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Abstract: Lorenzo Sacconi and his coauthors have put forward the hypothesis that
impartial agreements on distributive rules may generate a conditional preference
for conformity. The observable effect of this preference would be compliance with
fair distributive rules chosen behind a veil of ignorance, even in the absence of
external coercion. This paper uses a Dictator Game with production and taking
option to compare two ways in which the device of the veil of ignorance may
be thought to generate a motivation for, and compliance with a fair distributive
rule: individually—as a thought experiment that should work as a moral cue—
and collectively—as an actual process of agreement among subjects. The main
result is that actual agreement proves to be necessary for agents to be led towards
a fair distributive principle and to generate a significant amount of compliance in
absence of external authority. This conclusion vindicates the role of actual agree-
ments in generating motivational power in correspondence with fair distributive
rules.

Keywords:distributive justice, veil of ignorance, social norms, compliance, exper-
iments

1 Introduction
Distributive justice deals with allocation problems. A theory of distributive jus-
tice is “concerned with what rules, procedures, or mechanisms a society or group
should use to allocate its scarce resources, commodities, and necessary burdens
to individuals with competing needs and claims” (Oleson 2001, 13). From an em-
pirical perspective, to understand howprinciples of distributive justicemight pro-
vide moral guidance for social, economic and political structures, a possibility is
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to focus on individuals’ moral psychology; exploring whether and to what extent
people are motivated by considerations of justice.¹ In this context, some interest-
ing results have been obtained by introducing reasoning behind the ‘veil of ig-
norance’ (Voigt 2015; Huang et al. 2019). Some of these studies have shown that
agreement in conditions of ignorance may play a role in determining both indi-
vidual views about justice and individual motivation to act justly.

Drawing upon Degli Antoni et al.’s (2016)² work, the purpose of this paper is
to test whether the collective unanimous choice behind a veil of ignorance (impar-
tial agreement) can create the conditions to bring about a conception of distribu-
tive justice consistent with ‘liberal egalitarianism’ that is effective in motivating
agents to actually behave as prescribed in absence of positive (rewards) or nega-
tive (punishment) incentives.

By ‘liberal egalitarianism’, we refer to theories of justice that combine two
concerns: the equaldistributionof basic resources andopportunities, and thepos-
sibly unequal distribution of resources derived from legitimate individual entitle-
ments.We followDegli Antoni et al. (2016, 8) and define a ‘liberal egalitarian’ rule
that is made up of two normative demands: a principle of equality in resources,
and an allocation criterion related to contribution.

In their experiment Degli Antoni et al. address two types of moral choice: the
ex-ante collective choice of a rule for the distribution of a common output of a pro-
ductive activity (Charness et al. 2018; Erkal et al. 2011), and the ex-post compliance
with the agreed rule, in absence of a coercive authority. The main characteristic
of their experimental design is that “subjects are assigned unequal endowments
[working time] for which they are not responsible; the assignment is random. At
the same time, their work naturally generates unequal levels of earnings” (Degli
Antoni et al. 2016, 1). The aim of the studywas to test a general hypothesis accord-
ing to which the choice of a liberal egalitarian rule and its actual implementation
is more likely when the rule is collectively chosen bymeans of an impartial unan-
imous agreement behind a veil of ignorance.

This general hypothesis is based onSacconi (2011) and colleagues’ (Grimalda/
Sacconi 2005; Sacconi/Faillo 2008; 2010; Sacconi/Grimalda 2007; Sacconi et al.
2011) theory of conformist preferences. This theory can be characterized as a
moral theory about the nature of fair distributive decisions affecting the agent
and third parties. These decisions are supposed to be motivated by a preference
for norm compliance when certain conditions obtain. The conditions include the

1 There is a very extensive literature on this. Cf. for example Frohlich/Oppenheimer 1992;
Fehr/Schurtenberger 2018.
2 In this paper we refer both to Degli Antoni/Faillo/Francés-Gómez/Sacconi 2016, and to a re-
vised version of it Degli Antoni et al. forthcoming.
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institution of a fair distributive norm in an impartial situation (behind a veil of
ignorance) in which the agent herself takes part. Once the norm is instituted this
way, Sacconi argues, the subsequent interaction is not framed by the agents as
a simple distributive decision, but as a moralized social interaction in which the
choice the individual faces is not so much how to distribute a monetary payoff,
but whether or not to comply with the agreed norm. In other words, agents in this
condition stop acting instrumentally to maximize their self-interest and start act-
ing on principle. Under this framing, compliance becomes the rational choice for
most individuals, as long as they expect reciprocity. This hypothesis has already
received some experimental support (Sacconi/Faillo/Ottone 2011).

The theory of conformist preferences focuses on the individual capacity of act-
ing upon (moral) reasons. Individuals are supposed to possess what Rawls (1971,
ch. 8) named ‘a sense of justice’: a practical disposition to abide by fair princi-
ples, provided they are shared by (most) other members of society. This theory
can explain the emergence of moral norms in a way that is under-studied by con-
ventionalist views on social norms (Cialdini et al. 1991; Young 2007), in particular
by Bicchieri’s approach (2006; 2008; 2016).

According to Bicchieri’s theory, for example, distributive criteria would be a
sub-set of social norms; they are adhered to by individuals depending on context
and mutual expectations (both empirical and normative). Explicit agreements
might work as part of a social framework complete with sanctions and mutual
expectations for compliance; and explicit agreements can of course be the reason
why a particular norm becomes salient. But in general, norms are supposed to
emerge through habit and repeated observation of other’s behaviour.

The theory of conformist preferences shows that fair agreements may insti-
tute norms with an immediate normative force that cannot be derived from their
being pre-existing convention. This is relevant both for moral philosophy and for
a theory of social norms. Showing that conformist preferences follow from an im-
partial agreement would add empirical support to the philosophical speculation
that principles of justice may be stable given the capacities of ordinary people.
Regarding the theory of social norms, the theory of conformist preferences high-
lights the role of explicit impartial agreements in generating norms that gather
ample support, and sheds light on the nature of moral norms: they can be seen as
joint commitments rather than purely personal preferences.

In this paper we start from the evidence collected by Degli Antoni et al., main-
taining the overall experimental design.We assume accordingly that it is possible
to argue that people do possess the capacity to converge on a distributive rule and
that they would comply with it out of a conformist preference.

