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» ,How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are
evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him
in fortune of others, and render their happiness
necessary to him, though he derives nothing from it,
except the pleasure of seeing it.“ (Adam Smith)
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Prosocialni chovani

* PrekracCuje teorie osobniho zajmu
* Lidem zalezi i na blahobytu ostatnich

* Prosocialni preference odvozené z vysledku
* Teorie reciprocity
* Prosocialni chovani zalozené na identité



bit.ly/3ZMEWZz3



https://masaryk.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_0rFNqqSbsp1paqG

‘ spriznénym jECiAes
T chopnost obétovat pje a uzitek ve prospéch jinych lidi (neocekayame nic z pét)

* Opozitum: zavist, zlomys
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u psocialni??
 Uzitek ostatnich ovlivau ek jen Castecné

* Averze k nerovnosti
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* Uzitek zavisi na rozdilu mezi nasim blaho
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itek ostatnich lidi primo se promita do nasi uzitko¥ ovaji prosocialne, nebo

Drispivaji na public goods

Darcovstvi, dobrovolnictvi..




Jde o tzv. warm glow of giving

Dobry pocit (ano, taky lze takovou abstraktni a psychologickou proménnou chapat jako uzitek)
Odpovida proporcionalné nakladidm

Externi motivace k prosocialnimu




replikacl v expe ach

e Experiment nabizi mo
e

* Jak moc diktatori davaji napFic
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Metaanalyza: Socialni vzdalenost

no Identification ldentlfication
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Fig. 3 Effect of dictator identification based on individual data



) Bohet 1995:
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Metaanalyza: Zasluhovost

ordinary recipient dasarving recipient
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Fig. 4 Giving to a deserving recipient



Metaanalyza: Ramovani

action




Metaanalyza: Individualni faktory

non-student student




Individualni faktory: Table 1
g e nd er Percent of Decisions for Each

Amount Donated

Amount donated Women Men

$0 16.67  60.00

$ 1 10.00 2667

* Eckel a Grossman 1998: g ;; i??; 2::{“:
X A0 4 N

« Zeny jsou orientovany vice socialné, muZi g ; lg-gg g-*ﬂ”;

individualne £ 6 0.00  0.00

iy : . . 7 000 0.00

* Dvojita anonymita DG (eliminace jinych g 8 000  0.00

faktor() § 9 0.00 0,00

£10 0.00 1.67

Average donation  $1.60 $0.82
Observations £+ £




Metaanalyza: Kulturni normy

Western developing
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* Altruismus jako socialnf
e V ruznych kulturach ru
* Sledovani socialnich norem nese m nese tresty

- "__-ll. 3

Yo, 5¢
s R
- - e B

i a



nus |V 1 VEeko eoorii, s vékem se zvystje!
e Altruismus vyssi u déti s wys omickym statusem

» Déti nejsou sobecké, mi?é?l—t st

* Vliv SES na socializaci LA
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Benenson, Pascoe a Radmore 2007
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Fig. 2. Number of children who did not donate any stickers, by age level
and SES.



Diktator v politologil

* Fowler a Kam 2007

* Politicka participace se nefidi pouze self-interestem

* Souvisi s altruismem? Nebo se socidlni identitou?

e Socialni identita posiluje ohled k druhym lidem z vlastni skupiny

* Ohled k lidem z neclenské skupiny (tedy ohled na ostatni bez rozdilu) je nizsi
e Altruismus i socialni identita zvysuji miru politické participace

* Politicka participace je tzv. other-ragarding behavior

Donor Anonymous Recipient Democrat Recipient Republican Recipient N
All 29.9% 3.1 27.3 306
Democrat 29.6 31.5 26.0 173
Republican 29.2 29.6 3.7 78
Difference A 1.9 —6.7
p-value 41 23 02

Note: p-valoes reflect probability that true relationship is opposite to the sign of the difference (Wilcoxon signed rank test).



