SUPPLEMENTARY ONLINE MATERIALS

Appendix


A.1. ANALYTIC DETAILS OF SUBSECTION 2.2 
By applying the Bayes’ rule, we obtain the following probabilities of being an innocent (a guilty) person conditional upon an innocent (a guilty) report:
		

Now, start by assuming that judges decide to convict or not based on a given probability  that people commit infringements and potential criminals decide to commit infringements based on given probabilities of conviction in the case of guilty () and innocent () investigation report. In order to study the impact of the probabilities of reporting errors (, ), the fine amount (F), the private benefit/harm resulting from the infringements (H), and the exogenous probability  that people commit infringements on the punishment attitudes of judges (measured by the thresholds  and ),  we compute the following derivatives.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	


Analogously, in order to study the effects of (, , F, H), and exogenous probabilities  and  on the individual decisions to commit infringements (measured by the threshold ), we compute the following derivatives.
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Signs above are easy to be verified recalling that we assumed i) that people consider more (or at least equally) likely to be convicted given a guilt report than given an innocent report and, ii) that a minimum accuracy in investigation reporting is required, so that . 

A.2. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1
In Bayesian Nash Equilibrium, expectations and actual probabilities coincide, so that we have:

	 							
The system of total differentials is:


We compute the determinant of the first matrix: .  So that we have the following:

After some passages we obtain:












Proposition 1 is proved.


A.3. THE SAMPLE 

168 subjects participated in the experiment (51% of them for the first time). They were on average 21.7 years old and 46% of them were males. 94% percent of participants were Italian while the remaining 6% were from Eastern Europe. In terms of their political orientation and their religious beliefs, we found that 60% of the sample consisted of believers (mainly Catholics), around 40% is center-left oriented, 20% prefer center-right parties, 8% opt for a pure centrist position while 21% has no clear political tendency. Concerning their attitude towards risk, elicited through the BRET, 85% can be labeled as risk averse, 5% as risk neutral and 10% as risk lovers. According to the SVO questionnaire, 45% of the sample consists of Prosocial subjects, while the remaining 55% is represented by Individualists.






















Table A1. Descriptive statistics

	Variable
	
	Sample 

	
	
	
	
	

	Age in years: mean (SD)
	
	21.7 (2.09)
	
	

	
	
	

	Gender (%)
  Women
   Men
	
	
54
46

	
	
	
	
	

	Believers (%)
	
	60

	
	
	
	
	

	Political orientation (%)
   Center-left
   Center
   Center-right
   No clear idea

	
	
40
8
20
21
	
	
	
	
	

	BRET score: mean (SD)

SVO angle: mean (SD)
	
	31.96 (16.95)

18.56 (14.02)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Table A2. Distribution of Player Cs’ attitude towards judicial errors

	
	
	

	
	Type-I
	Type-II
	Equal

	Generally
	39%
	12.50%
	48%

	Robbery
	54%
	14%
	32%

	Murder
	27%
	7%
	66%

	
	
	
	



Table A3. Distribution of Players’ earnings by role

	
	
	

	
	Mean
(Standard Deviation)
	Min
	Max

	Player A
	15,9€
(1.95)
	11,8€
	19,6€

	Player B
	13,6€ 
(2.01)

	10,3€
	18,8€

	Player C
	22,6€
(1.96)
	19,6€
	27€








A.4. ROBUSTNESS CHECK

Even if we included explanatory diagrams in the instructions to show what could happen based on different scenarios and choices, it is possible that, especially in the first round, there may have been some 'errors.' Punishing in the first round when the computer correctly reports that A did not steal could be due to either misunderstanding or non-standard preferences (e.g., spiteful motives; Jensen, 2010). However, this does not necessarily mean that the behavior would continue in subsequent rounds. To test whether the trend we are interested in is due to error, we ‘cleaned’ the sample in an extreme manner. We removed all participants who punished when A clearly did not steal. The result was that we obtained the same trend. The following table illustrates this argument. 