Now, the hypothesis of conformist preferences is linked to the idea that impar-
tial agreements (brought about behindaveil of ignorance that hideswhatevermay
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bias the bargaining process) yield fair norms. Once these norms are in place, they
become salient and conditionally preferred. The conditionality refers to the mu-
tual expectation of compliance; if agents have reasons to suspect that compliance
is not to be reciprocated, theywould stop seeing compliance as rational. However,
the question remains whether the salience of fair norms requires an actual agree-
ment, or may also be the result of individual reflection. After all, philosophical
theories of justice are not drafted through collective bargain; they come out of
arm-chair philosophy. Whywould not ordinary folk’s sense of justice be activated
by the thought of an impartial agreement, rather than by the actual engagement
in one?

Let us note that if this is the case, if impartial reflection alone (a sympathetic
attitude towards peers) would generate a fairer attitude, as revealed by a dispo-
sition to accept egalitarian distributive rules even at a cost to oneself, then Bic-
chieri’s view of normsmight be vindicated. The reason is that this egalitarian dis-
position may be attributed to purely individual moral preferences that agents ac-
tivate when prompted by the adequate script and context.

The experimental results reported in this article indicate that the veil of
ignorance—the impartial attitude it induces—is a necessary condition for the
choice and implementation of a liberal egalitarian rule, but it is not sufficient. It
is effective only in combinationwith actual collective deliberation through impar-
tial agreements. Our results reveal that, when reasoning behind the veil is applied
individually, the liberal egalitarian rule is neither chosen nor implemented with
the same frequency observed when agreement is activated. The context and the
moral cue represented by the thought experiment of the veil of ignorance seem
not to be enough to activate any social norm of fairness.

The remainder of this paper is structured into four sections: the theoretical
background (2); the experimental design (3); the results (4) and the final discus-
sion (5).

2 Theoretical Background
This section will lay out the research question this paper aims to answer, and add
the theoretical framework in which it is set. We will be referring to four strands
of literature that set the stage for the experiment: First, the experimental litera-
ture that explores individuals’ ideals of fairness; second, the broadly Rawlsian
argument that connects rational agreement with principles of fairness; third, the
justification of the particular version of the liberal egalitarian ideal that we pick
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as amodel for fair distribution; fourth, the place that the hypothesis of conformist
preferences occupies in relation to Bicchieri’s account of social norms.

(1) First of all, let’s say that we set out to explore whether fairness ideals pro-
vide causally efficient reasons to act. Let us suppose that principles of distribu-
tive justice are rationally chosen. Does that mean that individuals will comply,
de facto, with the content of those principles? What else is necessary for people
to abide by principles they acknowledge as justified when soberly reflecting on
a given distributive problem? Our experiment focuses on just one of the possible
determinants of fair distributive choices, namely, the commitment acquired by
reaching an impartial agreement.

We will take up first the theory explaining the link between rationality and
the ideal of fairness in situations similar to the one we design in this experiment.
Defining what is meant by fairness in production contexts is one of the primary
objectives of the different theories of distributive justice (Cappelen et al. 2007).
Among those, “[. . . ] equal opportunity theories of distributive justice (Rawls 1971;
Dworkin 1981; Roemer 1998), that combine an egalitarian commitmentwith a con-
cern for individual responsibility” (Cappelen et al. 2007, 2) remain at the centre of
the contemporary debate of normative ethical theories. We certainly follow this
tradition. These theories solve the normative question about what people deem
fair in distributive contexts, but they do not touch the positive question of how
people actually behave when faced with distributive dilemmas, that is, situations
in which they can secure a higher payoff for themselves by deviating from the
fair distributive principle. Rawls himself was aware that a theory of justice “must
generate its own support” (1971, 261). He identifies this problem as the question
of stability. Sacconi’s theory of conformist preferences introduced above suggests
how we can make sense of the stability of a theory of justice. Sacconi and col-
leagues suggest that impartial agreements create a mutual commitment (Gilbert
2014) by which a new rational framework arises. Under this new framework, de-
ciding accordingly to the distributive rule adopted by agreement becomes the pre-
ferred option for the rational individual.

(2) Turning now to the purely normative literature on fairness, the method
proposed by Rawls holds a characteristic role as a method capable to redress the
initial unjustified inequalities. For our purpose, John Rawls is a reference in two
ways: first, we adopt the difference principle as a criterion that “secures for all
a guaranteed minimum of the all-purpose means (including income and wealth)
that individuals need to pursue their interests and to maintain their self-respect
as free and equal persons” (Freeman 2019, Original Position, 1).We do not pretend
to be testing Rawls’s principles of justice, or modelling the exact reasoning lead-
ing to these principles. But we assume that, while the background norms usually
activated in production contexts do not usually have egalitarian results, impartial
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agreement shouldmake people aware of unjustified inequalities andwish to level
them out. Social norms about the distribution of benefits in production contexts
generally justify differences, so we will take it for granted that a concern for ini-
tial inequality is more difficult to justify in this context. However, we contend that
the reasons Rawls and other liberal egalitarian scholars offer for equality in basic
rights and liberties should be persuasive also in a production context created in
the lab. In particular, we will show that parties to an impartial agreement do un-
derstand and accept a rule that involves redress as a form of levelling of what is
perceived as an illegitimate inequality in resources.

Secondly, Rawls is relevant because we adopt, and try to operationalize, his
contractualist procedure. We hypothesize that reaching an agreement behind the
veil of ignorance would lead individuals to choose a rule—the ‘liberal egalitar-
ian’ rule—that tracks Rawls’s ideals of fairness. This rule would be chosen as the
normative solution to a distributive problem and would play a role in inducing
positive compliance with it (Sacconi 2006). It is suggested that reaching an agree-
ment behind the veil of ignorance means reasoning from an impartial perspec-
tive, and this induces a normative perspective in subjects or reconstructs what
subjects ought to do. This is related to the Rawlsian idea that people possess a
sense of justice (Rawls 1971, ch. 8). Insofar as ‘sense of justice’ can be interpreted
as the capacity to act on principle, it is an element of the above-mentioned theory
of conformist preferences.

