception. It is almost axiomatic that as long as people are in a position to 

perceive themselves and to perceive others, differences in those perceptions 

will exist and will engender disagreement, misunderstanding, and conflict. Due 
to a variety of reasons, people see themselves differently from how they see 

others. They are immersed in their own sensations, emotions, and cognitions 
at the same time that their experience of others is dominated by what can be 

observed externally. This basic asymmetry has broad consequences. It leads 
people to judge themselves and their own behavior differently from how they 

judge others and others’ behavior (Pronin, 2008). The magnitude of the 
difference in how you perceive yourself from how you perceive others is 

systematic and predictable (Perkins et al, 2010). For example, “closer” others 
are perceived in more self-like ways than more “distant” others (Ames, 2004). 

On the contrary, the sign of the difference and its determinants are not fully 
understood.  
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Recent research in food choice (Lally et al., 2011) has revealed a systematic 

pattern of divergence between individual preferences and individual beliefs 
regarding peer norms. In particular, it has been observed that individuals tend 

to state a stronger (weaker) preference for healthy (less healthy) food than 

they believe their peers do. In a recent study, the divergence vanishes for food 
which is considered to be “neural” (not particularly healthy or unhealthy). 

Therefore, the individual tends to overestimate its acceptance of a socially 
desirable rule compared to what his or her guess would be of others’ norms. 

Our research also relates to the literature on extrinsic versus intrinsic 
incentives in labor relations. Following the literature on gift exchange, a 

reliable worker would reciprocate to a generous employer in a way which does 
not require the performance-contingent, ex ante establishment of 

compensating incentives rules like PR contracts (Akerlof, 1982). In the Akerlof 
model, higher pay always leads to higher effort (though firms clearly would not 

wish to pay for unbounded effort) and if worker effort depends on a reference 
wage, then it may be logical for firms to pay a wage above that level to obtain 

extra effort. However, extrinsic incentives may "crowd out" intrinsic ones, 
yielding the contrary effects to the pretended increased motivation and higher 

effort (Frey & Jensen, 2001; Schmidt et al., 2011). Behavioral economists 

recognized that extrinsic incentives (rewards) may positively affect individuals 
only in the short run, but in the long run they might decrease motivation 

(Bénabou & Tirole, 2003). They explain that extrinsic motivation has a limited 
impact on actual performance while it may reduce the agent's motivation to 

undertake similar tasks in the future. In fact, Baron and Kreps (1999) warn us 
that "there is no doubt that the benefits [piece-rate systems or pay-for-

performance incentive devices] can be considerably compromised when the 
systems undermine workers' intrinsic motivation. Some of these findings are 

confirmed by the perceived potential effects of PRP on intrinsic motivation. A 
variety of psychological theories have been used to designate the role of pay in 

motivation. Nevertheless, expert opinions for the effectiveness of pay as a 
motivator have historically been divided. Motivational theories can be classified 

in two groups, according to the importance they assign to pay as a motivator 
(Rynes, et al., 2005; Glassman, et al., 2010). The first group of theories, 

including Maslow’s need hierarchy theory, Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene 

theory and Deci and Ryan’s (2000) self-determination theory, questions the 
contribution of monetary rewards to performance enhancement. It mainly 

emphasizes internal motives and intrinsic rewards, such as recognition, social 
relations, self-actualization, job enrichment or autonomy. It asserts that 

money helps employees to meet only ‘basic needs’ and prevents 
dissatisfaction; however, pay cannot promote satisfaction. Hence, the 

motivational effect of financial incentives may be not only limited, but also 
negative (Rynes, et al., 2005; Weibel et al., 2010; Glassman, et al., 2010). On 

the contrary, the second group of theories, including reinforcement theory, 
expectancy theory, equity theory or goal setting theory, mainly concentrates 

on the process by which desired behavior is stimulated and enhanced, and 
advocate that there is a strong, positive pay-motivation relationship (Mellor & 
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Harris, 2003a; Rynes et al., 2005; Perry et al., 2009; Glassman et al., 2010). 

