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Abstract 
 
The conflict between pro-self and pro-social behaviour is at the core of many key problems of 
our time, as, for example, the reduction of air pollution and the redistribution of scarce resources. 
For the well-being of our societies, it is thus crucial to find mechanisms to promote pro-social 
choices over egoistic ones. Particularly important, because cheap and easy to implement, are 
those mechanisms that can change people’s behaviour without forbidding any options or 
significantly changing their economic incentives, the so-called “nudges”. Previous research has 
found that moral nudges (e.g., making social norms salient) can promote pro-social behaviour. 
However, little is known about whether their effect persists over time and spills across context. 
This question is key in light of research showing that prosocial actions are often followed by 
selfish actions, thus suggesting that some moral manipulations may backfire. Here we present a 
class of simple moral nudges that have a great positive impact on pro-sociality. In Studies 1-4, 
we use economic games to demonstrate that asking subjects to tell “what they think is the 
morally right thing to do” does not only increase pro-sociality in the choice immediately after, 
but also in subsequent choices, and even when the social context changes. In Study 5, we 
demonstrate that moral nudges increase charity donations by about 44 percent. 
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Introduction 
 
Many decision problems involve a conflict between what is good for oneself and what is good 
for others. For example, reducing CO2 emissions, recycling, and donating to charity are all pro-
social choices that are individually costly: they require people to pay a personal cost to benefit 
other people or the society as a whole (Trivers, 1971; Milinski, Semmann & Krambeck, 2002; 
Gintis et al., 2003; Rand & Nowak, 2013). Since individuals have an incentive to maximise their 
own benefit, finding mechanisms to reduce free-riding and promote pro-social behaviour is of 
great importance for the well-being of our society (Karlan & List, 2007; Kraft-Todd et al, 2015; 
Martin & Randall, 2008; Ariely, Bracha & Meier, 2009; Capraro, 2013; Gneezy, Keenan & 
Gneezy, 2014; Perc et al, 2017). 
 
One strand of literature has focused on mechanisms such as punishing free-riders (Boyd & 
Richerson, 1992; Fehr & Gächter, 2000; Fehr & Gächter, 2002; Gürerk, Irlenbusch & 
Rockenbach, 2006), rewarding pro-socials (Panchanathan & Boyd, 2004; Milinski et al, 2006; 
Capraro et al, 2016) and the interplay between these two (Andreoni, Harbaugh &Vesterlund, 
2003; Rockenbach & Milinski, 2006; Sefton, Shupp &Walker, 2007; Hilbe & Sigmund, 2010). 
While these approaches have been shown to promote pro-sociality, and punishment has been 
adopted by most countries to sanction free-riders, their drawback is that they are costly. For 
example, in order to punish self-regarding behaviour, institutions must first pay a cost to monitor 
people’s behaviour and find out who acted selfishly and who did not. Then they must pay a cost 
to punish those who acted selfishly. A similar drawback holds for rewarding pro-social actors. In 
order to reward pro-social actions, institutions must first pay a cost to monitor people’s actions 
and find out who acted pro-socially and who did not; then they must pay a cost to reward those 
who acted pro-socially.  
 
Thus, particularly important, from the point of view of creating societal benefit, are those 
mechanisms that can change people’s behaviour without forbidding any options or significantly 
changing their economic incentives – the so-called “nudges” (Sunstein & Thaler, 2003; Sunstein 
& Thaler, 2008). They are cheap and easy to implement, because they allow to avoid (i) the 
direct cost of changing people’s economic incentives and/or limiting people’s action space, (ii) 
the monitoring cost of finding out which choice each individual made and, possibly, the cost of 
punishing or rewarding each choice, and (iii) the technical difficulties associated with finding out 
individual choices. Thus, finding simple nudges that are able to increase pro-social behaviour is 
of great importance and could have impactful implications on policy design.  
 
Here we ask the following question: How can we increase pro-social behaviour by means of 
simple nudges?  
 
A large amount of research testifies of the considerable impact that norms can have on human 
behaviour in situations as diverse as charity donations (Croson, Handy & Shang, 2010), alcohol 
consumption (Bruckner, Ecker & Proctor, 2011), littering (Cialdini, Kallgren & Reno, 1991), 
water consumption (Ferraro & Price, 2013), risky driving (Simons-Morton et al, 2014), and 
many others. In short, this research suggests that people tend to follow the choice that they 
perceive to be the norm in a given context, which, in turn, suggests that simple reminders that 



make the morality of an action salient may have a positive impact on pro-social behaviour. 
Along these lines, for example, it has been shown that religious reminders favour honesty 
(Mazar, Amir & Ariely, 2008) and cooperation (Rand et al, 2014; Dal Bó & Dal Bó, 2014) in 
economic games. Furthermore, changing the names of the available actions to make them seem 
less or more moral has a large effect on people’s behaviour in decision problems where there is a 
tension between equity and efficiency (Capraro & Rand, 2017). 
 
Yet, little is known about whether the effect of moral salience persists over time and spills across 
contexts. These are crucial questions, as there is ample evidence that some policy interventions, 
although effective at first, may backfire afterwards. For example, previous research has shown 
that people donate less to charity directly after making a choice they consider moral than after a 
choice they consider immoral (Gneezy, Imas & Madarász, 2014); that “recalling one’s own 
(im)moral behaviour leads to compensatory rather than consistent moral action” (Jordan, Mullen 
& Murnighan, 2011); that “people act less altruistically and are more likely to cheat and steal 
after purchasing green products than after purchasing conventional products” (Mazar & Zhong, 
2010); that “people are more willing to express attitudes that could be viewed as prejudiced 
when their past behavior has established their credentials as nonprejudiced persons” (Monin & 
Miller, 2001); see also (Sachdeva, Iliev & Medin, 2009; Brañas-Garza et al, 2013; Merritt, 
Effron & Monin, 2010; Blanken, van de Ven & Zeelenberg, 2015). Therefore, it is crucial to find 
moral nudges that do not backfire by corrupting future actions, but whose effect persists over 
time and spills across contexts. 
 
