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Peer Evaluation Tournaments

Martin Dufwenberg*  Katja Gorlitz!  Christina Gravert?

Abstract: Peer evaluation tournaments are common in academia, the arts,
and corporate environments. They make use of the expert knowledge that
academics or team members have in assessing their peers’ performance. How-
ever, rampant opportunities for cheating may throw a wrench in the process
unless, somehow, players have a preference for honest reporting. Building on
Dufwenberg and Dufwenberg’s (2018) theory of perceived cheating aversion,
we develop a multi-player model in which players balance the utility of win-
ning against the disutility of being identified as a cheater. We derive a set of
predictions, and test these in a controlled laboratory experiment.

Keywords: psychological game, cheating, tournaments, laboratory experiment

JEL codes: C91

1 Introduction

How can we reliably judge performance in situations where output is complex,
multi-dimensional or involves team work? While a 100m track record can
be objectively measured with a stopwatch, deciding who to award a Nobel
Prize, Oscar or Grammy or promote to CEO requires expert evaluations,
i.e., assessment by individuals who are themselves knowledgeable about the

subject area. This often means that the ones who are best at evaluating are
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also the ones being evaluated. Peer evaluation tournaments are a common
solution to this informational problem. For example, much of the scientific
process is built on peer evaluations. Scientists working on related topics
evaluate which papers will end up published in top journals, whose research
topic will receive funding and which applicants will be hired. Only movie
directors nominate other movie directors for the Oscars and vote for the
films they directed themselves. In private companies, promotion decisions
are often based on peer evaluations since team members can have the most
knowledge about the non-tangible performance of their colleagues.!

However, winner-takes-all tournaments based on subjective evaluations
create incentives for dishonesty. Scientific expert evaluators compete for the
same journal space and grants as those whom they evaluate and consultants
are rivals for the same promotions or bonuses that are given out based on
their feedback. Given the possibility for dishonesty, it is perhaps surprising
that these institutions are so prevalent in science, arts and business. For
these institutions to work, the desire to cheat needs to be counteracted by,
for example, the desire to be seen as an honest person which could affect
individuals’ professional reputation.

In this paper, we model the tradeoff between the desire to win by cheat-
ing in a peer evaluation tournament and the disutility from being perceived
as a cheater by peers. We then test the model predictions in a novel lab
experiment.

Our modeling approach builds on the recent theory by Dufwenberg and
Dufwenberg (2018) (D&D) according to which people suffer perceived cheat-
ing aversion in proportion to how much others believe that they cheat. D&D
considered a special setting with a single active decision maker, which we ex-
tend to a multi-player tournament setting in which players can cheat by over-

and underreporting their delivered quality to win the tournament. The other

!The 360 degrees feedback app Leapsome claims to have over 1600 companies as clients,
including many Fortune 500 companies and explicitly also mentions self-evaluation as a
key feature of the tool.



players can observe the true quality of the output of each player (with some
noise), but the submitted assessment is confidential and only the winner of
the tournament can be observed. Each player suffers from perceived cheating
aversion to the extent that, conditional on winning, the other players think
they should not have won given their observation of his true quality. The
model admits an equilibrium such that everyone cheats with positive prob-
ability and players with lower quality win less often. We also introduce a
source of ambiguity. Players might cut other players some slack given the
subjective nature of the quality ratings. This ambiguity can, however, be
exploited by the players to hide some of their cheating.

We test our model predictions in a novel laboratory experiment. A group
of five players who compete in a creativity task against each other, coming up
with alternative uses for a piece of paper. Then, they evaluate their own and
each other’s quality. Based on their assessments the winner is determined.
The players do not observe the ranking of everyone else, but only who the
winner is. This feature makes individual cheating possible and not directly
verifiable. The nature of the task, evaluating creative output, leaves room
for ambiguity. In a between-subjects treatment, we manipulate the extent
of the ambiguity regarding whether or not someone cheated, by providing
a payment-irrelevant objective quality ranking to which the winner can be
compared.

Our experimental setting is stark. If the players are entirely selfish, then
the peer-evaluation institution that we study would be, essentially, useless.
The incentives to over-report one’s own performance, and to under-report
that of others, would be so strong as to rule out any positive correlation
between quality and reward. In contrast, if the predictions of our theory are
supported, then this would provide some measure of hope that the institution
we study is useful. We find that, as predicted, participants do cheat, but
nevertheless, higher quality players are more likely to win. Being one rank
higher on the objective ranking corresponds to a 9.5 percentage points higher

probability of winning.



Our article relates to the literature on dishonesty in tournaments.? No
previous work, however, has theoretically modeled peer evaluation tourna-
ments. And we are only aware of one experimental paper that has empirically
tested peer evaluation in a tournament (Carpenter et al., 2010). In their
laboratory experiment, subjects compete in a real-effort task stuffing and
addressing envelopes. In one treatment, subjects both counted the envelopes
and evaluated the quality of the handwritten address labels of their rivals.
Compensation depended in part on these peer evaluations. In line with our
model predictions, they find that subjects frequently underreport the output
of their competitors, but only by a small amount. In comparison with us,
Carpenter et al. (2010) are mainly interested in the productivity effects of
tournaments in which peer evaluation is present compared to classic tour-
naments. They conclude that classic tournaments are generally preferred,
as workers anticipate sabotage by their peers and thus reduce their output.
While Carpenter et al. (2010) mention that “While it is materially costless
to sabotage another worker, it does not appear to be costless from a psycho-
logical point of view” (p. 507), they do not aim to explain why there is no
complete sabotage or what these psychological costs entail. Understanding
what counteracts the desire to cheat in tournaments is crucial in designing
better mechanisms to further reduce sabotage.?

Given the prevalence of high-stakes peer evaluation tournaments, it is
surprising that not more work has been done. Our paper thus addresses an

important gap in the literature.

2A number of studies have looked at the performance effects of tournaments (Lazear,
2018), sabotage in tournaments (Piest and Schreck, 2021; Lazear, 1989; Cadsby et al.,
2010; Harbring and Irlenbusch, 2008, 2011; Conrads et al., 2014; Charness et al., 2014;
Balafoutas et al., 2020; Dato et al., 2022; Benistant and Villeval, 2019), or general antisocial
behavior at the workplace (Gangadharan et al., 2020).

30ur paper also adds to the knowledge on the usefulness of 360 degrees feedback in
general. While the previous literature sheds light on psychological or management as-
pects of 360 degree feedback (Beehr et al., 2001; Atkins and Wood, 2006; Buckingham
and Goodall, 2015), less is known from an economic perspective (see Sliwka (2020) for a
review of the literature on the economics of incentives in firms that includes subjective
performance evaluations).