(3) Throughout the article we will be referring to a ‘liberal-egalitarian rule’ as
the fairest one. By this it is meant that, while other rules will represent different
ideals of fairness, the liberal-egalitarian ideal is assumed to represent the most
rational and reflective approach to justice. We acknowledge that this may be con-
troversial, but our results prove that itmay be not. The structure of this rule aswell
as its code name, requires some explanation. This rule takes up Konow’s account-
ability principle (Konow 2000; 2001; 2003; 2005) according to which “fair alloca-
tions are proportional to the contributions agents control (called ‘discretionary’
variables) but do not adjust for factors they cannot influence (called ‘exogenous’
variables)” (Konow 2005, 378). This principle is applied to production contexts,
where ‘producers’ are entitled to the share of the output that derives from the ‘dis-
cretionary variables’ but not to the variation in output derived from variables they
do not control. Liberal egalitarian theories—exemplified here by Rawls (1971) or
Dworkin (1981b)—consider individuals as “morally equal personsdeserving equal
consideration and respect [. . . ] the introduction of any difference among them
must be morally justified in terms of outcomes that they can be responsible for
because of their agency and independently of the results of social and natural
lottery” (Degli Antoni et al. 2016, 7). We take Konow’s accountability principle to
be approximately equivalent—only for the purpose of this experiment—to other
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formulations of the basic liberal egalitarian ideal that defends the equality of all
as moral persons—which entails that no differences can be justified in the dis-
tribution of basic endowments—while allowing differences based on individual
responsibility and, in some cases, subject to a number of conditions and restric-
tions.

(4) Let us move now to the fourth set of theoretical considerations. They are
related to the positive question of ex-post compliance. The question arises in our
experiment because after choosing a distributive rule and performing the pro-
ductive task, subjects are faced with a dictator game. In this game, their conduct
would have been predicted to be self-interested—remember that there are no in-
centives or social bonds. However, Degli Antoni and colleagues found that the
liberal egalitarian rule is not only preferred in the ex-ante agreement, but also fol-
lowed ex-post. This result seems to support the theory of conformist preferences
(Sacconi 2011; Grimalda/Sacconi 2005). However, the question remains whether
the agreement itself has the double key role that Degli Antoni et al. suggest—as a
deliberative procedure ex-ante and as a binding reason for parties ex-post, induc-
ing high levels of unexpected compliance with the liberal egalitarian rule. The
present experiment includes treatments where ‘reasoning behind the veil of ig-
norance’ is elicited in the absence of agreement. In this way we test the relative
force of the actual agreement asmechanism for norm-elicitation in contrast to the
(individually considered) idea of agreement behind a veil of ignorance.

The consideration underlying this exploration is the following. If themere in-
dividual consideration of an agreement behind a veil of ignorance should make
most people converge on the liberal egalitarian rule, the hypothesis of the con-
formist preferences—that argues that actual agreement is necessary—would be
questioned. It would be apparent that there is a social norm of fairness that is
conveniently activated in this sort of circumstances, and the procedure of actual
agreement might be superfluous.

In our experiment we compare the treatment including agreement (fully
based on the contractarian argument) with two treatments that substitute indi-
vidual decisions ex-ante. In the individual treatmentswe study two situations that
should (we hypothesize) influence compliance in different ways: in the first one—
no common knowledge—the supposition is that the veil of ignorancemaywork as
amoral cue. In the second one, the principle chosen ex-ante will be known by the
subject’s partner, and she will be able to know her partner’s choice as well—and
this is common knowledge from the beginning, when the experimenters read the
instructions and check that they are properly understood. In this case the likely
emergence of mutual normative and perhaps empirical expectations will add
strength to the mere moral cue provided by the thought of an impartial agree-
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ment. In our design, the code name of these treatments are ‘Individual Choice’
and ‘Rule Other,’ respectively.

3 Experimental Design and Hypotheses
In this studywe compared three treatments, one calledAgreement³, which consti-
tutes our baseline, a second one named Individual Choice,⁴ and a third one called
Rule Other. Common to all treatments is that subjects form anonymous pairs (they
play in pairs, through personal computers, but they do not knowwho is their part-
ner) and they perform a task for which one player will have ten minutes and the
other player sixminutes. Also, all the treatments consist of three stages: in the first
stage, subjects had to choose how they would like to split a total income resulting
from a task, selecting one rule from a menu of five rules (see below).

In the second stage, subjects performed the task. One member of the pair
was assigned ten minutes to perform the task, while the other was assigned six
minutes. Time limits assignment was random. The total income they have to split
depends on performance doing the task. The task was coding words, by using a
conversion table, and it was the same across all the treatments for all subjects. Be-
fore starting the task, participants saw on their monitors how much time (six or
ten minutes) they would receive to complete it. At the end of the task, they were
informed about each member’s performance (total number of coded words and
productivity measured as words per minute). Subjects were paid in experimental
currency called token. At the end of the experiments tokens were converted in Eu-
ros at the exchange rate of 1 token = €0.15. They received one token for each word
correctly coded.

In the third stage, subjects are asked to make a decision. They have three
options: (i) confirm the distributive rule chosen in the first stage; (ii) change the
previous choice by clicking on a different rule; or (iii) select a percentage corre-
sponding to howmuch of the final amount they wanted to obtain themselves (the
remaining amount would be left for their partner).

After subjects decide how to split the pair’s total output, one member was
randomly selected and her choice implemented. Each participant decided know-

3 Replication of ‘Bargaining treatment’ (Degli Antoni et al. 2016, 13–14).
4 Preliminary and less systematic evidence on individual commitment failure has been collected
in a previous study (Marcon/Francés-Gómez/Faillo 2020) with distinct research questions, pro-
cedures and subjects.
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ing that her choice had a 50% probability of being implemented as the real final
payoff.

In stage 1 and 2 subjects are presented with a menu of five distributive rules
that track different fairness ideals.

These are the five rules:
1. Rule 1—Equal split: each subject obtains exactly half of the total product gen-

erated through the activity performed by the two subjects.
Example: subject A produces X in 10 minutes; subject Y in 6 minutes. Each
one obtains [X+Y]/2.

2. Rule 2—One gets all: one subject obtains all the total product generated
through the activity performed by the two subjects. A random draw selects
the subject who gets 100% of the total product. Both subjects have a 50%
probability of being selected.
Example: subject A produces X in 10 minutes; subject B produces Y in 6
minutes. The subject who is randomly selected (50% probability of being
selected) obtains X+Y, the other subject obtains 0.

3. Rule 3—One gets what one has produced: each subject obtains exactly what
s/he has produced through his/her activity.
Example: subject A produces X in 10 minutes; subject B produces Y in 6 min-
utes. Subject A obtains X; subject B obtains Y.

4. Rule 4—Time independent division: each subject obtains what s/he has pro-
duced through her/his activity during the first 6 minutes; for the subject who
has 10 minutes, the product of her last 4 minutes work is divided at 50% be-
tween the two subjects.
Example: subject A produces X in the first 6 minutes and K in the last 4 min-
utes; subject B produces Y in 6minutes. Subject A obtains X+(K/2) and subject
B obtains Y+(K/2).

