DISCUSSION PAPER

No 196

'—%;;s“‘?% %L“ﬁ

/) d|u|p diisseldorf university press
HEINRICH HEINE
UNIVERSITAT DUSSELDORF



IMPRINT
DICE DISCUSSION PAPER
Published by

disseldorf university press (dup) on behalf of

Heinrich-Heine-Universitat Dusseldorf, Faculty of Economics,

Disseldorf Institute for Competition Economics (DICE), UniversitatsstraBe 1,
40225 Dusseldorf, Germany

www.dice.hhu.de

Editor:

Prof. Dr. Hans-Theo Normann
Dusseldorf Institute for Competition Economics (DICE)
Phone: +49(0) 211-81-15125, e-mail: normann@dice.hhu.de

DICE DISCUSSION PAPER

All rights reserved. Disseldorf, Germany, 2015

ISSN 2190-9938 (online) — ISBN 978-3-86304-195-3

The working papers published in the Series constitute work in progress circulated to

stimulate discussion and critical comments. Views expressed represent exclusively the
authors’ own opinions and do not necessarily reflect those of the editor.








































































receives 100—5 = 95 ECU and A receives 0 ECU in treatments LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE?.
Clearly, self-interested opportunism can neither explain the differences in altruism, nor the
variation in B participants’ procedural choices across treatments LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE,
nor the link with individuals’ moral judgement from section 5.

Pure altruism. If B only cares about her opponent’s material payoff, she pays 5 ECU for
setting Prob (S2) = a =1 to opt into interaction structure Sy . Therein, she chooses alloca-
tion (B: 0, A: 100) either via strategy combination {B: LLA, A: {-}}, or {B: RRA A: {-}}.
B receives —5 ECU and A receives 100 ECU in LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE. Altruistic prefer-
ences should therefore be unlikely to explain any differences in allocation choices or procedural
choices between treatments LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE.

Preferences for equal expected payoffs. B may be willing to forego some of her maximal
payoff to grant A more equal chances on the one ex-post nonzero payoff (BoltonBrandtsOckenfels:2005).
Put differently, B may be inequity-averse over expected payoffs and e.g. have utility up =
ap - E(yg) — 0.5bp E(yg)-100 ' —0.5 % with yp her own expected payoff, ap > 0 B’s in-
equity aversion against disadvantageous inequality, and bp > 0 B’s inequity aversion against
advantageous inequality. In S7, two perfectly selfish players would each choose to toss the
fair coin between L and R which at the same time, guarantees ex-ante equality in payoffs. In
S1, B’s corresponding utility is hence a; - 50 with no disutility from advantageous inequality.
In S5, B can also toss a fair coin which equalizes expected payoffs irrespective of A’s choice
and moreover, B can mix over her strategies such as to generate any distribution of chances
on the one ex-post nonzero payoff she prefers. If B has ag,bp such that she cannot reach
her preferred distribution of chances in Sy, she prefers So. Since payoffs are the same in LIE,
SPY, and SABOTAGE, this decision is always identical. Unless participants differ systemat-
ically in their degrees of inequity aversion across treatments, preferences for equal expected
payoffs are unlikely to explain any of the differences we observe between LIE, SPY, and SAB-
OTAGE. Moreover, preferences for equal expected payoffs stipulate that individuals refer to
social norms to judge which action is right.?® In our setting, B participants’ preferences to
do so did not explain their choices of Sy, or their altruism in S5. Both linked to a different

moral ideal suggesting other preferences.3!

29That 95 ECU is the largest possible payout can be seen from comparing the payout of the following cases:
If B opts into Sy for sure, she pays 5 ECU to set a = 0 and receives an expected equilibrium payout of 50
ECU in Sy, overall 50 — 5 = 45 ECU. If B leaves the default @ = 0.5, she receives an equilibrium payout
of 50 ECU from S which occurs with 50% probability, and a payoff of 100 ECU from S which also occurs
with 50% probability. Hence, her overall expected payoff from not influencing the set of rules is 0.5 - 50 ECU
4+0.5-100 = 75 ECU. Making S one per cent more likely costs 0.1 ECU, but yields an expected payoff increase
of 0.01- (95— 75) = 0.2 ECU. Hence, the 95 ECU which B earns from making S sure are her maximal payoff.

30Preferences for equal expected payoffs are built around a social norm that parties’ outcomes should ex-ante
be equal. The moral judgement test which we use elicits individuals’ preferences over these ideals, and hence,
test whether the 'necessary conditions’ for inequity aversion, reciprocity, guilt aversion etc. hold.