2 The Model

Die-roll warm-up D&D study the experimental die roll paradigm intro-
duced by Fischbacher and Follmi-Heusi (2013) (F&FH). Before we extend
D&D’s ideas to our setting it is useful to recall what F&FH and D&D did:

F&FH ask subjects to privately roll and then report the outcome of a
die-roll. Subjects get paid in proportion to how high a number they re-
port. Neither full honesty (each number is equally likely to be reported)
nor full selfishness (everyone reports the highest-paying number) is observed,
but something in between. Higher numbers are more likely to be reported
although all reports occur with positive probability.

In D&D’s theory nature draws = € {0,...,n}, n > 1, with probability

€(0,1), >, m = 1.* A decision maker (DM) observes = and then reports
y € {0, ...,n} after which he is paid y units of money. An audience observes
y, but not x. Let p(z'|y) € [0, 1] be the probability the audience assigns to
x =21’ given y, >, p(2'|ly) = 1. DM’s utility at (z,y) equals

y—0-> p('ly) - (y—2). (1)

z' <y
The summation reflects how much DM is perceived to cheat by the audience;
0 > 0 measures DM’s sensitivity to that. (1) is independent of x; DM cares
about his image, not cheating per se. (1) depends on the audience’s beliefs,
via p(z'|y), generating a psychological game (Geanakoplos et al., 1989; Bat-
tigalli and Dufwenberg, 2009, 2022). D&D explore equilibria and their fit
with data.’

Peer-evaluation tournaments We adapt D&D’s notion of perceived cheat-

ing aversion to a tournament with N > 1 players, not a single DM. That

4F&FH’s setup is the special case where n = 5 and 7, = % for all x.

®Abeler et al. (2019) survey the (> 100) experiments that were conducted with the
die-roll paradigm. They also discuss various theoretical approaches, and conclude that
D&D’s theory (along with another approach, represented by Gneezy et al. (2018) and
Khalmetski and Sliwka (2019)) is most consistent with the data.



N-some constitute each others’ audience. The counterpart to D&D’s x is
now the players’ true qualities (z;);<y € RY, which, however, are given
at the start of the analysis and known to all. Choose indices such that
x; > x; if 57 > 4. The counterpart to D&D’s y is each player i’s report
vi = (yij)j<n € RY, where y;; is ©’s report of j’s quality. A mixed strategy
s; is a probability distribution across a (finite) subset of reports. Write s;(y;)
for the probability that s; assigns to y;; if s;(y;) = 1 we interpret that as
the pure strategy y;. A single winner j is determined based on who received
the highest overall reported quality (= max; X;<n¥i;), ties broken at ran-
dom. The players do not observe each others’ reports, only who won. The
(normalized) material payoff equals 1 for the winner and 0 for all others.
To specify players’ utilities, first define ¢,, and ¢, as how much 7 cheats

given y; and s;:

cy, = max{y; — 3,0} + ﬁ : Z max{z; — v;;, 0} (2)
J#i
Cs; = Z si(yi) - ¢y, (3)
{wilsi(y:)>0}

The first term on the r.h.s. of (2) reflects how much ¢ over-reports own
quality (if a positive amount). Rather than cheat that way, i could instead
under-report each of the others just as much; the second term reflects that.
Finally, (3) computes an expected value, c;,, based on s;.

Assume that the non-winners’ utilities depend only on their material pay-
offs (= 0) while the winner’s utility is affected also by how much others per-
ceive that the winner cheats. We restrict attention to equilibria where all
players correctly anticipate each other’s behavior; for this purpose we only
need limited notation about (implications of) beliefs: Let ¢; be the expecta-
tion of every j # ¢ about c,,. Let # > 0 measure each player’s sensitivity to

perceived cheating. If 7 wins then ¢’s utility equals

6We impose (at first) no lower or upper bound on Yi;; this allows us to highlight key
intuitions in a stark way. We show later how and why our main insight translates to a
setting (like our experiment) with more restricted strategy sets.

6



1-0-¢. (4)

Let w{ be the probability with which player i wins when s = (s;);<n is
played; s is an equilibrium if two conditions hold: (i) each s; maximizes i’s
expected utility given ¢;, and (ii) ¢; = ¢,, whenever w$ > 0.7 The following

result provides a backdrop for our subsequent main show:

Observation 1: (i) If 0 = 0 no equilibrium exists. (i) If 0 > 0 an
equilibrium exists. (1i1) If s is an equilibrium in pure strategies and w{ > 0

for all i, then x; = x; for alli,j.

Proof: (i) Consider any strategy profile s = (s;);<y. Some player j
can be identified that does not win with probability 1. By deviating to a
pure strategy y; = (y;i)i<n such that y;; is high enough while each y;; is low
enough j can guarantee a win. Hence s is not an equilibrium.

(ii) Select a pure strategy profile s = (s;);i<y = (v:)i<n with a designated
honest winner j, i.e., ¢; = 0 and X;<n¥yi; > Yi<nyix for all k£ # 5. We show

that s can be an equilibrium: First, construct (¢;) as required. Since j

<N
is not cheating and wins with probability 1 when s is played, we get ¢; =
c,; = 0. Since the probability that k # j wins equals 0, we can let (¢;)k»; be
anything. Choose each ¢ for k # j so high that 1 — 6 - ¢, < 0. Now verify
that (playing y; and s) each player maximizes expected utility, as required in
equilibrium: Player j wins for sure, thereby maximizing his material payoff
while avoiding any disutility from perceived cheating. Each player k # j gets
a utility of 0 (by definition, since k is not winning) while k& would get less by
any deviation such that k& wins (since 1 — 6 - ¢; < 0).

(iii) Since wj > 0 for all 4, ¥,<yy;; must be the same for all j. More-

over, j’s utility must be non-negative since otherwise j could ensure utility

If w = 0 then ¢; may take any value. Bayes’ rule does not restrict out-of-equilibrium
beliefs. Formally, we are adapting a version of the notion of sequential equilibrium, as
developed for finite psychological games by Battigalli & Dufwenberg (2009).



0 by lowering (only) y;; (guaranteeing a non-win). Also, j’s utility must be
non-positive since otherwise j could increase his utility by raising (only) y;;
(increasing the probability of a win to 1) while losing nothing as regards per-
ceived cheating. Hence, j's utility equals 0, so 1 — 6 -¢; = 0 for all j. Hence
¢; > 0 takes the same value for all j, which (under equilibrium expectations)

is impossible unless z; = x; for all ¢,j7. A

Our main result The equilibrium s defined in the proof of Observation
1(ii) has a designated winner j. Any k # j wins with probability 0. This is
intuitively questionable for a couple of reasons: First, cheating either does
not occur at all, or has no bearing on the outcome. This seems hard to
reconcile with the cheating patterns documented by F&FH, where cheating
was common even if moderate. Second, the off-path inference ¢; needed to
deter a deviation by k # j may seem implausible; recall that ¢; was chosen to
be large enough, which is a stretch especially for players who would not have
to cheat much (or at all) to win (e.g., player N, if the designated winner
is some j < N). Third, the nature of s may seem at odds with evidence
reported by Charness and Dufwenberg (2011). Their results, albeit from
a different game-context, suggest that low-talent agents cannot be trusted
unless opportunities are provided such that they may participate in a Pareto-
improving outcome. Equilibrium s, as described in Observation 1(ii), does
not exhibit such a property; there are no gains to be reckoned with for any
k # j relative to what k can get as a non-winner (= 0).