In general terms, these theories argue that individuals are motivated when 
they are challenged and reinforced to attain clear, measurable and demanding 

but reasonable goals with valued and fair rewards. They imply that for most 

employees, money is the primary reason for working; therefore, pay is 
potentially a very effective means for improving performance (Pfeffer & Sutton, 

2006; Glassman et al., 2010). 
We report results on the elicitation of beliefs and peer norm guesses providing 

evidence on the divergence between individual attitudes and guesses on peers’ 
attitudes. We also find evidence on the perceived negative effects of PRP on 

intrinsic motivation. Respondents report a more optimistic expectation 
regarding the success of a performance-related pay (PRP) scheme in their 

service as compared to their guess on their peers’ expectation for success. We 
find that managers are more optimistic than clerical employees regarding the 

success of the scheme, but they both expect their peers to be more negative 
than they themselves are. 

 
 

15:55-17:05 – SESSION 5. Psychology 

 
 

 William Jolley (Norwich University), R. Miller 
“Brain games - is flow hijacking your brain?”  

 
Playing games or gamification is a major growth area of marketing that is 

typically designed to increase brand awareness and encourage customer 
engagement. One of the factors that underlie the popularity of gamification is 

Flow theory. Flow theory was proposed by Mihály Csíkszentmihályi (1990), 
who posited that in flow emotions are not just contained and channeled, but 

become positive, energized and aligned with the task at hand. 
A growing part of the digital games industry is digital social games, 

characterized as DiģSoGames in a pioneering study by Drs. Miller and Howell 
(2015). Examples of DiģSoGames include the Candy Crush and Angry Bird 

series of games. A category of DiģSoGames described as Diģsino 

(digital+social+casino) games by Miller and Howell include games such as 
Slotomania and Big Fish Casino that may partially simulate casino or gambling 

style games but are without the financial risks or rewards of gambling. Within 
DiģSoGames, players play for future social and non-monetary rewards such as 

extra lives, a higher level of play, extra points, wins of fake money and a 
variety of other game features. Too many losses and the game becomes too 

hard and loses players; too many wins and the game becomes too easy and 
players lose interest. The game engine must keep the player in their Flow Zone 

– where there is a balance between being too easy and being too hard. 
This research posits that a game engine that stimulates attention levels 

(measured by average P300 ERP Event Related Potential amplitude) equal to 
the levels of emotional response to economic loss (measured by average FRN 
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Feedback Related Negativity amplitude) should yield higher levels of player 

satisfaction and enjoyment than a “not equal” condition. That is, optimal game 
engines that generate a “balanced” flow zone – the appropriate ERP-FRN 

amplitudes, maximize the number of satisfied players, and thus the 

monetization of the customer relationship. 
 

 
 Josue Ortega (University of Glasgow)  

“Rational Inattention in Online Dating” 
 

I conduct a field experiment to test whether rational inattention can explain 
the information acquisition patterns in online dating, i.e when users click on a 

potential partner prole. In Plenty of Fish, a leading free dating website, I find 
that users choose their attention levels depending on the competitiveness of 

the environment: in heterosexual dating, a very competitive one, female users 
pay more attention to candidates with majority-sounding names. However, in 

homosexual dating, where replies are more common, at least the same 
attention is devoted to users with names associated with ethnic minorities. I 

also find that endogenous attention allocation is the main channel through 

which discrimination occurs: when attention is fixed the gap between the 
replies received by both groups reduces drastically. Finally, I show that paying 

the upgrading fee of the website does not increase the attention nor the replies 
received, contrary to what Plenty of Fish' ads claim. 