Here we address these questions by exploring the effect of simple moral nudges on pro-social 
behaviour. In our typical experiment, participants have to decide between a pro-self and a pro-
social course of action, and before making their actual choice, they are asked to tell what they 
think is the morally right thing to do. We go beyond previous literature by not only assessing the 
effect of the moral nudge in the choice immediately after the nudge, but also in a second 
interaction, both within and across contexts, and both in the setting of economic games and in the 
setting of real charity donations. Importantly, we demonstrate not only that these simple moral 
nudges have a positive effect on the choice immediately after; but also that their effect persists to 
a second interaction even when the social context changes. Furthermore, we show that the use 
moral nudges can also be successful outside the setting of economic games: in our experiment, 
they significantly increased charity donations by 44%. 
 
Study 1 
 
We begin by exploring whether moral nudges are effective in increasing altruistic behaviour in 
the Dictator Game (DG), a simple economic game standardly used to measure individuals’ 
altruistic attitudes (Franzen & Pointner, 2013; Rand et al, 2016).  
 
Subjects 
 
We recruit N = 300 subjects living in the US using the online labour market Amazon Mechanical 
Turk (AMT). AMT experiments are easy and cheap to implement, because subjects participate 
from their homes by simply completing an online incentivized survey that takes no more than a 
few minutes. This allows researchers to significantly decrease the stakes of the experiment, 



without compromising the results. Several studies have indeed shown that data gathered using 
AMT are of no less quality than data gathered using the standard physical lab (Paolacci, 
Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010; Horton, Rand, Zeckhauser, 2011; Mason & Suri, 2012; Berinsky, 
Uber & Lenz, 2012; Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). 
Moreover, as an upside with respect to standard laboratory experiments, AMT experiments use 
samples that are more heterogeneous than the standard laboratory experiments, that are typically 
conducted using a pool of students. For this and the following experiments, informed consent is 
obtained by all participants and privacy rights are observed.  
 
Procedure 
 
After entering their TurkID, subjects are given 20c and are told they are paired with another 
subject who is given nothing. They are also told that they can donate any part of their 
endowment to the other subject. To make sure they understand the situation, we ask all subjects 
two comprehension questions regarding what choice would maximise their payoff and what 
choice would maximise the other person’s payoff. Only those who answer both comprehension 
questions correctly are allowed to proceed to the experiment. Subjects are randomly divided in 
three conditions: DG, DGpersonal, DGsocial. The DG condition is the baseline: subjects are 
asked how much, if any, they want to donate to the other person. In the DGpersonal condition, 
right before asking subjects to state their donation, we ask them: “what do you personally think 
is the morally right thing to do in this situation?” In the DGsocial condition, right before asking 
subjects to state their donation, we ask them: “what do you think your society considers to be the 
morally right thing to do in this situation?” After making a choice, subjects enter a standard 
demographic questionnaire. After the questionnaire, subjects receive the completion code of the 
survey through which they can claim their bonus, that is paid on top of the participation fee (that 
is 40c). We refer to the Appendix, Part 2, for full experimental instructions. 
 
Results 
 
The results are visualised in Figure 1, where “% prosociality” stands for average percentage of 
the endowment donated. As linear regression finds no significant difference between 
DGpersonal and DGsocial (p = 0.473), we merge these two conditions to form the DGnudged 
condition. When nudging subjects, average percentage of the endowment donated increases from 
21.2% in the DG to 30.6% in the DGnudged (p = 0.005). Thus our first study shows that moral 
nudges have a positive impact on altruistic behaviour in the standard DG (see Appendix, Table 
A1, for regression details). 
 



 
 
Figure 1: Moral nudges increase altruistic behaviour in Dictator games. Results of Study 1. 
Subjects who are asked what they personally think is the morally right thing to do or what they 
think their society considers to be the morally right thing to do before playing a DG (i.e., 
subjects in the “DG nudged” condition), donate significantly more than subjects in the baseline 
DG (p=0.005). Error bars represent +/- SEM. We refer to the Appendix, Table A1, for 
regression details. 
 
Study 2 
 
Next we examine whether moral nudges have a positive effect also on cooperative behaviour. 
We design a new experiment in which the DG is replaced by a Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD), an 
economic game standardly used to measure individuals’ cooperative attitudes (Nowak, 2006; 
Englmaier & Gebhardt, 2016).  
 
Subjects 
 
We recruit N = 300 subjects living in the US using the online labour market AMT. 
 
Procedure 
 
This study is identical to Study 1, apart from two changes. The first one is that the Dictator Game 
is replaced by a Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD). In the PD, subjects are given 10c and are asked 
whether they want to keep it or give it to the other person. In the latter case, the 10c are doubled 
and earned by the other person. Importantly, participants are informed that the other person is 



facing exactly the same set of instructions. Thus, each participant gets a better payoff if they 
keep the money (defect), but, if both participants keep the money, then they only get 10c each, 
which is less than the 20c each that they would get if they both gave the money away 
(cooperate). Previous research suggests that cooperative behaviour is different from altruistic 
behaviour; specifically, people who act altruistically in DG typically cooperate in PD, but not the 
converse (Capraro, Jordan & Rand, 2014). The second change is that, in order to participate in 
the experiment, subjects have to answer four comprehension questions, instead of two. We refer 
to the Appendix, Part 2, for full experimental instructions. 
 
Results 
 
As before, we build PDnudged, by merging PDpersonal with PDsocial, because average 
cooperation in the PDpersonal condition is not statistically different from average donation in 
the PDsocial condition (p = 0.327). Results are visualised in Figure 2, where “% prosociality” 
stands for the average percentage of one’s own endowment given to the other player. It is clear 
that results are in line with those of the previous experiment: the baseline leads to the lowest 
average giving (32.9%), while PDnudged give rise to a significantly higher levels of giving 
(48.0%, linear regression, p=0.023). Thus, our second study shows that moral nudges have a 
positive impact on cooperative behaviour in standard economic games (see Appendix, Table A2, 
for regression details). 
 

 
 
Figure 2: Moral nudges increase cooperative behaviour in the Prisoner’s Dilemma. Results 
of Study 2. Subjects who are asked what they personally think is the morally right thing to do or 
what they think their society considers to be the morally right thing to do before playing a PD 
(i.e., subjects in the “PD nudged” condition), give significantly more than subjects in the 



baseline PD (p=0.023). Error bars represent +/- SEM. We refer to the Appendix, Table A2, for 
regression details. 
 
Study 3 
 
Then we investigate whether the positive effect of moral nudges on altruistic behaviour is limited 
to the choice immediately after the nudge, or persists to at least one other interaction.  
 
