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A. Theory appendix

A.1. A model with both close and distant observers

In this appendix, we describe the extended model with close and distant observers mentioned in
Section I of the main text, and derive the expressions that characterize θ̂o and θ̃o. The proof of
Proposition 3 is provided in Online Appendix A5.

In this more general setup, we need to distinguish between the esteem obtained from close
observers and that from distant observers. As in the main model, esteem from close observers is

E(θ | o, a) for all o ∈ [omin, omax] and all a ∈ {0, 1}.

However, esteem from distant observers is a more complex object and is given by{
E(θ | o, 1) if o > o and individual is convicted
E(θ | no conv) otherwise

(a.1)

where E(θ | no conv), the expected type conditional on no conviction, is derived using Bayes’
rule by considering all the possible opportunities o that the individual may have been presented
with. Total expected esteem is therefore equal to1

S(o, 1) =

{
E(θ | o, 1)(1 + p) + (1− p)E(θ | no conv) if o > o

E(θ | o, 1) + E(θ | no conv) otherwise

and

S(o, 0) = E(θ | o, 0) + E(θ | no conv)

As in the main model, taking esteem as given, the net utility from seizing the opportunity is de-
creasing in θ. For each opportunity o, we can therefore identify the highest θ who takes o. As
before, θ̂o, the highest θ who seizes a legal opportunity o is defined by (3) in the main text

t− θ̂oo−∆(θ̂o) = 0

while θ̃o, the highest θ who seizes an illegal opportunity o is now defined (when interior) by

t− θ̃oo−∆(θ̃o) + p[M−(θ̃o)−Ψ−K] = 0. (a.2)
1For simplicity, we assume that people care equally about the esteem of close and distant observers, but our results

can be straightforwardly generalized to allow for different weights.
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where Ψ ≡ E(θ | no conv) is given by

Ψ = µθ

o∫
omin

g(oi)
Θ

doi +
omax∫
o

g(oi)
Θ

[(1− F (θ̃oi))M+(θ̃oi) + F (θ̃oi) (1− p)M−(θ̃oi)]doi (a.3)

= µθ

Θ
− p

omax∫
o

1
Θ
M−(θ̃oi)F (θ̃oi)g (oi) doi, (a.4)

where µθ is the prior mean and Θ ≡ 1 − p
omax∫
o

F (θ̃oi)g (oi) doi is the ex-ante probability that an

individual has no criminal record.2 Note that, so long as θ̃o is interior for a non-empty set of
opportunities o,Ψ > µθ. Throughout the text, we will assume that this is the case. GivenΨ > µθ ≥
M−(θ̃o), the expression in square brackets in (a.2) – which represents the total loss (material and
reputational) incurred if the individual is caught breaking the law – is strictly negative even when
K = 0. The difference in total expected esteem from seizing a marginally legal vs a marginally
illegal opportunity is equal to

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o) + p[Ψ−M−(θ̃o)]. (a.5)

The first part of (a.5), namely

M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o) (a.6)

represents the difference in the esteem obtained from close observers, while the second part

p[Ψ−M−(θ̃o)] (a.7)

represents the difference in the espected esteem obtained from distant observers. There are two
effects at work here. First, since Ψ > M−(θ̃o), seizing the illegal opportunity generates a loss
in expected esteem from distant observers. Second, close observers take this into account when
forming beliefs about the agent’s type, and therefore update their beliefs less favorably when the
agent seizes the illegal opportunity. In the proof of proposition 3, we show that, as a result, θ̂o >

θ̃o for all o, even when K = 0. In turn, this ensures that (a.6) is strictly positive. In words,
both the esteem from close observers and the expected esteem from distant observers experience a
downward discontiuity at o.

A.2. A Spence-like model

Suppose that, rather than seizing or leaving an opportunity that they are (exogenously) presented
with, agents can choose the level of negative externality they impose on others, which may better
capture some of the vignettes used in the experiments (e.g., speeding). Let o ≫ 0 indicate the legal

2The updating problem faced by distant observers when the individual has no criminal conviction shares similarities
with the case – analysed in Bénabou and Tirole (2006) – where prosocial contributions can be forced.
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threshold. We consider a setup with both close and distant observers. An individual who selects
action o ≥ 0 obtains utility{

to− θ o2

2
+ γ(o) + Ψ if o ≤ o (within the law)

to− θ o2

2
+ γ(o) + p (γ(o))−K) + (1− p)Ψ if o > o (outside of law)

where t is the marginal (material) return from o, θ o2

2
reflects the psychological cost for an indi-

vidual of type θ from imposing a negative externality o on others, γ(o) = E(θ | o) and Ψ ≡
E (θ | no conv).3 We restrict attention to

θmax −K −Ψ < 0 (a.8)

which ensures that, conditional on breaking the law, an individual’s expected payoff is decreasing
in p, the probability of detection. As we show in Online Appendix A5, in equilibrium o is chosen
by at most one type. For brevity of exposition, we assume that o is selected in equilibrium.4

Proposition A1: Denote as θthres the type who selects o in equilibrium. In any D1-refined equilib-
rium, the difference in total expected social esteem from choosing o− ε and o+ ε where ε → 0 is
given by,

lim
ε→0

[S (o− ε)− S (o+ ε)] = p (Ψ− θthres) (a.9)

Proof: See Online Appendix A5.

Thus, a discontinuity in the total social esteem function emerges even in a model where individuals
directly choose the level of the negative externality they impose on others. Here the effect is totally
driven by esteem from distant observers. Note that a sufficient condition for (a.9) to be positive
is that p is sufficiently high.5 Finally, clearly enough, the case where the law is absent is here
isomorphic to a situation where p → 0. In that case, Proposition A1 shows that the social esteem
function exhibits no discontinuity.

A.3. Allowing t, K, p and the size of the audience to depend on o

More generally, in our main model of Section I we could allow t to change continuously in o, and
p and K to depend continuously on the severity of the infraction, so that ua=1 (o; θ) = t(o) −
θo − p(o)K(o)Io>o + S(o, 1), where t(o) > 0 for all o and p(o)K(o) > 0 for all o > o. For
concreteness, consider the setup where all observers are close observers.6 The threshold type θ̂o

3In equilibrium, Ψ = ω(θthres)M+(θthres) + (1− ω(θthres))M−(θthres)] where θthres is the type who selects
o and ω(θthres) ≡ 1−F (θthres)

1−F (θthres)+(1−p)F (θthres)
.

4If this is not the case, Proposition A1 extends straightforwardly. It is easy to show that, in the D1-refined equi-
librium, limε→0 [S (o− ε)− S (o+ ε)] = p (Ψ− θmin).

5This follows since, when p = 1, Ψ = M+(θthres) > θthres.
6The argument extends straightforwardly to the case of both close and distant observers.
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would now satisfy t(o)−θ̂oo−∆(θ̂o) = 0, while θ̃o would satisfy t(o)−θ̃oo−∆(θ̃o)−p(o)K(o) = 0.
The discontinuity result relies on proving that, fixing o, we have θ̂o > θ̃o. In turn, this ensures that
limε→0[S(o − ε, 1) − S(o + ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o) > 0. Since the comparison between θ̂o
and θ̃o is made keeping o fixed, allowing t, p and K to change continuously in o would be entirely
irrelevant for our argument. For this reason, in the model of the main text we adopted the simplest
approach and considered the case where t, p and K are positive constants. A similar observation
applies to letting the visibility of a given behavior (or the size of the audience) change continuously
in the size of the negative externality generated.

A.4. Comparative Statics

We now explore how the size of the discontinuity in social esteem varies with various characteris-
tics of law enforcement and the context. We start by looking at police tolerance and explore how
the probability of enforcing a law and the size of the penalty associated with it affect the magnitude
of the discontinuity in social esteem. We then turn to two characteristics of the context in which
opportunities arise. First, we investigate the effects of the material return from taking an oppor-
tunity. We then ask whether behaviors that are less likely to be measured accurately and/or taken
intentionally are subject to larger or smaller discontinuities in social esteem.

Strength of sanctions

The discontinuity in social esteem at the legal limit is increasing in the strength of sanctions. Recall
from the results in our main body that θ̂o is the highest type seizing o while θ̃o is the highest type
seizing o+ε for ε → 0. From (a.2), for any o, a higherK decreases θ̃o whilst leaving θ̂o unchanged.
Since M−(.) is an increasing function, this implies that M−(θ̂o) − M−(θ̃o), the downward dis-
continuity in the social esteem function S(o, 1) at o, is now more pronounced.

Enforcement probability

The discontinuity in social esteem at the legal limit is increasing in the probability of sanctions
against law-breaking being enforced. If p = 0 then, for any o, θ̂o and θ̃o coincide and hence the
discontinuity in esteem at the legal limit disappears. As p increases, for any o, θ̃o decreases while
θ̂o remains the same. As a result, the downward discontinuity in S(o, 1) at the legal limit becomes
more pronounced when p is larger.
Proposition A2 limε→0 [S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] is strictly increasing in p.
Proof: See Online Appendix A5.
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Material returns from the opportunity

The effect of a higher t for the discontinuity in S(o, 1) is ambiguous. Intuitively, higher t makes
seizing any given externality-generating opportunity more attractive. As a result, both θ̂o and θ̃o

increase, exerting countervailing forces on the size of the discontinuity. This implies that our theory
does not deliver unambiguous predictions about the effect of a change in t for the downward esteem
discontinuity.

Intentionality/measurability of behavior

Sometimes individuals may cause a negative externality unintentionally. To capture the key effects
introduced by this possibility, suppose that, whenever an individual takes an illegal opportunity
o, there is a probability that this might have happened inadvertently. Set p = 1 for simplicity.
Suppose that close observers are able to observe intentionality, and therefore assign esteem µθ if an
individual seizes o unintentionally and esteem S(o, 1) if the action is intentional. Distant observers,
on the other hand, are not able to distinguish intentionality. When an individual is caught breaking
the law, distant observers cannot establish whether this happened intentionally or inadvertently.7

This implies that the esteem this individual obtains from distant observers is now given by

[(1− q)F (θ̃o)M−(θ̃o) + qµθ]Z (a.10)

where q is the probability that the opportunity was taken unintentionally and Z ≡ 1

(1−q)F (θ̃o)+q
.

Consider then the decision of an individual to intentionally seize o. The case analyzed in the main
text is a special case of this more general framework, in which q = 0. In this more general setup,
θ̃o is defined by

t− l(θ̃o)− θ̃oo−∆(θ̃o) = 0. (a.11)

where l(θ̃o) ≡ K + Ψ − [(1− q)F (θ̃o)M−(θ̃o) − qµθ]Z > 0. It is easy to show that, under mild
assumptions, θ̃o is increasing in q, while θ̂o is given, as before, by (3) in the main text

t− θ̂oo−∆(θ̂o) = 0

and is thus independent of q. Allowing for q > 0 affects social esteem in two ways. First, be-
havior is now less informative about an individual’s underlying type and, as a result, esteem from
distant observers depends less strongly on behavior, as highlighted by (a.10). Second, since esteem
depends less strongly on behavior, people are nowwilling to (intentionally) take opportunities char-
acterized by a higher o, which they would have left if q = 0. In other words, equilibrium behavior
changes, which further affects the esteem consequences from seizing a given opportunity.

7Our result continues to apply if we assume that close observers can also not observe intentionality.
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Proposition A3 limε→0 [S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] is strictly decreasing in q.
Proof: See Online Appendix A5.

Because q changes θ̃o, it also affects M−(θ̃o), the esteem from close observers, who, differently
from distant observers, are perfectly aware that the subject seizing the illegal opportunity is doing
so in a fully intentional manner. Intuitively, although close observers forming beliefs about an indi-
vidual’s prosociality parameter know that the individual is seizing the opportunity intentionally, the
fact that distant observers are unable to discern the individual’s intentions changes the individual’s
behavior. This is reflected in threshold values depending on q, as described in (a.11).

The setup we have sketched here can also be used to describe an environment where illegal be-
havior can only be measured with a margin of error, implying that, when an individual is convicted
for breaking the law, distant observers know that, with some probability q, this may be the result
of a measurement error.

A.5. Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1 Define

Λ(θo) ≡ t− θoo−∆(θo).

The threshold type θ̂o satisfies Λ(θ̂o) = 0. To ensure an interior solution, we require Λ(θmin) >

0 > Λ(θmax) for all o. Note that limθo→θmin∆(θo)=µθ−θmin while limθo→θmax∆(θo)= θmax − µθ.8 Hence,
Λ(θmin) ≥ t − θminomax − µθ + θmin and Λ(θmax) ≤ t − θmaxomin + µθ − θmax. We conclude that
t− θminomax−µθ + θmin > 0 > t− θmaxomin+µθ − θmax is sufficient to guarantee interior solutions.

Consider now monotonicity. Total differentiation delivers

dθ̂o
do

=
θ̂o

Λ′(θ̂o)
.

Monotonicity requires θ̂o to be decreasing in o and, hence, that Λ′(θo) < 0 for all θo and o. Since
Λ′(θo) = −o−∆′(θo), the requirement that o+∆′(θo) > 0 for all θo and o is sufficient to guarantee
monotonicity. Note that, since f(θ) is continuous with full support, ∆(.) is a continuous function
and, hence, θ̂o is continuous in o.

Consider now S(o, 1). Since o is a continuous variable, dS(o,1)
do

is well defined and given by

dS(o, 1)

do
= M−′(θ̂o)

θ̂o

Λ′(θ̂o)
< 0

where the inequality follows becauseM−(.) is an increasing function andΛ′(.) < 0 by monotonic-

8We consider limits since, strictly speaking, if θ̂o = θmax then E (θ | o, 0) is not well defined, and similarly for
E (θ | o, 1) if θ̂o = θmin.
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ity. Continuity of S(o, 1) then follows from the continuity of M−(.) (which is guaranteed since
since f(θ) is continuous with full support) and the continuity of θ̂o in o.9 ■

Proof of Proposition 2We first prove that, under monotonicity, S(o, 1) experiences a downward
discontinuity at o. We then derive sufficient conditions for monotonicity to hold. Define

Ξ(θo) ≡ t− θoo−∆(θo)− pK. (a.12)

The threshold type θ̃o (when interior) satisfies Ξ(θ̃o) = 0, so that

dθ̃o
do

=
θ̃o

Ξ′(θ̃o)
(a.13)

Monotonicity requires any interior θ̃o to be decreasing in o and, hence, that Ξ′(θo) < 0 for all θo
and o. Henceforth, suppose that this is the case. Evaluated at θo = θ̂o, Ξ(θ̂o) = −pK < 0 as long
as K > 0. Given Ξ′(.) < 0, and since θ̃o solves Ξ(θ̃o) = 0, Ξ(θ̂o) < 0 implies that θ̂o > θ̃o for all
o. As a result,

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o) > 0 (a.14)

since M−(.) is an increasing function.10 Note that, since Ξ′(θo) = −o −∆′(θo), the requirement
that o+∆′(θo) > 0 for all θ and o is sufficient to guarantee monotonicity. ■

Proof of Proposition 3We first prove that, under monotonicity, S(o, 1) experiences a downward
discontinuity at o, which does not rely on K > 0. We then derive sufficient conditions for mono-
tonicity to hold. Define

𝟋(θo) ≡ t− θoo−∆(θo)− p(K −M−(θo) + Ψ) (a.15)

whereΨ = µθ

Θ
−p

omax∫
o

1
Θ
M−(θ̃oi)F (θ̃oi)g (oi) doi andΘ ≡ 1−p

omax∫
o

F (θ̃oi)g (oi) doi. The threshold

type θ̃o (when interior) satisfies 𝟋(θ̃o) = 0, so that

dθ̃o
do

=
θ̃o

𝟋′(θ̃o)
(a.16)

Monotonicity requires any interior θ̃o to be decreasing in o and, hence, that𝟋′(θo) < 0 for all θo and
o. Henceforth, suppose that this is the case. Evaluated at θo = θ̂o,𝟋(θ̂o) = −p(K−M−(θ̂o)+Ψ) <

0 sinceΨ > µθ ≥ M−(.). Given𝟋′(.) < 0, and since θ̃o solves𝟋(θ̃o) = 0,𝟋(θ̂o) < 0 implies that
θ̂o > θ̃o for all o. Importantly, this also applies when K = 0. Consider now the esteem function

9Continuity of S(o,0) is established analogously.
10Similarly, limε→0[S(o− ε, 0)−S(o+ ε, 0)] = M+(θ̂o) −M+(θ̃o) > 0 sinceM+(.) is an increasing function.
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S(o, 1). In equilibrium, this is

S(o, 1) =

{
M−(θ̂o) + Ψ if o ≤ o

M−(θ̃o)(1 + p) + Ψ(1− p) if o > o.

Since θ̂o > θ̃o (as proved above) and Ψ > M−(θ̃o), we have

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o) + p[Ψ−M−(θ̃o)] > 0. (a.17)

This proves that, under monotonicity, S(o, 1) experiences a downward discontinuity at o.11 We now
show that the following conditions are sufficient for monotonicity: (i) o + ∆′(θ) −M−′(θo) > 0

for all θ and o, and (ii) g(o) is sufficiently small for all o. Straightforward computations deliver

𝟋′(θo) = −[o+∆′(θo)− pM−′(θo) + pΨ′(θo)]. (a.18)

Under conditions (i) and (ii), 𝟋′(θo) < 0. Condition (ii) ensures that the absolute value of Ψ′(θo)

is sufficiently small so that, even if it were negative, o + ∆′(θo) − pM−′(θo) > −pΨ′(θo) would
still be satisfied. This is because Ψ′(θo) is equal to

g(o)
p

Θ2
{µθf(θo)− [M−′(θo)F (θo) +M−(θo)f(θo)]Θ− f(θo)p

omax∫
o

M−(θ̃oi)F (θ̃oi)g (oi) doi}.

(a.19)
■

Proof of Proposition A1 The proof is adapted from Birke (2020) and is divided in steps.
Step 1 Incentive Compatibility requires that, in equilibrium, o (θ) is non-increasing: for any θ1 and
θ0 that satisfy θ1 > θ0, we have sup o (θ1) ≤ inf o (θ0). As a result, γ (o) is also non-increasing.
Proof of step 1: let θ1 > θ0, and consider o1 and o0 that satisfy o1 ∈ o (θ1) and o0 ∈ o (θ0). For
i ∈ {0, 1}, let ri = 0 if oi ≤ o and ri = p if oi > o. IC requires

u (o0, r0; θ0) ≥ u (o1, r1; θ0)

u (o1, r1; θ1) ≥ u (o0, r0; θ1)

where u (o, r; θ) ≡ to− θ o2

2
+γ (o)+ r (γ (o)−K)+(1− r)Ψ. Rearranging, this can be rewritten

as

1

2
θ1(o

2
0 − o21) ≥ G ≥ 1

2
θ0(o

2
0 − o21) (a.20)

where G ≡ t (o0 − o1) + (1 + r0) γ (o0) − (1 + r1) γ (o1) + (Ψ +K) (r1 − r0). Condition (a.20)

11The same holds for S(o, 0), since limε→0[S(o − ε, 0) − S(o + ε, 0)] = M+(θ̂o) + Ψ − M+(θ̃o) − Ψ =

M+(θ̂o) −M+(θ̃o) > 0.

9



implies (θ1 − θ0) (o
2
0 − o21) ≥ 0 and, hence, o0 ≥ o1.