This begs the question whether there are equilibria where all players have
a positive probability of winning,® and which are useful for selecting talents in
the sense that players with higher quality are more likely to win. Observation
1(iii) reveals that, barring the knife-edge case where z; = z; for all 4, j,
which seems unlikely to hold in most situations, the answer is no as regards

equilibria in pure strategies. However, if we instead look for equilibria in

8Inspired by the title of the article by Charness & Dufwenberg (2011), one might
say that such equilibria would involve participation (in expectation, as all players gain
materially with some probability).



mixed strategies we have the following positive result. As economists should,
we justify dubbing it our Theorem on grounds of economic significance rather

than mathematical complexity:

Theorem: If 6 > 0 then an equilibrium s = (s;);<n in mized strategies

exists such that w; >0 for all © and x; > z; implies w; > wy.

Proof: Such an s can be constructed in many ways; we highlight one
possibility: Assume that each ¢ randomizes across precisely two pure strate-
gies: i either reports honestly, i.e., chooses yf := (y;;);<nv = (2;)j<n, Or i
cheats-to-T), i.e., chooses y! := (y;;)j<n such that y;; = x; for all j # i and
Yii > x; such that (N —1) - x; + y; = T. Note that, by construction, w; > 0
for all 2.

For s to be an equilibrium, i must be indifferent between y/ and y!, since
si(yF) > 0 and s;(y]) > 0. Player ¢ must also be indifferent between winning
and losing since these are the only two possible outcomes and he could have
achieved either for sure by raising or lowering his cheating. It follows that
i’s utility of winning equals 0, since that’s what ¢ would get from losing (by
assumption). Using (4), and the equilibrium condition that ¢; = ¢,, for all
i (which must hold since all i win with positive probability), the following

equality is implied:

0=1-0-s(yl) - (T —N-x). (5)

The Lh.s. [r.h.s.] is the utility of losing [winning]. Note that s;(y!)- (T — N -
x;) = ¢s, since T'— N - z; is the amount that ¢ cheats when choosing yZT . We
need to show that (5) can be satisfied for all 7. Consider player N. Make (5)
hold by selecting sy (y%) € (0,1) and T' > N - x; appropriately. (This can be
done in infinitely many ways, depending on the size of T'.) Then consider i <
N. Make (5) hold by selecting s;(y;]) € (0, s;(y%)], appropriately. (There is a
unique way to do this, as 7" is now given.) Finally, note that, by construction,

3 L1 3 S S
x; > x; implies wj > w;. W



In the equilibrium s constructed in the proof, all players cheat, and win,
with positive probablity. Regardless of 8, no one can be fully trusted. How-
ever, there is also good news: The higher is a player’s quality, the more
likely that player is to win.? Hence, if the players are motivated by perceived
cheating aversion, a peer evaluation tournament may to some degree reveal

competence even if the precision of that instrument is not 100%.

e-doubts It is arguably unrealistic to assume that qualities (i.e., (x;)i<n)
are observed with full confidence, because there are many sources of ambigu-
ity that we so far neglected.!® As a means to take such doubts into account,
we can introduce € € [0,1): Assume that player ¢ uses strategy s;. How much
does 7 cheat? So far, we assumed that the answer was given by cs,, as defined

by (3). However, to capture the effect of doubts one may replace ¢; in (4) by

(1(:);?5}15 to get a new e-affected utility of winning for player ¢:
1—¢) ¢
T P Gl M (@)
(1—¢)-¢+e

If e = 0 we reproduce (4) but if & > 0 this biases the calculation. The idea:
7 cuts ¢ some slack, and this also affects i’s image concern. The interpretation
is that j assigns probability € to the possibility that, for each y; and c,, that
figure in the summation to get (3), ¢ actually isn’t knowingly cheating but
rather making his realized choice for any other reason. Our final result shows
that the statement in the Theorem is still valid, although the overall amount

of cheating increases with e:

9In the constructed equilibrium, cheating involved only over-reporting of own qual-
ity. However, other equilibria could be constructed that also (or instead) involve under-
reporting of others’ qualities. To see this, recall (2) and note that the marginal effect to
every player of 7 adding an amount A to his reported own score is the same as that of 4
deducting A from the reported score of every other player. Mutatis mutandis, all equilibria
thus constructed would share the highlighted properties.

10Maybe there is noise in how players evaluate quality, others’ & own. Maybe i mistak-
enly believes his quality is higher than it is, so that he isn’t knowingly cheating even if he
gives himself a high score. Or maybe ¢ has high quality and it is j who is mistaken.

10



Observation 2: Redefine the definition of equilibrium using (4’) rather
than (4), ceteris paribus. (i) If 6 > 0 then an equilibrium s = (S;)i<n in mized
strategies exists such that w; > 0 for all i and x; > x; implies w; > w;. (i)

Moreover, c, is strictly increasing in €, for all i.

Proof: (i) Note that, apart from drawing on (4’) rather than (4), the
arguments in the proof of our Theorem reproduce exactly.

(i) Let s be any equilibrium in mixed strategies such that w{ > 0 for all
i and z; > x; implies w; > w;. Reasoning analogously as in the proof of the
Theorem, one sees that each ¢ must be indifferent between winning and not
winning. Hence (47) takes the value of 0, for all 4. In equilibrium, ¢; = ¢y,

(1_5)‘51' _ 1
SO we get A-9ate o

implying that ¢y is strictly increasing in e. B
While Observation 2(ii) shows that more ambiguity induces more cheat-
ing, this does not imply that ambiguity necessarily adversely affects the ef-
fectiveness of a team evaluation tournaments for revealing competence. To
see this, fix an equilibrium s = (s;);<x as highlighted in the proof of our The-
orem, where each i randomizes over two choices yf and y!. Using the new
equilibrium definition, based on (4’) rather than (4), it is clear that if € > 0
then s is not sustainable as an equilibrium, as the amount of cheating is too
low (given s). However, we can create a new, similar in spirit, equilibrium s’
= (s});<n where each i randomizes over choices /7 and 3! . Note that this
can be done in many ways, depending on the sizes of 7" and s(y!"). If, for
example, 7" > T while s}(y!") = s;(y]') for all 4, then w; is not changed for
any ¢; the peer evaluation tournament with ambiguity is then as efficient at
selecting high-quality winners as the tournament without ambiguity is. On
the other hand, if 7" = T while s(y!") > s;(y), then the differences be-
tween the players’ win-probabilities is reduced. All in all, under our theory,
it is a open (and empirical) question whether ambiguity adversely affects the

efficiency of a peer evaluation tournament institution.

