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Abstract
We report the protocol relative to the experimental project "Sanctions and international interaction
improve cooperation to avert climate change",which connected through the internet pairs of laboratories
from Kiel and Bonn (Germany) and Moscow and Tomsk (Russia). The connection was realized through Z-
Tree. Each research session comprised 24 participants, who were randomly allocated to 4 groups, whose
members were three from one laboratory and three from the other. After receiving instructions and
passing a comprehension test, participants interacted over ten rounds. Each participant had a �xed
allocation of money in each round, which could have been kept for oneself or contributed to a group
account. Contributions decreased the probability that everyone suffered a 75% loss in their personal
account at the end of the interaction. A random draw determined whether occurrence the loss event
occurred, and individual payoffs were paid privately in cash at the end of the session.

Introduction
Methods to ensure between-country comparability of data

As argued by (Roth et al., 1991) in their pioneering cross-national experiments, international experimental
research in the experimental social sciences is subject to (at least) three problems that may compromise
data comparability. Our response to each of these problems is reminiscent of the solutions set up by
(Roth et al., 1991) themselves and (Herrmann et al., 2008).

·    Experimenter effects

It is well-known that personal differences between experimenters conducting research sessions may
induce some differences in participants’ behavior. Personal differences include personality or gestural
differences, or other physiological differences in, for instance, voice pitch, intonation, and, of course,
gender and age, which may ultimately elicit different responses by participants. Obviously, these effects
could not be eliminated, but we strived to minimize them.

Firstly, we produced an experimental script that provided a detailed description of the various stages of
the experimental session and the instructions to be administered to participants (see the timeline of the
experiment in Fig. 1). Each lead researcher (the authors of this paper) would read the same instructions
from the script in the session, thus ensuring that identical information was given in identical order and in
identical format in all the research sessions. Some of these instructions involved PowerPoint©
presentations, which were prepared using the same format for all locations. Since the sessions were run
simultaneously, the duration of the various stages of the session had to be approximately the same.
Research materials, such as the materials to run the �nal lottery draw, and the video cameras used for the
video links (see next sections) were also the same in all locations.

Secondly, the lead researchers participated in two collective meetings prior to data collection, in which
session procedures were discussed and agreed upon. In one meeting in Moscow a mock experimental
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session was conducted by one lead researcher under the observation of all others, in order to make the
conduction of the session as uniform as possible.

·       Language effects

Since a word may have a different nuance, or additional meanings, when translated into another
language, language effects may also pre-empt full comparability of international experimental data.
Differences in syntactic rules across languages, and the fact that language expressions ultimately re�ect
different cultural norms in the way people address each other in different countries, may also introduce
some subtle differences in the way people react to the same set of instructions in different languages. In
fact, a signi�cant foreign language effect in decision making has been found (Costa et al., 2014). We
followed what we believe is the best practice in cross-country and inter-country experimental research, as
set out by (Herrmann et al., 2008, Sylwester et al., 2013), and used the back-translation method to make
instructions in Russian and German as comparable as possible.  

As none of the �ve authors is bilingual in German and Russian, we elaborated the master version of the
instructions in English. Researchers from our team translated this version into their native language. We
then asked a professional German-Russian translator to back-translate the Russian version of the
instructions into German. This back-translated version was compared with the original German version.
Every difference in the two versions was discussed among members of our team and the translator, and
the original translations were then adapted to minimize differences in connotation.

·       Currency effects

Another issue that could hinder comparability is the possibility that the monetary incentives used in
different locations were different from each other. We followed standard practice in experimental
economics, and formulated instructions referring to ‘tokens’ rather than to national monetary units.
Adjusting the monetary value of a token using the o�cial exchange rate between two currencies is not
su�cient, because differences in general price levels between the two countries will alter the purchasing
power of a currency when exchanged into another currency. Given that o�cial statistics of Purchasing
Power Parity are published with a delay of some years on current prices, we used the standard hourly pay
rate for student assistants at universities in each country as the conversion factor to ensure that the
monetary value of a token had the same purchasing power in each location. This method is clearly
appropriate for university students. This resulted in a token being worth 0.07 Euros in German locations
and 2.0 Ruble in Russian locations. In addition, participants received a show-up fee of 5 Euro/150 Ruble. 

Reagents

Equipment
Ztree software, available at: UZH - z-Tree - Zurich Toolbox for Readymade Economic Experiments -
Contact addresses . See Supplementary �les for the programmes used in our experiment.

https://www.ztree.uzh.ch/en/contact.html
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Procedure
·       Recruitment and admission

Participants were recruited via email in Tomsk and via the recruiting systems BeLab-System in Moscow
and hroot (Bock et al., 2014) in Kiel and Bonn. Upon arrival, we checked that only students having a
German (Russian) passport could take part in the session. Participants were given an information sheet
and were asked to sign an informed consent form prior to entering the laboratory. Participants were
randomly assigned to an experimental treatment (see Table 1) without knowing about the decision tasks
nor other treatments. In all four cities, we followed the same experimental procedure documented in a
detailed English script (see Supplementary Files: Experimenter Script). Upon arrival, participants were
randomly allocated to individual cubicles divided by opaque separators (Fig. 2) to ensure privacy of
decisions. They were randomly divided into groups of six with three group members each being from two
different locations in Germany and/or Russia depending on the treatment.