31 Theoretically, social norms may stipulate that carrying out activities such as lying and sabotaging, is per
se morally more severely wrong than spying. Two conflicting norms in each treatment — stipulating expected
payoff equality versus avoiding the unfair procedure S2 — with the second having a different power of attraction
in LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE might therefore have explained some of the treatment differences which we
report. Empirically, however, we do not find any evidence that B participants’ preference to invoke social
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Preferences for kind procedures (Sebald 2010). A and B may care for the kindness of a
procedural choice (the kindness of a person who chooses a procedure is equal to the kind-
ness of the distribution of outcomes which this procedure is expected to induce) and, upon
observing a kind (unkind) procedural choice, be kind (unkind) in return. In our setting, it
is commonly known that A never observes B’s procedural choice. However, A may hold ex-
pectations about B’s procedural choice, and B may expect A to have such expectations. a)
suppose B expects A to expect Sa. In this case, A expects to have no opportunity to recipro-
cate and she is always neutral toward B. This implies that B’s payoff from reciprocity is zero
and her preferences in Sy coincide with self-interest: B chooses either {B : RL4, A : {-}},
or {B : LRA A : {-}} which earn her 100 — 5 = 95 ECU. b) suppose instead that B ex-
pects A to expect S1. When B is called upon to choose in Sp, she only considers her
efficient strategies: yet, all are efficient since neither L nor R destroy the pie. If B be-
lieves A plays L with probability qr and R with 1 — g7, B’s kindness in choosing L equals
qr - 100+ (1 —qr)-0—(qr - 100+ (1 —gqr) -0+ qr -0+ (1 — gr) - 100)/2.32, and her kindness in
choosing R equals gz, -0+ (1 —¢qz) - 100 — (g - 100+ (1 — q1) -0+ ¢qr - 0+ (1 — g1) - 100) /2. If
B believes that A tosses the fair coin, i.e. g = 0.5 which is the only Nash-equilibrium in .St
then B’s choice of L and R is exactly neutral toward A. Since B is not unkind in equilibrium,
A need not reciprocate, and the payoffs from reciprocity in S; are zero. Hence, A and B
implement the selfish solution and each tosses a fair coin which yields both players 50 ECU.
Even B participants who prefer kind over unkind procedures therefore opt into Sy which earns
them 100 — 5 ECU. Even if B held off-equilibrium beliefs in S7, then whatever reciprocation
she expects in S7 would be identical across SPY, LIE, and SABOTAGE. Moreover, prefer-
ences for kind procedures stipulate that players derive utility from procedural choices which
intend to induce kind outcomes whereby an outcome is kind if it satisfies some norm of payoff
equality. We could not confirm that individuals’ tendency to invoke social norms or intentions
when judging the right and wrong of an action statistically explained any departures from
rational self-interest in LIE, SPY, or SABOTAGE.

Guilt aversion. If B is guilt-averse, she wishes to avoid disappointing A’s payoff expec-
tations, or wishes to avoid being blamed by A for doing so (BattigalliDufwenberg:2007).
In phase two, we elicited B’s expectations about A’s symbolic punishment or reward plan for

33

a broad range of procedural choices®® — symbolic in the sense that punishment and reward

are too small to induce reciprocal motives. These symbolic punishment and reward plans

norms guides their willingness to forego payoff in our setting.

3241, -100 + (1 — q1) - 0 is A’s payoff from B choosing L when B believes A plays L with probability ¢z This
payoff is compared to the average payoff for A over all pure strategies which are still available to B at a given
node: since B can still choose between L and R, this average payoff for A over B’s pure strategies L and R is:
(qr. -100+ (1 —qz) -0+qr -0+ (1 —qr) - 100)/2. A payoff for A equal to this average payoff is neutral, payoffs
for A greater than this average are kind (DufKi:2004).

33 A’s expectations about B’s choice of the interaction structure, and B’s choice of the allocation may differ
across LYING, SPYING, and SABOTAGING, for instance, because there are different social norms regarding
lying, spying, or sabotaging which may in turn imply that the shares of individuals in the population who
lie, spy, and sabotage differ, or because individuals also hold expectations whether or not others lie, spy, or
sabotage, and expect others to have such expectations, too.
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contain compound information how much A disapproves of a given procedural choice, and of
the corresponding allocation choice she expects. B in turn could expect symbolic punishment
when she believes A expects to be let down, and a symbolic reward otherwise. However, B’s
expectations about A’s punishment and reward plans are inconsistent with this idea. B par-
ticipants expect more symbolic punishment for choosing the unfair set of rules S, in SPY than
for choosing it in LIE (one-sided Wilcoxon Rank Sum tests, p-value < 0.01 for o €]0.5,0.75],
for a €]0.75,0.99[, and for o = 1). Expectations between LIE and SABOTAGE or SPY and
SABOTAGE do not differ. Hence, B’s frequent choices of So in SPY as compared to the
rare choices of S in LIE cannot be explained by a desire to avoid what A would not like B
to do, or explain why we observe no altruism in SPY. Also, the normative ideal underlying
guilt-aversion — invoking others’ expectations to derive the right action — neither explained
B participants’ procedural nor their allocation choices. Guilt aversion is therefore unlikely to
explain any differences between LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE.

