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Prosociality as response to slow- and fast-onset climate hazards
The supplementary materials are organized as follows: Section S1 provides further details for study 1 (fast-onset) and section S2 for study 2 (slow-onset):  sampling, treatment design, measurement of prosocial behaviors, and variable construction, experimental materials, summary statistics, treatment balancing, and the complete regression tables behind the graphical visualizations, model extensions, and robustness checks.
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A two-staged random sampling procedure was used to select participants for the experimental workshop. First, we randomly selected villages and then drew participants within the selected village. The target population consists of low-income households in rural areas. In total, we randomly selected 14 coastal villages in the northern part of the Western Visayas on Panay, which was more strongly affected by Haiyan (see Figure S1). In the first stage, we excluded municipalities from the first income class (high income), urban locations, small (population below 500), and large village (population of more than 3,500) to ensure a more homogenous sample. We made all possible efforts to visit also remote locations, and all 14 randomly selected locations could be reached.
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Notes: Shown are the share of damaged houses, both partially and totally damaged combined, in each municipality. The blue dots indicate the 14 villages where we collected our data, and the dashed line shows the pathway of Haiyan. There is wind speed data available from three weather stations. Own creation based on freely available municipality data on the number of households (2010 Census), the number of houses damaged by Haiyan, and wind speed data from the weather stations.
In the second sampling stage, the households were randomly chosen within a barangay. Local recruiters went to the location some days before the experimental workshop, gained permission from the ‘punong barangay’ (elected village representative, or mayor), ensured the availability of facilities for the games, and requested a list of households from which nine households were randomly selected. The recruiters then noted the names of the nine households and handed out invitation letters to someone who was from the household and available at the time, preferably the household head. They also received instructions to invite two close friends or relatives from different households. For further details regarding the sample, see Kampenhuber (2019). According to our survey, the median time they had to prepare for Haiyan was only two hours, and over 90% had less than ten hours to prepare. Thus, 76% of participants experienced Haiyan in their homes, while only 11% were able to find shelter in an evacuation center in time.
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Table S1 gives the basic descriptive statistics of the non-standardized measured outcome variables and covariates (socio-economics and preference measures) used in the regression models or for the sample description (‘affectedness’). 
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	Panel A: Outcomes
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Baseline
	
	
	
	
	

	Transfer anonymous
	378
	24.13
	20.73
	0
	70

	Transfer friend
	252
	33.13
	23.47
	0
	70

	Difference (friend – anonymous)
	252
	10.60
	19.23
	-50
	70

	Primed
	
	
	
	
	

	Transfer anonymous
	378
	25.49
	20.26
	0
	70

	Transfer friend
	252
	31.75
	21.87
	0
	70

	Difference (friend – anonymous)
	252
	7.46
	14.31
	-10
	70

	Invest 0 in spite
	378
	0.95
	0.21
	0
	1

	Invest 10 in spite
	378
	0.04
	0.20
	0
	1

	Invest 40 in spite
	378
	0.01
	0.07
	0
	1

	Erosion of social cohesion
	377
	3.91
	3.05
	1
	10

	Panel B: Controls
	
	
	
	
	

	Socio-economics
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	376
	0.65
	0.48
	0
	1

	Married
	376
	0.75
	0.43
	0
	1

	Age in years
	376
	43.60
	11.42
	19
	78

	Only primary education
	378
	0.35
	0.48
	0
	1

	Household size
	376
	4.87
	2.20
	0
	26

	Household income (monthly, PPP)
	376
	271.66
	276.44
	0
	2639

	Affectedness
	
	
	
	
	

	Preparation for Haiyan in hours
	377
	5.61
	12.43
	0
	140

	In need of aid after Haiyan
	377
	0.93
	0.26
	0
	1

	House damaged
	378
	0.83
	0.38
	0
	1

	Damages caused by Haiyan (PPP)
	378
	967.44
	1,417.43
	0
	12667

	Survey preference measures
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk aversion
	377
	5.12
	3.06
	1
	10

	Patience
	377
	4.00
	3.32
	1
	10

	Most people can be trusted
	377
	0.16
	0.37
	0
	1


Notes: All income data has been PPP adjusted using conversion factors from the time of data collection. Damages caused by Haiyan included damages to the participants: house, bike, boat, work materials, crops.
Table S2 shows a balance test for the activation of positive and negative memories of Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines. We use a joint test for orthogonality of treatment assignment to check whether randomization was successful in balancing on covariates – on average. T-tests are used to identify the mean differences of single items between treatment and control. The joint F-Test for orthogonality suggests that the random treatment assignment worked to balance out differences between all treatment groups (see F-statistics). There are some differences found in the share of people with only elementary education and risk aversion between treatments and control, for which we control in the main results reported in the manuscript.
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	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	
	
	

	
	Control
	T1: Support
	T2: Conflict
	Differences

	Variable
	Mean
[standard deviation]
	Mean
[standard deviation]
	Mean
[standard deviation]
	(1)-(2)
	(1)-(3)
	(2)-(3)

	Female (=1)
	0.67
	0.68
	0.60
	-0.01
	0.07
	0.08

	
	[0.47]
	[0.47]
	[0.49]
	
	
	

	Married (=1)
	0.76
	0.82
	0.67
	-0.06
	0.08
	0.14

	
	[0.43]
	[0.39]
	[0.47]
	
	
	

	Age
	44.87
	44.06
	41.90
	0.81
	2.97
	2.17

	
	[11.85]
	[10.65]
	[11.64]
	
	
	

	Only elementary education (=1)
	0.27
	0.41
	0.36
	-0.14
	-0.09
	0.06

	
	[0.45]
	[0.49]
	[0.48]
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.73
	5.01
	4.87
	-0.27
	-0.13
	0.14

	
	[1.97]
	[2.68]
	[1.88]
	
	
	

	Household income (monthly, PPP)
	284.85
	259.08
	271.27
	25.77
	13.58
	-12.19

	
	[253.68]
	[244.65]
	[325.18]
	
	
	

	Preparation for Haiyan in hours
	6.54
	5.09
	5.22
	1.45
	1.31
	-0.13

	
	[13.26]
	[12.99]
	[10.98]
	
	
	

	In need of aid after Haiyan (=1)
	0.94
	0.92
	0.92
	0.02
	0.02
	0.00

	
	[0.25]
	[0.27]
	[0.27]
	
	
	

	House damaged (=1)
	0.84
	0.83
	0.81
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02

	
	[0.37]
	[0.37]
	[0.39]
	
	
	

	Total damages by Haiyan (PPP)
	854.06
	1183.57
	864.69
	-329.52
	-10.64
	318.88

	
	[1029.64]
	[1799.04]
	[1300.78]
	
	
	

	Risk aversion (1, 10)
	4.47
	5.65
	5.24
	-1.18
	-0.77
	0.41

	
	[3.00]
	[3.12]
	[2.95]
	
	
	

	Patience (1, 10)
	4.06
	3.94
	4.01
	0.13
	0.06
	-0.07

	
	[3.32]
	[3.28]
	[3.39]
	
	
	

	General  trust (=1)
	0.14
	0.17
	0.17
	-0.02
	-0.02
	0.00

	
	[0.35]
	[0.37]
	[0.37]
	
	
	

	Observations
	126
	126
	126
	
	
	

	F-test of joint significance (F-stat)
	
	
	
	1.70
	1.39
	0.99

	F-test, number of observations
	
	
	
	250
	250
	252


Notes: The dependent variable took the value of one when the participant was assigned to treatment and zero otherwise for the joint F-test of orthogonality.
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	Transfers
	Expected Transfers
	Antisocial behavior
	In-group favoritism

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	T1: Solidarity
	4.88*
	6.28**
	3.25
	4.02*
	0.02
	0.02
	-0.60
	-2.62

	
	(2.73)
	(2.42)
	(2.62)
	(2.24)
	(0.03)
	(0.02)
	(1.90)
	(2.25)

	T2: Conflict
	5.16*
	4.44**
	6.98**
	7.33***
	-0.00
	0.01
	2.62
	0.84

	
	(2.80)
	(2.21)
	(2.87)
	(2.33)
	(0.03)
	(0.02)
	(2.91)
	(3.01)

	Baseline: Transfer
	
	0.54***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.05)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Baseline: Expectation
	
	
	
	0.45***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.05)
	
	
	
	

	Spite expectation
	
	
	
	
	
	0.45***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.09)
	
	

	Baseline: Difference
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.17***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.06)

	Socio-economics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	
	1.36
	
	1.25
	
	-0.02
	
	2.78

	
	
	(2.07)
	
	(2.05)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(1.82)

	Married
	
	1.59
	
	2.06
	
	0.03*
	
	-0.81

	
	
	(2.36)
	
	(2.23)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(2.21)

	Age
	
	0.06
	
	0.10
	
	0.00
	
	-0.08

	
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.08)

	Only elementary school
	
	-1.50
	
	-4.51**
	
	-0.02
	
	1.90

	
	
	(2.06)
	
	(2.22)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(1.97)

