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Abstract

We conduct an experimental study among Europearecg regarding cross-cultural perceptions
related to trust in two dimensions: volunteerisrd Annesty. We use representative samples from five
major economies of the Euro area: France, Gernitaly, the Netherlands, and Spain. We find that
European citizens rely on nationality to infer baba Assessments of behavior show a north/south
pattern in which participants from northern cousgrare perceived to be more honest and to provide
more effort in a volunteering game than are paréicts from southern countries. Actual behavior is,
however, not always in line with these assessméstsessments of honesty show strong evidence of
social projection: Participants expect other Euawpeitizens to be less honest if they are cultyrall
closer to themselves. Assessments of volunteeristead show a similar north/south-pattern in which
both northern and southern Europeans expect higegormance of northerners than they do of

southerners.

Keywords: Cross-cultural perceptions, Europe, Honesty, [RHalt, Representative experiment.
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1. Introduction

One of the objectives of the European Union isdnstire economic, social and territorial cohesion
between Member States” (European Union, n.d.). &erdl its objectives the European Union has
developed a complex institutional framework. Howewestitutions might not be sufficient to ensure
cohesion, especially in the recent crisis in theoEone that seems to have deeply threatened trdst a
harmony among northern and southern Europeans @392014). An essential ingredient for cohesion
is trust among European citizens. In the recentaiebegarding the European economic crisis,
prominent newspapers have repeatedly turned réattstion to this topic (Garton Ash, 2013; The
Economist, 2013). Such a focus seems reasonalgiay$e trust among citizens has been documented
as affecting important economic variables, suctnaae and investment (Bottazzi et al., 2011; Geiso
al., 2009) and growth (Knack and Keefer, 1997)ebd] a lack of trust may induce individuals to devi
costly mechanisms to monitor others’ effort pramsiand honesty (Laffont and Martimort, 2009).
Moreover, trust based on incorrect perceptions cc@aluse inefficient investment and trade levels
across countries or misjudgment of product quadlity to the consumers’ inclination to choose pragluct
based on the country of origin as a signal of tlyiality—the so-called country-of-origin effect
(Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999)he aim and the main contribution of this studyoished light on
trust among Europeans by eliciting people’s peioaptand behavioral predictions concerning other
European citizens in a controlled environment ahdnt comparing those perceptions to the

corresponding actual behavior.

Our study builds on extensive experimental litemtwhich provides ample evidence that culture
affects essential economic behavior, such as barmgp{Chuah et al., 2007; Henrich, 2000; Henrich et
al., 2001), trust (Bornhorst et al., 2010), coopera positive and negative reciprocity (Gachted an

Herrmann, 2009), and punishment (Henrich et alg62MHerrmann et al., 2008). In a controlled
experiment, we elicit behavioral data as well asrdédated cross-cultural perceptions with respect t

effort and honesty in five major European countriéance, Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, and

L A recent article inThe Economistites a study, conducted by the Pew Research Cémaé points out that cross-cultural
perceptions often vary across countries and ateghty not in line with reality (The Economist, 2Q1Ror instance, Greeks
considered themselves the hardest working peoplengrnthe countries included, whereas citizens o€ottountries
considered Germans the hardest working. Clearlgrder to understand who is right and who is wrargpbjective basis
for comparison would be necessary. That is possilile our methodology, because we measure perceptmd the
corresponding actual behavior.
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Spain? These samples are representative in terms ofjagdger, education, and territorial distribution.
We find that individuals clearly rely on nationglito infer behavior. Moreover, cultural proximity
affects perceptions of honesty: Individuals belidvat their compatriots and citizens from countries
considered culturally closer to them are less hipoesaverage, than are citizens culturally furfin@m
them. With regard to effort, assessments followearcnorth/south pattern in which all individuals
associate northern countries with better perforraah@n southern countries. With regard to both

honesty and effort, we find that perceptions arteahways in line with the assessed behavior.

Previous survey evidence shows that individualg tendeem people in northern European countries
as more competent (competent, confident and shilbut less warm (friendly, sincere, and good-
natured) than people in southern Europeans cosnsiggesting that they possess structured beliefs
about differences in behavior among Europeans (Zatdl., 2009). Indeed, nationality can represent
a proxy, an observable characteristic that indi@igican use to predict others’ behavior. In ecogemi
literature, this behavioral pattern is typicallyled statistical discrimination. More generallypgies

of others’ behavior may refer to ethnicity or plogdiappearance, including race and gender, or may b
endogenously chosen, as in membership to a cladiisttal discrimination is induced by prior
experience or statistical knowledge, which may aaymmot be correct. In contrast, taste-based
discrimination is associated with preferences atildis for specific groups (Anderson et al., 2006;
Arrow, 1973, 1998; Becker, 1971; Fang and Moro,@ershtman and Gneezy, 2001; Phelps, 1972).

In a cross-cultural context, an individual gengrédices an in-group (his or her own country) and on
or more out-groups (other countries). Various thle=oand studies in social psychology report pesple’
tendency to judge and treat in-group members mawerébly than out-group members in various
aspects (Hewstone et al., 2002; Platow et al., Yf980cial projection theory (Krueger, 1998; Robbins
and Krueger, 2005), which includes the false cossgeffect (Ross et al., 1977), suggests thatsmper
tends to project his or her own opinions, attityd@esl behaviors when making predictions about other

people! In addition, projection is stronger for in-groupisan for out-groups, which indicates

2 These five countries represent a large shareeoEtlmopean economy. Namely, they contributed 82thefotal GDP of

the Euro area in 2014 (OECD).

% Besides that, a large body of literature studiesdffect of group membership on behavior for @em\of the literature

in economics and social psychology see Chen af20a9).

4 Note that the label “false” has been subject tamdebate among psychologists. The effect has labeted “false” on

the grounds that, because there is an actual eerdert rate in the group, systematic deviations fitdmthe direction of

the subject’s own response supposedly cannot ffiesmitan accurate estimation procedure” (Dawes9168 1). However,

many authors argue that the effect can be completdine with rational information processing, fexample when other
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asymmetric projection. Another explanation for thifect is the Social Circle Heuristic (Pachurlet a
2005), which suggests that an individual tends asa@rpredictions by sequentially sampling instances
of an event from various social circles, startirthwhe closest circle, himself or herself, anddgaly
shifting to further circles, such as friends, adgtemces, and so on. In a cross-cultural settinig, t
implies that not all citizens perceive citizensottier countries in the same way. Indeed, a fadter |
cultural proximity may play a role. For instancedividuals might have different attitudes toward a
firm or product originating from their own countoy a country they perceive as similar to their own.
This might result in the so-called consumers’ ettembrism, in which consumers are inclined to buy
domestic products (Balabanis and Diamantopoulo®4®0or in the tendency to invest in local
companies (Bottazzi et al., 2011) and in compatmashave cultural backgrounds similar to those of
investors (Grinblatt and Keloharju, 2001). Indegebple’s level of experience with a specific coyntr
and its cultural proximity to their own country hlasen shown to lead to more accurate predictions
(see, for example, Bae et al. (2008)) and, in tanable more efficient investment. Familiatibased

on cultural and geographical proximity is an impattelement in the investment decision processes of
local investors: it goes beyond the mere inforrmatidvantage enjoyed by local businesses and reflect
people’s tendency to be optimistic about what tieey to be akin (Huberman, 2001).

Our study contributes to the literature by sheddiggt on the following issues: (i) Do European
citizens expect different behavior from other @hs based on nationality? (ii) If so, is there a

misalignment between perception and behavior?Oogs cultural proximity influence perceptions?

This paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, weerilee the design of the experiment. In Section 3
and 4, we present the analysis of the data gatlieyedthe experiment. Our findings are summarized
in Section 5.

information on endorsement rates is unavailableM@a 1989; Engelmann and Strobel, 2000). EngelnaauahStrobel
(2000) argue for a more narrow definition and sthte the “false consensus effect is considerduaetpresent if people,
when forming expectations concerning other peopmletssions, weight their own decisiomore heavilythan that of a
randomly selected person from the same populatjpr242, emphasis added).

5 Familiarity is part of a broader concept callediescountry bias, which refers to the phenomenorthigeshare of foreign
securities possessed by domestic investors isrregbgicted compared to the predictions of stashgartfolio theory, i.e.,
investors tend not to diversify as internationalythey should (Huberman, 2001).
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2. Experiment design, questionnaire, and procedure

2.1 Experiment design

Individuals from representative samples in Germa#amgnce, Italy, the Netherlands, and Spain
participated in an online experiment that consigibtivo assignments: a volunteering game and an
honesty game. Each assignment consisted of twe. fparst, participants completed the game. Second,

immediately after the game, they assessed the lwelaf\other participants in the same gafne.
2.1.1 Volunteering game

The volunteering game is meant to measure an ohaiVis willingness to exert effort for the sake of
someone else. In the experiment, we implementegleeffort task in which the earnings are donated
to charity, as follows.

A table containing 150 symbols (star#)(and squaresX)) was displayed on the participants’
computer screens (see Figure 1). Their task wasuat the number of stars in the table within 50
seconds. They completed this task four times, ei#ch for a different table. A similar task was
implemented by Abeler et al. (2011), who note ttia$ type of task does not require any prior
knowledge; the task is pointless, artificial, amdl;dand the performance does not provide anyrstd
value to the experimenter (the person conductiregetkperiment). Therefore, reciprocal behavior
toward the experimenter cannot explain an indiiiduperformance in the taskMoreover, our
volunteering game has the advantage of being p&atlg simple to explain and implement in an online
experiment. Participants knew that for every cdlyecounted table the experimenter would donate
€0.50 (approximately $0.54) to a charitable orgatiin. Before starting, the game participants could
choose their preferred charity from among sixtebariies. We provided both international and
national charities that work in the areas of poudrtiman rights, and medical aid. Individuals reedi

a brief description of each charitable organizaaod could choose any one of them. The list can be
found in Appendix C, Section D.3.

