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1. INTRODUCTION
John and Storr (this volume Chapter 1) write, “Culture is the lens through which
individuals see and make sense of the world.” Every boundedly rational
decision-maker has such a lens. In the words of Simon (1986, S210�11):

If […] we accept the proposition that both the knowledge and the computational power of the
decision-maker are severely limited, then we must distinguish between the real world and the
actor’s perception of it and reasoning about it. That is to say we must construct a theory (and
test it empirically) of the process of decision. Our theory must include not only the reasoning
processes but also the processes that generated the actor’s subjective representation of the deci-
sion problem, his or her frame.

Combining these insights, culture, in a broad sense, can be considered a shared
frame or world view through which members of a social unit interpret, assess,
and evaluate their universe.

In recent years, economists have taken an interest in cultural questions
related to identity, trust, attitudes about work, cooperation rates and risk atti-
tudes, and ultimately, how those variables relate to economic performance and
institutional functioning.1 At times, the term “culture” is not used directly but
the connection is obvious. For example, when Akerlof and Kranton (2000)
advance the idea that identity influences decision-making, their definition of
identity is related to culture: in their model, an individual belongs to a social
group and tends to comply with the prescribed behavior of that group.

In his Nobel Prize address, Douglass North discussed the importance of
“mental models,” a concept related to Simon’s (1986) definition of a “frame.”
Mental models influence how we interpret the world around us (North, 1993/
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1994). For example, consider Fig. 1, adapted from Morris, Nisbett, and Peng
(1995). What do you see? In individualist cultures, the picture is perceived as the
lone grey fish leading the group of black fish. The same picture in collectivist cul-
tures is interpreted as the group of black fish chasing the lone grey. Because the
differences between individualist and collectivist cultures are systematic it implies
there are different mental models (i.e., different “lenses”) at work. Models that, if
we better understood them, could be used to improve prediction.

The consequences of frames or mental models for how we interpret and eval-
uate ourselves, actions, and the world are significant. As we will discuss below,
culture has been argued to influence economic growth, trade, innovation, labor
force participation, savings rates, corruption levels, and more. For a field of
inquiry like economics, that has sometimes been called “the study of decision-
making” (American Economic Association, 2018), and claims to be “applicable
to all human behavior” (Becker, 1976, p. 8), it seems important to incorporate
research on culture. In much the same way experimental and behavioral eco-
nomics has encouraged numerous subfields of economics to incorporate psycho-
logical insights, one can incorporate anthropological insights to help improve
understanding and prediction. In fact, some have argued that this will be neces-
sary. Consider the following quote from Jack Hirshleifer (1995, p. 53):

“[…] There is only one social science. What gives economics its imperialist invasive power is
that our analytical categories—scarcity, cost, preferences, opportunities, etc.—are truly uni-
versal in application […] economics really does constitute the universal grammar of social sci-
ence. But, there is a flip side to this. While scientific work in anthropology and sociology and
political science and the like will become increasingly indistinguishable from economics, econ-
omists will reciprocally have to become aware of how constraining has been their tunnel vision
about the nature of man and social interactions. Ultimately, good economics will have to be
good anthropology and sociology and political science and psychology.” (emphasis added)

If our goal is to better understand decision-making, we will need to learn
from our colleagues in neighboring disciplines to develop a better model of
human nature and the interactions between people. Experimental economists
are well-situated to integrate insights from other social sciences and to test these
theories in lab and field settings with a variety of decision situations, popula-
tions, and methods.

Fig. 1. Culturally determined mental models: Is the grey fish leading or is it being
chased? Adapted From Morris, M. W., Nisbett, R. E., & Peng, K. (1995).
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Our introduction is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide definitions
of culture and note that all definitions mention values and beliefs shared by a
group. We then discuss how scholars approach categorizing those values and
beliefs and the people who share them. Section 3 discusses the importance of cul-
ture to the discipline of economics and specifically to experimental economics.
In Section 4, we discuss the contributions of researchers in this volume and how
those contributions fit into the broader work on culture. Section 5 provides
some concluding thoughts and suggestions for further research.

2. WHAT IS CULTURE?
Some have attributed the dearth of economic research on culture (compared to
other fields) to a lack of conceptual clarity. For example, Casson and Godley
(2000, p. 2) write, “Culture is a potentially nebulous concept. Many economists
deny culture any place in their theories on the grounds that the concept is so
imprecise.” Guiso, Sapienza, and Zingales (2006, p. 23) write that the reluctance
of economists to study culture, “[…] stems from the very notion of culture: it is so
broad and the channels through which it can enter economic discourse so ubiqui-
tous (and vague) that it is difficult to design testable, refutable hypotheses.”
Below we list several examples how culture has been defined.

• Guiso et al. (2006, p. 23) define culture as “those customary beliefs and values
that ethnic, religious, and social groups transmit fairly unchanged from gener-
ation to generation.”

• Tabellini (2008, p. 259) interprets culture in two ways: “Economists have used
[culture] with two different meanings. The most common meaning of culture
is that it refers to the social conventions and individual beliefs that sustain
Nash equilibria as focal points in repeated social interactions […] An alterna-
tive interpretation is that culture refers to more primitive objects, such as indi-
vidual values and preferences.”

• Fernandez and Fogli (2009) use the definition from the Merriam-Webster
Dictionary (2002), “[…] culture is (a) “the integrated pattern of human knowl-
edge, belief, and behavior that depends upon man’s capacity for learning and
transmitting knowledge to succeeding generations”; (b) “the customary
beliefs, social forms, and material traits of a racial, religious, or social group.”

• Geertz (1973, p. 89) writes that culture “[…] denotes an historically transmitted
pattern of meanings embodied in symbols, a system of inherited conceptions
expressed in symbolic forms by means of which men communicate, perpetuate,
and develop their knowledge about and their attitudes toward life.”

• Herskovits (1948, p. 625) writes that, “[…] culture is essentially a construct
that describes the total body of belief, behavior, knowledge, sanctions, values,
and goals that mark the way of life of any people.”

• Nunn (2012, S109) writes that culture is “decision making heuristics or ‘rules-
of-thumb’ that have evolved given our need to make decisions in complex and
uncertain environments. […] these decision-making heuristics […] typically
manifest themselves as values, beliefs, or social norms.”
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While Nunn (2012, S109) points out that the exact definitions of the construct
of culture can vary between researchers, all the above definitions have two cen-
tral components. First, the definitions focus on values and beliefs. Second, the
definitions focus on groups of people. Thus, it becomes important to define cate-
gories of values and beliefs but also to define the group that shares those values
and beliefs.