	Household size
	
	0.14
	
	-0.37
	
	0.00
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.47)
	
	(0.45)
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.31)

	Monthly HH income
	
	0.71**
	
	0.77**
	
	-0.00
	
	-0.48**

	
	
	(0.31)
	
	(0.36)
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.21)

	Time to prepare (hours)
	
	0.02
	
	0.05
	
	0.00
	
	-0.02

	
	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.05)

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk aversion (1, 10)
	
	-0.43
	
	-0.83**
	
	-0.00
	
	0.57*

	
	
	(0.32)
	
	(0.32)
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.34)

	Patience (1, 10)
	
	0.02
	
	0.06
	
	0.00
	
	0.09

	
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.08)

	General trust (=1)
	
	-7.20***
	
	-4.31**
	
	-0.02
	
	1.43

	
	
	(2.16)
	
	(2.08)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(1.65)

	Constant
	22.14***
	4.63
	21.11***
	7.20
	0.04**
	-0.01
	6.79***
	3.80

	
	(1.70)
	(5.84)
	(1.67)
	(6.73)
	(0.02)
	(0.03)
	(1.67)
	(5.29)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cluster
	Group
	Group
	Group
	Group
	Group
	Group
	Group
	Group

	Observations
	378
	376
	378
	376
	378
	376
	252
	251

	R-squared
	0.01
	0.37
	0.02
	0.30
	0.00
	0.33
	0.01
	0.12

	Adjusted R2
	0.01
	0.34
	0.01
	0.28
	0.00
	0.31
	0.00
	0.07


Notes: All estimates are from multivariate least square regressions. The dependent variable in model (1) and (2) is the amount transferred in PHP to the anonymous loser in the solidarity game. In columns (3) to (4) the effects on expected transfers by others are reported. Columns (5) and (6) report the estimates on the share of spiteful choices in the Joy of Destruction minigame. For spite we did not collect baseline data prior to the priming treatment. Lastly, columns (7) and (8) show the effects on in-group favoritism, measured by the difference between giving to friends and the anonymous person. Standard errors in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1)are clustered at the group level where the treatment variation was introduced.
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	Transfer
	Expected
Transfers
	Antisocial
behavior
	In-group
favoritism

	VARIABLES
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	
	
	
	

	Primed conflict (=1) 
	1.77
	1.14
	0.14**
	0.66

	
	(2.97)
	(3.02)
	(0.05)
	(4.01)

	Baseline: Transfer
	0.55***
	
	
	

	
	(0.09)
	
	
	

	Baseline: Expectation
	
	0.53***
	
	

	
	
	(0.09)
	
	

	Spite expectation
	
	
	0.25
	

	
	
	
	(0.15)
	

	Baseline: Difference
	
	
	
	0.35***

	
	
	
	
	(0.10)

	Socio-economics
	
	
	
	

	Female
	1.46
	3.05
	-0.05
	3.00

	
	(3.18)
	(3.38)
	(0.04)
	(4.12)

	Married
	6.05*
	6.12*
	0.05**
	0.68

	
	(3.17)
	(3.44)
	(0.02)
	(3.82)

	Age
	-0.04
	0.05
	0.00
	0.13

	
	(0.13)
	(0.15)
	(0.00)
	(0.11)

	Only elementary school
	-0.66
	-0.35
	-0.06**
	1.65

	
	(3.62)
	(3.82)
	(0.03)
	(3.98)

	Household size
	-0.19
	-1.06
	-0.00
	1.23

	
	(0.92)
	(0.90)
	(0.01)
	(1.03)

	Monthly HH income
	0.80
	0.44
	0.00
	-0.46

	
	(0.52)
	(0.56)
	(0.00)
	(0.37)

	Time to prepare (hours)
	-0.12*
	-0.09
	-0.00**
	0.00

	
	(0.06)
	(0.11)
	(0.00)
	(0.08)

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	

	Risk aversion (1, 10)
	-0.53
	-1.22**
	-0.00
	0.85

	
	(0.56)
	(0.60)
	(0.01)
	(0.66)

	Patience (1, 10)
	0.05
	0.35*
	0.00
	0.35*

	
	(0.19)
	(0.19)
	(0.00)
	(0.18)

	General trust (=1)
	-12.75***
	-6.51
	-0.03
	-3.33

	
	(4.28)
	(4.90)
	(0.05)
	(4.01)

	Constant
	12.21
	7.95
	-0.00
	-22.56*

	
	(8.16)
	(9.44)
	(0.06)
	(11.46)

	
	
	
	
	

	Cluster
	Group
	Group
	Group
	Group

	Observations
	126
	126
	126
	84

	R-squared
	0.41
	0.38
	0.27
	0.25

	Adjusted R2
	0.35
	0.31
	0.19
	0.12


Notes: All estimates are from multivariate least square regressions only using the observations from the Conflict treatment. The variable “primed conflict” takes the value of one if participants actually talked about conflicts during the priming stage (n=35) and zero otherwise (n=91). The dependent variable in model (1) is the amount transferred in PHP to the anonymous loser in the solidarity game. In column (2) the effects on expected transfers by others are reported. Column (3) reports the estimates on the share of spiteful choices in the Joy of Destruction minigame. Lastly, column (4) shows the effects on in-group favoritism. Standard errors in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1)are clustered at the group level where the treatment variation was introduced.
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	Transfers
	Expected
transfers
	Spite (=1)
	In-group
favoritism

	VARIABLES
	OLS
(1)
	Tobit
(2)
	OLS
(3)
	Tobit
(4)
	Probit - AME
(5)
	OLS
(6)
	Tobit
(7)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	T1: Support
	6.03***
	6.53***
	3.82*
	4.05*
	0.02
	-2.28
	-2.33

	
	(2.29)
	(2.37)
	(2.15)
	(2.26)
	(0.01)
	(2.10)
	(2.01)

	T2: Conflict
	4.38**
	4.48**
	7.18***
	7.42***
	0.01
	1.11
	1.19

	
	(2.05)
	(2.08)
	(2.19)
	(2.29)
	(0.02)
	(2.77)
	(2.69)

	Baseline: Transfer
	0.52***
	0.56***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.05)
	(0.06)
	
	
	
	
	

	Baseline: Expectation
	
	
	0.45***
	0.48***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.05)
	(0.06)
	
	
	

	Spite expectation
	
	
	
	
	0.12***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.03)
	
	

	Baseline: Difference
	
	
	
	
	
	0.17***
	0.17***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	Socio-economics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	2.36
	2.75
	2.10
	2.34
	-0.02
	2.66
	2.68

	
	(2.10)
	(2.15)
	(2.17)
	(2.24)
	(0.02)
	(1.72)
	(1.65)

	Married
	1.92
	1.84
	1.94
	1.70
	
	-0.29
	-0.20

	
	(2.46)
	(2.54)
	(2.11)
	(2.20)
	
	(2.37)
	(2.28)

	Age
	0.04
	0.05
	0.07
	0.08
	0.00
	-0.07
	-0.07

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)
	(0.00)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	Only elementary school
	-0.66
	-0.86
	-3.69
	-3.88*
	-0.02
	0.85
	0.77

	
	(2.12)
	(2.19)
	(2.25)
	(2.32)
	(0.02)
	(2.11)
	(2.06)

	Household size
	0.06
	0.11
	-0.43
	-0.35
	0.00
	-0.14
	-0.13

	
	(0.49)
	(0.49)
	(0.44)
	(0.45)
	(0.00)
	(0.30)
	(0.28)

	Monthly HH income
	0.81**
	0.86**
	0.88**
	0.93**
	0.00
	-0.55**
	-0.56**

	
	(0.33)
	(0.35)
	(0.36)
	(0.38)
	(0.00)
	(0.24)
	(0.23)

	Time to prepare (hours)
	0.01
	0.03
	0.04
	0.06
	0.00*
	0.04
	0.04

	
	(0.06)
	(0.08)
	(0.07)
	(0.09)
	(0.00)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk aversion (1, 10)
	-0.39
	-0.34
	-0.76**
	-0.76**
	-0.00
	0.63*
	0.64**

	
	(0.29)
	(0.30)
	(0.30)
	(0.32)
	(0.00)
	(0.32)
	(0.31)

	Patience (1, 10)
	0.02
	0.02
	0.05
	0.06
	0.00
	0.09
	0.09

	
	(0.09)
	(0.10)
	(0.10)
	(0.11)
	(0.00)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)

	General trust (=1)
	-6.35***
	-7.10***
	-3.64
	-4.25*
	-0.01
	1.54
	1.51

	
	(2.40)
	(2.43)
	(2.33)
	(2.33)
	(0.03)
	(1.91)
	(1.82)

	Constant
	17.82**
	16.78**
	23.18***
	22.60***
	
	-1.97
	-2.24

	
	(7.01)
	(7.54)
	(7.50)
	(8.10)
	
	(6.38)
	(6.17)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Village Fixed Effects
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y

	Observations
	376
	376
	376
	376
	376
	251
	251

	R-squared
	0.42
	.
	0.37
	.
	.
	0.22
	.

