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We study the robustness of Krupka and Weber’s method (2013) for eliciting social norms. In 
two experiments with more than 1200 participants, we find that participants’ response patterns 
are invariant to differences in the salience of the monetarily incentivized coordination aspect. 
We further demonstrate that asking participants for their personal first and second order beliefs 
without monetary incentives results in qualitatively identical responses. In addition, we observe 
that participants give sensible responses whether or not they understand the task or their 
monetary incentives. Overall, Krupka and Weber’s method produces remarkably robust 
response patterns. 
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1 Introduction 
We report on two online experiments with more than 1200 participants designed to study the 

robustness of Krupka and Weber’s (2013, KW henceforth) method for social norm elicitation. 

Specifically, we test how the salience of the coordination game aspect and the monetary 

incentives affect participants’ responses. We also compare responses elicited using their method 

to non-incentivized first- and second-order beliefs. Finally, we assess how attention to the 

instructions and task understanding affect participants’ responses.  

Krupka and Weber’s method has been widely used to elicit social norm perception in 

economic experiments. The main feature of the elicitation method is that it incentivizes 

participants to form a belief about what the modal response of all study participants is to a given 

question. For example, in the experiment of the original article of KW, participants are 

incentivized to correctly guess the modal social appropriateness rating of a series of 

hypothetical dictator game decisions.  

There are substantial differences in the implementation of the method across different 

studies. Some implementations ask participants to state their personal believe, but incentivize 

them to report what they believe most others to believe (e.g., Krupka and Weber 2013, 2017; 

Erkut et al. 2015; Kimbrough and Vostroknutov 2016). As one’s personal belief and one’s belief 

about what most others think about an issue do not necessarily have to coincide,1 this creates a 

dissonance or even conflict. Clearly, instructions which allow for multiple interpretations lead 

to more noisy responses and reduced data quality. There are studies in which participants are 

constantly reminded of their incentives (e.g., Barr et al. 2017; Erkut et al. 2015; Fallucchi and 

Nosenzo 2020; Zhang et al. 2018), and others, in which participants are never reminded of them 

after the initial instructions (e.g., Gächter et al. 2013, 2017; Abbink et al. 2017; Vesely and 

Klöckner 2017; Huber and Huber 2020).2 If a dissonance exists between task description and 

incentivization, changing the salience of the incentives might affect participants’ responses. In 

further studies, the potential conflict has been resolved by changing the wording of the 

instructions (e.g., Sass et al. 2018; Kölle et al. 2020; Heinicke et al. 2020). If participants’ 

 

1 For example, one might hold the personal belief that allocation mechanisms should be procedurally fair, i.e., give 
everyone the same chance of obtaining the better of multiple outcomes. Yet, the same person might hold the belief 
that most others will favor allocation mechanisms that establish outcome fairness, i.e., give everyone the same 
outcome. 
2 Some studies adapted the wording, but do not fully resolve the dissonance between task and incentives. Notable 
examples are Chang et al. (2019) and D’Adda et al. (2016). There are also studies in which participants are not 
incentivized to select the same rating as most others, but are randomly matched in pairs for the purpose of payment 
determination (e.g., Barr et al. 2017). 
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responses are affected by details of the implementation, comparisons of results across studies 

becomes difficult, hindering the accumulation of knowledge. 

Across four treatments, we systematically vary the salience of the conflict between task 

wording and financial incentives. We (i) replicate the original task wording of KW, (ii) increase 

the salience of the conflict between stated task and incentivization through constant reminders 

of the incentive structure on the decision pages, (iii) decrease the salience by never reminding 

participants of the incentives, and (iv) finally resolve the conflict by rephrasing the task. We do 

not find significant differences between the different variations in task wording, indicating that 

the elicitation method is largely robust to adaptations of the instructions. 

The defining feature that sets KW’s method for social norms elicitation apart from others, 

is its incorporation of monetary incentives. This not only makes the method attractive for 

economists, but ensures that revealing their true norm perception lies in participants’ interest. 

A recent study shows that the response patterns do not substantially differ between using KW’s 

elicitation method and a simpler approach of “just asking”, without dedicated monetary 

incentives (Heinicke et al. 2020). Relatedly, Veselý (2015) do not find significant differences 

between incentivized and non-incentivized social appropriateness ratings for ultimatum game 

behavior. To formally test for differences between incentivized and non-incentivized response 

patterns in the context of dictator games, which are more prevalent among the studies using 

KW’s method, we conduct two additional treatments in which we ask participants to state their 

first- and second-order beliefs about the appropriateness of the various dictator game 

allocations. That is, we ask participants, without monetarily incentivizing them, to state (v) 

what they personally believe to be socially appropriate, and (vi) what they think most people 

would consider socially appropriate behavior. We do not find responses in the incentivized KW 

elicitation procedure to differ significantly from stated first- and second-order beliefs. 

After conducting these treatments in a first experiment, we realized that more than half of 

our participants displayed poor task understanding as revealed by a post-task questionnaire 

asking them to recall the task they had been given and the monetary incentives that had been 

put in place (if any).3 In response, we conducted a second experiment, again encompassing all 

six treatments. We added the two post-task questions as mandatory comprehension checks to 

 

3 Note that response patterns in the main KW task are quite similar in all treatments, irrespective of them being 
monetarily incentivized or not. Thus, it is unlikely that the poor task understanding revealed by the post-task 
questionnaire is purely the result of the questionnaire not being incentivized and participants considering this part 
less important. 
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the pre-task instructions, enforcing correct responses. We find that these comprehension checks 

drastically improve post-task recall of task and incentives, but - strikingly - the results do not 

differ significantly between experiments 1 and 2. The response patterns also do not differ 

between those that appear to understand the task and those that do not. Throughout the paper 

we present data from all participants in both experiments and data from those participants that 

correctly answered the post-task questions side-by-side. 