2.1. Defining Categories of Values and Beliefs

Values, beliefs, and attitudes of individuals have been collected in social science
surveys for decades. In cultural research, the most popular surveys include the
World Values Survey, the Barometers (Asian, Euro, Latino), the European
Social Survey, and the General Social Survey. Questions on these surveys were
designed to capture specific constructs. The measurement of those concepts can
be supported ex post through correlations and comparison of means across vari-
ables within the same survey (construct validity). Researchers also test whether
survey responses correlate with variables outside the survey thought to measure
the same concept (criterion validity). Also, the use of factor analysis is a com-
mon method that can be used when there is some vagueness about the latent
concepts survey responses are thought to measure.2

To our knowledge, there has been no intellectual history written about the
General Social Survey, European Values Systems Study Group, the European
Values Study (EVS) that emerged from that group, or the World Values Survey
that built on the EVS. But, based on the histories provided on their websites, we
can see there was an interest in cross-country comparisons and the measurement
of trends. For example, the EVS lists questions like, “Are values changing in
Europe and, if so, in what directions?” and “Do Europeans share common
values?” as motivations for starting their survey (European Values Survey,
2018). The World Values Survey is built on the European Values Survey but
with an interest in a more diverse set of countries (World Values Survey, 2018).

The subset of values and beliefs economists have focused on the most are
summarized well by Alesina and Giuliano (2015). These categories are empha-
sized because they (individual values and beliefs) vary systematically between
countries and regions (i.e., they are shared) and are relatively easy to capture,
usually with surveys. Below, we provide abbreviated descriptions of each cate-
gory discussed by these authors.

• Generalized Trust � The extent to which people trust strangers.
• Individualism versus Collectivism � This distinction highlights the emphasis

individuals place on their own ambitions and accomplishments versus how
their ideas and accomplishments relate to the broader group.

• Family Ties � How much family factors into decision-making. This includes
the strength of family bonds and expectations about proper treatment of fam-
ily members.

• Generalized Morality � The extent to which individuals are expected to
behave cooperatively and honorably not just toward those close to them but
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also to strangers. Generalized trust is a common norm in functioning
democracies.

• Attitudes toward Work and the Perception of Poverty � When observing suc-
cessful outcomes (or failures) individuals gravitate toward explanations of
effort or luck.

These facets of culture are also highlighted by Alesina and Giuliano (2015)
because they have been associated with important economic outcomes. In
Section 3, we discuss some of the empirical evidence that links such cultural dif-
ferences to variations in economic, political, and social outcomes.

2.2. Defining the Group

There are two dominant econometric approaches to the study of culture: cross-
national analysis and the “epidemiological approach” (see e.g., Fernandez,
2008; Spolaore and Wacziarg, 2013). In the cross-national analyses, culture is
aggregated to the country level and outcomes are compared across countries.
With the epidemiological approach, the researcher considers the shared values
and behaviors of an immigrant cohort (e.g., first- or second-generation immi-
grants from a specific country), and then compares behaviors and values of
those cohorts to the broader native culture. In both approaches, the notion of a
“group” is a national or native culture. This presents complications to research-
ers of culture because of increased global migration. If countries become more
diverse, and the culture of immigrants does not converge to the national culture,
it will become less meaningful to think in terms of a national culture.

A further source of complexity is that individuals belong to multiple groups:
family, religion, nationality, ethnicity, cohort, profession, and more. At a spe-
cific time, what group the individual identifies with, and the attendant values
and beliefs, will depend on the context. For this reason, Akerlof and Kranton
(2000) propose a model where preferences depend on context, “When an indivi-
dual’s identity is associated with multiple social categories, the ‘situation’ could
determine, for example, which categories are most salient” (p. 731). In the semi-
nal terminology of Simon (1986), for a boundedly rational decision-maker each
situation evokes a specific frame, or, in the terminology of Geertz (1973), a
situation-specific lens.

These complications might make some researchers in economics uneasy. But,
with respect to national or native culture, we think this suggests that more
research is needed about what cultural traits are persistent among immigrants
versus those that converge to a native culture. Alternatively, economists can
begin to use more within-country variation. For example, Chen (2013) finds that
demographically similar people in the same nation but with different languages,
make different decisions. See also Chapter 3 of this volume for such an
approach.

With respect to the context-specific nature of decision-making set forth in
Akerlof and Kranton (2000), it seems appropriate to invoke behavioral econom-
ics. Even though there is no meta-theory (yet) for how individuals transition
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across frames, this has not caused economists to say frames do not matter.3

Likewise, the context-specific nature of culture (that the analysis might depend on
what is “the group”, and the dominant values, beliefs and interpretations of real-
ity of that group) should not deter economists from acknowledging that culture is
important and can enrich our models.

Finally, it is worth noting that the culture of groups is neither static nor
monolithic. Cultures often contain subcultures that are sometimes near-tribal
(e.g., punks, goths) and may be short-lived. Vivid and impactful events or shared
circumstances of upbringing can influence entire cohorts (see e.g., Camerer and
Malmendier, 20114; The White House Council of Economic Advisors, 20145).
Finally, care must be taken when extrapolating. For example, if a finding is
robust in WEIRD (Western Educated Industrial Rich Democracies) samples it
does not mean that those findings hold for groups in small-scale societies
(Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010).

While nuanced definitions of values and beliefs, as well as “the group” that
shares them, challenges researchers, new approaches to measurement are emerg-
ing to help take such complexities into account. See for example chapters 1, 2, 3,
and 4 in this volume.

3. THE IMPORTANCE OF CULTURE IN ECONOMICS
We start with the significance of culture to broader economic questions. Next,
we describe the experimental economics research across cultures and why culture
has become increasingly important for economic research in the early twenty-
first century. We close this section with a brief survey of results that are not
cross-national but matter for the study of culture.