	Adjusted / Pseudo R2
	0.38
	0.06
	0.32
	0.05
	0.41
	0.13
	0.03


Notes: The dependent variable in model (1) and (2) is the amount transferred in PHP to the anonymous loser in the solidarity game. In columns (3) to (4) the effects on expected transfers by others are reported. Column (5) reports the estimates on the share of spiteful choices in the Joy of Destruction minigame. Lastly, columns (6) and (7) show the effects on in-group favoritism. Standard errors in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1)are clustered at the group level where the treatment variation was introduced.
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Basic instructions
[…] Contents of brackets are only for orientation. Do not read out loudly.

[Private briefing]
Hello and thank you for coming. Before we start with our workshop for today, I would like to give you your personal gamer tag [ID-card]. Please keep this tag always with you until the end. It will be important for you at the end of our session to receive your earnings of the games today. 
[Each participant gets the same player number he or she received the last time they participated in the experiments (see namelist).]

[After a person received his/her gamer-tag] Please follow our assistant now to your designated seat. After you have found your seat, we would like to ask you some questions before we begin. We will start our workshop when everybody invited today has arrived at his or her designated seat. Please stay seated until be begin to receive further instructions.

[Participants are assigned a seat according to their player numbers.]
[Participants answer the pre-questionnaire.]

[When all participants have been seated and answered the pre-questionnaire, please proceed]

[Group briefing]
Thank you all for coming today. My name is XX [NAME OF ASSISTANT MODERATING THE EXPERIMENT] and this is Lukas. In this session today, we want to play some games where you can earn a considerable amount of money that you are permitted to keep and take home. In these games you will have to make decisions that will influence how much you will actually earn. However, irrespective of the outcome of the games, everyone will be given a show-up fee of 100 pesos at the end of our session. [SHOW A 100 PESO BILL] The whole procedure will last around 4 hours. Thank you in advance for your time and effort. 
1. You are free to leave whenever you want and no matter whether we have started the session or not. However, when you leave while the workshop is in progress, we will not be able to pay you for participation. Please tell us now if you already feel uncomfortable or you already know that you will not be able to stay here for at least four hours.
2. It is very important that you understand the games. Therefore we will check your understanding by asking each of you test questions about the rules. If you do not understand the rules please ask the assistants who are happy to explain them to you. But if you cannot answer the test questions after we have explained them again, we will have to exclude you from the game and you receive only the show-up fee of 100 pesos. But don’t worry, we will do our best to help you understand the rules of the games! 
3. Before you get handed out your money at the end of the workshop, you are asked to answer a questionnaire. It is very important for our research that you answer all questions seriously. You will receive your payment only after completing the questionnaire. 
After having heard these rules, is there anybody who does not want to participate anymore? [Wait some moments.] 
We will play six slightly different games today. In each game you will have to indicate your decisions on a sheet of paper. In each game, you might win or lose some money. How much you earn depends on your decisions, the decisions of others, and luck. However, the 100 pesos you receive in the end will be untouched by the course of the games.
Only one of the six games you are going to play leads to an actual pay-out. At the end of our session, we will randomly draw a ball to determine which of the six games will be used to compute how much is paid out to you. [Show 6 balls with numbers] The outcome of one game has no influence on the outcomes of the other games. So if you play a new game, don’t worry about what happened in the previous games. Just take each game seriously on its own, because it might be the one that determines your pay-out. In the games you have to make decisions about the allocation of money. Each decision you make may be as good as any other decision – there are no obviously wrong or right decisions. Your decisions will not be made public, so please choose the option YOU like best! After you played the games and answered the questionnaire at the end, please come to Lukas, who will hand out these earnings plus the show-up fee to you. Remember to sign the receipt for the money. 
You already received an ID-tag with a player number printed on it. The player number is your personal identification number for today. You keep this number for all six games of the workshop. Please show the number to Lukas at the end in order to get paid. So always remember to take the ID-tag with your player number with you. After we have given you the instructions for the first game of the workshop, we will call you by your player number. Please follow the assistant if you are called.
There are some rules regarding communication. Talking is strictly prohibited during the games. You are not allowed to ask questions or talk about the rules of the game to other participants while we are in the process of playing. If you have any questions, please raise your hand and wait until someone comes to answer your question in private. If you do not follow these rules, we have to exclude you from the session, which implies that you do not get any earnings from the games. 

A typical workshop setting:
[image: ]

Treatments:
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[bookmark: _Toc68783748]Solidarity Game
All of you have 200 pesos at the beginning of the game. You will make your decisions on a sheet of paper only, but the decisions that you take are still about real money. For the rest of the game we have formed groups, each consisting of 3 players. Each of the originally invited participants [point to the left side where originally invited participants sit] brought along two friends. One sits in the middle and will play with you [point to the middle]. The other one who is sitting on the right-hand side will not be in the same group. Instead, the third player in your group will be someone from the right-hand side of the room, but you will never exactly know who it is. And the ones on the right-hand side will never know the two other group members they play with. From now on we will call the unknown players “Player X”. 
Whether you can keep the 200-peso given to you or lose them again will depend partly on your choices and partly on your luck. Remember, only one of the games will be randomly selected for the computation of the pay-out at the end of our session. For each group, we now have an opaque bag with 3 balls in it. This means that there are as many balls in the bag as we have players in a group. Each player draws one ball. Out of the 3 balls, there are 2 white balls and 1 red ball. If you draw a white ball you can keep your 200 pesos. If you draw a red ball you lose the 200 pesos you had at the start of the game. This means that one of the three players in each group will lose everything and two out of three will lose nothing. 
[Hang up poster with example decision sheet on it]
In this game, the two winners can give money to the loser. Before you draw a ball, all of the players will be asked whether and how much they would like to transfer to the other two players in their group in case that they are unlucky, i.e. they draw a red ball and lose 200 pesos. Remember that one of the three players will lose for sure. Remember also that there will always be two players in your group who still have their 200 pesos. You can transfer between 0 and 70 of your 200 pesos to the unlucky person in your group. We will ask you to write down on a worksheet how much you would be willing to give to the losing player. Amounts are given in steps of 10 pesos. You can also decide to transfer nothing. Hence, possible transfers are 0, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60 or 70. Every transfer decision you make is as good as any other – there are no wrong decisions. Your transfers will be kept in private, so just choose the amount YOU like best! But remember it is going to be a transfer of real money. From now on, we will call the group member you know by his or her name (______) [ASSISTANTS ENTER THE NAME OF NON-ANONYMOUS PARTNER HERE] and the unknown group member Player X. For the players sitting on the right-hand side [point] there will be two unknown players Player X and Player Y. So, imagine you keep your 200 pesos and Player X loses his 200 pesos. We will ask you to write down on the worksheet how much you would be willing to give to Player X in this case (0, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60 or 70). Now imagine you keep your 200 pesos and the friend you came here with and plays with you in your group loses his or her 200 pesos. Please write down on the worksheet how much you would be willing to give to him or her in this case (0, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60 or 70). 
We also want you to think about the transfer of the other winner in your group to the loser. Please guess the amounts that will be transferred. You will earn 10 pesos extra for each correct guess. 
Lastly, it is, of course, possible that you draw the red ball and lose. We would like you to guess how much your friend in your group and Player X would be willing to give to you in this case. We will never tell you whether you were right or not. But Lukas will look at the choices made by your friend and Player X and compare their choices to your guess. You will earn 10 pesos extra for each correct guess. The best thing you can do to increase your payoff is to truthfully state what you think y and Player X would do. 
[SHOW AND EXPLAIN PARTICIPANT FORM make sure that the player is looking at the form and appears to be sufficiently concentrated]
For non-anonymous players:
[image: Ein Bild, das Tisch enthält.
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For anonymous Players:
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Before we start playing the game, we would like to ask you some questions to see if you understand the game.
	What is the maximum amount of money you can earn in this game?
	[ANSWER: 220]

	What is the minimum amount of money you can win in this game?
	[ANSWER: 0]

	What is the highest amount you can transfer to the other player?
	[ANSWER: 70]

	What is the least amount of money you can transfer to the losing player?
	[ANSWER: 0]

	How much does the losing player earn, if the other two other players transfer nothing?
	[ANSWER: between 0, 10 or 20]



Now we will distribute the decision sheets for the second game.
[Distribbute decision sheets, collect them and bring them to XX when every participant is finished with filling them out.]

[bookmark: _Toc68783749]Joy-of-destruction game
In this game, you are no longer in the same groups you were before. Now you will be playing with a random participant from this room, but not one of your friends you came here with initially. In this game, you will be called Player A and the other player will be called player B. 
[EXPLAIN AND SHOW WITH HELP OF DECISION SHEET ON POSTER]
	Which option do you prefer?


