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A The Effect of Observability

For brevity, the main text presents only cursory statistics about the effect of observability in the
4-player game, as our conclusions are primarily based on the 3-player game. Here we take a
closer look. Table 1 provides six probit regressions that show the effect of observability on the
reciprocation rates by Observers, separated into the six possible combinations of Agent choices
they could have witnessed. As expected, the Recipient selected for payment influences reciprocity
only when that entails a change in outcome, i.e. in the scenarios HN, HU, and NH. (Note that
NU is very likely to be disguising NN, which Observers seem to understand and therefore treat
similarly).

The effect of observability is illuminated by the statistical significance (or lack thereof) of the
observability coefficients in Table 1. Observability does not affect reciprocation towards HH, HU,
NH, or NU. HN is favored when p = 0.1, and NN is favored when p = 0.9. However, reciprocation
rates towards NN are extremely low in all cases and thus this statistical significance is most likely
spurious.

B Direct Method and Strategy Method Comparison

Observers’ behavior is broadly consistent whether elicited using the direct method or strategy
methods, although limited comparison is possible. Tables 2 and 3 show these comparisons for the
3-player and 4-player games respectively. In the 3-player game, there are very few instances in
which an Agent was observed when observability was low; we cannot reliably compare the two
methods in these cases. Otherwise, Observers are slightly more generous towards helpful Agents
(H when p = 0.9) when reporting full strategies, but equally generous towards unobserved or
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Dependent Variable: Observer Reciprocates?

HH HN HU NH NN NU

High observability? −0.054 −0.725��� −0.198 −0.248 1.076��� −0.086
(0.187) (0.260) (0.180) (0.224) (0.388) (0.285)

[−0.0199] [−0.1897] [−0.0745] [−0.0839] [0.1164] [−0.0145]

Recipient 2 paid? 0.056 −0.730��� −0.285��� 0.487��� 0.258 0.034
(0.093) (0.134) (0.096) (0.121) (0.238) (0.142)
[0.0203] [−0.1925] [−0.1081] [0.1674] [0.0232] [0.0058]

High Observability 0.018 0.396�� 0.146 0.062 −0.619�� 0.124
× Recipient 2 paid? (0.116) (0.169) (0.113) (0.133) (0.254) (0.171)

[0.0066] [0.1037] [0.0552] [0.0208] [−0.0544] [0.0209]

Table 1: Probit regressions of Observer reciprocation choices on the level of observability (the
10% or 90% chance that the second choice by the Agent is observable) and on the identity of the
randomly selected Recipient whose payment was implemented. Each regression restricts attention
to only one of the six combinations of choices the Observer may have witnessed, i.e. the public
choice to Help or Not the first Recipient, and the quasi-private choice towards the second Recipient
(H, N, or Unobserved). All regressions include demographic controls. Standard errors are show in
parentheses, average marginal effects are shown in square brackets, and statistical significance is
indicated at the 10% (�), 5% (��), and 1% (���) levels.
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unhelpful Agents. Our findings in the 4-player game comparison are similar. Observers are also
more generous towards helpful Agents (HH when p = 0.9) when reporting full strategies, but
equally generous towards all other Agents save for those found using HN when p = 0.1. There are
few instances of HN in the direct method results (6 when p = 0.1 and 30 when p = 0.9), and even
fewer instances of NH (0 when p = 0.1 and 12 when p = 0.9). The cases of HN and NH with
p = 0.9 have reciprocation rates that are no different than their strategy method counterparts.

Observation Observability Direct Method Reciprocation Rate Difference
p% Observations Direct Method Strategy Method

H 10 4 0% 62% 62%**
H 90 106 50% 61% 11%*
U 10 152 27% 24% -3%
U 90 18 39% 29% -10%
N 10 10 0% 5% 5%
N 90 42 7% 4% -4%

Table 2: Comparison of 3-player game Observer behavior when elicited with either the direct
method or the strategy method. The number of strategy method observations is constant at 166,
as each of the 166 Observers reported their response to each of the six possibilities. Significant
differences are indicated at the 10% (�), 5% (��), and 1% (���) levels.

C Order Effects

Although all subjects played both the 4-player game and 3-player game, the order in which they
participated in these games varied across experimental sessions. 72 participants were presented
with the 3-player game first, and the other 94 participants with the 4-player game first. Figure 1
and Figure 2 present Observer reciprocation rates for the 3-player and 4-player games respectively,
filtering on game order. Wilson score 95% confidence intervals are indicated. These Figures
demonstrate that Observer behavior is consistent across games, regardless of game order.
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Figure 1: Game Ordering Effects (3-player game)
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Figure 2: Game Ordering Effects (4-player game)
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Observation Observability Direct Method Reciprocation Rate Difference
p% Observations Direct Method Strategy Method

HH 10 5 40% 64% 24%
HH 90 66 48% 63% 15%**
HN 10 6 67% 22% -45%**
HN 90 30 27% 18% -9%
HU 10 110 33% 41% 8%
HU 90 12 42% 41% -1%
NH 10 0 NA 33% NA
NH 90 12 25% 28% 3%
NN 10 6 0% 4% 4%
NN 90 39 5% 5% 0%
NU 10 39 8% 9% 1%
NU 90 7 0% 11% 11%

Table 3: Comparison of 4-player game Observer behavior when elicited with either the direct
method or the strategy method. The number of strategy method observations is constant at 166, as
each of the 166 Observers reported their response to each of the twelve possibilities. Significant
differences are indicated at the 10% (�), 5% (��), and 1% (���) levels.

D Experimental Protocol

This Appendix contains the complete experimental instructions and screen shots. In repeating
rounds, representative rounds for each role are shown.

1. Welcome and mini-dictator game

2. 3-player game instructions

3. 3-player game (direct method)

4. 3-player game (strategy method)

5. 4-player game instructions

6. 4-player game (direct method)

7. 4-player game (strategy method)

8. Belief elicitation
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D.1 Welcome and Mini-dictator game
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D.2 3-player game nstructions
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D.3 3-player game (direct method)
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D.4 3-player game (strategy method)
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D.5 4-player game instructions
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