Both experiments and all treatments were specifically designed to represent the different 

variations found in past implementations of KW’s method and tease out differences in behavior 

of respondents recruited from the same population. Across all treatments and both experiments, 

it has become clear that KW’s method is remarkably robust and insensitive to variations in task 

wording, the salience of incentives, and task understanding. However, the responses elicited 

using their method also do not differ significantly from asking for participants’ beliefs directly, 

without monetary incentives. 

2 Design 
The basic design of the experiment follows the “give”-framing of situation 1 in the first 

experiment reported in Krupka and Weber (2013). Participants in the experiment are asked to 

give appropriateness ratings for allocation decisions that a hypothetical dictator can take in a 

two-player dictator game. In the game, player A owns an endowment of $10, while player B 

does not own anything ($0). Player A can give any amount from $0 to $10 (in $1 increments) 

to player B. For each of the 11 possible options (“give $0” to “give $10”) we ask participants 

in our experiment to rate how socially appropriate the action is perceived to be. Each option is 

presented separately and their order is randomized on the individual level. That is, we do not 

show a sorted choice list. 

In our first Baseline treatment, participants are asked to “indicate whether [they] believe 

choosing that option is very socially inappropriate, somewhat socially inappropriate, somewhat 

socially appropriate, or very socially appropriate”. In addition, participants are reminded “that 

[they] will earn money […] if [their] response to a randomly-selected question is the same as 

the most common response provided in today's session” (both quotes: Krupka and Weber, 2013, 

Online Appendix, p. 7). We use the same wording as in the original experiment. The wording 

creates an obvious dissonance: Participants are asked to respond according to their individual 

belief about the actual appropriateness, but are paid for indicating the most common response 

among all participants. Note that an individual’s actual belief about the action’s appropriateness 
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does not have to be in line with everyone else’s belief. Take, for example, a rich participant 

who might believe it to be socially appropriate to only take 3 for themselves, but give 7 to the 

other participant, while being convinced that most people would consider an equal split 

allocation to be the socially appropriate choice. Krupka and Weber (2013) present participants 

with a series of situations, but only remind the participants of their financial response motives 

in the first. Similarly, in treatment Baseline, participants are only reminded of their financial 

incentives on the first appropriateness rating they provide. The reminder is not shown for 

subsequent ratings. Baseline conceptually replicates KW’s original implementation. 

We conduct three treatments aimed at identifying the sensitivity of the norm elicitation 

method to the two conflicting elements of the task description. In treatment Always, participants 

constantly, i.e., for each rating, see the reminder of their financial incentive to indicate the 

appropriateness rating that they believe most participants to select. This treatment is meant to 

reinforce the dissonance between stated task and financial incentives. In treatment Never, 

participants only learn about their financial incentive as part of the instructions, but are not 

reminded of it on the decision screen. Thus, this treatment deliberately attenuates the dissonance 

between task wording and monetary incentives. In treatment No Conflict, we modify the 

instructions to never allude to the participants’ own appropriateness ratings. We explicitly ask 

them to indicate the rating that they believe most people to select, completely eliminating the 

conflict.  

Furthermore, we conduct two treatments in which we remove monetary incentives and the 

coordination aspect. In First, we simply ask participants to give their individual appropriateness 

ratings. We avoid any references to other participants’ views or additional payments beyond a 

fixed compensation for participating in the study. This treatment is free of conflict and asks for 

individual, first-order beliefs. In Second, we ask participants to state the appropriateness rating 

which they believe most participants in the session would give. Rather than attempting to elicit 

the social norm using a coordination device, we ask participants to reveal it directly. Table 1 

shows an overview of all treatments. 
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Table 1: Treatment overview 

 Task wording 

Individual belief Most people’s beliefs 

Pa
ym

en
t Incentivized 

Baseline  
No Conflict 

Always Never 

Non-
incentivized  First Second 

 

To stay true to previous implementations of the method in the literature, we did not include 

any comprehension questions in the instructions of the first experiment. Instead, we asked 

participants two questions about their task and their monetary incentives as part of a post-task 

questionnaire. Only 52%, respectively 44%, of our participants answered these questions 

correctly (see details in section 3). Acknowledging that the online setting may differ from a 

traditional laboratory environment in terms of participant dedication to the task, we opted to 

subsequently run a second experiment, involving an identical set of treatments. For this second 

experiment, we added the same two questions as comprehension questions to the pre-task 

instructions to force participants to engage more with the instructions and task description. 

Participants had to complete these questions correctly before continuing with the experiment. 

That is, in experiment 2, we asked the same questions in the pre-task and in the post-task 

questionnaire.  

We recruited a total of 1228 participants from the USA on Amazon Mechanical Turk. 

Table A1 in Appendix A breaks down the number of participants by treatment and includes a 

small set of demographic variables. The average age of our participants is 37.5 years, 38.0% 

are female,4 and 2.2% report to have had some university-level education in economics. The 

experiment took approximately 6 minutes to complete and we paid a fixed amount of $0.75 and 

an additional bonus of $0.75 if a participant indicated the modal response in a randomly selected 

choice situation. In treatments First and Second, we only pay the fixed amount. On a per-hour 

basis, participants earned $9.03 on average. The experiment was programmed with oTree (Chen 

et al. 2016). 

 

4 One participant opted not to disclose their gender, 62.0% of our participants are male. For unknown reasons, 
there are more females in the second experiment than in the first: 35% vs. 41%, p = 0.03, two-sample test of 
proportions. 
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3 Results 
We first present results pertaining to task understanding, as it is the main reason for conducting 

two experiments. In a second step, we establish the baseline norm response pattern. Then, we 

compare responses in the treatments designed to reinforce, attenuate, and eliminate the 

dissonance in the instructions to this baseline. Finally, we compare responses to KW’s norm 

elicitation procedure to responses gathered by asking participants without using the element of 

coordination and monetary incentivization.  

Task understanding. Responses to our comprehension checks in the first experiment reveal 

that, across all treatments, only 52% of our participants were able to correctly recall whether 

their task was to give appropriateness ratings based on a) their own personal belief or based on 

b) what they thought most people would believe. Similarly, across all treatments, just 44% of 

our participants were able to correctly identify whether their payment for the study a) depended 

on their ability to anticipate what most people believe, b) depended on their own personal 

beliefs, or c) was independent of their responses. 