TasrLe 2 Strength of Partisanship and Allocations in the Dictator Game

Partisan Recipients

Donor Anonymous Recipient In-Party Out-Party N

Strong Partisan 244 31.7 23.3 127

Weak Partisan 346 32.0 31.0 124
35

Independents 32.0 26.7




b v
ator ve spolecnostl kteri; PV minulosti gk
&

]

- A O U byt I|de ksobe hodn MEPTIC znepiise

F “- -




c e . _ the Subject and Recipient
FiGuRe1 Distribution of Amounts Sent in

Decision 1 to Ingroup Recipients Ethnicity of Ethnicity of
20 Subject Recipient # Recipients  Mean sD
55 I Bosnjak Bosnjak 254 3.22 241
% >0 Uk Ve Bosnjak Croat 119 233 1.99
£ . et Bosnjak Serb 133 239 2.46
g . Ocert Croat Croat 206 245 222
& Croat Bosnjak 104 1.99 2.21
0 5 I Croat Serb 101 1.86 1.94
Serb Serb 219 295 235

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] - -:I o _:I
Amount Sent to Ingroup (KM) Serb Bosnjak 111 2.39 2.19

Serb Croat 107 2.25 2.21




TaslE 3 Tobit Estimates of What Is Sent to a Non-co-ethnic (D-2) Broken Down by Ethnicity

of the Allocator
Bnmjaks Croals
A4 I 4 L 4 u I 4 Maodel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Madel 1 Muodel 2 Model 3
I retrvavaj I etn I Cke Decision 1 AO7 BT oy 9597 Ky e
[.054) (054) (.054) (.067) [ 06&) s
[ [ Age — 003 — 00 —.007 010 007
an I mOZIt ? {.010) (010} {010 (.010) [ 00
= Female — 095 — 45 — 057 180 7
{.249) (.247) (.247) (.276) [.273)
Threat —.262° —.183 — 393"
(.147) {.149) (.165)
Ethnic Ties — 475" e i —.55]1%"
(.182) (.187) [.199)
o , Serh Other O7E D4R 058 — 311 — 362
* Efekt pocitu ohroZeni ze strany — S e e = o
{ 1 [.578) (.646) (693 [.616) [.655)
OStatnICh etnlk OSIaben LL —442.216 —440.444 — 439,693 — 304465 —303.515
r A7 A7 A7 22 22 23

* Dulezity je pocit toho, Ze vlastni ) = . = - - e

etnicita je dllezita Serbs

Model 1 Model 2
. . o . . Drecision 1 g3 L1107
e Qut-group bias je zpusoben lidmi Cose) (056)
. Vs . . 7 Age 7 A1
se silnym pocit etnickych vazeb . Coos) (a0
[.244) [.244)
* Altruismus je mozny © e sy
Ethnic Ties e
Croat Other —.307 —I 1:!: I
[.242) [.242)
onstant —.193 A9
[.588) [.621)
LL —334.474 —332.819
r' el | a5 25
N 216 216 216

: These models are estimated for each ethnic group. Standand ervors are in parentheses.

***Segnificant at p = 001, ** Significant at p =< 0.05, *Significant at p =< 0.10




Fairness =3
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idé maji averzi k nespravedlivému déleni

ra: Ultime® i e
rac nabizi castku Hraci 2, ten ji prijme, nebo odmitne. Pokud odmitne
eziska ni@ic. —

kazuje se tendence k trestani jedinct, | nespravedlive cast
mérna alokace Hraci 2: 30% (40%)

mci: ve vice nez polovinjilripadu odmitaji 20%-30% a méneé
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How Do Politicians Bargain? Evidence from Ultimatum Games with

[ (|

p O I | to | O g T Legislators in Five Countries
LIOR SHEFFER  Tel Aviv University, Israel
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* Vyjedndvani politikl

* 5zemi

* Modifikované Ultimatum (hypotetické vyplaty a ne finanéni odmény — eticka nutnost)
* Alokace 1000EUR

* V dotazniku otazka na alokovanou ¢astku a minimalni pozadavek

* Experiment: in-party vs out-party; citizen vs politician



FIGURE 1. Proposals and Demands Made by Politicians in the Ultimatum Game
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Note: Figures are means by country. Corresponding results are reported in Table 2.