Purely Procedural Preferences. B participants may have ethical concerns against distribut-
ing decision rights, or rights in general unequally across parties (Chlassetal:2009). Suppose
that B’s linear utility function includes the following element: —(p max{#Sp — #54,0} —
apmax{#S4 — #Sp,0} where #Sp — #S4 counts the difference in cardinalities between
parties’ pure strategy sets, counting only such strategies which induce genuinely different out-
comes (only ’diverse options’ expand a party’s freedom of choice, see section 2). In LIE and
SABOTAGE, B has two pure strategies which expand her freedom of choice in S, and two in
Ss. A in turn has two pure strategies in Sp, and one (or zero) in Sy. B can therefore grant A
equality in decision rights by competing fairly, or advantage herself in terms of decision rights
by opting for unfair competition. This is not true in SPY where B cannot reduce A’s freedom
of choice: both parties have two pure strategies which expand their freedom of choice by the
same extent for each potential choice by the opponent. Through opting for unfair competition
in SPY, B merely changes the distribution of information. SPY therefore affects a different
type of right. B might yet also hold concerns about the distribution of information rights. B’s
utility function might include element —fBp max{#Z3; — #77%,0} — apmax{#I17 — #715,0}
where #7173 — #1% measures the difference between the cardinalities of party A’s and B’s
information partitions over the terminal histories z € Z of a game, and ap and Sp express
B’s aversion against advantageous, or disadvantageous inequality in information rights, re-
spectively. Starting with SPY, B knows her own, but not A’s choice in S; and hence, B’s
information partition over the four terminal nodes of S; has cardinality two. In Sy, B’s in-
formation partition over the four terminal nodes has cardinality four: she knows the terminal
node for sure. Since A does not know the interaction structure, her information partition has
cardinality one always. B’s choice of Sy does therefore increase her own information rights,
but not by taking information rights away from A. In LIE and SABOTAGE, the distribution
of information rights is identical in S7 and Ss: B’s information partition over the terminal

nodes has cardinality two in S7 and Sy; A’s cardinality is always one. SPY therefore differs in
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three aspects from LIE and SABOTAGE: information, and not decision rights are at stake,
B does not obtain additional rights in So by taking them away from A, and B has no power
to grant A’s equality of rights. Inequity aversion over the distribution of decision rights could
therefore explain the altruism in LIE and SABOTAGE and its absence in SPY; it could also
explain the decline of altruism in the payoff neutral-setting where B cannot reduce or increase
A’s decision rights. Indeed, the moral ideal underneath B’s altruism in this paper is identical
to the moral ideal underlying Chlassetal:2009’s (2009) purely procedural preferences. How-
ever, these preferences cannot explain why some individuals who value the equality of rights
prefer S while some prefer So where they give all payoff away.

Preferences for power € control. If B prefers to maintain power and control (bartling2014intrinsic),
she maximizes her utility by opting for interaction structure S2 where she exerts full power
over the allocation. In Sy, she holds the exclusive right to decide and implements whatever
allocation she prefers. Preferences for power and control can therefore not explain the differ-
ences in procedural choices and altruism in Sy across LIE, SPY, and SABOTAGE. Similarly,
the finding that procedural choices and altruism in Sy should link to ethical ideals about the
equality of individual rights suggests a simple preference for power is not at play3*. Prefer-
ences for power can, however, explain why the exact same ethical ideal about the equality of
rights underlies B participants’ choices of S, and their altruism in S5. B participants who
prefer power and control prefer to opt into S; and give payoff away to compensate A for her
unequal rights; those who dislike exerting power would opt into S; and actually grant A equal
decision rights. Indeed, we find that B participants who likely value power — who score high
on Klages’s materialism values — rather opt into Sy whereas those who value the autonomy
of the individual — Klages’s postmaterialists — opt into .S7. This holds equally for treatments
LIE and SABOTAGE where we elicit these values. The same logic applies if B participants’
preferences for power would ultimately stem from a dislike of having others interfere with
their own decisions (Neri and Rommelsperger 2014): in S2, nobody can interfere with B’s
decision and she can impose whatever allocation she prefers.