Subjects 
 
We recruit N = 200 subjects living in the US using the online labour market AMT. 
 
Procedure 
 
Subjects played a two-stage experiment as follows. In Stage 1, they face a DG in either of two 
conditions: DG and DGpersonal, identical to those in the first study. In Stage 2, all subjects play 
a standard non-nudged dictator game, denoted DG2, but with slightly different instructions than 
the first-stage DG: dictators are given 40c (instead of 20c) and the available donations are 
multiple of 4c (instead of 2c). We opt for this variant of the Dictator game in order to avoid that 
people anchor their second choice to the first one (Tverski & Kahneman, 1974), causing a 
confound that would be in the same direction as the effect that we expect to find.  
 
Results 
 
Figure 3 shows that the percentage of altruism in DG2 after DG is significantly lower than the 
percentage of altruism in DG2 after DGpersonal (18.0% vs 25.5%; linear regression, p = 0.019). 
Thus, our third study shows that the positive impact of moral nudges on altruistic behaviour is 
not limited to the choice immediately after the nudge, but persists to at least one other choice 
(see Appendix, Table A3, for regression details). 
 



 
 
Figure 3: Moral nudges increase altruistic behaviour in a subsequent Dictator Game. 
Results of Study 3. The positive effect of moral nudges on altruistic behaviour in the DG is not 
limited to the choice immediately after the nudge, but persists to a second-stage DG, such that 
subjects who are nudged in Stage 1 DG donate, in a second stage DG, more than those who are 
not nudged (p = 0.019). Error bars represent +/- SEM. We refer to the Appendix, Table A3, for 
regression details. 
 
Study 4 
 
Next we explore whether the positive effect of moral nudges spills across contexts, in the sense 
that a moral nudge in the DG impacts also a subsequent PD and, conversely, a moral nudge in 
the PD impacts also a subsequent DG.  
 
Subjects 
 
We recruit N = 600 subjects living in the US using the online labour market AMT. 
 
Procedure 
 
Subjects are randomly divided in six conditions: DG-PD, DGpersonal-PD, DGsocial-PD, PD-
DG, PDpersonal-DG, and PDsocial-DG, where the notation X-Y means that subjects first play 
game X and then play game Y.  
 



Results 
 
Direct effects of the moral nudges in Stage 1 behaviour are in line with those in the previous 
studies. We refer to the Appendix, Table A4, for statistical details. Here we focus on the 
spillover effects. Figure 4 compares the percentage of the amount given in Stage 2 after the 
neutral condition with the percentage of the amount given in Stage 2 after the nudged conditions 
(i.e., in the “neutral” column we collapse DG after PD and PD after DG; while in the “nudged” 
column, we collapse DG after PDsocial, DG after PDpersonal, PD after DGsocial and PD after 
DGpersonal), and provides a first piece of evidence that moral nudges spill across contexts, as 
average prosociality increases from 30.9% to 36.8%. Second-stage linear regression, in which 
the effect of moral nudges on Stage 2 behaviour is described as a proportion of the effect of 
moral nudges on Stage 1, shows that, when taken singularly, the effects are not significant (DG 
after PD vs DG after PDpersonal: p = 0.889; DG after PD vs DG after PDsocial: p = 0.348; PD 
after DG vs PD after DGpersonal: p = 0.110; PD after DG vs PD after DGsocial: p = 0.309). 
However, when meta-analysing the four conditions all together, we find a statistically significant 
overall effect, with a large effect size (overall effect size = 0.633, 95% CI [0.047,1.219], Z = 
2.12, p = 0.034). In sum, our fourth study shows that about 63% of the original direct effect of 
moral nudges on first-stage behaviour spills over across contexts (see Appendix, Table A5, for 
regression details, and Appendix, Figure A1, for the forest plot of the meta-analysis).  
 

 
 



Figure 4: Moral nudges spill across contexts. Results of Study 4. Subjects who are nudged in a 
first-stage DG (resp. PD) tend to be more prosocial in a subsequent non-nudged PD (resp. DG) 
than those who are not nudged. A meta-analysis of the four conditions yields a significant 
positive spillover effect that is also large in size (overall effect size = 0.633, 95% CI 
[0.047,1.219], Z = 2.12, p = 0.034), providing evidence that about 63% of the effect of moral 
nudges on first-stage behaviour spills across contexts. Error bars represent +/- SEM. We refer 
to the Appendix, Table A5, for regression details, and Figure A1, for the forest plot of the meta-
analysis.  
 
Study 5 
 
The data gathered thus far provide compelling evidence that moral nudges have a positive impact 
on pro-social behaviour on economic games. However, the question whether behaviour in 
economic games reflects behaviour in real life is still debated, with some studies finding a 
positive association (Benz & Meier, 2008; Englmaier & Gebhardt, 2016; Exadaktylos, Espín & 
Brañas-Garza, 2013; Fehr & Leibbrandt, 2011; Franzen & Pointner, 2013), whereas others 
challenging this view by reporting only a weak association, if any at all (Galizzi & Navarro-
Martinez, forthcoming; Gurven & Winking, 2008; Winking & Mizer, 2013). Thus, to strengthen 
our conclusions, we now provide a demonstration that our mechanism can be used to increase 
charity donations to real humanitarian organisations.  
 
Subjects 
 
We recruit N = 1,800 subjects living in the US using the online labour market AMT. 
 
Procedure 
 
We conduct three sessions, differing by small details, as detailed in the next paragraph, with the 
same basic structure. First, all subjects complete a 5-minute survey for 50c. Then they are 
divided between two conditions: a baseline condition and a moral nudge condition (see next 
paragraph for more details about the implementation of the nudges). Finally, they are divided 
between two more conditions, Emergency and Give for France. In the Emergency condition they 
are asked whether they want to donate part of their 50c to Emergency, a humanitarian NGO that 
provides emergency medical treatment to victims of war. In the Give for France condition, they 
are asked whether they want to donate part of their 50c to Give for France, an organization in 
support of the victims of the July 14, 2016 Nice attack. These experiments were conducted 
between July 15 and July 17, 2016.  
 