6 This structure has been used in previous expetahstudies to elicit beliefs about others’ behavinich as unconscious
stereotypes regarding gender differences in rigkides (Eckel and Grossman, 2002, 2008) and kalggfarding dishonest
behavior (Abeler et al., 2014).

7 Other tasks that share similar characteristice theen used in previous experimental studies. Tiasks include moving

sliders across the screen into specific positi@®ii Gnd Prowse, 2012), encrypting given words intombers using a

provided encryption table (Erkal et al., 2011), &ming a paragraph several times (Dickinson, 1999)
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How many stars are
displayed on the table?

I

Figure 1 — Example of one of the four tables thandividuals received during the volunteering game.

2.1.2 Honesty game

The honesty game has the objective of measurinfyegqaency of honest behavior. For the purpose of
the experiment, we identify honest behavior as ghaportion of unprofitable outcomes (heads)
reported. Similar to the experiment conducted bgddl and Piovesan (2011), in our honesty game,
participants were asked to toss a coin once piatel report the result. They were informed thatyt
would receive €1 for themselfs for each tails retuty reported and €0 (unprofitable outcome) for
each heads result they reporteldeporting tails could be either honest or dishbré& can detect
dishonest behavior at the country level when diedity more than 50% of the individuals reportdai

results (the profitable outcome).
2.1.3 Assessment

In the assessment phase of each game, the orddnich the countries were assessed was randomly

determined for each participant and then fixed ssrassignments. Each individual performed 5

8 Other studies use a similar game, e.g. Housdr Q12), Fosgaard et al. (2013), Abeler et 201¢.
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assessments per game, one per country. For theteeling game individuals were asked to assess the
average performance of the participants in eacimtcpuFor the honesty game, they were asked to
assess the percentage of participants who rept@itedn each country. Because the assessments took
place after each game, all participants were egpeed in the game, which made the assessments easie
for them to perform.

Their payoffs were calculated based on the accucdaach of their assessmehtslamely, if an
individual's assessment was exactly equal to tihshbehavior of participants in the specific assés
country, the assessor obtained €1.50 for herster@ise, the difference between the actual vahake a

the assessment was deducted from this maximum fpaysises were not possible.
Payof f volunteering = max(l.SO — |Actual value — Assessment|; 0)

Payoff honesty = max(1.50 — |Actual value — Assessment| * 0.10; 0)

For each game, one of the participant’s five coguaisessments was randomly selected to be payoff-
relevant. Because participants’ assessments had tmmpared with actual behavior in the games,
participants could not be paid immediately afterélRperiment but instead received their payoffhiwit

a few days afterward.

9 Previous experimental evidence suggests this approkincluding an incentive based on individuassessments after
making a decision or performing a task. GachterRedner (2010) observe that in public-good gameantivizing beliefs
increases the accuracy of the beliefs (Wang (2@triyes at a similar conclusion), but incentivizealiefs elicited at the
same time of the decision affect contribution Isv&arious methods have been implemented to indgeatthe accuracy
of beliefs. The most commonly used is probablyghadratic scoring rule, which subtracts from a tamisthe sum of the
squared deviations from the actual value. Howethés ,rule is incentive compatible—meaning that Wndiiials report their
true beliefs—only if individuals are risk-neutr&lénco et al., 2010; Huck and Weizsacker, 2002effin et al., 2009;
Palfrey and Wang, 2009; Wang, 2011). Bidding meidmas are another way to elicit beliefs; howevet thathod seems
to be less accurate than the quadratic scoring(Fuek and Weizséacker, 2002). Alternatively, anemmpenter could pay
the individual if he or she correctly reports theda of the distribution (Bhatt and Camerer, 2008.use a rule similar to
the quadratic score rule, but we consider the absalalue of the deviation from the actual valugtéad of the squared
deviation. Because our sample does not consisegntf students but rather of individuals who haagous educational
backgrounds, the participants’ mathematical knogéeehight not be sufficient for understanding thadratic scoring rule.
A procedure similar to ours is applied by Fischieadind FollmiHeusi (2013), who elicit individuals’ beliefs regarg
dishonest behavior of other participants and payntl specific amount for a correct guess and rettigcpayoff stepwise
for each percentage-point deviation from the actahle.
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2.2 Questionnaire

Before starting the experiment individuals wereealstor socio-demographic information, such as age,
gender, education level, region of residence, hechtimber of inhabitants in their place of resigenc
(see Appendix D, section D.2.). After the gamesassssments had been completed, participants were
asked questions about their (1) perceptions of\befra and cultural aspects of other countries, and

(2) experience with other countries (see Appendigéxtion D.5)°
2.2.1 Behavioral and cultural aspects

The first set of questions is aimed at measuringgmions of various attributes of the citizenghod

five countries, including competence attributeshsas effort, accuracy, and discipline, and charact
attributes, such as fairness, morality, honesty lospitality. The questionnaire retraces the two
primary dimensions of the stereotype content mpdgbosed by Fiske et al. (2002) and Cuddy et al.
(2009)—warmth (e.g., friendliness and honesty) emahpetence (e.g., accuracy and productivity)—
but is more extensive and allows us to collect mof@mation related to the behavior demonstrated
in the experiment. Thus, although such questione tiae drawback of not being incentivized, they
complement the analysis of the assessment datausé&/é¢hese questions to measure the perceived

behavioral and cultural proximity among countries.
2.2.2 Experience with a country

The second set of questions elicits experience &dtth of the four foreign countries (each individua
own country was excluded from these questions)ydicg the participant’s personal experience with
the country’s citizens, the way in which the coynsrportrayed by the media, the number of journeys
the participant has made to the country, and whetigeparticipant’s circle of acquaintances inckide

a citizen of the country.

10 We asked participants about their trust in theoRaan Union and the Euro currency. In addition,asked for some
personal information, such as the participantsbme and family composition. These questions arashio Appendix D,

Section D.5. Because some individuals did not plewhis personal information (such non-answers wessible for only
these questions), we have not included these Vesiabthe analyses.
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2.3 Procedure

A total of 1,015 individuals from the following cotries took part in the experiment: 202 from France
203 from Germany, 202 from lItaly, 204 from the Netands, and 204 from Spain. The samples were
representative of the countries’ populations inmterof age, gender, education, and territorial
distribution. The use of a representative sampbtzass-cultural experiments is an undeniable stheng
in cross-cultural experiments, because cultur&dihces among student populations are ratheelimit
compared to those of whole societies (Henrich.e2801). The experiment was conducted in October
2013 and lasted about 20 minutes for each partitidd he participants received the link to the online
guestionnaire via e-mail so that they could underthe experiment whenever they wanted within a
period of a few days. Participants earned, on @esré5.14, including a show-up fee of €3.5. The
experiment was conducted within the online markppanels maintained by GfK SE&Participants
received instructions and made their decisionsheir bwn personal computers. From our recruiting
system, we already knew the nationality of the ipgednts, so we did not have to ask for this

information and could thus avoid the so-calledesigype threat (Spencer et al., 1999).
3. Results

In Section 3.1, we introduce the reader to thelregwour main variable of interest, the assesssent
and summarize the questionnaire data regardingvimehband cultural aspects. In Section 3.2, we
analyze the relationship between nationality ansessment and possible discrepancies between
assessment and actual behavior. In Section 3.3investigate potential in-group bias and social
projection. In Section 3.4, we focus on additiopalterns, in particular, how participants’ expecen

with a foreign country may have influenced thesessments of that country’s citizens.

1 The participants were paid at the end of Noven#di3. In addition, they received information abthé behavioral
outcomes from the game tasks for each country lamaverall total donation made to each charitabjamization. As is
typical, the points were credited to an accountwes paid out in certain intervals depending anghnel.
12 By using these online panels we deal efficientijhvgeveral issues that complicate representatilie@experiments.
For a discussion see Chen and Konstan (2015).
13 The stereotype threat can be described as folltwhen a stereotype about one’s group indicts apoitiant ability,
one’s performance in situations where that abidiéy be judged comes under an extra pressure—ttmissfbly being
judged by or self-fulfilling the stereotype—andslxtra pressure may interfere with performanceé(er et al. (1999),
p. 6).
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3.1 Overview of assessment and questionnaire data
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Figure 2 — Assessments of the average number of oect tables vs. assessments of the proportion ofdividuals
reporting the unprofitable outcome (heads), by coutmy.

Figure 2 shows each country’s average value ofkassnts of the volunteering game (y-axis) and of
the honesty game (x-axis). We can see the norttiqmattern at just a glance: participants assigned
better performance in the volunteering game andentmmnest behavior in the honesty game to
participants from the northern countries (Germamy the Netherlands) than to participants from the
southern countries (Spain and Italy). France isaggd in the middle of these two groups of coustrie
Table 1 shows the average value of the assessnbgnéssessing country and assessed country. For
example, if we consider France, the FRA row showowg Rrench participants assessed participants from
the various countries, and the FRA column shows Hoench participants were assessed by
participants from the various countries. For easeeading, we have highlighted in red the celld tha
contain the maximum values and shaded the remaaghg in colors that gradually bleach to white,
which indicates the lowest values in each tablehénhonesty assessment, we observe lower in-group
assessments (assessments of a participant’s owtrgawe reported in the diagonals of Table 1) than

out-group assessments. We will return to this pioirf8ection 3.3.
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We also observe the north/south pattern if we laolhe questions on behavioral and cultural aspects
in Table 2. By performing a cluster analysis of #ssessment data from both the volunteering game
and the honesty game, we obtain the following tlcfesterst* (A) Germany and the Netherlands, (B)

France, and (C) Spain and Italy. We obtain the salasters when we exclude in-group values, that is,

perceptions of a participant’s own country.