	I want to choose…
	Option 1
	□
	Option 2
	□
	Option 3
	□

	
which reduces Player B’s income by:

	0
	40
	160 

	
which costs me:

	0
	10
	40

	According to your opinion, what option does the other player pick?
	Option 1
	□
	Option 2
	□
	Option 3
	□



You and Player B both receive 200 pesos in the beginning. In this game, you can decide to reduce Player B’s income or not. The reduction of player B’s income will cost one peso per four peso you want to reduce his or her money. This time you can decide between three options, 1, 2 and 3. You can either reduce Player B’s income by zero pesos at the cost of zero pesos (Option 1), reduce Player B’s income by 40 pesos at the cost of 10 pesos (Option 2) or reduce Player B’s income by 160 pesos at the cost of 40 pesos (Option 3). Remember that both of you make the same type of decision and thereby influence each other’s income. For example, if both of you choose Option 1, both of you will earn 200 pesos in this game. If both of you choose Option 2, both of you get 150 pesos in this game (because each player has to pay 10 pesos, minus the reduced income of 40 pesos). If both of you choose Option 3, both of you will get no money from this game (because each player has to pay 40, minus the income reduction by 160). You do not know Player B’s decision and Player B does not know yours. 

It is very important to keep in mind that the decisions are absolutely private and that your decision will not be shown to anybody else.

We would also like to ask you what you believe which option the other player picks. If you guess correctly, you will receive 10 pesos.
Before we hand out the decision sheets, we would like to ask you some questions to see if you have understood the game.

[TEST QUESTIONS: EACH ASSISTANT ASKS MEMBERS OF THE RESPECTIVE GROUP SEPARATELY. PROCEED IF ALL PARTICIPANTS SHOW THAT THEY UNDERSTAND THE GAME AND CAN ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS CORRECTLY] 



	How much do you have to pay in option 1?
	[ANSWER: 0]

	How much does the other player lose if you choose option 1?
	[ANSWER: 0]

	How much do you lose, if your co-player chooses option 2?
	[ANSWER: 40]

	How much do both players get from this game, if both choose option 3?
	[ANSWER: 0]

	How much do you receive for guessing the other persons decision correctly?
	[ANSWER: 10]




S2 [bookmark: _Ref68089423][bookmark: _Ref68168051][bookmark: _Ref68776805][bookmark: _Toc68783739][bookmark: _Toc92268949]Study 2: Slow-onset climate hazards
[bookmark: _Toc68783740][bookmark: _Toc92268950]Sampling
Solomon Islands: To select our sample of main islanders, we first had to rule out any wards that were too small. This eliminated Cruz and Naha, with only 232 and 356 residents, respectively. Next, we eliminated any wards where more than 60% of residents were born outside of the ward. Since people do not often move between wards, this indicates that people migrated recently from another island to this ward. Based on our threshold we eliminated Vavaea, Vuhokesa, and Panatina, with 64%, 86%, and 100% respectively. Additionally, we excluded Rove/Langakiki because we pretested our survey and workshop with people from this ward. Moreover, our research team stayed in this ward for the duration of our research and many people knew us personally. For the remaining wards, Nggossi, Mbumburu, Mataniko, Kola’a, Kukum, Vura, and Panatina, we used population percentages to assign tickets from 1 to 100. Drawing two random tickets, we obtained Mataniko and Vura.
Every ward is further separated into enumeration areas (EAs). Mataniko consists of 9 EAs. We excluded EA 2, 3, and 4 because these neighborhoods contain mainly Chinese migrants and foreign experts. From the remaining EAs, we randomly selected EA 6 and EA 7. Our second ward Vura consists of 20 EAs. EA 20 was excluded because it is positioned directly at sea next to a settlement of atoll migrants. Out of the remaining 19 EAs, EA 13 and EA 14 were drawn at random. We drew up a complete household list for all six research sites, EA 6 and 7 in Mataniko, EA 13 and 14 in Vura. Based on these household lists, we randomly selected households from which we invited another person at random to the workshop after the household survey was completed.
Reef Islands is a very remote island group in Temotu province (see Figure S2). We visited every village with at least 14 households that were located either directly on the beach or one of the tiny islands. Our sample includes the villages Malapu, Malubu, Matema, Ngadeli, Ngawa, Nifiloli, Nola, Pileni, Tanga, and Tuwo. In every village, we drew up a complete household list from which we randomly selected households. Again, after the survey was completed, we invited at random another person from the same household to the workshop.
[bookmark: _Toc68783756][bookmark: _Toc89956176][bookmark: _Ref92202535][bookmark: _Toc92268959]Study sites
[image: Ein Bild, das Karte enthält.

Automatisch generierte Beschreibung]
Notes: The areas highlighted in red in panels (a), (b), and (c) show the provinces where the research has been conducted.

Bangladesh & Vietnam: In Bangladesh, we randomly selected a total of 12 coastal villages in three unions in the Barisal region in southern Bangladesh from a list of all villages in these unions, see Figure S3. Unfortunately, we could not get a complete village list from the local statistics office in Vietnam, so we had to rely on google maps to create a list of coastal villages from which we randomly drew eight villages. Following the initial stage of purposive sampling, we randomly selected between 20 to 40 participants within each village using the established random walk procedure (Bauer, 2016). Each interviewer was assigned with a random starting location and direction within the village and instructed to select every fifth household on the right side of the street and to turn left and right on intersections alternately. Interviewers stopped their random walk when the predefined number of households they had to interview was reached. Randomly assigning starting points to interviewers should minimize the risk of over-representing households in certain spatial areas within villages which would occur when all interviewers start, for example, at the local marketplace within each village. This procedure reduces the risk that not every household has an equal chance of being sampled in a village.

[bookmark: _Toc68783742][bookmark: _Toc92268951]Measurement of prosocial behaviors:
SVO Task: One of the six decisions (see Figure S3) was randomly chosen to be relevant for payout at the end of the workshop (10 points equal 1 SBD). To be able to elicit prosocial behavior for all participants, we introduced uncertainty about the role of senders and receivers. Thus, all participants made decisions about allocations as senders, and we randomly chose at the end of the workshop their role (sender or receiver). This could potentially lead to more prosociality, i.e. higher transfers, but the observed distribution of SVO angles is only slightly skewed towards stronger other-regarding preferences compared to studies conducted with students in the lab (Murphy et al., 2011). These differences could also be explained by the strong collective social norms in Solomon Islands and not necessarily by the role of uncertainty regarding one’s role and expectations of reciprocity.
[bookmark: _Ref92268550][bookmark: _Toc92268960]The six SVO allocations
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Notes: Six primary SVO decisions as in Murphy et al. (2011).

1
[bookmark: _Toc68783741][bookmark: _Toc92268952]Treatment variation
[bookmark: _Hlk90308233]To channel participant’s thoughts on potential consequences caused by SLR we used three-minute-long videos. These videos included testimonials of people that are in a comparable situation and visualize the impacts of SLR (land erosion, floods, stronger high tides; saltwater intrusion, loss of harvest). Between samples, we hold the style and content of the videos constant and vary to what degree migration to adapt is shown. In Vietnam, we additionally introduced two hypothetical scenarios at the end of the video to experimentally vary the relocation belief – either individual relocation or community resettlement.  The video treatment was randomly assigned at the session level in the experimental workshops in Solomon Islands, and at the individual level in the survey experiments. In Solomon Islands, we decided against showing a neutral video in the control sessions. Thus, we cannot exclude the possibility of any video effects per se driving the results in Solomon Islands. However, the findings from the survey experiments, where we used a neutral video for the control group, indicate that results are not driven by pure video effects such as pleasure or boredom from watching a video per se independent of the content. Table S6 shows the content of the information videos in all three study sites. After watching the video, participants had to summarize the content of the video they had just watched, and assistants ticked off whether crucial aspects to the “what” questions in Table S6 were mentioned by the participant. 
[bookmark: _Ref13491780][bookmark: _Toc68783766][bookmark: _Toc68783782][bookmark: _Toc89956213][bookmark: _Toc92268969]Content of the information videos
	
	Solomon Islands:
CC impacts
	Bangladesh:
CC impacts & migration
	Vietnam 1:
CC impacts & community relocation
	Vietnam 2:
CC impacts & individual relocation 

	Who?
	An indigenous person from the Carteret’s islands is showing and reporting on the impacts
Local language with English subtitles
	Testimonials from multiple people living in similar coastal regions 
Plain video of impacts with atmospheric background music 
Local language, English subtitles
	Testimonials from multiple people living in similar coastal regions 
Plain video of impacts with atmospheric background music 
Local language, Vietnamese / English subtitles

	What impacts?
	Sea-level rise
Land erosion
Stronger high tides
Saltwater flooding
Loss of harvest, food shortages
“There will be no island in the future.”
	Land erosion and floods, especially in coastal regions
People lose their homes and basis of living such as impaired farming opportunities
Higher sea level, saltwater intrusion
Destruction of houses due to erosion and flooding
	Land erosion and floods, especially in coastal regions
People lose their homes and basis of living such as impaired farming opportunities 
Higher sea level, saltwater intrusion
Destruction of houses due to erosion and flooding 

	What adaptation strategies?
	Seawalls are not enough to stop high tides

	People are forced to leave their home and migrate away
“move together”
“Many already moved multiple times”
	Sea-dykes not enough, “eventually we had to leave”

Hypothetical scenario underpinned with pictures and text recorded in Vietnamese:
“Imagine the place where you currently live become permanently uninhabitable due to the reasons shown in the video.  This would mean that you will never be able to come back to this place, nor you can show it to your children/grandchildren. In this scenario, your only option is to relocate to another place.”

