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Abstract
Traditional economic theory posits humans as purely self-interested, while other perspectives

argue humans have an intrinsic preference for fairness. This paper puts forward the idea that we use
the shared notion of ‘fairness’ as a coordination tool to help us maximise our long-term payoffs. We
argue individuals cultivate reputations of fairness not out of altruism, but as a heuristic to maximize
long-run payoffs. We use the ultimatum game to construct a model that formalizes the perceived
reputational cost of accepting an unfair offer as a function of the type of player, the offer itself, and
stage of the game. This reputational cost function decays exponentially as offers near an equitable
point, explaining empirical findings. We then show how our model can be used to explain behaviours
exhibited in real-life situations such as: salary negotiations, tipping, and in general situations where
we exhibit inequity aversion.
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Introduction ‘It is not from the benevolence of the

‘Fairness’ is a concept that has been the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we ex-
subject of multidisciplinary study garnering at- pect our dinner, but from their regard to their
tention from philosophers, ethicists, econo- own interest.’
mists, psychologists and even mathematicians. Critics of the traditional view argue that it
In the realm of economics, fairness is often un- oversimplifies human motivations and that
derstood in the framework of a distribution of there are intrinsic values, such as fairness and
recourses between parties (Rawls, 1971). Tra- reciprocity, that guide human behaviour inde-
ditional economics is largely based around the pendently of self- interest (Bowles & Gintis,
concept of the Homo Economicus, a being of 2012). Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999) argue
pure rationa“ty and self-interest who will re- that that a fraction of human’s value ‘fairness’
ject any action that is not utility maximizing. while another fraction act in the way of the
This concept is the foundation of the most im- Homo Economicus (as traditional economic
portant of classical and neoclassical works theory posits). However, a key point to note is
such as the Rational Choice Theory (Von Neu- that they posit that instead of caring about ob-
man & Morgenstern, 1944) and many of the jective ‘fairness’ per se, what this fraction re-
ideas pregented in The Wealth of Nations aIIy exhibit is self-centered inequity aversion,
(Smith, 1776) from which comes the famous meaning that when they are faced with inequi-
quote: table outcomes towards them, they will even

sacrifice in order to veer towards a fairer to
them outcome.

To illustrate this consider the following
public good game from the Fehr, E., &
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Schmidt, K. M. (1999) study: a group of play-
ers (N >=2) all get an endowment of Y, they
then each have to choose an amount ¢
(0>=g<=Y) to donate to some public good, at
the end each player gets a pay-off(Xi) of Y-
gi+a(XZgi) where 1/n < a < 1. This means that
by contributing to the public good, the individ-
ual utility of each player is less that it would be
if they set gi=0, as a <1, however, the total util-
ity in the system(or the sum utility for all the
players) is maximized if gi = Y, as a > 1/n.
Now, consider an extension of this game,
where after the initial allocation by the players,
there comes a stage 2, where each player can
choose to punish other players. Punishment
comes in the form of a reduced pay-off for the
punished player. Punishing a player comes at a
cost of C per unit deducted from the punished
player.Then at this stage:

Individual Payoff(Xi) = Yi — gi + a(Zgi) —
c(ZPij) — (Zhi)

Where Pij is the punishment conferred by the
player on the other players, and Pji is the punish-

ment conferred by other players on the player.
According to rational economic theory, and the
model of the Homo Economicus, stage 2 should
be irrelevant, as imposing punishment comes at
a cost to the punishing player. Therefore, it fol-
lows that in the case of the Homo Economicus
both Pij and Pji shouldbe 0. However, empirical
studies show that, cooperators will punish free-
riders (for under contributing to the public good)
even at the cost of their own pay-off, achieving
a more equitable outcome (by reducing both
their and other pay-offs to reach an equal level),
however, in variations ofthe game where punish-
ment is impossible (where only stage 1 exists
without stage 2), almost all agents, will veer to-
wards the free-riding model in-line with tradi-
tional economic theory. In real worldexamples,
the Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999) study
talks about the success of corporation, and eg-
uity-seeking in bilateral agreements as in bilat-
eral agreements it is more likely that an unfairly
acting agent can be punished, however, in the
market setting the self-interest model success-
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fully predicts behaviours for most agents, sug-
gesting that in a situation where blame can be
attributed and punishment can be carried out,
agents will veer towards the ‘fairness’ model,
but if actions are anonymous and blame cannot
be easily attributed, agents will act in a purely
selfish manner. . They use this evidence to sug-
gest that the actions of this selfish faction, in sit-
uations where punishment is impossible, corrupt
the selfless into acting in purely selfish ways. In
this paper, through the use of the repeated ulti-
matum game, we will argue that it is not out of
the drive for equity, even if self-centred, that
causes this behaviour, but instead that this be-
haviour is part of a larger super-game strategy,
that we as given our bounded rationality, have
adopted to achieve favourable outcomes as the
consequences of our own behaviours.