3.1. Culture and Economics (Broadly)

The ultimate question in economics is probably, “Why are some groups or
nations rich and others poor?” Cultural explanations for growth go back to at
least Max Weber (1920/2011) who argued that Protestant beliefs encourage hard
work and thrift, which facilitates material success. Today, a substantial body of
empirical literature shows a cross-national link between religion and economic
growth.6 Other cultural aspects, most notably interpersonal trust have also been
linked to growth (Knack and Keefer, 1997; Tabellini, 2008; Zak and Knack,
2001). Greif (1994) documents differences in Genoese (individualist) and
Maghrebi (collectivist) cultures and shows how these cultural differences influ-
enced legal institutions. Gorodnichenko and Roland (2017) find that individual-
ism encourages innovation more than collectivism does. Putnam (1993) uses the
different histories of Northern and Southern Italy (a history of self-organizing in
the North versus centuries of authoritarian often absentee rulers in the South) to
explain different economic outcomes that persist to this day.7

Of course, there are alternative explanations for economic growth, especially
geographic location (e.g., access to markets), temperate climate (see e.g.,
Diamond, 1997), or institutions8; however, those institutions emerge from ideas

6 ANNA GUNNTHORSDOTTIR AND DOUGLAS A. NORTON



and rhetoric (McCloskey, 2011) and are legitimized by cultural value sets and
conventions (Kuran, 2011). Nunn (2012) describes how Acemoglu, Johnson,
and Robinson (2001) and Glaeser, Porta, Lopez-De-Silanes, and Shleifer (2004)
put forth two competing explanations of economic growth (institutions versus
human capital) not recognizing that both explanations are cultural. Legal and
political institutions as well as the associated skills and conventions are exten-
sions of the values, beliefs.9

It is reasonable to consider these explanations of culture and institutions as
complementary and interactive rather than mutually exclusive. Consider the fol-
lowing quotes from North (1993/1994) and Alesina and Giuliano (2015) that
suggest the important interplay between these explanations:

The relationship between mental models and institutions is an intimate one. Mental models
are the internal representations that individual cognitive systems create to interpret the envi-
ronment; institutions are the external (to the mind) mechanisms individuals create to structure
and order the environment. (North, 1993/1994, p. 363)

What roles do culture and institutions play in determining the wealth of nations? We have
argued here that it would be wrong to claim the causal superiority of either. Culture and insti-
tutions interact and evolve in a complementary way, with mutual feedback effects. Thus, the
same institutions may function differently in different cultures, but culture may evolve in dif-
fering ways depending on the type of institutions. (Alesina & Giuliano, 2015, p. 938)

To this point, we have discussed culture in the context of economic develop-
ment. But, culturally determined expectations and beliefs are important for sev-
eral other economic questions and fields. Consider the following examples.

Guiso, Sapienza, and Zingales (2009) show that nations with higher levels of
mutual bilateral trust have a higher volume of bilateral trade. Alesina, Giuliano,
Bisin, and Benhabib (2011) report estimates that beliefs about what causes success
(luck versus hard work) is related to preferences for redistribution. Fisman and
Miguel (2007) document that even with diplomatic immunity, unpaid parking vio-
lations are lower for diplomats from low corruption countries. Chen (2013) sug-
gests that a language with a future tense which makes the future appear more
distant in the mind of those who speak it, results in lower saving rates. Fernandez
and Fogli (2009), and Alesina and Giuliano (2010) show that culture affects
female labor force participation. So-called “repugnance markets” (see Roth, 2007
for an overview) are also excellent examples of the role of culture in economic
life: what is considered tradable is dependent on shared views and values.10 The
list could easily go on because culture influences preferences, beliefs, norms, and
transaction costs. We now turn to the role of economics experiments in the study
of culture.

3.2. Culture and Experimental Economics

In “Microeconomic Systems as an Experimental Science”, Smith (1982) lays the
methodological foundation for economics as an experimental science.
Throughout the article, Smith is aware that individuals may have a richer set of
considerations for decision-making than what the experimenter would like to
restrict them to be. This is echoed by Hoffman, McCabe, and Smith (1996) who
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write, “In laboratory experiments we cannot assume that subjects behave as if
the world is completely defined by the experimenter” (p. 655). Yet, culture was
not taken seriously by experimental economists until around the turn of the
century.

Initially, inspired in part by evolutionary psychology (e.g., Cosmides and
Tooby, 1992) experimental economists often aimed to identify cross-cultural
behavioral universals. For example, in their seminal cross-cultural experiment
Roth, Prasnikar, Okuno-Fujiwara, and Zamir (1991) conjecture that differences
in ultimatum game behavior might be cultural.11 But, this cultural conjecture
seemed like only tentative evidence against human universals, probably also
because the observed differences were small. For example, Hoffman, McCabe,
and Smith (1998, p. 341) write,

“Although there are some differences, the general features of these results have been replicated
in cross-cultural comparisons suggesting that the results are not strongly culture-specific (Roth
et al., 1991). This suggests that the explanation may transcend culture” (emphasis added).

Based mostly on experiments at universities in developed countries, cross-
national differences appeared minor. Subjects were found to be cooperative (see
Zelmer, 2003 for a meta-analysis of public good games), and surprisingly fair
(e.g., Hoffman et al., 1996, 1998; Roth et al., 1991).

Around the turn of the century, experiments in so-called small-scale societies,
conducted by teams of experimental economists and anthropologists cast doubt
on these human universals and the general behavior function experimental econ-
omists had constructed. We elaborate on this evidence from very diverse subject
pools in Section 3.3 below; there, we also discuss the importance of migration
and globalization to experimental economics, where any subject pool in a given
geographic location may increasingly be culturally diverse within. Taken
together, current global developments and the new anthropology-inspired find-
ings suggest that culture is a background variable that cannot be ignored.

3.3. Experiments across Diverse Societies
In a seminal study, Henrich (2000) compared modal ultimatum game offers
between UCLA graduate students and the Machiguenga from the Peruvian
Amazon. The modal proposal among UCLA students was 50%. Among the
Machiguenga, the modal offer was 15%, and this was usually accepted. These
results suggest different sets of social norms with very different social equilibria.
Henrich et al. (2001, 2005) build on this initial finding and explore 14 additional
small-scale societies, investigate voluntary contribution mechanisms, ultimatum
games, and dictator games and again find large cultural differences. By now,
this group of researchers has conducted experiments with numerous culturally
different communities. Their findings show great cultural diversity in terms of
behaviors previously considered universal. See for example, Ensminger and
Henrich (2014) for an overview of this research program.

One of the more striking pieces in this research stream is the Henrich et al.
(2010) summary article showing that the university student subjects that experi-
mental economists have typically relied on are similar along many attitudinal and
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behavioral dimensions across geographic locations but are actually an anomaly
across cultures and history, a cultural minority in the world today, and often not
even representative of the corresponding working adult population.12 These
authors refer to this unrepresentative but dominant group of subjects as WEIRD
(Western, educated, industrialized, rich, democratic).