        Table A4. Level of punishment by treatment

Level of punishment by treatment
	
	
	Distribution of Player C’s choices on the number of tokens subtracted to A when the computer reports that A stole money

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Baseline 
Treatment
(N=36)
	Type-I error
Treatment
(N=36)
	Type-II error
Treatment
(N=36)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 tokens
	
	                                       6%
	22%
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	40 tokens
	
	11%
	39%
	14%
	

	50 tokens
	
	33%
	33%
	19%
	

	60 tokens
	
	50%
	6%
	67%
	

	TOTAL
	
	100%
	100%
	100%
	

	
	
	
	





	
	

	
	
	Distribution of Player C’s choices on the number of tokens subtracted to A when the computer reports that A did not steal money

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Baseline 
Treatment

	Type-I error
Treatment
	Type-II error
Treatment
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 tokens
	
	100%
	100%
	36%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	40 tokens
	
	0%
	0%
	50%
	

	50 tokens
	
	0%
	0%
	11%
	

	60 tokens
	
	0%
	0%
	3%
	

	TOTAL
	
	       100%
	         100%
	100%
	





In order to compare the three treatments, we performed a series of chi-square tests on the proportions of player Cs who decided to punish and a series of t-tests on the average level of punishment. They all confirm the same trend as in the whole sample we used in the paper. In fact, when we compare the proportion of player Cs who decided to punish when the computer reports that A stole money from B, it emerges that in the TIT this value is significantly lower with respect to the other two treatments (p=0.041 and p=0.003 when we compare TIT with BT and TIIT, respectively), while no significant difference emerges when we compare the BT and the TIIT (p=0.151). When we compare the proportion of player Cs who decided to punish when the computer reports that A did not steal money from B, it emerges that in the TIIT this value is significantly higher with respect to the other two treatments (p=0.000 in both cases). 
The t-tests on the average level of punishment can be performed only on the scenario where the computer reports that player A stole money from B.[footnoteRef:1] In the TIT player Cs punish more leniently and this difference between the TIT and the other two treatments is significant (p=0.000 in both cases). No difference emerges between the BT and the TIIT (p=0.503). [1:  This is due to the fact that in this ‘cleaned’ sample, no player C punished in the first two treatments under the scenario where the computer reports that player A did not steal money to B and no type-II error occurs.] 



A.5. ANCILLARY RESULTS

Within the same experimental sessions, we ran two more treatments to obtain additional evidence on subjects’ attitude towards the judicial errors. The experimental sample is the same and these additional treatments have been implemented after the three (main) treatments described in the paper.
Type-I error Correction Treatment (TICT) and Type-II error Correction Treatment (TIICT). In these two treatments, mistakenly recorded choices occur: in TICT they are characterized by the presence of type-I error, like in TIT, whereas in TIICT they occur in the presence of type-II errors, like in TIIT. The novelty of these last two treatments is that player C can choose to spend 20 tokens to eliminate the error and decide whether to sanction A or not under certainty with regard to A being guilty or innocent, like in BT. This feature of our two last experimental conditions aims at seeing whether judges in the lab have different preferences over eliminating error types. In both rounds, when player C pays for the correct information, the decision screen is the same as the one used in the “no error” condition (BT). If this is not the case, the decision screen in TICT and TIICT is the same as in TIT and TIIT, respectively. 	

What emerges first is that more than half of player Cs buy the correct information. Moreover, 63% of them buy the correct information both in the TICT and in the TIICT, confirming the relevance of both errors. If we consider subjects who buy the correct information, we find that, when the computer reports that player A stole the 50 tokens from player B, their choices are in line with the BT, as most of them (96% and 91%) decide to punish player As. An interesting point is that, with respect to the BT, player Cs increase the number of severe fines (60) and decrease the number of lenient fines (40).[footnoteRef:2] On the other hand, when the computer reports that player A did not steal money, the percentage of subject Cs who punish player As decreases drastically with respect to the first round (8% in both cases; see Table A4).  [2:  A possible explanation is that player C thinks that, if player A steals during the last rounds when judges have the opportunity to buy perfect information, maybe they did the same when errors cannot be avoided. Thus, they decided to punish more, also to compensate previously (potentially) unpunished thefts.] 

When subjects Cs decide not to buy the correct information, judicial errors may occur and the scenarios that we face are the same as in the TIT and in the TIIT. When information may be affected by type-I error and the computer reports that player A has stolen money, player Cs do not decrease their probability of punishing player As, but they are more likely to choose the lenient fine of 40 tokens (as in the TIT). At the same time, in TIICT, when information may be affected by type-II error and the computer reports that player A has not stolen any money, the probability of punishing player A drastically increases (as in the TIIT; see Table A5). 