Risk attitudes. In both interaction structures S; and S, B chooses between the same
ex-post payoffs — 100 ECU, or 0 ECU. Only in Sy, however, she can obtain 100 ECU for
sure. Risk averse B participants would therefore always prefer So. Since B cannot obtain a
higher ex-post payoff than these 100 ECU through incurring additional risk, also risk-loving
or risk-neutral B participants prefer So where they take all payoff for sure. Risk attitudes can
therefore not explain the variations of altruism across our LIE, SPY, or SABOTAGE treat-
ments. Indeed, we could not confirm that risk attitudes explained B participants’ choices of
the interaction structures, or their altruism in LIE, SPY, or SABOTAGE.

Ezxperimenter demand effects. Other than having addressed any of these preferences, we

34 A preference for power would be a preference for maximizing one’s own rights. The purely procedural pref-
erences above build this idea into a framework of inequity aversion over decision rights (Chlassetal:2009) [one
feels the infringement of one’s own rights more immediately than one feels the infringement of another indi-
vidual’s rights], a preference for power would imply a disutility from losing control over the payoff distribution
to other individuals, but no disutility at all from taking decision rights from others.
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might— despite a strictly neutral framing — have induced a social experimenter demand ef-
fect (Zizzo0:2010) in that the existence of an experimenter, or the awareness of participating
in an experiment affected B participants’ behaviour. If so, a significant share of them should
be motivated by a desire to satisfy our expectations and to behave in a way which pleases
us. If so, Bs’ behaviour should link to the extent by which they refer to others’ (our own)
expectations about their behaviour. We do not find that Bs’ preferences to refer to i) others’
expectations, or ii) or to be taken as a nice person when deciding about the right and wrong

of an action explain any part of our findings.

7 Conclusion

This paper studies by which degree, how, and why, individuals prefer to compete either fairly,
or unfairly with an opponent for one ex-post nonzero payoff. In an experimental setting, one
party chooses the rules of a constant sum game: she can opt into a set of rules where neither
she, nor her opponent has information about the other’s choice, and both parties have equal
decision rights. She can also opt into a set of rules where she manipulates the consequences
of her opponent’s action (SABOTAGE), or spies the opponent’s choice (SPY), or fabricates
and reports this choice to a third party who makes this report payoff-relevant (LIE). A party
may sabotage, spy, or fabricate to take all payoff, or to give all payoff away. The material
incentive to do so is identical across SABOTAGE, SPY, and LIE.

Our results are first, that individuals resort more often to sabotage and spying than they
resort to fabrication. Specifically when the game cannot be won for sure through fair compe-
tition, sabotage and spying attempts nearly double from 35% to 70%. Attempts to actively
fabricate are comparatively rare and hardly respond to material incentives.

Second, the amount of altruism varies substantially depending on whether the set of rules
allows for fabrication, spying, or sabotage. Specifically when only unfair competition allows
individuals to obtain the non-zero payoff for sure, 68% of all individuals who fabricate infor-
mation end up giving all payoff to their opponent, 71% of those who sabotage give all payoff
away but everybody who spies does so to take all payoff.

Individuals who opt into fair competition and those who opt into unfair competition but
end up giving all payoff away forego substantial amounts of payoff. To understand the mo-
tives underlying these departures from rational self-interest, we elicit the moral ideals which
individuals invoke to judge whether an action is right or wrong in a moral judgement test de-
veloped by Lind (1978, 2008). The test includes the large set of ideals which Pi:1948 (1948)
and Kohlberg (1969, 1984) reported in their extensive field research on how individuals make
moral judgements. We use this entire set of moral preferences for each individual to model
her i) choice of the fair set of rules, or her ii) choice of the unfair set if she gives all payoff away

and contrast each behaviour with those participants who compete unfairly to win the game.
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Surprisingly, both departures from rational self-interest link to the same moral ideal. The
more an individual invokes the equality of civic rights and the social contract when judging
about the right or wrong of an action, the more likely she opts into fair competition, and the
more likely she fabricates or sabotages to benefit the opponent. We conclude that fabrication
and sabotage induce a psychological cost through infringing the opponent’s position of rights
and that individuals forego material payoff to rectify this infringement.

The key to understanding why these two types adopt different strategies to rectify the
opponent’s equal position of rights are their scores along the well-known materialism - post-
materialism value scales. The more an individual values power and hierarchy (materialism),
the more often they lie or sabotage to give all payoff to the opponent. The more individuals
value individual autonomy and dislike power (postmaterialism), the more they prefer to grant
their opponent the same rights and to compete fairly with her. Both types therefore seem to
adopt different strategies to rectify the violation of the same moral ideal.