Henrich et al. (2010) argue the nonrepresentativeness of students compared
to the general population with results from psychology and experimental eco-
nomics (the latter in their Section 6.1.2). Nonetheless, the question, “how
WEIRD are the usual subjects” asks for more data. For example, Porter and
Smith (2003) find, regarding market bubbles, that US student subjects and pro-
fessional US traders behave in a similar fashion. In his review “Experiments
across Populations”, Frechette (2016) argues that differences in behavior across
a wide variety of subject populations like students, professionals, children, and
elderly are quantitative (i.e. magnitude) rather than qualitative (i.e. directional),
and generally minor. However, Frechette does not discuss cross-cultural experi-
ments in his review.

There are several things to note here. First, Frechette (2016) focuses on quali-
tative differences. But, when talking about cultural differences and WEIRD popu-
lations, Henrich et al. (2010) are often talking about quantitative differences.13

For example, Herrmann, Thöni, and Gächter (2008) showcase that the many and
diverse large-scale societies in their sample who play public goods games (without
punishment) begin with cooperation that declines toward the free-riding equilib-
rium. When punishment is permitted, individuals across all societies punish free-
riders and some individuals across all societies engage in antisocial punishment
(punish a group member who contributed more than they themselves contrib-
uted). However, while these might seem to be universals, Henrich et al. (2010)
point out the striking differences in cooperation levels and antisocial punishment
in that research. For many games, as they relate to culture, it makes sense to
focus on the quantitative differences because the games most often analyzed
cross-culturally (trust game, dictator game, ultimatum game, public goods game)
have an equilibrium on the edge of the strategy-spaces and it is thus not possible
to observe behavior that is qualitatively different across cultures.

Second, one could argue that for some experimental questions, WEIRD
populations are the most relevant. For example, the effect of different bonus-
payment schemes on productivity is a question with direct applicability to west-
ern organizations.

Third, for economists interested in testing economic theory, testing on more
sophisticated subjects who have an easier time understanding the instructions
gives theory a “best shot” case at being valid.14 Whether a researcher wants to
push the boundaries of where their result holds depends on whether the research
question is about a specific group or fundamental inquiry into human nature.

At Which Levels Do We Find Human Universals?. All the above said, the results
from experiments with truly diverse cultures made possible through the coopera-
tion of experimental economists and anthropologists reveal the need for
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experimental economists to address the concept of culture in a more nuanced
way, and with increased awareness of its potential importance. A mere glance at
history points to the same: humans have historically often had values and beliefs
that today are perceived as curious at best but at times as repulsive or grotesque.
Mindful of the fact that humans are a species evolved for social interaction
(Cosmides & Tooby, 1992), what exactly are our shared universals if human
behavior is this diverse, and norms, values, and worldviews differ (and have his-
torically differed) to such a large extent? The new anthropology-inspired results in
experimental economics lend support to Smith and Wilson’s (2012) suggestion
that one of the dominant human universals is the “groupish” need to belong; con-
sequently, individuals are motivated � to varying degrees that depend on indivi-
duals’ personality (Lykken, 1995), to comply with the norms and value system of
their group, and to conform to “propriety” in whatever way a social unit defines
(or defined) it. This hypothesis constitutes a strong argument for the impact of
nurture made possible by nature, and the need for a deeper study of culture.

3.4. The Role of Migration
Cross-cultural studies that tie behavior in the laboratory or in the field to out-
comes linked to economics broadly defined must often rely on established mea-
sures of national culture (e.g., Hofstede, 2001).15 Recently though, and in many
locations worldwide, communities as well as university subject pools are becom-
ing more diverse in origin and cultural background due to increased migration
and international students. US undergraduates may never have been representa-
tive of the average working American (Henrich et al., 2010 Section 6.1.2) but
are becoming even less representative with growing proportions of foreign stu-
dents. The EU too, operates vast student exchange programs. For Australia,
foreign students have become the third largest export industry (Australian
Government, 2017). Such developments suggest that social scientists including
experimental economists, need to keep an eye on the cultural background of
their objects of study, and the contributions in this volume reflect this growing
need. Chapters 1 and 2 emphasize the importance of gaining a deeper, qualita-
tive understanding of subjects who may differ culturally from the experimenter
him/herself. Chapter 3 breaks with the traditional assumptions of homogeneous
(e.g., national) culture and proposes a novel approach to assess the cultural
composition of populations that are culturally diverse within. The authors of
Chapter 4 use a traditionally group-based measure, Mary Douglas’ (1970)
Group�Grid classification, to directly predict individual behavior in a pool of
university students of diverse origin.

3.5. The Role of Globalization
Hand-in-hand with global economic growth and the globalizing of scientific
progress is the spreading of university education and economic experimentation
to new locations. Especially after the 2002 Nobel prizes in behavioral and exper-
imental economics, experiments are increasingly conducted at institutions where
experimental economics is new. This raises the question whether, and to which
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extent, the new subject pools that are coming online now resemble the tradi-
tional subject pools of Western or East Asian universities. Chapter 7 in this vol-
ume describes an experiment with such a new subject pool.

Another question related to globalization is whether information technology
homogenizes culture across locations. With increased informational networking,
geographic location may be less of a decisive factor for the formation of culturally
homogeneous subject pools. Instead, geographically distant individuals and
groups can form virtual communities, communicate within those, and streamline
each other’s values and worldviews. For example, small-town Brexiters and
middle-American Trump voters may resemble each other culturally, at least if
voting behavior can be taken as a signal of their value sets. Such voters, on the
other hand, seem to have become distinctly different from the urban populations
in their respective nations: the urban populations of New York and London may
resemble each other more than they resemble their respective national rural popu-
lations. These developments again raise questions about established measures of
national culture as background variables in subject pools classified only by their
geographic location.16 They suggest once more that experimentalists may increas-
ingly need to keep an eye on the cultural composition of their subject pool.