 
 

 Giulia Rossi, Alain Tcheukam, Hamidou Tembine (New York 
University Abu Dhabi)  

“How Much Does Users' Psychology Matter in Engineering Mean-Field-
Type Games” 

 
Until now, mean-field-type game theory was not focused on cognitively-

plausible models of choices in humans, animals, robots or mobile devices 
strategic interactions. This work presents some effects of users' psychology in 

mean-field-type games based on emotion, perspective-taking, affective 

empathy, spitefulness (maliciousness), reciprocity and other-regarding payoffs.  
In addition to the traditional "material" payoff modelling, psychological 

patterns are introduced in order to better capture and understand behaviors 
that are observed in engineering practice or in experimental settings. The 

psychological payoff value depends upon choices, mean-field states, mean-
field actions, empathy and beliefs.  It is shown that affective empathy enforces 

mean-field equilibrium payoff equity and improves fairness between the 
players. It establishes equilibrium systems for such interactive decision-making 

problems. Basic empathy concepts are illustrated in several important 
problems in engineering. (i) It turns out that empathy-altruism provides a 

better explanation of resource sharing outcomes observed in experiments. (ii)  
The empathy-altruism of the users helps in reducing packets collision in 
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wireless medium access channel and hence reducing congestion. (iii) Empathy-

altruism reduces energy consumption during peak hours. (iv) The empathy-
spitefulness of the prosumers decreases electricity price.  (v) Empathy-

altruism of prosumers improves their revenues. (vi)  Reciprocity helps to solve 

the data forwarding dilemma in Device-to-Device communications. The work 
conducts also an experiment with 47 people who has to decide whether to 

cooperate. The basic Interpersonal Reactivity Index of empathy metrics such 
as perspective taking (PT), empathy concern (EC), fantasy scale (FS) and 

personal distress (PD) were used to measure the empathy distribution of each 
participant. The experimental results reveal that the dominated strategies of 

the classical game theory are not dominated any more when users' psychology 
is involved, and a significant level of cooperation is observed among the users 

who are positively partially empathetic. Until now, mean-field-type game 
theory was not focused on cognitively-plausible models of choices in humans, 

animals, robots or mobile devices strategic interactions. This work presents   
some effects of users' psychology in mean-field-type games based on emotion, 

perspective-taking, affective empathy, spitefulness (maliciousness), reciprocity 
and other-regarding payoffs.  In addition to the traditional "material" payoff 

modelling, psychological patterns are introduced in order to better capture and 

understand behaviors that are observed in engineering practice or in 
experimental settings. The psychological payoff value depends upon choices, 

mean-field states, mean-field actions, empathy and beliefs.  It is shown that 
affective empathy enforces mean-field equilibrium payoff equity and improves 

fairness between the players. It establishes equilibrium systems for such 
interactive decision-making problems. Basic empathy concepts are illustrated 

in several important problems in engineering. (i) It turns out that empathy-
altruism provides a better explanation of resource sharing outcomes observed 

in experiments. (ii) The empathy-altruism of the users helps in reducing 
packets collision in wireless medium access channel and hence reducing 

congestion. (iii) Empathy-altruism reduces energy consumption during peak 
hours. (iv) The empathy-spitefulness of the prosumers decreases electricity 

price.  (v) Empathy-altruism of prosumers improves their revenues. (vi)  
Reciprocity helps to solve the data forwarding dilemma in Device-to-Device 

communications. The work conducts also an experiment with 47 people who 

has to decide whether to cooperate. The basic Interpersonal Reactivity Index 
of empathy metrics such as perspective taking (PT), empathy concern (EC), 

fantasy scale (FS) and personal distress (PD) were used to measure the 
empathy distribution of each participant. The experimental results reveal that 

the dominated strategies of the classical game theory are not dominated any 
more when users' psychology is involved, and a significant level of cooperation 

is observed among the users who are positively partially empathetic. 
 