Volunteering game

Assessed country
Assessing country FRA | SPA ITA | Average
GER 2.68 | 251 | 2.46 2.68
NL 247 | 2.34 | 2.30 2.53
FRA 275 | 255 | 2.55 2.72
SPA 247 | 2.41 | 2.25 2.51
ITA 2.61 | 245 | 2.61 2.66
Average 260 | 245 | 2.43 2.62

Honesty game

Assessed country
Assessing country GER NL FRA | SPA ITA | Average
GER 0.27 | 0.31 | 0.29 | 0.28 | 0.27 0.28
NL 0.33 | 0.28 | 0.34 | 0.34 | 0.33 0.32
FRA 0.34 0.36
SPA 0.34 | 0.27 | 0.32 0.33
ITA 032 | 0.33 | 0.29 | 0.28 | 0.21 0.29
Average 0.33 | 0.33 | 0.32 | 0.30 | 0.30 0.32
Min

Table 1 — Average assessments in the volunteeringdahonesty games, by assessing country vs. assessmghtry.
Note: The rows show how participants from a spedifiuntry assess participants from the various tri@msn The columns
show how participants from a specific country esgessed by participants from the various countfies.cells highlighted
in dark red indicate the maximum values in eacketakthe shading gradually bleaches to white, whidicates the lowest
values in each table. For the volunteering gamkeiegarange from 0 to 4 and represent the assesseaga number of
tables counted correctly. For the honesty gameiegtange from 0 to 1 and represent the assesspeartion of reported
unprofitable outcomes (heads).

1 The cluster analysis is performed by following gbete linkage, as in Rabe-Hesketh and Everitt (20b@ same result
is obtained when using other types of linkage.wb tclusters are imposed, France is grouped withm@ey and the
Netherlands. We obtain the same three clustersimasthe assessment variables, whether includiegauding in-group
assessments. These clusters are similar to the thusters derived by Cuddy et al. (2009), withaRkeeption that in their
study, the Netherlands forms a cluster with Fraaod, Germany belongs to a different cluster. Howeteir samples and
the countries involved are different from ours.
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Question abbreviation GER NL FRA SPA ITA Average
Trust 4.18 4.28 3.99 4.39
Hospitality 4.38 4.82 4.38 4.87
Harmony 4.56 4.38 4.65 451 4.60
Trustworthiness 4.21 4.10 3.86 4.33
Corruption* 3.57 2.88 2.39 3.46
Moral respectability 4.62 4.59 4.41 4.72
Honesty 4.47 4.40 4.11 4.57
Interest in money 4.94 5.03 4.84 5.00 5.01
Helpfulness 4.73 4.48 4.92 4.84
Fairness 4.52 4.51 4.28 4.64
Unreliability* 4.37 4.28 4.06 4.46
Inability to deal with money* 4.06 3.68 3.63 4.11
Arrogance* 3.45 3.13 3.75 3.74
Discipline 4.33 3.89 3.70 4.56
Accuracy 4.60 4.17 4.13 4.72
Productivity 4.80 4.39 4.35 4.89
Average| 4.82 4.85 4.32 4.33 4.15
Cluster A A B C C
Min

Table 2 — Average values by assessed country of eagiestionnaire item regarding behavioral aspectNote: The list
of questions is provided in Appendix D.5. The chiighlighted in dark red indicate the maximum valireeach row. The
shading gradually bleaches to white, which indisale lowest values in each row. Values range ldkeat scale between
1 and 7. For negative questions (*) the responale seas inverted compared to the version receiygubbticipants.

RESULT 1 [ASSESSMENTPATTERNS] The assessment data show a north/south patteecifigally,
similar assessments were made for Germany and étieeNands and for Spain and Italy. A cluster
analysis of the questionnaire data regarding bebili and cultural aspects confirms this same

north/south pattern, with perceptions regarding fca situated between these two clusters.

3.2 Assessment vs. actual behavior

In this section, we provide detailed analyses efdhsessments and their possible discrepancies with

the actual behavioral. Figure 3 shows the averageer of tables counted correctly in the voluntegri

game and the proportion of reported unprofitabke@ues (heads) in the honesty game, along with the

corresponding average assessments of each coupkytipants. Table 3 reports the pairwise

comparisons of this data, by country, includinghgigance levels. For instance, the first and secon
12



columns (“Beh.” and “Ass.” for GER) of the firstwo the one labeled NL, of the volunteering game
table show, respectively, that Dutch participardsrectly counted fewer (“-” sign) tables than did
German participants and that they were assessedvi® correctly counted fewer tables than were
German participants.

4.00 0.50

Volunteering game I I I | Actual Honesty game I I I ol
0.45

3.50
.......... Assessment sessssasas Assessment

0.40 0.33
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GER NL FRA SPA ITA GER NL FRA SPA ITA

Figure 3 - Assessments vs. actual behavior in thelunteering and honesty gamed\ote: The dotted lines indicate the
average assessments of participants from eachrgpbased on assessments made by participantsaft@ountries. The
bars indicate the average actual behavior of ppatits from each country. The error bars indiche 35% confidence
interval.

Volunteering game Honesty game
GER NL FRA SPA GER NL FRA SPA
Beh. |Ass. Beh. |Ass. Beh. |[Ass. |Beh. |Ass. Beh. |Ass.|Beh. |Ass. Beh. |Ass. Beh. |Ass.
NL - ° - NL  }--° n.s.
FRA n.s. --- [+ FRA |- - |n.s. -
SPA |-- -- |ns. - |ns. - SPA n.s. - [+ - |n.s. -
ITA |- - [ns. -~ |ns. -- |n.S. ns. ITA |ns. - [+ -~ |ns. - |ns. -

Table 3 - Pairwise comparisons of actual behavioBgh.) and assessments (AssNote A plus (+) or minus (-) sign
indicates whether the average assessment of theawmiry was larger or smaller than the averagesassent of the column
country. A degree symbol (°) indicates that the parison was confirmed via false discovery rate sighificantly different
comparisons of the assessments were confirmealgia fliscovery rate. Significance levels are irtdidas follows: +++ /
--- p<1%, ++/ -- p<5%, + / - p<10%, n.s. p>10%.
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3.2.1 Volunteering game

In the volunteering game, a very large share, 90di%articipants differentiated among countribgtt

is, their assessment of individuals from at leas¢ @ountry differed from their assessments of
individuals from the other countries. The assegsatbrmance of participants differed significantly
among countries (Friedman teg(4)=726.119, Kendall=0.178, p-value=0.000). Thated pairwise
comparisons—from a Wilcoxon signed-rank test cdim for false discovery rate—show that the
assessments are differently distributed at a sagmte level of p=0.01, except for Italy and Sgain
which the null hypothesis is not rejected (z =-XZ.46-value=0.142). Figure 3 shows that German and
Dutch individuals are assessed to have performet ibethis game, followed by individuals from

France, Spain, and Italy.

Actual performance also varied significantly amonguntries (Kruskal-Wallisy*=12.154, p-
value=0.016). A Wilcoxon rank-sum test of the pasewcomparisons of the performance of participants
from various countries shows that the number ofemly counted tables differs between individuals
from Germany and Italy, Germany and the Netherlaad the Netherlands and FraAt@n average,
Dutch patrticipants correctly counted fewer tableantdid French and German participants. Italians

correctly counted fewer tables than did Germans.

Thus, the behavioral and assessment data for thsteering game suggest that Dutch participants
were incorrectly assessed to have performed b#ttar French, Spanish, and Italian individuals,
whereas German individuals were correctly assessbdve performed better than participants from
the other countries. Overall, individuals expedteslperformance of participants from all countti@s

be better than it actually was.
3.2.2 Honesty game

We know that that if individuals reported their uts completely honestly in this game we would
observe approximately 50% of the reported reseitsgounprofitable outcomes (heads). In other words,

reported heads results comprising less than 508tedabtal indicates some degree of dishonesty.

15 If we control for false discovery rate, only thengparison between Germany and the Netherlands.holds
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In the assessments of the honesty game, a verysaaye, 86.6%, of participants differentiated agnon
countries. The Friedman test shows that assessnuiifdésed across countries (Friedman test
v*(4)=50.573, Kendall=0.013, p-value=0.000). The tezlapairwise comparisons—from a Wilcoxon
signed-rank test controlling for false discoverieraare all significant, except for the one compgrin
Germany and the Netherlands (z=0.018, p-value=0.98§ure 3 shows that Dutch and German
participants were assessed to have reported thestigroportion of unprofitable outcomes, followed

by participants from France, Spain, and Italy.

Concerning the behavioral data, the 95% confidente&rvals shown in Figure 3 indicate that all
countries’ participants reported unprofitable omes of statistically less than 50%. Thus, dishonest
behavior was observed by participants from eat¢heofive European countries. However, a substantial
proportion of participants from each country beltbhienestly by reporting the unprofitable outcomes
This result differs from that of the Abeler et @014) study, in which individuals were fully hohé%

A Chi-square test shows a significant relationdbtween the proportion of reported unprofitable
outcomes (heads) and country (Peargt{d)=13.894, p-value=0.008). Figure 3 shows thatnter
participants reported more unprofitable outcomemnthid participants from the other countries,
whereas Dutch participants reported fewer unptoft@utcomes than did participants from the other
countries. Pairwise comparisons from Chi-squaits s#gow that the proportion of reported unprofigabl
outcomes differs significantly between the follogipairs of countriesrance and Germany, the

Netherlands and Germany, the Netherlands and Haly the Netherlands and Spé&in.

If we compare the assessments with the actual b@have see that participants generally tended to
expect others to report the unprofitable outcomeadls) more often than they actually did. In other
words, they expected them to behave honestly nfter than they actually did. Only for Germany did
the reported proportion of unprofitable outcomesats) closely match the expected proportion. This
result is substantially different than the one by Abeler et al. (2014), in which individuals exed
others to report the unprofitable outcolaegsoften than they actually did. This is due to tifeecence

in behavior between their study and our study. dverage assessment in our study are similar to the

16 Although the method by which participants commatecoutcomes in our study—via computer—differs fribvat in
their study—personal communication via telephones—dtiditional laboratory experiment included in tistudy suggests
that communication method should not substantéafigct honesty. However, other factors may contelta the difference
in results. In Abeler et al. (2014) individuals wexsked to provide a personal contact in ordeedeive payment, which
may have affected the reporting of profitable ootes.