Step 2 θ1 > θ0 has a lower incentive than θ0 to deviate to o′ > o0, and a larger incentive than θ0 to
deviate to o′′ < o1.
Proof of step 2: Consider first a deviation to o′ > o0. The net gain obtained by θ0 from the deviation
is

u (o′, r′; θ0)− u (o0, r0; θ0) (a.21)

The net gain obtained by θ1 from the deviation is

u (o′, r′; θ1)− u (o0, r0; θ1) + u (o0, r0; θ1)− u (o1, r1; θ1) (a.22)

≤ u (o′, r′; θ1)− u (o0, r0; θ1) (a.23)

where the inequality follows since, by incentive compatibility, u (o0, r0; θ1)−u (o1, r1; θ1) ≤ 0. To
prove the result it remains to show that

u (o′, r′; θ0)− u (o0, r0; θ0) ≥ u (o′, r′; θ1)− u (o0, r0; θ1) (a.24)

i.e. u (o′, r′; θ0)− u (o′, r′; θ1) ≥ u (o0, r0; θ0)− u (o0, r0; θ1) (a.25)

Substituting, this requires

1

2
(o′)

2
(θ1 − θ0) ≥

1

2
o20 (θ1 − θ0)

which always holds since θ1−θ0 > 0 and o′ > o0. This proves that θ1 has a lower incentive than θ0
to deviate to o′ > o0. The proof to show that θ1 has a higher incentive than θ0 to deviate to o′′ < o1

is analogous and is therefore omitted.

Step 3 In equilibrium, there cannot be pooling at any o > 0.
Proof of step 3: Suppose that there is o > 0 at which types [θ0, θ1] pool. Consider o − ε, where
ε is arbitrarily small. If this action is taken in equilibrium, then γ (o− ε) > θ1 > γ(o). If this
action is not taken in equilibrium, then by the argument in step 2, the D1-refined belief following a
deviation to o− ε is that θ ≥ θ1. In both cases, types in [θ0, θ1] would have an incentive to deviate
to o− ε. This proves that any o > 0 is selected by at most one type in equilibrium.

Step 4 There exists ε0 > 0 such that, in equilibrium, nobody selects o+ ε for all ε < ε0.
Proof of step 4: Suppose that this is not the case. For any type θ, the net gain from selecting o

instead of o+ ε is
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[to− θ
o2

2
+ γ (o) + Ψ]− [t (o+ ε)− θ

(o+ ε)2

2
+ γ (o+ ε) + p (γ (o+ ε)−K) + (1− p)Ψ]

When ε → 0 this becomes

γ (o)− γ (o+ ε) + p[Ψ +K − γ (o+ ε)] > 0 (a.26)

where the inequality follows from (a.8) and the fact that, by step 1 and step 3, γ (o) > γ (o+ ε).
This proves that, for ε sufficiently small, any type θ who selects o + ε would have an incentive to
deviate to o.

Denote as θthres the type who selects o in equilibrium. If θthres > θmin, then there must be a
othres > o such that θthres is indifferent between o and othres, and randomizes between the two in
equilibrium. In this case the out-of-equilibrium belief upon observing o+ ε < othres is not covered
by step 2 since o+ ε is both higher than o and lower than othres. Conditional on θ > θthres, the net
gain from deviating to o+ ε is

to− θ
o2

2
+ γ (o+ ε) + p (γ (o+ ε)−K) + (1− p)Ψ (a.27)

−[to (θ)− θ
o (θ)2

2
+ θ +Ψ]

where o (θ) < o is θ’s equilibrium action and γ (o) = θ. The derivative of (a.27) with respect to θ
is

o (θ)2

2
− o2

2
− 1 + (θo (θ)− t) o′ (θ) (a.28)

By optimality, o (θ) satisfies t − θo + γ′ (o) = 0, implying that θ = t+γ′(o)
o

and, hence, (since
γ (o) = θ)

θo = t+
dθ

de
so that o′ (θ) =

1

θo (θ)− t
< 0.

Substituting in (a.28) we obtain o(θ)2

2
− o2

2
< 0, implying that θthres experiences a greater net gain

from deviating to o + ε than any other θ > θthres. Consider now θ < θthres. The net gain from
deviating to o+ ε is

to− θ
o2

2
+ γ (o+ ε) (1 + p)− [to (θ)− θ

o (θ)2

2
+ θ (1 + p)] (a.29)
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where o (θ) > othres is θ’s equilibrium action and γ (o) = θ. The derivative of (a.29) with respect
to θ gives

o (θ)2

2
− o2

2
− (1 + p) + (θo (θ)− t) o′ (θ) (a.30)

By optimality, o (θ) satisfies t− θo+ γ′ (o) (1 + p) = 0, implying that θ = t+γ′(o)(1+p)
o

and, hence,

o′ (θ) =
1 + p

θo (θ)− t
< 0.

Substituting in (a.30) delivers o(θ)2

2
− o2

2
> 0, implying that θthres has a greater net gain from

deviating to o+ ε than any other θ < θthres. This proves that the D1-refined belief upon observing
o + ε is that θ = θthres. We now prove that the D1-refined belief upon observing o − ε tends to
θthres as ε → 0. If o − ε is played in equilibrium this is straightforward and follows from full
separation and monotonicity of o(θ). If o− ε is not played in equilibrium, then the result is derived
by applying Step 2 above. Overall, this implies that

lim
ε→0

[S (o− ε)− S (o+ ε)] = Ψ− pθthres − (1− p)Ψ

= p (Ψ− θthres)

as described in the proposition. ■

Proof of Proposition A2. Consider first the case where all observers are close. We have

dθ̃o
dp

=
K

Ξ′(θ̃o)
(a.31)

where Ξ(.) is defined in (a.12) and, as shown in the proof of Proposition 2.2, Ξ′(.) < 0 under
monotonicity. Hence, dθ̃o/dp < 0 . Since θ̂o is independent of p, this means that

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o)

is increasing in p.
Consider now the case of both close and distant observers. We have

dθ̃o
dp

=
K −M−(θ̃o) + Ψ + p∂Ψ

∂p

𝟋′(θ̃o)
(a.32)

where 𝟋(.) is defined in (a.15) and, as shown in the proof of Proposition 2.3, 𝟋′(.) < 0 under

monotonicity. SinceK −M−(θ̃o) +Ψ > 0 and ∂Ψ
∂p

= 1
Θ2

omax∫
o

F (θ̃oi)[µθ −M−(θ̃oi)]g (oi) doi > 0,
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dθ̃o/dp < 0. Since θ̂o is unaffected by p, this means that

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) −M−(θ̃o) + p[Ψ−M−(θ̃o)]

is increasing in p. ■

Proof of Proposition A3. We prove that, under monotonicity, θ̃o is increasing in q. Define

Υ(θo) ≡ t− θoo−K −Ψ+ [(1− q)F (θo)M−(θo) + qµθ]Z −∆(θo) (a.33)

where, since p = 1,

Ψ =
µθ

Θ
−

omax∫
o

1

Θ
M−(θ̃oi)F (θ̃oi)g (oi) doi (a.34)

andΘ = 1−
omax∫
o

g (oi)F (θ̃oi)doi. The threshold type θ̃o (when interior) satisfiesΥ(θ̃o) = 0, so that

dθ̃o
do

=
θ̃o

Υ′(θ̃o)
(a.35)

Monotonicity requires any interior θ̃o to be decreasing in o and, hence, that Υ′(θo) < 0 for all θo
and o. Henceforth, suppose that this is the case. Straightforward computations deliver

dθ̃o
dq

= −µθ −M−(θ̃o)

Υ′(θ̃o)
F (θ̃o)Z

2 > 0 (a.36)

given Υ′(.) < 0 and µθ −M−(θ̃o) > 0. Consider now

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = M−(θ̂o) + Ψ− 2M−(θ̃o) > 0. (a.37)

Since θ̂o is unaffected by q, and since M−(θ) is an increasing function,dθ̃o
dq

> 0 implies that
limε→0[S(o − ε, 1) − S(o + ε, 1)] is decreasing in q. Finally, it is easy to verify that Υ′(θo) is
strictly smaller than −o−∆′ (θo)− Ψ′ (θo) +M−′(θo). Hence, the following conditions are suf-
ficient for Υ′(.) < 0: (i) o+∆′(θ)−M−′(θ) > 0 for all θ and o and (ii) g(o) is sufficiently small
for all o.■
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B. Vignettes used in the experiments

The five vignettes we chose to investigate in all except for the Bad law experiment describe dif-
ferent types of behavior, all of which are illegal only if particular thresholds are crossed. The five
behaviors to be evaluated were: 1) an older adult having sex with a person just below or above the
legal age of consent; 2) selling alcohol to a youth who is known to be a vandal who is just below
or above the age at which a person can legally be sold alcohol; 3) entering one’s country with an
amount of cash just below or above the threshold at which it must legally be declared to customs,
and not declaring it; 4) driving with a blood-alcohol level just below or above the legal limit; 5)
driving at a speed just below or above the legal speed limit.

These behaviors were chosen because each is subject to a legal threshold in both the UK and
China (although for some of them the threshold is set at different levels in each country). Moreover,
we wanted to select behaviors which, in their legal version, would cover a range of positions across
the social appropriateness scale. For instance, while it may be viewed as morally dubious – even
when such behavior is legal – for an older adult to have sex with a younger person, or for someone
to sell alcohol to a youth (especially if they are a known local vandal), it is unlikely that anyone
would consider it inappropriate to drive just below the legal speed limit, or carry a large but legal
amount of cash undeclared through customs.

All five of the vignettes are constructed such that subjects are made aware of the legal threshold,
and in all cases the characters whose behavior they are evaluating also knowwhether their behavior
is legal or illegal.

B.1. Main experiment, Prosocial traits experiment and Rule of law experi-
ment

Below, we present the vignettes from the main experiment (Section II of the main paper), prosocial
traits experiment (Section IV.B) and rule of law experiment (Section IV.D). We present first the
wordings of the vignettes, which were consistent across these experiments apart from the minor
changes indicated and the fact that in second-order beliefs versions of experiments the vignettes
were preceded by a statement informing subjects that this text had previously been shown to another
set of participants. We then display the questions which were posed to subjects underneath the
vignettes, which differed across the experiments.

Where two wordings appear in parentheses, the wording on the left applies to the UK experi-
ments and the wording to the right to the China (rule of law) experiment.

AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE
Wording: A (20/18) year old man meets a girl at a party. The man invites the girl to come to his
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home, and she agrees. At his home, the man tells the girl he wants to have sex with her, but that
she looks young, and asks whether she is above the legal age of consent of (16/14) years. The girl
tells the man that she is aged (Age)*, and shows him an ID card which confirms this. She tells the
man that she wants to have sex with him. The man then has sex with the girl.

* The possible value of (Age) were: 16 years and 3 months, 16 years and 1 month, 15 years
and 11 months or 15 years and 9 months for the UK student sample; 16 years and 4 months, 16
years and 3 months, 16 years and 2 months, 16 years and 1 month, 15 years and 11 months, 15
years and 10 months, 15 years and 9 months or 15 years and 8 months for the other UK samples;
14 years and 3 months, 14 years and 1 month, 13 years and 11 months or 13 years and 9 months
for the China sample.

Questions
Main experiment, Krupka-Weber method / Rule of Law experiment: How socially appropriate
would most people think it is for the man to have sex with the girl? (Possible answers: Very so-
cially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially
inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think
it is for the man to have sex with the girl? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appro-
priate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked:
”How appropriate do you think it is for the man to have sex with the girl?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Prosocial traits experiment, first-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) How likely is this man to keep a promise made to a friend? (Possible answers: Very likely;
Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) How likely is it that this man reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) How likely is it that this man keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined sugar?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) If a cashier accidentally gave this man more change than he was due, how likely would the
man be to return the extra change? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) How likely is it that this man keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) How likely is it that this man volunteers for a charitable organisation? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
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Prosocial traits experiment, second-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.
1) Participants were asked: ”How likely is this man to keep a promise made to a friend?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
2) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man reads at least two books per month?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
3) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty

foods and refined sugar?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
4) Participants were asked: ”If a cashier accidentally gave this man more change than he was

due, how likely would the man be to return the extra change?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
5) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man keeps fit by regularly going to the

gym?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
6) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man volunteers for a charitable organisa-

tion?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE
Wording: A youth enters a local shop with the intention of buying some beer. He sees a sign in
the shop reminding customers that in (Britain/China) it is illegal for shopkeepers to sell alcohol to
people younger than 18 years. The shopkeeper knows the youth personally, and knows that he is
aged (Age)*. The shopkeeper knows that the youth often gets drunk and vandalises property in his
neighbourhood. The youth, who appears sober, asks to buy a box containing 20 alcoholic beers,
and the shopkeeper sells it to him.

*The possible value of (Age) were: 18 years and 3 months, 18 years and 1 month, 17 years and
11 months or 17 years and 9 months for the UK student and China samples; 18 years and 4 months,
18 years and 3 months, 18 years and 2 months, 18 years and 1 month, 17 years and 11 months, 17
years and 10 months, 17 years and 9 months or 17 years and 8 months for the other UK samples.

Questions
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Main experiment, Krupka-Weber method / Rule of Law experiment: How socially appropriate
would most people think it is for the shopkeeper to sell the beers to the youth? (Possible answers:
Very socially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very
socially inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it
is for the shopkeeper to sell the beers to the youth? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat
appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked:
”How appropriate do you think it is for the shopkeeper to sell the beers to the youth?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Prosocial traits experiment, first-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) How likely is this shopkeeper to keep a promise made to a friend? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) How likely is it that this shopkeeper reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) How likely is it that this shopkeeper keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined
sugar? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) If a cashier accidentally gave this shopkeeper more change than the shopkeeper was due,
how likely would the shopkeeper be to return the extra change? (Possible answers: Very likely;
Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) How likely is it that this shopkeeper keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible
answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) How likely is it that this shopkeeper volunteers for a charitable organisation? (Possible
answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Prosocial traits experiment, second-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) Participants were asked: ”How likely is this shopkeeper to keep a promise made to a friend?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
2) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this shopkeeper reads at least two books per

month?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
3) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this shopkeeper keeps a healthy diet, avoiding

fatty foods and refined sugar?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
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likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
4) Participants were asked: ”If a cashier accidentally gave this shopkeeper more change than

the shopkeeper was due, how likely would the shopkeeper be to return the extra change?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
5) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this shopkeeper keeps fit by regularly going

to the gym?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
6) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this shopkeeper volunteers for a charitable

organisation?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

CASH AT CUSTOMS VIGNETTE
Wording: A man is returning to (Britain/China) from an overseas holiday. In his suitcase he is
carrying cash worth (Amount)*. In the airport he notices a sign informing passengers that it is
illegal to bring cash worth more than (10,000 Euros into Britain / 5,000 US dollars into China)
from overseas without declaring it to customs. After reading the sign, the man enters the country
without declaring the cash to customs.

*The possible values of (Amount) were 9,700, 9,900, 10,100 or 10,300 Euros for the UK student
sample; 9,600, 9,700, 9,800, 9,900, 10,100, 10,200, 10,300 or 10,400 Euros for the other UK
samples; $4,700, $4,900, $5,100 or $5,300 for the China sample.

Questions
Main experiment, Krupka-Weber method / Rule of Law experiment: How socially appropriate
would most people think it is for the man to enter the country without declaring the cash to customs?
(Possible answers: Very socially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially
inappropriate; Very socially inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it
is for the man to enter the country without declaring the cash to customs? (Possible answers: Very
appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked:
”How appropriate do you think it is for the man to enter the country without declaring the cash
to customs?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
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Prosocial traits experiment, first-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.
1) How likely is this man to keep a promise made to a friend? (Possible answers: Very likely;

Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
2) How likely is it that this man reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
3) How likely is it that this man keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined sugar?

(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
4) If a cashier accidentally gave this man more change than he was due, how likely would the

man be to return the extra change? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) How likely is it that this man keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) How likely is it that this man volunteers for a charitable organisation? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Prosocial traits experiment, second-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) Participants were asked: ”How likely is this man to keep a promise made to a friend?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
2) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man reads at least two books per month?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
3) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty

foods and refined sugar?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
4) Participants were asked: ”If a cashier accidentally gave this man more change than he was

due, how likely would the man be to return the extra change?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
5) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man keeps fit by regularly going to the

gym?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
6) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this man volunteers for a charitable organisa-

tion?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
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likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE
Wording: A woman works for a company which manufactures state-of-the-art breathalysers, ma-
chines which can measure a person’s blood alcohol content with extremely high accuracy. One
day, after drinking in a bar in (City)*, the woman remembers she has one of the breathalysers in
her bag, and wonders whether her blood alcohol content is below (0.08% / 0.02%), the maximum
level at which a person can legally drive in (England/China). She tests herself and discovers that
her blood alcohol content is (Percentage)**. The woman then drives home.

*(City) was ’Nottingham’ for the UK student sample, ‘Ningbo’ for the China sample, and ‘a
city in England’ for the other UK samples. Note that we specified ‘England’ rather than ‘Britain’
because, unlike the laws featured in the other scenarios, drink-driving laws differ across the con-
stituent countries of the UK. **The possible values of (Percentage) were: 0.077%, 0.079%, 0.081%
or 0.083% for the UK student sample; 0.076%, 0.077%, 0.078%, 0.079z%, 0.081%, 0.082%,
0.083% or 0.084% for the other UK samples; 0.017%, 0.019%, 0.021% or 0.023% for the China
sample.

Questions
Main experiment, Krupka-Weber method / Rule of Law experiment: How socially appropriate
would most people think it is for the woman to drive home? (Possible answers: Very socially
appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially inap-
propriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think
it is for the woman to drive home? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate;
Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked:
”How appropriate do you think it is for the woman to drive home?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Prosocial traits experiment, first-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) How likely is this woman to keep a promise made to a friend? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) How likely is it that this woman reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) How likely is it that this woman keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined sugar?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) If a cashier accidentally gave this womanmore change than shewas due, how likelywould the
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woman be to return the extra change? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) How likely is it that this woman keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) How likely is it that this woman volunteers for a charitable organisation? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Prosocial traits experiment, second-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) Participants were asked: ”How likely is this woman to keep a promise made to a friend?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
2) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman reads at least two books per

month?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
3) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman keeps a healthy diet, avoiding

fatty foods and refined sugar?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
4) Participants were asked: ”If a cashier accidentally gave this woman more change than she

was due, how likely would the woman be to return the extra change?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
5) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman keeps fit by regularly going to the

gym?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
6) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman volunteers for a charitable organ-

isation?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

SPEEDING VIGNETTE
Wording: A woman is driving between two cities in order to attend a meeting. She turns onto a
road and notices a sign informing motorists that the legal speed limit on the road is (70 miles per
hour / 120 kilometres per hour). The woman drives for the next five minutes at (Speed)*, before
turning onto a different road.
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*The possible values of (Speed) were: 67, 69, 71 or 73 miles per hour for the UK student
sample; 66, 67, 68, 69, 71, 72, 73 or 74 miles per hour for the other UK samples; 117, 119, 121,
123 kilometers per hour for the China sample.

Questions
Main experiment, Krupka-Weber method / Rule of Law experiment: How socially appropriate
would most people think it is for the woman to drive at (Speed)? (Possible answers: Very so-
cially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially
inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it
is for the woman to drive at (Speed)? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate;
Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Main experiment, Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked:
”How appropriate do you think it is for the woman to drive at (Speed)?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Prosocial traits experiment, first-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) How likely is this woman to keep a promise made to a friend? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) How likely is it that this woman reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) How likely is it that this woman keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined sugar?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) If a cashier accidentally gave this womanmore change than shewas due, how likelywould the
woman be to return the extra change? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) How likely is it that this woman keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) How likely is it that this woman volunteers for a charitable organisation? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Prosocial traits experiment, second-order beliefs: Please answer the following questions.

1) Participants were asked: ”How likely is this woman to keep a promise made to a friend?”
What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very

likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
2) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman reads at least two books per

month?”
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What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman keeps a healthy diet, avoiding
fatty foods and refined sugar?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) Participants were asked: ”If a cashier accidentally gave this woman more change than she
was due, how likely would the woman be to return the extra change?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman keeps fit by regularly going to the
gym?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) Participants were asked: ”How likely is it that this woman volunteers for a charitable organ-
isation?”