11



Restricted strategy sets The theory we have so far developed imposes
no bounds on players’ strategy sets. Our experimental design, however, uses
restricted strategy sets. We now explain how & why the spirit and relevance
of the above analysis is nevertheless preserved: Suppose that s is an equi-
librium, as described in the Theorem (or Observation 2(i)). Let 7 be the
highest value of y;;, chosen with positive probability given s, across all 7 and
J. Now consider a modified game such that reported qualities y;; < M for
all 7, 7. Obviously, as long as M > ¥, s remains an equilibrium in the new
game. However, it may seem that a problem occurs if instead M < y. This
is, however, a mirage in the sense that one can redefine units, making 7/ < M
the new 7, as follows: Redefine qualities (7;);<ny and sensitivity 6 as (z)j<n
and 0’ such that 2’ = % -x; for all j and ¢’ = g - 0. Mutatis mutandis, this
allows for re-creating the old equilibrium s, except that all reports are scaled
down by the factor %/ 0 is raised to @', but this is just matching the quality
adjustments, like the value of money is invariant to currency conversions.!!
We also presumed that there are no integer constraints on reports. Fur-
ther adjustments render that issue moot. For example, and in anticipation of
our experiment let N = 5 and suppose that y;; € {0, 1,...,10} for all 7, j. We
can now create equilibria such that properties implied under the Theorem (or
Observation 2(i)) occur. For example, following the previous paragraph, de-
scribe qualities as fractions of 1: 2 € [0, 6] where § < 1. Now, in the spirit of
the construction made in the proof of the Theorem, assume that each player
i randomizes between two reports: y? = (y;;);<n = (0,0, ...,0) or y] which is
just like 3? except that y; = T = {1,2,..,10}. As long as the difference T —§
is large enough, this pattern is compatible with an equilibrium s in mixed
strategies such that w; > 0 for all 7. Of course, that particular example is

crude and extreme, as only two choices are made; however, that feature can

1 The arguments made here assume that § > 0. In instead 6 = 0, unlike in Observation
1(i), we get equilibrium existence: Each ¢ has a dominant strategy to cheat maximally, and
in equilibrium all players do so. The outcome is obviously useless as regards promoting
winners with higher quality, as all players tie on their total scores and thus have the same
(=1/N) chance of winning.

12



be relaxed. The essential point is that players either back off or compete,

and in equilibrium they are indifferent between these modes of behavior.

Wrap up To sum up, in the equilibrium described in the Theorem (and
Observation 2(i)) players either report honestly, and likely don’t win, or they
exaggerate, and have a decent shot of winning. They are indifferent between
these two modes of behavior, because, in order to win, the degree of cheating
needed is just high enough that (conditional on winning) the sweetness of the
material prize is exactly counterbalanced by pangs delivered via others’ infer-
ence that one cheated. If there is ambiguity as regards to quality-evaluations,
as we propose to capture via the parameter £, then the higher is € the more
sheltered players are from others’ opprobrium and the more likely they are to
cheat. This, however, does not imply that the institution of a peer evaluation
tournament is less efficient at selecting winners with some precision.

These results provide reasons to be hopeful that peer evaluation tourna-
ments can function well, despite that they would be destined to fail if players
were selfish rather than affected by perceived cheating aversion. In the next
sections, we test whether the rosy parts of the theoretical story we have told

are empirically relevant.

3 Experimental Design

We now turn to the experiment that tests the theoretical predictions of our
model. Participants compete in groups of five for a prize. Each player per-
forms a task that all players (including the player him or herself) rate on
a scale from 0 to 10. The person with the highest total score in the group
wins. To make peer evaluation meaningful and to introduce some ambiguity
g, we chose a creativity task that is subjective, leaving scope for cheating
when rating one’s competitors. We used the "unusual uses task” (Guilford,
1967) where players should come up with as many unconventional uses for

a piece of paper (e.g. make a hat, dry wet shoes, insulate a house) that

13



they could think of. The experiment was run in sessions consisting of ten
players. Within each session, participants were randomly assigned to their

competitors.

The experimental set-up All participants were informed that they take
part in a tournament consisting of five players where the winner gets a 500
SEK (=50 USD) prize and the losers received a 50 SEK (=5 USD) show
up fee. To guarantee anonymity, each subject got an ID number assigning
them randomly to a group of five players who they would compete against for
the prize. Next, the creativity task was introduced and explained in detail.
Subjects were informed that it was in their best interest to perform well in
the task to increase their chances of winning. Importantly, they were not
informed about the scoring mechanism when performing the task to rule out
that the scoring could affect the creative performance of the players.

After a three-minute practice round on unusual uses for an old tire, the
experimenter distributed the sheets for the incentivized task. Subjects had
three minutes to come up with unusual uses for a piece of paper. When
the time was up, the experimenter collected all answer sheets and handed
out new instructions with the scoring rules. Subjects then received a copy
of the answer sheet of each member of their group including their own and
were asked to score each answer sheet on a score from 0 to 10. The instruc-
tions stated: The winner of the 500 SEK will be determined by the following
procedure: You will now evaluate your own answer and the answers of the
other four players with whom you compete for the 500 SEK. Please evaluate
the answers with respect to their originality. Originality is scored for each
person on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 indicates overall not at all original
answers and 10 very original answers. For scoring, take into consideration i)
the number of answers, ii) their degree of being unusual and iii) the num-
ber of different categories they come from. The other players in your group
will also do the same scoring. The points given and the points received are

kept anonymous by the research team as well as the information who are

14
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Figure 1: Experimental Design

the players in your group. For each player, the research team will add up
the points given to a TOTAL SCORE of a minimum of 0 and a maximum
of 50. The person with the highest TOTAL SCORE out of your group will
receive 500 SEK (including the show-up fee). The ID of the winner was an-

nounced at the end of the experiment. Individual scores and the identity
of the winner were kept anonymous by the experimenter. If there was a
tie for the highest TOTAL SCORE, the winner was determined randomly
which only happenend once. After scoring, subjects filled out a questionnaire
on general characteristics and demographics. We summarize the process in

Figure 1.