The only preference type to date which predicts the variation of altruism which we observe
are Chlassetal:2009’s (2009) purely procedural preferences which describe inequity aversion
over the distribution of decision and information rights: if only unfair competition wins the
game for sure, fabrication and sabotage deplete the opponent’s relative position in terms of
decision rights; refraining from these activities reinstates the opponent’s equal position of
rights. Spying, however, does not take information rights away from the opponent since all
activities are clandestine anyway, i.e. in our setting, the opponent does not know she is being
spied. Therefore, an individual who refrains from spying does not rectify her opponent’s equal
position of information rights. If fair, and unfair competition can win the game for sure, an
individual’s decision to compete unfairly merely takes payoff-irrelevant decision rights from
the opponent: in this case, fabrication and sabotage do not deteriorate the opponent’s equal
position of decision rights and no payoff need be foregone to compensate her. This is exactly
what we observe.

The heterogeneity in individuals’ attitudes toward unfair competition is so substantial
that one may well entertain doubts whether competition selects the highest quality if such
activities are possible at all: if a highly talented individual has strong reservations against
sabotaging others while a less talented competitor has not and manages to successfully sabo-
tage the former, competition will not correctly sort qualities, and have very different welfare

effects than we have come to rely upon in economics.
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Figure 7: B’S DECISION SCREEN IN THE UNFAIR SET OF RULES, TREATMENT SPY.
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Figure 8: B’S DECISION SCREEN IN THE UNFAIR SET OF RULES, TREATMENT SABOTAGE.
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Figure 9: B’S DECISION SCREEN IN THE UNFAIR SET OF RULES, TREATMENT LIE.
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B Normal form representation of the payoff neutral regime.

Table 8: PAYOFF NEUTRALITY: PARTY B DOES NOT GAIN ADDITIONAL FREEDOM OF
CHOICE THROUGH SPYING, SABOTAGING, OR FABRICATING A, AND DOES NOT INFRINGE A’S
FREEDOM OF CHOICE.

8a) the ’fair’ set of rules 8b) the ’unfair’ set of rules

party A party A
L R L R
100 100 LA 100 100
party B 0 0 0 0
0 0 A 0 0
R1j00 | 100 party B X7 100 | 100
1001 100
A
LR |, .
0 0
A
REZ 1 100 | 100

C Normal form representation of the competitive payoffs regime

with symbolic reward and punishment (ChlassRiener:2015).

Table 9: A’S SYMBOLIC PUNISHMENT AND REWARD OPTION MAKES HER RELATIVE POSITION
OF DECISION RIGHTS MORE EQUAL TO B’S: A CAN REDUCE (OR INCREASE) THE EXTENT TO
WHICH B PREFERS L OVER R BY 30 ECU, AND REDUCE/INCREASE THE EXTENT TO WHICH
B PREFERS RLA or LR? ovErR LL* AND RR4 BY 30 ECU IN Sy.(ChlassRiener:2015)

9a) the ’fair’ set of rules

party A
L R
100 — [0, 30] 100 — [0, 30]
party B 0 + [—30, 30] 0 + [—30, 30]
R 0 — [0, 30] 0 — 10, 30]
100 + [—30, 30] 100 + [—30, 30]
9b) the ’unfair’ set of rules
party A
[0,30] : [0,30]
A 100 — |0, 30 100 — |0, 30
LL™ 1 0 4+ 130, 30] 0 + [~30,30]
RLA 0— [0, 30} 0— [O, 30]
party B 100 + [—30, 30] 100 + [30, 30]
Y 100 — [0, 30] 100 — [0, 30]
0 + [—30, 30] 0 + [~30, 30]
y 0= 1[0, 30] 0= [0, 30]
RE™ 1 100 4 [-30,30] 100 + [30, 30]
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D Defining sabotage: Max and Moritz (Busch:1906).

Figure 10: MAX AND MORITZ FILL THEIR TEACHER’S PIPE WITH BLACK POWDER.
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E Experimental Results: Absolute figures

Number of B-participants paying for interaction structure S; (’fair’) and Se (‘unfair’) per treatment

treatment LIE3 SPY SABOTAGE

payoff regime payoff neutral | competitive | payoff neutral | competitive | payoff neutral | competitive
#nr. of B players H#47 #44 #53 #53 #52 #54
interaction structure | S Sy S Sy S Sy S1 So Sh So S So
% who pays 8 3 9 5 2 19 5 36 4 18 2 37
median change of @ | 13%  30% 10%  20% | 25%  20% 50%  25% | 17.50% 20% | 16% 25%
% who does not pay 36 30 32 12 30 15

Table 10: CHOICES OVER PROCEDURES FOR ALL TREATMENTS.

