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Abstract

Evidence from response time studies and time pressure experiments has
led several authors to conclude that "fairness is intuitive'. In light of con-
flicting findings we provide theoretical arguments showing under which con-
ditions an increase in "fairness” due to time pressure indeed provides unam-
biguous evidence in favor of the "fairness is intuitive" hypothesis. Drawing
on recent applications of the Drift Diffusion Model (Krajbich et al., 2015a),
we demonstrate how the subjective difficulty of making a choice affects deci-
sions under time pressure and time delay, thereby making an unambiguous
interpretation of time pressure effects contingent on the choice situation. To
explore our theoretical considerations and to retest the "fairness is intuitive"
hypothesis, we analyze choices in two-person binary dictator and prisoner’s
dilemma games under time pressure or time delay. In addition, we manipu-
late the subjective difficulty of choosing the fair relative to the selfish option.
Our main finding is that time pressure does not consistently promote fair-
ness in situations where this would be predicted after accounting for choice
difficulty. Hence, our results cast doubt on the hypothesis that "fairness is
intuitive".
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1 Introduction

Economists are increasingly interested in understanding the cognitive (Al6s-Ferrer
and Strack, 2014) and emotional (Loewenstein, 2000; Hopfensitz and Reuben, 2009;
Drouvelis and Grosskopf, 2016) processes that drive pro-social behavior. One of
the central questions within this literature is whether "fairness" is intuitive and
automatic or follows from a deliberative weighting of the costs and benefits of
making a fair choice. Several authors have approached this question by analyzing
response times (Rubinstein, 2007; Spiliopoulos and Ortmann, 2017). A popular
method for understanding the causal impact of deliberation on choices is to place
subjects under time pressure or time delay, given that subjects who are constrained
to make a fast choice might increase their reliance on intuition compared to subjects
who are constrained to wait before making a choice (Wright, 1974; Rand et al.,
2012).

Using this method Rand et al. (2012, 2014) find that average contributions in
a public good game are higher when subjects are placed under time pressure as
compared to subjects who are forced to delay their contribution decision. These
results have inspired the "fairness is intuitive" (FII) (Cappelen et al., 2016) hypoth-
esis. According to the FII hypothesis, a decision maker intuitively prefers fairness,
i.e. cooperation in a public good or sharing resources in a dictator game.! How-
ever, this predisposition towards fairness can be overridden by a more deliberative
weighting of the costs and benefits, such that deliberation can promote selfishness
(Rand et al., 2012).

The FII hypothesis has not been unequivocally confirmed in the empirical lit-
erature. In contrast to the original results of Rand et al. (2012), Tinghog et al.
(2013), Verkoeijen and Bouwmeester (2014), and Bouwmeester et al. (2017) do not
find that constraining deliberation by time pressure increases the fraction of coop-
erative choices in one-shot public good games. Furthermore, Tinghog et al. (2016)
find that time pressure does not affect the fraction of fair choices in (modified) dic-
tator games. Finally, findings in Capraro and Cococcioni (2016) and Lohse (2016)
suggest that placing subjects under stronger time pressure leads to more selfish
choices in public good games. Similarly, Mrkva (2017) finds that time pressure
leads to an increase of selfish choices in modified dictator games with high stakes.

In light of this mixed evidence, we conduct a new test of the FII hypothesis. In
this test, we address a recent concern that factors other than intuition and delib-
eration also affect response times and thereby distort the identification of intuitive
or deliberative choices from fast and slow responses (Recalde et al., 2014; Krajbich
et al., 2015a). We explore how the subjective difficulty of choosing between a fair

LObviously, the economics literature has come up with various notions of what constitutes a
"fair" choice (Rabin, 1993; Engelmann and Strobel, 2004; Fehr and Schmidt, 2006). In section 2,
we will describe in more detail what we refer to as a "fair" choice in the context of our paper.



and a selfish option, as one such factor, affects choices under time pressure and
time delay. Our theoretical predictions highlight that observing a positive effect
of time pressure is not necessarily evidence in favor of the FII hypothesis; and
observing no effect of time pressure is not necessarily evidence against the FII
hypothesis without controlling for the effect of choice difficulty in a given situa-
tion. Thereby, we provide one possible explanation why previous tests of the FII
hypothesis might have come to different conclusions.