Treatments There is a baseline treatment and an objective-ranking treat-
ment. Both treatments followed the process as outlined above and the scor-
ing rules were the same. The only difference was that players in the base-
line treatment only got the scoring rules, while players in the objective-
ranking treatment obtained further information after the scoring rules were
announced, but before they made their scoring. In particular, they were in-
formed that we used the answers of more than 100 test persons who did the
same task in a prior experiment to generate (what we called) an objective
score for each participant. We also informed them that each player would
be able to see these OBJECTIVE SCORES for each player in their group at

the end of the experiment. The instructions emphasized again that winning
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is solely determined based on the TOTAL SCORE (composed of the scores
given by one’s players in the group and one’s own assessment of the task).
The objective-ranking treatment reduced the uncertainty about the objec-
tive creativity. With this treatment variation, we intended to reduce € from
our model, which is defined as any ambiguity in regard to assessing a players

cheating.!?

Calculating the objective rank We created the objective ranking fol-
lowing Bradler et al. (2019). The objective creativity increases with i) the
number of valid answers, ii) the number of distinct categories the ideas come
from (e.g. ring, necklace, bracelet belong only to one category which is jew-
elry) and iii) originality. Original ideas are those being mentioned less than
8% and very original answers were named less than 1%. Because Bradler
et al. (2019) provided us with their participants’ answers of the unusual uses
task for a piece of paper, we could calculate for each answer how often it was
mentioned. '* The objective quality rank measures each players’ quality by
group based on the objective score on a scale from 1 (lowest objective score)

to 5 (highest objective score).

Further information The experiment was conducted at the experimental
laboratory of the University of Gothenburg. It was a pen and paper experi-
ment and all earnings were paid out in cash or via a direct payment app right
after the experiment. We conducted 14 sessions with ten participants in each
session, 70 participants per treatment. Treatments were assigned at the ses-

sion level. The sessions lasted up to 60 minutes. Average earnings were 140

12We conducted one additional treatment which is not suitable to test the theory, as
individuals did not see the objective ranking in the end.

13To test the validity of the objective ranking, we asked 278 students at the University
of Applied Labour Studies to assess the objective quality of the answers of five players of a
random group in a survey in 2023. Their answers are highly correlated with the objective
rank.

16



SEK. 57 percent of the participants were female.'* See the Appendix for the

full instructions and consent form.

4 Results

Do players cheat? The strategy that maximizes each player’s probability
of winning is to give themselves the best possible score (10) and all the other
players the worst possible score (0). However, this strategy of reporting 10-0-
0-0-0 is only followed by 5.7 percent of the individuals which corresponds to
8 individuals only (6 in the baseline treatment and 2 in the objective scores
treatment). This low amount of individuals playing the payoff-maximizing
strategy suggests that the majority of players were not solely motivated by
winning the prize.

Nevertheless, we find that participants are significantly more likely to give
themselves higher scores on average than what they give to the rest of their
group. If everyone was correctly reporting x;, then on average self-reportings
and peer evaluations should have the same mean. In Figure 2, for a sample
pooling both treatment groups, the average number of points given to oneself
is 7.14 and the average number of points to others is 4.32 (p < 0.001). This
difference suggests that individuals are cheating to their advantage, even if

they are not choosing to cheat maximally.

Do all players win with positive probability? Our theorem implies
that all players have a positive probability of winning, but that higher-quality
individuals win more often. Figure 3 documents that this is generally the
case. The probability of winning increases by objective rank (Corr = 0.34).
Figure 3 shows that individuals with the best objective quality (rank 5)
wins with a probability of 38 percent and the second best player with 30
percent. The individuals with third and fourth highest quality win with

14We have a short questionnaire at the end of the experiment, but as the demographics
to not relate to our model, the analysis is not included in this paper.
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I Scores to Self
I Average Scores to Others

Scores given

Figure 2: Average scores given to oneself and to others in the group

19 and 11 percent, respectively. However, the worst player (rank 1) never
wins in our data. In sum, the data show that also lower ranked players
have a positive probability of winning, even though we cannot fully confirm
our hypothesis. To estimate how the effect of having a higher quality rank
affects the probability of winning, we estimate a simple linear probability
model. Rank is a catagorical variable (1-5) and winning is a binary variable
that is one if the player won and zero otherwise. We cluster standard errors
by session. Our linear probability model regression in column 1 of Table
1 shows that each point higher on the objective ranking, increases players’

probability of winning by 9.5 percentage points (p=0.001).

Does reducing ambiguity affect cheating? Finally, we test whether
changing the ambiguity of the evaluations affects cheating. Our Observation
2 (ii) states that more ambiguity induces more cheating, but we show theo-
retically, that this does not imply that ambiguity necessarily adversely affects
the effectiveness of a team evaluation tournaments for revealing competence.

We vary the level of ambiguity in our experiment by informing participants
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Probability of winning

. ]
2 3 4 3

Quality rank
(1 = Lowest quality, 5 = Highest quality)

Figure 3: Winning probability by the objective rank according to the objec-
tive score

Table 1: Winning Probability
(1) (2)

Winner Fair Winner
Rank (1-5) 0.095***
(0.023)
Objective Ranking 0.014
(0.043)
Constant -0.089 0.071**
(0.071) (0.028)
Observations 140 140
R? 0.114 0.001

OLS regression. Standard errors clustered by session. Winner is a dummy
equal to one if chosen as winner. Fair Winner is a dummy equal to

one if rank 5 was chosen as winner * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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in our objective-ranking treatment group that everyone will receive an ob-
jective ranking of the participants in their group to compare their rankings
and the winner to. In the control group, this objective ranking was unan-
nounced. We would therefore expect higher levels of cheating in the control
group than in the treatment group. We make no predictions about whether
this affects the effectiveness of the tournament in declaring the best player
as the winner.

Figure 4 shows the winning probabilities by treatment. The figure sug-
gests that individuals with the highest rank (5) are more likely to win when
ambiguity is reduced. To test whether our treatment increases the probabil-
ity that the rightful winner is chosen, we regress our treatment dummy on
a binary variable that is equal to one if the group winner is also the per-
son with the highest objective rank. The second column of Table 1 shows
a positive coefficient for the objective treatment increasing the probability
that the player with the highest objective quality wins, but we are under-
powered to detect so small effects. Hence, we cannot conclude that in our
experiment reducing ambiguity had a significant effect on the effectiveness

of the tournament in selecting a high-quality winner.