FIGURE 2. Partisanship Treatment Effects by Country

Qutcome: Proposal Outcome: Demand
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Note: Figure reports effect size estimates of the partisanship treatment used in the study, by country case. Dot estimates are the effect of
playing with a co-partisan versus out-partisan target, for proposals (left panel) and demands (right panel). Bars are 95% confidence intervals
from two-sided t-tests. Corresponding quantities are reported in Table 4.



FIGURE 3. Partisanship Treatment Effects by Counterpart Type

Outcome: Proposal Qutcome: Demand
Politician
Target ' —
Citizen E i
Target ; ‘ . ,
=200 =100 0 100 200 =200 =100 0 100 200

Note: Figure reports effect size estimates of the partisanship treatments used in the study (co-partisan vs. out-partisan), for the pooled
sample, by whether the target was a politician or a citizen. Dots are the partisanship effect sizes, and bars are the 95% confidence intervals
from two-sided t-tests.
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Reciprocita

e Spolecné rysy: jedinci maji tendenci reagovat na pozitivni chovani
pozitivné a na negativni chovani negativné

* NejCastejsi reciprocni norma: oko za oko (tit-for-tat)
* \Vitéz Axelrodova turnaje (1984)

* Pokud reciprocita rozsirena, je ve spolecnosti pobidka k budovani
REPUTACE

* Reputace — konsistentni chovani, dodrzovani zavazku (ve smyslu
obétovani nakladu)

* Reputaci v reciprocni interakci je duvéryhodnost (umoznuje efektivni
socialni kooperaci)



Duvera a duveryhodnost

* Lidé se uci o tom, jak ostatni reaguiji

* Role zkusenosti a paméti

» Kooperace s témi duveryhodnymi jedinci (Reputace)
* \V\yvhybani se spoluprace s neduveryhodnymi lidmi

* Ochota trestat

* Ne vSichni maji internalizované normy

* Ne vSichni se chovaji stejné



Trust game

* aka Investment game

e Hrac 1 alokuje castku Hraci 2, castka se nasobi (typicky tfremi) a
vyslednou ¢asku ziskava Hrac 2, ktery muze libovolnou ¢astku poslat
zpét.

* Prvni hra: Berg, Dickhaut a McCabe 1995

* First movers prumérné poslali: 5,16 USD
* Second movers prumérné poslali: 4.66 USD

* Social history podminka
* Pozitivni efekt na miru reciprocity
* First movers: 5, 36 USD
* Second movers: 6, 46 USD



Trust game

 Johnson and Mislin 2011 metaanalyza (162 replikaci)

e - citlivost na experimentalni protokol



Déstribution of Sent Fraction
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Percent

(b)
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Fig. 1. Distribution of dependent variahles. Nobes: plent and pRetum refer to the untransformed amount sent as a proportion of amount available by
senders and the amount returned as a proportion of amaounit avadlahle by receivers respeciively.



Reciprocita: silna nebo slaba?

* Reciprocita slaba: reciprocni strategie jsou vyhodné pro aktéry
* Tit-for-tat
 Je slaba reciprocita cestou k maximalizaci uzitku?

* Folk teorém: : V pripade, kdy je kooperace vyhodna (napriklad v PD) se hraci snazi

dojit ke kooperau pokud nékdo nekooperuje = trigger strategy — protihrac stahne
svoji kooperaci (trest)

* Reciprocita silna: aktéfi voli sub-optimalni strategie, nesleduji vlastni zajem.
Pracuji s ni evolucni biologové

* Negativni reakce na socialni nespravedlnost (Sanfeyet et al. 2003)
e Radost z trestani socidlnich deviantl (de Quervain 2004)

e Jak interpretovat trestani? Mimo lab?