Our theoretical considerations are based on insights from a recent paper by
Krajbich et al. (2015a) who use a Drift Diffusion Model (DDM) to illustrate how
choice “difficulty” may affect response times. The central prediction of the DDM
is that more difficult choices, i.e. those in which the utility difference between the
fair and the selfish option are small, are associated with longer response times.
We build on this insight and explore how the subjective difficulty of making a
choice affects a causal test of the FII hypothesis. Our analysis is based on the
assumption that choices under time pressure may be affected by both, the amount
of deliberation involved in the choice and the subjective difficulty of making a
choice (Alés-Ferrer, 2016). Hence, the overall effect depends on how time pressure
affects choices according to the FII hypothesis as well as the DDM.

We use a simple version of the DDM to show that time pressure causes decision
makers who perceive smaller utility differences to make more mistakes. Thus, the
DDM predicts that time pressure can either increase the fraction of fair choices,
if fair decision makers perceive larger utility differences and are less common in
the population; or decrease the fraction of fair choices, if selfish decision makers
perceive larger utility differences and are less common in the population. The
mechanism motivating the FII hypothesis on the other hand predicts that time
pressure should always increase the fraction of fair choices in one-shot games.
Hence, whenever fair decision makers perceive larger utility differences than selfish
decision makers and are less common in the population, the DDM and the FII both
predict that time pressure should increase the fraction of fair choices. Observing
a positive effect of time pressure in these situations can therefore only provide
ambiguous evidence in favor of the FII hypothesis as the same pattern could also
be explained by the DDM, while observing no effect is unambiguous evidence
against the claim that "fairness is intuitive". On the other hand, whenever selfish
decision makers perceive larger utility differences than fair decision makers and
are less common in the population, the FII hypothesis and the DDM predict
opposite effects of time pressure, which may even cancel each other out. Observing
no or even a negative effect of time pressure in these situations is not sufficient
to unambiguously reject the claim that "fairness is intuitive', while observing a
positive effect provides unambiguous evidence in favor of the FII hypothesis. These
arguments illustrate that classifying a choice situation into one of these types is



central for the correct interpretation of time pressure effects. Otherwise the FII
hypothesis could be spuriously accepted or rejected. The fact that previous studies
have not explicitly accounted for subjective utility differences might explain why
they have arrived at different conclusions.

To causally test the FII hypothesis, we conduct an experiment in which subjects
take decisions under time pressure or time delay in multiple two-person binary
dictator and prisoner’s dilemma games. Across games, we vary the subjective
attractiveness of the fair option by increasing the social benefits of fair behavior.
Specifically, our experiment includes choice situations in which we expect that
decision makers who prefer the fair option will find it subjectively more, less or as
difficult to choose as decision makers who prefer the selfish option such that the
DDM and the FII make either consistent or opposite predictions concerning the
effect of time pressure. To classify choice situations into one of these two possible
types, we use an additional treatment, in which subjects are unconstrained in
their response time and in which we observe response time correlations and choice
frequencies. According to Krajbich et al. (2015a), we should find that fair choices
are correlated with shorter response times in decision problems in which fair choices
are subjectively less difficult than selfish choices and vice versa.

Our experiment comprises two further elements: first, it allows for a between-
as well as a within-subject test of the FII hypothesis. Within-subject evidence is
obtained by letting subjects take the same decision twice, once under time pres-
sure and thereafter under time delay. Second, by comparing evidence from binary
dictator and prisoner’s dilemma games, we are able to distinguish between fair
choices in non-strategic and strategic decisions. Thereby, we investigate whether
pro-social behavior follows a common cognitive pattern across different contexts.
While several previous tests of the FII hypothesis are based on evidence from
strategic decisions in public good or prisoner’s dilemma games, non-strategic de-
cisions in simple binary dictator games might allow for a more direct test given
that they are unconfounded by strategic uncertainty or misconceptions regarding
the game.

Overall, our analysis provides little empirical support for the hypothesis that
"fairness is intuitive". In those binary dictator and prisoner’s dilemma games, in
which our classification suggests that time pressure should increase fairness accord-
ing to both models, we do not observe such increase across all between-subjects
tests. In the same games, there is no consistent within-subjects evidence that sub-
jects who choose the fair option under time pressure are more likely to switch to
the selfish option under time delay. In binary dictator games in which an increase
of fair behavior under time pressure would constitute unambiguous evidence in fa-
vor of the FII hypothesis we do not find that time pressure significantly increases
the frequency of fair choices. This evidence holds between- and within-subjects.



