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CONCLUSION
• Most of the deviations are due to preferences, not mistakes.
• Future studies needed to study different principles or games.

INTRODUCTION
Question: Do people make “mistakes” when they deviate from what 
is considered rational behavior in economic games?
• Typical responses to the systematic deviations

• Behavioral principles (framing, heuristics...) or theory (learning etc.)
• Another possibility: People do not understand the normative principles.

• Mistake: “Behavior that people would have changed (to comply with the 
normative standard) if they understood these principles.”

Contribution:
• The first paper to study mistakes in games.
• Literature on individual decision making:

• Initial: MacCrimmon (1968); Slovic and Tversky (1974)
• Recent: Nielsen & Rehbeck (2022); Humphrey & Kruse (2024)

Focus: ”Dominance” as a solution concept 
• Arguably the strongest principle in Game Theory.

• Two influential games with a dominant strategy equilibrium.

EXPERIMENT 1: Prisoner’s Dilemma Game 
Study:
• 450 participants from Prolific

• After the comprehension checks
• 49.56% female, 39 mean age

• Fully incentivized, Mean time: 27 min
• Fixed payment: £2 & Mean bonus: £1.7

Stage 1: Rule Decisions
• Choose to follow a given rule in making decisions for you in the games or not

• Rule 1: Playing strictly dominant strategies (the “normative” rule)
• Rule 2: Playing strategies that allow for more efficient outcome

Stage 2: Game Play
• 10 different 2x2 Prisoner’s Dilemma type games

Stage 3: Reconsideration
• Reconsider all the inconsistencies between the rule and game decisions

• Any contradicting decisions are explained clearly to the participant.
• Can change rule decision, game decision, both or neither.

Treatments:
• Main treatment: Neutral (as explained above, neutral study of mistakes)

• One-Sided (no Rule 2) & Control (no explanation of inconsistencies)
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EXPERIMENT 2: Public Goods Game 
Study:
• 450 players: 51.89% female, 40 mean age
• Fully incentivized, Mean time: 16 min
• Fixed payment: £1.5 & Mean bonus: £1.05

Stage 1: Rule Decisions
• Rule 1: Contributing nothing (“normative”)
• Rule 2: Contributing all the endowment

Stage 2: Game Play
• 10 games with varying parameters (endowment, players, multiplication factor)

Stage 3: Reconsideration (Same)
aspredicted.org/j3d7-z59n.pdf
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