Which allocation do B-participants impose when they hold the power to do so?
selfish: (payoff B: 100, payoff A: 0); altruistic: (payoff B: 0, payoff A: 100)

treatment LIE3® SPY SABOTAGE

payoff regime payoff neutral | competitive | payoff neutral | competitive | payoff neutral | competitive
interaction structure | Si So So S Sy So S So So

# nr. of B players. | #25  #22 #25 #20  #33 #40 #22  #30 #28
selfish 20 17 8 18 31 40 18 26 8
equal chance (-) ) (-) (-) (-) (-) -) ) ()
altruistic 5 5 17 2 2 0 4 4 20

Table 11: B’S CHOICES OF THE PAYOFF ALLOCATION IN THE 'FAIR’ (S1) AND THE 'UNFAIR’
(S2) INTERACTION STRUCTURES.

35A brief reading example: In treatment LIE with neutral payoffs, there were 47 B participants. Eight of
them paid for S; and three for S3. The eight who paid for S; made at the median, S; 13% more likely than
Sa. The three who paid for S2, made, at the median, S2 30% more likely than Si. 36 of 47 B participants left
the default 50-50 chance of arriving in either S; or Ss.

36 A brief reading example: In treatment LIE with payoff neutrality B can impose her preferred allocation
in S; and S2. Out of 47 B participants, 25 arrived in S1. 20 of them kept all payoff for themselves, five gave
all payoff away, and nobody tossed a coin. The remaining 22 B participants arrived in Sz. 17 of them kept
all payoff, five gave all payoff away, nobody tossed a coin. Under competitive payoffs, B can only impose the
allocation in S2. Out of 44 B participants, 25 arrived in Sz, eight of which kept all payoff, and seventeen of
which gave all payoff away. Nobody tossed a fair coin.
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F Kohlberg’s six ways of moral argumentation

Table 12: Six ways of moral argumentation (summary by Ishida 2006, examples from

the authors).

argumentation Classes of motivation for moral behavior

to
the

It is good not
lie/spy/sabotage

opponent because...

preconventional
way

conventional
way

Class 1. Orientation to punishment and obedience, phys-
ical and material power. Rules are obeyed to avoid punish-
ment. Class 2. Naive hedonistic orientation. The individ-
ual conforms to obtain rewards.

Class 1. ”Good boy/girl” orientation to win approval and
maintain expectations of one’s immediate group. The indi-
vidual conforms to avoid disapproval. One earns approval
by being "nice”.

Class 2. Orientation to authority, law, and duty, to main-
tain a fixed order. Right behavior consists of doing one’s
duty and abiding by the social order.

postconventional Class 1. Social contract orientation. Duties are defined

way

in terms of the social contract and the respect of others’
rights. Emphasis is upon equality and mutual obligation
within a democratic order.

Class 2. The morality of individual principles of con-
science, such as the respect for the individual will, freedom
of choice etc. Rightness of acts is determined by conscience
in accord with comprehensive, universal and consistent eth-
ical principles.

...I can be punished If do;
...because I'll get a reward if I do
not.

...recipient or experimenter ex-

pect me to/will think I am a nice

person ...because it is the norm

not to do so;

... because it is against the law;
because doing so would en-

danger all order in our society

...the opponent’s civic rights to
privacy, and to democratic par-
ticipation must be respected, or
else be compensated;

the opponent must as an
equal human being be free to
choose, to state her own will or
else be compensated.
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G An Excerpt of the Moral Judgement Test by Georg Lind
(1976, 2008)

Doctor

A woman had cancer and she had no hope of being enough morphine to kill her. She said she could no
saved. She was in terrible pain and so weak that a longer stand the pain and would be dead in a few
large dose of a pain killer such as morphine would weeks anyway. The doctor decided to give her a over-
have caused her death. During a temporary period dose of morphine.

of improvement, she begged the doctor to give her

I strongly disagree I strongly agree

-1]o]1]2]3]

Do you agree or disagree with the doctor’s action ... \-3 | -2

How acceptable do you find the following arguments in favor of the doctor’s actions?
Suppose someone argued he acted rightly...

I strongly reject I strongly accept

...because the doctor had to act according to his conscience.
-4[-3]-2]-1]o]1]2]3]4

The woman’s condition justified an exception to the moral obli-
gation to preserve life

I strongly reject I strongly accept

...because the doctor was the only one who could fulfill the
-4]-3]-2[-1]o]1]2]3]4

woman’s wish; respect for her wish made him act as he did.