In the second experiment, in which participants had to answer the questions twice, once as 

part of the pre-task instructions and once in the post-task questionnaire, we observe an increase 

in the number of correct responses. In the post-task questionnaire of the second set of 

treatments, 69% correctly understood the task and 69% correctly understood the incentives 

(again across all treatments). Table 1 gives an overview of the shares of participants that 

answered the questions correctly in each treatment. Note that with and without pre-task 

comprehension checks, No Conflict shows the highest task understanding rates among all 

treatments based on KW’s method. It appears that participants have a better grasp of their task 

when any potential dissonance between incentivization and actual task description is 

eliminated. 
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Table 1: Share of participants that correctly answered the comprehension checks  

Treatment Experiment 1 Experiment 2 
Task   

Baseline 47.06% 62.38% 
Always 51.89% 61.54% 
Never 51.49% 67.65% 
No Conflict 62.96% 79.21% 
First 49.51% 68.32% 
Second 51.00% 75.76% 
 Ø 52.42% Ø 69.08% 
   

Incentives   
Baseline 52.94% 70.30% 
Always 44.34% 61.54% 
Never 43.56% 68.63% 
No Conflict 38.39% 71.29% 
First 43.69% 74.26% 
Second 41.00% 68.69% 
 Ø 44.03% Ø 69.08% 

Note: The table shows the share of participants that correctly answered the post-task comprehension questions. 
The top half shows data for the task question, the bottom half shows data for the incentives question. 

 

Figure 1: Mean appropriateness ratings in Baseline, Always, and Never 
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Baseline. We observe the typical pattern of highest appropriateness ratings for 50/50 allocations 

between dictators and recipients, while lower and higher amounts transferred by the dictator 

are rated as less socially appropriate. The average ratings in our experiments lie in a relatively 

narrow band, ranging from -0.10 to 0.56 on the scale from -1 to 1.5 Figure 1 shows the average 

ratings for treatments Baseline, Always, and Never, separated by the first and second 

experiment. Differences between the two experiments are negligible (blue solid lines) for the 

Baseline treatment.  

Reinforcing the dissonance. In a first step, we compare responses in Always to those in 

Baseline. The only difference between these treatments is how prominently participants are 

reminded of their monetary incentives. In Baseline they are only reminded when giving the first 

rating; in Always, the reminder is constantly shown on the decision screen. As Figure 1 suggests, 

there are no statistically significant differences in responses between the two treatments. This 

holds for both sets of treatments individually, as well as for the pooled data. Detailed test 

statistics of pairwise, two-sided Mann-Whitney-U tests for each allocation are reported in Table 

A2 in Appendix A. 

Attenuating the dissonance. In a second step, we compare Never to Baseline. In Never, 

participants are informed about the monetary incentives as part of the instructions, but they are 

never reminded of these incentives when giving any of the appropriateness ratings. Compared 

to the Baseline, the salience of the dissonance between task description and incentivization is 

reduced. The response patterns are shown in Figure 1. We do not find systematic and significant 

differences between the responses in treatments Baseline and Never. This is true for both sets 

of treatments individually as well as the pooled data. Detailed test statistics are reported in Table 

A3 in Appendix A. 

Eliminating the dissonance. In treatment No Conflict we modify the instructions to resolve 

the conflict between asking for personal opinions and paying for selecting the modal response. 

Participants are explicitly asked how most people would rate the allocations. Significant 

treatment differences (Mann-Whitney-U tests, p < 0.01) appear for small transfers ($0 to $3) in 

the first experiment and the pooled data, but not in the second experiment and for larger amounts 

(Figure 2, left panel). If we restrict the data to participants who correctly answered the question 

 

5 Other online and laboratory experiments typically report ratings ranging from -0.80 to 0.90 (cf. Krupka and 
Weber 2013, Erkut et al. 2015, Kimbrough and Vostruknutov 2016, Barr et al. 2017, Fallucchi and Nosenzo 2020). 
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on their incentives in the post-task questionnaire, the effects vanish (Figure 2, right panel). 

Detailed test statistics are reported in Tables A4 and A5 in Appendix A. 

Figure 2: Mean appropriateness ratings in Baseline and No Conflict 

  
 

Figure 3: Mean appropriateness ratings in Baseline, First, and Second; pooled data 
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second-order beliefs are practically identical to those elicited using KW’s incentivized 

elicitation method. In fact, we do not find any statistically significant differences between these 

treatments and any of the incentivized treatments. The results hold if we restrict the sample to 

participants who understood the incentives (or rather lack thereof). Details are reported in 

Tables A6 and A7 in Appendix A. 

4 Discussion and Conclusion 
The most-widely used method of eliciting social norms in experiments appears to feature a 

dissonance between task wording and monetary incentives for the participant. The variety of 

implementations of KW’s task and the various adaptations of the original instructions highlight 

that it did not go unnoticed. In this study, we attempt to identify the effects this dissonance has 

on participants’ responses. We do not find any effects of reinforcing or attenuating the salience 

of monetary incentives relative to task wording. Even completely eliminating the dissonance 

by adapting the instructions does not affect participants’ behavior. The apparent dissonance is 

of no consequence. In addition, we find that response patterns elicited through Krupka and 

Weber’s method are remarkably similar to the patterns of first- and second-order beliefs about 

the actual appropriateness of the different allocation choices. That is, simply asking participants 

what they believe most others to think about the appropriateness of an action may yield the 

same information as implementing the more complicated social norm elicitation method based 

on coordination. This finding relates to recent work by Fallucchi et al. (2020) and Falk et al. 

(2018) who demonstrate that behavioral measures can be approximated by survey questions in 

the context of individuals’ willingness to compete and more general economic preferences, 

respectively. 

