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Reatworld problems of cooperation

ACooperative hunting and warfare,
teamwork in firms, charities and gift
giving, environmental protection,
economic public goods (e.g., paying
taxes, fishing, security), political
collective action (e.g., voting, lobbying,
revolutions), etc.

Classical literatureSamuelson (1954)
Olson (1965)Hardin (1968)
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AEach group membédm 9 m 3n} dé&des how much of her endowment to contribute to
the public good;; N [0, €]. Any ontribution benefitsi by h..

AiQa LINPTFAGY
TiT€ GG+ HG
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AEach group membédm 9 m 3n} dé&des how much of her endowment to contribute to
the public good;; N [0, €]. Any ontribution benefitsi by h..

AiQa LINPTFAGY
TiT€ GG+ HG

AR T >HL

Group
optimal
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THELINEAFIPUI?LIGBOOIEAI\/IE

AEach group membédm 9 m 3n} dé&des how much of her endowment to contribute to
the public good;; N [0, €]. Any ontribution benefitsi by h..
AiQa LINPTFAGY Nash
Ti=€ GG+ HG equilibrium
AR 0 >HL *
Aifh. < 1} |
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THELINEARUBLIGOODGAME
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Standard result 100 —r—r—TrTT
A Initial cooperation of 4660% 90}
A Cooperation declines with repetition 80}
Some stylized facts 20l n=10 MPCR=03
A Positive effect oMPCR t
F4 -, = - ’_ B
A Positive effect of partners matching -
" ) O S0
A No effect of group size g, o
A Negative effect of experience Or L

To., P - N
Less robust 30— S R
A Negative effect of heterogeneity 20—
A No effect of number of periods 10
A Women contribute more and economists less 0 I S I I S —
. N _ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
A Positive effect of framing PERIOD

wrbgalecljgagrid cnla
EA NYU |ABU DHABI



CONDITIONACOOPERATION

2.
&3

Fischbache& Gachter(2010) Eliciting preferences for contribution
A 140 subjects play a VCM witi 4, AUnconditional contributiondecision
e= 20, MPCR = 0.4 in two conditions AUse the strategy method to elicit
Aln choicesubjects play 10 periods with conditional contribution schedules with
strangers matching respect to the mean unconditional
Alnpreferencedl K& adzo 280G aQ SGORfbatieny s v oS 4
for contribution are elicited APick randomly three unconditional

contributions and one conditional

Alncentivized elicitation of beliefs about Ibutl
contribution

the contribution of others in every
period ofchoice
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CDNDITIONACOOPERATION

Fischbache& Géachter(2010)

2.
--§,,T§-—

AMostly preferences for conditional cooperation and selfishness

A Strong association between beliefs and the unconditional cooperation decision

A:Heterogeneous preferences

25
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= d
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uLbgal e<l jdcnls
25 )55 i Slope of schedule (from linear regression)
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Individual mean contribution in

C-experiments

B: Heterogeneous contributions

25

-0.5 0.5 1.5

Slope of individual linear contribution-belief regressions



CDNDITIONACOOPERATION

2.
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AFischbache®& Gachter(2010)
ACan conditional cooperation explain the decline of contributions?

AUse their conditional preferences, initial beliefs, and a beldating process to predict
contributions in all periods
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HOWDOWEINCREASEOOPERATIGN
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TAXESANDSUBSIDIES

Falkingeret al. (2000)

Alf i contributes more than the average,

Alf i contributes less than the average,
LI e | cit']di-) E i 00O

Ab 2 0 S 0 K> thanfhede is B
dominant strategy to contribute
everything

A240 subjects play a VCM withe= 4,
e = 20, 10 periods, MPCR = 0.4 with
eitheri fTorin I' noT
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AThe mechanism clearly works and is
robust to different group sizes and

interior equilibria

ABut how do you enforce it?

Mean contributions

Control Treatment -

Mechanism Treatment
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COMPETITION

2.
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Tan &Bolle (2007) AEffect of information and of competition
ATwo groups compete in the amount of Aln later rounds, we see mostly an effect
contributions to their public good of competition
AThe winner get$ = 0.67 and the loser Partners
getsh = 0.33 12.0

A144 subjects play a VCM with= 3,e = 10.0 m
12, 10 periods with either 8.0

Ah = 0.5and no information about 6.0 \

Mean Investment

: o n
relative contributions i
Ah = 0.5and information about relative 55
contributions '
0.0

Ah N {0.33, 0.67Jand information about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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COMMUNICATION

2.
&3

Bochetet al. (2006) AFace to face communication

AAllow subjects to communicate but not dramatically increases cooperation
make binding contracts ACommunication becomes less effective

A172 subjects play a VCM with 4, as it becomes more restricted

e= 10, 10 periods, MPCR = 0.4 with L e
either no communicationor - ' =N
communication throughace-to-face,

- -
o
chat room, ornumeric cheap talk 3, >
m -
y e
- e B
5 o)
2 o
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COI\/II\/IUNICATIONNDSOCIASTRUCTURE
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Angelovski& Reuben (2018)

. _ _ _ Social groups
AWhat if a public good involves multiple social groups?