The three sessions differ only on two aspects. In Session 1, subjects can donate only 0c or 50c, 
while in Sessions 2 and 3 they can donate any part of their 50c. Subjects who decide to donate 
part of their 50c are asked to abandon the current AMT survey and join a “bonus survey” in 
which we pay the amount that they decide not to donate as a bonus. No deception is used and the 
donations are really sent to the corresponding organisations. The second difference regards the 
way the nudge is implemented. Session 1. In the baseline condition, after the 5-minute survey, 
subjects are told: “thanks for answering our questions”; in the nudged condition, subjects are 
asked what they think is the morally right thing to do when they see a stranger in need; available 



answers: help/don’t help). Session 2. The baseline condition is the same as Session 1. In the 
nudged condition, participants are shown the instructions of a Dictator Game and are asked what 
they think is the morally right thing to do in that situation. Comprehension questions on the 
Dictator Game are not asked. Session 3. Identical to Session 2, but we add two comprehension 
questions for the Dictator Game (the same as in Study 1). In order to avoid selection effects, we 
add two comprehension questions also in the baseline condition, that are mathematically 
equivalent to the questions used in the nudged condition. Specifically, we ask subjects what 
number x would maximise the expression 20 – x, and what number would minimise the same 
expression. We refer to the Appendix, Part 2, for full experimental instructions. 
 
Results 
 
The results, plotted in Figure 5, provide clear evidence that morally nudged subjects give, on 
average, significantly more than those in the baseline (Emergency: 17.9% vs 11.7%, p = 0.029; 
Give for France: 26.1% vs 16.6%, p = 0.001). The coefficients of the regressions reveal that, in 
the Emergency condition, donations among nudged subjects are 39% higher than donations 
among non-nudged subjects, whereas, in the Give for France condition, donations among nudged 
subjects are 47% higher than donations among non-nudged subjects. Merging the two conditions 
(Emergency and Give for France), we find that moral nudges increase charity donations by about 
44%, on average. 
 

 
 



Figure 5: Moral nudges increase charity donations to real non-profit organisations. Results 
of Study 5. Morally nudged subjects donate significantly more to humanitarian organisations 
than those who are not morally nudged. This holds both when the target organisation is 
Emergency (in which case average donations increase from 5.85c to 8.29c; coeff = 2.28, p = 
0.029) and Give for France (in which case average donations increase from 8.93c to 13.04c; 
coeff = 4.20, p = 0.001). The coefficients are, respectively, 39% and 47% of the baseline 
donation. Merging the two conditions (Emergency and Give for France) reveals that, overall, 
nudging subjects increase donations by 44%. Error bars represent +/- SEM.  
 
Discussion 
 
Finding mechanisms to promote prosocial behaviour is fundamental for the well-being of our 
societies, and is more urgent than ever in a time of key global challenges such as resource 
conservation, climate change, and social inequalities (Trivers, 1971; Milinski, Semmann & 
Krambeck, 2002; Gintis et al., 2003; Karlan & List, 2007; Martin & Randall, 2008; Ariely, 
Bracha & Meier, 2009;  Rand & Nowak, 2013; Capraro, 2013; Gneezy, Keenan & Gneezy, 
2014; Kraft-Todd et al, 2015; Perc et al, 2017). Among these mechanisms, especially important, 
because easy and cheap to implement, are the so-called nudges, that is, mechanisms that can 
promote prosocial behaviour, without changing people’s action space and their economic 
incentives (Sunstein & Thaler, 2003; Sunstein & Thaler, 2008).  
 
Here we focused on moral nudges. In our experiments, participants had to decide between a pro-
self and a pro-social course of action, but, before making their actual choice, they were asked to 
tell what they think is or what they think others consider to be the morally right thing to do. Our 
data show that these moral nudges have a positive impact on altruistic (Study 1) and cooperative 
(Study 2) behaviour in economic games. This positive impact is not limited to the choice made 
immediately after the nudge, but persists to a second interaction (Study 3) and even spills across 
contexts: nudging altruism in a first interaction promotes cooperation in a second, non-nudged, 
interaction, and nudging cooperation in a first interaction promotes altruism in a second, non-
nudged, interaction (Study 4). Furthermore, this positive impact is not limited to economic 
games: nudging altruistic behaviour can be used to successfully increase charity donations 
(Study 5).  
 
This is an important improvement over previous work. Although it has been repeatedly shown 
that people tend to follow what they perceive to be the norm in a given context (Cialdini, 
Kallgren & Reno, 1991; Mazar, Amir & Ariely, 2008; Croson, Handy & Shang, 2010; Bruckner, 
Ecker & Proctor, 2011; Ferraro & Price, 2013; Simons-Morton et al, 2014; Rand et al, 2014; Dal 
Bó & Dal Bó, 2014, Capraro & Rand, 2017), little is known about whether the effect of moral 
nudges persists over time and spills across contexts. This question is particularly important in 
light of the literature on moral cleansing showing that moral actions are often followed by 
compensatory immoral actions (Monin & Miller, 2001; Sachdeva, Iliev & Medin, 2009; Mazar 
& Zhong, 2010; Merritt, Effron & Monin, 2010; Jordan, Mullen & Murnighan, 2011; Brañas-
Garza et al, 2013; Gneezy, Imas & Madarász, 2014; Blanken, van de Ven & Zeelenberg, 2015), 
thus suggesting that some moral nudges may backfire. Our results show that this is not the case, 
at least for the moral nudges, the window of time, and the economic decisions considered in this 



paper. Not only do our moral nudges not backfire, but they even persist over time and spill 
across contexts.  
 
To the best of our knowledge, only two papers have previously considered moral nudges of the 
type we have used in this work. Brañas-Garza (2007) found that telling DG dictators to “note 
that he relies on you” increases donations in the laboratory. We go beyond the results of this 
paper along several dimensions, as we explore the effect of moral nudges, both in the DG and in 
the PD, we look at its persistence over interactions and across contexts; and we also look at its 
effect on charity donations to humanitarian organisations. Dal Bó and Dal Bó (2014), instead, 
found that reminding the “Golden Rule” in the middle of a repeated PD with random re-
matching in groups of eight people and feedback after each round increases cooperation for a 
few rounds before eventually vanishing. However, the fact that the interaction is repeated in 
small groups with feedback after each round implies that the persistence of the increase in 
cooperation cannot be with certainty attributed to the persistence of the nudge. For example, it 
could be driven by reputation (if, for example, subjects play a Tit-for-Tat strategy conditional on 
the strategy they encountered in the previous interaction). We thus go much beyond the results 
by Dal Bó and Dal Bó (2014), in several ways: we look at the effect of moral nudges also in the 
DG, at its persistence across interactions while giving no feedback about the previous interaction 
(and therefore ruling out the potential confound of conditional strategies), at its persistence 
across contexts, and at its effect on charity donations to humanitarian organisations. 
 
