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Essays on Group Decision Making and Dishonest Decision Making

e
> (REEERE EAREOKBEYEIZNT B /)

A A D E

In this dissertation, I clarified how the decision making of group intertemporal choices is aggregated, and furthermore, the
characteristics of dishonesty behaviors from two aspects: time limit and reaction time. This dissertation consists of the.
following three topics: intertemporal decision making of a group, dishonesty behaviors under time pressure, and reaction time

of dishonesty behaviors. In Chapter 1, I outline each topic.

[Chapter 2]

Some experimental studies examine group decision making in risk preferences (e.g., Ambrus et al., 2015), inequality aversion
(e.g., He and Villeval, 2017) and so on. However, very few experimental studies examine intertemporal choices in group
decision making. Group intertemporal choices are often important economic decisions such as household savings plans or
corporate investment plans. Examining the mechanism of intertemporal group decision making can have valuable academic -
and practical contributions. We experimentally investigate the aggregation of individual time preferences by identifying those
with the most influence on group decisions, among heterogeneous group members. We formulate two hypotheses. The first is
the multilateral bargaining hypothesis, based on the multilateral bargaining model. If individuals employ this model] to reach
agreement, the most patient member in a group has the greatest impact on group choices. The second is the median voter
hypothesis, based on the median voter model. When individuals employ this model to reach agreement, the median patient
member in a group has the greatest impact on group choices. Here, we find that the median patient member in a group has a
significant impact on group decisions in an unstructured bargaining situation. This finding suggests that individuals use the
majority voting rule during group intertemporal decision making. Thus, our findings support the fnedian voter hypothesis.
Furthermore, the results of a chat analysis show that this result is partially because of individual conformity with the majority

opinion.

[Chapter 3]

Economists usually assume that individuals make dishonest choices after calculating its benefits, the probability of detection,
and punishment from detection (e.g., Becker, 1968). However, studies in recent experimental economics reveal that not
everyone les to increase payoff, even when lie is never detected and there is no punishment for lying (e.g., Fischbacher and
Féllmi-Heusi, 2013). Therefore, many studies are now investigation lying behaviors in detail (e.g., Jacobsen et al., 2018).
Some studies have investigated lying behaviors under time pressure in a laboratory experiment (e.g., Capraro, 2017). These
results are mixed. These previous studies have two drawbacks. This current study employs an experimental design that
overcomes these two drawbacks and conducts experiments that are more appropriate. In the Dual system model, when there is
a time limit, individuals take an intuitive action (referred to as system 1); conversely, they take a deliberate action when there
is no time limit (referred to as system 2) (Kahneman, 2003; 2011). In deciding whether to lie, is System 1 either lying or
reporting honestly? That is, is system [ reporting honestly and system 2 lying; otherwise, is system 1 lying and system 2
reporting honestly? The purpose of this research is to clarify whether the lying or the honest behavior is system 1, by applying
a time limit condition to the lying task in a laboratory experiment. We found no difference in the degree of the lie between
treatments with and without time limits. The result has two possible interpretations. One is that the decision system of intuition
{system 1) and consideration (system 2) does not apply to lie decision making. In other words, either thinking about it carefully

or making decisions in haste, does not change the degree of the lie. Another possibility is that the time Hmit in the experiment




was too long. It takes only a very short time for the participant to press the numbers on the keyboard after the choices are
displayed, and even under unlimited time, the average is about 1.3 seconds. Therefore, the participant may not have been given

a sufficient load. In other words, intuitive (system 1) decision making was not performed.

[Chapter 4]