5 Conclusion

Many high-stakes environments such as science, arts and business rely on
expert evaluators, who can adequately judge the contribution of an individual
in their field. Given the high level of expertise needed, the evaluators are
often also competitors of the ones they are evaluating. This setting creates
incentives to cheat. If individuals were completely selfish, peer tournaments
would be more or less useless, as winning would be unrelated to the actual
performance of the persons who are evaluated. Given the importance and
prevalence of these types of peer evaluation tournaments, it is surprising
that there has been so far very little work on their usefulness in selecting

high-quality winners.
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Probability of winning
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Quality rank Quality rank
(1 = Lowest quality, 5 = Highest quality) (1 = Lowest quality, 5 = Highest quality)

Figure 4: Winning probability by rank according to the objective score - by
treatment

In this paper, we provide the first model on decision making in a peer
evaluation tournament. Players trade off the desire to win with the disutility
from being perceived as a cheater. Applied to the scientific process this would
mean that if scientists care about their reputation among their peers, they
will balance their desire to achieve professional success with the potential
image loss of being perceived as dishonest.

In our laboratory experiment, we find evidence that supports our model
predictions. While cheating is prevalent, higher quality winners are signifi-
cantly more likely to win. On average, the players with the highest quality
win 38% of the time and those with the lowest quality never win. Thus,
our model and our empirical findings provide (fairly) good news for expert
evaluation systems. We do not find conclusive evidence of whether reduc-
ing ambiguity affects the effectiveness of peer evaluation tournaments. In
practice, peer evaluation tournaments are already often complemented by
for example, an editor reviewing reports from referees or a manager supple-
menting peer evaluations from colleagues with additional performance data.

Future work could test further strategies to increase honesty and test our
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model in a field setting, such as a 360 degrees app or other peer evaluation

tournament settings.
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7 Online Appendix - Experimental Instruc-
tions

First set of instructions is for Baseline and second set is for objective-ranking

treatment.
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given you.

Contact information Christina Gravert, Department of Economics, christina.gravert@economics.gu.se.
Please keep this email address in case you later have any questions regarding the payment pro-
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Subject’s signature Date
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Group: Player:

Thank you for participating in our experiment. We will begin shortly. Today’s experiment will last up to

60 minutes.

In this experiment you will have the opportunity to earn some money. Therefore, it is in your interests to
pay attention to the instructions and make careful choices. Your earnings will be added to your show up

fee of 50 SEK and will be paid out to you after the session.

Anonymity:

Should you agree to participate your name will not be connected to any decision that you make here
today or any answer that you provide. All of your actions and information you provide are kept

completely anonymous.

Some Rules:

Please switch your cell phone on completely silent (no vibration) and put away anything else that you
have brought with you. Please do not talk to other participants during the experiment or attempt to look
at the questionnaires of other participants. Do not skip ahead in the papers. Wait for the instructions by

the experimenter.

If you have any questions at this point, or at any later point during the experiment, please simply raise

your hand. A member of the research team will come to you and answer them in private.

Anyone violating these rules may be excluded from the experiment. In this case he/she will forfeit any

earnings.

Structure of the experiment:

The experiment consists of solving a task and of filling out a questionnaire. Before solving the task, there
will be a detailed description of the task and a practice round. Please find more instructions on the task
and the practice round on the next page.

Please write your group and your player number on top of each page!

Please take your time to read all instructions carefully before making any decisions!



Group: Player:

Task description

In the experiment, you will be randomly assigned to a group of five players. You will all do the same task.
The group winner of this task will receive 500 SEK (including show-up fee). The other four players receive

their show-up fee of 50 SEK. You will never be informed by the research group whom you compete with.

Before starting the real task, you will first do a practice round on the example below. You will not be able
to earn money in the practice round, but you can prepare yourself for the real task that will start

afterwards.

Explanation of the task for the practice round:
Please list as many different and unusual uses for a rubber tire (gummi dack) as you can think of. Do not
restrict yourself to a specific size of a tire. You can also list uses that require several tires. Do not restrict

yourself to uses you are familiar with, but think of as many new uses as possible!

Please write unusual uses. Using a tire as a “car tire” is not an unusual use, using it as a swing is. Answers
are also invalid when they would be impossible to create. Using a tire as a flower pot is possible, using it
as a space rocket is not. Try to think of different categories for usage. A “garden seat” and a “swing seat”
both fall under the category “tires as seats” while using a tire as a “flower pot” is a different usage

category (“container”). You should not name any categories.

In order to win it is in your best interest to write as many, original uses that come from as many different

categories as you can think of.
Please quietly raise your hand, if there are any questions.

Do not turn to the next page before instructed, otherwise you will be excluded from the experiment

and you will not receive any earnings.



Group: Player:

Practice Round

The Task
Please list up as many different and unusual uses for a rubber tire as you can think of. Do not restrict
yourself to a specific size of a tire. You can also list uses that require several tires. Do not restrict yourself

to uses you are familiar with, but think of as many new uses as possible!

You have three minutes for the task.

Please write your ideas below in CAPITAL LETTERS!




Group: Player:

Official Round

The Task

Please list up as many different and unusual uses for a sheet of paper as you can think of. Do not restrict

yourself to a specific size of the paper. You can also list uses that require several sheets of paper. Do not

restrict yourself to uses you are familiar with, but think of as many new uses as possible!

You have three minutes for the task.

Please write your ideas below in CAPITAL LETTERS!




Group: Player:

The Scoring Rules

The winner of the 500 SEK will be determined by the following procedure:

You will now evaluate your own answer and the answers of the other four players with whom you
compete for the 500 SEK. Please evaluate the answers with respect to their originality. Originality is
scored for each person on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 indicates overall “not at all original answers” and

III

10 “very original” answers. For scoring, take into consideration i) the number of answers, ii) their degree
of being unusual and iii) the number of different categories they come from. The other players in your
group will also do the same scoring.

The points given and the points received are kept anonymous by the research team as well as the

information who are the players in your group.

For each player, the research team will add up the points given to a TOTAL SCORE of a minimum of 0 and

a maximum of 50. The person with the highest TOTAL SCORE out of your group will receive the 500 SEK

(including show-up fee). Who has won will be announced by the research team at the end of the

experiment. The others receive their show-up fee of 50 SEK. If there is a tie, the winner will be chosen

randomly.

You will now receive the five sheets of paper with the answers of each player of your group. Please write

your score from 0 to 10 in the BOX above the text field. Please write your player number in the CIRCLE.




Group: Player:

Questionnaire

1. How do you see yourself: Are you generally willing to take risks (risk-prone), or do you try to avoid
risks (risk-averse)? Please answer on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means risk-averse and 10 means
risk-prone.

Risk- Risk-
averse prone
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2. Do you believe that most people...

- would use you if they had the chance........

- or that they would try to be fair to you?...

3. Would you say that people usually...

-try to be helpful......cccovveeiiiiiieeee,

- or try to pursue their own interests?.........