	Relocation 
	not explicitly mentioned
	not explicitly mentioned
	Community relocation:
“Because it was already anticipated, there was a plan in place to resettle the whole community. Land was set aside for your community to resettle to. This means that you and everyone else in your community can move together to this new place and stay there permanently. In the end, you end up in a new place far away from where you currently live, but you still have all your friends around you.”
	Individual relocation:
“Because no one anticipated it to happen that fast, there was no plan in place to resettle the whole community. No land was set aside for your community to resettle to. To save yourself, you might have to abandon some of your friends and social connections. This means that you and everyone else are on their own to find a new place to stay there permanently. In the end, you end up in a place where you might not know anyone, and many of your friends live far away at different places.”

	Where?
	Carteret Islands in Papua New Guinea, close to Solomon Islands
Small low-lying atoll, max. elevation 1.5m above sea level
Similar culture and lifestyle
	All material used for the video is from coastal regions in Bangladesh
Similar culture and lifestyle
	All materials used for the video are from coastal regions in the Mekong Delta in Vietnam
Similar culture and lifestyle

	Length
	2:30 minutes
	2:40 minutes
	2:41 minutes
	3:00 minutes

	Source
	Tulele Peisa in cooperation with United Nations University.
	Own creation from multiple sources.
	Own creation from multiple sources.
	Own creation from multiple sources.


Notes: In Solomon Islands, we decided not to show any video to the control group. To be able to identify any effect of watching a video per se, we decided to use a neutral video in Bangladesh and Vietnam. This control video showed a 1:15 minute neutral documentary about how little noise owls are making while flying. This video was identified not to arouse negative emotions in pretests, but still interesting enough so participants were paying attention. All videos and materials will be made available on GitHub after publication
[bookmark: _Toc68783743][bookmark: _Toc92268953]Variable construction
Table S7 provides an overview of how the outcome and explanatory variables were transformed to be comparable across study sites. 
[bookmark: _Ref41393730][bookmark: _Ref9342730][bookmark: _Ref9341218][bookmark: _Toc68783767][bookmark: _Toc68783783][bookmark: _Toc89956214][bookmark: _Toc92268970]Across sample variable construction
	Variable
	Solomon Islands
	Bangladesh
	Vietnam

	Prosocial behavior
	Z-score from social value orientation angle, either based on amounts transferred to someone from the same community (in-group) or someone from a geographically distant community (out-group). Higher values imply more giving.
	Z-score from amount sent in dictator game. Higher values imply more giving to someone from the same community.
	Z-score from amount sent in dictator game. Higher values imply more giving to someone from the same community.

	Time preference measures
	Z-score of combined time preference index, which is the linear combination of one quantitative and one qualitative time preference survey measure, as in Falk et al. (2016). Higher values imply greater patience. The quantitative measure follows a sequential format (staircase method) of five questions regarding the preference of a constant payment today (200 SBD) over a varying delayed payment in 12 months. The qualitative measure is derived from an 11-point Likert scale asking, “how willing are you to give up something that is beneficial for you today in order to benefit more from that in the future?” The quantitative measure receives a weight of 71% in the combined index, as determined in the validation task by the developers of this measure.
	Discrete variable ranging between 1 to 32 based on the staircase time preference survey measure. Smaller values of the scale imply higher impatience, while larger values are associated with stronger patience. A value of 1 implies that the respondent preferred the money immediately instead of the highest amount offered in 12 months (discount rate > 110%).
	Discrete variable ranging between 1 to 32 based on the staircase time preference survey measure. Smaller values of the scale imply higher impatience, while larger values are associated with stronger patience. A value of 1 implies that the respondent preferred the money immediately instead of the highest amount offered in 12 months (discount rate > 220%).

	Risk aversion
	Z-score from three incentivized choices between a lottery and a sure amount. Higher values imply more risk aversion.
	Z-score from the incentivized staircase measure of risk attitudes developed by Falk et al. (2016). Higher values imply more risk aversion.
	Z-score of the (incentivized) amount not invested in a risky lottery similar to Gneezy & Potters (1997). Higher values imply more risk aversion.

	Trust
	Z-score of the Likert-scale “Most people can be trusted.” (1-5), where higher values imply higher trust.
	Z-score of the Likert-scale “I assume that people have only the best intentions.” (0-10), where higher values imply higher trust.
	Z-score of the Likert-scale “I assume that people have only the best intentions.” (0-10), where higher values imply higher trust.

	Place attachment
	12-item psychometric scale developed by Williams & Vaske (2003) that measures people’s place attachment (dependence and identity). Higher values imply a stronger place attachment.

	SLR perception: past & future
	To measure people’s perceptions about SLR impacts, we use self-reported assessments of sea-level rise in general, coastal erosion and intrusion of salt-water in the past 10 years and in the future. Six questions in total, three for past[footnoteRef:1] and three for future[footnoteRef:2] perceptions were answered by the respondents. They reported their beliefs on 5-point Likert-scales which ranged from 1 “definitely has not (will not)” to 5 “definitely has (will)”. The six answers about past (future) impacts are then averaged into one combined score with assigning equal weights to all six items. Higher scores imply stronger agreement that the event already happened (will happen).  [1:  Considering the PAST UNTIL NOW, did the following events already happen at the place you are currently living over the past 10 years? To what extent do you believe that […] already did happen?]  [2:  In the FUTURE, do you think the following events will happen at the place you are currently living? To what extent do you believe that […] will happen within the next 5 years? ] 



	Positive and negative emotions
	.
	Five-point Likert-scales asking about participants' negative (upset, hopeless, helpless, sad, hostile, ashamed, nervous, afraid) and positive (alert, inspired, determined, attentive, active) emotions. We use the simple average across positive and negative items (Thompson, 2007).
	.



[bookmark: _Toc68783744][bookmark: _Toc92268954]Summary statistics & treatment balance
[bookmark: _Toc68783768][bookmark: _Toc68783784][bookmark: _Toc89956215][bookmark: _Toc92268971]Overview of outcome and control variables
	Panel A: Outcomes
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	SVO angle: In-group (-16 to 61 degree)
	477
	19.89
	17.81
	-16
	61

	Share of endowment transferred (DG)
	570
	0.46
	0.37
	0
	1

	Adaptation to a two feet SLR
	
	
	
	
	

	Do nothing (=1)
	1047
	0.04
	0.20
	0
	1

	Only local (=1)
	1047
	0.53
	0.50
	0
	1

	Only migration (=1)
	1047
	0.13
	0.33
	0
	1

	Both local & migration (=1)
	1047
	0.30
	0.46
	0
	1

	Collective action in the past 12 months (=1)
	1047
	0.66
	0.47
	0
	1

	Relocation assistance (1 to 5)
	353
	2.73
	1.34
	1
	5

	Panel B: Controls
	
	
	
	
	

	Socio-demographics
	
	
	
	
	

	Female (=1)
	1047
	0.47
	0.50
	0
	1

	Married (=1)
	1047
	0.69
	0.46
	0
	1

	Age
	1047
	37.77
	14.58
	18
	92

	Years of education
	1047
	7.56
	4.02
	0
	18

	Household size
	1047
	5.44
	3.08
	1
	29

	Personal income (monthly, PPP)
	1044
	253.36
	362.30
	0
	3231

	Household income (monthly, PPP)
	1041
	709.15
	838.66
	0
	6482

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk aversion (0, 1)
	1047
	0.58
	0.34
	0
	1

	Staircase time preferences
	1045
	6.61
	10.24
	1
	32

	General trust
	1047
	2.88
	1.40
	0
	5

	Place attachment index (12, 60)
	1047
	47.48
	8.31
	12
	60

	Negative affect index (1 to 5)
	570
	2.24
	1.05
	1
	5

	Climate change affectedness
	
	
	
	
	

	Future impacts of SLR index (1 to 5)
	1047
	4.21
	1.03
	1
	5

	Past impacts of SLR index (1 to 5)
	1047
	4.01
	1.06
	1
	5

	Threat to livelihoods (0 to 10)
	570
	7.36
	3.05
	0
	10

	Threat for permanent relocation (0 to 10)
	570
	3.61
	3.44
	0
	10

	Relocation belief (=1)
	1047
	0.32
	0.47
	0
	1


Notes: If the number of observations is equal to 1047 this implies that the information is available for all three study sites: Solomon Islands, Bangladesh, and Vietnam. Otherwise, the data is either specific to Solomon Islands (n=477, or n=178 for trust and trustworthiness), Bangladesh and Vietnam (n=570), or only Vietnam (n=353). All income data has been PPP adjusted using conversion factors from the time of data collection. We have some missing observations for personal and household income.