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

B.2. Placebo experiment

The wordings of the vignettes were identical across the three samples among which we conducted
the placebo experiment (Section IV.A of the main paper), except that for the second-order beliefs
sample of the opinion matching version we first explained that the text had been presented to an
earlier set of participants. The questions asked to subjects differed across versions, as indicated
below.

AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE
Wording: A 20 year old man meets a girl at a party. The man invites the girl to come to his home,
and she agrees. At his home, the man tells the girl he wants to have sex with her, but that she looks
young, and asks whether she is above the legal age of consent of 16 years. The girl tells the man
that she is aged (Age)*, and shows him an ID card which confirms this. She tells the man that she
wants to have sex with him. The man remembers a recent conversation with a group of friends,
who expressed the opinion that it would be appropriate to have sex with any girl so long as she was
above the age of 15 years and 6 months, and inappropriate otherwise. The man then has sex with
the girl.
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* The possible value of (Age) were 16 years and 4 months, 16 years and 3 months, 16 years and
2 months, 16 years and 1 month, 15 years and 11 months, 15 years and 10 months, 15 years and 9
months or 15 years and 8 months, 15 years and 7 months, 15 years and 5 months, 15 years and 4
months, 15 years and 3 months, 15 years and 2 months.

Questions
Krupka-Weber method: How socially appropriate would most people think it is for the man to have
sex with the girl? (Possible answers: Very socially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate;
Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it is for the man to
have sex with the girl? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat
inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked: ”How appropriate do
you think it is for the man to have sex with the girl?” What do you predict was the most common
answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat
inappropriate; Very inappropriate)

ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE
Wording: A youth enters a local shop with the intention of buying some beer. He sees a sign in
the shop reminding customers that in Britain it is illegal for shopkeepers to sell alcohol to people
younger than 18 years. The shopkeeper knows the youth personally, and knows that he is aged
(Age)*. The shopkeeper knows that the youth often gets drunk and vandalises property in his
neighbourhood. The youth, who appears sober, asks to buy a box containing 20 alcoholic beers.
The shopkeeper remembers recently visiting the website of a campaign group, who were arguing
that it is appropriate to allow people to drink alcohol when at least 6 months have passed after their
18th birthday, and inappropriate otherwise. The shopkeeper then sells the beers to the youth.

*The possible value of (Age) were 18 years and 10 months, 18 years and 9 months, 18 years
and 8 months, 18 years and 7 month, 18 years and 5 months, 18 years and 4 months, 18 years and
3 months, 18 years and 2 months, 18 years and 1 month, 17 years and 11 months, 17 years and 10
months, 17 years and 9 months, 17 years and 8 months.

Questions Krupka-Weber method: How socially appropriate would most people think it is
for the shopkeeper to sell the beers to the youth? (Possible answers: Very socially appropriate;
Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it is for the shop-
keeper to sell the beers to the youth? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate;
Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked: ”How appropriate do
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you think it is for the shopkeeper to sell the beers to the youth?” What do you predict was the most
common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate;
Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)

CASH AT CUSTOMS VIGNETTE
Wording: Aman is returning to Britain from an overseas holiday. In his suitcase he is carrying cash
worth (Amount)*. In the airport he notices a sign informing passengers that it is illegal to bring cash
worth more than 10,000 Euros into Britain from overseas without declaring it to customs. After
reading the sign, the man overhears one customs official telling a colleague about a focus group
that had previously been run among customs officials working in the airport, which had asked the
officials what they thought the legal limit should be. The customs official said that most of the
officials in the focus group thought the legal limit should be above 10,500 Euros, and told her
colleague that she would therefore consider it appropriate if someone failed to disclose bringing in
any amount less than 10,500 Euros, but inappropriate if they failed to disclose bringing any larger
amount. After hearing this conversation, the man then enters the country without declaring the cash
to customs.

*The possible values of (Amount) were 9,600, 9,700, 9,800, 9,900, 10,100, 10,200, 10,300,
10,400, 10,600, 10,700, 10,800, 10,900 Euros.

Questions
Krupka-Webermethod: How socially appropriate wouldmost people think it is for the man to enter
the country without declaring the cash to customs? (Possible answers: Very socially appropriate;
Somewhat socially appropriate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it is for the man
to enter the country without declaring the cash to customs? (Possible answers: Very appropriate;
Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked: ”How appropriate do
you think it is for the man to enter the country without declaring the cash to customs?” What do
you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very appropriate;
Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappropriate; Very inappropriate)

DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE
Wording: A woman works for a company which manufactures state-of-the-art breathalysers, ma-
chines which can measure a person’s blood alcohol content with extremely high accuracy. One
day, after drinking in a bar in a city in England, the woman remembers she has one of the breathal-
ysers in her bag, and wonders whether her blood alcohol content is below 0.08%, the maximum
level at which a person can legally drive in England. She tests herself and discovers that her blood
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alcohol content is (Percentage)*. The woman remembers reading the previous day about a panel
of scientists who were arguing that it is appropriate to drive with a blood alcohol content below
0.075%, and inappropriate otherwise. The woman then drives home.

*The possible values of (Percentage) were 0.071%, 0.072%, 0.073%, 0.074%, 0.076%, 0.077%,
0.078%, 0.079%, 0.081%, 0.082%, 0.083%, 0.084%.

Questions Krupka-Weber method: How socially appropriate would most people think it is for the
woman to drive home? (Possible answers: Very socially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropri-
ate; Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it is for the woman
to drive home? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappro-
priate; Very inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked: ”How appropriate do
you think it is for the woman to drive home?” What do you predict was the most common answer
to that question? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inappro-
priate; Very inappropriate)

SPEEDING VIGNETTE
Wording: A woman is driving between two cities in order to attend a meeting. She turns onto a
road and notices a sign informing motorists that the legal speed limit on the road is 70 miles per
hour. The woman remembers hearing the previous week about a petition to raise speed limits on
motorways, arguing that it is appropriate to drive at speeds up to 75mph, and inappropriate at higher
speeds. The woman drives for the next five minutes at (Speed)*, before turning onto a different
road.

*The possible values of (Speed) were 66, 67, 68, 69, 71, 72, 73, 74, 76, 77, 78, 79 miles per
hour.

Questions
Krupka-Weber method: How socially appropriate would most people think it is for the woman to
drive at (Speed)? (Possible answers: Very socially appropriate; Somewhat socially appropriate;
Somewhat socially inappropriate; Very socially inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs: How appropriate do you think it is for the woman
to drive at (Speed)? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat inap-
propriate; Very inappropriate)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs: Participants were asked: ”How appropriate do
you think it is for the woman to drive at (Speed)?” What do you predict was the most common
answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very appropriate; Somewhat appropriate; Somewhat
inappropriate; Very inappropriate)
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B.3. ”Bad” law experiment

In this experiment, we used only one non-filler vignette, which was different from those used in
all other experiments. The wording was the same in the first and second order beliefs versions,
except that when eliciting second order beliefs we first told subjects that the vignette had already
been presented to another set of respondents.
Wording: A landlord recently rented the apartment next door to a young woman who lives alone.
The woman is sometimes visited in her apartment by her ex-boyfriend, who is often intoxicated.
On one occasion, on July 5, the ex-boyfriend became violent and damaged property at the apart-
ment, and the landlord called 911 which resulted in the ex-boyfriend being charged with Criminal
Mischief.

After that incident, the police informed the landlord that, under the city’s nuisance property
ordinance, the apartment would be declared a chronic nuisance if the police had to respond to
similar incidents at the same address on three more separate occasions within the next 30 days.
This would mean that the landlord may be required to pay a civil penalty of $250 per day until the
nuisance is abated, plus a penalty of $1000 per incident for any further incidents that occurred after
the apartment had been declared a chronic nuisance. The police officer told him: “If you want to
avoid being in violation of the ordinance, this is the rule: the police cannot be called to respond to
similar incidents at the address more than twice again in the next 30 days.”

Between July 6 and July 24, (Text A)*. Then, on July 25, the landlord finds the woman’s ex-
boyfriend outside the apartment as he is trying to kick down her front door, shouting threats at her.
(Text B)*. The landlord calls 911 and asks the operator to send a police officer to the woman’s
apartment.

*The possible wordings of (Text A) were: “the landlord does not call the police to the woman’s
apartment again”; “the landlord calls the police to respond to a similar incident at the woman’s
apartment oncemore”; “the landlord calls the police to respond to a similar incident at the woman’s
apartment twice more”; “the landlord calls the police to respond to a similar incident at the
woman’s apartment three more times”.

Correspondingly, the possible wordings of (Text B) were: “The landlord knows that calling
the police would not be in violation of the ordinance, as this would be the first occasion they had
been called there since the initial incident on July 5”; “The landlord knows that calling the police
would not be in violation of the ordinance, as this would be the second occasion they had been called
there since the initial incident on July 5”; “The landlord knows that calling the police would be in
violation of the ordinance, as this would be the third occasion they had been called there since the
initial incident on July 5”; “The landlord knows that calling the police would be in violation of the
ordinance, as this would be the fourth occasion they had been called there since the initial incident
on July 5”
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Questions
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs, Trustworthiness/Honesty/Altruism treatment:
Please answer the following questions.

1) How likely is this landlord to keep a promise made to a friend? (Possible answers: Very
likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) How likely is it that this landlord reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) How likely is it that this landlord keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined sugar?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) If a cashier accidentally gave this landlordmore change than hewas due, how likelywould the
landlord be to return the extra change? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) How likely is it that this landlord keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) How likely is it that this landlord volunteers for a charitable organisation? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Opinion matching method, first-order beliefs, Rule-following treatment: Please answer the fol-
lowing questions.

1) How likely is it that this landlord obeys rules regardless of whether doing so has negative con-
sequences for himself and/or others? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) How likely is it that this landlord reads at least two books per month? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) How likely is it that this landlord keeps a healthy diet, avoiding fatty foods and refined sugar?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) How likely is it that this landlord keeps fit by regularly going to the gym? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs, Trustworthiness/Honesty/Altruism treatment:
Please answer the following questions.

1) Participants were asked “How likely is this landlord to keep a promise made to a friend?”
What do you predict was themost common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very likely;
Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord reads at least two books per
month?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord keeps a healthy diet, avoiding
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fatty foods and refined sugar?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) Participants were asked “If a cashier accidentally gave this landlord more change than he
was due, how likely would the landlord be to return the extra change?” What do you predict
was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely;
Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

5) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord keeps fit by regularly going to
the gym?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

6) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord volunteers for a charitable organ-
isation?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
Opinion matching method, second-order beliefs, Rule-following treatment: Please answer the
following questions.

1) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord obeys rules regardless of whether
doing so has negative consequences for himself and/or others?” What do you predict was the most
common answer to that question? (Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat
unlikely; Very unlikely)

2) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord reads at least two books per
month?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

3) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord keeps a healthy diet, avoiding
fatty foods and refined sugar?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question?
(Possible answers: Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)

4) Participants were asked “How likely is it that this landlord keeps fit by regularly going to
the gym?” What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (Possible answers:
Very likely; Somewhat likely; Somewhat unlikely; Very unlikely)
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We first present screenshots from the UK and US experiments and then from the China 

experiment. The size has been adjusted so that each screen fits on one page – in the experiment 

itself subjects could scroll up and down. 

UK and US experiments 

Screenshots are taken from the main experiment, Sample 2 version (UK General population, 

Krupka-Weber method). Where the other UK/US experiments differed, this is explained below 

(or occasionally above) each screenshot. Note that we used American spellings for the US 

experiment, but below all wordings are presented using British spellings. 

 

 This was not included in the student experiment.  

C. Screenshots of experimental instructions
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 The Main experiment opinion-matching version, Placebo experiment, Prosocial traits 

experiment and “Bad” law experiment also required subjects to enter their Prolific ID at 

the top of this screen. 
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 Not included in the student experiment.  

 The Placebo experiment, Prosocial traits experiment and “Bad” law experiment also 

asked for subjects’ ethnicity. 

 In the “Bad” law experiment, subjects were instead asked which American state they 

resided in. 

 Following this screen, the second-order beliefs opinion-matching versions of the Main 

experiment and Placebo experiment, and the Krupka-Weber version of the Placebo 

experiment, had the below message. 

Welcome! 

 
Thank you for accepting our study. 

Including the time for reading these instructions, the study will take about 15 minutes to 
complete. 

 
To complete this study you will receive a guaranteed participation fee of £1.88 
plus a bonus of up to £30 that will depend on your decisions during the study. 

 
 

At the end of the study, you will receive a link taking you back to Prolific, which you 
must click on to receive your payment. 

 

 

 The same message, excluding the mention of possible bonus payment, was included in 

the first-order beliefs versions of these experiments. The equivalent messages 

(respectively with and without the mention of possible bonus payment) were presented to 

subjects in the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, except that the guaranteed 

participation fee was £0.94 and the stated study duration was 5-10 minutes. 
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 The title was changed to Qualtrics survey about behaviour for the Prosocial traits 

experiment, and to Qualtrics survey about behavior for the “Bad” law experiment. 

 Socially appropriate was replaced by appropriate for the first-order versions of the 

opinion-matching method Main and Placebo experiments.  

 The sentence beginning The project is a study about… was replaced by This project is a 

study about your predictions towards other people's opinions in the second-order 
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versions of the opinion matching method Main and Placebo experiments, and second-

order version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments. In the first-order version 

of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, it was replaced by The project is a 

study about people’s perceptions towards those who engage in particular behaviours. 

 The sentence beginning In the following survey… was replaced by In the following 

survey, you will be presented with a series of questions that were asked to respondents of 

a previous survey, and you will be asked to report what you believe the most common 

answers to these questions were in the second-order versions of the opinion-matching 

method Main and Placebo experiments, and second-order version of the Prosocial traits 

and “Bad” law experiments. In the first-order version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” 

law experiments, it was replaced by In the following survey, you will be presented with a 

series of hypothetical people's behaviour, and you will be asked to report how these 

people would be likely to behave in other contexts. 

 The sentence beginning Depending on your responses... was not included in any first-

order beliefs experiments. For second-order beliefs experiments, the text referred to the 

responses of other participants rather than others to the survey.  

 In the student experiment, following Any information provided will be confidential, were 

the additional sentences: Your student ID number will be taken so that we can contact 

participants who are selected to receive payment, but when stored the data will be 

anonymized as quickly as possible, and your identity will not be revealed to any third 

party. 

 In response to a request from our ethics committee, all experiments run in 2021 except 

the first-order beliefs version of the opinion matching Main experiment contained a 

warning on this screen that the survey would (or, in the Prosocial traits experiment, 

might) contain questions about sexual behaviour. 
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 There was an additional screen at this point in the student experiment, reading: 

This survey should take around 45 minutes to complete. If you need to stop, you can save your 

responses and return to the survey later. 

First, please enter your student ID number. Make sure you enter this correctly, as we will use it 

to contact you regarding payment. (followed by box to enter ID number) 
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 This screen was not included in the first-order beliefs versions of the Main, Placebo, 

Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments. 

 In the second-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, 

subjects were instead told we would randomly pick one out of every ten to be eligible to 

receive bonus payment.  

 In the student experiment, this screen read: 

 

Regarding payment: 

 

After all participants have completed the survey, we will randomly pick one out of every five to 

receive payment. We will email all participants by September 28 to notify them whether they 

have been selected for payment or not. Participants selected for payment will then be able to 

collect their money from the Clive Granger Building on University Park Campus. If you have 

any questions regarding payment for this survey, please email Tom.Lane@nottingham.edu.cn. 
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If you are selected for payment, you will receive a participation fee of £10. Based on your 

response to the survey, you may also receive an additional £30. Further details will be provided 

at the relevant point in the survey. 
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 In the first-order beliefs version of the opinion matching Main and Placebo experiments, 

the term appropriate was used instead of socially appropriate. In these experiments, the 

final three paragraphs were replaced by:  

 

By appropriate, we mean behaviour that you think is the "right" thing to do. Another way 

to think about what we mean is that if someone were to behave in an inappropriate way, 

then you might be angry at them. Note that the “right” thing to do may not necessarily be 

made explicit or supported by laws, nor enforced by the threat of legal sanctions. So you 

may think that an action is ‘appropriate’ even if it is not legal; or ‘inappropriate’ even if 

it is not illegal. Rather, an appropriate action is an action that you believe ought to be 

taken (regardless of whether it is legal or not), and you may be prepared to express your 

disapproval if it is not taken. 

  

In each of your responses, we would like you to answer based on what you believe 

constitutes appropriate or inappropriate behaviour. 

 

 In the second-order opinion matching version of the Main and Placebo experiments, 

subjects were told:  

 

In this survey your task is to guess the most common answers given to questions in a 

previous survey. 

 

This previous survey described 15 hypothetical situations, and we asked respondents how 

appropriate certain behaviour is in these situations. In each case, respondents had to 

indicate whether the behaviour was "appropriate" or "inappropriate". There were four 

possible responses, as shown below, of which respondents had to select exactly one. 

 

Subjects then saw a picture of the four options available to respondents of the first-order 

beliefs version. They then saw the final paragraphs of the screen that had been presented 

to first-order beliefs subjects, preceded by the statement We gave the following 

explanation to respondents about what we meant by "appropriate":. 

 

Finally, subjects in these versions saw the following paragraphs: 

 

All participants in the previous survey were British and recruited online on Prolific. 

  

After you have completed this survey, we will randomly select one of the questions in 

which we asked you to predict respondents' answers in the previous survey. We will look 

at your prediction as to what the most common answer was to how appropriate the 

behaviour described in the situation was. To reward you, if you correctly predicted the 
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most common answer for this situation, and if you are one of the participants selected as 

eligible for bonus payment, we will give you a £30 bonus. 

 

 In the first-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, 

subjects were told:  

 

This survey will describe 4 hypothetical people's behaviour, and in each case will ask 

your opinion about how this person would behave in other contexts. For each person, we 

will list possible behaviours in these other contexts and ask you how likely it is that this 

person would do them. For each question there will be four possible responses, as shown 

below, of which you must select exactly one. 

 

The four options they were shown were (Very likely, Somewhat likely, Somewhat 

unlikely, Very unlikely). The last three paragraphs were dropped. 

 

 In the second-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, 

subjects were told:  

 

In this survey your task is to guess the most common answers given to questions in a 

previous survey. 

 

This previous survey described 4 hypothetical people's behaviour, and in each case we 

asked respondents their opinions about how this person would behave in other contexts. 

For each person, we listed possible behaviours in these other contexts and asked 

respondents how likely it is that this person would do them. For each question, there 

were four possible responses, as shown below, of which respondents had to select exactly 

one. 

 

After seeing the four available options, subjects in the Prosocial traits experiment were 

told: 

 

All participants in the previous survey were British and recruited online on Prolific. 

 

After you have completed this survey, we will randomly select one of the questions in 

which we asked you to predict respondents' answers in the previous survey. We will look 

at your prediction as to what the most common answer was regarding how likely the 

person described was to behave in a particular way. To reward you, if you correctly 

predicted the most common answer to this question, and if you are one of the participants 

selected as eligible for bonus payment, we will give you a £30 bonus. 
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Subjects in the “Bad” law experiment also saw the above wording, except that they were 

told all participants in the previous survey were American. 

 

 In the student experiment, the final two sentences read: To reward you, if your answer to 

this question is the same as the answer provided by the highest number of participants in 

this survey, and if you are one of the participants selected for payment, we will give you 

£30 in addition to your participation fee. All participants in this survey are British and 

studying at the University of Nottingham. 

 

 In the second-order opinion matching version of the Main and Placebo experiments, 

situation was replaced by question. 

 In the first-order version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, the sentence 

was replaced by We will now go through an example of a possible person's behaviour 

and demonstrate how you would respond to questions about the person. 

 In the second-order version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, the 

sentence read We will now go through an example of a possible set of questions and 

demonstrate how you would respond to them. 
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 In the first-order beliefs opinion matching version of the Main and Placebo experiments, 

socially appropriate/inappropriate was replaced by appropriate/inappropriate. The 
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question in the example was How appropriate do you think the man’s behaviour is? The 

paragraph at the bottom of the screen was not present in these versions. 