A related practical question about the homogenizing role of a global culture
is as follows: If the usual “WEIRD” student subjects resemble each other on a
global scale (Henrich et al., 2010) how similar or different are students who hail
from different nations or ethnicities and now attend the same university?
Chapter 7 in this volume suggests cultural and behavioral differences can exist
within such a pool, differences an experimenter needs to be aware of because
they cause variance in the data. 17

3.6. Other Notable Topics
Priming Studies. Before closing this section, there are some alternative methods
for studying culture and contributions to this field, that are worth pointing out.
First, there has been growth in the use of “priming instruments” in experiments.
A “prime” is a cue that temporarily makes a concept more salient to the
decision-maker. For example, Benjamin, Choi, and Strickland (2010) have indi-
viduals complete a “background questionnaire” that mixes in questions about
family background (e.g., languages spoken, generations that have lived in the
United States). This prime is intended to activate a subject’s ethnic identity.
Bostashvili (2015) presents students with a paragraph and instructs them to cir-
cle all the pronouns in that paragraph. The paragraph that primes for individu-
alism includes the use of “I” and “me” whereas the paragraph that primes for
collectivism uses “we” and “us” pronouns. Benjamin, Choi, and Fisher (2016)
have subjects unscramble sentences that either have religious content or not, for
example, “the desert is divine” (from “dessert divine was fork the”) versus “the
sky is blue” (from “sky the seamless blue is”). These primes allow to measure
the marginal effect of identity and cultural aspects on a variety of decisions.
While there may be problems associated with primes, with any method there are
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trade-offs.18 For the study of culture, primes are an incredibly useful source of
exogenous variation.

Natural Experiments. A second source of exogenous variation in the study of
the impact of culture are natural experiments in history. For instance, Lowes,
Nunn, Robinson, and Weigel (2017) use the formation of the Kuba Kingdom as
a natural experiment for exposure to a centralized state. The authors find that
exposure to formal rules of the Kingdom crowded out internal norms for rule
following in a resource allocation game and an ultimatum game with theft.
Karaja and Rubin (2017) conduct a trust game with individuals from villages
that had been arbitrarily assigned to opposite sides of the Habsburg and
Ottoman/Russian border. The authors detail the different fiscal institutions on
either side of the border and argue that the Ottoman/Russian institutions eroded
trust which manifests in modern times through less trusting behavior in a trust
game.19 These experiments help to show that culture can be influenced by insti-
tutions and that the effects can be long-lasting.

Other Lab-In-Field Experiments. Third, while these natural experiments are
exceptional in their use of historical variables, it is worth pointing out that there
are numerous other lab-in-field20 experiments that are focused on culture,
beliefs, and social context. For example, Cardenas and Ostrom (2004) report a
lab-in-field study on how a community's ecosystem management impacts coop-
eration rates in an experiment, and there exist multiple recent studies in this
vein. (See e.g., Ensminger and Henrich, 2014, for an overview.) It should be
noted that to study culture and associated beliefs it is not necessary to study
decision-making outside the laboratory. For example, Isaac and Norton (2013)
bring a group of individuals from the same Bible study into the laboratory to
explore whether “homegrown preferences”21 lead to cooperation through volun-
tary donations or resulted in a reliance (as in previous groups) on tax provided
public goods.

Triangulations of Experimental Evidence and Surveys. Fourth, most of the
applied econometrics research mentioned in the previous section on culture
research is based on surveys such as, for example, the World Values Survey, the
Barometers (Asian, Euro, Latino), and the General Social Survey (see
Section 2.1). These surveys aim to measure different facets of culture like trust,
cooperation, attitudes about work, and more. But, as many have noted, there
are problems with incentive compatibility and therefore the reliability of some
survey results. Given this issue, it would be useful to know if these survey-based
measures of culture correspond to actual behavior in experiments. For example,
Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman, and Soutter (2000) find a weak correlation
between attitudinal surveys of trust and behavior in a trust game a and an
“envelope drop” game. Fehr, Fischbacher, von Rosenbladt, Schupp, and
Wagner (2003) link second-mover behavior in a trust game with survey-based
measures of trust. Falk, Becker, Dohmen, Huffman, and Sunde (2016) have
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linked incentivized measures of trust, altruism, reciprocity, and more with
survey-based questions to create a survey module.

We briefly summarize the diverse but ultimately linked topics we have touched
upon in Section 3.1. A large literature on culture and experimental economics has
developed to help establish that culture drives behavior at the individual-level.
Cross-cultural experiments across small and large-scale societies are crucial to
push the boundaries of our understanding about the generality of our experimen-
tal results: to which extent is the prevalent conception of behavior in experimental
games merely a model of WEIRD populations? To which extent have we estab-
lished a general model of human behavior? Later in this section, we discussed
studies within societies where history creates a natural independent variable.
These are useful to show the potential long-run effects of institutions on culture.
In the laboratory, priming instruments have allowed experimenters to isolate the
marginal effects of different facets of culture. Also, experiments can be used to
validate the measures used in survey-research which is helpful because surveys are
more scalable. All this diverse experimental work contributes to our knowledge of
culture which we have argued becomes more important with migration and glob-
alization. The importance of culture research for our understanding of human
nature, and its increasing importance with recent developments has been our
motivation for putting together a volume on the topic of culture.

4. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THIS VOLUME
The research in this volume is organized from general to specific, from contribu-
tions that deal with the conceptualization and measurement of culture to
culture-focused experiments. We believe that our collection of experiments adds
to the evidence that cultural values and beliefs influence decision-making. The
earlier chapters about methodology help to put the concept of “culture” in
greater perspective and are included in the volume because we believe experi-
menters interested in culture can benefit from engagement with new or alterna-
tive approaches to the measurement of culture.22

In Chapter 1, John and Storr argue that experimental and applied economet-
ric methods establish relationships between cultural variables and outcomes;
but, those quantitative methods do not tell us how culture matters. To under-
stand how culture matters, we must step out of our own frame and formulate
hypotheses that consider the frame of our subjects of study, we must communi-
cate with the people we seek to understand through open-ended interviews, eth-
nographies, in-depth case studies, etc. These qualitative methods will better help
economists to learn about how values and beliefs animate a person’s decision-
making.23

In Chapter 2, Norton’s comments on John and Storr provide experimental
economists with a notion about how the insights of John and Storr can be
employed in their laboratories. Anthropology can enrich experimental econom-
ics as psychology has enriched it in the past. Learning from the thought process
of experimental subjects becomes more important in a world with more cross-
cultural studies or more diverse subject pools because introspection of the
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experimenters becomes less reliable when their subjects have potentially very dif-
ferent values and beliefs from their own.

