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Many important decisions are made in groups rather than by
individuals

A Academia, business, politics, judiciary, military, family

Economics: groups more setegarding (moneymaximizing) and
rational than individuals

A Based on laboratory experimen(s NA &8 2 Yy SNXQ& 5Af SYY! S 5AOGFG2NI I Y R
games B —

A Mostly attributed to the group decisioimaking process

fiGroups are more likely to make choices that follow
standard game-theoretic predictions, while individuals are

more likely to be influenced by biases, cognitive limitations,
and soci al c¢ Chamesdand Sutter 12, IEBPY  (
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INDIVIDUAL DECISIGNVAKING VS. DECISIONAKING IN GROUPS

. But is this the whole story?

A Vandalismand violence against strangers often in collective settings
(crowds, gangs, armed groups

A Covert obstructionism and sabotagedrganizationsand large
bureaucracies

| sol ated he may be a cultiva
rowd he is a barbariano (Le

Had every Athenian citizen Db
ssembly woul d st i (Pdbliuhh 8788 b e e

U These patterns are har explain by purely selfegarding(money
maximizing) behavior
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ARE PEOPLE NASTIER TOWARDS OUTSIDERS WHEN IN GROUP

Research questions:
A Do people become nastier to other people when acting in groups vs. indivi2i{galhyecisions in
groups more selfegarding/less prosocial or more nasty/more antisocial)?
A Due to group context (being part of a group) or group decisiaking?

Why important:
A Prevalence of prosocial behavior important for cooperation, provision of public goods, etc. (Fehr and
Gachter02; Gintiset al. 05)
A Nasty behavior reduces cooperation even in situations in which mutual cooperation is an equilibrium
for selfish players (Fehr, Hoff, akghetramadé8).
A Greater scope for welfare losses and mutually destructive conflicts.

MAX PLANCK INSTITUTE FOR TAX LAW AND PUBLIC FINANCE | PAGE4



KEY ELEMENTS OF THE DESIGN

Research questions:
A Do people become nastier to other people when acting in groups vs. individ{galyd®cisions in
groups more selfegarding/less prosocial or more nasty/more antisocial)?
A Due to group context (being part of a group) or group decisiaking?

Measuring nastyantisocial behavior
A Decision whether to financially harm an anonymous counterpart at a small personal cost
(Joy of Destructiogame)
A Comparison with previous workiarm a counterpart for a personal benefit
t NA &2y SN@amepAf SYY!

Effect of group context
A Individual choice
A Choiceon behalf of a group (no communication among group members)

Effectof group decisioamaking
A Choice on behalf of a group
A Joint group decisions (after communication and delibera}ion
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FOUR EXPERIMENTS

Experimentsl and 2: Initialpatterns (2013)
A Adolescents fronBlovakigage 1315): N=790; 13 schools
A Adolescents fronUgandalage 1218): N=1,679); 34 schools

e X % WPresoy

BKpdice

U a5SA0NHzOUAODBSYySaa aKATUED al { Ay 3 R { 4t B

prevalence of nasty behavior in JDG and increases defection in PDG

Experiment3: Mechanisms(2019)
A University students in Slovakia (N=795); 2019
A Different groupcontext treatments, additional tasks
A MechanismsReduced perception of individual responsibiliseltimage);
sociakimage concerns (signaling toughneses}group/out-group biases
pleasing other group membersction bias (destruction=active choige

Experiment4: Generalizability to adult population,
heterogeneity analysig2019)
A Nationally representative sample of adultsShovakigN=4,243)
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RELATED LITERATURE

Nastybehavior quite common
A Falk et al. 05Abbinkand Herrmann 11Predigeret al. 14,Krantonet al. 18
A The lowest prevalence of nasty behavior in our four experiment& 12

Moral wiggle roomand low perceptionof individual responsibility increase the prevalence of

unfair or immoral behavior for own financial benefit

A Scope for excuses by obscuring the role of decisi@ker in determining the outcome (Dana et al. 06,
Dana et al. 11); Reduced likelihood of making pivotal decision (Falk et al. 20); Reduced salience of self
(Falk 17)

A Selfsignaling modelsBenabouand Tirole11, Benabouet al. 18)

A Another important decision environment: acting on behalf ajraup

Differences between individual decisions and decisions in groups

A Greater prevalence of setegarding behavior due to group deliberatioB{arnessind Sutter 12Kugler
et al. 12)

A Greater prevalence of nasty behavior due to group context
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EXPERIMENT 1 AND 2 (ADOLESCENTS: IIN SLOVAKIA-AND-UGANDA)
INITIAL PATTERNS



EXPERIMENTAL TASKS

- 5
AJoy of Destruction Game (JDG) ’A‘gg
A Aim: Ostinguishbetween selfish and ansocial behavior $
A Twoplayers with same endowment (EUR 2 in Slovali&h1000 in Uganda bezzmen/y.\ X o 58
A Choicei 2 RSaGNBEY 243N 20KSNQa LI & : 5233 s )2 4 i

bez zmeny| @& 2
/ 83 o

2,00€ 2,00€]|1

N\ 3

hicb}g S 8

) @®

1,80€ 1,00€|0,80€ 0,80€

A Destructive choice consistentith:

A_Selfishnest mizing)

A Anti-social preferencesminimizing counterpa®a LI € 2 F F
maximize payoffs difference

ottt
&
L]

° GBREE

%o

2020
At NAna2ySNRQRa 5A6)SYYE DFYS 6t 5D iii?
A Aim: replicate findings of previous studies s
A Two players with same endowment (EUR 1.6 in Slovalsh800 in Uganda) ?\
Al K2AOS G2 RSTSOGY 288N 20 KSNXQa LI g K ey e
own payoff (by 25%) ﬂ bez zmeny % B 3§
A Defection consistent with: ﬁcb,/ Leoe 160¢|0s0¢ zfc,:g
A Selfishness (monegaximizing) AR ;{w § g @ '
A Anti-socialpreferences ﬁ o%e: 0s0€|120e 120€
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EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

Alndividual ® ®
A Choices made individually in isolation W

=

AGroup

A Subjects in groups of three

® 060
A 4 min. to reach a joint decision W‘ I ’ I '

AGroupContext_1
A Subjects from Group condition: individual preference
regardingthe group decision, prior to group discussion (but expected)

AGroupContext_2 (in Slovakia)

A Individual decisions on behalf of the group
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PAYMENTS AND PROCEDURES

Payments
A All choices incentivized, except in the GroupContext_1 condition (hypothetical)
A Subjects paid for randomly selected decisions.
A Slovakia: Credit to order items from an experimental store
A Uganda: Earnings in cash

Anonymity
A All answers submitted under experimental ID.
A Answers submitted privately into a box (Slovakia) or collected by assistants (Uganda).
A Payments processed by a different person.
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JOY OF DESTRUCTION GAME: RESULTS

Slovakia Uganda
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Proportion of destructive choices in JDG

Individual GroupContext_1 GroupContext_2 Group
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