A complementary analysis shows that switching patterns strongly reflect choice
difficulty (subjective indifference), a pattern that is supported by the DDM but
not by the FFI hypothesis.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: section 2 contains a detailed
description of the DDM and summarizes our predictions. In section 3, we explain
our experimental design. The results are summarized in Section 4. In section 5,
we conclude with a short discussion of our results.

2 Theory and Predictions

The FII hypothesis is based on a dual-process framework in which decisions are
jointly determined by a fast and intuitive system I and a more deliberative and
rather slow system II (Kahneman, 2003; Frederick, 2005). According to the "So-
cial Heuristics Hypothesis" (Rand et al., 2014), the intuitive system I follows a
cooperation heuristic that individuals have developed in repeated everyday inter-
actions. Upon deliberation, the same individuals may realize that there are no
strategic incentives to cooperate in atypical one-shot situations implemented in
the lab which leads to more defection. Cooperation is the most prominent ap-
plication of the "Social Heuristics Hypothesis'. Its underlying mechanism could,
however, apply more broadly to non-strategic choices in the dictator game assum-
ing that sharing resources with other people is also an advantageous long-term
strategy because of reciprocity or reputation concerns. We summarize the claim
that intuition promotes fairness across different contexts as the FII hypothesis.

The FII hypothesis generates empirically testable predictions concerning the
effect of time pressure and time delay on fairness. Since heuristics are seen to
operate relatively independently from the details of a choice situation, the FII
hypothesis predicts that the same decision maker is more likely to choose the
fair option when placed under time pressure than when she makes a deliberative
choice. Similarly, when observing choices of different decision makers, subjects
who are placed under time pressure should choose the fair option more frequently
on average than subjects constrained to wait before making a choice.

However, the observation that time pressure leads the same decision maker to
choose the fair option with higher probability or that time pressure increases the
fraction of fair choices cannot be unambiguously interpreted as evidence in favor of
the FII hypothesis without accounting for choice difficulty. To illustrate how the
subjective difficulty of the choice situation could affect choices under time pressure
and thereby confound a test of the FII hypothesis, we describe the DDM in more
detail 2

2We will refer to versions of the DDM that have recently been applied to value-based choices
and social dilemma situations (Polania et al., 2014; Krajbich et al., 2014, 2015b). For a more



2.1 Time Pressure in the Drift Diffusion Model (DDM)

Assume that a single decision maker faces a binary choice between a "fair" (F)
and a "selfish" (S) option. According to the DDM, this decision maker is initially
unaware of the utility value she receives from these options. However, she can
accumulate stochastic information regarding her preferences in a series of time
periods t. In each t, the decision maker observes two new stochastic value signals
F, and S; which are normally distributed around her true underlying utility values.
The difference between the two signals F; — S;, is added to a subjective state
variable X} which, thus, encodes the probability that F' yields a higher utility
than S (Krajbich et al., 2014; Caplin and Martin, 2015). The accumulation process
continues until the subjective state variable crosses a pre-defined upper threshold
+a, inducing the decision maker to choose F', or the lower threshold —a, inducing
the decision maker to choose S. The length of the accumulation process, i.e. the
number of time periods before the upper or lower bound is reached, corresponds
to the decision maker’s response time.

The standard DDM makes two predictions regarding the theoretical distribu-
tion of response times and decision errors (e.g., Ratcliff and Rouder, 1998).% First,
the decision maker’s response time depends on the underlying absolute utility dif-
ference, [u’(F) — u'(S)|. If this difference is large, the decision maker is expected
to decide faster than if the underlying absolute utility difference is small because
she has to sample fewer signals to reach one of the decision thresholds. Second,
given that the final decision is reached by observing a series of noisy signals, the
decision maker is more likely to make a mistake (i.e. to choose the option that
she does not prefer given her own preferences), the smaller the underlying utility
difference between the two options. A small utility difference between the fair and
the selfish option implies that the decision maker is more likely to receive signals
that contradict her "true" preference. This, in turn, increases the likelihood of
making a mistake by choosing the non-preferred option.

Jointly, these two properties of the DDM generate a third prediction concern-
ing the effect of time pressure and time delay on choices. Time pressure forces
decision makers with otherwise longer response times to make a choice before be-
ing sufficiently sure about their truly preferred option. If we assume that this
causes decision makers to choose randomly or with lower precision, time pressure
increases the probability of making a mistake.* Importantly, the likelihood of mak-

extensive review of the behavioral foundations and the application of DDM in psychology refer
to the descriptions in Ratcliff (1988), Ratcliff and Rouder (1998) and a recent summary of this
topic aimed at economists by Clithero (2016).