5. Rule 5—Divide according to productivity: if the ratio between the productivity
(words perminute) of A andB is x , thenA’s payoff should be x times the payoff
of B, subject to the constraint that the sum of the two payoffs is equal to the
total income produced by the pair.
Example: subject A produces 60 words in 10 minutes, subject B produces 40
in 6 minutes. The ratio between A’s and B’s productivity is 6/6.66 = 0.90. The
payoff of A should be 0.90 times the payoff of B, and the sumof the twopayoffs
should be 60+40=100 tokens. A’s payoff is 47.4 tokens and B’s payoff is 52.6
tokens.

These five distributive rules did not change across treatments and they try to
follow the main moral intuitions (Haidt 2007; Sinnott-Armstrong et al. 2010)
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about ideals of fairness. Rule 1 recalls ‘pure egalitarianism (the total product is
distributed equally)’. Rules 2 and 5 “reflect views that are typical in economic
contexts: self-interest (each subject claims the entire product of the pair), and
distribution strictly proportional to productivity (so that the person with less en-
dowment may actually get more if s/he has been more productive per minute)”
(Degli Antoni et al. 2016, 7). Rule 3 is an entitlement rule “based on contribution
(each subject gets—is entitled to—what she/he has individually produced)”. Rule
4 is proposed as the more obviously related to liberal egalitarianism.

Rule 5 may look counter-intuitive here. Even if it could be thought as an-
other form of liberal egalitarian distributive solution, it would be more in line
with Konow’s accountability principle in that it not only cancels the arbitrary
distribution of endowments but also rewards the ability or the hard-work of the
more productive agents at the expense of the less productive. It implies that the
distribution of resources is an illegitimate source of entitlements but that effort
or natural luck (personal ability) are legitimate sources of differences.

About the purported meaning of the five rules, it must be acknowledged that
the fit between common intuitions about fairness and the description of these
rules is not perfect. It is important to focus on the distributive examples that fol-
low the rules and recall that the subjects were able to practice and learn about
the effect of each rule beforehand. And when they decided, they were informed
about the exact distributive implication of the rule chosen; so in the end, subjects
were able to choose the rule that fitted the material distribution that they wished.
Thus, if both rules 3 and 5may be conceived as rewarding effort, they are very dif-
ferent in their implications. Rule 5 cancels the initial inequality while Rule 3 does
not. Also, while both rules 4 and 5 cancel the initial inequality, Rule 4 is more
egalitarian and less demanding about accountability in its implications since the
extra production of the person with ten minutes is divided equally, which gives
this person the chance to decide how hard she want to work in what may seem an
‘extra’ time. Rule 5, on the contrary, would greatly penalize a diminishing produc-
tivity in the extra time: it may imply that the lucky person loses out if she is not as
productive as possible during her whole ten minutes.

As said above, in all treatments, (i) participants are grouped in pairs; (ii) the
endowment was earned (by the pair) through a task; (iii) each member of the
pair was randomly assigned different time limits (ten or six minutes) to perform
their task; (iv) in the third stage, participants played a dictator game, in which
the software randomly assigned the dictator and responder roles. The underlying
assumption behind condition (iii) is that the person with more available minutes
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has an advantage,and a corresponding responsibility;⁵ the foreseeable larger con-
tribution of the person with tenminutes would not simply be the effect of chance,
but the combined effect of chance and additional work on her part. This situation
purports to represent the most common social distributive problems –those that
are solved through liberal-egalitarian principles.

The three treatments differed in what follows:

Agreement

It was the baseline treatment and it reproduced the Bargaining treatment by Degli
Antoni et al. (2016).⁶ In the first phase of the game, subjects had 13 total rounds
available in order to reach an agreement on which principle to choose. Subjects
were informed that agreement was the condition to go ahead to the next stage
of the game. The first 6 bargaining rounds were simultaneous, then there were 4
sequential offer and counter-offer rounds. The sequential process stopped when
the rule proposed by one player was accepted by the other. For example, suppose
that player A proposed the Rule 4: player B could accept it, so the agreement was
reached and they could start the task phase. If player B did not, she could make
a counter-offer by proposing a different rule. Player A could accept and they had
an agreement, otherwise they had another sequential round as such. If subjects
failed to agree, they had 3 additional simultaneous rounds. If agreement was not
reached within the 13 rounds, the subjects were excluded from the experiment,
but they had to remain in the lab—filling a questionnaire unrelated to the experi-
ment, until the end of the session, at which time they would be paid the show-up
fee.

Individual Choice and Rule Other

In both individual treatments, subjects did not have to reach an agreement. In the
first stage, they were asked to individually choose, behind the veil of ignorance,
one rule. The task (second stage) remained the same. The third stage, however,
differed in the two treatments. In Individual Choice, participants were asked to
confirm the previously chosen rule, choose a different rule or select a percentage.

5 Giving the nature of the task, extra work time can be conceived not as an additional effort
but as an opportunity to earn more. This institution is confirmed by the data on productivity
(words/minute) of the subjects with ten minutes, which does not change moving from the first
six minutes to the second four.
6 “[. . . ] the task and the division phases were preceded by a stage in which the members of the
pairs, before knowing the allocation of the time for the task, could reach an ex-ante agreement
on one of the same five rules through a bargaining procedure—the agreement did not concern the
choice of a percentage from 0 to 100% of the total production” (Degli Antoni et al. 2016, 14).
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In RuleOther, subjectswere informed about their partner’s choice ex-ante.⁷ Notice
that this fact is known by subjects from the beginning through an instruction by
the experimenter. That is, subjects in this treatmentmake a choice in the first stage
knowing that their choice will be public knowledge afterwards. After they are in-
formed about each other’s choice ex-ante, the third stage proceeds as in the other
treatments: subjects can decide whether to confirm their ex-ante choice, change
it, or ask for a percentage of the product.

Given the theoretical background explained above, we propose two hypothe-
ses, one related to the difference we expect to observe between agreement vs. in-
dividual treatments; and the other one derived from the difference between indi-
vidual treatments.

H1. The procedure via agreement behind the veil of ignorance (treatment 1) is more effective
than procedures without agreement (treatments 2 and 3) in leading subjects to: (i) adopt a
distributive rule in line with liberal egalitarianism (Rule 4 in our experimental design); or
(ii) comply with Rule 4.

This hypothesis concords with Degli Antoni et al.’s hypotheses and evidence on
the effectiveness of the agreement in inducing the convergence, both ex-ante and
ex-post, on the liberal egalitarian principle of distributive justice.

H2. Information about the rule chosen by the other person (and common knowledge about
this fact) induces both a convergence ex-ante on the liberal egalitarian rule and ex-post com-
pliance with it.