ACommunication and information about individual
contributions are transmitted mostly within groups

A432 subjects play a VCM with= 9,e = 20, MPCR = 0.3,
15 periodschat before periods 1, 6, and 11 with eithdr

no communication within-group communication or
within- and betweengroup communication

A Availability or not of a secondithin-group public
good (VCM witin = 3 and MPCR = 0.6)

Public good
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COI\/II\/lUNICATIONNDSOCIASTRUCTURE

Average contribution
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COI\/II\/IUNICATIONNDSOCIASTRUCTURE
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Angelovski& Reuben (2018)

ADifferences in
contributions
mirror differences
In agreed
contributions
within groups
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No within-group PG
15
10

| I
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Within chat

Between chat

B Actualm Agreed withinm Agreed between

20Within—group PG
15

10

| I
N |

Within chat Between chat

m Actualm Agreed withinm Agreed between

16



PEERPUNISHMENT

Fehr &Géachter(2000) APunishment increases contributions, even
AAfter contributing, subjects can with strangers matching
punish other group members at a 1
cost to themselves (approximately 1 164
token per 3 tokens of damage), PSSP S
subjects know whether they are B ) e

o S

punished but do not know by whom di . |
A112 subjects play a VCM with= 4, | !

o

e = 20 tokens, 20 periods, MPCR =z ... 01112 13 1 15 16 17 18 19 20
0.4 with eitherno punishmentor e /” o
punishment ‘

[
f-o— without punishment
| —@— with punishment

, et

0 ——t—t— t—t——————————————

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
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PUNISHI\/IENZXQROSSOCIETIES
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Does peer punishment work across societies? (Herrmann et al. 2008)
APunishment is pervasive but it does not always increase contributions

A Works inBoston Nottingham CopenhagepBonn Zurich St. GallenMinsk Seou] Chengdy

Melbourne, but not inDnipropetrovs'k SamaraAthens Istanbul Riyadh Muscat
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10 12 14 16 18 20

Contribution

8

@ Copenhagen (11.5)
A Drniprop. (10.6)
B Minsk (10.5)

& St Gallen (10.1)
O Muscat (10)

& Samara (9.7)
A Zurich (9.3)

@ Boston (9.3)

& Bonn (9.2)

@ Chengdu (8)

O Seoul (7.9)

@ Riyadh (7.8)

@ MNottingham (6.9)

L A Athens (5.4)

W Istanbul (5.4)
A Melbourne (4.9)

Contribution

2 4 6
1 1 1

0

10 12 14 16 18 20
L L 1 L 1

8
1

5
Period
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PUNISHMENACROSSOCIETIES
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Does peer punishment work across societies? (Herrmann et al. 2008)

AFailure of punishment is related to the amount of antisocial punishment (punishmen

of aboveaverage cooperators) correlated with perceptions of the importance of
norms of civic cooperation and the rule of la

Independent Punishment of Punishmentof

" negative deviations) (::,”n‘i?;;;?i'\f;“géi?;';iﬂ‘s) variables free riders  cooperators
Boston punhare contb.
Melbourne (20 -11] Norms of civic * *
Nottingham EE[-10,-1] . 037I C0740
St. Gallen m—(s) (e{0]0) peratlon
=
Zurich *
Born Ruleof law 0.067 c0.618
Copenhagen
Dnipropetrovs’k *k
Seoul [ s | ConStant C4708 2422
Istanbul [ s |
Minsk [ aEas | Controls Yes Yes
Samara I .
Riyadh T
Athens [ D .
Muscat e What can we conclude with
wbgalecljgagridcnla ‘ -
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IR unrepresentative samples?

Mean punishment expenditures 19
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|NSTITUTIQRDRMATION

2.
&3

Kosfeldet al. (2009)

Als it possible to form an institution that enforces cooperation if individuals cannot be
excluded from the public good and they cannot be forced to join?

Three stages

AParticipation stagedecide whether to be part of an institution at a cost shared by
those who take part{= 2 /n,)

Almplementation stage:members of the institution decide whether to enforce the
maximum contribution among themselves (by unanimity)

AContribution stage:contribute to a VCM witn = 4,e = 20, and MPCR = 0.4
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|NSTITUTIQFDRMATION
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Kosfeldet al. (2009)

Alnstitutions are frequently and increasinglyplemented but mostly only if all
participate

——
1

] omgsize=1 org. size = 2
B oo size=3 [ oo size=4

o
1

absolute number of implemented organizations

i I
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|NSTITUTIQFDRMATION
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Kosfeldet al. (2009)

Alnstitutions are frequently and increasinglyplemented but mostly only if all
participate

ALT 2y S LX I & SNJ
AyvaladgAaddziazy A
and contributions are low

ANote that the institution pays
as long as three participate
A downside of conditional
cooperation?
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