Conducting the experiment online, we find responses to lie within a relatively small range, 

resulting in distributions that are flatter than the ones typically found in other experiments 

implementing the method. We do not think that this is an effect of conducting the experiment 

online or with the Mechanical Turk sample, as Chang et al. (2019) and Fallucchi and Nosenzo 

(2020), for example, report larger ranges despite conducting their experiments online with a 

Mechanical Turk sample. We speculate that the smaller range is the result of presenting the 

individual allocations separately and in randomized order, rather than in a sorted choice list 

format. 

Finally, we find that proper reading of the instructions does not seem to make a difference 

with regard to participants’ responses. Whether we enforce engagement with the instructions 
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through pre-task comprehension questions, only look at the sub-sample of participants who 

correctly answered post-task checks, or simply use all observations does not affect the results. 

It appears that KW’s method is remarkably robust to variations in task wording, incentive 

salience, and participants’ engagement with the tasks’ instructions. Yet, implementing KW’s 

method might not always be necessary. Depending on a study’s focus, the cheaper, quicker, and 

easier to explain approach of asking participants for their (non-incentivized) beliefs might be a 

viable alternative. 

 
 

Pre-registration and data availability 

Pre-registrations, experimental instructions, data, and analysis files are available at 

https://osf.io/6sakb/?view_only=81ec23ab7234488fb91b8f1c04a6bc30. 
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Appendix A 
Table A1: Demographics 

Treatment Observations Age Female Economist 
Experiment 1     

Baseline 102 38.28 (11.09) 41.18% 1.96% 
Always 106 37.03 (10.86) 43.40% 2.83% 
Never 101 37.08 (10.24) 32.67% 1.98% 
No Conflict 108 38.55 (10.94) 34.26% 1.85% 
First 103 38.47 (11.50) 29.13% 3.88% 
Second 100 38.22 (11.01) 29.00% 3.00% 
     

Experiment 2     
Baseline 101 36.68 (9.71) 41.58% 0.00% 
Always 104 37.60 (10.94) 42.31% 0.96% 
Never 102 36.72 (10.29) 36.27% 3.92% 
No Conflict 101 35.19 (10.35) 46.53% 1.98% 
First 101 38.90 (10.36) 41.58% 1.98% 
Second 99 37.26 (9.49) 37.37% 2.02% 

Note: The table shows the number of observations in each treatment, average age of the participants with standard 
deviation in parenthesis, the share of female participants, and the share of participants who reported to have had 
some formal training in economics on a university / college level. 
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Table A2: Appropriateness ratings Baseline vs. Always, all data 
 Baseline Always  

action mean --- -- - + ++ +++ mean --- -- - + ++ +++ p-value 
Exp 1 N=102 N=106  
send 0 -0.13 0.25 0.16 0.12 0.23 0.17 0.08 0.00 0.25 0.09 0.09 0.19 0.25 0.11 0.188 
send 1 -0.03 0.13 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.25 0.08 0.03 0.11 0.15 0.19 0.25 0.25 0.06 0.620 
send 2 0.10 0.01 0.26 0.16 0.21 0.28 0.08 0.23 0.04 0.14 0.13 0.29 0.26 0.13 0.153 
send 3 0.17 0.02 0.13 0.26 0.21 0.26 0.12 0.22 0.03 0.08 0.21 0.30 0.30 0.08 0.641 
send 4 0.28 0.02 0.05 0.22 0.31 0.31 0.09 0.40 0.02 0.03 0.09 0.39 0.39 0.08 0.106 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.22 0.27 0.36 0.51 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.30 0.21 0.35 0.502 
send 6 0.38 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.34 0.25 0.19 0.35 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.30 0.30 0.17 0.946 
send 7 0.30 0.01 0.10 0.2 0.24 0.30 0.16 0.24 0.02 0.11 0.18 0.34 0.21 0.14 0.315 
send 8 0.30 0.04 0.09 0.16 0.25 0.29 0.17 0.22 0.03 0.12 0.21 0.21 0.30 0.13 0.402 
send 9 0.30 0.05 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.32 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.28 0.21 0.16 0.128 
send 10 0.21 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.19 0.24 0.23 0.14 0.16 0.09 0.10 0.23 0.28 0.13 0.303 
                
Exp 2 N=101 N=104  
send 0 -0.06 0.22 0.14 0.13 0.21 0.25 0.06 0.05 0.22 0.05 0.14 0.21 0.28 0.10 0.263 
send 1 0.02 0.17 0.16 0.11 0.23 0.24 0.10 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.26 0.22 0.15 0.195 
send 2 0.05 0.05 0.21 0.19 0.25 0.26 0.05 0.20 0.03 0.14 0.18 0.24 0.30 0.11 0.068 
send 3 0.22 0.03 0.05 0.25 0.33 0.27 0.08 0.33 . 0.06 0.21 0.28 0.31 0.14 0.105 
send 4 0.34 0.01 0.06 0.11 0.43 0.35 0.05 0.38 . 0.03 0.18 0.35 0.30 0.14 0.413 
send 5 0.57 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.27 0.33 0.31 0.58 0.01 . 0.10 0.25 0.31 0.34 0.751 
send 6 0.39 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.41 0.26 0.17 0.38 0.03 0.04 0.13 0.34 0.30 0.16 0.948 
send 7 0.31 0.03 0.10 0.13 0.28 0.34 0.13 0.32 0.04 0.09 0.12 0.33 0.25 0.18 0.881 
send 8 0.19 0.06 0.17 0.11 0.28 0.24 0.15 0.31 0.06 0.07 0.14 0.26 0.29 0.18 0.157 
send 9 0.21 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.26 0.25 0.17 0.32 0.06 0.12 0.10 0.22 0.28 0.23 0.173 
send 10 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.32 0.14 0.27 0.13 0.07 0.11 0.19 0.31 0.20 0.246 
                