Knowing that the other participantwill be informed about her ex-ante choice (and
vice versa) could create a condition, proper of common knowledge, for the elic-
itation of mutual expectations of compliance: hence, the Rule Other treatment
may provide justification for compliance.Within the experimental literature deal-
ingwith conformity, Bicchieri’s (2006) theory locates the necessary conditions for
compliancewith a social norm inmutual expectations. In fact, Bicchieri identifies
three reasons for an agent to decide to comply: to avoid a negative social sanction;
to promote one’s own desire to please others; to accept others’ normative expecta-
tions as well founded. She says: “If I recognize your expectations as reasonable, I
have reason to fulfil them. I may still be tempted to do something contrary to your
expectations, but then Iwould have to justify (if only tomyself)my choice by offer-

7 By using the expression ex-ante choice regarding to individual treatments, we want to estab-
lish a parallelism with the baseline. However, given the absence of the agreement, it must be
remembered that ex-ante choice is to be understood as a choice made behind a veil of ignorance.
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ing alternative good reasons and show how they trump your reasons.” (Bicchieri
2006, 23–24)

What Bicchieri means by ‘reasonable’ is not so clear. However, it is useful to
underline what are the three reasons, in her theory, for observing conformist be-
haviour. Two of them are incentives that can promote conformist behaviour, i.e.
negative sanctions and social rewards, regardless of the value given to thenormby
the individual who conforms. These two elements, however, do not explain those
situations in which there is compliance within a reference group without either
punishment or social rewards, in conditions of anonymity and non-observability.
If the individual who conforms, given the conditions described above, assigns a
moral content to the norm itself, then her preference to follow it will be uncondi-
tional (nomatterwhat othermembers of the relevant groupdo or think she should
do).

This underexplored issue in Bicchieri’s theory is one of the objects of Sacconi
and colleagues’ theory of conformist preferences. This theory draws directly upon
Bicchieri’s theory of social norms, but it tries to complete the account of norms
by exploring the process by which normative expectations that may became un-
conditional moral norms for the agents are elicited by descriptive elements, such
as, for example, the particular past experiences that each of us collects. Catego-
rization would seem to be more a descriptive process, which occurs by learning
from the situations in which we find ourselves. So, the crucial point would be the
following: the categorization process would allow people to infer that, under spe-
cific circumstances, they might expect a certain kind of behaviour (observed in
the past). But why should that behaviour be the one to be followed? Why, from
pure descriptive evidence categorized in the past, should people infer that the ex-
pected behaviour is the one that they ought to conform to?

Upon listening to the instructions, participants in the Rule Other treatment
became aware of the initial unjustified inequality in the assignment of endow-
ment (aswere subjects in the other two treatments), and they understood also that
the ex-ante choice of each player would be communicated to the other player be-
fore stage three. By these external cues, subjects might activate a script for which,
not knowing who would have a larger endowment (and therefore an opportunity
to produce a larger contribution), Rule 4 turnedout to be the focal ex-ante distribu-
tive rule. Given empirical expectations and conditional preferences, if the context
was properly understood, participant should be sensitive to Rule 4 even without
an explicit agreement (H2).

If H2 is supported, then the impartial agreement behind the veil of ignorance
loses its central role as a determinant for compliance with the liberal egalitarian
rule. It could mean that both the effect of individual reasoning behind the veil of
ignorance and the common knowledge of the others’ choice selected behind the
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veil make Rule 4 focal behind the veil of ignorance. In addition, these elements
could also determine the actual compliance with this rule, because the informa-
tion given to the subjects and the situation in which they find themselves inter-
acting would legitimize those ‘reasonable expectations’ which Bicchieri refers to
as the third reason for conformity. If this were observed, then the impartial agree-
ment would not be so fundamental inmaking Rule 4 salient and ex-post complied
with. In other words, it would mean that the process of eliciting fairness norms
and the one of categorization, as held by Bicchieri, could be sufficient features
to explain conformity with a rule, such as the liberal egalitarian, that prescribes
what it should be done ex-post.

Let’s add, finally that in all treatments, instructions were read aloud by one
of the experimenters, a set of control questions were proposed to make sure that
participants understood the instructions and they were paid a fixed show-up fee
of €3. The experiment was programmed by using zTree (Fischbacher 2007) and
conducted at the Cognitive and Experimental Economics Laboratory (CEEL) at the
University of Trento. A total of 176 students participated in the experiment be-
tween March 2018 and March 2019. Two sessions of 18 subjects and one with 20
participants were run for the Agreement treatment, three sessions of 20 subjects
each for the Individual Choice treatment, two sessions of 20 subjects and onewith
18 participants for the Rule Other Information treatment.

4 Results
Task

Looking at subjects’ performance in the task, we do not observe significant differ-
ences in productivity, measured as words per minute, within the pairs. The me-
dian difference between the productivity of the two members of the pair is very
close to zero in all the treatment (Figure 1). This supports the idea, at the basis of
the original design by Degli Antoni et al. (2016), that different abilities have only a
marginal role in explaining differences in performance in the task, and the main
source of difference are the different time limits assigned to the two categories
of subjects. It is important to stress this point, since in this design, the veil of ig-
norance is applied only to the amount of time subjects will have for the task. If
different abilities had a great impact on production, they might impact the choice
of rule ex post⁸—Rule 5might have beenmore frequently selected bymore produc-

8 Any differences in ability cannot be known ex-ante, for the experiment is anonymous.
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tive individuals. This is not the case, and this confirms that in this design the veil
of ignorance hides the only element that is relevantly unequal in the situation.

Fig. 1: Difference in productivity (words per minute) between the subject with six minutes and
the subject with ten minute

Figure 2 reports the choicesmadebyparticipants ex-ante (before knowing the time
they would be assigned).

AgreementRule Other Individual Choice AgreementRule Other Individual Choice
1 4 3 13 1 7,14% 5,17% 21,43%
2 0 3 0 2 0,00% 5,17% 0,00%
3 8 11 11 3 14,29% 18,97% 19,64%
4 36 28 22 4 64,29% 48,28% 37,50%
5 8 13 14 5 14,29% 22,41% 21,43%

56 58 60 1 1 1
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Fig. 2: Choice ex-ante
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In all the treatments Rule 4 is the most frequently chosen rule. A proportion test
reveals that Rule 4 is chosen more frequently in the Agreement than both in the
Individual Choice (z = 2.97, p = 0.003) and in the Rule Other treatments, even if
in the latter case the difference is significant only at the 10% (z = 1.72, p = 0.08).⁹
There is not a significant difference in the frequencies of Rule 4 choices in the two
individual treatments. The number of subjects choosing other rules is too small to
perform a detailed analysis. Notice however that the frequency of choice of Rule
1 is significantly higher in the Individual treatment than both in Rule Other and
in the Agreement treatment (Individual Choice vs. Rule Other: z = -2.61, p = 0.01;
Individual Choice vs. Agreement z = 2.21, p = 0.02).

