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1 Research Questions
This preregistration describes an experiment to investigate the research question:
(A) do (and if, how do) variations in the two-step norm-elicitation method (e.g. Bicchieri & Xiao, 2009) affect subjects’ indicated personal normative beliefs and normative expectations (and behaviour)?
2 Experimental Design
To investigate this question, I will design an incentivized experiment and conduct it on the platform Prolific with subjects from the UK. In the experiment, subjects participate in an online variation of the dictator game where they must divide £2.5 between themselves and a receiver. The experiment follows the structure of previous dictator games that use two-step norm-elicitation procedures (e.g., Bicchieri & Xiao, 2009; Xiao & Houser, 2008). Dictators can choose one of the options A-G (see Fig. 1), of which a provision of £1 or £1.25 to the receiver is referred to as a fair offer (frame between 40%-50%) and offers of £0.25 or £0.5 (option A and B, 20%-30%) are referred to as low share[footnoteRef:1].   [1:  More precisely, they can choose an offer between £0.25 and £2.25 excluding £0.75 (a share exactly between a fair and low offer) and £0.75 (a share exactly between a fair and high offer). The exclusion is made to clearly refer to either a fair, a low or a high share. ] 

This study applies the strategy method[footnoteRef:2], where all participants are in the role of a dictator and have to decide on a (hypothetical) option. After the decision is made, two participants are randomly paired. One is randomly chosen as the dictator, whose chosen option will be implemented, while the other becomes a receiver.  [2:  In a narrower sense, the strategy method relates to tasks that have a first and a second mover - and in this case, all possible options are queried. In contrast, this study does not involve a second mover decision, but to gain as many observations possible, (hypothetical) decisions of a dictator are collected from all participants. Hence, referring to a strategy method here means that participants will receive the information of whether they or their teammate is in the role of the dictator after the decision is made. ] 


Figure 1: Dividing options
	Possible dividing options
	                                     The option is     