Pooled N=203 N=210  
send 0 -0.10 0.24 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.21 0.07 0.02 0.24 0.07 0.12 0.20 0.27 0.10 0.083 
send 1 -0.00 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.16 0.25 0.23 0.10 0.209 
send 2 0.08 0.03 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.27 0.06 0.21 0.03 0.14 0.16 0.27 0.28 0.12 0.021 
send 3 0.20 0.02 0.09 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.10 0.28 0.01 0.07 0.21 0.29 0.30 0.11 0.148 
send 4 0.31 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.37 0.33 0.07 0.39 0.01 0.03 0.14 0.37 0.34 0.11 0.079 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.24 0.30 0.33 0.55 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.28 0.26 0.34 0.774 
send 6 0.38 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.36 0.03 0.05 0.13 0.32 0.30 0.17 0.992 
send 7 0.30 0.02 0.10 0.16 0.26 0.32 0.14 0.28 0.03 0.10 0.15 0.33 0.23 0.16 0.529 
send 8 0.24 0.05 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.27 0.16 0.27 0.04 0.10 0.18 0.23 0.30 0.16 0.654 
send 9 0.26 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.24 0.29 0.17 0.25 0.08 0.10 0.13 0.25 0.24 0.20 0.925 
send 10 0.19 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.20 0.14 0.08 0.10 0.21 0.30 0.17 0.955 

The table consists of three panels. The first shows data from the first experiment, the second shows data from the 
second, and the third presents pooled data. In each panel, the shares of participants that gave the respective rating 
for each amount sent by the dictator is reported. The modal response is highlighted. In addition, the mean 
appropriateness rating on a scale from -1 to 1 is given. The last column presents p-values of Mann-Whitney-U 
tests between the two treatments.  
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Table A3: Appropriateness ratings Baseline vs. Never, all data 
 Baseline Never  

action mean --- -- - + ++ +++ mean --- -- - + ++ +++ p-value 
Exp 1 N=102 N=101  
send 0 -0.13 0.25 0.16 0.12 0.23 0.17 0.08 0.06 0.2 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.26 0.17 0.032* 
send 1 -0.03 0.13 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.25 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.074 
send 2 0.10 0.01 0.26 0.16 0.21 0.28 0.08 0.24 0.04 0.12 0.18 0.24 0.25 0.18 0.073 
send 3 0.17 0.02 0.13 0.26 0.21 0.26 0.12 0.28 0.05 0.09 0.18 0.24 0.24 0.21 0.175 
send 4 0.28 0.02 0.05 0.22 0.31 0.31 0.09 0.36 0.01 0.04 0.19 0.30 0.32 0.15 0.228 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.22 0.27 0.36 0.55 0.01 0.04 0.12 0.17 0.29 0.38 0.898 
send 6 0.38 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.34 0.25 0.19 0.42 0.01 0.06 0.15 0.21 0.38 0.20 0.300 
send 7 0.30 0.01 0.10 0.20 0.24 0.30 0.16 0.33 0.02 0.09 0.18 0.21 0.33 0.18 0.617 
send 8 0.30 0.04 0.09 0.16 0.25 0.29 0.17 0.34 0.02 0.13 0.12 0.27 0.22 0.25 0.578 
send 9 0.30 0.05 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.32 0.18 0.29 0.05 0.12 0.12 0.24 0.28 0.20 0.925 
send 10 0.21 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.19 0.24 0.23 0.26 0.13 0.07 0.1 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.762 

                
Exp 2 N=101 N=102  
send 0 -0.06 0.22 0.14 0.13 0.21 0.25 0.06 -0.06 0.26 0.09 0.13 0.23 0.18 0.12 0.979 
send 1 0.02 0.17 0.16 0.11 0.23 0.24 0.10 0.03 0.16 0.13 0.17 0.23 0.22 0.11 0.932 
send 2 0.05 0.05 0.21 0.19 0.25 0.26 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.23 0.33 0.22 0.05 0.780 
send 3 0.22 0.03 0.05 0.25 0.33 0.27 0.08 0.19 0.03 0.08 0.24 0.33 0.25 0.08 0.685 
send 4 0.34 0.01 0.06 0.11 0.43 0.35 0.05 0.34 0.02 0.06 0.14 0.37 0.27 0.14 0.750 
send 5 0.57 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.27 0.33 0.31 0.56 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.29 0.29 0.31 0.879 
send 6 0.39 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.41 0.26 0.17 0.40 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.37 0.33 0.14 0.766 
send 7 0.31 0.03 0.10 0.13 0.28 0.34 0.13 0.24 0.03 0.07 0.23 0.30 0.25 0.12 0.299 
send 8 0.19 0.06 0.17 0.11 0.28 0.24 0.15 0.22 0.05 0.14 0.14 0.28 0.25 0.15 0.787 
send 9 0.21 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.26 0.25 0.17 0.18 0.10 0.16 0.10 0.25 0.20 0.20 0.746 
send 10 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.32 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.03 0.19 0.21 0.25 0.17 0.914 

                
Pooled N=203 N=203  
send 0 -0.10 0.24 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.21 0.07 0.00 0.23 0.10 0.13 0.18 0.22 0.14 0.126 
send 1 -0.00 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.16 0.22 0.20 0.15 0.187 
send 2 0.08 0.03 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.27 0.06 0.16 0.06 0.11 0.20 0.29 0.23 0.11 0.147 
send 3 0.20 0.02 0.09 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.10 0.24 0.04 0.08 0.21 0.29 0.24 0.14 0.451 
send 4 0.31 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.37 0.33 0.07 0.35 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.33 0.30 0.14 0.270 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.24 0.30 0.33 0.55 0.01 0.03 0.09 0.23 0.29 0.34 0.992 
send 6 0.38 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.41 0.01 0.05 0.12 0.29 0.35 0.17 0.332 
send 7 0.30 0.02 0.1 0.16 0.26 0.32 0.14 0.28 0.02 0.08 0.20 0.26 0.29 0.15 0.734 
send 8 0.24 0.05 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.27 0.16 0.28 0.03 0.13 0.13 0.28 0.23 0.20 0.588 
send 9 0.26 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.24 0.29 0.17 0.23 0.07 0.14 0.11 0.25 0.24 0.20 0.769 
send 10 0.19 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.20 0.15 0.05 0.14 0.22 0.24 0.20 0.884 