Our results have potentially impactful applications for policy design. Several mechanisms to 
promote prosocial behaviour have been explored in previous work, including giving material 
reward, such as a t-shirt or a mug, in exchange to a prosocial action (Ashraf, Bandiera & Jack, 
2014; Yoeli et al, 2013); augmenting donations using matching (Rondeau & List, 2008; Meier, 
2007); making people’s actions observable by others (Ekström, 2012; Ernest-Jones, Nettle & 
Bateson, 2011); informing people about the actions of others to make a social norm salient (Frey 
& Meier, 2004; d’Adda, Capraro & Tavoni, 2017); giving gifts while asking for a donation, in 
order to induce a reciprocal feeling of obligation (Falk, 2007; Gneezy & List, 2006); soliciting 
people to cooperate (Andreoni, Rao & Trachtman, 2017, Bryan et al, 2011); and many others 
(see Kraft-Todd et al (2015) for a review). Our results expand this list of mechanisms 
significantly. We show that moral nudges not only increase prosocial behaviour in the choice 
immediately after the nudge, but that their effect also persists over time and spills across 
contexts. Furthermore, compared to these studies, moral nudges have the crucial upside that they 
are extremely easy and cheap to implement, while still being very effective. For example, Landry 
et al (2006) entered people who donated to a fund-raiser into a lottery to win a personal cash 
prize, and found a 47% increase in the amount of money raised relative to the control condition 
with no lottery. Our Study 5 shows that moral nudges produce essentially the same increase 
(44%), but are free of cost, that is, they allow to save the money for the prize of the lottery and 
the time needed to organise and conduct it. 
 
Our findings also have some limitations, the most important of which being that they show that 
moral nudges increase prosocial behaviour, persist over time, and spill across contexts, but only 
within the window of time and choices considered in this paper, that is, two interactions (DG and 
PD) within the same experiment (i.e., separated by a few minutes). Future work should thus 
consider interactions separated by a longer time span and a greater number of interactions to 



explore the boundaries of the effectiveness of moral nudges. Furthermore, it is to be expected 
that the effectiveness of a moral nudge will not only depend on the particular type of nudge used, 
but also on the underlying social interactions. Thus, more generally, classifying moral nudges in 
terms of their effectiveness in different social interactions is an important direction for future 
research, with many applications to policy design.  
 
Finally, our data also has theoretical applications. We have shown that people’s behaviour in 
one-shot anonymous interactions can be influenced by moral nudges. This is in contrast to the 
predictions of the standard models proposed by behavioural economists to explain human 
prosociality in one-shot anonymous interactions. According to these models, people have 
preferences for minimising social inequities (Fehr & Shmidt, 1999; Bolton & Ockenfels, 2000), 
or maximising social welfare (Charness & Rabin, 2002), or a combination of both (Charness & 
rabin, 2002). These preferences are described in terms of the economic outcomes of the available 
actions and parameters representing the extent to which an individual cares about equity and/or 
efficiency. These models predict that people should be insensitive to cues about the rightness or 
the wrongness of an action, because these cues do not change the economic outcomes of the 
available actions. This prediction is not satisfied in our data: cues about what is right in a given 
situation can significantly change people’s behaviour. Thus, our results highlight the necessity of 
going beyond outcome-based preferences, and speak in support of incorporating social norms 
into people’s preferences. This is in line with an emerging strand of research suggesting that 
people, in their decision-making, strive for balance between maximising their material payoff 
and doing what they think is the morally right thing to do (Brekke, Kverndokk & Nyborg, 2003; 
Huck, Kübler & Weibull, 2012; Alger & Weibul, 2013; Krupka & Weber, 2013; Capraro & 
Rand, 2017).  
 
In sum, we have presented a novel technique to increase prosocial behaviour. Asking people 
“what’s the morally right thing to do?” before they make a choice, makes the morality of an 
action salient. This promotes pro-sociality, and this positive effect persists to a subsequent 
choice, even when the social context changes. Moreover, it can successfully be used to increase 
donations to charitable organizations. 
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Appendix 
 
This Appendix is divided in two parts. In the first part, we report details of the statistical 
analysis. In the second part, we report full experimental instructions. 
 

Part 1. Statistical analysis 
 
Table A1. Linear regressions predicting Dictator Game altruism in Study 1. Participants 
were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: DG, DGsocial, and DGpersonal. We denote 
“nudged” the union between DGsocial and DGpersonal. Column (1) shows that being nudged 
has a significant positive effect on DG altruism. Column (2) shows that this effect is robust after 
controlling for sex, age, and education. Column (3) shows that the “social nudge” has a 
significant (at 10%) positive effect on DG altruism. Column (4) demonstrates that this effect is 
robust and actually is strengthened after controlling for sex, age, and education. Columns (5) and 
(6) show that the “personal nudge” has a significant positive effect on DG donations.  

	  
 Dictator Game altruism 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
nudged 0.094*** 

(0.033) 
0.104*** 
(0.033) 

    

social   0.074* 
(0.039) 

0.086** 
(0.039) 

  

personal     0.114*** 
(0.037) 

0.122*** 
(0.037) 

sex  0.064** 
(0.032) 

 0.019 
(0.041) 

 0.060 
(0.038) 

age  0.002 
(0.002) 

 0.003 
(0.002) 

 0.002 
(0.002) 

education  -0.014 
(0.012) 

 -0.017 
(0.015) 

 -0.021 
(0.014) 

constant 0.212*** 
(0.027) 

0.103 
(0.081) 

0.212*** 
(0.028) 

0.152 
(0.099) 

0.212*** 
(0.027) 

0.149 
(0.094) 

obs 282 282 188 188 184 184 
r-squared 0.028 0.056 0.019 0.041 0.048 0.078 
Note: Linear regression, robust standard error in parentheses. *: significant at 10%, **: 
significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%. 
 