17 Only the comparison between Germany and the Natids holds if we control for false discovery rate.
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ones observed by Abeler et al. (2014) (approximal@Po, based on only German participants), but,
unlike us, they did not observe dishonest behdvion the participants.

To summarize, German participants were correcgssed to have reported fewer profitable outcomes
than did participants from other countries. In cast, the assessment of Dutch participants was agai
incorrect: participants expected Dutch participatasreport fewer profitable outcomes than did

participants from the other countries, but the bedral data suggest the opposite.
RESULT 2[ASSESSMENT VS BEHAVIOR ]

() Individuals use other people’s’ nationality to infeehavior in both games.
(i) The assessments follow the north/south patternRssalt 1), but behavior does not strictly
follow this pattern.

(i) Thus, we observe a partial misalignment betweeessssent and actual behavior.
3.3 In-group bias and social projection

In Section 1, we discussed in-group bias and spec@eéction as possible patterns that may influence
how people assess each other. Evidence for thétszrsahas been provided mainly by rating studies
in social psychology in which the accuracy of judmts was not payoff-relevant. We now investigate

whether these patterns also appear in our studghviticludes performance-contingent payoffs.
3.3.1 In-group bias

We are interested in whether participants viewrtlsempatriots (members of the in-group) more

favorably than they view participants from otheuwties (members of out-groups). To do that, we
contrast a participant’s assessment of people frignor her own country with the same participant’s

assessments of people from other countries. Spaktyfi we compare the participant’s assessment of
his or her compatriots with the mean of their assents of people from the other four countries, tha

is, if assessor i is from country k, assessorutsgroup assessment is calculated as follows:

1
out- group assessment; = ZZ assessment country;;

j*k
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Figure 4 — In-group vs. out-group assessments iné¢hvolunteering and honesty gamed.he darker bars represent
the in-group assessments; the lighter bars reprédsenut-group assessments. Each bar reportsaithes/for assessor’s
country. In-group assessment is defined as assassihmdividuals who are from the same countnyttes assessor.
Out-group assessment is defined as the averagssasset of individuals belonging to countries ottiean the
assessor’s country. p is the p-value for the Witcogigned-rank test. Each participant in the expenit provided one
in-group and four out-group observations. We cal®ithe mean of each country’s average out-grosprehtions as
a synthetic measure.

Figure 4 reports the average in-group and out-grasgessments provided by assessors from each
country and the corresponding statistical compasgoom Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. Although the
overall pattern in the volunteering game suggéstsgarticipants tended to expect better performanc
by their compatriots than by participants from otleeuntries, this in-group bias differs among
countries: Assessments made by Dutch and Germéigipants about their compatriots were indeed,
on average, higher than their assessments of ipartis from other countries. However, Spaniards and

Italians expected their compatriots to perform editzan they did participants from other countries.
17



French participants’ assessments of their compatwere in line with their assessments of partitipa

from other countries.

In the honesty game participants seemed to expeit tompatriots to be less likely to report
unprofitable outcomes (heads) than they did pasitis from the other countries (except for Germans,
for whom in-group and out-group assessments didiffer significantly). Overall, we observe that
participants expected that their compatriots wotdgort 0.27 unprofitable outcomes but that
participants from other countries would report,amerage, 0.33 unprofitable outcomes. This in-group

vs. out-group difference is statistically signifnta
RESULT 3[I N-GROUP BIAS]

(i) We do not find evidence for in-group bias in thiirteering game assessments of individuals from
an assessor's own country vs. individuals from otwuntries. Rather, assessments reflect the
north/south pattern. That is, individuals from rwtn European countries provide a higher
assessment of citizens of their own countries theydo of citizens of other countries, on average;
assessments by individuals from southern Europeantdes exhibit the reverse pattern.

(i) Assessments in the honesty game demonstrate reegagvoup bias. That is, individuals expect

citizens of their own countries to be less horfest they do citizens of other countries, on average

3.3.2 Social projection
We now turn our attention to social projection Isyng the following statistical modé:
Assessment;; = A; +y; + B1Xij + B2Z; + &,

in whichi refers to the assessgrefers to the country being assesdedyre random individual effects,
andy; are assessed-country fixed effects that captuwrecttimmon view of an assessed country’s
characteristics (Guiso et al., 2009). represents participant’s individual controls afg is an
idiosyncratic error termX;;, the term of interest to our analysis of sociajgction, includes the

following variables: Correct tables the number of tables correctly counted by thetigpant;

Unprofitable outcome (headsg dummy variable equal to one if the participamorted headsSame

18 This empirical approach is similar to the one usg@uiso et al. (2009).
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country, a dummy variable equal to one for assessmermsmpatriots; an&imilar country a dummy
variable that captures systematic deviations iessBents of participants from a country perceived t
be similar to that of the assessor on the bastheftlusters Germany-Netherlands and Spain-Italy,
which were determined in Section 3.1. T®imilar countrydummy variable is equal to one when
German participants assess Dutch participants aelwersa and when Spanish participants assess
Italian participants and vice versa. In additior,include interaction terms between each of thendym
variablesSame countrandSimilar countryand each of the variabl&€orrect tablesandUnprofitable

outcome (heads)

Table 4 reports the results of individual randorfiees regressions. Results of individual fixed-efie
regressions with cluster-robust standard errattseaindividual level are similar to those of theadam-
effects regressions (see Table C. 1 in AppendiX=Gi).the regression reported in Table 4, column 1,
the dependent variable is the assessment of pafa@nn the volunteering game and ranges from O to
4. For the regression reported in column 2, theeddent variable is the assessment of the frequency

of an unprofitable outcome being reported in thedsty game and ranges from O to 1.

In the volunteering game assessment analysisoificent on the variabl&ame countrys positive
and significant. Thus, we again observe a systenenidency for an assessor to expect a higher level
of volunteering from participants who belong to bisher in-group, although this tendency is not

sufficiently strong to represent clear in-groupshisee the previous section).

A participant's own behavior in the games seemsnfluence his or her assessments of other
participants. Participants who correctly countedertables in the volunteering game tended to have
higher expectations about the number of tablesrqpiaeticipants correctly counted (the variable
Correct tablesin Table 4, column 1) than did participants wheorectly counted fewer tables. Thus,

one’s own performance seems to represent an afahibie volunteering game assessments

Similarly, participants who report a high proportiof profitable outcomes in the honesty game also
expect other participants to do so (the varidhi@rofitable outcome (heads) Table 4, column 23
Furthermore, there is evidence that the extentuch ssocial projection differs between in-group

assessments and out-group assessments, at letdd honesty game. The association between a

1% The p-value for the variablgnprofitable outcome (head®) 0.051, only slightly above 5% significance leve

19



participant’s own honest behavior and his or heessment of other participants interacts with wéreth
the assessor is evaluating compatriots (the iriera¢erm Unprofitable outcome (heads) Same
country). This finding helps in interpreting the in-groapt-group differences in honesty assessments
reported in Result 3. A majority participants repdra profitable outcome in the honesty game, and
assessors expect other participants—especiallg hhosi their own countries—to behave in the same
way as they do. Taken together, these may expghainower assessments of honesty for participants

from the assessor’s own country than for partidipéom other countries.

A similar explanation may account for differencesonesty assessments of participants from similar
and dissimilar countries, which suggest that sqmigjection may decrease with perceived behavioral
or cultural distance (the varialdi@milar countryin Table 4, column 2)This interpretation is consistent
with the theory regarding social projection (Rolsband Krueger, 2005), as well as the Social Circle
Heuristic (Pachur et al., 2005), that is, that wiatlials project to in-groups but also to out-grqups
though more weakly, which reveals hierarchicallpustured social circles across which social
projection decreases. Applied to our study, atttipeof the hierarchy is the assessor’'s own country,

then the European macro-region (northern Eurom®uothern Europe), and finally Europe.

In the volunteering game assessment analysis, wetdfind hierarchical projection of the assessor’s
own behavior. The coefficients on the variab&srect tablesx Same countrandCorrect tablesx

Similar countryare very small and not significant.
RESULT 4[SoCIAL PROJECTION ]

We find evidence for projection of an assessor's: ®@&havior in his or her assessment of other
individuals in the honesty game. This social progecis strongest when the assessor is evaluating
individuals from his or her own country (in-grouploreover, the projection is stronger when the
assessor is evaluating individuals from a foreigumtry that the assessor perceives as similar $o hi

or her own country.
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Variables of interest

Assessed-country

Individual controls

fixed effects

@

)

Variables Volunteering-game assessment [ Honesty-game assessment
Same country 0.127*** -0.0642***
(0.0377) (0.00455)
Similar country -5.10e-05 -0.0137***
(0.0355) (0.00520)
Correct tables x Same country -0.0209
(0.0135)
Correct tables x Similar country -0.00767
(0.0131)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) x Same
country 0.0351***
(0.00905)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) x Similar
country 0.0124
(0.0100)
Germany 0.2971*** 0.0129***
(0.0211) (0.00493)
The Netherlands 0.145%** 0.0139***
(0.0203) (0.00493)
Spain -0.143*** -0.0141%**
(0.0187) (0.00493)
Italy -0.161*** -0.0205***
(0.0186) (0.00493)
Correct tables 0.331*** -0.0335***
(0.0163) (0.00436)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) 0.0368 0.0251*
(0.0469) (0.0140)
Age 0.00421*** 0.00138***
(0.00146) (0.000406)
Male -0.108** -0.0158
(0.0428) (0.0121)
Inhabitants 0.00378 -0.000683
(0.00754) (0.00219)
Education -0.0263 -0.0240**
(0.0346) (0.00970)
Assessing-country fixed effects Yes Yes
Constant 1.932%** 0.446***
(0.119) (0.0327)
Number of observations 5,075 5,075
R-squared 0.167 0.068
Number of participants 1,015 1,015
X2IF 1270.85 413.51
P>y2/F 0.0000 0.000

Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Significance levels are indicated as follows: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Table 4 — Random-effects regression analysis of assments in the volunteering and honesty gameNote: For
regressions in column 1, the dependent varialtfeeiassessment of performance in the volunteeentegand ranges from
0 to 4. For regressions in column 2, the dependanable is the assessment of the frequency ofn@natitable outcome
being reported in the honesty game and ranges @ram1. All regressions include both assessed-cpudixed effects
(France is the benchmark) and assessing-counteg fffects (not reported). Both in-group and owtbgrassessments are
included; the observations are distinguished bydhmmy variablesame countryFixed-effects regression results are
similar to these random-effects regression restitie. Hausman test for random vs. fixed effects dmtgeject the null
hypothesis stating that the difference in coeffitsds not systematic.
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3.4 Can participants’ experience with foreign countriesexplain their assessments?

