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1.1. The social exchange heuristic as the subjective transformation of PD into an
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1.3. Simultaneous vs. sequential games { F#§ 4 —bRHER 7 — b )
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2 Method
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3. Findings
3.1. Hypothesis 1 vs. Alternative Hypothesis 1( {X3i 1vs. {4 & K85 1)
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Table 1
Examples of a PD and an AG
An example of a Prisoner’s Dilemma An example of an Assurance Game
Player B's | Player A’s Choice Player B's | Player A's Choice
Choice Cooperation | Defection Chaice Cooperation | Defection
2 3 20 1
© 2 0 ¢ 2 0
0 1 - 0 1
D 3 11 P 1 1

Within each quadrant, representing a joint decision of the two playess, player A's payoff is indicated above and
to the right of the diagonal, and player B’s payoff is represented below and to the left.



Table 4 .
Cooperation rates in the full experiment and the vignelte experiment

Game condition

Payoffs ~ Simultaneous Second Fisst
expressed in playsr player player
Fgll experiment Money {n=149) 37.5% (n=48) 62.0% (n=>350) 58.8% (n=51)
Vignette experiment Total {n=112) 26.8% 35.5% (n=110)" 3L.3%
(all responses)
~ Money {n=58) 29.3% 53.6% (n=56)" 41.4%
Wﬂt (n=>54) 24.1% 16.7% 20.4%
~ Vigrielte experimen Total (n=112}) 26.5% (n=134) 32.4% (=34 35.7% (n=42)
(first response)
Money (n=56) 23.5% (n=17) 52.6% (n=19) 55.0% (n=20)
Score {n=>54) 29.4% (n=17) 6.7% {(n=15) i8.2% (n=22)

® There were two missing responses in the second player condition (in the second group of participants).

Tabie 3
The payoff matrix of the PD used in the experiment

The other person’s choice

Your choice K P
L You get ¥1200  The oth
er person gets ¥1200  You pet ¥
L ge The othe
You get ¥1800  The other person gets ¥0 You get ¥600 The othelr- l;:rr::;: g:z iéggo
Table 2

Average “satisfaction” scores and preference rankings of the four outcomes in the PD game, and the proportion of
participants who played PD as such and as an AG in six experiments conducted by Yamagishi and his colleagues

_ Proportions
, Mean desirability Mean preference ranking Desirability ~ Ranking
Source . CC DC €D DD CC DC CD DD PO AG® PD* AG
Watabe et al. 148 622 462 182 3.16 ‘ 0.13 (.41
(1996)
Hayashi et al. 167 601 505 1.76 3.66 028 030
(1999)
Terai (1995) 81 633 471 194 379 L38 246 347 270 022 046 004 040

Kiyonari et al. 79 644 482 213 3.59 143 243 343 268 022 042 030 047

(1998) -
Yamagishi and 40 6.18 478 2.50 408 123 238 349 267 0.8 043 020 058

Kosugi (1999)
Yamagishi ef al. 90 137 232 360G 2.69 027 0.5

{1999}
CC, DC, €D, DD: The first character represents the participant’s own choice and the second character the

partner’s choice.
s proportion of PD players who preferred CC to DC and DD to CD.
b proportion of AG players who preferred DC to CC and DD to CD.