The Ultimatum Game:

The ultimatum game is one of the most fre-
quently used tools in academic literature ana-
lysing the concept of ‘fairness’. Originally in-
troduced by John Harsanyi (Harsanyi, 1961),
the ultimatum game consists of 2 players, the
proposer and the responder. The proposer, is
given an endowment of Y, the proposer must
then split the endowment between themselves
and the responder, so that their respective pay-
offs are (Y-r,r), with r being the amount the pro-
poser is offering the responder. In the next
stage, after the offer has been made, the re-
sponder has a choice between accepting the
offer orrejecting the offer, in the case that they
accept the offer the proposer gets Y-r, and the
responder gets r, as offered. In the case that the
responder rejects however, both parties get 0.

In the classic version of the game, there is 1
round, where players are matched randomly
each roundagainst a different player. According
to classical game-theory and the rational choice
model the Nashequilibrium for this game is for
the proposer to offer (Y-rmin,rmin) with rmin
being the smallest denomination of the whole
endowment that the proposer can offer, for ex-
ample if the minimum denomination is 1 cent,
then the Nash equilibrium should be (Y-0.01$,
0,013), The best possible option then for the re-
sponder would be to accept, as by rejecting they
simply get a pay-off of 0, andrmin > 0.
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However, in empirical studies individuals
are likely to reject any offer below 40% of the
total endowment (Guth and Tietz, 1990; Berg-
strom, 1996). In traditional behavioural eco-
nomics this effectis explained by inequity aver-
sion, as discussed in our earlier example and as
outlined Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999), ad-
ditionally past research has shown that when
individuals work for the right to be a proposer
(i.e when the roles are not randomly assigned
but there has to be some work done to be as-
signed the proposal role), they are more likely
to offer unfair offers, and the responders are
much more likely to accept those unfair offers
(Hoffman et al., 1996), as both parties perceive
that it is fair for the proposer to get more of the
endowment as they had to bear some cost, not
in pay-off but in utility, as the work that had to
be done to ‘earn’ the role of the proposer
caused some disutility. This is interesting be-
cause it shows that the concept of fairness isn’t
predicated on just simple equity and that utility
regulation plays into our considerations for
what is ‘fair’ and what is unfair. Furthermore
studies have shown that cultural aspects play a
great role in bargaining behavior as different
cultures have different societal norms which in
turn influence what each individual considers
as ‘fair’ (Simon Géchter & Jonathan F. Schulz,
2016), which further reinforces our idea that
‘fairness’ is more of dynamic concept than it is
a static one, and it is predicated on more than
equality, moreover agents adapt their decision
making based on their expectations (Sanfey,
2009; Chang and Sanfey, 2011; Xiang et al.,
2013), for example, if agents are told before-
hand that they willbe receiving low offers, then
they are more likely to accept lower offers, this
contradicts inequity aversion because being
told you are going to get less shouldn’t impact
the disutility you experience ifyou truly are in-
equity averse, and as such shouldn’t impact
your behaviour.

The Model.