Table A5. Level of punishment in the last two rounds by player C’s decision of buying perfect information

	
	
	Distribution of Player C’s choices on the number of tokens subtracted to A when the computer reports that A stole money
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	TICT_info
(N = 27)
	TIICT_info
(N = 22)
	TICT_noinfo
(N = 29)
	TIICT_noinfo
(N = 34)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 tokens
	
	4%
	9%
	
	17%
	9%
	
	

	40 tokens
	
	4%
	5%
	
	34%
	9%
	
	

	50 tokens
	
	15%
	9%
	
	28%
	23%
	
	

	60 tokens
	
	77%
	77%
	
	21%
	59%
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	100%
	100%
	
	100%
	100%
	
	

	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Distribution of Player C’s choices on the number of tokens subtracted to A when the computer reports that A did not steal money

	
	
	TICT_info
	TIICT_info
	TICT_noinfo
	TIICT_noinfo
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 tokens
	
	92%
	92%
	
	62%
	29%
	
	

	40 tokens
	
	4%
	0%
	
	18%
	38%
	
	

	50 tokens
	
	0%
	4%
	
	10%
	27%
	
	

	60 tokens
	
	4%
	4%
	
	10%
	6%
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	100%
	100%
	
	100%
	100%
	
	




Again, the econometric analysis provides support to our results. We split our analysis between cases in which the correct information has been bought and cases where the errors are not deleted. We perform four series of ordered probit regressions clustered at the subject level: 1) on data from the BT, the TIT and the TICT when the information is bought; 2) on data from the BT, the TIT and the TICT when the information is not bought; 3) on data from the BT, the TIIT and the TIICT when the information is bought; 4) on data from the BT, the TIIT and the TIICT when the information is not bought. The dependent variable is represented, again, by player Cs’ choices (a variable with four categories: NO FINE, FINE=40, FINE=50, FINE=60). Socio-demographic variables and the personal characteristics used as regressors are the same as in the previous slot of analyses. Dummy variables for the experimental condition are included (see Tables A6 to A9 on this).

Result A1. When judges have the opportunity to invest resources to avoid errors, they do it with regard to both types of errors.



Table A6. Ordered Probit Regression – Marginal effects
Dependent variable: Player Cs’ level of punishment in the BT, TIT and TICT when the computer reports that PLAYER A STOLE MONEY – subsample of subjects WHO BUY the correct information in the TICT
Cluster at the subject level

	                                                                             Baseline condition: BT
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

TIT	0.096***	0.137***	0.060**			-0.293***
TICT	-0.064**  	-0.135***	-0.133**		                0.331***
BRET SCORE	-0.003**	-0.004***	-0.002**			0.009***
	                                      
                                                                                            Baseline condition: TIT
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

BT	-0.764***	-0.132***	0.090**			0.298***
TICT	-0.953***  	-0.204***	-0.250***		              0.550***
BRET SCORE	-0.003**	-0.004***	-0.002**			0.009**	
Socio-demographic 
controls 	YES	YES	YES	YES	
Personal characteristics 	YES		YES		 YES		YES
controls

Obs	139		139		139		139	
Subjects	56		56		56		56
Log-pseudolikelihood	- 146.93634
Pseudo R2	0.1452
significance level: *** p<0.01  ** p<0.05   *p<0.1

Table A7. Ordered Probit Regression – Marginal effects
Dependent variable: Player Cs’ level of punishment in the BT, TIT and TICT round when the computer reports that PLAYER A STOLE MONEY – subsample of subjects WHO DO NOT BUY the correct information
Cluster at the subject level

	                                                                        Baseline condition: BT 
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

TIT	0.141***	0.147***	-0.019			-0.269***
TICT	0.242**  	0.155***	-0.087*			0.310***
BRET SCORE	-0.003**	-0.004***				0.007***
	                                                                       
                                                                                       Baseline condition: TIT
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60
BT	-0.114***	-0.154***	-0.019			0.288***
TICT	-0.046  	0.051	-0.006			-0.091
BRET SCORE	-0.003**	-0.004***				0.007***
Socio-demographic 
controls 	YES	YES	YES	YES	
Personal characteristics 	YES		YES		 YES		YES
controls

Obs	141		141		141		141	
Subjects	56		56		56		56
Log-pseudolikelihood	- 166.598
Pseudo R2	0.1090
significance level: *** p<0.01  ** p<0.05   *p<0.1
Table A8. Ordered Probit Regression – Marginal effects
Dependent variable: Player Cs’ level of punishment in the BT, TIIT and TIICT round when the computer reports that PLAYER A DID NOT STEAL MONEY – subsample of subjects WHO BUY the correct information
Cluster at the subject level