 In the second-order beliefs opinion matching version of the Main and Placebo 

experiments, the heading was changed to An example question. The vignette was 

preceded by the sentence Suppose that we presented participants of the previous survey 

with the following scenario:. The paragraph beginning Suppose you thought this 

behaviour…was replaced by: 

 

Suppose participants were asked: "How appropriate do you think the man's behaviour 

is?" 

 

Suppose you thought the most common answer was that the behaviour was somewhat 

inappropriate. Then you would answer this question as follows: 

 

The question How socially appropriate would most people think the man’s behaviour is? 

was replaced by What do you think was the most common answer to the question “How 

appropriate would most people think the man’s behaviour is?” (in the possible answers, 

socially appropriate was replaced by appropriate)  

 

The final paragraph read: 

 

Then, if you were one of the participants selected as eligible for bonus payment and if 

this was the situation we randomly selected to look at, we would give you £30 if 

‘somewhat inappropriate’ was the answer to this scenario provided by the highest 

number of participants in the previous survey. If a different answer was provided by the 

highest number of participants, we would not give you this £30. 

 

 In the first-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits experiment, the heading was 

replaced by An example of a person's behaviour. The paragraph beginning Suppose you 

thought this behaviour…was replaced by: 

 

Suppose we asked you:  

 

(1) "How likely, in future years, is this man to tell his friend the true reason why he 

missed the wedding?"  

 

(2) “How likely is this man to watch the football World Cup Final?”  
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Suppose you thought the answer to the first question was “Somewhat unlikely” and the 

answer to the second question was “Very likely”. Then you would answer the questions 

as follows: 

 

The screenshot showing how the questions would be answered was altered accordingly, 

with the possible answers Very likely, Somewhat likely, Somewhat unlikely and Very 

Unlikely. The final paragraph of the screen was not included in this version. 

 

 In the second-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits experiment, the heading was 

replaced by Example questions. The vignette was preceded by Suppose that we 

presented participants of the previous survey with the following hypothetical person's 

behaviour: 

 

The paragraph beginning Suppose you thought this behaviour…was replaced by: 

 

Suppose participants were asked:  

 

(1) "How likely, in future years, is this man to tell his friend the true reason why he 

missed the wedding?"  

 

(2) “How likely is this man to watch the football World Cup Final?”  

 

Suppose you thought the most common answer to the first question was “somewhat 

unlikely” and the most common answer to the second question was “very likely”. Then 

you would answer these questions as follows: 

 

The screenshot showing how the questions would be answered was altered accordingly, 

with the questions in the pictures commencing with What do you think was the most 

common answer in the previous survey to the question… 

 

In this version, the final paragraph of the screen was replaced by: 

 

Then, if you were one of the participants selected as eligible for bonus payment and if we 

randomly selected the second question about this person to look at, we would give you 

£30 if ‘very likely’ was the answer to this scenario provided by the highest number of 

participants in the previous survey. If a different answer was provided by the highest 

number of participants, we would not give you this £30. 

 

 In the first- and second-order beliefs versions of the “Bad” law experiment, this screen 

looked the same as in the corresponding version of the Prosocial traits experiment, except 
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that the word ‘match’ was replaced by ‘game’ and the second question was replaced by 

“How likely is this man to watch the Superbowl?” 

 

 In the student experiment, selected as eligible for bonus payment was replaced by 

selected for payment. 

 Before the next screen, an additional screen was added to all experiments conducted in 

2021 and 2022. For the first-order opinion matching versions of the Main and Placebo 

experiments, and the Krupka-Weber version of the Placebo experiment, this screen read:  

 

Note: When providing your answers, you should imagine that these situations are all 

taking place BEFORE the existence of Covid-19. So it is not necessary for the people 

in these hypothetical situations to practice social distancing or take any pandemic-

related precautions. 

 

For the first-order Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, the screen was as above 

except situations was replaced by behaviours and the people in these hypothetical 

situations was replaced by these hypothetical people. 

 

The second-order beliefs versions of the opinion matching Main and Placebo 

experiments, and Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiment, contained the equivalent text 

to the first-order versions, except that Note was replace by Note that we told participants 

in the previous survey. 

 

 For the second-order beliefs versions of the opinion matching Main and Placebo 

experiments, the first sentence was replaced by On the next screen you will be asked to 
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make your first of 15 predictions about the answers from the previous survey. Such 

language was also used in the second-order beliefs versions of the Prosocial traits and 

“Bad” law experiments, except for referring to 4 sets of predictions rather than 15 

predictions. 

 For the first-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiment, the 

sentence was replaced by On the next screen you will be asked to evaluate the first of 4 

people. 

(The following three vignettes were presented in random order) 
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 In the “Bad” laws version of the above vignette, the wording refers to two local farms 

rather than two houses in a village in your region, and changes 200 metres to 500 feet. 
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Changes were made to the screen above, and all subsequent vignette screens, as follows:  

 

 In the first-order beliefs opinion matching version of the Main and Placebo experiments, 

socially appropriate was replaced by appropriate. In these versions, questions asked 

How appropriate do you think rather than How socially appropriate would most people 

think… The paragraph at the bottom of each screen in these versions read Remember that 

by appropriate we mean behaviour that you think is the "right thing to do" (regardless of 

whether it is legal or not). 

 In the second-order beliefs opinion matching version of the Main and Placebo 

experiments, the vignettes were preceded by Participants in the previous survey were 

presented with the following situation: 

In these versions, the questions took the format: 

Participants were asked: "(wording from first-order beliefs version)" 

What do you predict was the most common answer to that question? (possible answers: 

Very appropriate, Somewhat appropriate, Somewhat inappropriate, Very inappropriate) 

The bottom paragraph of each screen read: 

Remember that we explained to participants that, by appropriate, we mean behaviour 

that they think is the "right thing to do" (regardless of whether it is legal or not). You can 

earn £30 from this question (if it is selected for payment) only if you correctly predict the 

most common response to the question in the previous survey. Remember that all 

participants in the previous survey were British and recruited online on Prolific. 

 In the first-order beliefs version of the Prosocial traits experiment, the one question was 

replaced by the set of six questions indicated in Online Appendix B.1; in the first-order 

beliefs version of the “Bad” law experiment, the one question was replaced by the set of 

either six or four questions (depending on treatment) indicated in Online Appendix B.3. 

The questions were always the same for all vignettes for the same subject, only changing 

to reflect the gender of the person in the vignette. The paragraph at the bottom of each 

vignette screen was not present in these versions. 

 In the second-order beliefs versions of the Prosocial traits and “Bad” law experiments, all 

vignettes were preceded by Participants in the previous survey were presented with the 

following hypothetical person's behaviour: The one question was replaced by the set of 

six questions indicated in Online Appendix B.1 for the Prosocial traits experiment, or the 

set of either six or four questions (depending on treatment) indicated in Online Appendix 

B.3. The questions were always the same for all vignettes for the same subject, only 

changing to reflect the gender of the person in the vignette. The bottom paragraph on 
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each screen in this version of the Prosocial traits experiment was the following, with the 

same wording in the “Bad” law experiment, except that subjects were told all participants 

in the previous survey were American: 

 

Remember that, if one of these questions is selected for payment, you can earn £30 from 

it only if you correctly predict the most common response to the question in the previous 

survey. Remember that all participants in the previous survey were British and recruited 

online on Prolific. 

 

 In the Krupka-Weber version of the Placebo experiment, the last sentence on each screen 

read: Remember that all participants in this survey are British and recruited online on 

Prolific. 

 In the student experiment, the last sentence on each screen read: Remember that all 

participants in this survey are British and studying at the University of Nottingham.  

 

 On the above screen of the student experiment, village in your region was replaced by 

village near Nottingham. 
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 In the “Bad” law experiment, the above vignette refers to $ as the currency, and replaces 

holiday with vacation. 
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 In the “Bad” law experiment, the above vignette read: A woman wants to watch a Netflix 

TV show, but does not have a Netflix subscription. Her friends tell her about a website 

they found where she can download the show for free, but they warn her that 

downloading the show from this website is illegal. Later, the woman visits the website but 

decides not to download the show. 
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(The following 12 vignettes were presented in random order, except in the Prosocial traits and 

“Bad” law experiments; in the Prosocial traits experiment, only one of the five threshold 

vignettes was randomly selected to be presented and the other filler vignettes were not presented; 

in the “Bad” law experiment, only the landlord vignette was presented (see Appendix B.3) and 

the other remaining filler vignettes were excluded). 
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 The wording of this vignette was modified in the Placebo experiments, as indicated in 

Online Appendix B.2. 
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 In the student experiment, your local city was replaced by Nottingham. 
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 In the student experiment, your local city was replaced by Nottingham. 
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 The wording of this vignette was modified in the Placebo experiments, as indicated in 

Online Appendix B.2. 
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 In the student experiment, a city in England was replaced by Nottingham. 

 The wording of this vignette was modified in the Placebo experiments, as indicated in 

Online Appendix B.2. 
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 The wording of this vignette was modified in the Placebo experiments, as indicated in 

Online Appendix B.2. 
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 The wording of this vignette was modified in the Placebo experiments, as indicated in 

Online Appendix B.2. 
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 Not included in the student, Placebo or “Bad” law experiments. 

 In the second-order beliefs opinion matching version of the Main experiment, the 

following sentence was added at the bottom of the screen: In the following questions we 

are asking about your own opinions, not your predictions of how others would answer 

them. 

 In the first-order Prosocial traits experiment, this screen read:  

 

Finally, please consider one additional hypothetical person and answer some questions 

about their described behaviour. This behaviour will be either the same as, or similar to, 

the behaviour of one of the people you have already considered. 

 

 In the second-order Prosocial traits experiment, it read: 

 

Finally, please consider one additional hypothetical person and answer some questions 

about their described behaviour. This behaviour will be either the same as, or similar to, 

the behaviour of one of the people you have already considered. 

 

In these questions, you should answer by stating your own opinions, rather than 

predicting the answers of others. 
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(The following questions about the five scenarios were presented in random order in the Main 

experiment, except for the student version where they were not included. In the Prosocial traits 

experiment, only the questions about the vignette that was randomly presented to subjects were 

displayed.) 

 

 

 This screen, and the screen after next, were changed slightly after reviewing the 

responses to our soft launch data (N=35) from the Krupka-Weber version of the Main 

experiment, which revealed some subjects were misunderstanding these follow up 

questions relating to each of the scenarios, incorrectly believing the questions were 

asking about the version of the vignette they evaluated earlier. The sentence beginning 

The girl tells the man…was not initially in bold, and the parentheses (which is below the 
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minimum legal age of 16 years) was absent. Other experiments in which these screens 

were present always featured the updated versions. 

 

 

 

 Not included if subject answered Definitely to previous question) 
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 This screen, and the screen after next, were changed slightly after reviewing the 

responses to our soft launch data (N=35) from the Krupka-Weber version of the Main 

experiment, which revealed some subjects were misunderstanding these follow up 

questions relating to each of the scenarios, incorrectly believing the questions were 

asking about the version of the vignette they evaluated earlier. The sentence beginning 

The shopkeeper knows the youth…was not initially in bold, and the parentheses (which is 

below the minimum legal age of 18 years) was absent. Other experiments in which these 

screens were present always featured the updated versions. 
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 Not included if subject answered Definitely to previous question 
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 This screen, and the screen after next, were changed slightly after reviewing the 

responses to our soft launch data (N=35) from the Krupka-Weber version of the Main 

experiment, which revealed some subjects were misunderstanding these follow up 

questions relating to each of the scenarios, incorrectly believing the questions were 

asking about the version of the vignette they evaluated earlier. The sentence beginning 

She tests herself…was not initially in bold, and the parentheses (which is above the 

maximum legal level of 0.08%) was absent. Other experiments in which these screens 

were present always featured the updated versions. 
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 Not included if subject answered Definitely to previous question 
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 This screen, and the screen after next, were changed slightly after reviewing the 

responses to our soft launch data (N=35) from the Krupka-Weber version of the Main 

experiment, which revealed some subjects were misunderstanding these follow up 

questions relating to each of the scenarios, incorrectly believing the questions were 

asking about the version of the vignette they evaluated earlier. The sentence beginning In 

his suitcase…was not initially in bold, and the parentheses (which is above the maximum 

legal amount of €10,000) was absent. Other experiments in which these screens were 

present always featured the updated versions. 
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 Not included if subject answered Definitely to previous question. 
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 This screen, and the screen after next, were changed slightly after reviewing the 

responses to our soft launch data (N=35) from the Krupka-Weber version of the Main 

experiment, which revealed some subjects were misunderstanding these follow up 

questions relating to each of the scenarios, incorrectly believing the questions were 

asking about the version of the vignette they evaluated earlier. The sentence beginning 

The woman drives…was not initially in bold, and the parentheses (which is above the 

maximum legal speed of 70 miles per hour) was absent. Other experiments in which these 

screens were present always featured the updated versions. 
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 Not included if subject answered Definitely to previous question. 
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China experiment 
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(The following three vignettes were presented in random order) 
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(The following 12 vignettes were presented in random order) 
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D.1. Main experiment 

TABLE D1: APPROPRIATENESS OF SEX IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – MAIN EXPERIMENT 

 Very (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

appropriate 

Very (socially) 

appropriate 

Sample 1: UK Students, Krupka-Weber method 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 3 16.7 35.4 29.2 18.8 

16, 1 23.3 27.9 30.2 18.6 

15, 11 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 

15, 9 59.0 31.2 9.8 0.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Krupka-Weber method 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 5.3 26.3 26.3 42.1 

16, 3 8.0 24.0 46.0 22.0 

16, 2 10.0 17.5 45.0 27.5 

16, 1 6.4 23.8 49.2 20.6 

15, 11 73.8 16.4 6.6 3.3 

15, 10 77.1 8.6 8.6 5.7 

15, 9 76.5 13.7 7.8 2.0 

15, 8 83.8 8.1 2.7 5.4 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – first order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 5.1 25.6 33.3 35.9 

16, 3 16.7 16.7 54.8 11.9 

16, 2 14.6 34.2 26.8 24.4 

16, 1 16.9 33.9 33.9 15.4 

15, 11 81.7 16.7 1.7 0.0 

15, 10 95.5 4.6 0.0 0.0 

15, 9 87.8 12.2 0.0 0.0 

15, 8 87.5 6.3 3.1 3.1 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – second order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 21.9 25.0 34.4 18.8 

16, 3 10.3 28.2 43.6 18.0 

16, 2 14.6 29.3 31.7 24.4 

16, 1 22.2 33.3 27.8 16.7 

15, 11 83.3 11.9 2.4 2.4 

15, 10 91.8 8.2 0.0 0.0 

15, 9 87.5 10.0 2.5 0.0 

15, 8 89.2 10.8 0.0 0.0 

Notes: Table D1 displays the percentages of subjects, by sample and treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Age of consent 

vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

D. Distributions of appropriateness ratings in the experiments

101



TABLE D2: APPROPRIATENESS OF SALE IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – MAIN EXPERIMENT 

 Very (social)y 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

appropriate 

Very (socially) 

appropriate 

Sample 1: UK Students, Krupka-Weber method 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 3 2.4 26.2 45.2 26.2 

18, 1 1.7 32.8 39.7 25.9 

17, 11 73.9 23.9 2.2 0.0 

17, 9 82.4 13.7 3.9 0.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Krupka-Weber method 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 20.0 45.0 25.0 10.0 

18, 3 11.6 25.6 30.2 32.6 

18, 2 12.5 33.3 33.3 20.8 

18, 1 11.5 36.1 41.0 11.5 

17, 11 83.0 13.2 1.9 1.9 

17, 10 83.3 9.5 4.8 2.4 

17, 9 72.2 13.9 8.3 5.6 

17, 8 86.5 9.6 3.9 0.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – first order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 6.1 27.3 39.4 27.3 

18, 3 10.0 30.0 46.7 13.3 

18, 2 9.4 28.1 28.1 34.4 

18, 1 10.0 25.0 43.3 21.7 

17, 11 85.5 13.0 0.0 1.5 

17, 10 90.5 9.5 0.0 0.0 

17, 9 86.4 13.6 0.0 0.0 

17, 8 96.9 3.1 0.0 0.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – second order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 8.1 35.1 35.1 21.6 

18, 3 15.0 35.0 40.0 10.0 

18, 2 0.0 40.0 36.0 24.0 

18, 1 7.3 29.1 41.8 21.8 

17, 11 87.0 13.0 0.0 0.0 

17, 10 84.8 15.2 0.0 0.0 

17, 9 93.2 6.8 0.0 0.0 

17, 8 87.9 9.1 3.0 0.0 

Notes: Table D2 displays the percentages of subjects, by sample and treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Alcohol to 

youth vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D3: APPROPRIATENESS OF NON-DECLARATION IN CASH AT CUSTOMS 

VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – MAIN EXPERIMENT 

 Very (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

appropriate 

Very (socially) 

appropriate 

Sample 1: UK Students, Krupka-Weber method 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,700 2.6 0.0 15.4 82.0 

9,900 0.0 4.2 12.5 83.3 

10,100 5.6 57.4 27.8 9.3 

10,300 12.5 57.1 26.8 3.6 

Sample 2: UK General population, Krupka-Weber method 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 10.3 2.6 12.8 74.4 

9,700 9.5 11.9 33.3 45.2 

9,800 4.7 4.7 18.6 72.1 

9,900 3.2 7.9 12.7 76.2 

10,100 14.8 49.2 31.2 4.9 

10,200 17.8 55.6 15.6 11.1 

10,300 18.4 44.7 34.2 2.6 

10,400 18.2 45.5 31.8 4.6 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – first order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 2.1 2.1 12.8 83.0 

9,700 0.0 2.6 10.5 86.8 

9,800 0.0 3.9 7.7 88.5 

9,900 4.8 1.6 14.5 79.0 

10,100 11.5 50.0 26.9 11.5 

10,200 13.0 54.4 26.1 6.5 

10,300 24.3 46.0 24.3 5.4 

10,400 17.7 58.8 23.5 0.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – second order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 7.7 0.0 7.7 84.6 

9,700 0.0 0.0 2.5 97.5 

9,800 0.0 2.8 0.0 97.2 

9,900 4.8 1.6 6.4 87.3 

10,100 14.8 50.8 23.0 11.5 

10,200 12.1 60.6 21.2 6.1 

10,300 5.4 62.2 24.3 8.1 

10,400 15.8 63.2 13.2 7.9 

Notes: Table D3 displays the percentages of subjects, by sample and treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Cash at customs 

vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D4: APPROPRIATENESS OF DRIVING IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – MAIN EXPERIMENT 

 Very (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

appropriate 

Very (socially) 

appropriate 

Sample 1: UK Students, Krupka-Weber method 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.077% 8.2 32.7 42.9 16.3 

0.079% 12.5 31.3 37.5 18.8 

0.081% 18.4 61.2 16.3 4.1 

0.083% 25.5 54.9 17.7 2.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Krupka-Weber method 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 21.6 24.3 35.1 18.9 

0.077% 22.6 18.9 28.3 30.2 

0.078% 25.7 20.0 40.0 14.3 

0.079% 15.5 23.9 36.6 23.9 

0.081% 45.3 32.0 16.0 6.7 

0.082% 42.4 42.4 12.1 3.0 

0.083% 50.0 25.0 13.9 11.1 

0.084% 42.9 42.9 8.6 5.7 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – first order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 15.4 41.0 30.8 12.8 

0.077% 20.6 29.4 38.2 11.8 

0.078% 2.4 41.5 43.9 12.2 

0.079% 14.8 37.0 27.8 20.4 

0.081% 46.3 37.0 13.0 3.7 

0.082% 52.3 40.9 2.3 4.6 

0.083% 64.3 28.6 7.1 0.0 

0.084% 61.8 35.3 2.9 0.0 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – second order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 16.1 25.8 35.5 22.6 