Table A2. Linear regression predicting Prisoner’s Dilemma cooperation in Study 2. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: PD, PDsocial, and PDpersonal. 
We denote “nudged” the union between PDsocial and PDpersonal. Column (1) shows that being 
nudged has a significant positive effect on PD cooperation. Column (2) shows that this effect is 
robust after controlling for sex, age, and education. Columns (3) and (4) show that the “social 
nudge” has a significant positive effect on PD cooperation, and that this effect is robust after 
controlling for sex, age, and education. Columns (5) and (6) show that the “personal nudge” does 
not have a significant positive effect on PD cooperation (the effect, however, is close to 
marginally significant: both p’s<0.13. Moreover, comparing PDsocial with PDpersonal, we find 
no significant difference: p=0.327).  

	  
 Prisoner’s Dilemma cooperation 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
nudged 0.151** 

(0.066) 
0.138** 
(0.066) 

    

social   0.188** 
(0.075) 

0.164** 
(0.077) 

  

personal     0.114 
(0.075) 

0.115 
(0.072) 

sex  0.126** 
(0.061) 

 0.049 
(0.075) 

 0.219*** 
(0.074) 

age  0.005* 
(0.003) 

 0.003 
(0.004) 

 0.008** 
(0.004) 

education  0.016 
(0.025) 

 -0.038 
(0.032) 

 -0.011 
(0.028) 

constant 0.329*** 
(0.054) 

-0.096 
(0.168) 

0.330*** 
(0.054) 

0.011 
(0.123) 

0.330*** 
(0.054) 

-0.197 
(0.192) 

obs 257 257 169 169 170 170 
r-squared 0.020 0.053 0.036 0.041 0.014 0.103 
Note: Linear regression, with odds ratio and robust standard error in parentheses. *: significant at 
10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Table A3. Linear regression predicting second-stage Dictator Game altruism in Study 3. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two two-stage games: DG-DG2, DGpersonal-
DG2. We regress second-stage behavior as a function of whether subjects, in stage 1, 
participated in the DGpersonal condition or in the DG condition. Column (1) shows that who 
participated in the DGpersonal condition gave, in stage 2, more than those who participated in 
the DG condition. Column (2) shows that this effect is robust after controlling for sex, age, and 
education. 

	  
 Stage 2 Dictator Game altruism 
 (1) (2) 
personal 0.075** 

(0.036) 
0.086** 
(0.036) 

sex  0.050 
(0.035) 

age  0.004** 
(0.001) 

education  0.012 
(0.015) 

constant 0.180*** 
(0.024) 

-0.086 
(0.109) 

obs 172 172 
r-squared 0.025 0.073 
Note: Linear regression, with odds ratio and robust standard error in parentheses. *: significant at 
10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Table A4. List of all direct effects. Summary of all first stage manipulations we have conducted 
in Studies 1-4. For each manipulation, the treatment is compared with the baseline. 

	  
 OLS coefficients 
 (1) (2) 
DGpersonal (study 1) 0.114*** 

(0.037) 
0.122*** 
(0.037) 

DGpersonal (study 3) 0.059 
(0.037) 

0.068* 
(0.037) 

DGpersonal (study 4) 0.091** 
(0.040) 

0.097** 
(0.041) 

DGsocial (study 1) 0.074* 
(0.039) 

0.086** 
(0.039) 

DGsocial (study 4) 0.061 
(0.040) 

0.063 
(0.040) 

PDpersonal (study 2) 0.114 
(0.075) 

0.115 
(0.072) 

PDpersonal (study 4) 0.075 
(0.079) 

0.061 
(0.080) 

PDsocial (study 2) 0.188** 
(0.075) 

0.164** 
(0.077) 

PDsocial (study 4) 0.146* 
(0.078) 

0.135* 
(0.078) 

overall effect on DG (meta-analysis) 0.080*** 0.088*** 
overall effect on PD (meta-analysis) 0.132*** 0.120*** 
control on demographics no yes 
Note: Linear regression, with odds ratio and robust standard error in parentheses. *: significant at 
10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Table A5. List of all spillover effects. Summary of all spillover effects in Study 4. Since 
spillover effects in Stage 2 depend on Stage 1 direct effects, in order to compute the coefficients 
of the spillover effect we use second-stage linear regression, which allows us to express second-
stage effects as a proportion of first stage effects. To use second-stage linear regression, we need 
to re-normalize DG donations by multiplying them by 2 (because PD cooperation goes from 0 to 
1, while DG altruism goes from 0 to 0.5).  For each manipulation, the treatment is compared with 
the baseline. Spillover effects are all in the same direction, although none of them is statistically 
significant when taken singularly. However, when meta-analyzing them together, we find a 
significant effect which is also big in size. 

	  
 OLS coefficients 
 (1) (2) 
DGpersonal-PD 0.694 

(0.432) 
0.653 
(0.415) 

DGsocial-PD 0.658 
(0.648) 

0.647 
(0.634) 

PDpersonal-DG 0.166 
(1.191) 

0.451 
(1.470) 

PDsocial-DG 0.553 
(0.587) 

0.604 
(0.641) 

overall effect (meta-analysis) 0.618** 0.633** 
control on demographics no yes 
Note: Second-stage linear regression, with robust standard error in parentheses. *: significant at 
10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  



 
Figure A1: Forest plot of the meta-analysis of Study 4. Study ID = 1 compares average 
cooperation in PD played after DG personal with average cooperation in PD played after DG 
neutral. Study ID = 2 compares average cooperation in PD played after DG social with average 
cooperation in PD played after DG neutral. Study ID = 3 compares average altruism in DG 
played after PD social with average altruism in DG played after PD neutral; finally, Study ID = 
4 compares average altruism in DG played after PD personal with average altruism in DG 
played after PD neutral. All the effects are in the same direction, meaning that in all four cases, 
the average prosociality in games played in Stage 2 after a moral nudge is implemented in Stage 
1 is numerically higher than average prosociality in games played in Stage 2 after no moral 
nudge is implemented in Stage 1. None of these effects is statistically significant when taken 
singularly (DG after PD vs DG after PDpersonal: p = 0.889; DG after PD vs DG after 
PDsocial: p = 0.348; PD after DG vs PD after DGpersonal: p = 0.110; PD after DG vs PD 
after DGsocial: p = 0.309). However, meta-analysis shows that there is a significant overall 
effect (overall effect size = 0.633, 95% CI [0.047,1.219], Z = 2.12, p = 0.034), that is also big in 
size: about 63% of the original effect of moral nudges spill across contexts.   
  