Table S9 shows a balancing test for the pooled dataset between treatment and control. We test for potential pre-treatment differences in important individual characteristics between the control and video treatment group. We use a joint test for orthogonality of treatment assignment to check whether randomization was successful in balancing on covariates. The results suggest that in the pooled dataset control and treatment are significantly different in terms of the presented covariates  using a linear probability model to explain treatment assignment (F(11, 1027)=2.37, p=0.01). We find that people in the treatment group are more likely to be female, have slightly higher general trust, income and are from smaller household. The variables explain 1.4% of the variation in the probability to be assigned to treatment (adjusted R2=0.014). 
[bookmark: _Ref68089163][bookmark: _Toc68783769][bookmark: _Toc68783785][bookmark: _Toc89956216][bookmark: _Toc92268972]Pooled sample: Treatment balance
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	

	
	Control
	SLR information
	Difference

	 
	Mean
[SD]
	Mean
[SD]
	(1)-(2)

	Female (=1)
	0.44
	0.49
	-0.05*

	
	[0.50]
	[0.50]
	

	Married (=1)
	0.69
	0.69
	-0.00

	
	[0.46]
	[0.46]
	

	Age in years
	37.05
	38.32
	-1.27

	
	[14.50]
	[14.63]
	

	Years of education
	7.52
	7.59
	-0.07

	
	[3.87]
	[4.14]
	

	Household size
	5.71
	5.24
	0.48**

	
	[3.30]
	[2.89]
	

	Monthly income (PPP)
	219.21
	279.54
	-60.32***

	
	[325.28]
	[386.53]
	

	Monthly HH income (PPP)
	663.81
	743.81
	-80.00

	
	[822.15]
	[850.13]
	

	Risk aversion
	0.58
	0.57
	0.00

	
	[0.33]
	[0.35]
	

	Staircase time preferences
	6.04
	7.05
	-1.02

	
	[9.69]
	[10.64]
	

	General trust
	2.72
	3.00
	-0.28***

	
	[1.40]
	[1.39]
	

	Place attachment
	47.34
	47.59
	-0.25

	 
	[8.14]
	[8.44]
	

	Observations
	455
	592
	

	F-test of joint significance (F-stat)
	
	
	2.37***

	F-test, number of observations
	
	
	1039


Notes: The reported values are the means for each group with standard deviations in brackets. For the joint F-test of orthogonality, the dependent variable -whether the participant was assigned to treatment or not – is regressed on the set of covariates reported in the table. 

[bookmark: _Toc68783770][bookmark: _Toc68783786][bookmark: _Toc89956217][bookmark: _Toc92268973]Vietnam: Treatment balance
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	
	
	

	
	Control
	Community
	Individual
	Mean differences

	
	Mean
[SD]
	Mean
[SD]
	Mean
[SD]
	(1)-(2)
	(1)-(3)
	(2)-(3)

	Female (=1)
	0.61
	0.57
	0.64
	0.04
	-0.03
	-0.07

	
	[0.49]
	[0.50]
	[0.48]
	
	
	

	Married (=1)
	0.80
	0.75
	0.82
	0.05
	-0.03
	-0.08

	
	[0.40]
	[0.44]
	[0.38]
	
	
	

	Age in years
	44.58
	44.08
	45.52
	0.50
	-0.95
	-1.44

	
	[14.12]
	[14.86]
	[14.13]
	
	
	

	Years of education
	5.90
	7.21
	6.14
	-1.31**
	-0.24
	1.07*

	
	[4.11]
	[4.31]
	[4.51]
	
	
	

	Household size
	3.88
	4.02
	4.01
	-0.14
	-0.13
	0.01

	
	[1.22]
	[1.50]
	[1.35]
	
	
	

	Monthly income (PPP)
	535.91
	587.48
	512.08
	-51.56
	23.83
	75.39

	
	[408.51]
	[490.35]
	[449.35]
	
	
	

	Monthly HH income (PPP)
	1324.59
	1475.06
	1195.61
	-150.47
	128.99
	279.45**

	
	[970.45]
	[1131.47]
	[897.57]
	
	
	

	Risk aversion
	0.51
	0.42
	0.54
	0.09*
	-0.02
	-0.12**

	
	[0.38]
	[0.40]
	[0.38]
	
	
	

	Staircase time preferences
	9.93
	9.04
	10.61
	0.90
	-0.68
	-1.58

	
	[12.44]
	[11.98]
	[12.67]
	
	
	

	General trust
	3.58
	3.56
	3.67
	0.02
	-0.09
	-0.10

	
	[1.26]
	[1.34]
	[1.09]
	
	
	

	Place attachment
	48.87
	48.35
	48.88
	0.52
	-0.01
	-0.52

	
	[7.59]
	[8.21]
	[8.57]
	
	
	

	N
	123
	110
	120
	
	
	

	F-test of joint significance (F-stat)
	
	
	
	1.10
	0.44
	1.35

	F-test, number of observations
	
	
	
	228
	239
	227


Notes: The reported values are the means for each group with standard deviations in brackets.


[bookmark: _Toc61964755][bookmark: _Toc68783745][bookmark: _Toc92268955]Additional results and robustness checks
[bookmark: _Ref46416452][bookmark: _Ref13577142][bookmark: _Ref13565196][bookmark: _Ref56521147]On average, participants thought that future impacts will be worse than past impacts (see Figure S3), on a combined index ranging from one to five (MCCpast=3.61 MCCfuture=3.84 difference =0.23; Wilcoxon rank test z1047=-14.49, p=0.00).
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Notes: We measured agreement with the different impacts of climate change (higher sea level, coastal erosion, droughts, heavy rains, salinization, and cyclones) on five-point Likert-scales ranging from “definitely has occurred/will not occur” to “definitely has occurred/will occur” for past and future CC perception respectively. We then take the average over all six impacts as a measure of participant’s general perception of climate change impacts. In addition, we only plot the average across the three SLR related survey items (higher sea-level, coastal erosion, salinization), as participants specific perception of SLR impacts in the past and future.


Adaptation preferences: We elicited participant’s adaptation strategies using a hypothetical scenario of 2 feet (61 cm) SLR within the next five years. To minimize hypothetical bias and demand effects, we explicitly asked participants in an open-question format what they would recommend other highly affected people to do instead of what they would do personally. Figure S4 shows differences in the considered strategies across study sites and by relocation beliefs due to SLR.
[bookmark: _Ref56697094][bookmark: _Toc58319389][bookmark: _Toc61964513][bookmark: _Toc61964692][bookmark: _Toc62201913][bookmark: _Toc63148916][bookmark: _Toc68088788][bookmark: _Toc68783759][bookmark: _Toc89956061][bookmark: _Toc89956178][bookmark: _Toc92268962]Recommended adaptation strategies
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Notes: Shown are the mentioned adaptation strategies grouped in four distinct categories: “do nothing”, “only local”, “only migration”, and a combination of “local and migration”. The “do nothing” category implies that participants did not mention any adaptation measure, while “only local” includes measures that could be taken without moving such as building a sea-wall, planting mangroves, beach nourishment, or moving within the same community. The category “only migration” consists of participants who answer moving further away is the only possible adaptation strategy in such a scenario.

[bookmark: _Ref68187860][bookmark: _Ref56087839][bookmark: _Toc58319152][bookmark: _Toc58319265][bookmark: _Toc61964492][bookmark: _Toc61964505][bookmark: _Toc61964704][bookmark: _Toc62201924][bookmark: _Toc63148929]Selection of atoll migrants: Our sampling design in Solomon Islands allows us to study selection effects due to migration. People from the Reef Islands have been mobile for a long time and move to the capital city Honiara for job and education opportunities. In total, we sampled 120 people living in confined settlements out of which 62 are first-generation migrants. For the selection effects, we only focus on first-generation migrants of which 50% live no more than five years in the settlement. Comparing first-generation migrants to atoll inhabitants allows us to identify whether more selfish people migrated away leaving the more prosocial ones behind on the atoll (see Table S11). Controlling for socio-economic differences, we find no evidence that certain types of people move to the capital or stay on the atoll. First-generation atoll migrants are not less prosocial, nor are they more patient or trusting. However, they are significantly less risk averse compared to the atoll inhabitants.
[bookmark: _Toc68783772][bookmark: _Toc68783788][bookmark: _Toc89956218][bookmark: _Ref92202653][bookmark: _Toc92268974]Selection of atoll migrants
	
	Atoll migrant (=1)

	VARIABLES
	

	Socio-economic
	

	Female
	0.03

	
	(0.02)

	Married
	0.02

	
	(0.03)

	Age
	-0.00**

	
	(0.00)

	Education (years)
	0.00

	
	(0.00)

	Household size
	0.02***

	
	(0.00)

	Monthly HH income (in hundreds, PPP)
	0.06***

	
	(0.01)

	Cognitive measures
	

	Time preferences (z-score)
	-0.01

	
	(0.01)

	Trust (z-score)
	0.01

	
	(0.01)

	Risk aversion (z-score)
	-0.01

	
	(0.01)

	Place attachment (z-score)
	-0.03**

	
	(0.01)

	Social value orientation (angle)
	0.00

	
	(0.00)

	
	

	Observations
	302

	Pseudo R2
	0.74

	F-test: Socio-economic
	0.00

	F-test: Preferences
	0.15




Notes: The dependent is the binary identifier whether a person is an atoll migrant (=1) or still living on the atoll (=0). Reported are the average marginal effects estimated after a Probit regression with robust standard errors in parentheses.