0.077% 10.9 32.6 37.0 19.6 

0.078% 11.1 33.3 48.2 7.4 

0.079% 6.0 34.0 40.0 20.0 

0.081% 36.4 45.5 18.2 0.0 

0.082% 56.5 23.9 13.0 6.5 

0.083% 51.4 32.4 10.8 5.4 

0.084% 59.5 28.6 11.9 0.0 

Notes: Table D4 displays the percentages of subjects, by sample and treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Drink driving 

vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D5: APPROPRIATENESS OF SPEED IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – MAIN EXPERIMENT 

 Very (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

inappropriate 

Somewhat (socially) 

appropriate 

Very (socially) 

appropriate 

Sample 1: UK Students, Krupka-Weber method 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

67 0.0 1.9 19.2 78.9 

69 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0 

71 0.0 4.3 42.6 53.2 

73 5.2 31.0 37.9 25.9 

Sample 2: UK General population, Krupka-Weber method 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 4.0 14.0 14.0 68.0 

67 2.7 5.4 29.7 62.2 

68 2.4 11.9 26.2 59.5 

69 0.0 7.8 21.6 70.6 

71 5.1 30.5 42.4 22.0 

72 12.1 39.4 21.2 27.3 

73 14.0 34.0 42.0 10.0 

74 15.1 47.2 24.5 13.2 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – first order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 2.8 19.4 77.8 

67 0.0 0.0 6.5 93.6 

68 0.0 0.0 15.4 84.6 

69 0.0 0.0 27.8 72.2 

71 2.7 38.4 41.1 17.8 

72 5.1 56.4 30.8 7.7 

73 12.5 31.3 37.5 18.8 

74 18.4 52.6 18.4 10.5 

Sample 2: UK General population, Opinion matching – second order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 0.0 8.9 91.1 

67 0.0 0.0 11.1 88.9 

68 0.0 2.9 11.4 85.7 

69 0.0 0.0 13.0 87.0 

71 7.4 33.3 40.7 18.5 

72 5.6 38.9 27.8 27.8 

73 7.1 47.6 42.9 2.4 

74 22.0 48.8 17.1 12.2 

Notes: Table D5 displays the percentages of subjects, by sample and treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Speeding 

vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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D.2. Placebo experiment 

Krupka-Weber Method 

TABLE D6: APPROPRIATENESS OF SEX IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, KRUPKA-WEBER 

METHOD 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 40.0 17.1 34.3 8.6 

16, 3 11.4 43.2 34.1 11.4 

16, 2 22.7 40.9 25.0 11.4 

16, 1 23.6 30.6 33.3 12.5 

15, 11 93.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 

15, 10 87.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 

15, 9 92.3 5.8 1.9 0.0 

15, 8 92.3 7.7 0.0 0.0 

15, 7 91.4 7.1 1.4 0.0 

15, 5 93.0 5.6 1.4 0.0 

15, 4 93.3 6.7 0.0 0.0 

15, 3 96.7 3.3 0.0 0.0 

15, 2 97.9 2.1 0.0 0.0 

Notes: Table D6 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the Age 

of consent vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D7: APPROPRIATENESS OF SALE IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, KRUPKA-WEBER 

METHOD 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 10 9.3 14.0 48.8 27.9 

18, 9 2.2 17.4 41.3 39.1 

18, 8 5.6 16.7 37.0 40.7 

18, 7 6.0 14.0 40.0 40.0 

18, 5 11.9 13.4 43.3 31.3 

18, 4 6.5 15.2 37.0 41.3 

18, 3 4.6 27.3 29.6 38.6 

18, 2 2.0 19.6 31.4 47.1 

18, 1 8.2 18.0 34.4 39.3 

17, 11 76.8 21.4 0.0 1.8 

17, 10 83.7 14.0 2.3 0.0 

17, 9 71.1 29.0 0.0 0.0 

17, 8 75.9 22.2 0.0 1.9 

Notes: Table D7 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Alcohol to youth vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D8: APPROPRIATENESS OF NON-DECLARATION IN CASH AT CUSTOMS 

VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, KRUPKA-

WEBER METHOD 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 3.8 7.6 15.1 73.6 

9,700 5.1 15.4 20.5 59.0 

9,800 0.0 7.1 10.7 82.1 

9,900 0.0 8.5 23.4 68.1 

10,100 8.3 58.3 23.3 10.0 

10,200 9.8 43.9 41.5 4.9 

10,300 11.1 37.0 40.7 11.1 

10,400 10.6 48.5 33.3 7.6 

10,600 18.6 57.1 21.4 2.9 

10,700 26.5 55.1 14.3 4.1 

10,800 21.6 52.9 23.5 2.0 

10,900 25.5 46.8 27.7 0.0 

Notes: Table D8 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the Cash 

at customs vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

TABLE D9: APPROPRIATENESS OF DRIVING IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, KRUPKA-WEBER 

METHOD 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.071% 22.0 22.0 36.0 20.0 

0.072% 16.7 22.9 29.2 31.3 

0.073% 15.7 29.4 27.5 27.5 

0.074% 9.7 27.4 40.3 22.6 

0.076% 17.1 35.5 36.8 10.5 

0.077% 22.9 35.4 27.1 14.6 

0.078% 18.2 36.4 36.4 9.1 

0.079% 24.7 44.2 18.2 13.0 

0.081% 40.7 44.1 13.6 1.7 

0.082% 62.2 26.7 8.9 2.2 

0.083% 70.6 23.5 3.9 2.0 

0.084% 71.4 26.2 2.4 0.0 

Notes: Table D9 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Drink driving vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D10: APPROPRIATENESS OF SPEED IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, KRUPKA-WEBER 

METHOD 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 11.3 22.6 66.0 

67 2.3 9.3 23.3 65.1 

68 0.0 4.2 8.3 87.5 

69 1.6 1.6 10.9 85.9 

71 4.9 29.5 32.8 32.8 

72 5.7 39.6 35.9 18.9 

73 14.5 35.5 32.3 17.7 

74 18.3 36.7 41.7 3.3 

76 25.0 45.3 23.4 6.3 

77 49.0 30.6 12.2 8.2 

78 34.2 58.5 4.9 2.4 

79 32.7 49.1 10.9 7.3 

Notes: Table D10 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Speeding vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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Opinion-matching Method 

TABLE D11: APPROPRIATENESS OF SEX IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, OPINION-MATCHING 

METHOD 

 Very inappropriate Somewhat 

inappropriate 

Somewhat 

appropriate 

Very appropriate 

First-order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 10.5 52.6 31.6 5.3 

16, 3 27.8 33.3 33.3 5.6 

16, 2 16.7 50.0 33.3 0.0 

16, 1 25.9 33.3 33.3 7.4 

15, 11 85.7 10.7 3.6 0.0 

15, 10 95.2 4.8 0.0 0.0 

15, 9 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

15, 8 87.5 6.3 6.3 0.0 

15, 7 84.0 16.0 0.0 0.0 

15, 5 92.9 7.1 0.0 0.0 

15, 4 94.4 5.6 0.0 0.0 

15, 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

15, 2 94.1 5.9 0.0 0.0 

Second-order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 18.6 37.2 25.6 18.6 

16, 3 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 

16, 2 15.4 30.8 38.5 15.4 

16, 1 31.5 22.2 38.9 7.4 

15, 11 82.4 11.8 4.4 1.5 

15, 10 85.7 11.4 2.9 0.0 

15, 9 91.3 8.7 0.0 0.0 

15, 8 90.7 9.3 0.0 0.0 

15, 7 89.9 8.7 1.5 0.0 

15, 5 90.6 7.8 1.6 0.0 

15, 4 96.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 

15, 3 97.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 

15, 2 89.4 6.4 2.1 2.1 

Notes: Table D11 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Age of consent vignette. In 

each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

 

110



TABLE D12: APPROPRIATENESS OF SALE IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, OPINION-MATCHING 

METHOD 

 Very inappropriate Somewhat 

inappropriate 

Somewhat 

appropriate 

Very appropriate 

First-order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 10 0.0 21.4 71.4 7.1 

18, 9 12.5 12.5 37.5 37.5 

18, 8 8.7 21.7 30.4 39.1 

18, 7 0.0 0.0 30.8 69.3 

18, 5 13.9 13.9 27.8 44.4 

18, 4 0.0 18.8 31.3 50.0 

18, 3 6.7 26.7 46.7 20.0 

18, 2 4.0 8.0 36.0 52.0 

18, 1 3.6 28.6 28.6 39.3 

17, 11 73.9 26.1 0.0 0.0 

17, 10 82.4 17.7 0.0 0.0 

17, 9 92.3 7.7 0.0 0.0 

17, 8 61.5 38.5 0.0 0.0 

Second-order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 10 4.0 26.0 34.0 36.0 

18, 9 7.1 9.5 33.3 50.0 

18, 8 2.5 15.0 42.5 40.0 

18, 7 0.0 12.2 40.8 46.9 

18, 5 11.1 15.9 36.5 36.5 

18, 4 7.9 10.5 42.1 39.5 

18, 3 3.7 9.3 48.2 38.9 

18, 2 11.1 22.2 44.4 22.2 

18, 1 8.0 22.7 37.3 32.0 

17, 11 82.9 15.8 0.0 1.3 

17, 10 88.9 11.1 0.0 0.0 

17, 9 86.8 7.9 5.3 0.0 

17, 8 77.1 17.1 5.7 0.0 

Notes: Table D12 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Alcohol to youth vignette. 

In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D13: APPROPRIATENESS OF NON-DECLARATION IN CASH AT CUSTOMS 

VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, OPINION-

MATCHING METHOD 

 Very inappropriate Somewhat 

inappropriate 

Somewhat 

appropriate 

Very appropriate 

First-order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 0.0 13.6 22.7 63.6 

9,700 0.0 6.9 10.3 82.8 

9,800 7.1 14.3 28.6 50.0 

9,900 0.0 0.0 18.8 81.2 

10,100 21.4 50.0 17.9 10.7 

10,200 8.3 45.8 41.7 4.2 

10,300 25.0 62.5 6.3 6.3 

10,400 38.1 28.6 28.6 4.8 

10,600 35.5 38.7 22.6 3.2 

10,700 17.4 52.2 13.0 17.4 

10,800 47.4 15.8 31.6 5.3 

10,900 35.3 41.2 23.5 0.0 

Second-order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 3.8 1.9 20.8 73.6 

9,700 3.2 9.5 9.5 77.8 

9,800 4.9 7.3 19.5 68.3 

9,900 5.3 5.3 14.7 74.7 

10,100 13.8 48.3 25.9 12.1 

10,200 15.8 52.6 21.1 10.5 

10,300 12.5 64.6 16.7 6.3 

10,400 20.6 52.4 20.6 6.4 

10,600 30.7 53.2 14.5 1.6 

10,700 31.1 42.2 22.2 4.4 

10,800 25.9 48.3 24.1 1.7 

10,900 37.8 40.5 21.6 0.0 

Notes: Table D13 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Cash at customs vignette. 

In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D14: APPROPRIATENESS OF DRIVING IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, OPINION-MATCHING 

METHOD 

 Very inappropriate Somewhat 

inappropriate 

Somewhat 

appropriate 

Very appropriate 

First-order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.071% 15.0 15.0 35.0 35.0 

0.072% 6.3 18.8 62.5 12.5 

0.073% 17.7 23.5 29.4 29.4 

0.074% 18.5 33.3 33.3 14.8 

0.076% 25.9 37.0 25.9 11.1 

0.077% 33.3 41.7 8.3 16.7 

0.078% 21.4 53.6 25.0 0.0 

0.079% 14.3 42.9 25.0 17.9 

0.081% 54.8 32.3 12.9 0.0 

0.082% 60.0 20.0 13.3 6.7 

0.083% 42.9 50.0 7.1 0.0 

0.084% 84.0 12.0 4.0 0.0 

Second-order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.071% 4.7 27.9 53.5 14.0 

0.072% 22.5 22.5 25.0 30.0 

0.073% 14.9 8.5 40.4 36.2 

0.074% 6.4 31.8 39.7 22.2 

0.076% 23.5 35.3 33.8 7.4 

0.077% 23.5 45.1 21.6 9.8 

0.078% 25.5 35.3 31.4 7.8 

0.079% 27.7 26.2 32.3 13.9 

0.081% 52.8 38.9 8.3 0.0 

0.082% 60.4 34.0 1.9 3.8 

0.083% 62.5 35.0 2.5 0.0 

0.084% 62.5 29.2 8.3 0.0 

Notes: Table D14 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Drink driving vignette. In 

each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D15: APPROPRIATENESS OF SPEED IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – PLACEBO EXPERIMENT, OPINION-MATCHING 

METHOD 

 Very inappropriate Somewhat 

inappropriate 

Somewhat 

appropriate 

Very appropriate 

First-order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 5.3 10.5 31.6 52.6 

67 4.8 0.0 9.5 85.7 

68 7.7 0.0 23.1 69.2 

69 0.0 12.5 12.5 75.0 

71 2.3 30.2 44.2 23.3 

72 16.7 33.3 41.7 8.3 

73 35.7 35.7 14.3 14.3 

74 4.4 47.8 43.5 4.4 

76 30.0 56.7 3.3 10.0 

77 39.1 34.8 26.1 0.0 

78 38.1 47.6 9.5 4.8 

79 32.0 64.0 4.0 0.0 

Second-order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 4.4 22.2 73.3 

67 2.1 8.5 17.0 72.3 

68 0.0 8.3 12.5 79.2 

69 0.0 1.8 12.3 86.0 

71 4.6 36.9 40.0 18.5 

72 18.9 37.7 34.0 9.4 

73 12.8 53.9 23.1 10.3 

74 36.5 46.0 15.9 1.6 

76 33.8 47.3 16.2 2.7 

77 48.8 39.5 11.6 0.0 

78 42.9 44.6 12.5 0.0 

79 43.1 54.9 2.0 0.0 

Notes: Table D15 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation in the Speeding vignette. In each 

case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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D.3. Prosocial traits experiment 

TABLE D16: TRUSTWORTHINESS IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 5.0 25.0 65.0 5.0 

16, 3 20.0 20.0 53.3 6.7 

16, 2 7.1 42.9 42.9 7.1 

16, 1 6.1 36.4 51.5 6.1 

15, 11 27.3 45.5 22.7 4.6 

15, 10 35.3 52.9 5.9 5.9 

15, 9 46.7 46.7 0.0 6.7 

15, 8 30.8 23.1 46.2 0.0 

Second order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 4.8 33.9 56.5 4.8 

16, 3 12.0 32.0 44.0 12.0 

16, 2 11.5 26.9 50.0 11.5 

16, 1 8.3 33.3 46.7 11.7 

15, 11 30.0 51.7 16.7 1.7 

15, 10 43.2 34.1 20.5 2.3 

15, 9 45.5 34.1 18.2 2.3 

15, 8 36.1 47.2 13.9 2.8 

Notes: Table D16 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

man in the Age of consent vignette keeping a promise to a friend. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D17: HONESTY IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 20.0 30.0 45.0 5.0 

16, 3 20.0 53.3 26.7 0.0 

16, 2 28.6 50.0 21.4 0.0 

16, 1 9.1 48.5 30.3 12.1 

15, 11 50.0 40.9 9.1 0.0 

15, 10 58.8 29.4 5.9 5.9 

15, 9 53.3 46.7 0.0 0.0 

15, 8 46.2 38.5 15.4 0.0 

Second order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 24.2 35.5 32.3 8.1 

16, 3 32.0 46.0 8.0 14.0 

16, 2 23.1 40.4 25.0 11.5 

16, 1 21.7 38.3 31.7 8.3 

15, 11 61.7 33.3 3.3 1.7 

15, 10 59.1 36.4 4.6 0.0 

15, 9 56.8 43.2 0.0 0.0 

15, 8 61.1 33.3 5.6 0.0 

Notes: Table D17 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

man in the Age of consent vignette returning excess change to a cashier. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D18: ALTRUISM IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 35.0 50.0 15.0 0.0 

16, 3 53.3 33.3 13.3 0.0 

16, 2 42.9 42.9 14.3 0.0 

16, 1 24.2 48.5 27.3 0.0 

15, 11 77.3 13.6 9.1 0.0 

15, 10 82.4 5.9 5.9 5.9 

15, 9 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 

15, 8 61.5 30.8 7.7 0.0 

Second order beliefs 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

16, 4 54.8 40.3 4.8 0.0 

16, 3 38.0 54.0 6.0 2.0 

16, 2 51.9 38.5 5.8 3.9 

16, 1 40.0 45.0 15.0 0.0 

15, 11 75.0 23.3 1.7 0.0 

15, 10 77.3 20.5 2.3 0.0 

15, 9 77.3 20.5 2.3 0.0 

15, 8 61.1 36.1 2.8 0.0 

Notes: Table D18 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

man in the Age of consent vignette volunteering for charity. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D19: TRUSTWORTHINESS IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 0.0 30.0 60.0 10.0 

18, 3 0.0 8.3 66.7 25.0 

18, 2 0.0 25.0 58.3 16.7 

18, 1 0.0 10.0 66.7 23.3 

17, 11 20.6 50.0 29.4 0.0 

17, 10 9.5 47.6 42.9 0.0 

17, 9 15.8 42.1 31.6 10.5 

17, 8 18.2 36.4 45.5 0.0 

Second order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 6.7 15.6 55.6 22.2 

18, 3 2.1 18.8 56.3 22.9 

18, 2 3.7 16.7 59.3 20.4 

18, 1 4.6 15.4 61.5 18.5 

17, 11 31.6 42.1 19.3 7.0 

17, 10 23.9 37.0 26.1 13.0 

17, 9 16.7 58.3 19.4 5.6 

17, 8 15.0 47.5 32.5 5.0 

Notes: Table D19 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

shopkeeper in the Alcohol to Youth vignette keeping a promise to a friend. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. This 

analysis excludes 7 subjects in the first-order beliefs treatment who, due to an experimental glitch, were presented with the word 

‘appropriate’ instead of ‘likely’ in one of the possible responses..  
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TABLE D20: HONESTY IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 20.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 

18, 3 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 

18, 2 10.5 36.8 31.6 21.1 

18, 1 3.3 10.0 43.3 43.3 

17, 11 38.2 44.1 14.7 2.9 

17, 10 42.9 33.3 14.3 9.5 

17, 9 15.8 47.4 26.3 10.5 

17, 8 18.2 36.4 36.4 9.1 

Second order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 22.2 17.8 40.0 20.0 

18, 3 4.2 31.3 31.3 33.3 

18, 2 7.4 14.8 51.9 25.9 

18, 1 9.2 16.9 43.1 30.8 

17, 11 49.1 21.1 17.5 12.3 

17, 10 43.5 23.9 28.3 4.4 

17, 9 44.4 30.6 16.7 8.3 

17, 8 32.5 40.0 22.5 5.0 

Notes: Table D20 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

shopkeeper in the Alcohol to Youth vignette returning excess change to a cashier. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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TABLE D21: ALTRUISM IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 30.0 60.0 10.0 0.0 

18, 3 25.0 33.3 41.7 0.0 

18, 2 15.8 57.9 26.3 0.0 

18, 1 16.7 43.3 36.7 3.3 

17, 11 55.9 38.2 5.9 0.0 

17, 10 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 

17, 9 26.3 63.2 10.5 0.0 

17, 8 54.6 27.3 18.2 0.0 

Second order beliefs 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 4 48.9 33.3 17.8 0.0 

18, 3 33.3 54.2 12.5 0.0 

18, 2 29.6 59.3 9.3 1.9 

18, 1 32.3 55.4 12.3 0.0 

17, 11 61.4 33.3 5.3 0.0 

17, 10 54.4 41.3 2.2 2.2 

17, 9 69.4 27.8 2.8 0.0 

17, 8 62.5 30.0 7.5 0.0 

Notes: Table D21 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

shopkeeper in the Alcohol to Youth vignette volunteering for charity. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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TABLE D22: TRUSTWORTHINESS IN CASH AT CUSTOMS VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 0.0 5.3 63.2 31.6 