Midgley et al. (Chapter 3) model culture as a configuration of multiple
values. By applying exploratory cluster analysis across nations, the researchers
show how a configuration of values (more or less strongly held) combine into
“archetypes”, that is cultural profiles that characterize a specific prototype in the
population under study. In using this analysis, Midgley et al. document signifi-
cant heterogeneity in archetypes within countries while the same archetypes are
shared across countries, but nations differ in the proportions in which they con-
tain individuals that resemble a given prototype. That heterogeneity within
should give pause to anyone who wants to think of nations as having a mono-
lithic culture. The homogeneity of archetypes across nations on the other hand
(the extracted types are the same across the entire sample and only their propor-
tions within each nation differ) suggests that the influence of globalization and
transnational internet-based communities could be assessed by keeping an eye
on these proportions in longitudinal cohort studies. The method is new and
might be able to do justice to these new developments.

In Chapter 4, Chai, Dorj, and Sherstyuk note that most studies find
differences between ethnic groups but do not attempt to model the individual
preferences underlying those differences. The researchers then create a bridge
between individual and group by applying anthropologist Mary Douglas’ (1970)
grid�group characteristics, typically a group measure, to each individual sub-
ject. Their grid�group scale is constructed with items from the World Values
Survey. The authors then use those characteristics to predict an individual’s
behavior across several standard experimental games. These group�grid charac-
teristics allow the researchers to discriminate between altruism, inequality aver-
sion, and reciprocity as explanations for behavior.

Rey-Biel, Sheremeta, and Uler (Chapter 5) design an experiment that pro-
ceeds in two stages. In the first stage, experimental subjects complete a real-
effort task for a known piece-rate and at the end of the stage receive a random
shock to their income. In the second stage, the subjects play a dictator game. In
one treatment, subjects know the income, but not the number of tasks completed
or whether the person they are paired with in a dictator game received a positive
or negative shock. The authors find a difference in giving behavior between
United States and Spanish subjects. This builds additional evidence in the cul-
tural research related to attitudes about work because having low income in this
game could have been a function of effort or a random shock (i.e., “luck”).

Related to attitudes about work is our sense of merit or desert. Chen
(Chapter 6) moves away from models of fairness by developing a model of refer-
ence dependent preferences based on expectations about desert (others get what
is deserved) and placation (what we think others think they deserve). Chen con-
ducts a contextualized dictator game experiment on Mechanical Turk where
interventions focus on manipulating the reference points for desert and placation
and finds evidence that decision-making depends on these reference points. This
represents a new way to organize games related to fairness based on expecta-
tions rather than preferences.
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South Africa is a nation that contains within itself many racial and ethnic
subgroups. It is reasonable to expect that these have different cultures and beha-
viors. It is also a country where experimental economics is still new. In
Chapter 7, Hamann and Nichols report on trust games with subjects never
before exposed to economics experiments, where the individual with the initial
endowment must delegate his/her investment decision. The authors vary whether
the race of the owner, delegate, and receiver are known or not. They then let the
“capital owner” select an agent to make the transfer to the receiver. The authors
find that white South Africans attempt to use race strategically in their choice of
agents while black South Africans do not.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS
The last chapter in this volume in a way closes the circle and leads us straight
back to Chapter 1 of this volume. Chapter 7 is the account of a standard eco-
nomics experiment conducted in a developing country by white/European
experimenters whose ethnicity differs from the black subjects. Why did white
subjects frame the situation in a way that led them to select the race of their del-
egate strategically while blacks did not? One might endlessly guess, but, in the
end the best way to formulate a testable hypothesis as to why this was the case
would be to ask the subjects, and the best approach would probably be open-
ended interviews conducted with an open mind.

We have argued that each person has a culturally determined “frame” or
“lens” through which they understand their decision situation and make choices.
If we want to understand human behavior, we must do more to understand that
lens. Friedrich Hayek argued that, “[…] nobody can be a great economist who
is only an economist—and I am even tempted to add that the economist who is
only an economist is likely to become a nuisance if not a positive danger” (1956,
p. 463). Indeed, despite a broad consensus about which institutions lead to pros-
perity (e.g., a legal system that protects property rights and enforces contracts),
there are few success stories of institutional change in sub-Saharan Africa or
post socialist transitioning nations. Boettke et al. (2008) argue that the lack of
success in transplanting institutions comes from not recognizing whether the
underlying culture24 can support those institutions.

For example, from the laboratory, consider the experimental work of
Ostrom, Walker, and Gardner (1992). The authors discuss how individuals were
able to chat with each other to devise rules and punishment schemes to solve a
commons problem in the laboratory. With respect to punishment, they note that

“These verbal sanctions had to be directed at unknown defectors, since subjects’ decisions
were anonymous. Subjects detected defection solely through aggregate investments. In many
cases, statements like “Some scum-bucket is investing more than we agreed upon” were a suf-
ficient reproach to change defectors’ behavior.” (p. 410)

This is a remarkable statement about culture. The group had created rules for
governing the commons, but, those rules could not be enforced in any real sense.
It was shared values and beliefs of those individuals that made the chat-interface
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institution viable. When we look outside the lab, we must remind ourselves that
institutions are always interacting with “civil society” institutions like family,
clans, churches, fraternal organizations, etc..

If we focus on economics as a predictive science, this brief and by necessity
incomplete literature review has suggested that culture is an important and often
omitted variable in our models. As we continue to develop better theories and
compile more evidence about how culture works, our confidence in prediction
improves and our understanding improves too. Research on culture in experi-
mental economics is still in its infancy but carries much promise. We close with
several questions that we think are worthwhile for experimenters to continue to
explore.

Human universals. Firstly, cross-cultural experiments allow a better under-
standing of the role of nature versus nurture. Humans share an evolutionary his-
tory and at the same time are the species most capable to adapt and learn. At
which level then can we expect to find our shared human universals? In
Section 3, we aimed to do justice to two separate research streams: one points to
human universals in economic behavior. In that vein, experimentalists have
discovered deviations from equilibrium and most often focused on trust games,
voluntary contribution mechanisms, and simple bargaining games such as ulti-
matum and dictator games. Deviations in the direction of cooperation are
always observed. This has led to the conclusion that humans are cooperative
and, in many ways, quite similar to each other. Researchers in this stream have
argued that point estimates of behavior may differ between groups and cultures
but qualitatively, the deviations are always in the direction of cooperation. Note
though that this is by necessity since the equilibrium strategies are typically at
the very edge of the strategy space, so any error or deviation can only go in the
direction of cooperation.