Part 2. Experimental instructions 
 
Study 1 
 
DG instructions and comprehension questions (common to all treatments) 
 
Please read these instructions carefully. You may earn a considerable bonus, depending on the 
decision you make. 
 
You have been paired with another participant. The amount of money you can earn depends only 
on your choice. You are given 20c and the other participant is given nothing. You have to decide 
how much, if any, to transfer to the other participant. 
 
The other participant is REAL, and has no choice but to accept the amount of money you decide 
to transfer.    
 
No deception is used. You will really get the amount of money you decide to keep. 
 
Here are some questions to ascertain that you understand the rules. Remember that you have to 
answer all of these questions correctly in order to get the completion code. If you fail any of 
them, the survey will automatically end and you will not have a chance to earn a bonus.  
 
What is the transfer by YOU that maximizes YOUR bonus? (Available answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 
What is the transfer by YOU that maximizes the OTHER PARTICIPANT's bonus? (Available 
answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 
(Here there was a display logic, such that participants were automatically eliminated if they 
failed one of the previous comprehension questions. In case they were not eliminated, the survey 
proceeded to the next screen) 
 
Congratulations, you have answered both comprehension questions correctly!  
 
DG neutral 
 
It is now time to make your choice. 
 
What amount will you transfer to the other person? (Available answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 
DG personal 
 
What do you personally think is the morally right thing to do in this situation? 
 
Transfer: 
(Available answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 



It is now time to make your choice. 
 
What amount will you transfer to the other person? (Available answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 
DG social 
 
What do you think your society considers to be the morally right thing to do in this situation? 
 
Transfer: 
(Available answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 
It is now time to make your choice. 
 
What amount will you transfer to the other person? (Available answers: 0c/2c/…/20c) 
 
Study 2 
 
PD instructions and comprehension questions (common to all treatments) 
 
Please read these instructions carefully. You may earn a considerable bonus, depending on the 
decisions you and another participant make.    
  
You have been paired with another anonymous participant. You are both given 10c and each of 
you must decide whether to transfer the 10c or not. If a participant transfers their 10c, this 
amount will be doubled, and given to the other participant.  
  
So:   
  

•   If	   you	   both	   decide	   to	   transfer	   the	   10c,	   you	   end	   this	   part	   of	   the	   survey	  with	   a	   bonus	  
of	  20c.	  

•   If	  the	  other	  participant	  transfers	  the	  10c	  and	  you	  do	  not,	  you	  end	  this	  part	  of	  the	  survey	  
with	  a	  bonus	  of	  30c.	  

•   If	   you	   transfer	   the	   10c	   and	   the	   other	   participant	   does	   not,	   you	   end	   this	   part	   of	   the	  
survey	  with	  a	  bonus	  of	  0c.	  

•   If	   neither	   of	   you	   transfer	   the	   10c,	   then	   you	   end	   this	   part	   of	   the	   survey	  with	   a	   bonus	  
of	  10c.	  

 
The other participant is REAL, and you and the other participant are really going to get a bonus 
depending on the decisions that you and the other participant will make. 
 
Here are some questions to ascertain that you understand the rules. Remember that you have to 
answer all of these questions correctly in order to get the completion code. If you fail any of 
them, the survey will automatically end and you will not have a chance to earn a bonus.  
 
What choice should YOU make to maximise YOUR gain? (available answers: transfer the 
10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 



 
What choice should YOU make to maximise the OTHER PARTICIPANT's gain? (available 
answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
What choice should the OTHER PARTICIPANT make to maximise THEIR gain? (available 
answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
What choice should the OTHER PARTICIPANT make to maximise YOUR gain? (available 
answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
(Here there was a display logic, such that participants were automatically eliminated if they 
failed one of the previous comprehension questions. In case they were not eliminated, the survey 
proceeded to the next screen) 
 
Congratulations, you have answered both comprehension questions correctly!  
 
PD neutral 
 
It is now time to make your choice. (available answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
PD personal 
 
What do you personally think is the morally right thing to do in this situation? (available 
answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
It is now time to make your choice. (available answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
PD social 
 
What do you think your society considers to be the morally right think to do in this situation? 
(available answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
It is now time to make your choice. (available answers: transfer the 10c/don’t transfer the 10c) 
 
Study 3 
 
The DG and DGpersonal conditions were identical to those of Study 1. 
 
DG2 condition (common to all participants) 
 
This is the second part of the HIT. 
 
Please read these instructions carefully. You may earn a considerable bonus, depending on the 
decision you make. 
 
You have been paired with another participant, different from the one you were paired with in 



the previous part of the HIT. The amount of money you can earn depends only on your choice. 
You are given 40c and the other participant is given nothing. You have to decide how much, if 
any, to transfer to the other participant. 
 
The other participant is REAL, and has no choice but to accept the amount of money you decide 
to transfer.    
 
No deception is used. You will really get the amount of money you decide to keep. 
 
What amount will you transfer to the other person? (Available answers: 0c/4c/8c/…/40c) 
 
Study 4 
 
The PD, PDsocial, PDpersonal, DG, DGsocial, and DGpersonal conditions are identical to those 
of Study 1 and Study 2. 
 
Study 5, Session 1 
 
Welcome screen (common to all subjects) 
 
Welcome to this HIT.  
  
This HIT consists of a set of questions. Answering these questions will take about five minutes.  
 
For the participation in this HIT, you will earn 50c.  
 
With this in mind, do you wish to continue? 
 