[bookmark: _Ref68187871][bookmark: _Toc68783773][bookmark: _Toc68783789][bookmark: _Toc89956219][bookmark: _Toc92268975]Main pooled results
	
	Prosociality (z-score)

	VARIABLES
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	
	
	
	

	SLR Information (=1)
	0.14**
	0.14**
	0.21***
	0.22***

	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	Relocate belief (=1)
	
	
	0.17*
	0.20*

	
	
	
	(0.10)
	(0.11)

	SLR Information x Relocate
	
	
	-0.22*
	-0.23*

	
	
	
	(0.13)
	(0.14)

	Socio-economic
	
	
	
	

	Female
	
	-0.12*
	
	-0.12*

	
	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.07)

	Married
	
	0.07
	
	0.07

	
	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.08)

	Age
	
	0.01**
	
	0.01**

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.00)

	Education (years)
	
	0.03***
	
	0.03***

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Household size
	
	0.00
	
	-0.00

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Monthly HH income (in hundreds, PPP)
	
	0.01
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.00)

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	

	Time preferences (z-score)
	
	0.06*
	
	0.06*

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Trust (z-score)
	
	-0.04
	
	-0.04

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Risk aversion (z-score)
	
	-0.07**
	
	-0.06**

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Place attachment (z-score)
	
	0.09***
	
	0.09***

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Bangladesh (=1)
	
	0.02
	
	0.05

	
	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.09)

	Vietnam (=1)
	
	-0.06
	
	-0.04

	
	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.10)

	Constant
	-0.08*
	-0.57***
	-0.14**
	-0.64***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.17)
	(0.06)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,047
	1,039
	1,047
	1,039

	R-squared
	0.00
	0.05
	0.01
	0.05

	Adjusted R2
	0.00
	0.03
	0.01
	0.04


Notes: The dependent is the standardized (z-score) measure of prosociality in all models. The relocation belief is based on (i) whether participants think they have to relocate because of SLR impacts in the next five years or not (Solomon Islands) or on the likelihood of whether they must relocate because of SLR impacts, ranging from 0 “impossible” to 10 “absolutely certain” (Bangladesh & Vietnam). We categorize their relocation belief as one if they choose 10 on the scale, and zero otherwise. Estimates are from OLS regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses.

[bookmark: _Toc68783774][bookmark: _Toc68783790][bookmark: _Toc89956220][bookmark: _Toc92268976]Robustness checks pooled results
	
	OLS: Prosociality (z-score)
	Tobit:
Normalized 
prosociality [0, 1]

	VARIABLES
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Treated (=1)
	0.14**
	0.14**
	0.14**
	0.14**
	0.05**

	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.02)

	Socio-economic
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	
	
	-0.14**
	-0.12*
	-0.03

	
	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.02)

	Married
	
	
	0.08
	0.07
	0.03

	
	
	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.03)

	Age
	
	
	0.01**
	0.01**
	0.00**

	
	
	
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	(0.00)

	Education (years)
	
	
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.02***

	
	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.00)

	Household size
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.00)

	Monthly HH income (in hundreds, PPP)
	
	
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	
	
	
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	(0.00)

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	
	

	Time preferences (z-score)
	
	
	
	0.06*
	0.02*

	
	
	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.01)

	Trust (z-score)
	
	
	
	-0.04
	-0.02

	
	
	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.01)

	Risk aversion (z-score)
	
	
	
	-0.07**
	-0.03**

	
	
	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.01)

	Place attachment (z-score)
	
	
	
	0.09***
	0.04***

	
	
	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.01)

	Bangladesh (=1)
	
	
	0.01
	0.02
	-0.10***

	
	
	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.03)

	Vietnam (=1)
	
	
	-0.05
	-0.06
	0.10***

	
	
	
	(0.10)
	(0.10)
	(0.04)

	Constant
	-0.08*
	-0.08*
	-0.55***
	-0.57***
	0.22***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.17)
	(0.17)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,047
	1,047
	1,041
	1,039
	1,039

	R2
	0.00
	0.00
	0.03
	0.05
	.

	Adjusted / Pseudo R2
	0.00
	0.00
	0.02
	0.03
	0.11


Notes: The dependent is the standardized (z-score) measure of prosociality in all but column 5 where we use the normalized measure (between 0 and 1) to account for censoring. Higher values imply stronger prosociality. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
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	Solomon Islands: SVO Angles
	Bangladesh: Amount sent in BDT
	Vietnam: Amount sent in VND

	VARIABLES
	OLS
(1)
	Tobit
(2)
	OLS
(3)
	Tobit
(4)
	OLS
(5)
	Tobit
(6)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Treatment: SLR salience
	2.14
	2.42
	9.49**
	11.00**
	
	

	
	(1.60)
	(1.63)
	(4.60)
	(5.11)
	
	

	T1: Community
	
	
	
	
	-316.61
	121.08

	
	
	
	
	
	(1,248.74)
	(1,745.43)

	T2: Individual
	
	
	
	
	54.66
	397.24

	
	
	
	
	
	(1,130.52)
	(1,506.44)

	Socio-economic
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	-2.27
	-2.21
	-8.85*
	-10.19*
	-137.39
	116.17

	
	(1.94)
	(1.96)
	(5.32)
	(5.84)
	(990.70)
	(1,362.85)

	Married
	-0.65
	-0.48
	19.83**
	24.07***
	884.44
	546.93

	
	(2.35)
	(2.36)
	(7.69)
	(8.36)
	(1,300.00)
	(1,804.48)

	Age
	0.09
	0.09
	0.38
	0.50
	18.94
	22.12

	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)
	(0.32)
	(0.36)
	(41.13)
	(55.90)

	Education (years)
	-0.34
	-0.38
	3.23***
	3.97***
	392.05***
	559.66***

	
	(0.32)
	(0.33)
	(0.67)
	(0.81)
	(137.03)
	(195.74)

	Household size
	0.01
	0.00
	-1.29
	-1.52
	1,098.43***
	1,542.78***

	
	(0.24)
	(0.23)
	(1.44)
	(1.61)
	(340.95)
	(484.68)

	Monthly HH income (‘00s, PPP)
	-0.11
	-0.12
	1.24**
	1.41**
	130.40**
	178.71*

	
	(0.23)
	(0.24)
	(0.63)
	(0.70)
	(63.00)
	(97.40)

	Cognitive measures
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Time preferences (z-score)
	0.68
	0.73
	5.23*
	6.56*
	249.82
	150.43

	
	(0.62)
	(0.61)
	(2.83)
	(3.34)
	(528.87)
	(739.06)

	Trust (z-score)
	0.12
	0.25
	1.54
	1.31
	-523.20
	-591.40

	
	(0.82)
	(0.82)
	(3.17)
	(3.48)
	(564.88)
	(808.10)

	Risk aversion (z-score)
	-0.25
	-0.30
	-2.48
	-2.34
	-1,253.68**
	-1,690.46**

	
	(0.91)
	(0.93)
	(2.48)
	(2.82)
	(508.74)
	(722.70)

	Place attachment (z-score)
	-0.55
	-0.59
	3.23
	3.68
	715.19
	1,262.78

	
	(0.79)
	(0.82)
	(2.34)
	(2.46)
	(590.86)
	(811.32)

	Constant
	19.92***
	19.89***
	-1.62
	-9.30
	7,845.67**
	9,632.32*

	
	(5.39)
	(5.44)
	(16.90)
	(19.00)
	(3,848.98)
	(5,535.51)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cluster
	Session
	Session
	ID
	ID
	ID
	ID

	Village Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Interviewer Fixed Effects
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	476
	476
	216
	216
	346
	346

	R-squared
	0.04
	.
	0.39
	.
	0.21
	.

	Adjusted / Pseudo R2
	0.01
	0.01
	0.31
	0.05
	0.14
	0.02


Notes: The dependent variable is always the non-standardized measure of prosociality for each study site as indicated in the header across the reported models. Standard errors are clustered at the session level for Solomon Islands and the individual level for the survey experiments.