The table consists of three panels. The first shows data from the first experiment, the second shows data from the 
second, and the third presents pooled data. In each panel, the shares of participants that gave the respective rating 
for each amount sent by the dictator is reported. The modal response is highlighted. In addition, the mean 
appropriateness rating on a scale from -1 to 1 is given. The last column presents p-values of Mann-Whitney-U 
tests between the two treatments, * denotes significance at 5%. 
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Table A4: Appropriateness ratings Baseline vs. No Conflict, all data 
 Baseline No Conflict  

action mean --- -- - + ++ +++ mean --- -- - + ++ +++ p-value 
Exp 1 N=102 N=108  
send 0 -0.13 0.25 0.16 0.12 0.23 0.17 0.08 0.23 0.12 0.04 0.13 0.30 0.30 0.12 <0.001*** 
send 1 -0.03 0.13 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.25 0.08 0.24 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.32 0.28 0.12 0.007** 
send 2 0.10 0.01 0.26 0.16 0.21 0.28 0.08 0.36 0.03 0.09 0.11 0.27 0.30 0.20 0.002** 
send 3 0.17 0.02 0.13 0.26 0.21 0.26 0.12 0.30 0.01 0.08 0.19 0.31 0.25 0.16 0.163 
send 4 0.28 0.02 0.05 0.22 0.31 0.31 0.09 0.37 0.01 0.02 0.14 0.50 0.19 0.15 0.472 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.22 0.27 0.36 0.48 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.36 0.33 0.19 0.047 
send 6 0.38 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.34 0.25 0.19 0.43 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.37 0.21 0.25 0.417 
send 7 0.30 0.01 0.10 0.20 0.24 0.30 0.16 0.34 0.05 0.05 0.13 0.31 0.31 0.15 0.671 
send 8 0.30 0.04 0.09 0.16 0.25 0.29 0.17 0.32 0.03 0.08 0.13 0.33 0.26 0.17 0.956 
send 9 0.30 0.05 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.32 0.18 0.30 0.06 0.08 0.13 0.24 0.29 0.19 0.993 
send 10 0.21 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.19 0.24 0.23 0.42 0.06 0.02 0.08 0.31 0.36 0.17 0.149 

                
Exp 2 N=101 N=101  
send 0 -0.06 0.22 0.14 0.13 0.21 0.25 0.06 -0.01 0.30 0.04 0.10 0.22 0.21 0.14 0.651 
send 1 0.02 0.17 0.16 0.11 0.23 0.24 0.10 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.07 0.24 0.31 0.12 0.193 
send 2 0.05 0.05 0.21 0.19 0.25 0.26 0.05 0.13 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.26 0.23 0.13 0.361 
send 3 0.22 0.03 0.05 0.25 0.33 0.27 0.08 0.20 0.03 0.06 0.29 0.27 0.26 0.10 0.813 
send 4 0.34 0.01 0.06 0.11 0.43 0.35 0.05 0.43 . 0.02 0.12 0.34 0.46 0.07 0.072 
send 5 0.57 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.27 0.33 0.31 0.57 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.923 
send 6 0.39 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.41 0.26 0.17 0.43 . 0.02 0.18 0.22 0.47 0.12 0.318 
send 7 0.31 0.03 0.10 0.13 0.28 0.34 0.13 0.19 0.02 0.11 0.25 0.28 0.24 0.11 0.103 
send 8 0.19 0.06 0.17 0.11 0.28 0.24 0.15 0.23 0.04 0.13 0.14 0.34 0.21 0.15 0.829 
send 9 0.21 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.26 0.25 0.17 0.21 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.30 0.30 0.12 0.884 
send 10 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.32 0.14 0.21 0.14 0.06 0.08 0.35 0.23 0.15 0.975 

                
Pooled N=203 N=209  
send 0 -0.10 0.24 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.21 0.07 0.12 0.21 0.04 0.11 0.26 0.25 0.13 0.004** 
send 1 -0.00 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.20 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.28 0.29 0.12 0.006** 
send 2 0.08 0.03 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.27 0.06 0.25 0.06 0.12 0.13 0.26 0.26 0.17 0.003** 
send 3 0.20 0.02 0.09 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.10 0.25 0.02 0.07 0.24 0.29 0.25 0.13 0.369 
send 4 0.31 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.37 0.33 0.07 0.40 0.00 0.02 0.13 0.42 0.32 0.11 0.106 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.24 0.30 0.33 0.52 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.32 0.32 0.26 0.160 
send 6 0.38 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.43 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.30 0.33 0.19 0.212 
send 7 0.30 0.02 0.1 0.16 0.26 0.32 0.14 0.27 0.03 0.08 0.19 0.30 0.28 0.13 0.417 
send 8 0.24 0.05 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.27 0.16 0.28 0.03 0.11 0.13 0.33 0.23 0.16 0.838 
send 9 0.26 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.24 0.29 0.17 0.26 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.27 0.29 0.16 0.908 
send 10 0.19 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.32 0.10 0.04 0.08 0.33 0.30 0.16 0.261 

The table consists of three panels. The first shows data from the first experiment, the second shows data from the 
second, and the third presents pooled data. In each panel, the shares of participants that gave the respective rating 
for each amount sent by the dictator is reported. The modal response is highlighted. In addition, the mean 
appropriateness rating on a scale from -1 to 1 is given. The last column presents p-values of Mann-Whitney-U 
tests between the two treatments, *** / ** denote significance at 1% / 5%. 
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Table A5: Appropriateness ratings Baseline vs. No Conflict, understood incentives only 
 Baseline No Conflict  

