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The effect of nudge and incentives on public goods game: Evidence from
laboratory experiments
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We design a repeated public goods game in which a subject®s contribution
does not diminish over time. Specifically, a group receives a rebate, which is evenly distributed
among all subjects in the group, if the collective contribution of the group becomes larger than a
threshold. Contrary to previous literature, we find that subjects do not reduce contribution over
time if a threshold is set. Subjects tend to act more responsibly and keep contributing to achieve
the threshold contribution level.
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Table 3: Treatment Effects on Social Points
Regressor (1)OLS  (2) Fixed (3) Robust
T2 (Rebate/Prop/I) 14.470%*  11.450%*  1.976%*
(3.249) (0.000) (0.560)
T3 (Rebate/Prop/G) 8.138%*  9.310%* 1.435%*
(2.907) (0.000) (0.542)
T4 (Rebate/Step/I) 4.502* 5.880%* -0.407
(2.594) (0.000) (0.542)
T5 (Rebate/Step/G) 11.920%*  17.350%* 1.193**
(3.406) (0.000) (0.542)
T6 (Match/Prop/I) 11.870%%  15.150** 3.657%*
(4.896) (0.000) (0.700)
T7 (Match/Prop/G) 9.700%*  7.820** 2.022%*
(1.825) (0.000) (0.626)
T8 (Match/Step/I) 3.540* 1.700%* 1.366**
(1.878) (0.000) (0.626)
T9 (Match/Step/G) 12.650**  8.470** 3.335%*
(4.161) (0.000) (0.626)
Constant 5.883*%  9.150** 3.481**
(1.384) (0.000) (0.443)
Individual Effects v
Time Effects v
Observations 3,700 3,700 3,700
R-squared 0.032 0.086 0.022

Note: The table summarizes the estimation results for the treatment effects on social
point allocation. The dependent variable is a subject’s social points in each period.
Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level to adjust for serial
correlation. Individual coefficients are statistically significant at the **5% level or *10%
level.
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