	A
	Divider gets £2.25 and Counterpart gets £0.25

	B
	Divider gets £2.00 and Counterpart gets £0.50

	C
	Divider gets £1.50 and Counterpart gets £1.00

	D
	Divider gets £1.25 and Counterpart gets £1.25

	E
	Divider gets £1.00 and Counterpart gets £1.50

	F
	Divider gets £0.50 and Counterpart gets £2.00

	G
	Divider gets £0.25 and Counterpart gets £2.25



After subjects make their decisions, the experiment elicits participants’ personal normative beliefs and normative expectations (most common response) regarding the fair share (option C or D). Participants can choose whether they personally believe providing a fair share is very inappropriate, somewhat inappropriate, somewhat appropriate or very appropriate. Normative expectations are incentivized, in a way that participants will receive an additional bonus (£0.25) if their answer to the question (which option do you think most of participants chose in the preceding question?) matches the correct majority answer. On the next screen, participants are asked whether they expect others to provide a fair share (yes/no, empirical expectations).
Lastly, participants are asked about demographics, control variables and an attention check.
In a baseline Treatment T0, the experiment is conducted as explained above. A pre-test is conducted to check on the robustness of the baseline design concerning previous studies on the dictator game. Pre-Test 1 (PT1) investigates whether the use of the strategy method for the dictator game causes other influences that affect the decision. More particularly, PT1 will be a dictator game without applying the strategy method, where participants are informed of their role in the study beforehand (knowing whether they are dividers or receivers). PT1 investigates whether the share provided by the divider as well as the elicited norms are significantly different in PT1 than in T0 (Baseline).
Then, three treatments will be conducted in which I implement different variations of the elicitation procedure (see Fig.2). 
Figure 2: Overview Treatments
[image: ]
Particularly, in Treatment 1 “Time” (T1), the time of elicitation is varied. Everything else is held constant but the elicitation of beliefs and expectations is conducted before the decision while in the baseline treatment the elicitation takes place after the decision. 
In Treatment 2 “Incentive” (T2), the additional incentivization when correctly stating the normative expectation is dropped. While in the baseline treatment, participants are externally incentivized to carefully think of the question to receive an additional bonus payment (if their estimation equals the most common response), this additional external incentive is cancelled out in T2. All other aspects are held constant (compared to the baseline treatment).
In Treatment 3 “Questions” (T3), in addition to being asked about the appropriateness of a fair share participants are also asked about the appropriateness of a low share. 
In total, the experiment will be conducted with 100 participants per treatment, which yields 100 observations for each treatment when applying the strategy method. Every participant will only be able to participate in one of the treatments.
3 Hypotheses
I assume that participants might adjust their beliefs and expectations when being asked after the task because they might be biased to answer the questions consistently to the behaviour, hence, justify their behaviour. Therefore, I hypothesize:
H1.1: Eliciting personal normative beliefs (PNB) before the decision increases the appropriateness (PNB) of providing a fair share (option C & D) compared to eliciting personal normative beliefs after the decision.
H1.2: Eliciting normative expectations (NE) before the decision increases the appropriateness (NE) of providing a fair share (option C & D) compared to eliciting normative expectations after the decision.
Furthermore, I expect that eliciting norms before the task might have a priming effect in the sense that deciding for the fair share becomes more salient.
H2: Eliciting beliefs and expectations before the decision increases decisions for fair shares ((option C & D) compared to the elicitation after the decision. 
Furthermore, I predict that incentivizing normative expectations leads to participants thinking more carefully and deciding more thoughtfully on the most common response than without. The incentivization might make the question on normative expectations more salient. 
H3: Incentivizing the elicitation of normative expectations increases the share of fit (of the most common response) compared to not incentivizing the elicitation.
Lastly, with respect to the questions of the elicitation of appropriateness, I assume that asking questions about both behavioural options instead of only asking about the appropriateness of a fair share decreases a potential demand effect/ social desirability bias, hence I hypothesize:
H4.1: Personal normative beliefs concerning the appropriateness of providing a fair share decrease when asking for both behavioural options, i.e. a fair share and a low share, compared to eliciting only personal normative beliefs concerning a fair share. 
H4.2: Normative expectations concerning the appropriateness of providing a fair share decrease when eliciting it for both behavioural options, i.e. a fair share and a low share, compared to eliciting only normative expectations concerning a fair share. 
4 Analysis Plan
Each participant is one unit of observation. For analysing the data I primarily use the individual decisions i) how appropriate one personally believes it is to provide a fair share ii) which option one thinks the majority of participants chose in the preceding question; iii) how appropriate one personally believes it is to provide a low share iv) which option one thinks the majority of participants chose in the preceding question; (the potential outcomes of decisions i)-iv) are: very inappropriate, somewhat inappropriate, somewhat appropriate, very appropriate); v) the decision whether to provide a fair share or a low share to the receiver.
H1.1: Mann-Whitney U-Test to test whether personal normative beliefs regarding the appropriateness of a fair share are lower in Treatment 1 (“Time”, elicitation before task) than in Treatment 0 (Baseline). 
H1.2: Mann-Whitney U-Test to test whether normative expectations regarding the appropriateness of a fair share are lower in Treatment 1 (“Time”, elicitation before task) than in Treatment 0 (Baseline). 
H2: Mann-Whitney U-Test to test whether the share of decision for a fair share is higher in Treatment 1 (“Time”, elicitation before task) than in Treatment 0 (Baseline). 
H3: Chi2-Test to test whether the share of correct fit concerning normative expectations is lower in Treatment 2 (“Incentive”, not incentivized) than in Treatment 0 (Baseline). 
H4.1: Mann-Whitney U-Test to test whether personal normative beliefs regarding the appropriateness of a fair share are lower in Treatment 3 (“Options”, both behavioural options) than in Treatment 0 (Baseline). 
H4.2: Mann-Whitney U-Test to test whether normative expectations regarding the appropriateness of a fair share are lower in Treatment 3 (“Options”, both behavioural options) than in Treatment 0 (Baseline). 
Further, I will make additional tests with respect to empirical expectations and behaviour.
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