3A more detailed description of the DDM as well as proofs and derivations of all predictions
are contained in Appendix A.

4For simplicity, we assume that decision makers who have reached neither decision threshold



ing a mistake is larger for decision makers with smaller absolute utility differences
because they are more likely not to have reached one of the decision thresholds
within the time limit.

Aggregating these individual level predictions shows how overall choice frequen-
cies are affected by time pressure. For illustrative purposes, we will distinguish
between three situations, labeled type 0, type 1 or type 2. Furthermore, we will
refer to a decision maker as "selfish" or "fair" depending on which of the two options
yields a higher utility value according to her subjective preferences. In situations
of type 0, the incentives are such that the underlying absolute utility differences
are the same for the average selfish and fair decision maker. Thus, fair and selfish
decision makers are equally likely to make a mistake under time pressure. In situ-
ations of type 1, on the other hand, the absolute utility difference is larger for the
average fair than for the average selfish decision maker. Hence, in these situations
selfish decision makers are more likely to make a mistake under time pressure than
fair decision makers. Finally, in situations of type 2, the utility differences are
larger for the average selfish than for the average fair decision maker such that fair
decision makers are more likely to make a mistake under time pressure.

Under the simplifying assumption that time pressure exclusively affects deci-
sion makers with smaller average utility differences (i.e. weak preferences for one
of the options) and that there are no mistakes under time delay, the DDM gener-
ates straightforward predictions. In situations of type 1, time pressure exclusively
causes selfish decision makers to make a mistake such that time pressure inflates
the frequency of fair choices relative to a situation without time pressure. For sit-
uations of type 2, the DDM predicts the reverse effect. Here, fair decision makers
should make more mistakes under time pressure, thus reducing the fraction of fair
choices under time pressure.

Without this simplifying assumption (i.e. assuming that the probability of
making a mistake is positive under time pressure and, to a lesser degree, under
time delay for all decision makers), the DDM predictions depend on two factors:
first, the average strength of preferences and second, the relative frequency of fair
and selfish decision makers within the population.® The strength of preferences
determines the likelihood of committing an error under time pressure and time
delay for a given decision maker. The population shares, on the other hand, de-
termine the resulting absolute number of mistakes and the aggregate direction of

choose perfectly randomly between the two options. This reflects the view that the evidence
accumulation process proceeds unconsciously and the decision maker is only informed about its
final outcome. In Appendix A, we demonstrate that the predictions derived in this section are
also valid under the weaker assumption that decision makers choose according to the evidence
seen so far, i.e. at lower confidence.

5We are grateful to an anonymous referee for pointing out this crucial distinction and helping
us to refine our model.



Table 1: Testing the FII hypothesis

Predicted effects of Time Pressure
Type 0 Type 1 Type 2

p(f)=05  p(f)<05  p(f)>05
Observed 1 | unambiguous  ambiguous  unambiguous

effect accept accept accept
(0a) (1a) (2a)
<> | unambiguous unambiguous  ambiguous
reject reject accept
J (Ob) (1b) (2b)

switches. Importantly, the simplest test case for the FII hypothesis is a situation
of type 0 in which the relative population shares of fair and selfish decision makers
are roughly similar. In such a perfectly balanced situation - however rare such
situations might be in actual empirical tests - the DDM predicts that time pres-
sure should have no effect on the frequency of fair choices since fair and selfish
decision makers are equally likely to make a mistake (under time pressure and
time delay) and both groups are of equal size. Consequently, the absolute num-
ber of mistakes is perfectly balanced between both groups and there should be no
effect of time pressure. The DDM also generates unambiguous predictions when
the type of decision maker who has larger utility differences is less common within
the population (< 50%). In these cases, the DDM predicts that time pressure
increases the fraction of choices which are associated with larger absolute utility
differences. For example, if the fair option is preferred by less than 50% of subjects
in a situation of type 1 (where fairness is "easy"), time pressure should increase the
fraction of fair choices. This increase is firstly due to the fact that selfish decision
makers are more likely to make an error under time pressure and to switch to their
preferred choice under time delay as compared to fair decision makers. Second,
given that they constitute the larger group, there should be more switches from
the fair (under time pressure) to the selfish option (under time delay) than vice
versa.