Survey (common to all subjects whose goal is to create a sense of endowing the 50c) 
 
Gender: (available answers: male/female) 
 
Age: (open answer) 
 
Highest level of education completed: (available answers: less than a high school degree/high 
school diploma/vocational training/attended college/bachelor’s degree/graduate 
degree/unknown) 
 
Please choose the category that describes the total amount of income you earned in 2015. 
Consider all forms of income, including salaries, tips, interest and dividend payments, 
scholarship support, student loans, parental support, social security, alimony, and child support, 
and others. ($5,000-$10,000/$10,001-$15,000/$15,001-$25,000/$25,001-$35,000/$35,001-
$50,000/$50,001-$65,000/$65,001-$80,000/$80,001-$100,000/over $100,000) 
 



How do you see yourself: are you generally a person who is fully prepared to take risks or do 
you try to avoid taking risks? (11-point likert-scale from 0=not at all willing to take risks to 
10=very willing to take risks) 
 
To what extent do you feel you can trust other people that you interact with in your daily life? (7-
point likert scale from 1=very little t0 7=very much) 
 
I would rather do something that requires little thought than something that is sure to challenge 
my thinking abilities. (7-point likert scale from 1=very untrue to 7=very true) 
 
I trust my initial feelings about people. (7-point likert scale from 1=very untrue to 7=very true) 
 
Which US political party do you identify with more strongly? (7-point likert scale from 
1=strongly Republican to 4=neutral to 7=strongly Democratic) 
 
How strongly do you believe in the existence of a God or Gods? (7-point likert scale from 
1=very little to 7=very much) 
 
Politically, how conservative are you in terms of social issues? (6-point likert scale from 1=very 
liberal to 6=very conservative) 
 
Politically, how conservative are you in terms of fiscal issues? (6-point likert scale from 1=very 
liberal to 6=very conservative) 
 
Neutral 
 
Thanks for answering our questions 
 
Nudged 
 
If you see a stranger in need, what do you think is the morally right thing to do? (available 
answers: help/don’t help) 
 
Donation to Emergency 
 
We are collecting donations to send to Emergency. Emergency is a humanitarian NGO that 
provides emergency medical treatment to civilians victims of war. For more information, visit: 
www.emergencyusa.org 
 
We would like to ask you if you would be willing to renounce to your 50c participation fee and 
donate it to Emergency. If you do so, we will not provide you a completion code so as you will 
not be allowed to submit the HIT. This means that your submission will NOT be rejected. 
Simply, your HIT will not be submitted. 
 
(available answers: No, I do not want to donate my 50c participation fee to Emergency/Yes, I 
want to donate my 50c participation fee to Emergency) 



 
Donation to Give for France 
 
You have probably heard about the terroristic attack in Nice last night, which killed at least 84 
people, including several children. 
 
We are collecting donations to send to Give For France. Give For France is a campaign to help 
victims of the Nice attack. For more information, visit: http://www.giveforfrance.org/en 
 
We would like to ask you if you would be willing to renounce to your 50c participation fee and 
donate it to Give For France. If you do so, we will not provide you a completion code so as you 
will not be allowed to submit the HIT. This means that your submission will NOT be rejected. 
Simply, your HIT will not be submitted. 
 
(available answers: No, I do not want to donate my 50c participation fee to Give for France/Yes, 
I want to donate my 50c participation fee to Give for France) 
 
Study 5, Session 2 
 
The survey of Session 2 is identical to that of Session 1. The remaining part of the survey is 
slightly different. 
 
Neutral 
 
Thanks for answering our questions 
 
Nudged 
 
You are given 10c and an anonymous stranger is given nothing. You have the chance to give part 
of your money to the stranger. 
 
The stranger has no choice: she or he has no chance to reciprocate your action. 
 
What amount do you think it would be morally right to give to the stranger? (available answers: 
0c/1c/2c/…/10c) 
 
Donation to Emergency 
 
We are collecting donations to send to Emergency. Emergency is a humanitarian NGO that 
provides emergency medical treatment to civilians victims of war. For more information, visit: 
www.emergencyusa.org 
 
We would like to ask you if you would be willing to donate part of your 50c participation fee to 
Emergency.  
 
If you decide not to donate money, we will provide you a completion code that you can use to 



submit this HIT to AMT and claim for the whole 50c. 
 
If you decide to donate some money, we will not provide you a completion code for this survey. 
In order to pay you the amount that you decided to keep for yourself, we will redirect you to 
another survey, in which you will get this amount paid as a bonus.    
 
How many cents would you like to donate to Emergency? 
 
Please insert only a number between 0 and 50. 
 
(here there is a textbox in which participants could type their donation) 
 
Donation to Give for France 
 
You have probably heard about the terroristic attack in Nice last night, which killed at least 84 
people, including several children. 
 
We are collecting donations to send to Give For France. Give For France is a campaign to help 
victims of the Nice attack. For more information, visit: http://www.giveforfrance.org/en 
 
We would like to ask you if you would be willing to donate part of your 50c participation fee to 
Give For France.  
 
If you decide not to donate money, we will provide you a completion code that you can use to 
submit to AMT and claim for the whole 50c. 
 
If you decide to donate some money, we will not provide you a completion code for this survey. 
In order to pay you the amount that you decided to keep for yourself, we will redirect you to 
another survey, in which you will get this amount paid as a bonus.    
 
How many cents would you like to donate to Give For France? 
 
Please insert only a number between 0 and 50. 
 
(here there is a textbox in which participants could type their donation) 
 
Study 5, Session 3 
 
The survey is identical to that of the previous sessions. The “donation to Emergency” and 
“donation to Give for France” screens are identical to those of Session 2. The “neutral” and 
“nudged” screen are slightly different. 
 
Neutral 
 
Consider the expression 10 - x, for x that goes from 0 to 10. 
  



Thus:  
 

•   if	  x	  =	  0,	  then	  10	  -‐	  x	  =	  0,	  
•   if	  x	  =	  1,	  then	  10	  -‐	  x	  =	  9,	  
•   …	  
•   if	  x	  =	  9,	  then	  10	  -‐	  x	  =	  1,	  
•   if	  x	  =	  10,	  then	  10	  -‐	  x	  =	  0.	  

 
We will now ask you two simple comprehension questions to make sure that you understand the 
situation. 
 
What number x, between 0 and 10, MAXIMIZES the equation 10 - x? (available answers: 
0/1/2/…/10) 
 
What number x, between 0 and 10, MINIMIZES the equation 10 - x? (available answers: 
0/1/2/…/10) 
 
 
Nudged 
 
You are given 10c and an anonymous stranger is given nothing. You have the chance to give part 
of your money to the stranger. 
 
The stranger has no choice: she or he has no chance to reciprocate your action. 
 
We will now ask you some questions to make sure that you understand the situation. 
 
What amount should you give to the stranger in order to maximize your payoff? 
 
What amount should you give to the stranger in order to maximize their payoff? 
 
The comprehension questions are over. 
 
It's time to make your real choice. 
 
What do you think is the morally right thing to do? (available answers: Give 0c/Give 1c/Give 
2c/…/Give 10c) 
 
 
 
 
 