action mean --- -- - + ++ +++ mean --- -- - + ++ +++ p-value 
Exp 1 N=54 N=42  
send 0 -0.23 0.33 0.15 0.09 0.19 0.22 0.02 -0.05 0.26 0.05 0.12 0.31 0.24 0.02 0.277 
send 1 -0.09 0.22 0.17 0.13 0.17 0.26 0.06 -0.04 0.14 0.19 0.14 0.29 0.17 0.07 0.784 
send 2 0.06 . 0.30 0.17 0.20 0.26 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.19 0.12 0.31 0.17 0.14 0.751 
send 3 0.17 0.02 0.15 0.22 0.26 0.24 0.11 0.10 0.02 0.14 0.26 0.33 0.14 0.10 0.479 
send 4 0.33 . 0.04 0.22 0.28 0.37 0.09 0.31 0.02 0.02 0.17 0.48 0.19 0.12 0.550 
send 5 0.61 . . 0.13 0.19 0.30 0.39 0.48 . 0.02 0.10 0.36 0.33 0.19 0.063 
send 6 0.38 . 0.06 0.19 0.28 0.28 0.20 0.33 . 0.12 0.12 0.36 0.21 0.19 0.586 
send 7 0.38 . 0.07 0.19 0.24 0.28 0.22 0.25 0.07 0.05 0.17 0.31 0.29 0.12 0.266 
send 8 0.31 0.04 0.07 0.15 0.31 0.24 0.19 0.29 0.05 0.07 0.12 0.40 0.21 0.14 0.669 
send 9 0.32 0.06 0.11 0.13 0.17 0.31 0.22 0.23 0.10 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.38 0.17 0.600 
send 10 0.28 0.06 0.15 0.11 0.19 0.26 0.24 0.36 0.10 0.02 0.10 0.26 0.33 0.19 0.803 

                
Exp 2 N=71 N=72  
send 0 -0.20 0.31 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.21 0.04 -0.15 0.38 0.04 0.10 0.21 0.19 0.08 0.866 
send 1 -0.12 0.24 0.18 0.11 0.20 0.17 0.10 0.02 0.21 0.14 0.07 0.22 0.26 0.10 0.265 
send 2 -0.06 0.06 0.30 0.18 0.21 0.21 0.04 0.05 0.10 0.19 0.14 0.26 0.21 0.10 0.333 
send 3 0.15 0.04 0.07 0.28 0.31 0.21 0.08 0.12 0.04 0.07 0.33 0.25 0.21 0.10 0.830 
send 4 0.33 0.01 0.06 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.04 0.40 . 0.01 0.14 0.42 0.35 0.08 0.530 
send 5 0.59 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.23 0.27 0.39 0.67 . . 0.07 0.22 0.28 0.43 0.483 
send 6 0.35 0.03 0.06 0.13 0.39 0.20 0.20 0.38 . 0.01 0.21 0.26 0.44 0.07 0.748 
send 7 0.21 0.04 0.14 0.17 0.23 0.30 0.13 0.17 0.03 0.11 0.25 0.29 0.19 0.13 0.578 
send 8 0.14 0.08 0.20 0.10 0.25 0.18 0.18 0.22 0.06 0.14 0.13 0.29 0.24 0.15 0.568 
send 9 0.16 0.11 0.14 0.13 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.10 0.15 0.14 0.06 0.32 0.24 0.10 0.363 
send 10 0.08 0.17 0.15 0.08 0.18 0.25 0.15 0.14 0.18 0.08 0.07 0.31 0.18 0.18 0.829 

                
Pooled N=125 N=114  
send 0 -0.22 0.32 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.22 0.03 -0.11 0.33 0.04 0.11 0.25 0.21 0.06 0.425 
send 1 -0.11 0.23 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.21 0.08 -0.00 0.18 0.16 0.10 0.25 0.23 0.09 0.281 
send 2 -0.01 0.03 0.30 0.18 0.21 0.23 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.19 0.13 0.28 0.19 0.11 0.380 
send 3 0.15 0.03 0.10 0.26 0.29 0.22 0.10 0.11 0.04 0.10 0.31 0.28 0.18 0.10 0.544 
send 4 0.33 0.01 0.05 0.17 0.34 0.38 0.06 0.37 0.01 0.02 0.15 0.44 0.29 0.10 0.925 
send 5 0.60 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.21 0.28 0.39 0.60 . 0.01 0.08 0.27 0.30 0.34 0.602 
send 6 0.37 0.02 0.06 0.15 0.34 0.23 0.20 0.36 . 0.05 0.18 0.30 0.36 0.11 0.890 
send 7 0.28 0.02 0.11 0.18 0.23 0.29 0.17 0.20 0.04 0.09 0.22 0.30 0.23 0.12 0.206 
send 8 0.22 0.06 0.14 0.12 0.28 0.21 0.18 0.24 0.05 0.11 0.12 0.33 0.23 0.15 0.915 
send 9 0.23 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.25 0.22 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.24 0.29 0.12 0.222 
send 10 0.17 0.12 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.26 0.19 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.08 0.29 0.24 0.18 0.849 

The table consists of three panels. The first shows data from the first experiment, the second shows data from the 
second, and the third presents pooled data. In each panel, the shares of participants that gave the respective rating 
for each amount sent by the dictator is reported. The modal response is highlighted. In addition, the mean 
appropriateness rating on a scale from -1 to 1 is given. The last column presents p-values of Mann-Whitney-U 
tests between the two treatments. 

 



20 
 

Table A6: Appropriateness ratings Baseline vs. First 

 Baseline First  
action mean --- -- - + ++ +++ mean --- -- - + ++ +++ p-value 
All data N=203 N=204  
send 0 -0.10 0.24 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.21 0.07 -0.08 0.27 0.10 0.11 0.22 0.18 0.11 0.819 
send 1 -0.00 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.03 0.13 0.17 0.15 0.24 0.20 0.11 0.723 
send 2 0.08 0.03 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.27 0.06 0.11 0.04 0.18 0.21 0.25 0.23 0.10 0.581 
send 3 0.20 0.02 0.09 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.10 0.20 0.02 0.11 0.22 0.28 0.27 0.09 0.996 
send 4 0.31 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.37 0.33 0.07 0.34 0.01 0.06 0.17 0.32 0.31 0.13 0.333 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.24 0.30 0.33 0.60 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.531 
send 6 0.38 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.39 0.02 0.05 0.13 0.29 0.36 0.15 0.640 
send 7 0.30 0.02 0.1 0.16 0.26 0.32 0.14 0.38 0.00 0.07 0.14 0.32 0.27 0.19 0.255 
send 8 0.24 0.05 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.27 0.16 0.32 0.03 0.11 0.13 0.25 0.30 0.18 0.216 
send 9 0.26 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.24 0.29 0.17 0.24 0.08 0.10 0.14 0.24 0.24 0.20 0.891 
send 10 0.19 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.24 0.12 0.07 0.13 0.24 0.24 0.21 0.569 