As mentioned in Section 2.2, the questionnaireuithetl questions about the participants’ experiences
with foreign countries. These questions can helpusvestigate the potential sources of difference

in their assessments. Thus, in this section wesf@tuparticipants’ assessments of participants from
foreign countries. That is, we exclude from ourlgsia the participants’ in-group assessments and

focus on how they assessed participants from ther ddur major European countries.

Table 5 reports the results of individual randorfie@k regressions. The statistical model usedhier t
analysis has the same structure as the one ustettion 3.3. For the regression reported in Taple 5
column 1, the dependent variable is the assesssfipatformance in the volunteering game and ranges
from O to 4. For the regression in column 2, theeshelent variable is the assessment of the frequency
of an unprofitable outcome being reported in thedsty game and ranges from O to 1. All regressions
include both assessed-country fixed effects anesagsg-country fixed effects (not reported). Result
of individual fixed-effects regressions with clustebust standard errors at the individual levele(s
Table C. 2 in Appendix C) are similar to thoseha tandom-effects regressions. An explanationef th

variables included is provided in Table Ain Appendix A.

The results of analyzing the variabl8smilar country Correct tables and Unprofitable outcome
(heads),as well as their respective interaction terms,cam@parable to those shown in Table 4 and

have already been discussed in Sectiorf%3.3.

Moreover, perception of media coverage seems neldggarticipants’ assessments. We measure this
effect via two dummy variables that are equal te drthe participants declares to have heard af rea
some information in the media about the assessedtryoand that the information was positive (the
variableMedia goodl or negative (the variableledia bad. Positive perceived media coverage of a
country is associated with high assessments dfititeens’ performance in the volunteering game,
whereas negative perceived media coverage of atrgoisnassociated with low assessments of its
citizens’ performance in the volunteering gameh@ligh only weakly significant). Assessments of

20 with regard to an individual’s characteristicjen participants (the variablege seem more “optimistic”: they expect
more effort and honesty; male participants (théabde Male) tend to expect less effort.
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performance in the honesty game are affected bgtivegperceived media coverage but not by positive

perceived media coverage.

The variablePersonal badndicates whether the participant has had maiebative experiences with
citizens of the assessed country. This variablenagatively associated with the participant’s
assessments of the performance of citizens otthattry in the volunteering game. In other wordas, a
assessor having reported a negative personal ergerwith a citizen of a specific country is asatsd
with the assessor providing a negative assessrém performance of participants from that country

in the volunteering game.

The variableTravellingindicates how many times the participant has tealvto the assessed country.
An assessor having reported frequent travel toumtcy is associated with the assessor providing a
lower assessment of the performance of participfaots that country in the honesty game, although
the coefficient on this variable is rather smalld aneakly significant. Note, however, that this
relationship fits the pattern of honesty assesssn@morted in Section 3.3: Individuals from couagri
similar to the assessor’s country are assesseei@s less honest, and frequent travel to a country

increase the assessor’s perception of the courdiyigarity, thereby promoting social projection.
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Assessed-country Variables of interest

Individual controls

fixed effects

@ 2
Variables Volunteering game assessment Honesty game assessment
Similar country -0.00491 -0.0178***
(0.0302) (0.00531)
Correct tables x Similar country -0.00511
(0.0123)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) x Similar country 0.0108
(0.00970)
Personal bad -0.0750** -0.00546
(0.0306) (0.00774)
Personal good -0.00315 0.00218
(0.0226) (0.00571)
Media bad -0.0441* -0.0184***
(0.0242) (0.00614)
Media good 0.0531** -0.000685
(0.0230) (0.00585)
Travel -0.0108 -0.00400*
(0.00894) (0.00226)
Acquaintance 0.00923 -0.00290
(0.0193) (0.00488)
Germany 0.290*** 0.0129**
(0.0228) (0.00575)
The Netherlands 0.0948*** 0.0207***
(0.0240) (0.00603)
Spain -0.154*** -0.00403
(0.0231) (0.00582)
Italy -0.180*** -0.00627
(0.0237) (0.00595)
Correct tables 0.327** -0.0351***
(0.0161) (0.00445)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) 0.0543 0.0271*
(0.0500) (0.0142)
Age 0.00361** 0.00135***
(0.00148) (0.000416)
Male -0.106** -0.0150
(0.0440) (0.0123)
Inhabitants 0.00693 -0.000594
(0.00799) (0.00224)
Education -0.00821 -0.0251**
(0.0354) (0.00993)
Assessing-country fixed effects Yes Yes
Constant 1.938*** 0.450%**
(0.121) (0.0337)
Number of observations 4,060 4,060
R-squared 0.203 0.029
Number of participants 1,015 1,015
¥2IF 1230.42 209.67
P>y?/F 0.000 0.000

Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses

Significance levels are indicated as follows: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Table 5 — Regression analysis of out-group assessrtgein the volunteering and honesty game#ote: For regressions
in columns 1 the dependent variable is the asseggmeeformance in the volunteering game and rafiges 0 to 4. For
regressions in columns 2, the dependent variableeisassessment of the frequency of an unprofitabteome being
reported in the honesty game and ranges from 0Adl tegressions include both assessed-countedfiffects (France is
the benchmark) and assessing-country fixed effectsreported). The Hausman test for random vedfigffects does not
reject the null hypothesis stating that the diffein coefficients is not systematic.
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4. Discussion and conclusion

We have examined cross-cultural perceptions of dimeensions related to trust: effort and honesty.
We find that individuals’ assessments of behawasrgn unobservable characteristic) of other Europea
citizens are influenced by the nationality of thastizens (an observable characteristic). However,
individuals sometimes misperceive the behavior tfep European citizens. In particular, the
northern/southern Europe categorization seem=a gtoong determinant of individuals’ assessments.
Consequently, the first main insight from our stiglg partial divergence between beliefs and bemnavi
This issue can have important economic consequeficest (and mistrust) based on incorrect
perceptions can cause an inefficient outcome otrindestment in and little trade with a wrongfully
distrusted country. Another implication concernsisuimer behavior. Consider two products, one
produced in Spain and the other produced in thehéMkinds, that have identical observable
characteristics. The differences in assessmentglfouour study suggest that individuals may have a
bias in favor of the Dutch product. Indeed, mamyi&s in marketing literature that investigate $he
called country-of-origin effect show that a prodsi@rigin serves as a signal for its quality whba t
quality cannot be observed (Michaelis et al., 200&jegh and Steenkamp, 1999). This effect may be
especially strong for experience goods and credgoods, which are characterized by considerable
information asymmetries between buyer and sellarl§ip and Karni, 1973; Dulleck et al., 2011;
Nelson, 1970). For such a product, potential buyeay rely on available information such as the
product’s country of origin, which can be partialyamportant for products entering a foreign marke
(Michaelis et al., 2008). This issue has becomeemeven prominent since a European law was
introduced recently, requiring communication of t@untry of origin for a large set of products
(European Parliament, 2014).

The second main insight from our study is the lack-group bias in assessments of performance in
the volunteering game. Rather, the assessmentswfdhe north/south pattern: Individuals from
northern European countries have a positive setfgmion, whereas individuals from southern
European countries have a negative self-percedhdahe honesty game, however, assessments do not
follow the north/south-pattern. Instead, individudend to expect their compatriots to be more
dishonest, on average, than people from other desntGiven that a considerable proportion of
individuals are dishonest in all countries, thisdency likely reflects social projection. The paijen

seems hierarchical, that is, it is strongest feritirgroup but still present for countries percdias
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closer to the in-group in terms of behavioral antfural characteristics. Although social projectien
more pronounced for assessments of performandeihdnesty game, we also find evidence of it in

the volunteering game.

To summarize, our study is one of the first crasisacal empirical studies among European countries
that is based on large, general-population samghelsdoes relies not only on exclusively survey
guestions but also includes incentivized behaviat assessments of behavior. We find systematic
differences between assessments and the corresgoadiual behavior, which may give rise to

inefficiency in economic transactions. Such diffexes may trigger statistical discrimination in

experimental games that require an exchange ofires® between participants. Further investigation
of the impact of (mis)perceptions on strategic ratéon may be an interesting area for future

experimental research.

26



Acknowledgments

We thank Raimund Wildner, Holger Dietrich, and @&uGaspar for helpful discussion and seminar
participants in Nuremberg and Duisburg for helpfomments. Financial support from the GfK
Foundation and the Emerging Field Initiative (EBF) the University of Erlangen-Nuremberg is
gratefully acknowledged.