 
17:05-17:20 – Coffee break 
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17:20-18:00 – KEYNOTE TALK  

 
 

 Nikos Georgantzis (University of Reading) 

“Blame it on the norm” 
 

Conformism may induce people to state preferences which are closer to the 
norm among the relevant population. But what makes people state preferences 

which systematically deviate from (their own perceived) social norm? When the 
deviation is not systematic, we usually talk about pluralistic ignorance. But in 

some cases, deviations follow specific systematic patterns. We interpret a 
specific type of systematic deviation between own and perceived others' 

preferences as the result of subjects' willingness to justify a wrong attitude 
towards an objectively better alternative "Blaming it on the norm". Some 

evidence on the phenomenon is obtained from a preference-for-food 
experiment. We study children aged 14-15 at a secondary school in the North 

of England, using behavioural games to identify social norms concerning food, 
and contrast norm to preferences and beliefs about others' preferences. We 

find misperceptions of preferences, with pupils under-rating attractiveness of 

healthy, and over-rating that of unhealthy, foods. The bias is generally 
consistent with a perceived influence of social norms for less healthy items. 

 
 

18:00-19:10 – SESSION 6. Ultimatum Game 
 

 
 Anna Conte (University of Westminster), Werner Güth and Paul 

Pezanis-Christou 
“More certainty or more money? Behavioural types in a stochastic 

bargaining experiment” 
 

As in ultimatum bargaining, first the proposer makes an offer that the 
responder can reject. However, non-acceptance only implies 0 payoffs with 

some probability. With the complementary probability, now the responder can 

freely take whatever s/he wants of the second-stage smaller pie. What remains 
is offered to the proposer who can refuse to collect the offer made. In other 

words: players first interact as in an ultimatum game and possibly later with 
reversed roles as in an impunity game. Whereas the solution play depends 

symmetrically on both the probability of the second stage and the pie size 
available on the second stage, behaviour is predicted to react rather 

asymmetrically to their comparable variations. We predict and test role and 
parameter specific asymmetries with the help of independent individual choice 

data for both roles. 
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 Anna Esposito (Second University of Naples), Filomena Scibelli 

“Effects of social appearance and moral judgment on UG’s decision 
makings”  

 

This work was devoted to test relationships among moral judgments, 
appearance and subsequently players’ decisions. Subjects participating to the 

experiment were shown pictures of two persons (the traders, apparently very 
different) and provided with a positive (HONEST) or negative (DISHONEST) 

description of them, according to their grouping. Subjects were asked to play 
the Ultimatum Game in order to accept or refuse a FAIR or UNFAIR amount of 

moneys, with respect to what was kept by one of the traders. Participants 
involved in the experiment were 1020 subjects, aged between 20-35 years 

(513 males and 507 females). The following 16 experimental conditions were 
considered: 

1. Trustworthy; Honest; Fair Offer 
2. Trustworthy; Honest; Unfair Offer 

3. Distrustful; Honest; Fair Offer 
4. Distrustful; Honest; Unfair Offer 

5. Distrustful; Dishonest; Fair Offer 

6. Distrustful; Dishonest; Unfair Offer 
7. Trustworthy; Dishonest; Fair Offer 

8. Trustworthy; Dishonest; Unfair Offer 
9. Dishonest; Unfair Offer 

10. Dishonest; Fair Offer 
11. Honest; Fair Offer 

12. Honest; Unfair Offer 
13. Trustworthy; Fair Offer 

14. Trustworthy; Unfair Offer 
15. Distrustful; Fair Offer 

16. Distrustful; Unfair Offer 
Each experimental condition was assigned to a group of 60-90 subjects The 

investigation was a devoted to assess how the players’ decisions were affected 
by the following variables: 

• The trader’s appearance (Trustworthy/Distrustful) 

• His moral description of hi (Honest/Dishonest) 
• The fairness/unfairness of the offer (e.g. 40 out of 100 euros (FAIR) vs 10 

out of 100 euros (UNFAIR)) 
• The player’s emotional states in taking the decision 

• The congruity of her/his decision in relation to the trader’s moral description, 
appearance., and fairness of the offer. 

 
 

 Olimpia Matarazzo (Second University of Naples), Barbara 
Pizzini, Claudia Greco 

“Effects of positive vs. negative outcome of a previous task on the 
offers in the Ultimatum Game” 
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In the Ultimatum Game (UG; Güth et al., 1982), one of the most used tasks in 
experimental economics, two players (proposer vs. responder) have to split a 

sum of money provided by the experimenter. The proposer’s offer can be 

accepted or rejected by responder but, in the latter case, neither player will 
receive anything.  