How acceptable do you find the following arguments against the doctor’s actions?
Suppose someone argued he acted wrongly

. 5 . . I strongly reject I strongly accept
...because he acted contrary to his colleagues’ convictions.
If they are against mercy-killing the doctor shouldn’t do it. -4 | -3|-2 | -1 | 0 | 1 | 213 | 4
...because one should be able to have complete faith in a strongly reject ! strongly accept
doctor’s devotion to preserving life even if someone with -4 | -31-2 | -1 | 0 | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4

great pain would rather die

NOTE: This excerpt of the moral judgement test MJT is reprinted with kind permission by Georg
Lind. It does not faithfully reproduce the formatting of the original test. For ease of readability,
the original test numbers each item, and the alignment slightly differs from this excerpt. The
dots represent items which have been left out. The full test cannot be published due to copyright
protection.
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H Klages’s and Gensicke’s (2006) materialism - postmaterial-

ism scales®’

Table 13: QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS FOR EACH OF KLAGES’S AND GENSICKE’S THREE VALUE
DIMENSIONS (CATEGORIES) TO IDENTIFY MATERIALISTS, POSTMATERIALISTS, AND MIXED
VALUE TYPES IN THE GERMAN POPULATION (Klages:2006).

value category 1
duty and acceptance val-

value category II
hedonistic and materialis-

value category III
idealistic values and pub-

ues

tic values lic participation®®

tious

v’ respect law and order
v need and quest for security

v be hard-working and ambi-

v have a high living standard | v' develop one’s fantasy and
creativity

v" help socially disadvantaged
and socially marginal groups

v" also tolerate opinions with
which one actually cannot re-
ally agree

v’ be politically active

v" hold power and influence

v' enjoy life to the fullest

v’ assert oneself, and one’s
needs against others

conventionalists

idealists
hedonic material-
ists

resigned without
perspective

realists

high scores on value category I (Inglehart’s classic materialist values). Inter-
mediate scores for value categories II and III. Clear hierarchy between value
category I and II/III — approximate Inglehart’s 'materialists’ but Inglehart
classifies value category II as 'materialist’ values (with the exception of item
3) and not as a separate dimension.

high scores on value category IIl. Intermediate scores for value category II.
Clear hierarchy between both value categories. Lower scores on value category
I than conventionalists — approximation of Inglehart’s postmaterialists.
score lower than conventionalists in value category I and lower than ideal-
ists in value category III. No hierarchy between value categories (all similarly
important).

lower scores on category I than conventionalists and lower scores on value cat-
egory III than idealists. Lowest scores in value category II. One of Inglehart’s
‘mixed types’.

second lowest value hierarchy after hedonists, high scores on category I and
relatively high scores on category II; 'synthesis’ of values. One of Inglehart’s
‘mixed types’.

37Klages and Gensicke (2006) use these value categories to obtain the clusters (types) below: conventionalists,

resigned people, realists, hedo-materialists, and idealists. In this paper, we do not cluster people into these
groups; we use each individuals’ average rating for all three value categories to model B participants’ choice
of the fair rules (type i)), or their altruism (type ii) under the unfair rules as opposed to the selfish type (type
iv). The average rating is the mean rating over all questionnaire items pertaining to the same value category.
Individuals rate each item from 1 to 7.

38 Category I11I corresponds to Ingelhart’s postmaterialism value scale. Higher mean ratings on value category
ITIT make the procedural type i) in section 5 more likely. Category II mostly belongs to Inglehart’s materialist
values. Higher mean ratings of this value category makes the altruistic type ii) in section 5 more likely. Value
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I B participant types: do demographics, or other moral pref-

erences play a significant role?%

PROCEDURAL TYPE (I) ALTRUISTIC TYPE (II)
Argument Effect  std.err. Argument Effect std.err.
le 0.49 0.17¢ le 0.50 0.04
postclass 1 0.16 0.08° sabotage 0.49 0.05¢
postclass 2 -0.15 0.07° postclass 1 0.10 0.03%
[risk aversion -0.04  0.04 [risk aversion 0.01  0.02

]
Age 0.00  0.02 ]
Gender:male 0.08 0.12 ]
Envy 0.06 0.12 ]
sabotage treatment  0.05  0.16 ]
]
]
]
]

[ Age 0.00 0.01
[

[

[

[Kohlberg class 140 -0.20 0.21

[

[

[

]
[ ]
[Gender:male 0.04  0.06 ]
[Envy 0.02  0.06 |
[Kohlberg class 1 -0.10  0.047]