An alternative, younger stream stems from the cooperation between experi-
mental economists and anthropologists. It focuses on the point estimates in the
size of the deviations and what explains those differences (e.g., market expo-
sure). See for example, Ensminger and Henrich (2014) for an overview of both
methods and results. For this stream, the fundamental proposition would be
Smith and Wilson’s (2012) suggestion, for which they draw directly from Adam
Smith, that groupish humans tend to comply with the norms of their group but
these norms could differ to the extreme. Neuroscience and brain imaging tech-
nologies now also allow, at least in some cases, to locate the neural bases of the
observed cultural commonalities and differences which are often assumed
learned but of course need not be. See for example, Kim, Sung, and McClure
(2012) about the neural loci of discounting strategies that have been robustly
shown to differ between East and West.

In our view, the two positions are not at odds with each other but comple-
mentary. More empirical observation will help delineate the boundaries between
nature and nurture. Since the equilibrium in standard games (e.g., VCM, bar-
gaining games, and trust game) is at the edge of the strategy space, experiments
that investigate interior equilibria could shed light on qualitative differences
across culture. In most cases, however, interior equilibria would involve a more
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complex payoff function that may be difficult for subjects to truly understand. A
solution might be to move away from the standard verbally and mathematically
oriented instructions and interface to visual stimuli. Weak link games with mul-
tiple pareto-ranked equilibria, hitherto rarely used in cross-cultural research
might also prove useful.25

Persistence of culture versus cultural change. Second, how can experimental
economists add to the discussion about cultural persistence or change? A growing
body of economics literature touched upon in Sections 2.2, 3.2, and 3.6 demon-
strates the often-surprising persistence of institutions and culture across significant
historic developments, where traces of long-gone institutional environments
remain discernible for centuries. The complementary question would be about
cultural change: even if past culture still exerts a traceable influence it does not
necessarily mean a strong influence. How does culture change? This is a more dif-
ficult research question than establishing lasting impact. What would be the con-
tribution of experimental economics to this? For a change to happen, there would
need to be some shock that alters an individual’s lens. Experimenters can compare
behavior in standard games before and after a significant or memorable event.26

Or, if there was an argument about why some group (from the same culture) was
differentially affected by the event then tests could be conducted comparing those
individuals.

Establishing the construct validity of measures of culture. Section 2 above lists
several definitions of culture. Chapters 3 and 4 describe currently standard mea-
sures, all survey based, in greater detail. All involve values and beliefs and the
groups that shared them. But, measurement of those values and beliefs is
challenging.

In Section 3.6, we cited three papers that sought to understand whether attitu-
dinal data were linked to behavior in experimental games. Standard survey mea-
sures of culture often address trust, collectivism, intertemporal discounting or
willingness to take risk, all of which can also be tested experimentally. A further
way to strengthen the construct validity of measures of culture is to explore how
the combination of survey data and behavior in experimental games manifest
themselves in the field. For example, Fehr and Leibbrandt (2011) find that
abstract measures of cooperation from a public goods game or time preferences
from an intertemporal choice problem are related to how fishermen expropriate
resources from the commons. Similar opportunities are all around us: Consider
ordering take-out. On the receipt, there is often a line for tip and signature. If you
do not intend to tip, do you merely sign and leave the tip line blank? This may be
taken as a measure of trust and could be correlated with behavior in a trust game.

Self-reported attitudes and behavior, experimental outcomes, and behavior in
natural contexts, can all be used to mutually establish construct validity. Also
important is to understand whether a given sample actually represents the
intended population. It has for example been suggested (Henrich et al., 2010)
that university subject pools in different countries can be culturally quite similar
to each other and not representative of their assumed national culture.
Experimenters may consider including surveys described in Chapters 3 and 4 to
better understand which population, in terms of its culture, their subjects are
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drawn from. A comparison of students in different nations may not necessarily
constitute a comparison of the different national cultures.

Diverse experimental research generated in the last two decades has estab-
lished that culture matters, but, better understanding of the level at which
human behavior is universal versus cultural, whether and when culture evolves
fast or slow, and improved measurement of culture are just some of the many
facets of cultural research that need more research attention. Economic research
on culture with all its implications for policy and for understanding ourselves is
in its early stages. Unlike other areas of inquiry, scarcity of novel ideas is
nowhere in sight and there are $100 bills all over the sidewalk.

NOTES
1. The JEL code “Z” has a Cultural Economics subclass that addresses itself to ques-

tions of religion, anthropology, and sociology (see Cherrier, 2017) for a discussion of JEL
codes).

2. For example, Hofstede (1980, p. 43) admits that, “The concept of national culture
or national character has suffered from vagueness […] We seem to lack even the terminol-
ogy to describe it.” Hofstede empirically derives (initially four) factors, which he labels
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism, and masculinity. In a similar way,
Inglehart (1997, 2006) uses factor analysis to advance the idea that two factors (secu-
lar�rational vs traditional values and survival vs self-expression values) explain signifi-
cant variance in survey responses.

3. This point can be seen in Smith’s (1989, p. 166) discussion of experimental and
behavioral economics where Smith writes, “[…] psychologist’s ‘reference frame’ descrip-
tive paradigm performs well in explaining subject introspective responses, and their short-
run, or initial, decision behavior, but it provides no predictive theory of reference frame
adjustment over time.” We still do not have a meta-theory for transitions across frames,
but, the as Smith states, the notion of a reference frame “performs well”.

4. Camerer and Malmendier find that the Great Depression changed the investment
behavior of the cohorts who experienced it, toward risk aversion and conservatism.

5. This government-issued report about Millennials describes the values and aspira-
tions of a cohort that differs remarkably from its predecessors.

6. See Aldashev and Platteau (2014) for a review of the literature on the link between
religion and economic growth.

7. For an early classic description of the culture of Southern Italy, see Banfield
(1958).

8. Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) discuss geography, culture, and institutional expla-
nations for growth. With respect to culture they write, “Is the cultural hypothesis useful
for understanding world inequality? Yes and no. Yes, in the sense that social norms,
which are related to culture, matter and can be hard to change, and they also sometimes
support institutional differences. […] But, mostly no, because those aspects of culture
often emphasized � religion, national ethics, African, or Latin values � are just not
important for understanding how we got here and why inequalities in the world persist.”
(p. 57). Nonetheless, the experience of exporting institutions to other parts of the world
suggests that culture matters a great deal and that exogenously enforced reforms rarely
succeed (Boettke, Coyne, & Leeson, 2008).