·       Instructions

All sessions were computerized using the experimental software z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2015; See
Supplementary Files: Ztree File 1/2/3/4 for Ztree programmes). Participants from the two locations
interacted via Internet and took their decisions at the same time. They received equivalent experimental
instructions in their respective native language. Participants were informed that all participants would
take their decisions simultaneously and would be provided with equivalent instructions. (See the English
translation of the instructions in Supplementary Files: Instructions). 

Participants were given ample time to read the instructions and ask clarifying questions which were
answered in private. To ensure that participants understood the decision task and the procedure of the
experiment, we summarized the instructions in a PowerPoint© presentation with text in German or
Russian (See Supplementary Files: Powerpoint presentation of instruction summary / Powerpoint
presentation of of decisions stages and information feedback for the English translation of the
powerpoint presentations). We also made clear that due to our con�dential payment method we were not
able to trace any individual participant’s decisions. Participants then had to answer a set of
comprehension questions on their computer screens – showing German text in the German locations and
Russian text in the Russian locations also in international treatments. The decision stage did not start
unless all participants had answered all control questions correctly. 

Before entering the decision part of the experiment, participants were presented an information recap in
PowerPoint© to make them familiar with the information options provided throughout the experiment.

·       Videoconference link

To attenuate possible suspicions on the existence of the other lab, we set up two Skype© connections
during the session, lasting a few minutes each. Lead researchers would brie�y greet each other and
introduce the other participants on a large projector screen visible to all participants. Participants were
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not allowed to talk or communicate with each other in this phase. To show that the interaction was
occurring in real time, we followed (Eckel and Wilson, 2006) and asked some participants in one location
to state some numbers. Such numbers were communicated via internet to researchers at the other
location, who then wrote these numbers on a slip of paper and showed them on the projector screen
through the videoconference link. The same procedure was repeated at the other location. An identical
protocol was repeated in all sessions, with the exception that researchers communicated in the respective
national languages in the National treatments, interacted in English in the International Open treatments,
while the Skype© link was muted in the International Blind treatments. We believed that this set of
procedures was the best suited to fully assure participants that they were not being deceived and that all
the information given in the instruction was truthful. 

·              Decisions  

After the videoconference link, participants completed a practice period on their computers. In order not to
bias actual experimental decisions, participants were not communicated others’ decisions in the practice
period but rather were only given the opportunity to get familiar with the commands of the software.
Afterwards, the experimenters in both locations explained how the lottery would be implemented. Finally,
participants made their decisions in periods 1 to 10 in No-Sanctions (NS)- or Sanction (S)-treatments.

To illustrate the participants' decision task, Fig. 3 provides the decision screen for the contribution
decision in Stage 1. In addition to making their decisions, each member was informed about the
contributions of all six group members as well as about the tokens in each of their personal accounts,
both accumulated over the previous periods. Furthermore, they saw the total number of tokens
contributed to the project and the current probability that the loss event will not occur.

After participants had taken their decisions they could get visual information on each group member’s
contributions in each of the previous periods (Fig. 4). In NS-treatments, the period ended at this point and
each participant was informed about their contribution in the current period as well as about everyone’s
personal account in tokens at the end of the previous and the current periods.

In S-treatments, participants entered Stage 2 and made their decision on how many tokens they wanted
to spend to sanction each of the other group members. Before having done so they could retrieve
information on each group member’s contributions in each of the previous periods (Fig. 4) and in the
current period (Fig. 5), the accumulated number of tokens in each group member’s personal account, and
the number of tokens each group member spent in the last period on each of the other group members to
reduce that person’s personal account. 

At the end of Stage 2 of each period, participants got the same information as in NS-treatments and
learned the number of tokens spent on others and deducted from their own account.

·    Final procedures
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Having �nished the experimental tasks, the lottery to decide whether the loss event would occur was
played out. From a bag containing lottery chips numbered 1 - 100, one chip was drawn by a participant. If
the number was larger than the percentage x of the target amount the group members had contributed to
the group project, the loss event occurred and 75% of the amount collected in each group member’s
personal account was lost. If the number drawn was smaller or equal to x, the loss event did not occur
and each group member was paid out the total amount in his or her personal account. This procedure
was repeated for each of the four groups participating in a session. The outcomes of the lottery draws
were transmitted via Skype© to both participating labs but information on the lottery outcome relevant
for a speci�c group was not made available to the participants until they had �lled in a non-incentivized
questionnaire on social characteristics, risk attitudes (Falk et al., 2018), personal values (Schwartz, 1992)
and other questions taken from the World Value Survey (see Supplementary Files: Questionnaire). The
survey questions were available and externally validated in both languages.

Finally, we applied an anonymized payment procedure by distributing the payments from the experiment
plus the show-up fee and receipts in an envelope marked with the cubicle number. Participants took the
money, signed the receipt, con�dentially put the receipt into a box, and left the laboratory. All features of
the experimental design and procedure were common knowledge and apparently did not raise any
questions. Sessions lasted about 2 hours on average. Mean earnings were 25.00€ in Germany and 750
Ruble in Russia (12.5€ at the time of running the experiment) including the show-up fee.

Troubleshooting

Time Taken

Anticipated Results
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Figures

Figure 1

Timeline of the experiment
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Figure 2

The four experimental labs

Figure 3

Participants’ decision screen and information in Stage 1
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Figure 4

Graphical information on each group member’s contributions in each of the previous periods.
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Figure 5

Participants’ decision screen and information in Stage 2
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