We can then put forward the following results.

Result 1.
In the ex-ante choice of Agreement treatment, the choice of Rule 4 is more frequent
than in the Individual choice treatments.

Result 2.
In the ex-ante choice, choice of Rule 4 in the Rule Other treatment is more frequent
than in Individual Choice treatment but this difference is not statistically signifi-
cant.

These two results support H1 with regard to the ex-ante choice. As for H2, using
the Individual Choice treatment as a benchmark, the convergence of Rule Other
results towards the results obtained in the Agreement treatment is only partial.

Choice ex-post

After the task, subjects can choose either one of the five rules or a free percentage.
Subjects opting for the percentage were six in the Agreement treatment, four in
Individual Choice and two in the Rule Other treatment. We decided to consider
the two choice of a percentage of 50% as equivalent to the choice of Rule 1, and
two choices of a percentage of 100% as equivalent to the choice of Rule 2.¹⁰

As for the choice ex-post (figure 3), Rule 4 is the most chosen in the Agree-
ment and in the Rule Other treatments. Rule 3 prevails in the ex-post decision of
Individual choice treatment. Rule 4 is chosen more frequently in the Agreement
than in the Individual Choice treatment (z = 2.41, p = 0.01), Rule 3 is chosen more
frequently in the Individual Choice treatment than in the Agreement treatment
(z = 2.14, p = 0.031), and Rule 2 is chosenmore frequently in the Individual Choice

9 The first result is confirmed by a probit estimation inwhichwe control for subject’s age, gender
and experience with the experiments (Table 1A in the appendix).
10 Two subjects choose a percentage of 1% and they have been removed from the sample.
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treatment than both in the Baseline (z = 2.15, p = 0.03) and in the Rule Other treat-
ments (z = 1.69, p = 0.09), even if the latter difference is significant at only the
10%.¹¹

AgreementRule Other Individual Choice
1 7 4 9 1
2 3 11 5 2
3 9 12 20 3
4 26 19 15 4
5 8 10 11 5
6 3 2 0 6

56 58 60
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Fig. 3: Choice ex-post

Independently of the rule chosen, the frequency of compliance (ex-post choice
confirming the choice ex-ante) is significantly higher in the Agreement than in
the Individual Choice treatment (z = 2.48, p = 0.013) (figure 4).

11 This evidence is confirmed by probit estimations (table 2A in the Appendix, columns 1 and 2).
Table 2A show also that subjects with ten minutes are less likely to choose Rule 4 ex-post than
subjects with six minutes. We checked for difference between treatments by using interactions
between the dummy variable Ten and treatment dummies Agreement andRule Other. None of the
coefficients was different from zero. The third column of table 2A reports the results of a probit
estimation limited to the choice made by the subjects in the Rule Other treatment. We observe
that knowing that the other subject in the pair chose Rule 4 ex-ante (Rule other 4) has no effect
on the choice of Rule 4 ex-post.
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Fig. 4: Compliance across treatments

Looking at the frequency of compliance across rules and treatments (table 3), we
also see that compliance with Rule 4 is significantly higher in the Agreement than
both in the Individual (proportion test: z = 3.66, p= 0.002) and in the Rule Other
treatments (z = 2.10, p = 0.03).¹²

Tab. 3: Proportion of compliant subjects across treatments and rules

23 

Treatment
Rule Agreement Individual Choice        Rule Other
1 4/4 1/3 5/13
2 0/0 2/3 0/0
3 5/8 8/11 5/11
4 25/36 15/28 11/22
5 4/8 6/13 6/14

38/56   32/58 27/60

We summarize the evidence on ex-post choice with an additional set of results.

12 This result is confirmed by the probit estimation of table 4A in the appendix, in which we also
observe that the likelihood of compliance with Rule 4 for subjects with ten minutes is lower than
that for subjects with six minutes.
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Result 3.
The choice of Rule 4 ex-post is more frequent in the Agreement treatment than in the
Individual Choice treatment.

Result 4.
The frequency of Rule 4 ex-post choices in the Rule Other treatment is not statisti-
cally smaller than that observed in theAgreement treatment and it is not statistically
greater than in the Individual Choice treatment.

Result 5.
Compliance with Rule 4 in the Agreement treatment is higher than that observed in
both Individual Choice and Rule Other treatments.

These results support hypothesis H1. H2 is only partially supported.

5 Discussion and Conclusions
In this final section we would like to explore the lessons from this experiment.
This is an experiment designed to test the robustness of the conclusions of a pre-
vious experiment by Degli Antoni et al. That experiment, along with Sacconi et
al. (2011) and Faillo et al. (2015) was intended to support the theory of conformist
preferences. In these three antecedents, the experiment involved an agreement
behind a veil of ignorance, and then a production and distribution phase; and in
all three the claimwas that impartial agreement leads to distribution rules consis-
tent with liberal egalitarianism and that agreement itself transforms the parties’
interpretation of the distributive choice; parties see it as a normative situation in
which agents tend to abide by the norm previously selected by agreement. We
designed two individual treatments in order to test whether the effect previously
observed was due to agreement itself, or to some contextual characteristic of the
interaction that may be influencing the subjects.

In these treatments we used the agreement behind a veil of ignorance as a
moral cue with different levels of strength (with or without common knowledge).
We would like to argue that lessons can be drawn from this experiment both for
moral philosophy and for a theory of social norms. We collected data about the
conditions under which ordinary individuals reach a normative conclusion that
is in line with liberal egalitarian theories of distributive justice. Besides, we found
that the context and cues provided in the experiment were not enough by them-
selves, to recall the social norm of fairness that seems to be easily recognized
through bargaining and agreement.
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This experiment compares the baseline treatment—involving actual agree-
ment through a ‘bargaining’ over rules—with two individual treatments. Given
that the situation was the same, participants very similar, and that an impartial
reflection over the distributive problem was induced in all three treatments, we
contend that the presence of a ‘social norm of fairness’ should have been detected
across treatments. From our theoretical framework, we suggested that the rule
closer to the ideals of liberal egalitarianism (Rule 4)might be the focal point. Both
normative beliefs and actual behaviour should have been aligned, perhaps with
slight variations, with this rule in all treatments. However, this was not observed.

Our experimental results support the role of agreement in distributive con-
texts, based on the theory of conformist preferences put forward by Sacconi and
colleagues. Let’s elaborate this conclusion and its eventual implications.