	                                                               Baseline condition: BT 
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

TIIT	-0.353***	0.173***	0.088***			0.091**
TIICT	0.051  	-0.029	-0.012			-0.010
SVO ANGLE	0.01***	-0.005***	-0.002**			-0.002**	
	                           Baseline condition: TIIT 
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

BT	0.327***	0-.181***	-0.077***			-0.069**
TIICT	0.306***  	-0.196***	-0.064***			-0.046**
SVO ANGLE	0.01***	-0.005***	-0.002**			-0.002**	
Socio-demographic 
controls 	YES	YES	YES	YES	
Personal characteristics 	YES		YES		 YES		YES
controls

Obs	134		134		134		134	
Subjects	56		56		56		56
Log-pseudolikelihood	- 111.01967
Pseudo R2	0.1708
significance level: *** p<0.01  ** p<0.05   *p<0.1
































Table A9. Ordered Probit Regression – Marginal effects
Dependent variable: Player Cs’ level of punishment in the BT, TIIT and TIICT round when the computer reports that PLAYER A DID NOT STEAL MONEY – subsample of subjects WHO DO NOT BUY the correct information
Cluster at the subject level

	                              Baseline condition: BT
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

TIIT	-0.388***	0.135***	0.146***			0.107**
TIICT	0.389*** 	0.095**	0.155***		               0.139***
SVO ANGLE	-0.008**	-0.004**	-0.003**			-0.002**
# hypothetical thieves 	-0.056**	0.025*	0.02*			0.011*
	                              Baseline condition: TIIT
	No fine	Fine = 40	Fine = 50			Fine = 60

BT	0.381***	-0.180***	-0.127***			-0.073**
TIICT	0.009  	0.004	-0.003			-0.002
SVO ANGLE	-0.008**	-0.004**	-0.003**			-0.002**
# hypothetical thieves 	-0.056**	0.025*	0.02*			0.011*
Socio-demographic 
controls 	YES	YES	YES	YES	
Personal characteristics 	YES		YES		  YES		YES
controls

Obs	146		146		146		146	
Subjects	56		56		56		56
Log-pseudolikelihood	- 142.28721
Pseudo R2	0.1521
significance level: *** p<0.01  ** p<0.05   *p<0.1


A.6. EXPERIMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS

Good morning. Thank you for accepting to participate in the experiment. There won’t be specific difficulties, nor trick questions. You will have to carefully follow the instructions that will appear sequentially on your screen. The answers that you will provide will be completely anonymous: for those who will elaborate the data it won’t be possible to trace it back to you.
During the experiment, you will earn experimental tokens. At the end of the experiment, the tokens you have earned will be converted in euros (considering that each token is worth 0.02 euros) and you will receive your final earnings. Since the experiment consists of multiple rounds, your final earnings will be obtained by summing up the tokens earned in each round.

---
This experiment involves three types of participants (participant A, participant B, participant C). At the beginning of the experiment, you will be randomly assigned to one of three roles: A, B or C. Your role will remain the same throughout the whole experiment.
The experiment consists of five rounds (rounds 1-5).
A common feature of all rounds in the experiment is that each of them consists of two stages (stages 1-2).
In the first stage (stage 1), each participant A has to decide whether to subtract or not some money from a participant B he/she will be matched with.
In the second stage (stage 2), each participant C has to decide whether to sanction or not the participant A he/she will be matched with. In particular, C will have to decide whether (and, if so, by how many tokens) to sanction A based on two possible choices made by A (“subtract” or “not subtract”) recorded by the computer. 
Each round (1-5) of the experiment has specific features that will be illustrated to you step by step.
In each round, you will be matched with other two participants so that each group will consist of one participant A, one participant B and one participant C. The participants you will be matched with will change from round to round. Neither participant is informed about the identity of the other participants he/she will be matched with, not even once the experiment will be over. 

---
Now the FIRST ROUND of the experiment begins. 
In the FIRST STAGE, in each group, participant A has an endowment of 100 tokens and has to decide whether to subtract or not 50 tokens from participant B. Participant B has an endowment of 100 tokens and does not have to take any decision.
In this stage the computer records the decision made by A.