9,700 0.0 13.0 69.6 17.4 

9,800 11.1 11.1 50.0 27.8 

9,900 0.0 9.1 68.2 22.7 

10,100 3.9 38.5 57.7 0.0 

10,200 0.0 35.7 64.3 0.0 

10,300 0.0 40.0 50.0 10.0 

10,400 0.0 50.0 42.9 7.1 

Second order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 2.0 2.0 77.6 18.4 

9,700 0.0 7.9 71.1 21.1 

9,800 0.0 6.4 61.7 31.9 

9,900 2.0 12.2 61.2 24.5 

10,100 7.7 42.3 50.0 0.0 

10,200 2.2 39.1 54.4 4.4 

10,300 9.5 40.5 42.9 7.1 

10,400 9.1 40.9 45.5 4.6 

Notes: Table D22 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

man in the Cash at customs vignette keeping a promise to a friend. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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TABLE D23: HONESTY IN CASH AT CUSTOMS VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 5.3 26.3 52.6 15.8 

9,700 8.7 26.1 52.2 13.0 

9,800 5.6 38.9 50.0 5.6 

9,900 9.1 36.4 54.6 0.0 

10,100 38.5 50.0 11.5 0.0 

10,200 28.6 50.0 21.4 0.0 

10,300 40.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 

10,400 35.7 50.0 14.3 0.0 

Second order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 12.2 30.6 38.8 18.4 

9,700 13.2 15.8 63.2 7.9 

9,800 12.8 14.9 61.7 10.6 

9,900 10.2 24.5 53.1 12.2 

10,100 40.4 42.3 13.5 3.9 

10,200 34.8 41.3 19.6 4.4 

10,300 50.0 33.3 11.9 4.8 

10,400 54.6 31.8 11.4 2.3 

Notes: Table D23 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

man in the Cash at customs vignette returning excess change to a cashier. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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TABLE D24: ALTRUISM IN CASH AT CUSTOMS VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 15.8 63.2 21.0 0.0 

9,700 0.0 65.2 26.1 8.7 

9,800 11.1 66.7 22.2 0.0 

9,900 18.2 54.6 27.3 0.0 

10,100 34.6 53.9 11.5 0.0 

10,200 50.0 35.7 14.3 0.0 

10,300 50.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 

10,400 28.6 50.0 14.3 7.1 

Second order beliefs 

Amount 

imported 

(Euros) 

9,600 20.4 63.3 14.3 2.0 

9,700 21.1 57.9 18.4 2.6 

9,800 14.9 61.7 21.3 2.1 

9,900 12.2 59.2 24.5 4.1 

10,100 38.5 53.9 7.7 0.0 

10,200 43.5 47.8 8.7 0.0 

10,300 42.9 47.6 9.5 0.0 

10,400 50.0 40.9 9.1 0.0 

Notes: Table D24 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

man in the Cash at customs vignette volunteering for charity. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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TABLE D25: TRUSTWORTHINESS IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 0.0 20.0 73.3 6.7 

0.077% 0.0 15.8 57.9 26.3 

0.078% 0.0 66.7 0.0 33.3 

0.079% 0.0 14.3 67.9 17.9 

0.081% 2.8 33.3 58.3 5.6 

0.082% 0.0 36.8 36.8 26.3 

0.083% 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 

0.084% 4.6 31.8 59.1 4.6 

Second order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 0.0 9.4 65.6 25.0 

0.077% 0.0 7.5 62.5 30.0 

0.078% 4.7 18.6 51.2 25.6 

0.079% 0.0 22.2 59.7 18.1 

0.081% 4.8 39.7 47.6 7.9 

0.082% 4.0 30.0 60.0 6.0 

0.083% 7.9 39.5 36.8 15.8 

0.084% 3.0 45.5 48.5 3.0 

Notes: Table D25 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

woman in the Drink driving vignette keeping a promise to a friend. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. This analysis 

excludes 12 subjects in the first-order beliefs treatment who, due to an experimental glitch, were presented with the word 

‘appropriate’ instead of ‘likely’ in one of the possible responses. 
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TABLE D26: HONESTY IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 6.7 20.0 46.7 26.7 

0.077% 5.3 15.8 68.4 10.5 

0.078% 6.7 13.3 46.7 33.3 

0.079% 3.6 21.4 57.1 17.9 

0.081% 5.6 38.9 50.0 5.6 

0.082% 10.5 31.6 47.4 10.5 

0.083% 28.6 35.7 21.4 14.3 

0.084% 13.6 40.9 36.4 9.1 

Second order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 7.8 28.1 48.4 15.6 

0.077% 2.5 22.5 57.5 17.5 

0.078% 2.3 34.9 53.5 9.3 

0.079% 6.9 31.9 43.1 18.1 

0.081% 12.7 63.5 22.2 1.6 

0.082% 14.0 46.0 34.0 6.0 

0.083% 18.4 42.1 31.6 7.9 

0.084% 3.0 57.6 36.4 3.0 

Notes: Table D26 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

woman in the Drink driving vignette returning excess change to a cashier. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D27: ALTRUISM IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 6.7 46.7 46.7 0.0 

0.077% 10.5 47.4 31.6 10.5 

0.078% 13.3 40.0 40.0 6.7 

0.079% 10.7 35.7 50.0 3.6 

0.081% 16.7 55.6 27.8 0.0 

0.082% 26.3 57.9 15.8 0.0 

0.083% 35.7 42.9 21.4 0.0 

0.084% 27.3 31.8 36.4 4.6 

Second order beliefs 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.076% 10.9 59.4 29.7 0.0 

0.077% 17.5 50.0 32.5 0.0 

0.078% 11.6 55.8 25.6 7.0 

0.079% 15.3 58.3 26.4 0.0 

0.081% 23.8 66.7 9.5 0.0 

0.082% 18.0 72.0 10.0 0.0 

0.083% 34.2 39.5 21.1 5.3 

0.084% 30.3 57.6 12.1 0.0 

Notes: Table D27 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

woman in the Drink driving vignette volunteering for charity. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D28: TRUSTWORTHINESS IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 

67 0.0 0.0 52.6 47.4 

68 0.0 0.0 42.9 57.1 

69 0.0 3.6 46.4 50.0 

71 0.0 8.7 91.3 0.0 

72 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

73 0.0 0.0 73.7 26.3 

74 0.0 16.7 77.8 5.6 

Second order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 

67 0.0 0.0 25.5 74.5 

68 0.0 2.6 29.0 68.4 

69 0.0 1.4 35.6 63.0 

71 0.0 4.7 62.5 32.8 

72 0.0 6.5 67.4 26.1 

73 2.3 9.3 69.8 18.6 

74 2.3 4.6 81.8 11.4 

Notes: Table D28 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

woman in the Speeding vignette keeping a promise to a friend. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. This analysis 

excludes 30 subjects in the first-order beliefs treatment who, due to an experimental glitch, were presented with the word 

‘appropriate’ instead of ‘likely’ in one of the possible responses. 
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TABLE D29: HONESTY IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 15.4 30.8 53.9 

67 10.5 5.3 31.6 52.6 

68 0.0 14.3 28.6 57.1 

69 0.0 10.7 46.4 42.9 

71 0.0 19.4 77.4 3.2 

72 0.0 25.0 66.7 8.3 

73 0.0 31.6 52.6 15.8 

74 0.0 44.4 44.4 11.1 

Second order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 1.8 7.1 26.8 64.3 

67 0.0 2.0 21.6 76.5 

68 2.6 5.3 47.4 44.7 

69 2.7 6.9 37.0 53.4 

71 4.7 28.1 48.4 18.8 

72 10.9 30.4 50.0 8.7 

73 7.0 32.6 53.5 7.0 

74 6.8 29.6 59.1 4.6 

Notes: Table D29 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

woman in the Speeding vignette returning excess change to a cashier. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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TABLE D30: ALTRUISM IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 0.0 7.7 76.9 15.4 

67 0.0 31.6 47.4 21.1 

68 7.1 7.1 64.3 21.4 

69 0.0 32.1 53.6 14.3 

71 3.2 61.3 35.5 0.0 

72 8.3 66.7 25.0 0.0 

73 5.3 68.4 15.8 10.5 

74 0.0 66.7 27.8 5.6 

Second order beliefs 

Speed (miles 

per hour) 

66 1.8 35.7 41.1 21.4 

67 2.0 15.7 70.6 11.8 

68 0.0 26.3 65.8 7.9 

69 5.5 23.3 61.6 9.6 

71 7.8 50.0 40.6 1.6 

72 8.7 54.4 34.8 2.2 

73 11.6 62.8 25.6 0.0 

74 18.2 59.1 22.7 0.0 

Notes: Table D30 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

woman in the Speeding vignette volunteering for charity. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded.  
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D.4. “Bad” law experiment 

TABLE D31: TRUSTWORTHINESS IN LANDLORD VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF 

RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 2.2 11.1 46.7 40.0 

3 5.7 11.3 45.3 37.7 

4 2.1 4.2 20.8 72.9 

5 1.8 10.9 27.3 60.0 

Second order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 1.0 4.9 52.4 41.8 

3 0.0 8.9 40.6 50.5 

4 0.0 4.3 29.0 66.7 

5 1.0 6.9 21.8 70.3 

Notes: Table D31 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

landlord keeping a promise to a friend. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

 

TABLE D32: HONESTY IN LANDLORD VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 13.3 22.2 33.3 31.1 

3 5.7 17.0 56.6 20.8 

4 4.2 6.3 27.1 62.5 

5 3.6 16.4 32.7 47.3 

Second order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 5.8 23.3 40.8 30.1 

3 6.9 22.8 38.6 31.7 

4 0.0 8.6 37.6 53.8 

5 3.0 10.9 35.6 50.5 

Notes: Table D32 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

landlord returning excess change to a cashier. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D33: ALTRUISM IN LANDLORD VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 11.1 44.4 40.0 4.4 

3 13.2 30.2 50.9 5.7 

4 6.3 27.1 58.3 8.3 

5 9.1 30.9 49.1 10.9 

Second order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 19.4 47.6 28.2 4.9 

3 15.8 42.6 32.7 8.9 

4 7.5 32.3 43.0 17.2 

5 7.9 27.7 53.5 10.9 

Notes: Table D33 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

landlord volunteering for charity. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

 

TABLE D34: RULE-COMPLIANCE TENDENCY IN LANDLORD VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS  

 Very unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely 

First order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 2.2 17.8 48.9 31.1 

3 2.0 12.2 36.7 49.0 

4 11.9 6.8 15.3 66.1 

5 8.7 13.0 21.7 56.5 

Second order beliefs 

Number of 

incidents 

reported 

2 4.08 15.3 35.7 44.9 

3 3.5 8.7 37.4 50.4 

4 6.5 15.1 14.0 64.5 

5 6.1 11.2 22.5 60.2 

Notes: Table D34 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each evaluation regarding the likelihood of the 

landlord following rules in general. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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D.5. Rule of law experiment 

TABLE D35: APPROPRIATENESS OF SEX IN AGE OF CONSENT VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – CHINA SAMPLE (KRUPKA-WEBER METHOD) 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Age of girl 

(years, 

months) 

14, 3 24.6 32.8 24.6 18.0 

14, 1 24.6 40.4 24.6 10.5 

13, 11 76.6 14.1 9.4 0.0 

13, 9 81.8 16.7 1.5 0.0 

Notes: Table D35 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the Age 

of consent vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

TABLE D36: APPROPRIATENESS OF SALE IN ALCOHOL TO YOUTH VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – CHINA SAMPLE (KRUPKA-WEBER METHOD) 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Age of youth 

(years, 

months) 

18, 3 3.2 46.0 38.1 12.7 

18, 1 11.7 43.3 31.7 13.3 

17, 11 52.2 34.3 7.5 6.0 

17, 9 62.1 31.0 6.9 0.0 

Notes: Table D36 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Alcohol to youth vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

TABLE D37: APPROPRIATENESS OF NON-DECLARATION IN CASH AT CUSTOMS 

VIGNETTE: DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – CHINA SAMPLE (KRUPKA-WEBER 

METHOD) 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Amount 

imported 

(USD) 

4,700 8.6 10.3 10.3 70.7 

4,900 5.0 8.8 17.5 68.8 

5,100 35.9 43.4 17.0 3.8 

5,300 36.8 45.6 15.8 1.8 

Notes: Table D37 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Cash at customs vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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TABLE D38: APPROPRIATENESS OF DRIVING IN DRINK DRIVING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – CHINA SAMPLE (KRUPKA-WEBER METHOD) 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Blood 

alcohol 

content 

0.017% 9.6 30.8 40.4 19.2 

0.019% 13.0 46.8 27.3 13.0 

0.021% 40.9 39.4 16.7 3.0 

0.023% 49.1 43.4 7.6 0.0 

Notes: Table D38 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Drink driving vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 

TABLE D39: APPROPRIATENESS OF SPEED IN SPEEDING VIGNETTE: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS – CHINA SAMPLE (KRUPKA-WEBER METHOD) 

 Very socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

inappropriate 

Somewhat socially 

appropriate 

Very socially 

appropriate 

Speed 

(kilometers 

per hour) 

117 4.0 13.3 28.0 54.7 

119 1.9 17.3 34.6 46.2 

121 24.6 49.2 23.0 3.3 

123 23.3 58.3 15.0 3.3 

Notes: Table D39 displays the percentages of subjects, by treatment, who chose each social appropriateness evaluation in the 

Speeding vignette. In each case, the modal evaluation is shaded. 
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E. Robustness analysis & moderators of the expressive power of
law

Robustness analysis. To further probe the robustness of the results of Section III, we conducted a
placebo analysis where, for each vignette, we tested for the existence of discontinuities at arbitrary
points to the right and to the left of the actual legal threshold. Specifically, for each vignette we
estimated a series of regression models, using the following specification:

s(oi) = α + β1(T − oi) + β2FalseThresholdi + β3(T − oi) ∗ FalseThresholdi + ϵi (a.38)

where s(oi) is subject i’s evaluation of appropriateness of behavior in the vignette describing oppor-
tunity oi, FalseThresholdi is a dummy taking value 1(0) for points to the right(left) of a “placebo”
threshold that is always different from the actual legal threshold, and (T−oi)measures the distance
between the placebo threshold and oi. Across specifications, we systematically vary the position
of the placebo threshold to span all the feasible values in a vignette’s running variable.12

In all specifications the coefficient of interest is β2, which captures the difference between the
estimates of the norm function for opportunities to the left and to the right of the placebo threshold,
and thus measures the magnitude of any discontinuity that may occur at these points. We expect
the estimates of β2 in these placebo regressions to be generally small and insignificantly different
from zero, compared to the estimates of β2 in the regressions of the main text where the value of
the threshold differentiates between legal and illegal actions.

We report results in Table E.1. For ease of comparability, in the table we also report the coef-
ficients of the regressions ran with the actual legal threshold dummy that we already reported in
the main text. Across the 60 models we ran with placebo thresholds, in 43 (72%) we do not detect
any significant discontinuity at the placebo threshold. In those cases where we detect significant
discontinuities, coefficients take a positive sign in nearly half (47%) of cases and a negative sign
in the other half of cases. In contrast, the discontinuities we observed at the true legal thresholds
are always significantly negative in all models. Importantly, the placebo discontinuities are al-
ways substantially smaller than the discontinuities at the true legal thresholds. Moreover, while
the discontinuities at the true legal threshold are statistically significant and of similar magnitude
across all three samples, the discontinuities at the placebo thresholds are never consistently signif-
icant across samples. Overall, these patterns suggest that – as expected – the discontinuities at the
placebo thresholds are neither as systematic nor as substantial as those at the true legal threshold.

12Note that for this analysis we need to observe at least two points to the left and right of each placebo threshold.
For this reason, we only run specifications where the position of FalseThresholdi leaves at least two points both to
the left and to the right of the threshold. Note also that this implies that we cannot run this analysis for experiments
where we only elicited four points on the running variable (i.e., our 2017 experiments with Sample 1).
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Table E.1: OLS regressions, Main experiment: Placebo analysis

Note: Coefficients from regressions run either with the true legal threshold (Illegal dummy) or with placebo dummies
shifting the position of the threshold to the left or to the right of the legal threshold. In the models with Illegal–2,
the variables are re-coded such that we set the threshold in between the points 2 and 3 spaces to the left of the real
legal threshold in the graphs in Figure 1 of the main text, and code all actions to right of this as illegal. Models with
Illegal–1 set the placebo threshold between the points 1 and 2 spaces left of the legal threshold; those with Illegal+1

and Illegal + 2 respectively set the placebo thresholds between the points 1 and 2 spaces right, and 2 and 3 spaces
right, of the legal threshold. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very similar results. Controls (age,
gender, and income) are included in all regressions. *** = 1% significance level; ** = 5% significance level; * = 10%
significance level
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Moderators of the expressive power of law. The results of Section III have shown that the expres-
sive power of law varies across the five legal threshold situations. In the case of the experiments in
the UK, results suggest the existence of a systematic separation between the age of consent, alcohol
to youth, and cash at customs situations on the one hand, and the drink driving and speeding situa-
tions on the other. This separation does not seem related to the legal nature of the offence described
in the vignette (the UK legal system differentiates between “summary” and “indictable” offences,
but this does not organize the data; for instance, both selling alcohol to minors and speeding are
summary offences), nor does it appear to be positively correlated with the severity of the legal
penalties (for instance, importing undeclared cash at customs is subject to a fine of up to £5,000,
while a drink-driving offence is subject to up to 6 months’ imprisonment, an unlimited fine, and a
driving ban for at least 1 year).

However, the separation could be related to other aspects of the situations that determine the
strength of the signal that illegal behavior sends about the type of person who violates the law,
and which our model identifies as potential moderators of the expressive power of law (see Online
Supplementary Materials A), and which may differ across vignettes. Specifically, these aspects
are: 1) whether illegal behavior can be measured accurately or with a margin of error (which we
refer to as “measurability” below); 2) the level of tolerance adopted by law enforcement towards
law violations (“tolerance”); and 3) the extent to which law violations may be accidental rather
than intentional (“intentionality”). For instance, we hypothesized that (small) violations of the
speed law may be perceived as subject to possible measurement error and potentially accidental
and tolerated by the police, compared to transgressions of, e.g., the age of consent law. If this is
the case, we would expect that speed law violations may provide a weaker signal about a person’s
type relative to violations of the age of consent law, and, according to our model, this could explain
why speeding laws have a weaker effect on norms compared to age of consent laws.

To probe whether these aspects do moderate the expressive power of law, for Samples 2 and
3 of the main experiment (with the UK general population, using the Krupka-Weber and opinion
matching methods respectively), we included a series of follow-up questions designed to estimate
perceived measurability, tolerance and intentionality for each situation. After participants had com-
pleted the evaluations of the 15 vignettes, we asked them to consider, in random order, five addi-
tional scenarios which were similar to the five legal threshold situations they had already evaluated
except that in all cases the scenarios now described an instance where the behavior was just on
the illegal side of the threshold. In each case, we asked them (in non-incentivized questions) to
report the extent to which they agreed that: 1) the police could accurately measure the legality of
the behavior; 2) if the police were sure the person had broken the law, they would be likely to take
action against them; 3) avoiding breaking the law would have been within the person’s control.
As these beliefs were all recorded on a four-point ordered scale, we transform the answers onto an
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evenly spaced numerical scale, with 1 indicating the highest level of agreement and -1 the lowest.
(Note that we made minor changes to the presentation of these questions after we had collected our
first 35 observations. Details are available next to the relevant screenshots in Online Appendix C.
Excluding these 35 observations makes negligible differences to the results we outline below).

We use the responses to these questions in two ways. First, we check whether there is indeed
variability in the perceptions of measurability, tolerance and intentionality across the five situations
– a necessary condition for these factors to be candidate sources of between-vignette variability in
the expressive power of law. Second, having established this, we check whether the effect of law
on norms differs across subjects who hold different perceptions about each of these factors – which
would indicate that they are indeed mediators of the expressive power of law.