The support found for hypotheses 1 and 2hasunderlinedhowanexplicit prior
agreement between the parties is a fundamental condition for making the liberal
egalitarian rule (Rule 4) salient behind the veil of ignorance and ensuring ex-
post compliance. The veil of ignorance alone—adopted as a thought experiment—
seemsnot tobe strongenough to create conditions for (most) individuals to adhere
to a liberal egalitarian rule. This result alignswith other data on classic bargaining
games, in conditions of anonymity, non-iterationandabsenceof external negative
sanction and/or positive reward (Hoffman et al. 1996; Rodriguez-Lara/Moreno-
Garrido 2012). However, our result is still surprising, because the device of the
veil of ignorance was purposively introduced in our design to make subjects fully
aware that the situation of productionwas going to include anunjustified inequal-
ity and that they would not know in advance whether they would be on the ad-
vantaged or disadvantaged end.

Our conjecture about introducing the veil of ignorance applied to individual
reasoningwanted to test, indirectly, towhat extent the veil of ignorance had an ef-
fect as amoral device. The effect of the veil of ignorance, as envisionedbyRawls, is
to put subjects in the condition to reason as if they were the disadvantaged party.
This should have led subjects towards Rule 4 (at least ex-ante). However, this type
of reasoning proved to be ineffective: it did not constitute a motivational source
strong enough to single out that distributive rule as the one to apply, not even as
a purely normative belief in foro interno. We use here the distinction introduced
by Hobbes about the binding force of the Laws of Nature in the state of nature as
opposed to its binding force in the civil state. Even Hobbes (1991, ch. 14) accepts
that, while one is not bound to follow the laws of nature in her external behaviour
before there is a common power capable to enforce them, they are still authorita-
tive as counsels of reason. We expected that our subjects would detect the nature
of the distributive problem at hand, and they would correctly infer that, from the
point of view of the least advantaged—the person who got six minutes to work—,
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a distributive rule including re-dress was the rational rule to choose, even if after-
wards they would to choose selfishly. This expectation is based on accepting the
tenets of Rawlsian moral philosophy, combined with a disingenuous view on so-
cial norms. Subjects aware of the unjustified differences should acknowledge that
the fairest norm in our case was Rule 4; but given the absence of social incentives,
they would disregard the norm in practice.

Notice that merit is hardly elicited in our experimental design, since the ad-
vantage position (having more time to perform the activity) is not the result of a
tournament/competition/skill test. This is important, for it means that there was
no way in which the random assignment of time could be seen as ‘deserved.’ This
should make one expect that people would see their being lucky as a reason to be
generous, so to say, with their partners. However, in the Individual Choice treat-
ment, theprobability of beingmoreor less favoured seemed tohavenoeffectwhat-
soever, as if this feature of the design was a fact wholly irrelevant for the choice
of distributive rule. Subjects disregarded the effect of luck and most accepted the
distribution rule that assigns each what she has produced in the available time.
Actually, we observe that the likelihood of compliance with Rule 4 for subjects
with ten minutes is lower than that for subjects with six minutes: the more ad-
vantaged subjects (let’s say the richest ones) do not care much about helping the
most disadvantaged fellows. This effect has been observed before (Cabrales et al.
2012).

Results concerning H1 a and b strengthen the ‘contractarian argument’ that
supports Sacconi and colleagues’ theory of conformist preference according to
which the deliberative process behind the veil of ignorance ensures to reach an
agreement on Rule 4. The conditions of impartiality and impersonality, guaran-
teed by the procedure itself, make Rule 4 uniquely salient for both players, and
it becomes the solution of the bargaining process and the agreement’s content.
Once an explicit prior agreement has been achieved, conformism—ex-post be-
haviour aligned with the agreed rule—is generally observed. Again, this is sur-
prising from the perspective of standard economic rationality. The contractarian
argument assumes conformism because it assumes that individuals do possess a
sense of justice: a conditional disposition to follow fair norms. This result points to
the conclusion that the script for liberal egalitarian justice, which is so obviously
a distributive ideal under the condition of agreement, is not elicited by clearmoral
cues and common knowledge about other’s choice.

As Bicchieri argues, compliance with a norm depends on the salience stem-
ming from it and on the expectations that emerge among those who must decide
whether or not to conform. By comparing the two individual treatments, in Rule
Other, Rule 4 is chosen more and the degree of compliance with what was de-
cided behind the veil is greater than the pure individual decision-action. The fact
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of knowing that the choice made by the other player behind the veil of ignorance
could have affected subjects by creating mutual expectations: “According to this
approach, agreement on the norm is not a necessary condition for compliance,
and it is replaced by a general idea of awareness of the existence of the norm (its
salience) in the community.” (Faillo et al. 2015, 230)

The treatment ‘Rule Other’ was designed to capture this feature of social
norms. Even in the absence of explicit agreement, the conditions of this treat-
ment should have induced a focus on Rule 4—recall that in this treatment the
idea of a veil of ignorance is not simply a moral cue, because common knowledge
introduces the other in each subject’s reasoning, therefore enhancing the focus
on the common acceptability of rules. But again, this treatment did not increase
ex-ante choice or ex-post compliance with Rule 4 to a significant level.¹³ It seems
that in contexts where neither pure salience nor external cues are sufficient con-
ditions for conforming to a liberal egalitarian distributive rule, the procedure
by which the rule is chosen seems to be the key. The explicit prior agreement
might guarantee collective deliberation, acceptance, and willingness to conform
accordingly.

In addition, Rule 4, as it is jointly chosen, creates a motivational source for
compliance, even if there are no rewards for pro-social or social sanctions for self-
interested behaviour. Therefore, data seem to support a theory of conformity that
has highlighted the role of impartial agreements in help us generate fair distribu-
tive norms. Compliance with a fairness norm would depend on the emergence
of expectations, normative and empirical, but also crucially on the fact that fol-
lowing a specific norm is the result of a process that involves the players: when
the norms of fairness are collectively constructed, via agreement, they could con-
stitute not only normative reasons—what should be done—but also motivational
factors that ensure compliance (Grimalda/Sacconi 2005; Sacconi/Grimalda 2007).
These findings would pinpoint that, in production contexts, the possibility for in-
dividuals to express their consent on one norm rather than another would guar-
antee the emergence of a liberal egalitarian view and a corresponding conformist
behaviour.