---
In the SECOND STAGE, in each group, participant C has an endowment of 200 tokens. 
In this stage, before the computer communicates the choice made by A, participant C has to decide whether to sanction A or not in the following two possible cases: the computer communicates that A has subtracted tokens from B / the computer communicates that A has not subtracted tokens from B.
If C decides to sanction A, he/she will also have to specify by how many tokens (opting for 40, 50 or 60 tokens).
---


Figure 1 illustrates the screen seen by participant C when he/she has to make a decision for each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer.

The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.

---
Let’s make some examples to illustrate the experiment more clearly.
Three screens with examples follow.

---
Now the SECOND ROUND begins. In this round, each of you keeps his/her role but will be matched with other participants.
In the FIRST STAGE, in each group, participant A has an endowment of 100 tokens and has to decide whether to subtract or not 50 tokens from participant B. Participant B has an endowment of 100 tokens and cannot take any decision.
The computer records the decision made by A. However, in this stage, the computer may make errors in recording the decision made by A. In particular, the computer may communicate that 50 tokens have been subtracted even if participant A decided not to subtract tokens from B.
Therefore:
· If participant A subtracts 50 tokens, the computer correctly records his/her choice to subtract 50 tokens.
· If participant A does not subtract 50 tokens, there is a 50% probability that the computer fails to correctly record his/her choice and, therefore, communicates that tokens have been subtracted while this has not been the case. In this case, the computer communicates that there is a 50% probability that A has not subtracted 50 tokens and a 50% probability that A has subtracted 50 tokens.
This implies that:
· If the computer communicates that the 50 tokens have not been subtracted from B, then participant A certainly has not subtracted 50 tokens from B.  
· If instead the computer communicates that the 50 tokens have been subtracted from B, then it is possible that A it is possible that A has not subtracted 50 tokens from B.
---
In the SECOND STAGE, in each group, participant C has an endowment of 200 tokens.
In this stage, before the computer communicates the choice made by A, participant C has to decide whether to sanction A or not in the following two possible cases: the computer communicates that A has subtracted tokens from B / the computer communicates that A has not subtracted tokens from B.
If C decides to sanction A, he/she will also have to specify by how many tokens (opting for 40, 50 or 60 tokens).
Please, consider that, if the computer can make errors in recording the decision made by A, various scenarios may emerge.
In particular:
· If the computer communicates that A has not subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that CERTAINLY has not subtracted tokens from B.
· If the computer communicates that A has subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that MIGHT have subtracted 50 tokens.
---
Figure 2 illustrates the screen seen by participant C when he/she has to make a decision for each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer.
The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.

---
Let’s make some examples to illustrate the experiment more clearly.
Three screens with examples follow.

---
Now the THIRD ROUND begins. In this round, each of you keeps his/her role but will be matched with other participants.
In the FIRST STAGE, in each group, participant A has an endowment of 100 tokens and has to decide whether to subtract or not 50 tokens from participant B. Participant B has an endowment of 100 tokens and cannot take any decision.
The computer records the decision made by A. However, in this stage, the computer may make errors in recording the decision made by A. In particular, the computer may fail to communicate that 50 tokens have been subtracted even if participant A decided to subtract tokens from B.
Therefore:
· If participant A does not subtract 50 tokens, the computer correctly records his/her choice not to subtract 50 tokens.
· If participant A subtracts 50 tokens, there is a 50% probability that the computer fails to correctly record his/her choice and, therefore, that it fails to communicate that 50 tokens have been subtracted. In this case, the computer communicates that there is a 50% probability that A has not subtracted 50 tokens and a 50% probability that A has subtracted 50 tokens.
This implies that:
· If the computer communicates that the 50 tokens have been subtracted from B, then participant A certainly has subtracted 50 tokens from B.
· If instead the computer communicates that the 50 tokens have not been subtracted from B, then it is possible that A has subtracted 50 tokens from B.
---
In the SECOND STAGE, in each group, participant C has an endowment of 200 tokens.
In this stage, before the computer communicates the choice made by A, participant C has to decide whether to sanction A or not in the following two possible cases: the computer communicates that A has subtracted tokens from B / the computer communicates that A has not subtracted tokens from B.
If C decides to sanction A, he/she will also have to specify by how many tokens (opting for 40, 50 or 60 tokens).
Please, consider that, if the computer can make errors in recording the decision made by A, various scenarios may emerge. 
In particular:
· If the computer communicates that A has subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that CERTAINLY has subtracted tokens from B.
· If the computer communicates that A has not subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that MIGHT have not subtracted 50 tokens.
---
Figure 3 illustrates the screen seen by participant C when he/she has to make a decision for each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer.
The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.