Figure E.1 shows, for each vignette, the mean perceptions of measurability of behavior, toler-
ance and intentionality. Data is pooled from all subjects from all versions of the main experiment
in which we employed these follow-up questions (Samples 2 and 3, N = 1,051). We observe clear
differences across vignettes in each of the three factors. Of particular interest are the differences
between the two groups of situations between which we observed differences in the expressive
power of law (speeding and drink-drive on one hand; age of consent, alcohol to youth and cash at
customs on the other).

The significance of cross-vignette differences is tested by the OLS regressions reported in Table
E.2. These contain the numerically-transformed response as the dependent variable, with vignette
dummies along with demographic control variables.

Regarding speeding, as expected, we find that subjects perceive lower accuracy in measuring
behavior, lower likelihood of police intervention, and lower intentionality in breaking the law in
the speeding vignette compared to the three vignettes with stronger expressive power of law (the
differences are all statistically significant at the 1% level).

Regarding drink-driving, the evidence is more mixed. We do find that, compared to violations
of the age of consent and sale of alcohol to minors laws, drink-driving offences are perceived to
be less accurately measurable, less likely to be prosecuted, and less intentional (all significant at
the 1% level). However, when comparing the drink-driving and cash at customs vignettes, we find
drink-driving has significantly lower perceived measurability, but significantly higher perceived
tolerance (both at the 1% level), while the difference in perceived intentionality is insignificant.

In spite of this mixed evidence, this first analysis suggests that any of these three factors can
potentially explain some of the between-vignette variability in the expressive power of law. To
investigate whether they systematically moderate the influence that the law exerts on social norms
in the five situations, we conduct an effect heterogeneity analysis – that is, we examine whether the
magnitude of the discontinuity of the norm functions at the legal threshold varies across subjects
who hold different perceptions of measurability, tolerance and intentionality.
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Figure E.1: Variation in measurability of behavior, police tolerance and intentionality across vi-
gnettes

Note: The figure plots the perceived measurability of behavior, police tolerance and intentionality in each vignette.
AoC = Age of Consent; AtY = Alcohol to Youth; C = Cash at Customs; DD = Drink Drive; S = Speeding. Bars are
95% confidence intervals.
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Table E.2: OLS regressions, Differences between vignettes

Note: Dependent variables are the numerically-transformed responses to the questions asking about the degree of
measurability of, (lack of) tolerance towards, and intentionality of illegal behavior. The omitted vignette dummy is
Speeding. Robust standard errors (with clustering at the individual level) in parentheses. Controls (age, gender, and
income) are included in the regressions but not reported in the Table. The p-values from linear restriction tests have been
adjusted using the Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate method. We have 5,205 instead of 5,255 observations
because we have missing values in some control questions for 10 subjects. *** = 1% significance level; ** = 5%
significance level; * = 10% significance level.
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To do so, for each follow-up question we divide subjects into two categories, depending on
whether or not they expressed the highest possible level of agreement (that is, they said that in
a given vignette behavior was very accurately measurable, police were very likely to take action
against violators, and behavior was completely within the control of the individual). We then es-
timate modified versions of the regression models from Table 2, including dummies capturing a
subject’s category and interacting these with the Illegal dummy. This is done separately for mea-
surability, tolerance and intentionality (each model pools data from all versions of the experiment in
which the follow-up questions were asked). These regressions (reported in Table E.3) test whether
the magnitude of the discontinuities of the norm functions differ between subjects who express the
highest possible level of agreement to the given question and those who do not.

Figure E.2 presents the estimates of the magnitude of these discontinuities in each vignette for
subjects belonging to either group. A number of interesting results emerge from this analysis. First,
in all cases, the effect of the law on norms is larger among subjects who rate the illegal behavior
described in the vignette as highly measurable, very likely to be prosecuted, and completely within
the control of the person.

Second, the significance of these differences varies across the three factors. For police tol-
erance, the differences are significant only in the cash at custom vignette (at the 1% level) and
speeding vignette (at the 10% level). Thus, although perceptions of police tolerance differ widely
across vignettes (see Figure E.1), this factor alone cannot explain the observed differences in ex-
pressive power of the law across situations since it does not necessarily moderate the effect of law
on norms.

In contrast, both measurability and intentionality of behavior are significant moderators of the
effect of the law on norms in all cases except for measurability in the drink-driving vignette and
intentionality in the age of consent vignette. Since we also observe differences in perceptions of
measurability and intentionality of behavior between the speeding vignette and the three vignettes
with relatively strong expressive power of law (see Figure E.1), these two factors can partly ex-
plain the differences in expressive power of law between these situations. In the speeding vignette,
subjects think that small violations of the law are measured more inaccurately and are poorer re-
flections of a person’s intentions than in the other three cases, and this reduces the influence that
the law has on shaping the underlying norm of conduct.

Intentionality may also partially explain why the drink-driving vignette has relatively weak ex-
pressive power of law, since it is lower in this vignette than in the age of consent and alcohol to
youth vignettes, and it significantly moderates the effect of the law on norms in the drink-driving
and alcohol to youth vignettes. Althoughmeasurability is perceived to be lower in the drink-driving
vignette than in all three vignettes with relatively strong expressive power of law, it is not a signif-
icant moderator of the effect of the law in the drink-driving vignette (and only is at the 10% level
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Figure E.2: Measurability of behavior, police tolerance and intentionality as mediators of the effect
of legal thresholds on norms

Note: The figure plots the estimated magnitude of the discontinuity in the norm function at the threshold for each
vignette, disaggregated between subjects who think that: 1) behavior can or cannot be measured very accurately (full
or hollow square), 2) police are or are not very likely to take action upon detection of a crime (full or hollow circle),
3) the individual has or has not complete control of their behavior in the situation (full or hollow triangle). The black
connectors between markers indicate whether the corresponding difference is significant at the 1%, 5% or 10% in the
OLS regressions reported in Table E.3.
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in the alcohol to youth vignette), so the evidence that measurability is an important determinant of
the comparatively mild expressive power of law in the drink-driving vignette is relatively weak.

Overall, this analysis shows that contextual differences in themeasurability and intentionality of
behavior can partially explain the differences in the expressive power of laws observed in the main
experiment. These results provide suggestive support for the type-signaling mechanism underlying
our model. In situations where the illegality of behavior is difficult to observe, or may be accidental,
it conveys a weaker signal about the type of person who engages in such behavior, and should
therefore not be expected to impact as strongly on the norms regulating that behavior.
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F. Placebo thresholds experiment, regression results

We formally analyze the results of our placebo thresholds experiment (see Section IV.A of the main
paper) by running the following regression model, separately for each vignette:

s(oi) = α + β1Illegali + β2Placeboi + β3(T − oi) + β4(T − oi) ∗ Illegali + β5(P − oi) ∗ Placeboi + ϵi

where s(oi) is subject i’s evaluation of the appropriateness of taking opportunity oi that was de-
scribed in the vignette the subject was randomly assigned to. The key explanatory variables are:

1. The dummy Illegali that takes value 1 if subject i evaluated a version of the vignette that
contained illegal behavior, and 0 otherwise;

2. The dummy Placeboi that takes value 1 if subject i evaluated a version of the vignette that
contained behavior deemed inappropriate according to the placebo threshold P , and 0 other-
wise;

3. The variable (T − oi) measuring the distance between the legal threshold T and opportunity
oi;

4. The interaction between Illegali and (T − oi);

5. The interaction between Placeboi and (P − oi), a variable measuring the distance between
the placebo threshold P and opportunity oi.

The coefficients β3, β4 and β5 can be used to calculate the slope of the relationship between appro-
priateness and the vignette’s running variable (age, blood-alcohol content, etc.) for opportunities
that are, respectively, to the left of the leftmost threshold, between the two thresholds, or to the
right of the rightmost threshold. The coefficients of interest are β1 and β2. The former captures
the discontinuity of the norm at the legal threshold, while the latter captures the discontinuity at the
placebo threshold.

Table F.1 reports the results of OLS regressions run separately for the experiments that used the
Krupka-Weber method (Panel A) and the opinion matching method (Panel B). For the latter, the
analysis focuses on second-order beliefs, since we only measured first-order beliefs using a small
sample of subjects with the purpose of incentivizing second-order beliefs and so we lack power to
perform meaningful statistical analysis. Nevertheless, for completeness, we report regressions of
first-order beliefs in Table F.2. All regressions also include controls for gender, age and income
(not reported in the table).

Starting with β1, the regressions reproduce the results of our main experiment. We observe large
discontinuities at the legal threshold for the age of consent, alcohol to youth and cash at customs
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Table F.1: OLS regressions, Placebo thresholds experiment

Note: Dependent variable is the evaluation of appropriateness of the behavior described in a vignette. Robust standard
errors in parentheses. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very similar results. Controls (age, gender,
and income) are included in the regressions but not reported in the Table. *** = 1% significance level; ** = 5%
significance level; * = 10% significance level.
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vignettes, regardless of the method used to elicit social norms. The size of the discontinuities is
comparable to that measured in the main experiment. We observe generally smaller discontinuities
for the drink driving and speeding vignette, which is also consistent with what is reported in Section
III of the main paper. For the drink driving vignette, the discontinuity is only marginally significant
in the experiment that used the Krupka-Weber method (Panel A, model A4).13

Turning to β2, in Panel A the coefficient is not statistically different from zero in four out of
five regressions. The only case where we observe a marginally significant discontinuity is in the
cash at customs vignette (model A3). The magnitude of the placebo discontinuity, however, is
significantly smaller than that of the discontinuity at the legal threshold (see linear restriction test
reported in the last row of Panel A, p = 0.000). In fact, the discontinuity at the placebo threshold
is significantly smaller than that at the legal threshold in all cases except the drink driving vignette
where we fail to detect a large discontinuity at both the legal and placebo thresholds.

We find similar results in Panel Bwhere we report regressions runwith the data from the opinion
matching experiment. We find no discontinuity at the placebo threshold for the age of consent,
alcohol to youth and cash at customs vignettes. For the speeding vignette (model B5), we find a
small discontinuity that is significant at the 5% level, but in the opposite direction of what we would
have expected (exceeding the placebo limit increases appropriateness). The absolute magnitude of
the placebo discontinuity is significantly smaller than absolute magnitude of the discontinuity at
the legal threshold (linear restriction test, p = 0.026). In the drink driving vignette (model B4),
we observe a significant discontinuity at the placebo threshold that is roughly the same size of the
discontinuity at the legal threshold (linear restriction test, p = 0.878).

13In Panel A, a series of Chow tests find that the β1 coefficients of the age of consent, alcohol to youth and cash at
customs vignettes, βconsent

1 , βalcohol
1 , and βcash

1 , are significantly larger than the coefficients of the speeding and drink
driving vignettes, βdrink−drive

1 and βspeeding
1 , (all p ≤ 0.034). We also find that βalcohol

1 is significantly larger than
both βconsent

1 and βcash
1 (both p≤ 0.008), and that βdrink−drive

1 is significantly smaller than βspeeding
1 (p = 0.034). We

find fewer significant differences in Panel B. βalcohol
1 is significantly larger than both βdrink−drive

1 and βspeeding
1 (both

p ≤ 0.001) as well as larger than both βconsent
1 and βcash

1 (both p ≤ 0.013). None of the other bilateral comparisons
reach statistical significance (all p ≥ 0.265). All reported p-values from Chow tests have been adjusted for multiple
comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg FDR procedure.
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Table F.2: OLS regressions, Placebo thresholds experiment (first-order beliefs)

Note: Dependent variable is the evaluation of appropriateness of the behavior described in a vignette (measured using
first-order beliefs). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very
similar results. Controls (age, gender, and income) are included in the regressions but not reported in the Table. *** =
1% significance level; ** = 5% significance level; * = 10% significance level.
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G. Prosocial traits experiment, regression results

We formally analyze the results of our prosocial traits experiment (see Section IV.B of the main pa-
per) by running the following regression model, separately for each vignette and for each prosocial
trait:

s(oi) = α + β1(T − oi) + β2Illegali + β3(T − oi) ∗ Illegali + ϵi

where s(oi) is subject i’s evaluation of the likelihood that the person taking opportunity oi is trust-
worthy, honest or altruistic. The key explanatory variables are:

1. The dummy Illegali that takes value 1 if subject i evaluated a version of the vignette that
contained illegal behavior, and 0 otherwise;

2. The variable (T − oi) measuring the distance between the legal threshold T and opportunity
oi;

3. The interaction between Illegali and (T − oi);

The coefficient of interest is β2 which captures the discontinuities in the trait perceptions at the legal
threshold. The coefficients β1 and β3 measure the slope of the relationship between trait perception
and the vignette’s running variable (age, blood-alcohol content, etc.), allowing for different slopes
between legal and illegal actions.

Table G.1 reports the results of OLS regressions run separately for each vignette and for each
prosocial trait. The regressions use data on second-order beliefs collected using the opinion match-
ing method, since we measured first-order beliefs using only a small sample of subjects with the
purpose of incentivizing second-order beliefs, and so we lack power to perform meaningful statis-
tical analysis. Nevertheless, for completeness, we report regressions of first-order beliefs in Table
G.2. All regressions also include controls for gender, age and income (not reported in the table).

For trustworthiness (Panel A), we find evidence of significant discontinuities at the legal thresh-
old in all vignettes (p≤ 0.002), except the drink driving vignette where the discontinuity is smaller
and statistically insignificant (p = 0.130). A series of Chow tests indicate that there are no sig-
nificant differences between the Illegal coefficients of the age of consent, alcohol to youth and
cash at customs vignettes, βconsent

2 , βalcohol
2 , and βcash

2 (all p ≥ 0.392), or between the estimates of
βdrink−drive
2 and βspeeding

2 (p = 0.549).14 There are instead significant differences between the former
group of coefficients (βconsent

2 , βalcohol
2 and βcash

2 ) and the latter (βdrink−drive
2 and βspeeding

2 ). Specif-
ically, we find that βdrink−drive

2 is significantly different from βalcohol
2 (p = 0.030), and marginally

14All p-values from Chow tests reported in this Appendix are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the
Benjamini-Hochberg FDR procedure, as described in the main text
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different from both βconsent
2 and βcash

2 (both p = 0.092). Instead, βspeeding
2 is significantly different

from βalcohol
2 (p = 0.039), but not from βconsent

2 and βcash
2 (both p ≥ 0.147).

For honesty (Panel B), we observe significant discontinuities at the legal threshold in all vi-
gnettes (p≤ 0.001). The differences in magnitude between the coefficients in the various vignettes
are directionally similar as those discussed above, but less pronounced. In fact, a series of Chow
tests find no significant differences between the coefficients of the five vignettes in any bilateral
comparison (all p ≥ 0.174).

For altruism (Panel C), we observe generally smaller discontinuities relative to trustworthiness
and honesty. They are statistically significant in the age of consent, alcohol to youth and cash at
customs vignettes (all p ≤ 0.009). The discontinuity is significant at the 5% level for speeding
(p = 0.045) and at the 10% level for drink-driving (p = 0.079). A series of Chow tests find no
significant differences between the coefficients of the five vignettes in any bilateral comparison
(all p ≥ 0.436).

When we compare the size of the discontinuities in trustworthiness, honesty and altruism in
each vignette, we find that the discontinuities in altruism are nearly always smaller than those in
honesty and trustworthiness. A series of Chow tests show that these differences are statistically
significant in the alcohol to youth vignette (honesty vs altruism, p = 0.003; trustworthiness vs
altruism, p = 0.029) and marginally significant in the drink driving vignette (honesty vs altruism, p
= 0.057). In the drink driving vignette we also detect a marginally significant difference between
trustworthiness and honesty (p = 0.053). None of the other differences reach statistical significance.
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Robustness analysis. To further probe the robustness of our results, we conduct a placebo analysis
where we test for the existence of discontinuities at points to the right or to the left of the actual
legal threshold. Specifically, we estimate a series of regression models separately for each vignette
and each prosocial trait, using the following specification:

s(oi) = α + β1(T − oi) + β2FalseThresholdi + β3(T − oi) ∗ FalseThresholdi + ϵi (a.39)

where s(oi) is subject i’s evaluation of the likelihood that the person taking opportunity oi is trust-
worthy, honest or altruistic. The key explanatory variables are:

1. FalseThresholdi, a dummy taking value 1(0) for points to the right(left) of a “placebo”
threshold that is always different from the actual legal threshold.

2. (T − oi), measuring the distance between the placebo threshold and oi.

3. The interaction between FalseThresholdi and (T − oi);

Across specifications, we systematically vary the position of the placebo threshold to span all
the feasible values of each vignette’s running variable.15 The coefficient of interest is β2. We expect
that the estimate of β2 in the placebo regressions is small and insignificantly different from zero.

Table G.3 reports the results for second-order beliefs (results for first-order beliefs are very
similar). For ease of comparability, in the Table we also report the coefficients of the regressions
ran with the actual legal threshold dummy that we already reported in Table G.1.

Across the 60 models with placebo thresholds, in 55 (92%) we do not detect any significant
discontinuity at the placebo threshold. The placebo discontinuities are always smaller than the
discontinuities at the true legal thresholds, substantially so in many cases. Moreover, while the dis-
continuities at the true legal thresholds are statistically significant across all three traits in nearly all
cases, the discontinuities at the placebo thresholds are never consistently significant across traits.
These patterns suggest that the discontinuities at the true legal threshold embody a genuine treat-
ment effect that cannot be reproduced artificially by assigning arbitrary values to the threshold
variable, thus corroborating our interpretation of results.

15Note that for this analysis we need at least two points both to the left and the right of each placebo threshold.
Thus, we only run specifications where the position of FalseThresholdi leaves at least two points to either side of
the threshold.
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Table G.3: OLS regressions, Prosocial traits experiment (second-order beliefs): Placebo analysis

Note: Coefficients from regressions run either with the true legal threshold (Illegal dummy) or with placebo dummies
shifting the position of the threshold to the left or to the right of the legal threshold. In the models with Illegal–2,
the variables are re-coded such that we set the threshold in between the points 2 and 3 spaces to the left of the real
legal threshold in the graphs in Figure 1 of the main text, and code all actions to right of this as illegal. Models with
Illegal–1 set the placebo threshold between the points 1 and 2 spaces left of the legal threshold; those with Illegal+1

and Illegal + 2 respectively set the placebo thresholds between the points 1 and 2 spaces right, and 2 and 3 spaces
right, of the legal threshold. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very similar results. Controls (age,
gender, and income) are included in all regressions. *** = 1% significance level; ** = 5% significance level; * = 10%
significance level
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H. Alternative mechanism: Meta-norm of legal obedience, a for-
mal model

It has been argued that the expressive power of law may originate from the fact that people obey a
meta-norm that prescribes law obedience (or, more generally, rule obedience). We formalize this
idea using a model where individuals are characterized by their concern for following rules. Sup-
pose that, whenever an individual breaks the law, he/she incurs an individual specific psychological
disutility given by τ ≥ 0, distributed on [τmin, τmax] according to the distribution fτ (.) with mean
µτ . Individuals also care about being perceived as rule followers: esteem depends on observers’
beliefs about τ , and higher τ attracts higher esteem.16

The net utility from seizing o and thus generating externality o is

u (o; τ) =

{
t+ S(o, 1)− S(o, 0) if o ≤ o (legal)
t− pK + S(o, 1)− S(o, 0)− τ if o > o (illegal)

where t, p and K are defined as in the main text, and S(o, a) is the esteem associated with seizing
(a = 1) or leaving (a = 0) opportunity o. Note that since the net utility of seizing a legal opportunity
is independent of τ , in any pure strategy equilibrium either all types seize such opportunities or
all types leave them. We focus on the most natural case, where legal opportunities are seized
by all types in equilibrium. If o is legal, the esteem conferred to the individual upon seizing the
opportunity is therefore simply given by S(o, 1) = µτ , the prior mean.17

Consider now an illegal o. The net utility from seizing the opportunity is strictly decreasing in
τ . For each o, we can identify the highest value of τ such that the individual seizes the opportunity.
Denote this as τ̃o. When interior, τ̃o satisfies

τ̃o = t− pK −∆(τ̃o).