In all other cases, i.e. when the decision makers who have larger utility differ-
ences are more common in the population, the predictions of the DDM depend on
the relative population shares as well as the unobservable difference in error rates
under time pressure and time delay.®

6 Appendix A contains a more formal overview of the predictions in these cases.



2.2 Testing the FII hypothesis accounting for DDM pre-
dictions

Assuming that choices under time pressure and time delay are affected by the
relative use of intuition over deliberation as well as the subjective difficulty of
making a choice, the arguments above imply that the predictions of the DDM and
the FII are congruent in situations of type 1 as long as the fraction of fair decision
makers is smaller than 50%. Hence, observing that time pressure increases the
fraction of fair choices in these situations can only provide ambiguous evidence in
favor of the FII hypothesis because the same observation could be fully accounted
for by the DDM (see Table 1, 1a). Instead, if we do not find these predicted
patterns, then this constitutes unambiguous evidence against the FII hypothesis
(1b).7

In contrast, unambiguous evidence in favor of the FII hypothesis can be ob-
tained from situations of type 2, as long as the fraction of selfish decision makers
is smaller than 50%. Here, the FII hypothesis and the DDM predict opposite time
pressure effects which may even cancel each other out. Thus, observing that time
pressure does increase the fraction of fair choices would be unambiguous evidence
in favor of the FII hypothesis (2a). Not observing any or even a negative effect
would not necessarily be inconsistent with the FII hypothesis because the opposite
effects of the FII hypothesis and the DDM may actually cancel each other out (2b).

Finally, in situations of type 0 in which relative population shares are roughly
similar, the DDM should have little influence on the direction of time pressure
effects as fair and selfish decision makers are equally likely to make mistakes. Thus,
observing an increase of fair behavior in such situations would be unambiguous
evidence in favor of the FII, while observing no or a negative effect would provide
unambiguous evidence against the FII.

Whenever the DDM predictions regarding the direction of time pressure effects
are not clear because they depend on unobservable differences in error rates, tests of
the FII hypothesis cannot be interpreted unambiguously. Therefore, classifying the
choice situation as type 0, type 1 or type 2 and approximating the population shares
of fair decision makers is a prerequisite for correctly interpreting the evidence.
Previous tests of the FII hypothesis might, thus, suffer from spuriously accepting
the FII hypothesis based on observing an increase of fairness in situations of type
1 or spuriously rejecting it based on observing no effect or a decrease of fairness
in situations of type 2.

"Note that observing no effect is not necessarily evidence against the DDM in these situations.
This is because the true model might be that "selfishness is intuitive". Hence, a negative effect
of time pressure attributable to the "selfishness is intuitive" model might be cancelled out by
a positive effect attributable to the DDM. For this reason, we cannot jointly reject the FII
hypothesis and the DDM.



3 Experimental Design and Procedures

In this section we describe how the discussion in sections 1 and 2 informs our exper-
imental treatments, parameters, and predictions. Thereafter, we briefly summarize
the experimental procedures.

3.1 Experimental Design

In our experiment, we collect decisions from four binary dictator (see Table 2) and
four prisoner’s dilemma games (see Table 3). In each game, subjects are asked
to choose between a "fair" and a "selfish" option (labeled option “A” or “B” on
the decision screen). In line with the FII hypothesis (Rand et al., 2014), we label
a choice as "fair" if it implies sharing resources with another individual at own
costs. According to this definition the equal allocation is the “fair” choice in the
binary dictator (BD) games and cooperation is the “fair” choice in the prisoner’s
dilemma (PD) games. Across the four BD and PD games, we increased the social
benefits of choosing the fair option from VERY LOW to HIGH. For example, in
the VERY LOW binary dictator game, choosing the fair (equal) option increases
the recipient’s payoff by 10 cents for every Euro that the dictator gives up relative
to the selfish (unequal) option. In HIGH, the recipient receives 2.25 for every Euro
that the dictator gives up.®

If subjective utility differences reflect the costs and benefits of choosing the fair
option (Andreoni and Miller, 2002), we expect that fair decision makers should
perceive smaller utility differences in the VERY LOW games than selfish decision
makers. In these games, the benefits of choosing the fair option are relatively
small since the decision maker needs to sacrifice a high amount of her own payoff
to increase the payoff of the other participant by only a small amount. Hence,
these games potentially resemble a type 2 choice situation that would allow for
an unambiguous test of the FII hypothesis. By the same logic we expect that the
HIGH games resemble a type 1 choice situation in which fair decision makers per-
ceive larger utility differences than selfish decision makers. Here, decision makers
need to give up only a small amount in order to increase the payoff of the other
participant by a high amount.