According to the predictions of the rational choice theory, proposers should 
offer the minimum amount and responders should accept anything (even 

minimal sums are better than 0!) However, robust evidence (see for a review, 
Güth & Kocher, 2014; van Damme et al., 2014; Debove et al., 2016) shows 

that responders tend to reject unfair offers (i. e. below 20% or 30% of the 
original amount), while proposers tend to make fair offers (between 40% and 

50%). To explain this ‘fair bargaining’ outcome, numerous factors have been 
taken into account. Among them, the role exerted by moral emotions elicited 

by bargaining, such as anger, indignation, empathy, on the participants’ 
behaviour has been documented by several studies (e.g. Pillutla & Murnighan, 

1996; Sanfey et al. 2003; van ’t Wout et al. 2006; Iranzo et al., 2012). 
However, only few studies have examined the influence of incidental emotions 

(i.e. emotions not elicited by the task itself but pre-existent to it) on the 

participants’ behaviour in the UG, such as the role of incidental sadness (Harlé 
& Sanfey, 2007) and disgust (Moretti & Di Pellegrino, 2010; Bonini et al. 2011) 

on the responder’s decisions. 
To our knowledge, no study has so far jointly investigated the effect of 

incidental and integral emotions (i.e. the emotions elicited by the task itself) 
on the proposers’ decisions in the UG. The present experiment, which is part of 

a larger research, was built to this end. More precisely, in this study we are 
testing whether the positive or negative outcome of a previous task would 

affect the offer of the proposers in the UG, and whether the emotions elicited 
by the outcome would mediate the supposed effect. Moreover, we are 

examining the influence of a set of emotions and beliefs that the literature has 
shown to be related to the proposers’ decisions, in order to compare their role 

with the role of incidental emotions. We expect two effects:  
1) positive previous outcome, by increasing positive emotions, would increase 

altruistic disposition and, consequently, the amount of the offer in the UG; the 

opposite effect would be observed with a negative outcome;  
2) high levels of sense of fairness and empathy would lead to increase the 

amount of the offer, while the desire to keep for themselves the available 
budget and the belief that for responders it would be convenient to accept also 

a minimum bid would lead to decrease the amount of the offer.  
No specific hypotheses were formulated about the respective weight of the two 

expected effects.  
 

 
20:45 – Workshop Dinner 
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TUESDAY JUNE 7TH 
 

 
8:45-9:30 – SESSION 7. Auction and Framing 

 
 

 Marco Pagnozzi (Università di Napoli Federico II), Krista J. Saral 
“Entry by Successful Speculators in Auctions with Resale”  

 
We experimentally analyze the role of speculators, who have no use value for 

the objects on sale, in auctions. The environment is a uniform-price sealed-bid 

auction for 2 identical objects, followed by a free-form bargaining resale 
market. There is always one positive-value bidder, and either one to two 

speculators who may choose whether to enter the auction. We show that the 
bidder accommodates speculators by reducing demand in the auction and 

subsequently purchasing in the resale market, which encourages entry by 
speculators. The presence of multiple speculators induces each speculator to 

enter less often, but increases competition in the auction and the auction price. 
Speculators earn positive profits on average, except when multiple speculators 

enter the auction. 
 

 
 Valeria Faralla (University of Easter Piedmont), Marco Novarese, 

Antonella Ardizzone  
“Framing effects in intertemporal choice” 

 

This paper experimentally investigates framing effects in intertemporal choice. 
The experimental data are collected by means of a between-subject design. All 

participants are tested in two different elicitation modes using standard and 
explicit penalty decision problems, respectively. In the classical task, 

participants are given the choice between receive a certain amount of money, 
small and sooner, today and a higher amount, large and later, delayed (e.g., 