4. Please state how much the following statements describe you...
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

- | enjoy working in situations involving competition with others... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- Itis important to me to perform better than others on a task..... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

|
|
- | feel that winning is important in both work and games................ | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
|

- I try harder when | am in competition with other people............... | | | | | | | | | | | | |




5. What kind of personality are you? People can have many different qualities—some are listed
below. You will probably find that some of these descriptions fit you completely, some not at all

and others may fit to a certain extent. Please answer on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means "does
not describe me at all", and 7 meaning "describes me perfectly".

Does not des- Describes
| am someone who... cribe me at all perfectly
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- does a thorough job ..., | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

15 KAV e I

- believes that laws and policies should change

to reflect the needs of a changing world.............. | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- | often tries new things just for trying.................. | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- is sometimes rude to others.........cccoviiiiininnnnns | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- is original, comes up with new ideas..................... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

 Worfies 3 10t L AT I I T T T

- prefers to spend time in familiar surroundings.... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- tends to be [azy.....ccviii | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- is curious about many different things.................. | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- outgoing, sociable................ccoviiiinnn, | || || || || || ||

- values artistic, aesthetic experiences.................... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

|
|
|
|
|
|
LT —— N I I I N R
|
|
|
|
|

- gets nervous eaS|Iy| | | | | | | | | | | | |

- believes that religious authorities should be

involved when deciding moral issues...........c..c...... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- does things efficiently........coicccnncnnnne, | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- is considerate and kind to almost everyone..... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- has an active imagination...........ccccccoovivnnnnnnn, | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- is reserved, QUIBL.......ovvceci | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- is relaxed, handles stress well...........cccccoeuvirininne. | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- believes that ideals and principles are more
important than open-mindedness...........cccoouuue... | | | | | | | | | | | | | |




Group: Player:

6. For each of the following actions or activities, please indicate whether you think that it can always
be justified, never be justified, or something in between. You may use any response from 1 to 10
to reflect the strength of your feeling. “1” indicates that it is never justifiable and “10” that it is
always justifiable. Make a cross in each of the three rows.

Never Always
justifiable justifiable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Claiming government benefits to which
you are not entitled........ccocevevvereecininnnnnne. | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

Avoiding a fare on public transport.......... | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

Cheating on taxes if you haveachance..l | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

7. Do you belong to a religion or religious denomination?

8. W.ith which one of the following statements do you agree most?

The basic meaning of religion is:

To follow religious norms and ceremonies

To do good for other people

9. Assume that an essential commodity of daily use gets broken. How easily would you be able to

afford 2,000 SEK to replace the commodity within two weeks without having to borrow the
money?

Very Rather Rather Not at
easily easily difficult all able

I R I A B



Group: Player:

10. What is your gender?

Thanks for participating in the questionnaire! Please wait for the next instructions.



Group: Player:

Objective Scores

Prior to this experiment, we had more than 100 test persons do the same task as you. With these results,

we created a catalogue of possible answers.

We used this catalogue to calculate an OBJECTIVE SCORE (with scores between 0 and 10) for each
participant in your group taking into consideration the number of answers, their degree of being unusual

and the number of different categories they come from.

Important: These OBJECTIVE SCORES are not used to determine the winner. The winner is solely
determined by the TOTAL SCORE (composed of the scores given by one’s players in the group and one’s
own assessment of the task). The TOTAL SCORES will not be revealed except for announcing the winner

of each group.

You now have the chance to see the OBJECTIVE SCORES we have calculated. It is for information only.

You do not need to look at the OBJECTIVE SCORES, if you don’t want to. But you will have to wait until all

people are finished. Your choice has, thus, no influence on the time you stay here for the experiment.

Please circle your answer below. “Yes”, if you want to see the OBJECTIVE SCORES and “No”, if you do not

want to see them.

In the case of “No” you will receive an empty piece of paper.

YES NO




Group: Player:

Choices

We would like to understand how you made your decisions in the experiment. Please tell us why you

chose to allocate the points in the way you did.




Group: Player:

Thank you for participating in our experiment. We will begin shortly. Today’s experiment will last up to

60 minutes.

In this experiment you will have the opportunity to earn some money. Therefore, it is in your interests to
pay attention to the instructions and make careful choices. Your earnings will be added to your show up

fee of 50 SEK and will be paid out to you after the session.

Anonymity:

Should you agree to participate your name will not be connected to any decision that you make here
today or any answer that you provide. All of your actions and information you provide are kept

completely anonymous.

Some Rules:

Please switch your cell phone on completely silent (no vibration) and put away anything else that you
have brought with you. Please do not talk to other participants during the experiment or attempt to look
at the questionnaires of other participants. Do not skip ahead in the papers. Wait for the instructions by

the experimenter.

If you have any questions at this point, or at any later point during the experiment, please simply raise

your hand. A member of the research team will come to you and answer them in private.

Anyone violating these rules may be excluded from the experiment. In this case he/she will forfeit any

earnings.

Structure of the experiment:

The experiment consists of solving a task and of filling out a questionnaire. Before solving the task, there
will be a detailed description of the task and a practice round. Please find more instructions on the task
and the practice round on the next page.

Please write your group and your player number on top of each page!

Please take your time to read all instructions carefully before making any decisions!



Group: Player:

Task description

In the experiment, you will be randomly assigned to a group of five players. You will all do the same task.
The group winner of this task will receive 500 SEK (including show-up fee). The other four players receive

their show-up fee of 50 SEK. You will never be informed by the research group whom you compete with.

Before starting the real task, you will first do a practice round on the example below. You will not be able
to earn money in the practice round, but you can prepare yourself for the real task that will start

afterwards.

Explanation of the task for the practice round:
Please list as many different and unusual uses for a rubber tire (gummi dack) as you can think of. Do not
restrict yourself to a specific size of a tire. You can also list uses that require several tires. Do not restrict

yourself to uses you are familiar with, but think of as many new uses as possible!

Please write unusual uses. Using a tire as a “car tire” is not an unusual use, using it as a swing is. Answers
are also invalid when they would be impossible to create. Using a tire as a flower pot is possible, using it
as a space rocket is not. Try to think of different categories for usage. A “garden seat” and a “swing seat”
both fall under the category “tires as seats” while using a tire as a “flower pot” is a different usage

category (“container”). You should not name any categories.

In order to win it is in your best interest to write as many, original uses that come from as many different

categories as you can think of.
Please quietly raise your hand, if there are any questions.

Do not turn to the next page before instructed, otherwise you will be excluded from the experiment

and you will not receive any earnings.



Group: Player:

Practice Round

The Task
Please list up as many different and unusual uses for a rubber tire as you can think of. Do not restrict
yourself to a specific size of a tire. You can also list uses that require several tires. Do not restrict yourself

to uses you are familiar with, but think of as many new uses as possible!

You have three minutes for the task.

Please write your ideas below in CAPITAL LETTERS!