Appendices

A. Variables included in the regressions

Variable Description
Volunteering; game Individual i's volunteering-game assessment of participants from country j
assessment

Honestyijgame assessment

Individual i's honesty-game assessment of participants from country j

Similar country

Dummy variable equal to 1 if a German citizen assesses a Dutch citizen,
or vice versa, or an ltalian citizen assesses a Spanish citizen, or vice
versa

Correct tables x Similar country

Interaction term between the individual's behavior in the volunteering-
game and similar country

Unprofitable outcome (heads) x
Similar country

Interaction term between honesty-game behavior and similar country

Personal bad/good

Dummy variable equal to 1 if the individual has had a bad/good personal
experience with a person from the assessed country

Dummy variable equal to 1 if the individual's perception of media coverage

Media bad/good about the assessed country was bad/good
Travel Frequency of travel (for tourism or job) to the assessed country

. Dummy variable equal to 1 if the individual knows a person from the
Acquaintance

assessed country

Unprofitable outcome (heads)

Dummy variable equal to 1 if the unprofitable outcome (heads) was
reported in the honesty game by the participant (i.e. behavior)

Correct tables

Number of tables correctly counted in the volunteering game by the
participant (i.e. behavior)

Age Age of the individual

Male Dummy variable equal to 1 if the individual is male
Inhabitants Size of the town or city in which the individual resides
Education Individual's education level

Dummies country origin

Dummy variable for the individual's country of origin

Same country

Dummy variable equal to 1 when the individual assesses a participant
from his or her own country

Correct tables x Same country

Interaction term between the individual's behavior in the volunteering
game and same country

Unprofitable outcome (heads) x
Similar country

Interaction term between honesty-game behavior and similar country

Table A. 1. — Variables included in the regressions.
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B. Descriptive statistics

Assessment Behavioral aspects
Variable Mean | P50 Sd Min | Max N Code Variable Mean | P50 | Sd | Min | Max N
Ass.
Volunteering 262 | 28 | 091 0 4 5075 R1 Trust 4.39 4 [149] 1 7 5075
Ass. Honesty 0.32 | 0.31 | 0.22 0 1 5075 R2 Hospitality 4.87 5 1.41 1 7 5075
R3 Harmony 4.6 5 1.37 1 7 5075
Behavior R4 Trustworthiness 4.33 4 1.47 1 7 5075
Variable Mean | P50 Sd Min | Max N R5 Corruption* 3.46 3 1.66 1 7 5075
Correct tables 1.94 2 1.38 0 4 1015 R6 Moral respectability 4.72 5 1.35 1 7 5075
Unprofitable
outcome (heads) | 0.25 0 0.44 0 1 1015 R7 Honesty 4.57 5 1.39 1 7 5075
R8 Interest in money 5.01 5 1.45 1 7 5075
Demographics R9 Helpfulness 4.84 5 136 | 1 7 5075
Variable Mean | P50 Sd Min | Max N R10 Fairness 4.64 5 1.32 1 7 5075
Age 39.66 | 38 | 15.05| 14 83 | 1015 R11 Unreliability* 4.46 4 1.6 1 7 5075
Education 2.18 2 0.64 1 3 1015 R12 Inability to deal with money* 4.11 4 [161] 1 7 5075
Inhabitants 6.10 6 2.81 1 10 | 1015 R13 Arrogance* 3.74 4 [162] 1 7 5075
Male 0.50 1 0.50 0 1 1015 R14 Discipline 4.56 5 1.52 1 7 5075
R15 Accuracy 4.72 5 1.37 1 7 5075
Experience and institutions R16 Productivity 4.89 5 1.37 1 7 5075
* These negative questions were recoded
by inverting the response scale compared
Variable Mean | P50 Sd Min | Max N to the version received by participants.
Acquaintance 0.38 0 0.49 0 1 4060
Media 1.97 2 0.87 1 3 4060
Media bad 0.25 0 0.43 0 1 4060
Media good 0.39 0 0.49 0 1 4060
Personal 1.71 1 0.90 1 3 5075
Personal bad 0.59 1 0.49 0 1 5075
Personal good 0.11 0 0.31 0 1 5075
Travel 2.05 2 121 1 5 4060
Trust Euro 3.61 4 1.79 1 7 1015
Trust Europe
Union 3.57 4 1.70 1 7 1015

Table B. 1. — Descriptive statistics for data fronthe assessments and questionnaires. The list of gtiens, along with the codes, is provided in ApperixiD.
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C. Random-effect and fixed-effect regressions

Volunteering game ass. Honesty game ass.
@ (2 3 4)
Variables Random-effect  Fixed-effect | Random-effect Fixed-effect
Same country 0.127*** 0.127*** -0.0642%** -0.0642%**
- (0.0377) (0.0376) (0.00455) (0.00479)
g Similar country -5.10e-05 -0.000824 -0.0137*** -0.0137*
Q (0.0355) (0.0356) (0.00520) (0.00545)
E Correct tables x Same country -0.0209 -0.0208
8 (0.0135) (0.0135)
% Correct tables x Similar country -0.00767 -0.00727
< (0.0131) (0.0131)
r;ts Unprofitable outcome (heads) x Same country 0.0351*** 0.0351***
(0.00905) (0.0119)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) x Similar country 0.0124 0.0122
(0.0100) (0.0124)
Germany 0.291%** 0.291%** 0.0129%** 0.0129%**
- (0.0211) (0.0211) (0.00493) (0.00471)
‘g £ « The Netherlands 0.145%** 0.145%** 0.0139%** 0.0139%**
@ “é ‘g.; (0.0203) (0.0203) (0.00493) (0.00470)
= % Spain -0.143*** -0.143*** -0.0141 %+ -0.0141 %
23 (0.0187) (0.0187) (0.00493) (0.00457)
©  ltaly -0.161** -0.161%* -0.0205%** -0.0205***
(0.0186) (0.0185) (0.00493) (0.00459)
Correct tables 0.331%** -0.0335***
(0.0163) (0.00436)
w Unprofitable outcome (heads) 0.0368 0.0251*
e (0.0469) (0.0140)
S Age 0.00421*** 0.00138***
© (0.00146) (0.000406)
S  Male -0.108** -0.0158
2 (0.0428) (0.0121)
=l Inhabitants 0.00378 -0.000683
= (0.00754) (0.00219)
Education -0.0263 -0.0240**
(0.0346) (0.00970)
Assessing-country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1.932%** 2.579%** 0.446*** 0.331%**
(0.119) (0.0121) (0.0327) (0.00290)
Number of observations 5,075 5,075 5,075 5,075
R-squared 0.167 0.167 0.068 0.068
Number of participants 1,015 1,015 1,015 1,015
X2IF 1270.85 81.85 413.51 27.07
P>x?/F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
Significance levels are indicated as follows: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Table C. 1. — Regression analysis of both in-grougnd out-group assessments in the volunteering anehesty games.
Note: For regressions in columns 1 and 2, the digr@rvariable is the assessment of performandeindlunteering game
and ranges from 0 to 4. For regressions in coluBnausd 4, the dependent variable is the assessrir fsrequency of an
unprofitable outcome being reported in the hongstyie and ranges from 0 to 1. Columns 1 and 3 shewesults of
individual random-effects regressions. Columns @ arshow the results of individual fixed-effectgnessions; by using
fixed effects we capture potential systematic défees in the way individuals answer. All regressionclude both
assessed-country fixed effects (France is the beadt) and assessing-country fixed effects (notmepd. Cluster-robust
standard errors at the individual level are inctidehe Hausman test for random vs. fixed effectssdwot reject the null
hypothesis stating that the difference in coeffitsds not systematic.
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Assessed-

Variables of interest

country fixed

Individual controls

hypothesis stating that the difference in coeffitsds not systematic.

effects

Volunteering game ass.

Honesty game ass.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Variables Random-effect Fixed-effect Random-effect Fixed-effect
Similar country -0.00491 -0.00645 -0.0178*** -0.0175***
(0.0302) (0.0373) (0.00531) (0.00591)
Correct tables x Similar country -0.00511 -0.00463
(0.0123) (0.0133)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) x Similar country 0.0108 0.0104
(0.00970) (0.0127)
Personal bad -0.0750** -0.0723** -0.00546 -0.00383
(0.0306) (0.0336) (0.00774) (0.00854)
Personal good -0.00315 -0.0105 0.00218 0.00260
(0.0226) (0.0237) (0.00571) (0.00563)
Media bad -0.0441* -0.0503** -0.0184*** -0.0151*
(0.0242) (0.0252) (0.00614) (0.00635)
Media good 0.0531** 0.0465* -0.000685 0.00233
(0.0230) (0.0243) (0.00585) (0.00629)
Travel -0.0108 -0.00775 -0.00400* -0.00439*
(0.00894) (0.0104) (0.00226) (0.00241)
Acquaintance 0.00923 0.0149 -0.00290 -0.00375
(0.0193) (0.0199) (0.00488) (0.00544)
Germany 0.290*** 0.292%** 0.0129** 0.0128**
(0.0228) (0.0254) (0.00575) (0.00617)
The Netherlands 0.0948*** 0.0969*** 0.0207*** 0.0212%*
(0.0240) (0.0245) (0.00603) (0.00627)
Spain -0.154*** -0.152%** -0.00403 -0.00392
(0.0231) (0.0213) (0.00582) (0.00542)
Italy -0.180*** -0.178%*** -0.00627 -0.00657
(0.0237) (0.0229) (0.00595) (0.00572)
Correct tables 0.327** -0.0351***
(0.0161) (0.00445)
Unprofitable outcome (heads) 0.0543 0.0271*
(0.0500) (0.0142)
Age 0.00361** 0.00135***
(0.00148) (0.000416)
Male -0.106** -0.0150
(0.0440) (0.0123)
Inhabitants 0.00693 -0.000594
(0.00799) (0.00224)
Education -0.00821 -0.0251*
(0.0354) (0.00993)
Assessing-country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1.938*+* 2.61 1% 0.450%** 0.338***
(0.121) (0.0272) (0.0337) (0.00712)
Number of observations 4,060 4,060 4,060 4,060
R-squared 0.203 0.203 0.029 0.029
Number of participants 1,015 1,015 1,015 1,015
X2IF 1230.42 47.68 209.67 5.40
P>y?/F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Significance levels are indicated as follows: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Table C. 2. — Regression analysis of out-group assenents in the volunteering and honesty gameblote: For

regressions in columns 1 and 2, the dependentblaria the assessment of performance in the vadunig game and
ranges from 0 to 4. For regressions in columns®@4rthe dependent variable is the assessmenedféhuency of an
unprofitable outcome being reported in the hongstye and ranges from 0 to 1. Columns 1 and 3 shewesults of
individual random-effects regressions. Columns @ arshow the results of individual fixed-effectgmessions; by using
fixed effects we capture potential systematic défees in the way individuals answer. All regressionclude both
assessed-country fixed effects (France is the meadt) and assessing-country fixed effects (notmepd. Cluster-robust
standard errors at the individual level are inctiidehe Hausman test for random vs. fixed effectssduot reject the null
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D. Instructions and questionnaires (example for Ganan respondents)

Outline

Introduction: Welcome and overall instructions
Survey |

Volunteering Game

Honesty Game

Survey |l

Conclusion

ogkhwnhE

The order of countries was randomly determined@dwvance, for each of the interviewed participants.
The same order was used for the entire survey psoce

List 1 List 2 List 3

Germans Germans Germany
French French France

Italians ltalians Italy

Spaniards Spaniards Spain

Dutch Dutch The Netherlands

D.1. Introduction: Welcome and overall instructions

Dear Sir/Madam:

Together with the University of Erlangen-Nuremberg and the University of Constance, GfK-Verein is conducting a survey about different
European nations.