                
Understood incentives  N=125 N=120  
send 0 -0.22 0.32 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.22 0.03 -0.21 0.38 0.09 0.12 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.958 
send 1 -0.11 0.23 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.21 0.08 -0.15 0.18 0.24 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.10 0.781 
send 2 -0.01 0.03 0.30 0.18 0.21 0.23 0.06 -0.03 0.07 0.22 0.25 0.22 0.17 0.08 0.886 
send 3 0.15 0.03 0.10 0.26 0.29 0.22 0.10 0.11 0.02 0.15 0.26 0.30 0.19 0.08 0.453 
send 4 0.33 0.01 0.05 0.17 0.34 0.38 0.06 0.32 0.02 0.06 0.15 0.37 0.31 0.10 0.867 
send 5 0.60 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.21 0.28 0.39 0.63 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.24 0.28 0.41 0.671 
send 6 0.37 0.02 0.06 0.15 0.34 0.23 0.20 0.43 0.03 0.03 0.12 0.29 0.34 0.19 0.256 
send 7 0.28 0.02 0.11 0.18 0.23 0.29 0.17 0.39 0.01 0.07 0.13 0.30 0.28 0.20 0.238 
send 8 0.22 0.06 0.14 0.12 0.28 0.21 0.18 0.28 0.04 0.13 0.13 0.22 0.29 0.18 0.396 
send 9 0.23 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.25 0.22 0.22 0.09 0.11 0.15 0.23 0.20 0.23 0.873 
send 10 0.17 0.12 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.26 0.19 0.23 0.14 0.07 0.12 0.23 0.20 0.25 0.501 

The table consists of two panels. The first shows all data and the second shows data from participants who correctly 
answered the question on understanding the incentives. In each panel, the shares of participants that gave the 
respective rating for each amount sent by the dictator is reported. The modal response is highlighted. In addition, 
the mean appropriateness rating on a scale from -1 to 1 is given. The last column presents p-values of Mann-
Whitney-U tests between the two treatments. 
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Table A7: Appropriateness ratings Baseline vs. Second 

 Baseline Second  
action mean --- -- - + ++ +++ mean --- -- - + ++ +++ p-value 
All data N=203 N=199  
send 0 -0.10 0.24 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.21 0.07 -0.11 0.28 0.12 0.12 0.21 0.19 0.10 0.866 
send 1 -0.00 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.06 0.13 0.17 0.13 0.25 0.19 0.13 0.419 
send 2 0.08 0.03 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.27 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.15 0.21 0.27 0.23 0.08 0.964 
send 3 0.20 0.02 0.09 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.10 0.21 0.02 0.13 0.18 0.29 0.31 0.07 0.873 
send 4 0.31 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.37 0.33 0.07 0.33 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.40 0.31 0.09 0.768 
send 5 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.24 0.30 0.33 0.61 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.23 0.30 0.37 0.358 
send 6 0.38 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.37 0.26 0.18 0.43 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.35 0.34 0.16 0.346 
send 7 0.30 0.02 0.1 0.16 0.26 0.32 0.14 0.35 0.01 0.08 0.15 0.29 0.29 0.18 0.445 
send 8 0.24 0.05 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.27 0.16 0.30 0.04 0.11 0.15 0.24 0.27 0.20 0.313 
send 9 0.26 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.24 0.29 0.17 0.28 0.06 0.09 0.18 0.22 0.24 0.22 0.633 
send 10 0.19 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.23 0.14 0.08 0.12 0.21 0.26 0.21 0.579 

                
Understood incentives  N=125 N=109  
send 0 -0.22 0.32 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.22 0.03 -0.29 0.37 0.15 0.12 0.16 0.16 0.06 0.417 
send 1 -0.11 0.23 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.21 0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.20 0.16 0.27 0.13 0.09 0.717 
send 2 -0.01 0.03 0.30 0.18 0.21 0.23 0.06 -0.00 0.07 0.19 0.22 0.26 0.21 0.05 0.937 
send 3 0.15 0.03 0.10 0.26 0.29 0.22 0.10 0.13 0.02 0.14 0.22 0.34 0.24 0.05 0.674 
send 4 0.33 0.01 0.05 0.17 0.34 0.38 0.06 0.35 . 0.06 0.15 0.38 0.33 0.09 0.876 
send 5 0.60 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.21 0.28 0.39 0.67 . . 0.08 0.20 0.27 0.45 0.301 
send 6 0.37 0.02 0.06 0.15 0.34 0.23 0.20 0.48 . 0.02 0.10 0.35 0.38 0.16 0.158 
send 7 0.28 0.02 0.11 0.18 0.23 0.29 0.17 0.37 0.01 0.08 0.15 0.29 0.25 0.22 0.312 
send 8 0.22 0.06 0.14 0.12 0.28 0.21 0.18 0.24 0.05 0.15 0.17 0.18 0.24 0.22 0.566 
send 9 0.23 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.25 0.22 0.24 0.06 0.13 0.17 0.20 0.17 0.27 0.793 
send 10 0.17 0.12 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.26 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.07 0.10 0.17 0.20 0.26 0.832 

The table consists of two panels. The first shows all data and the second shows data from participants who correctly 
answered the question on understanding the incentives. In each panel, the shares of participants that gave the 
respective rating for each amount sent by the dictator is reported. The modal response is highlighted. In addition, 
the mean appropriateness rating on a scale from -1 to 1 is given. The last column presents p-values of Mann-
Whitney-U tests between the two treatments. 
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We study the robustness of Krupka andWeber’s method (2013) for eliciting social norms.
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