Duvera a politicke stranictvi (Carlin and
Love 2011)

Table I Trust differentiation

between co-partisans and rival Coelficient (standand ermor)

pariisany Political sophistication 242% (1.38)

Democrat 0% (T8)

Strong panisans 5.38** (1.62)

Moderste panisans 0 (TT)

Intermal politcal efficacy 06 (73)

Income 18 (L 16)

Male =L3T* (.72)

Age 4 (0

Religious miendance 150

" Constant =1.15 (2.5(0
Democrat Republlcan Entries are tobit coefficierts; 3 N 64

B Anonymous N independent Ut?:‘ J:I:T::;ﬂi:::; -r e
I Demccrat (@ Republican **p <08 ' frewdo I o

Fig. 2 Average tickets democrat and republican Player |s sent to Player 25 in anonymous, independent,
republican and democrat trust games



Whit et al. 2021. Tribalism in America

4. DG Bias in 5A. DG Accept Bias 5B. DG Accept Bias

5C. Accept Even Split 6A. TG Send 7A. TG Expect
favor of Republican in favor or Dem in favor of Rep between Rep and Dem to Democrat from Democrat
Democrat { -e- —.— —— — —.— —.
Republican - - —— —— —_—— - e}
=4 2101 2 -1 0 1 2 -1 0 1 2 -1 -5 0. - 0 1 2 -2 0 2 4
BB. TG Send 7B. TG Expect 8A. PG Send to 9A. PG Take from 8B. PG Send to 9B. PG Take from
to Republican from Republican Majority Democrats /Send to Maj. Dem Majority Republicans /Send to Maj. Rep
Democrat{ —e+ — —— —_—— — —
Republican 4 - — — — — —
-1 0 1 2 -2 0 2 4 -15-75 0 75 15 -15-75 0 .75 1

T T T T T T T T
5 -15-75 0 75 15 -15-75 0 75 15



Ceska republika

* Pouze Hradi 1

« Opakovana hra, v
kazdém kole s jinym
hracem

« Manipulace informaci
o Hraci 2 (stranicka
preference a postoj k
imigraci)

PartyPolitics

Original Research Article
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Politically motivated interpersonal biases: o me aur o
(@Role]

Polarizing effects of partisanship and Arccle rase gidelnes
immigration attitudes Do 1011771135 4060823 116409
%;%mals.sa,gepub.comfhoma'ppq

Lenka Hrbkova

Masaryk University, Czech Republic

Petr Voda

Masaryk University, Czech Republic

Vlastimil Havlik
Masaryk University, Czech Republic

Abstract

We demonstrate effects of political preferences on interpersonal interactions in the environment of the highly unstable and
volatile party system of the Czech Republic. The effects of partisanship on interpersonal relations are compared to the
effects of attitudes on a salient issue. Two experiments confirm the potential of political partisanship to affect the in-
dividual’s ingroup preferences and outgroup biases, which can influence willingness to converse with others in the context
of an unstable party system. In a conjoint experiment, dis/agreement on immigration has comparable effects on
interpersonal interactions. Avoidance of interactions with out-partisans is amplified when out-partisans talk about pol-
itics often. The patterns of ingroup preferences and outgroup biases are replicated in a trust game experiment. Both
partisanship and immigration attitudes influence how subjects interact with others. Given the political context, the study
provides a hard test of politically motivated ingroup and outgroup biases stemming both from party and policy preferences.
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Figure 1. Effects of partisarship, immigration attitudes, and minimal group membership on allocations to Plyer 2

Nate: Multileyv el tobit model. Attitudes about immigration were coded a5 2 subject-Player 2 match (eg. immigration: proimmigration
match when the Player 2'sattitude matched the subject s attitude) or missratch (immigration: pro-anti mismakch when the subject held 2
pro-immigration attitude while the Plyer 2 held snt-immigration attitude). Party preference is coded as the subject’s vote choice
matching Flayer 2 choice | potitee match), the subjects” negative parti sandhip rmatching Player 2 vote choice (nepative match), interae tion
with a nonvoter ( nanvoter matkch ) or interaction with 2 voter of 2 mndom party (random). Contral ind cates. allocations to members of an

ingroup and an cutgroup in dhe minimal group condition.