9. See for example, Becker, Boeckh, Hainz, and Woessmann (2016), who study of the
impact of the long-defunct Habsburg empire on attitudes toward formal institutions in
closely neighboring communities. The empire’s long-vanished border is still identifiable in
what might be termed “institutional culture”. See LaPorta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer,
and Vishny (1999) for a similar argument about the lasting impact of French versus
British colonial rule in sub-Saharan Africa.
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10. Roth (2007) discusses many examples of what different cultures (often but not
exclusively driven by religion) consider repugnant or not, from charging interest to eating
horse meat, or the moral arguments advanced in Evangelium Vitae where the Pope John
Paul II warns that commercialization of organs would be corrosive to the “culture of
life”.

11. Roth et al. ran ultimatum games with students in the United States, Japan,
Yugoslavia, and Israel. The modal offer in the United States was 50%, and similar in
Yugoslavia. However, modal offers in Japan and Israel were closer to 40%. Roth et al.
suggest these relatively small differences could reflect culture. But, those differences were
not severe enough that culture was the obvious explanation.

12. Numerous economics experiments compare students subjects to their related pro-
fessional, older, or general populations and typically find behavioral differences. For an
extensive overview of such experiments, see Frechette (2016). The cause of the difference
between students and the general population is not yet clear. A possible explanation is
age (see e.g., Cardenas & Carpenter, 2008 for a summarizing discussion). Only a combi-
nation of longitudinal studies and cohort studies could provide a reliable answer.

13. For example, Henrich et al. (2010, p. 76) write, “When compared with diverse and
sometimes representative adult samples, undergraduate subjects consistently set the lower
bound for prosociality in experimental measures of trust, fairness, cooperation, and pun-
ishment of unfairness in free-riding.” Magnitudes are mentioned several times and later
the authors write, “For several of these economic measures, such as public good contribu-
tions, undergraduate behavior is qualitatively similar to fully-fledged adult behaviors, just
less prosocial” (Henrich et al. 2010, p. 77).

14. This point about student subjects being a “best shot” case is advanced in Gächter’s
comment on Henrich et al. (2010). If experiments are done on nonstudent populations,
there may be confounds of genuine behavioral differences in treatment and cognitive
sophistication. Gächter closes with the statement that students subject pools, “[…] estab-
lish a clean benchmark result on how people from different societal/cultural backgrounds
behave in the exact same decision situation.” (Henrich et al. 2010, p. 93)

15. This and other survey-based measures of national culture are described at some
length in Chapters 3 and 4.

16. The most commonly used survey-based measures of (usually national) culture are
surveyed in Chapter 3 and in somewhat greater detail in Chapter 4.

17. The speed and the extent to which students form or join a homogeneous university
culture probably depends on the exact circumstances.

18. Perhaps the most famous psychological priming study is by Bargh, Chen, and
Burrows (1996). Subjects unscrambled sentences related (or not) to the elderly. The depen-
dent variable is the time it takes students to walk down the hall when the experiment con-
cludes. The elderly prime caused subjects to walk slower. But, over time there were
several failed replications. This led to an open email from Daniel Kahneman (see Yong,
2012) who noted this had created a “storm of doubts” and predicted, “I see a train wreck
looming”. Following this discussion there has been a greater emphasis on replicability.
The notion that a prime should matter appears theoretically sound and more vigilance
about replicability should lead to greater uniformity in protocols. As Cohn and Marechal
(2016) write, “Additional experiments with control conditions or conceptually similar
primes, along with direct manipulation checks […]” can mitigate the problem of whether
the prime manipulates the expected social or cultural category. Another issue related to
validity is whether the prime induces experimenter demand effects. For example, Mazar,
Amir, and Ariely (2008) ask subjects to recall and write down the Ten Commandments.
This is meant to prime for religiosity, but, this prime is so overt one wonders if there is a
loss of control in the experiment due to experimenter demand effects. Other primes we
discussed in this chapter are much subtler and do not seem to suffer from this same
problem.

19. For a similar conclusion based on a different method see also Becker et al. (2016)
cited elsewhere in this chapter.
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20. This term describes induced value experiments that are run in a non-lab (or field)
setting. This term was used in Morton and Williams (2010) and seems more descriptive
than the “artefactual field experiment” distinction used in Harrison and List (2004).

21. They matched earnings from the experiment to an orphanage in Guatemala that
the Bible study group supported.

22. The experimental chapters contain discussions of the conventional and most well-
known and widely used survey-based measures of culture, which are typically applied in
conjunction with nation-level classifications. In the introduction of Chapter 3, Schwartz
values, Inglehart’s Cultural Map of the World, and Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions are
discussed. The same measures are described at some length in Section 2 of Chapter 4, in
addition to Chapter 4’s independent variable, Douglas’ (1972) group�grid classification.

23. Take for example South Korea in Midgley et al.’s chapter. It is found to be the
most culturally heterogeneous country in the sample. Is this due to a cohort effect so that
eventually traditional values of the older generation will be replaced by a younger, west-
ernized generation’s value set so that the country would then trend toward greater
homogeneity?

24. Boettke et al. (2008, p. 338) call this idea “metis” rather than “culture” but you can
see the similarities. Metis is, “a concept passed down from the ancient Greeks […] charac-
terized by local knowledge resulting from practical experience. It includes skills, culture,
norms, and conventions, which are shaped by the experiences of the individual. This con-
cept applies to both interactions between people (e.g., interpreting the gestures and
actions of others) and the physical environment (e.g., learning to ride a bike). The compo-
nents of metis cannot be written down neatly as a systematic set of instructions. Instead,
knowledge regarding metis is gained only through experience and practice.” The authors
present historical case studies: Germany, Japan, and Poland had the necessary metis while
in Bosnia and Russia there was weak pre-existing metis for market institutions.

25. Weak-link games have been rarely used in cross-cultural studies but might help
uncover cultural differences. One of their advantages is that they have multiple interior
equilibria. For example, Engelmann and Normann (2010) find cultural effects in weak-
link games.

26. Obviously, people do not know when or if a significant event is going to happen,
but, if an experimenter conducts standard games like trust game, VCM, and ultimatum
games (in their baseline treatments) with undergraduates then they potentially have some-
thing to compare individuals to after the significant event, thought to influence culture,
happened.
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