Despite these considerations, it is hard to predict a priori if choosing the fair
option will be subjectively more or less difficult than choosing the selfish option in
a given game. Furthermore, a correct interpretation of the evidence also requires
a measure of whether the fair or the selfish option is preferred by a majority
of decision makers. To gain empirical insights into the subjective difficulty of

8Labeling the equal outcome as fair in the binary dictator game also aligns our FII predictions
with recent findings in Capraro et al. (2017) who show that equal outcomes are preferred by
intuitive decision makers whereas deliberation allows for a variety of motives to affect decisions.

10



VERY LOW LOW MEDIUM HIGH

Unequal | 11, 0 Unequal | 9,0 Unequal | 10, 1 Unequal | 15, 2
Equal 1,1 Equal | 3,3 Equal 6, 6 Equal | 11, 11

Table 2: Binary dictator games used in the experiment

VERY LOW LOW MEDIUM HIGH

C D C D C D C D
C 310,310 1,510 C|4,4 1,6 C|6,6 1,8 C|3828 1,10
D| 510,1 22 D|6,1 22 D81 22 D|10,1 2,2

Table 3: Prisoner’s dilemma games used in the experiment

choosing the fair and the selfish option as well as the respective population shares,
we conducted additional sessions in which subjects could decide without being
constrained in their response times. Based on the previous finding that response
times reflect the relative difficulty of the choice situation (Krajbich et al., 2015a),
we use these additional observations to classify games as type 0, 1 or 2.

We used the following procedures in our experiment: Part 1 of the experiment
consisted of two successive blocks. In block 1, subjects made decisions in the
four prisoner’s dilemma games displayed in Table 3 in randomized order. After
each prisoner’s dilemma game, subjects made choices in unrelated filler games (see
Appendix B). Once subjects had completed block 1 and a short questionnaire, we
elicit choices in the exact same four prisoner’s dilemma and filler games again in
block 2. The games were presented in the same order in block 1 and 2 for each
subject.?

Part 2 of the experiment also consisted of two successive blocks. In block
1, subjects made choices in the four binary dictator games displayed in Table 2
in randomized order. Choices were elicited using the strategy vector method, i.e.
both subjects in a pair made a choice before the computer randomly assigned them
to the roles of dictator or recipient. After each binary dictator game, subjects took
choices in three filler games (see Appendix B). Once subjects had completed block
1 and another short questionnaire, they made choices in the same four binary
dictator and filler games again in block 2.

For each binary choice, subjects were randomly re-matched in pairs and no
feedback on their partner’s choice was given until the very end of the experiment.
At the end of the experiment, one of the games was randomly drawn and subjects

9We randomized the order in which the prisoner’s dilemma games were displayed across
sessions. The filler games were presented in the same order in all sessions. Subjects were not
informed that they would make the same choices in both blocks.

11



STRONG
TIME TIME TIME UNCON-
PRESSURE | PRESSURE | DELAY | STRAINED
(TP) (STP) (TD) (U)
- BLOCK 1
= 4 PDs <12 <8 > 12 no
% + 4 Filler Games seconds seconds seconds | constraint
- BLOCK 2
4 PDs > 12 > 12 > 12 no
+ 4 Filler Games seconds seconds seconds | constraint
~ BLOCK 1
i 4 BDs <6 <4 > 6 no
g + 12 Filler Games seconds seconds seconds | constraint
A BLOCK 2
4 BDs > 6 > 6 >6 no
+ 12 Filler Games seconds seconds seconds | constraint

Table 4: Experimental Design

This table summarizes the Experimental Design. Each cell displays the response time limit
which subjects faced during their choice. We abbreviate prisoner’s dilemma as "PD", and
binary dictator game as "BD".

were paid according to their own and their partner’s choice.

To analyze the effect of time pressure on the fraction of fair choices, we ran-
domly assigned subjects to one of four (between-subjects) conditions, in which we
implemented different response time constraints: in the two Time Pressure con-
ditions, TP and STP, subjects were constrai