Both the above-mentioned research based on time limit and research, using reaction time, attempt to discern whether a certain
decision is an intuitive system 1 or a deliberate system 2 in the Dual process model. By analyzing the dishonest decision
making using these two methods, we understand the characteristics of cheating better. Our reaction time study found that panel
data analysis revealed a negative relationship between dishonest behavior and reaction time. We divided participants into three
groups to examine the heterogeneity of the extent of lying: Group 1=the Honest group, comprising those who always made
honest decisions; Group 2=the Big Liars’ group, comprising those who always made dishonest decisions; and Group 3=the
Liars’ group, comprising those who sometimes made honest and dishonest decisions. The reaction times for all decisions,
inclading honest decisions, were significantly longer in the Liars® group than in the Honest group; however, there was no
statistically significant difference between the mean reaction times of the Big Liars’ group and Liars’ group. The panel data
analysis of each group revealed two results. First, the Honest group made honest decisions even when a dishonest decision
would result in a large payoff, but their reaction times for such decisions were long. Second, the Liars’ group showed a non-
linear relationship between dishonest behaviors and reaction times, that is, the reaction times for honest decisions and those for
dishonest decisions receiving maximal payoff were lower than those for dishonest decisions receiving medium payoff, We
interpreted the results using the Dual system model and found that the Honest group intuitively made honest decisions, while
the Liars® and Big Liars’ groups made deliberative decisions, whether they were honest or dishonest. Even those who always
made dishonest decisions deliberatively made those decisions. Those who always made honest decisions deliberatively made
honest decisions, which resulted in them losing a large payoff, compared to honest decisions that resulted in the loss of only a
medium or small payoff. Individuals who sometimes made dishonest decisions deliberately made somewhat dishonest

decisions compared to honest decisions and maximally dishonest decisions.
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A, REORBEABOERRERREAETHORECONT, ERBEEREAVTHRIELEZDOTH
Do BMXTOFRETHEIZECHEDOZDIIREDSBEEREDOZ & TH D, MXOMMIT, B 1ETEEON
ROWREMEEZRL TV D, H2 W TRHAORR KHEFIC DOV TORBRRERL, %3 HTREKMRTOR
ETBOREFEIDOTHHL, BA4ETTETHORORGHFHOFHELBABOERIZOVWTHRIEL T
D, B2HUMEOREHNEAFEDEDLBITHS.

B2ETH, BREMEES2EAMREROT T, #FEHERREIROERBEZEATVINERET S LICL
0. BAOHMBTSEDOR ICENINTRLONERIEL TV, RAMMAOT TRD TR OHAR (B5]
HFHBHREY) SEFEERZIIEENZ DLW ZEBEHER SRERRR OR TRIBIE S SO
AR REIETORS VPR PRABKBREIIEENZO DLW PAKMERBTERIL TS, REER
W, PR SN TS o .

BIRTIE., HOCHROLDIIEZ DO HERETHLSRETHETHMIC. BIFCERNZERREET>T
WBD0M, REOPPLBMENZEBRBREZT>TLI0ONENWD ZEREEmIIETEHRERTE T HEREIT
2 T3, FHOEBREMEPEE DV EBERFITIERENICEDDSARWE, HEARITTEEDNT
WHNERFETELERT. EBEFMICKEHBREZRTS ZETRETHORERBENELT 2N ESNEREL
TWwd, EBRERE, WRFEEOFEBIVTOBEETETHOREREICEEEZEALRVWILERL TS,
IR E LT, AEFTDOREGED, ERAEERE & BRI ERE & WD EERMARES TR TE RN
BEVE & BRI RS e O & 7 T HERE Y D B

BAETI, BIVTT o AEREFETHOBBRREDRIGHERICER U TZHEREREZMEL = i,
EREMEORBEER L TWE AR LY. EREMEOESHEEL LI, EBSNV—T, FES/N—7,
MEREZN—7 DI DIH, BEETORBEFROREEZWENTWS, TOHE, RESN— T ERERES
W=7 ORIEHMISEE S V-7 R0 bERWI & EE/N—7 TR, FERBRICKDRELAFHE RSB
12 TOTRAVEERBRI D BRERHSES 232 L, FEFN—T7 T, RIERHE & REFBHOBIZIER
BORBEESHIEZRELTHS, ZHEBERICHETWT, EE N —7REBHERREZHW, RES
=7, BERESN—TEZRENEBRRELT>TVLEMRINTWS, £k, EESIN—T7Td, EHAME
BURDBEPREADIERTITMENEBREVA > TETVWHARENRD D EL TS,

[(FEEROES]

FE I, RENR RN QRERA P EREER S ESNTH S & FETHORBREN ZHEH R &
BENTHL I E2EREERIII>THLSHILELDTH 2, WINLRFFNETEREOREICHETIHL
WHIRZHERELTWS, LzA> T, it (BEFF) LU THERS S ST 5.