For all of the questions only your personal judgment is important. There are no incorrect answers. Please allow approximately 35 minutes
for answering the questions. The analysis of the survey data will be used only for research purpose and is, of course, performed
anonymously.

In addition to the fee that you receive for your participation, in some parts of the survey you can also earn money for yourself or for a
charitable organization. How much you earn depends on your answers and the answers of the other participants in the survey.

In each part of the survey, you will be informed about how you can earn money and whether you earn it for yourself or for a charitable
organization.

After completing the entire survey, you will learn when you will receive the money. If you click on “continue,” we will explain the survey
procedure to you.

Thank you very much for your support!

Next Screen

OVERALL ADVICE
The survey consists of three parts. In the first two parts, you will be asked to perform some minor tasks and to give your estimates of
how other participants have performed these same tasks. Afterward, the third part of the survey will consist of a brief questionnaire.
Based on your answers and decisions—within the tasks and estimates—you can earn money for yourself or for charitable
organizations.
Before each part of the survey, we will explain the precise procedure and how you can earn money. Furthermore, you will be advised
whether you are earning money for yourself or for a charitable organization.
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Participants from five European countries are taking part in the survey. The selection of participants in each country follows the same
criteria and provides a representative sample of the country’s total population.

Participants are from the following countries:

[List 3]

Next Screen

D.2. Survey |

Now, we would like to start with a few personal questions.

Are you male or female?
Male
Female

How old are you?
(Please enter) |__|__| years

In which region do you live?
(Single-punch selection from a predefined list of regions within the specific country)

How many people live in your place of residence?
(Single-punch selection from predefined intervals)

What is your highest achieved educational qualification?
(Single-punch selection from a country-specific list of qualifications)

Next Screen

Thank you very much. Now, the first part of the survey starts. You will complete the first task and then assess the performance of the
other participants.

D.3. Volunteering Game

Part 1
Explanations

You will see four tables, which each consist of the symbols % (star) and ® (square).

Your task is to count the number of stars () in each table.

You have 50 seconds for each table.

The time remaining is displayed in the upper-right corner of the screen.

For each correctly counted table, EUR 0.50 will be donated to a charitable organization of your choice. You can choose the
organization from the following list. If you hover the cursor over the name of an organization, a detailed description of the organization
will be displayed.

Please select the charitable organization to which the earned money should be donated.

International

[ 1 Amnesty International Amnesty International is a global, nongovernmental organization that fights for 1
preservation and expansion of human rights throughout the world. This aim is
accomplished by exposing human rights violations, conducting public relations
activities, lobbying, and organizing letter-writing and signature campaigns.

[] Médecins Sans Frontiéres  Médecins Sans Frontiéres is an international emergency relief organization 2
focused on human medicine. The purpose of the organization is to support
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[ 1 UNICEF

[1 Save the Children

[l Caritas International

[] SOS Children’s Villages
International

Germany
[] Deutsches Rotes Kreuz

[1 Deutsche Krebshilfe

France
[l LesRestos du Coeur

people in emergency situations, through the allocation of medical and
psychosocial supply and care (medication, drinking water, immunization,
medical infrastructure, etc.). The organization provides support in war zones in
areas that have suffered natural catastrophes, famine, or food shortages, and
for marginalized population groups.

UNICEF is a United Nations program that fights for children’s rights throughout
the world. In particular, UNICEF supports children and their mothers in
developing countries with regard to health, family planning, hygiene, nutrition,
and education. In addition, the organization supports lobbying against the use
of children as soldiers and for the protection of refugees.

Save the Children is an international children’s rights organization. The
organization is represented globally by 30 national organizations in more than
120 countries. Its purposes include stable improvement the condition of
indigent children based on respect of their rights. Its focus is on health and
survival of threatened children, education of children (specifically, the
expansion and quality of schools), and protection of children from violence and
exploitation.

Caritas International is a global federation of Catholic organizations active in
humanitarian response to emergency situations and aid to developing areas.
The organization encourages social awareness, decides on current
sociopolitical questions, and thereby represents the arguments and interests of
those who do not have direct representation in society. In addition, the
organization supports social professions and corresponding apprenticeships,
as well as advanced and further education. Furthermore, the organization
participates in technical discussions on the development and
professionalization of social labor methods. The local branches ensure the
success of the entire organization through self-help methods.

SOS Children’s Villages International is an international organization, active in
133 countries, that fights for the rights of indigent children. In the children’s
villages, parentless and abandoned children find a loving home. In the
surroundings of the children’s villages, destitute families receive help from
capacity-building projects, educational work, and hospital wards. Thus, SOS
Children’s Villages International contributes to sustainable development of
communities in poor countries. In addition, the children’s villages are bases for
emergency relief campaigns to support children and their relatives in
catastrophe and conflict areas.

Deutsches Rotes Kreus (the German Red Cross) is the national Red Cross
society in Germany. The German Red Cross rescues people, provides
assistance in emergencies, offers solidarity to people, supports the poor and
other people in need, and oversees the humanitarian law of nations in
Germany and around the world. The German Red Cross is part of the
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, which
helps victims of conflicts and catastrophes, as well as other indigent people, in
a manner differentiation only by the extent of their misery.

For more than 38 years, the Deutsche Krebshilfe has supported people
suffering from cancer. Its aim is to fight against cancer in every type of
manifestation. The organization supports projects for improved prevention,
early detection, diagnosis, therapy, medical care after treatment, and psycho-
social treatment including self-help. The Deutsche Krebshilfe organizes and
supports apprenticeships and further educational activities, as well as
informational events for the improvement of cancer control.

Les Restos du Ceeur is a French initiative that distributes clothes and food to
people in need during the winter months. The campaign is supported by
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[]  Secours Populaire
Francais

The Netherlands
[]  KWF Kankerbestrijding

[l Cordaid Memisa

Italy
1 ARC

[] Fondazione Banco
Alimentare

Spain
[] CruzRoja Espafiola

[]  Asociacion Espafiola
Contra el Cancer (AECC)

Next Screen

numerous celebrities that—under the name Les Enfoirés—host charity
concerts that have become the francophone show-event of the year.

Secours Populaire Francais is a humanitarian organization in France with the
aim of supporting deprived and penniless people. The organization focuses not
only on essential items such as food and clothes but also on social and
professional integration of people who live on the fringes of society. In the
foreground, there is not only capacity building but also ethical help of
reciprocity.

KWF Kankerbestrijding is a Dutch organization for cancer control, which
campaigns for scientific research, information, patient support, and fundraising.
Its cancer research program includes talented researchers and the promotion
and analysis of international research results and plays an active part in the
care and treatment of cancer patients.

Cordaid Memisa (Catholic Organisation for Relief & Development Aid) is one of
the largest international development organizations in Africa, Asia, the Middle
East, and Latin America. It provides emergency relief for people in war zones,
poor societies, and developing countries. The Cordaid Memisa department
focuses specifically on the health and welfare of people in developing
countries.

AIRC is an ltalian society for cancer research. Its members collect research
funds and distribute them to finance cancer research. A commission consisting
of experts in oncology verifies the resource allocation to research and survey
projects. In addition, one of the goals of the society is to inform people about
the latest progress in cancer research.

Fondazione Banco Alimentare is a charitable organization, similar to the
various Tafelorganisationen in Germany, that attempts to ensure sufficient food
supply for indigent people. Volunteers collect “spare” but qualitatively
impeccable food and distribute it to the poor and needy people in Italy.
Fondazione Banco Alimentare is supported by, among others, the European
Union, the Italian grocery industry, and many other retailers.

The Cruz Roja Espafiola is the Spanish Red Cross Society. It is a humanitarian
institution that cares primarily about national issues but is also active globally.
The concept of the Red Cross is the same worldwide: self-help education for
indigent and ill people as well as help for people in emergency situations
(protection during crises, social work, medical support etc.). Especially during
the current crisis, it supports the Spanish population with food supply and
water, electricity, and rent subsidies.

AECC is a Spanish association for cancer control, which fights for improved
treatment for people suffering from cancer. The association primarily supports
patients and their relatives. In addition, it campaigns for prevention and early
detection measures, as well as for cancer research in general, for example, by
(co)financing projects for cancer research.

The first task begins on the next page.

Please note that you will have only 50 seconds time for counting the stars in each table and typing the number of stars into the input

field! The time remaining will be displayed in the upper-right corner of the screen.

As soon as you click on “continue,” you will be sent to the first table and the countdown will start. When time runs out, you will be sent

to the next page automatically!

Next Screen
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Part 1
Table 1 of4

You have 50 seconds to count the stars (%) in this table. You can see the time remaining in the upper-right corner of the screen.
How many stars are in the table?