“€55 today vs. €75 in 61 days?”). In the penalty mode, the amount of money 
the participant has to give up in order to choose the small and sooner option is 

explicitly indicated (e.g., “€75 in 61 days vs. €55 today with a penalty of 
€20?”). We find evidence of difference between the level of impatience in the 

two different framings and, indeed, estimates of individual discount rates were 
lower in the penalty task than in the standard mode. This result suggests that 

when individuals receive simple information about the amount of money they 
have to give up for choosing the earlier option, they tend to increase their 

delay consumption. This may have important implications for self-control and 

long-term planning in intertemporal choices.  
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9:30-10:10 – KEYNOTE TALK  

 
 

 Dan Levin (Ohio State University and Stanford University 

(visiting)) 
“Bridging Nash equilibrium with the Level-K model” 

 
We propose a new solution concept, NLK, that connects Nash Equilibrium (NE) 

and Levelk. It allows a player in a game to believe that her opponent may be 
either less- or as sophisticated as, she is—a view with strong support in 

psychology. We apply it to data from four published papers on static, dynamic 
and auction games. NLK provides different predictions than those of NE and 

Levelk. Moreover, a simple version of it explains the experimental data better. 
We discuss extensions to games with more than two players and 

heterogeneous beliefs. 
 

 
10:10-10:25 – Coffee break 

 

 
10:25-11:35 – SESSION 8. Tax and Distribution 

 
 

 John D’Attoma (European University Institute) 
“Sharing the Fiscal Burden: Gender in Tax Compliance Experiments” 

 
significant differences between men and women. The present study contributes 

to the debate by exploiting one of the largest tax compliance experiments to 
date (of which we know) in a highly controlled environment conducted in the 

United States, the United Kingdom, Sweden, and Italy. Our expectation was 
that the differences between men and women’s behavior would correlate 

broadly with the degree of gender equality in each country. In other words, 
where social, political and cultural gender equality is greater we expected 

behavioral differences between men and women to be smaller. In contrast, our 

evidence reveals that women are significantly more tax compliant than men in 
all countries. The public policy implications of these results exhibit that 

regulations targeting the reduction of the gender gap would also have a 
positive effect on the levels of tax collection. 

 
 

 Giacomo Degli Antoni, Marco Faillo (University of Trento), Pedro 
Francés Gómez, Lorenzo Sacconi 

“Distributive Justice with Production and the Social Contract.” 
 

In this paper we investigate the influence that explicit agreement under the 
veil of ignorance may have on individuals’ conception of justice and its 
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implementation in a context of production and distribution of a common 

output. Drawing on the theoretical and experimental literature on distributive 
justice, we put some assumptions of the contractarian argument to an 

empirical test through an experiment in which participants are involved in a 

situation that captures, in a simplified way, the idea of an agreement behind a 
veil of ignorance, and then the implementation of the agreed distributive 

rule(s) in a context of division of a real production outcome and absence of 
coercive authority. One crucial characteristic of our study is that subjects are 

given asymmetrical endowments, for which they are not responsible. At the 
same time, with their work they can generate unequal distributions of money. 

Do the subjects involved in this interaction distinguish between the two types 
of inequality? Do they try to reduce the arbitrary one, while accepting the one 

generated through effort? Do they elaborate other distributive criteria? Do 
their choice ex-ante, when they are behind the veil, differ from their choice ex-

post once the veil is lifted and they know the outcome of the production 
phase? The experiment is designed to find answers to these as well as to other 

relevant questions. We investigate also on the effect of the adoption of 
different deliberative procedures both on the choice of the distributive rule and 

on their implementations. The main result is that the agreement under a veil of 

ignorance induces subjects to accept a liberal egalitarian division rule not only 
in the ex-ante agreement but also in the actual implementation of the pie 

division, even if this contradict their self-interest and some common economic 
assumptions about reciprocal expectation of rationality. In addition, our results 

show that deliberating through an open discussion increases the level of ex-
post compliance. 