Vietnam: Relocation beliefs
Figure S5 (panel a) shows that the individual treatment significantly lowered participant’s expectations that the government will assist them to relocate compared to the community treatment (Mann-Whitney U-Test; n=194, z=2.92, p=0.01) and control group (Mann-Whitney U-Test; n=225, z=2.14, p=0.03). However, participants in the community treatment do not significantly transfer higher amounts in the dictator games than participants in the control group (Mann-Whitney U-Test; n=215, z=-1.53, p=0.13) (see panel b). We also find no evidence that participants in the individual treatment, who are less likely to think they will relocate with their community, transfer significantly less compared to the control group (Mann-Whitney U-Test; n=225, z=-0.23, p=0.82) nor community treatment (Mann-Whitney U-Test; n=194, z=1.24, p=0.22). These results increase our confidence that the main results are not primarily driven by the expectation of continued interactions with fellow community members after resettlement.
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Notes: Panel a shows, across treatments, how likely respondents think it is that the government will provide land for them to resettle on. Answers are measured on a five-point Likert-scale, ranging from 1, “not at all” to 5, “very much”. Also, we asked participants to estimate the likelihood of facing the presented scenario. Overall, 80% of participants perceive their scenario at least as ‘moderately likely’, where the individual scenario is perceived slightly more realistic than the community one (Mann-Whitney U-Test; n=194, z=-1.72, p=0.08). Panel b plots the average treatment effects of the share of the endowment (25,000 VND, about 1 USD) transferred to an anonymous person in the same community. Dashed lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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[bookmark: _Toc68783751]Basic Instructions: Workshops
[PRIVATE BRIEFING]
Good morning, we are glad that you have followed our invitation and came to this workshop. Today we will do several group activities. You will shortly learn more about these activities. We have invited in total 12 people, for which we have to wait now.
In addition, we have some further questions for you which will take about 45 minutes to answer. The assistants will go through these questions with you one by one using tablets after we finished all games today. As mentioned in the invitation you will receive some money for compensation. You only receive the money if we have also interviewed you.
The workshop today will take about 4 hours in total. We have organized some snacks and drinks for you. If you find that this workshop is something that you do not wish to participate in for any reason, or you already know that you will not be able to stay for the whole time, please let us know immediately so that you can leave. If you are willing to participate in the session today we will ask you to sign on this list after the general group instructions to confirm that you are willing to participate. Please draw a card from this bag and move to the chair that is marked with the corresponding number.
[EVERY PLAYER DRAWS AN ID CARD FROM THE BAG AND THEN IS ASKED TO MOVE TO THE SEAT WITH THE SAME NUMBER ON IT AND WAIT FOR OTHER PARTICIPANTS]

[GROUP BRIEFING]
Greetings and welcome to all of you. My name is [NAME OF ASSISTANT GIVING INTRODUCTION] and this is IVO, a PhD student from the University of Marburg in Germany. Today’s workshop is a different and entertaining way to actively participate in a study about individual decision making. This kind of study is conducted with people like you and me all over the world, Ivo did similar workshops for example in Africa and Asia. Today, we want to carry out five games. In each of these games, you can earn “points” which are later converted into money that you can keep and take home. For converting your points, we use an exchange rate of 10 Points = $1 SBD. Depending on the decisions made by you and other participants in these games, you can earn a considerable amount of money (on average about $100 SBD). It is therefore very important that you listen to these instructions with care. The games are financed by the University of Marburg, for which Ivo is working. You should understand that this is not Ivo’s own money. It is money given to him by his university to do research for his PhD.
We are interested in your decisions during the activities. However, there are no “right” or “wrong” answers. After the activities you have to answer a few questions. This will take approximately 45 minutes. You will receive your payments only after everyone is finished with the interview.
Some important remarks before we can start:
1. In the games, your identity will be kept anonymous. This means that except for Ivo, no one will come to know of your identity.  We are interested only in the decisions made by you and not your identity. This is the reason that we will not ask your name in any of the games. We will identify your decision in the game with an identity card like this (SHOW ID CARD). Please do not lose this card.
2. It is very important that you understand the game. Therefore we will check your understanding by asking each of you questions about the game. If you do not understand the games you may always ask the assistants to explain the rules of the games again. But if you cannot answer the test questions after explaining them again, we will have to exclude you from the workshopactivit and you will receive $20 SBD from us. Therefore, it is important that you listen to the instructions carefully.
3. We would like to keep the game anonymous, therefore, please do not discuss the game with each other. In case we find that you are discussing the game with other players, we will exclude you immediately from the game. In this case, you will not receive any money.
4. If you have questions, always raise your hand and wait until one of the assistants comes to you. Then you can ask your question and the assistant will answer it. You are not allowed to talk to other participants during the workshop. You are not allowed to leave the room without permission. Please switch off your mobile phones and. If you violate this rule, you will be dismissed from the workshop and you will not receive any money.
Thank you in advance for your effort and time.
[ASK GROUP] Do you have any questions? Does anyone not want to participate?
[REGISTER PARTICIPANTS IN THE PARTICIPANT LIST.]

A typical workshop setting:
[image: Ein Bild, das drinnen, Person enthält.

Automatisch generierte Beschreibung]
Instructions: SVO Task
GROUP INSTRUCTIONS
During this task, you will have the chance to earn points, which will be converted into cash at the end of today’s session, using an exchange rate of 10 Points = $1 SBD. 
In this task, you will be paired with another person, whom we will refer to as the other for now. You will not learn the identity of the other person you are paired with, and vice versa the other person will never learn about your identity. [ASK GROUP] Have you understood this part?
In this task, you will be making a series of decisions about allocating resources between you and another person. For each of the questions, we will ask you to indicate the distribution you prefer most by circling the respective position along the midline. You can only make one circle for each question. [ASK GROUP] Do you understand this?
In the end, one decision will be chosen randomly to be relevant for payoff for you and the other person by drawing a card from this bag [SHOW BAG]. It will be randomly decided by the main experimenter whether you are a sender or receiver [ASK GROUP] Do you understand this?
Your decisions will yield money for both yourself and the other person [SHOW EXAMPLE ON POSTER].
[image: ]
 [ASK GROUP] How much would you earn in this example, and how much will the other person earn if you would circle here [CIRCLE FOR 50/40 distribution]? Here you would receive 50 points, while the other person receives 40 points [GO ON WITH 2-3 MORE EXAMPLES]. There are no right or wrong answers; this is all about personal preferences. After you have made your decision, write the resulting earnings for you and the other person on the spaces to the right. As you can see, your choices will influence both the amount of money you receive as well as the amount of money the other receives. You will get more information about your partner shortly in the individual instructions.
If you have any questions, you may ask them now. Otherwise, we will call you one by one and ask some questions to check if you have understood the game or not. Therefore, please tell us if we need to repeat the examples or not. [IF YES, REPEAT THE EXAMPLES IN THE SAME ORDER.]
 [CALL PARTICIPANTS ONE BY ONE TO THE EXPERIMENTERS.]

INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTIONS
Control Questions
[ASK FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND FILL ANSWERS INTO QUESTION FORM. USE EXAMPLE POSTER FOR ILLUSTRATION]
We kindly ask you now to answer some questions about the game. Do not worry if you are not able to answer all questions correctly immediately. You will have the chance to ask me questions before you make your decision, and we will make sure that you understand the game. 
1.	How many points would you earn in this example?[Answer: 50 points]
2.	How many points would the other person earn in this example? [Answer: 40 points]
3.	How do you indicate you preferred distribution between you and the other person [Answer: By circling it on the midline of the slider.]
4.	What payoff does your choice affect? [Answer: My own payoff as well as the other’s payoffs]
[RECORD ANSWERS. FOR THOSE WHO DID NOT ANSWER CORRECTLY, REPEAT EXPLANATIONS AND REPEAT QUESTIONS. RECORD ANSWERS FOR SECOND AND THIRD TIME.]
DECISION TASK
Please remember that from now on your decision will affect your earnings and the two other person’s earnings. For each of the following distributions, you are asked to indicate your favorite allocation of points between you and another person. This other person is someone from the same workshop today.
As shown in the example, you have to indicate on the midline which distribution of points you prefer by marking the respective position along the midline [SHOW DECISION CARD]. You have to make twelve decisions about distributing points between you and two other people in total. Remember that you can only make one mark for each question. [GIVE SUBJECT TIME AND SPACE TO MAKE THEIR DECISIONS]
Have you marked your choice on the midlines for each of the six decisions and wrote down how much you and the other person earn?
[SEND PARTICIPANT BACK TO HIS SEAT, REMIND HIM OF NOT TALKING TO OTHER PARTICIPANTS AND CALL NEXT PARTICIPANT ON YOUR LIST]
[bookmark: _Toc68783752]Instructions: Dictator game
The standardized explanation for survey respondents by local research assistants: 
“You will get 25000 (120) Dong (Taka) from us at the end of the survey. Your task now is to decide how many Dong (Taka) you want to keep for yourself and how much you would like to give to someone else from the village. You do not know who exactly this other person is. The remaining Dong (Taka) will be paid out for real to you at the end of the survey, while the other person will be paid at the end of the day.
Do you have any questions? Otherwise, we would like you to use the slider on the tablet to decide how much Dong (Taka) you want to transfer to the other person. If you are done, please click next and hand the tablet over to the assistant. [ASSISTANTS: HAND OVER THE TABLET AND LET PARTICIPANT DECIDE ON THEIR OWN – DO NOT OBSERVE THEIR DECISION]
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