(Please enter) | stars

Next Screen
Your time is over for Table 1. As soon as you click on “continue,” you will be sent to the second table.
You will also have 50 seconds for that table.
As soon as you click on “continue,” the countdown will start. When time runs out, you will be sent to the next page automatically.
Next Screen
Part 1
Table 2 of 4

You have 50 seconds to count the stars (%) in this table. You can see the time remaining in the upper-right corner of the screen.
How many stars are in the table?

(Please enter) | | stars

|l
Next Screen

Your time is over for Table 2. As soon as you click on “continue,” you will be sent to the third table.

You will also have 50 seconds for that table.

As soon as you click on “continue,” the countdown will start. When time runs out, you will be sent to the next page automatically.

Next Screen

Part 1
Table 30f4

You have 50 seconds to count the stars (%) in this table. You can see the time remaining in the upper-right corner of the screen.
How many stars are in the table?

(Please enter) |__|__|__|stars

Next Screen

Your time is over for Table 3. As soon as you click on “continue,” you will be sent to the fourth, and last, table.

You will also have 50 seconds for that table.

As soon as you click on “continue,” the countdown will start. When time runs out, you will be sent to the next page automatically.
Next Screen

Part 1

Table 4 of 4
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You have 50 seconds to count the stars () in this table. You can see the time remaining in the upper-right corner of the screen.
How many stars are in the table?

(Please enter) | stars

Next Screen
Part 1

You have counted [Number of correct tables] tables correctly.

This represents an earned amount of EUR [Earned money] which will be donated to [Chosen charity].
Now, we want to know how you found the task.

Please answer the following two questions regarding this part of the survey.

Not at all simple Very simple
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How simple was the task for you? I I o I A O I I A R
| did not like it at all I liked it a lot
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How did you like the task? O/Oo|o|o|o|d|d

This part of the survey is now complete.
Please click on “continue” to reach the next part of the survey, in which you will assess the other participants.

Next Screen

Part 1
Explanation of the assessment

Participants from the following countries performed the same tasks as you did:

[List 3]

The money earned by the other participants was also donated to charitable organizations of their choice from the list above.
Please estimate how successfully the participants from the other countries counted the stars in the tables. For each of the five
countries—including your own—please estimate how many tables the participants counted correctly, on average.

Please make five estimates, one for each country.

By making these assessments, you can earn money yourself. The more accurate your assessment, the more you can earn. One of
your assessments will be chosen randomly to determine your earnings. The closer your assessment is to the participants’ actual
performance, the more money you will receive.

So, try to guess the actual value. The closer your assessment is to the actual value, the more money you will earn.

If your assessment is exactly correct, you will receive EUR 1.50 (150 points). If your assessment differs by 0.1 from the actual value, 10
cents (10 points) will be deducted from the maximum achievable EUR 1.50 (150 points); if your assessment differs by 0.2, 20 cents (20
points) will be deducted; and so on. Thus, a difference of 1.0 from the actual value will cause a deduction of EUR 1.00 (100 points). If

your assessment differs by 1.5 or more from the actual value, you will earn EUR 0 (0 points).

Example
You estimate that the participants from a specified country counted, on average, 3.4 tables correctly.

(Hint: Because participants from the country could have counted various numbers of the tables correctly, the average may be a

decimal number.)
The participants from is specific country actually counted, on average, 3.7 tables correctly.
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Your assessment differs by 0.3 from the actual value. Therefore, 30 cents (30 points) will be deducted from the maximum
achievable EUR 1.50 (150 points). If this assessment is the one randomly chosen from your five assessments, you will earn
EUR 1.20 (120 points) in this part of the survey.

Please click on “continue” to start the assessment.

Next Screen

How many tables did the [List 2], on average, count correctly?

[Individuals could indicate each of their five assessments by using either a slider or an input field.]

Next Screen

This part of the survey is now complete. As soon as the survey has been completed by participants from all countries, you will receive
your earnings from these assessments. As already explained, one of your assessments will be randomly chosen process and
compared to the actual results of that country’s participants. Your earnings will be calculated based on that comparison.

Please click on “continue” to go to the next part of the survey.

Next Screen

D.4. Honesty-Game
Part 2

Explanations

Please take a coin. On the next screen, your task will be to flip the coin so that it falls on the ground or on a table. Afterward, you will be
asked to state which side of the coin is uppermost.

I tails is shown, you will earn EUR 1 (100 points).

If heads is shown, you will earn EUR 0 (0 points).

In any case, the money you earn during this task is yours.

Next Screen
Part 2
Now, flip the coin, and mark the result with an X.
Tails (You earn EUR 1)
Heads (You earn EUR 0)
Next Screen
Part 2

Explanation of the assessment

The coin task was also done by participants from the following countries:
[List 3]

Please estimate the result reported by participants from each of the five countries.

For each country, please state how the percentage of participants who reported “tails” and thus earned EUR 1 (100 points).

By making these assessments, you can earn money yourself. The more accurate your assessment, the more you can earn. One of
your assessments will be chosen randomly to determine your earnings. The closer your assessment is to the participants’ actual
responses, the more money you will earn.
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If your assessment is exactly correct, you will receive EUR 1.50 (150 points). If your assessment differs by 1 percentage point from the
actual value, 10 cents (10 points)will be deducted from the maximum achievable EUR 1.50 (150 points); if your assessment differs by 2
percentage points, 20 cents (20 points) will be deducted; and so on. If your assessment differs by 15 or more percentage points from
the actual value, you will earn EUR 0 (0 points).

Example
You estimate that 55% of the participants from a specific country reported tails.

Actually, 59% of the participants from that country reported tails.
Your assessment differs by 4 percentage points from the actual value. Therefore, 40 cents (40 points) will be deducted from the
maximum achievable EUR 1.50 (150 points). If this assessment is the one randomly chosen randomly from your five
assessments, you will earn EUR 1.10 (110 points) in this part of the survey.
Please click on “continue” to start the assessment.
Next Screen
What percentage of the [List 2] reported tails and therefore received EUR 17
[Individuals could indicate each of their five assessments by using either a slider or an input field.]
Next Screen
This part of the survey is now complete. As soon as the survey has been completed by participants from all countries, you will receive
your earnings from these assessments. As already explained, one of your assessments will be randomly chosen and compared to the
actual results of that country’s participants. Your earnings will be calculated based on that comparison.

The next screen will contain a short questionnaire. Please click on “continue” to go to that part of the survey.

D.5. Survey Il

Next Screen
(Warmth and competence questions)

Please answer the following questions. Please specify how much you agree with each statement, using the given scale of 1 to 7 in
which 1 indicates that you completely disagree and 7 indicates that you completely agree. Please answer all of the questions.

How much do you agree with each of the following statements? (Note: The order of the statements was randomized for each
participant.)

| do not agree at all | fully agree
1 | 2 [ 3] 415 6 |7

[ fully trust most ...

[List 1] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... are particularly hospitable.

[List 2] OO |0O|jg|g|4ga| .
In my opinion, living together in ... is more harmonious than doing so in other European countries.

[List 3] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, the ... are more trustworthy than people from other European countries.

[List 1] OO |0O|jg|g|4ga| .
In my opinion, there is a lot of corruption in ...
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[List 3] O g go/a|g|n0O|d
In my opinion, most of the ... exhibit morally respectable behavior.

[List 2] OO |0O|jg|g|4ga| .
In my opinion, most ... behave honestly.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... are primarily interested in money.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... are helpful.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... behave fairly.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... are unreliable.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... can‘t deal with money.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion, most ... are arrogant.

[List 2] OO |0O|jg|g|4ga| .
In my opinion, most ... are disciplined.

[List 2] OO |0O|jg|g|4ga| .
In my opinion, most ... are accurate.

[List 2] O/go|0o|o|g|d|d
In my opinion most ... are productive.

[List 2] OO |0O|jg|g|4ga| .

The following are two general questions about European institutions and Europe:
How much do you agree with each of the following statements?
| do not agree at all | agree completely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| completely trust the European Union. g/ g(g g gg
| completely trust the Euro. O 0|00 o |4ad) .

(Experience questions)

Now, we would like to ask you some questions about your experiences with citizens of other European countries.
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With [List 1] | have personally had ...
mainly good experiences.

mainly bad experiences.

no experiences.

Regarding the [ List 2] | have heard ...

mainly good things in the media (TV, newspapers, Internet, etc.)
mainly bad things in the media (TV, newspapers, Internet, etc.)
very little in the media (TV, newspapers, Internet, etc.)

How often (for work-related or for personal purposes) have you traveled to [List 3]?
Never

1—2 times

3—5 times

6—10 times

More than 10 times

Is at least one of your acquaintances from [List 3]?
Yes
No

In conclusion, we would like to ask you some personal questions.

In which country were you born?
[List 3]
A country not listed above

In which country was your mother born?
[List 3]
A country not listed above

In which country was your father born?
[List 3]
A country not listed above

Next Screen

How many people, including yourself, are permanent residents of your household?
1 person

2 people

3 people

4 people

5 or more people

What is the total monthly net income of all members of your household?

Less than EUR 1,000

Between EUR 1,000 and EUR 1,999
Between EUR 2,000 and EUR 2,999
EUR 3,000 or more

| prefer not to answer this question.
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How would you describe your current personal financial situation?

| do not have to cut spending in any way.
| am well off and can afford quite a bit.
Overall, | am getting along fairly well.

I have difficulty making ends meet.

My income is not at all sufficient.

| prefer not to answer this question.

Which of the following statements matches your current professional situation?

lam ...

employed.

unemployed.

retired.

a student.

a homemaker.

| prefer not to answer this question.

Next Screen
D.6. Conclusion
Thank you very much for your support!
You will receive a fee for your participation in this survey.

You will receive any earnings from the tasks and assessments as soon as the survey has been completed by participants from all
countries, since the results of the other participants are necessary for the calculations of earnings.
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