 
 

 Matteo Assandri, Anna Maffioletti (University of Torino), 
Massimiliano Piacenza, Gilberto Turati 

“Risk aversion and preferences for redistribution: a laboratory 
experiment” 

 
Preferences for redistribution have been widely studied by the economic 

literature, but their relationship with risk preferences received only marginal 

attention. The aim of this work is to test the results obtained by the scarce 
literature on the issue with additional robustness checks. According to our 

results, it is possible to conclude that the more people are risk averse, the 
more they are likely to be favourable to high redistribution across members of 

a society that allows social mobility i.e. when there is uncertainty about the 
final position in the income distribution. 
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11:35-12:45 – SESSION 9. Cooperation 

 
 

 Federica Farolfi, Luigi Luini (University of Siena)  

“The impact of transactional and transformational leadership on 
cooperation: An experimental study” 

 
We report an experimental study on leadership within a repeated voluntary 

contribution environment where multi-rounds are allowed. In teams of 5 
members each (1 leader and 4 followers) 100 subjects play the public good 

game iteratively for 36 times. In this leading by example framework the 
appointed leader makes the first contribution to the group activity, letting the 

followers only sequentially select their own level of contribution. Once players 
experience cooperation decay over time as a naturally occurring phenomena, a 

new re-start of the game applies. This study investigates the impact of two 
opposing leadership styles (transactional and transformational) on contribution 

level once the decline in terms of contributions has already occurred among 
the members of the same team. 

 

 
 Gianna Lotito, Matteo Migheli (University of Torino and CeRP), 

Guido Ortona 
“Competition, Information and Cooperation” 

 
We inquire experimentally whether competition has any impact on the 

individual voluntary contribution to a public good. Participants perform a task 
and are remunerated according to two schemes, a non-competitive and a 

competitive one, then they play a standard public goods game. In the first 
scheme participants earn a flat remuneration, in the latter they are ranked 

according to their performance and remunerated consequently. Information 
about ranking and income before the game is played vary across three 

different treatments. We find that competition per se does not affect the 
amount of contribution, and a clear and strong negative income effect. The 

time spent to choose how much to contribute is negatively correlated with the 

decision of cooperating fully, suggesting that cooperation is more instinctive 
than non-cooperation. The main result is that full information about the 

relative performance in the competitive environment enhances the 
cooperation, while partial information reduces it. 

 
 

 Simon Gächter, Till Olaf Weber, Ori Weisel (University of 
Nottingham)  

“Punishment and cooperative dispositions: the punishment behaviour 
of conditional cooperators and unconditional non-cooperators” 
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Overall, humans are an exceptionally cooperative species, but they are also 

heterogeneous: Conditional Cooperators (CC’s) positively reciprocate others’ 
cooperation; their willingness to cooperate increases with their expectations 

about, or experience of, the cooperation of others. Unconditional Non-

cooperators (UN’s) do not cooperate regardless of their beliefs or experience 
regarding others’ behaviour. Even a small proportion of UN’s in a mixed 

population can lead to the breakdown of cooepration over time, but 
cooepration can be enforced by individuals’ willingness to negatively 

reciproacte non-cooperation by use of punishment, even at a personal cost. 
Sustained cooperation requires both positive and negative reciprocity. A 

prevelant assumption in the literature is that positive and negative reciproctiy 
go hand in hand in the form of strong reciprocity. In other words, this 

assumption postulates that mainly CC’s bear the cost of punishment, and that 
UN’s do not punish others’ non-cooperative behaviour. This ‘strong reciprocity’ 

assumption is indeed a compelling one, especially when considering that 
punishment can reasonably be considered a form of second-order cooperation; 

after all, why would indivudals who are never willing to engage in first-order 
cooperation (i.e., UN’s) be willing to engage in second-order cooperation in the 

form of punishment? The assumption, however, has never been explicitly 

tested. The present paper reports on an experiment that was specifically 
designed to compare the punishment behaviour of CC’s and UN’s. The main 

result is that CC’s and UN’s are very similar in both their punishment behaviour 
and in the way punishment is related to anger, the main relevant emotion. 

 
 

12:45 – END OF THE WORKSHOP 
 

 
***** 