[Kohlberg class 2 -0.01  0.05 ]

Kohlberg class 2 0.09 0.12 [ ]

Kohlberg class 3 0.11 0.11 [ ]

Kohlberg class / 0.02 0.12 [ ]

Kohlberg class 3 0.05 0.04
Kohlberg class 4 0.05 0.05
Kohlberg class 5 -0.00 0.05

Table 14: WHICH DETERMINANTS MAKE THE PROCEDURAL TYPE (I) (N=56), AND THE

ALTRUISTIC TYPE (II) (N=121) MORE LIKELY THAN THE MOST SELFISH TYPE (IV)?
Note: The significance levels of the z-tests are indicated by a: p < .01, b: p < .05¢c:, p < .10

PROCEDURAL TYPE (I) WITH (POST)-MATERIALISM SCORES

Argument Effect std.err.
postclass 1 0.48 0.11¢
postclass 2 -0.40 0.11¢
materialism -0.10 0.05°
postmaterialism 0.20 0.04¢

Table 15: MODELING THE PROCEDURAL TYPE I) VS THE MOST SELFISH TYPE IV) ADDING

B PARTICIPANTS’ MATERIALISM AND POSTMATERIALISM SCORES, WHERE AVAILABLE (N:19)
Note: The significance levels of the z-tests are indicated by a: p < .01, b: p<.05c¢:, p < .10

category I does not significantly influence B participants’ choices in the experiment.

39The core model is a joint estimation of all variables without brackets. In brackets, we see which coefficients
and significance levels would result if we jointly added risk attitudes, all demographics, all other Kohlbergian
classes, and the sabotage dummy to the core model. Naturally, this extended model has higher variance,
i.e. less precision, than the core morel and the insignificance of additional controls might be due to this fact.
However, none of the additional variables in brackets would have a significant effect if it were added by itself,
or in small groups with other controls, to the core model. Hence, the insignificance of all additional controls
does not result from the inefficiency of the estimation.

40Turns insignificant if we start deleting other insignificant variables and is not significant if added to the
core model.
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FAIR-COIN TYPE (III) WITH (POST)-MATERIALISM SCORES

Argument Effect std.err.
postclass 1 0.15 0.07°
materialism -0.15 0.03¢
postmaterialism 0.14 0.06°
risk aversion 0.06 0.04

Table 16: WHICH DETERMINANTS MAKE TYPE III) WHO TOSSES A FAIR COIN BETWEEN
THE INTERACTION STRUCTURES MORE LIKELY THAN THE MOST SELFISH TYPE IV) WITH B

PARTICIPANTS’ MATERIALISM AND POSTMATERIALISM SCORES WHERE AVAILABLE (N=16)
Note: The significance levels of the z-tests are indicated by a : p < .01, b: p < .05 c:, p < .10

J Purely Procedural Concerns crowd out under punishment /reward*!
(ChlassRiener:2015).

PROCEDURAL TYPE (1) ALTRUISTIC TYPE (I) | FAIR COIN TYPE (III)
Argument Effect std.err. | Effect std.err. | Effect std.err.
Kohlberg 1 -0.16  0.04% (-) (=) | —0.10 0.04°
Kohlberg 3 020  0.09° (—) (—) (—) (—)
Kohlberg / 0.14 0.06° | 0.11 0.05 (—) (-)
postclass 1 —0.17 0.11° | —0.15 0.05¢ | 0.03 0.05
expected punishment 0.08 0.04¢ 0.17 0.04% 0.35 0.10¢
expected reward (—) (—) | —0.07 0.04° | —0.14 0.05%
lie (—) (—) 0.56 0.05¢ (—) (-)
sabotage (—) (—) 0.25 0.08¢ (-) (—)

Table 17: CONTRASTING THE PROCEDURAL TYPE 1), THE ALTRUISTIC TYPE II), AND THE
FAIR COIN TYPE III) WITH THE MOST SELFISH TYPE IV) WHEN A CAN PUNISH OR REWARD

B’S PROCEDURAL CHOICE.
Note: The significance levels of the z-tests are indicated by a : p < .01, b: p < .05 c:, p < .10

4 Binary logit models where the dependent variable is a pair of types: either type (I) vs the most selfish type
(IV), or type (II) vs type IV) or type (III) vs type (IV). Kohlberg 1,3, and 4 correspond to the Kohlbergian
ways of argumentation in classes 1, 3, or 4 from table 12 in section F. Variables which are insignificant and
not of interest have been deleted from the specification, variables which have an effect on some, but not all
types are marked with (—) when they are insignificant.
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