Social esteem is

S(o, 1) =

{
µτ if o ≤ o

M−(τ̃o) if o > o
(a.40)

whereM−(τ̃o) ≡ E(τ | τ < τ̃o).
Proposition H1 The difference in social esteem from seizing a marginally legal and a marginally

16For simplicity, we focus on a version of the model where there are only close observers and where individuals do
not care about prosociality. It is straightforward to show that the results generalize to the case where distant observers
are also present, and to the case where there is an additional individual-specific prosociality parameter in the utility
function (as long as this is uncorrelated to τ ).

17This implies that, strictly speaking, S(o,0) is undefined for legal opportunities, since these are always seized in
equilibrium.
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illegal opportunity is

lim
ε→0

[S(o− ε, 1)− S(o+ ε, 1)] = µτ −M−(τ̃o). (a.41)

Proof In text above.

Note that (provided that τ̃o < τmax), S(o, 1) exhibits a downward discontinuity at o.
Thus, this result shows that a model where individuals care about rule-following can explain

the results of our main experiment (downward discontinuities in esteem at the legal threshold).
Moreover, this model can also explain the results of our additional experiments about prosocial
traits (Section IV.B). In order to achieve this, we need to assume that, when people report their
beliefs about a person’s trustworthiness (likelihood he/she keeps a promise), honesty (likelihood
he/she returns excess change) and altruism (likelihood he/she volunteers), they are actually using
their beliefs about a person’s rule-following propensity. The assumption may not be unreasonable,
especially for the cases of promise-breaking and honesty, since these are well-established normative
rules and thus breaking promises and being dishonest may be behaviors that signal a person’s rule-
following propensity.

Therefore, with this additional assumption, the data presented in Section III, IV.A, IV.B and
IV.D are also compatible with a model of rule-following. One common feature of the vignettes
used in all these experiments is that we describe situations where there is a law that prohibits taking
opportunities that generate a negative externality o > o. Consider now the case where there is
instead a “bad” law that prohibits taking opportunities that generate a positive externality equal to
o. It is easy to see that the predictions of the model of rule-following sketched above are unchanged:
the result that there is a downward discontinuity at the threshold does not depend on whether the
externality imposed by seizing the opportunity is negative or positive.

Consider instead our model of Section I. The net utility from seizing opportunity o is now
u (o; θ) = t + θo + S(o, 1) − S(o, 0). Taking esteem as given, the net utility from seizing the
opportunity is strictly increasing in θ. For each o, we can therefore identify the lowest value of θ
such that the individual seizes the opportunity. Denote this as θ̂o for legal opportunities and as θ̃o
for illegal opportunities. For simplicity, consider the setup where all observers are close observers.
When interior, the equilibrium θ̂o satisfies18

t+ θ̂oo+∆(θ̂o) = 0. (a.42)

while θ̃o satisfies

t+ θ̃oo+∆(θ̃o)− pK = 0. (a.43)

Evaluated at θo = θ̂o, the lefthand side of (a.43) becomes −pK < 0. Restricting attention to

18Since the externality imposed is positive, an interior θ̂o requires t < 0.
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environments where θ̂ is interior and where monotonicity holds, so that θ̃o decreases in o, we then
have θ̂o < θ̃o.19 Consequently, M+(θ̂o) < M+(θ̃o). In this case, therefore, the model predicts
that, in the presence of a bad law, esteem features an upward discontinuity at o = o.20

lim
ε→0

[S (o− ε, 1)− S (o+ ε, 1)] = M+(θ̂o)−M+(θ̃o) < 0. (a.44)

Thus, our model of Section I and the alternative model where individuals care about rule-
following can lead to diverging predictions for the case where laws prohibit taking opportunities
that generate positive externalities. The experiment we report in Section IV.C rests on this intuition.
We describe to subjects a situation where an individual makes a 911 call to prevent an assault. We
estimate the esteem conferred to the individual in the cases where making the 911 call is in violation
or not of an ordinance that restricts the number of calls that can be made to 911 in a given period
without incurring in a penalty (Criminal Activity Nuisance Ordinances).

A model where individuals care about rule-following predicts a downward discontinuity (if at
all) in esteem at the legal threshold in this experiment. Our model of Section I (with only close
observers) predicts instead a positive discontinuity. The extended model with distant observers
makes an ambiguous prediction, as the discontinuity can be both negative or positive, as explained
earlier. Our testing strategy in Section IV.C therefore allows us rule out the rule-following model if
and only if we observe evidence of positive discontinuities at the legal threshold. The test is instead
uninformative if we observe a negative or zero discontinuity at the threshold (since our model of
Section I can accommodate negative or zero discontinuities too).21

19This follows since, under monotonicity, t+ θoo+∆(θo)− pK is increasing in θo.
20In the case of both close and distant observers, the prediction is ambiguous. This is because, if an individual is

caught seizing an illegal opportunity, he/she incurs a cost (from the material penalty) but also reaps a benefit (from the
enhanced esteem obtained from distant observers). Depending on which effect prevails, the resulting discontinuity can
be upwards or downwards (or zero).

21Because there was a risk of an uninformative test result, in the experiment we elicited esteem associated with
being a prosocial type as well as a rule-following type. The logic is as follows: even if we observe a negative/zero
discontinuity at the threshold, if we can find differences in the two forms of esteem we can nevertheless conclude
that inferences about a person’s prosociality are not a simple proxy of the inferences about the person’s rule-following
propensity, and thus we can still defend our interpretation of the results of the main experiment. Because, as discussed
in the main text, we observe positive discontinuities in the perceptions of prosociality, this additional testing strategy
proved not to be necessary.
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I. “Bad” law experiment, regression results

We formally analyze the results of our bad law experiment (see Section IV.C of the main paper) by
running the following regression model, separately for each of the four traits we elicited (trustwor-
thiness, honesty, altruism, rule compliance):

s(oi) = α + β1(T − oi) + β2Illegali + β3(T − oi) ∗ Illegali + ϵi

where s(oi) is subject i’s evaluation of the likelihood that the person taking opportunity oi is trust-
worthy, honest, altruistic or rule compliant. The key explanatory variables are:

1. The dummy Illegali that takes value 1 if subject i evaluated a version of the vignette that
contained behavior in violation of the CANO ordinance, and 0 otherwise;

2. The variable (T − oi) measuring the distance between the legal threshold T and opportunity
oi;

3. The interaction between Illegali and (T − oi);

The coefficient of interest is β2 which captures the discontinuity in the trait perceptions at the legal
threshold. The coefficients β1 and β3 measure the slope of the relationship between trait perception
and the vignette’s running variable (number of 911 calls within a 30 day period), allowing for
different slopes between legal and illegal actions.

Table I.1 reports the results of OLS regressions run separately for each trait. The regressions
use data on second-order beliefs collected using the opinion matching method, since we measured
first-order beliefs using only a small sample of subjects with the purpose of incentivizing second-
order beliefs, and so we lack power to perform meaningful statistical analysis. Nevertheless, for
completeness, we report regressions of first-order beliefs in Table I.2. All regressions also include
controls for gender, age and income (not reported in the table).

For all three prosocial traits (Models 1, 2 and 3), the sign of β2 is positive, indicating the ex-
istence of upwards discontinuities at the legal threshold. The coefficient is significantly different
from zero for honesty (p = 0.002), while it does not reach statistical significance for trustworthi-
ness (p = 0.227) and altruism (p = 0.159). For rule compliance, the sign of β2 is negative, but
not significantly different from zero (p = 0.733). A series of Chow tests indicate that there is a
significant difference only between the Illegal coefficients for honesty and rule compliance (p =
0.062).22 Similar results obtain for the first-order beliefs regression (Table I.2), except that there
we find evidence of significant discontinuities at the legal threshold also for trustworthiness (p =
0.010).

22P-values from Chow tests are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg FDR procedure,
as described in the main text.
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Table I.1: OLS regressions, Bad law experiment (second-order beliefs)

Note: Dependent variable is the likelihood that a person taking the behavior described in a vignette is trustworthy
(Model 1), honest (Model 2), altruistic (Model 3) and rule compliant (Model 4). Data are based on second-order
beliefs. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very similar results.
Controls (age, gender, and income) are included in the regressions but not reported in the Table. *** = 1% significance
level; ** = 5% significance level; * = 10% significance level.
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Table I.2: OLS regressions, Bad law experiment (first-order beliefs)

Note: Dependent variable is the likelihood that a person taking the behavior described in a vignette is trustworthy
(Model 1), honest (Model 2), altruistic (Model 3) and rule compliant (Model 4). Data are based on first-order beliefs.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very similar results. Con-
trols (age, gender, and income) are included in the regressions but not reported in the Table. *** = 1% significance
level; ** = 5% significance level; * = 10% significance level.
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J. Robustness experiment: Weaker rule of law

At the same time as the UK student experiment described in Section II, we also collected data
from a second student sample comprised of 248 Chinese students at the University of Nottingham
Ningbo China. The main interest of this additional experiment was to probe the generalizability
of findings by testing the effects of laws on norms in a very different legislative environment, one
where the rule of law is relatively weak compared to the UK (for instance, according to the 2016
Rule of Law Index of the World Justice Project, the UK ranked 10th out of 113 countries while
China ranked 80th).

Procedures used in the Chinese experiment were similar to those used in the UK student sample
experiment. Instructions were first translated into Chinese and then back-translated in English, as
per usual practice. The Chinese vignettes were further slightly adjusted to reflect cross-country dif-
ferences in the law (although laws regulating the five behavior under study exist in both countries,
the cutoff values of the thresholds differ).23 Incentives were converted using a PPP exchange rate
of £1 = 6.2RMB, and the payment rules were the same as those in the UK students experiment.24

Figure J.1 shows the norm functions estimated from the responses of the Chinese students. The
figure has the same structure of the previous figures. Table J.1 contains the regression estimates of
this data, using the same models shown in equation (7) of the main paper.

In the Chinese sample, we observe that the law also exerts expressive power on norms, albeit
again the effect is not uniform across the five situations. In contrast to the UK case, in China the
law seems to have its strongest effects on norms in the case of the cash at customs and speeding
vignettes. The effect is weaker for the age of consent and alcohol to youth vignettes, and statistically
insignificant for the drink driving vignette. A series of Chow tests confirm that the law tends to
carry different expressive power in the cash at customs and speeding situations compared to the
other three situations.25

Thus, although there are some differences between the UK and Chinese samples, particularly
in the type of situations characterized by strong effects of the law, which may reflect inherent dif-

23Other aspects of the real-world legal frameworks, regulating the actions featuring in the vignettes, may of course
also have differed between the two countries. For instance, some laws may carry heavier punishments or be more
strongly enforced in one country or the other. Therefore, while we kept all procedural features of the UK and China
experiments as close as possible, our aim is not to conduct a fully controlled cross-cultural comparison of the effect
of law on norms. Rather, we consider identifying the expressive power of laws in each country to be of independent
interest. We can also comment on whether the results are qualitatively similar between the two countries.

24Monetary amounts in the vignettes were also adjusted according to PPP exchange rate (with rounding), except in
the cash at customs vignette where the amounts were dictated by different legal thresholds between the UK and China.
Conversions, subject to rounding, were also made between imperial and metric units, where relevant.

25Specifically, we find that βcash
2 and βspeeding

2 are not significantly different from each other (p = 0.233), βcash
2

is significantly different from the other three coefficients (all p ≤ 0.027), and βspeeding
2 is significantly different from

βdrink−drive
2 (p = 0.034). All other comparisons are statistically insignificant. All p-values are corrected using the

Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate method.

160



Figure J.1: Norms in the five legal threshold situations, China sample

Note: Each panel plots the average social appropriateness of actions at various distance from a legal threshold (1 =
very socially appropriate; -1 = very socially inappropriate). The dashed black line indicates the position of the legal
threshold in each situation (values of the legal thresholds are reported in the bottom-right box). Actions to the left of
the threshold are legal, actions to the right are illegal. Bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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Table J.1: OLS regressions, China sample

Note: Dependent variable is the evaluation of appropriateness of the behavior described in a vignette. Robust standard
errors in parentheses. Regressions with bootstrapped standard errors yield very similar results. *** = 1% significance
level; ** = 5% significance level; * = 10% significance level.

ferences in culture as well as in the specifics of the law and law enforcement between the two
countries, the main result that the law can have expressive power, but that this varies across situa-
tions, carries over to the Chinese sample. It is interesting to note that this data was collected in a
very different legislative environment, characterized by markedly weaker rule of law compared to
the UK. This shows that the expressive power of law does not require a strong rule of law to take
hold.
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K. Alternative mechanism: Conformity, a formal model

A simple model of conformity. Consider a setup where individuals derive utility from material
gain and conformity with the most common behavior in their society. Moreover, when asked to
evaluate the appropriateness of seizing/leaving an opportunity, individuals answer by considering
the share of others who seize/leave it. This assumption embodies the idea that the social sanc-
tions/rewards that accrue to an individual are based on what is viewed as “common” or “normal”
behavior.

The net utility from seizing an opportunity o is

u (o; ζ) =

{
t+ ζ (2Go − 1) if o ≤ o (legal)
t+ ζ (2Go − 1)− pK if o > o (illegal)

where t, p and K are defined as in the main text, Go is the share of types who seize opportunity
o, 1 − Go is the share who leave it, and the individual-specific parameter ζ ≥ 0 distributed on
[ζmin, ζmax] according to fζ(.) with mean µζ and medianMζ , characterizes conformity concerns.

Depending on whether Go is above or below 1/2, the net utility from seizing the opportunity is
increasing or decreasing in ζ . This indicates that there may be multiple equilibria. We now consider
the following equilibrium: (i) all agents seize o ≤ o; (ii) when o > o, the share of agents seizing o
is strictly less than 1. In this equilibrium, the share of individuals seizing an opportunity o exhibits
a downward discontinuity at o = o.

For (i) to occur, we require t+ ζ > 0 which is always true so long as ζmin > −t. Consider now
(ii). For concreteness, we focus on an equilibrium where the share of individuals seizing an illegal
opportunity is minoritarian. This implies that the net utility from seizing the opportunity is strictly
decreasing in ζ . Denote by ζ̃ the highest ζ who seizes the opportunity. We have: Go = Fζ(ζ̃),
where ζ̃ satisfies (when interior)

t+ ζ̃[2Fζ(ζ̃)− 1]− pK = 0. (a.45)

The equilibrium we have described can arise so long as (a.45) is satisfied for some ζ̃ < Mζ . In
this equilibrium, the share of types who seize opportunity o is discontinuous at o = o. Assuming
that the social esteem conferred to the individual for seizing an opportunity depends on the share
of individuals seizing that opportunity, the social norm functions measured in our experiments also
exhibit a downward discontinuity at o = o.

However, this simple model seems less well-equipped to explain our results of Section IV.B.
There we observe downward discontinuities in the perception of an individual’s trustworthiness,
honesty and altruism. In the model sketched above, we can generate a discontinuity in the expected
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value of ζ of those who seize legal or illegal opportunities:

E (ζ | seize o) =

{
µζ if o ≤ o

M−(ζ̃) if o > o

whereM−(ζ̃) ≡ E(ζ | ζ < ζ̃) and µζ > M−(ζ̃). However, it is not clear why inferences about
an individual’s conformity parameter ζ should correlate with his/her trustworthiness, honesty and
altruism. Without further assumptions about the relation between ζ and these prosocial traits, the
model cannot explain why we observe discontinuities in these traits.

A model of conformity augmented with prosociality. Alternatively, to reconcile the model of
conformity with the data of Section IV.B, we can augment the theory by adding prosociality to
the individual’s utility function. Consider a setup where, as in our main model, individuals are
characterized by different levels of prosociality (they care about the negative externality genereated
by seizing opportunity o). However, suppose that, as in the model of conformism described above,
people also care about conformity with the most common behavior in their society.

The net utility from seizing opportunity o is

u (o; θ) =

{
t+ ζ (2Go − 1)− θo if o ≤ o (legal)
t+ ζ (2Go − 1)− θo− pK if o > o (illegal)

where t, p andK are defined as above, θ ∈ [θmin, θmax], distributed according to f(.), characterizes
prosociality concerns and ζ > 0 is concern for conformity (which, for simplicity, is assumed to be
the same for all individuals).

Since the net utility from seizing an opportunity is strictly decreasing in θ, we can identify, for
each o, the highest value of θ such that the individual seizes the opportunity. When o is legal, the
threshold type θ̂o satisfies (when interior)

t+ ζ(2F (θ̂o)− 1)− θ̂oo = 0.

When o is illegal, the threshold type θ̃o satisfies (when interior)

t+ ζ(2F (θ̃o)− 1)− θ̃oo− pK = 0

The share of types seizing opportunity o is

Go =

{
F (θ̂o) if o ≤ o

F (θ̃o) if o > o
(a.46)

while the expected θ conditional on seizing opportunity o is

E (θ | seize o) =

{
M−(θ̂o) if o ≤ o

M−(θ̃o) if o > o
(a.47)
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Proposition J1 In equilibrium, we have

lim
ε→0

[Go−ε −Go+ε] = F (θ̂o)− F (θ̃o) (a.48)

and

lim
ε→0

[E (θ | seize o− ε)− E (θ | seize o+ ε)] = M−(θ̂o)−M−(θ̃o). (a.49)

Proof In text above.
It is easy to see that if θ̂o > θ̃o, then both Go and E (θ | seize o) experience a downward disconti-
nuity at o = o.26

In this augmented model, we can produce a discontinuity both in the share of people who seize
opportunity o at the legal threshold (which we are assuming characterizes judgments of social ap-
propriateness) and in the expected prosociality of those who seize legal and illegal opportunities.
This model can therefore explain all data from our experiments.

However, the model also generates counterintuitive implications. To see this, consider a very
simple example where θ may only take two values: θ = 0 and θ = 1. The share of type θ is
π > 1/2. For concreteness, consider an illegal opportunity o > o. It is straightforward to see
that, if o + pK − ζ > t > ζ + pK, then in equilibrium the following must apply: type θ seizes
the opportunity, while type θ leaves it.27 Given π > 1/2, and since the social appropriateness
associated with a given behavior depends on the share of individuals who adopt that behavior, this
implies that seizing the illegal opportunity is considered more socially appropriate than leaving it.
At the same time, however, everyone understands that individuals who leave the illegal opportunity
are more prosocial than those who seize it. This corresponds to a situation where (mis)behavior is
widespread, yet everyone understands that only “bad” types engage in it – and nevertheless people
condone it and consider it socially appropriate, therefore rewarding with esteem the “bad” types
and punishing with stigma the “good” types.

The reason for this implausible prediction is that in this model of conformity the social appro-
priateness of seizing an opportunity is conceptually distinct from the prosociality of the individuals
who seize it. In our model of Section I the two concepts are instead interconnected and we have
a synchronicity between judgments of social appropriateness of taking an opportunity, frequency
with which that behavior occurs, and expectations of prosociality of those who engage in it.28

26The sufficient condition for this to be the case is 2ζf(θ) < o < t/θmin. The first inequality ensures that t +
ζ(2F (θ) − 1) − θo − pK is strictly decreasing in θ so that, provided that θ̂o > θmin, we have θ̂o > θ̃o. The second
inequality ensures that θ̂o > θmin.

27When these conditions hold, the net utility from seizing the opportunity, t + ζ(2Go − 1) − θo − pK, is always
positive for type θ and is always negative for type θ.

28One may tweak the model of conformity and assume that judgments of social appropriateness are based on both
the frequency of behavior (Go) and the perceived prosociality of types engaging in it (E (θ | seize o)). But then this
alternative model becomes very similar to our model of Section I, with an added component that captures a conformity
motive.
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