One possible criticism to this conclusion is that it seems to imply that so-
cial life would require constant explicit contracts in order to secure distribu-
tive fairness. This is not a consequence we would like to commit to: we claim
to have established that in order to secure voluntary compliance with a well-
founded norm of fairness, explicit impartial agreement is more effective than

13 In the Rule Other treatment, the correlation between subject’s ex-post choice and the rule
chosen by the other before the task is very weak (Spearman’s rho = 0.15, p = 0.24).
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other mechanisms. This is a conclusion about finding fair norms and inducing
voluntary fair behaviour. Of course, social norms are seldom entirely voluntary.
Once the fair norm is chosen by agreement, coercive and socialising mechanisms
are implemented—and legitimately so. What this experiment show is that in
absence of social coercion we must rely on what we called the ‘contractarian ar-
gument.’ The results of individual treatments show that the context created in the
lab did not include a social norm of fairness. However, the agreement treatment
succeeded in finding one rule that is very plausibly fair, andmotivates subjects to
comply with it. This is remarkable.

Whenwe see social norms of fairness in action they are backed by social sanc-
tions. This experiment is not about social norms in action, but about the discov-
ery, or institution, of the social norm (the distributive rule) that is appropriate for
a specific productive situation described as neutrally as possible. In this very par-
ticular case, principled action ex-post seems to require a personal engagement
that is not easily attained by mere individual reflection. This does not pretend to
be a conclusion about social life, but about the way distributive norms must be
established.

By confirming Degli Antoni et al. findings, we contribute to moral philoso-
phy. The relationship between an impartial agreement and a rule coherent with
liberal egalitarianism, which is a key feature of most liberal theories of justice, is
experimentally established. In addition, the peculiar nature of the moral norm is
empirically observed, since the level of compliance is high only when a rational
commitment has been elicited through an impartial agreement, while the anal-
ogous individual elicitation of the presumed social norm induces a much lower
level of awareness and compliant behaviour.

Let us comment, finally, that this study is limited in its scope. First of all, it
would be necessary to explore in depth the reasons why agreement may be so
motivationally effective in absence of external incentives. One obvious possibil-
ity points to the idea that agreement, but not other forms of normative practical
reasoning, generates a structure of ‘joint commitment and action’ (Gilbert 2014).
However, our data prevent us to get to definitive conclusions about this. Further
research should explore also to what extent the results can be interpreted as a
contribution to the problem of stability in Rawlsian theory. Our subjects showed
a stable disposition to abide by a rule that was selected from a purely normative
perspective—under a veil of ignorance—and this is promising. But our sequen-
tial game may be too simple: the whole experiment takes place in less than one
hour. Subjects may be influenced by the shadow of the agreement—the impact of
the agreement just reached. Proving the stability of principles in general would
require showing that the rule chosen is interiorized as the ‘rational thing to do’
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not only in an interaction with partners to the agreement, but also in other future
interactions of the same form.

Despite the limited scope of this contribution, the clear negative answer to our
research question does contribute to the study of the emergence of social norms
of fairness, a topic understudied by conventionalist views on social norms. From
this and other related experimental results, it is becoming clear that impartial
agreements do uniquely lead to liberal egalitarian distributive rules, and this is
a contribution to moral philosophy that may have ample practical implications.
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Appendix: Econometric Analysis

Tab. 1A: Determinants of ex-ante choice of Rule 4

 
 

37 
 

 

Dep. Variable:  (1) 
Rule 4 ex ante Probit

Agreement 0.742***
 (0.242)

Rule Other 0.311
 (0.236)

  
Age -0.0277
 (0.0394)

Gender 0.177
 (0.196)

 
Experiments -0.00751
 (0.0129)

Constant 0.234
 (0.856)

 
Agreement – Rule Other 0.43
 (0.240)
Observations 174 
Pseudo R2 0.04
Log Likelihood -115.011
Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the subject chooses Rule 4 before the task and 0 otherwise. 
Agreement is equal to 1 if treatment is the Agreement treatment and 0 otherwise. 
Rule Other is equal to 1 if treatment is the Rule Other treatment and 0 otherwise. 
Age is the age of the subjects, Gender is equal to one if the subject is female and 0 otherwise, Experiment 
is the number of experiment the subject as taken part in the past.  
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Tab. 2A: Determinants of the ex-post choice of Rule 4

38 

(1) (2) (3)

Dependent variable:
Rule 4 ex-post 

Probit 
Full sample 

Probit
Full sample 

Probit 
Rule Other only 

Agreement 0.671*** 0.713***
(0.252) (0.258)

Rule Other 0.324 0.352
(0.255) (0.261)

Ten -0.577*** -0.536***
(0.207) (0.205)

Age 0.0141 0.0157 0.0195
(0.041) (0.042) (0.0410)

Gender 0.602*** 0.586*** (0.204)

(0.206) (0.210) -0.0178
Experiment -0.0190 -0.0179 (0.0145)

(0.014) (0.014)
Rule Other 4 -0.0792 

(0.291)

Constant -1.175 -0.969 -0.655
(0.910) (0.934) (0.896)

Agreement – Rule Other 0.360 0.339
(0.250) (0.470)

Observations 174 174 58
Pseudo R 0.07 0.11 0.08 
Log Likelihood -103.89 -99.960 -33.817 
Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
The dependent variable is equal to 1 the subject chooses Rule 4 after the task and 0 otherwise. 
Agreement is equal to 1 if treatment is the Agreement treatment and 0 otherwise. 
Rule Other is equal to 1 if treatment is the Rule Other treatment and 0 otherwise. 
Ten is equal to 1 the subject has 10 minutes and zero otherwise. 
Rule Other 4 is equal to 1 if the other subject in the pair chose Rule 4 ex-ante. 
Age is the age of the subjects, Gender is equal to one if the subject is female and 0 otherwise, Experiment 
is the number of experiment the subject as taken part in the past.  
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Tab. 4A: Determinants of compliance with Rule 4

 
 

37 
 

 

Dep. Variable:  (1) 
Rule 4 ex ante Probit

Agreement 0.742***
 (0.242)

Rule Other 0.311
 (0.236)

  
Age -0.0277
 (0.0394)

Gender 0.177
 (0.196)

 
Experiments -0.00751
 (0.0129)

Constant 0.234
 (0.856)

 
Agreement – Rule Other 0.43
 (0.240)
Observations 174 
Pseudo R2 0.04
Log Likelihood -115.011
Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the subject chooses Rule 4 before the task and 0 otherwise. 
Agreement is equal to 1 if treatment is the Agreement treatment and 0 otherwise. 
Rule Other is equal to 1 if treatment is the Rule Other treatment and 0 otherwise. 
Age is the age of the subjects, Gender is equal to one if the subject is female and 0 otherwise, Experiment 
is the number of experiment the subject as taken part in the past.  

 
 

 

  