Group: Player:

Official Round

The Task

Please list up as many different and unusual uses for a sheet of paper as you can think of. Do not restrict

yourself to a specific size of the paper. You can also list uses that require several sheets of paper. Do not

restrict yourself to uses you are familiar with, but think of as many new uses as possible!

You have three minutes for the task.

Please write your ideas below in CAPITAL LETTERS!




Group: Player:

The Scoring Rules

The winner of the 500 SEK will be determined by the following procedure:

You will now evaluate your own answer and the answers of the other four players with whom you
compete for the 500 SEK. Please evaluate the answers with respect to their originality. Originality is
scored for each person on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 indicates overall “not at all original answers” and
10 “very original” answers. For scoring, take into consideration i) the number of answers, ii) their degree
of being unusual and iii) the number of different categories they come from. The other players in your
group will also do the same scoring.

The points given and the points received are kept anonymous by the research team as well as the
information who are the players in your group.

For each player, the research team will add up the points given to a TOTAL SCORE of a minimum of 0 and

a maximum of 50. The person with the highest TOTAL SCORE out of your group will receive the 500 SEK

(including show-up fee). Who has won will be announced by the research team at the end of the

experiment. The others receive their show-up fee of 50 SEK. If there is a tie, the winner will be chosen

randomly.

Prior to this experiment, we had more than 100 test persons do the same task as you. With these results,

we created a catalogue of possible answers.

We will use this catalogue to calculate an OBJECTIVE SCORE (with scores between 0 and 10) for each
participant in your group taking into consideration the number of answers, their degree of being unusual

and the number of different categories they come from.

You will be able to see these OBJECTIVE SCORES for each player in your group at the end of the

experiment.

Important: These OBJECTIVE SCORES are not used to determine the winner. The winner is solely
determined by the TOTAL SCORE (composed of the scores given by one’s players in the group and one’s

own assessment of the task).

You will now receive the five sheets of paper with the answers of each player of your group. Please write

your score from 0 to 10 in the BOX above the text field. Please write your player number in the CIRCLE.




Group: Player:

Questionnaire

1. How do you see yourself: Are you generally willing to take risks (risk-prone), or do you try to avoid
risks (risk-averse)? Please answer on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means risk-averse and 10 means
risk-prone.

Risk- Risk-
averse prone
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2. Do you believe that most people...

- would use you if they had the chance........

- or that they would try to be fair to you?...

3. Would you say that people usually...

-try to be helpful......cccovveeiiiiiieeee,

- or try to pursue their own interests?.........

4. Please state how much the following statements describe you...
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

- | enjoy working in situations involving competition with others... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

- Itis important to me to perform better than others on a task..... | | | | | | | | | | | | |

|
|
- | feel that winning is important in both work and games................ | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
|

- I try harder when | am in competition with other people............... | | | | | | | | | | | | |




5. What kind of personality are you? People can have many different qualities—some are listed
below. You will probably find that some of these descriptions fit you completely, some not at all

and others may fit to a certain extent. Please answer on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means "does
not describe me at all", and 7 meaning "describes me perfectly".

Does not des- Describes
I am someone who... cribe me at all perfectly
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- does a thorough job ...cccccooeevviiii | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

5 KAV e I rir

- believes that laws and policies should change

to reflect the needs of a changing world............ L [ T 1
- | often tries new things just for trying.................. [ 1 [ 1L 1 ][ ]
- is sometimes rude t0 Others............oowrerc L1 [ ]
- is original, comes up with new ideas.................. L1 [ et

-worriesaIot........................................................| | | | | | | | | | | | |

- prefers to spend time in familiarsurroundings....| | | | | | | | | | | | |

- has a forgiving nature........ooeeeeemme | | L T L L [ ]
- 1eNS 10 DE 18ZY..orooosoeseeseesesososoesoesressese L1 [ ]
- is curious about many different things............... L1 [ ]

- OUtoINg, SOCIAbIE........vocveeeeeeeeeee e L1 [ et
- values artistic, aesthetic experiences.................. L1 [ ]
- gets nervous asily.......ooereeee | | L [T L 1 | ]
- believes that religious authorities should be

involved when deciding moral issues.................. L1 1 e
- does things efficiently.........oo.ooereeorseesorsreroe LV [ e e
1S FESEIVEM, QUIEL..orvroerrerescrreoseseserssesere oo L 1t e
- is considerate and kind to almosteveryone.... | |{ || [ || || || |
- has an active iMagination...............c...coo..oov...... LV [ e e
- is relaxed, handles stress Well............ccooorreeee L1 1 e

- believes that ideals and principles are more

important than open-mindedness...........ccccccuuune. | | | | | | | | | | | | | |




Group: Player:

6. For each of the following actions or activities, please indicate whether you think that it can always
be justified, never be justified, or something in between. You may use any response from 1 to 10
to reflect the strength of your feeling. “1” indicates that it is never justifiable and “10” that it is
always justifiable. Make a cross in each of the three rows.

Never Always
justifiable justifiable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Claiming government benefits to which
you are not entitled........ccocevevvereecininnnnnne. | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

Avoiding a fare on public transport.......... | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

Cheating on taxes if you haveachance..l | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

7. Do you belong to a religion or religious denomination?

8. W.ith which one of the following statements do you agree most?

The basic meaning of religion is:

To follow religious norms and ceremonies

To do good for other people

9. Assume that an essential commodity of daily use gets broken. How easily would you be able to

afford 2,000 SEK to replace the commodity within two weeks without having to borrow the
money?

Very Rather Rather Not at
easily easily difficult all able

I R I A B



Group: Player:

10. What is your gender?

Thanks for participating in the questionnaire! Please wait for the next instructions.



Group: Player:

Objective Scores

Prior to this experiment, we had more than 100 test persons do the same task as you. With these results,

we created a catalogue of possible answers.

We used this catalogue to calculate an OBJECTIVE SCORE (with scores between 0 and 10) for each
participant in your group taking into consideration the number of answers, their degree of being unusual

and the number of different categories they come from.

Important: These OBJECTIVE SCORES are not used to determine the winner. The winner is solely
determined by the TOTAL SCORE (composed of the scores given by one’s players in the group and one’s
own assessment of the task). The TOTAL SCORES will not be revealed except for announcing the winner

of each group.

You now have the chance to see the OBJECTIVE SCORES we have calculated. It is for information only.

You do not need to look at the OBJECTIVE SCORES, if you don’t want to. But you will have to wait until all

people are finished. Your choice has, thus, no influence on the time you stay here for the experiment.

Please circle your answer below. “Yes”, if you want to see the OBJECTIVE SCORES and “No”, if you do not

want to see them.

In the case of “No” you will receive an empty piece of paper.

YES NO




Group: Player:

Choices

We would like to understand how you made your decisions in the experiment. Please tell us why you

chose to allocate the points in the way you did.
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