---
Let’s make some examples to illustrate the experiment more clearly.
Three screens with examples follow.

---
Now the FOURTH ROUND begins. In this round, each of you keeps his/her role but will be matched with other participants.
In the FIRST STAGE, in each group, participant A has an endowment of 100 tokens and has to decide whether to subtract or not 50 tokens from participant B. Participant B has an endowment of 100 tokens and cannot take any decision.
The computer records the decision made by A. However, in this round, like in the second round, the computer may make errors in recording the decision made by A. In particular, the computer may communicate that 50 tokens have been subtracted even if participant A decided not to subtract tokens from B.

---
In the SECOND STAGE, in each group, participant C has an endowment of 200 tokens.
In this stage, before the computer communicates the choice made by A, participant C has to decide whether he/she is willing to eliminate possible errors in computer recording, by paying 20 tokens. Then, participant C has to decide whether to sanction A or not in the following two possible cases: the computer communicates that A has subtracted tokens from B / the computer communicates that A has not subtracted tokens from B.
If C decides to sanction A, he/she will also have to specify by how many tokens (opting for 40, 50 or 60 tokens).

---
If participant C decides to pay 20 tokens to eliminate any possible recording errors, the graphical description that he/she will see when he/she will have to decide with regard to each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer will be the same as in the first round of the experiment (see Figure 1).
The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.

---
If participant C decides not to pay 20 tokens, various scenarios may emerge. 
In particular:
· If the computer communicates that A has not subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that CERTAINLY has not subtracted tokens from B.
· If the computer communicates that A has subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that MIGHT have subtracted 50 tokens.
---
In this case, the graphical description that participant C will see when he/she will have to decide with regard to each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer will be the following (see Figure 2).
The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.
---
Now the FIFTH ROUND begins. In this round, each of you keeps his/her role but will be matched with other participants.
In the FIRST STAGE, in each group, participant A has an endowment of 100 tokens and has to decide whether to subtract or not 50 tokens from participant B. Participant B has an endowment of 100 tokens and cannot take any decision.
The computer records the decision made by A. However, in this round, like in the third round, the computer may make errors in recording the decision made by A. In particular, the computer may fail to record that 50 tokens have been subtracted even if participant A decided to subtract tokens from B.

---
In the SECOND STAGE, in each group, participant C has an endowment of 200 tokens.
In this stage, before the computer communicates the choice made by A, participant C has to decide whether he/she is willing to eliminate possible errors in computer recording, by paying 20 tokens. Then, participant C has to decide whether to sanction A or not in the following two possible cases: the computer communicates that A has subtracted tokens from B / the computer communicates that A has not subtracted tokens from B.
If C decides to sanction A, he/she will also have to specify by how many tokens (opting for 40, 50 or 60 tokens).

---
If participant C decides to pay 20 tokens to eliminate any possible recording errors, the graphical description that he/she will see when he/she will have to decide with regard to each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer will be the same as in the first round of the experiment (see Figure 1).
The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.

---
If participant C decides not to pay 20 tokens, various scenarios may emerge.
In particular:
· If the computer communicates that A has subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that CERTAINLY has subtracted tokens from B.
· If the computer communicates that A has not subtracted 50 tokens from B and C decides to sanction A, participant C will sanction a participant A that MIGHT have not subtracted 50 tokens.
---
In this case, the graphical description that participant C will see when he/she will have to decide with regard to each possible choice made by A recorded by the computer will be the following (see Figure 3).
The choice made by C that will be implemented will depend on the decision recorded by the computer.
Information about the decisions taken by participants A and C will be provided only once the experiment will be over.

---




A.7. SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

1.  Date of Birth		Year |__||__||__||__|   			


2.  Sex      Male  	Female                   		

3. What religion do you identify with?
Catholic							
Protestant							
Muslim							
Buddhist							
Jewish								
Atheist								
Agnostic							
Some other religion (specify) __________				

4. Do you do voluntary work?   Yes 		No  		


5. Are you a working student?   Yes 	No 

7. In politics, they usually speak of ‘left’ and ‘right’. Where would you place yourself in terms of political beliefs in the following 1-9 scale – where 1 means ‘left’ and 9 means ‘right’? 

1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9                              I do not know |__|	Left                                                                                                   Right
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