To demonstrate our model, we make use of a
derivate of the standard ultimatum game, the re-
peatedultimatum game. In the repeated ultima-
tum game, instead of having 1 round against
random opponents, the ultimatum game is
player repeatedly against the same opponent for
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N number of rounds. Theoretically, the sub-
game Nash equilibriums do not change in the
repeated ultimatum game, however one key
difference is, that in the repeated ultimatum
game, there exists an opportunity for a super-
game strategy (Slembeck, T, 1999). A super-
game strategy can be defined as a strategy that
is not confined to the current stage or round of
a game but instead considers the entire se-
quence of play across multiple stages. It's a way
to strategize in the context of repeated interac-
tions with the same opponent, rather than treat-
ing each round of the game in isolation. As de-
cisions made in individual sub-games can affect
future sub-game behaviour and as such this
must be considered when thinking about Nash
equilibria. In our original Nash equilibria in the
standard ultimatum game, we made the implicit
assumption that accepting an offer does not in-
cur a cost on the responder, and as such they
should accept any non-null offer, now however,
in a super game setting, if accepting low offers
might signal to the proposer that you are willing
to accept low offers and as such would intro-
duce another a ‘reputational’ cost to accepting
offers, as if you accept a low offer, it might an-
chor future offers from the proposer to be low.
As such the new pay-offs in each

sub-game for the proposer, and the re-
sponder respectively becomes (Y-rmin-6,rmin-
+0), where § is thereputational effect of accept-
ing an offer, if the reputation effect of accepting
an offer is negative (6<0) this means that, the
proposer gains a reputational benefit from the
responder accepting such offer and thus with a
negative o the proposers pay-off increases,
whereas the responders pay-off decreases. To
illustrate this, imagine the proposer gave the
most unequitable offer possible the Nash equi-
librium offer, this signals to the proposer that
the responder is more likely to accept unequi-
table offers, and as such gives the proposer/re-
sponder an additional reputational benefit/cost
in their total payoff, as they can then adjust
their super game strategy to reflect this. This
view is supported by the study done by (Slem-
beck, T., 1999) which found the presence of
‘fair’ and ‘tough’ players. Although in our
model we are going to look at the responder
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side of things, | want to note that although in
this paper we are only going to look at the rep-
utational effect from the side of the responder,
i.e the reputational effect of accepting an offer,
there is also a reputational effect of proposing
an offer, that we are not going to analyse in this
paper, to demonstrate this idea, imagine if a re-
peated ultimatum game, a respondent employs
the strategy of accepting offers that amount to
80% of the total endowment, and rejecting any
other offer, then let’s say the proposer starts
with an equitable 50/50 offer, if the proposer is
then quick to be coerced into the demands of
the responder, the very act of offering a 20/80
offer might put the proposer at a reputational
disadvantage. Although the exact mechanisms
of this effect are left to be studied in future stud-
ies.

In our paper we are going to try and formal-
ize this o variable and introduce a model which
explains the role of fairness in the repeated ul-
timatum game, and where the fundamental
model can be applied to other games as-well,
we will show that the behaviour that our model
predicts in-line withprevious literature.

The model introduced in this paper, proposes
that we as humans do not have a preference for
equity, nor does is it that some fraction of people
have a preference for equity and others don’t, in-
stead we argue that in situations which presup-
pose competition, or in any situation where our
and others behaviour can impact our pay-off,
such as in market-based games or in bilateral bar-
gaining situations,we use our shared notions of
fairness as a coordination device to help us
achieve cooperative behaviour, especially when
non-cooperative behaviour might be costly.

We can formalize the payoffs for the respond-
ent as such:

Payoff(r | Accept) =r+§

Whereas if they reject

Payoff(r | Reject) =0.

With r being the amount offered to the re-
sponder, and & being the reputational cost of ac-
cepting said offer, therefore the respondent
should only accept the offer if r > 5. Therefore
to understand better whether a respondent will
accept or reject the offer we need to delve
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deeper intothe determinants of &, and what
depends upon, we propose that & depends
largely on 3 factors, that being how far along in
the game you are, how many more rounds there
are in the future, who you are playing, the
unique characteristics of who you are going
against, and lastly the offer itself, not only the
amount being offered, but also how that amount
relates to both the full endowment and how that
amount relates to real world sums, as past stud-
ies have found that when the stakes are in-
creased rejection rates fall dramatically (Steffen
Andersen et al. 2011).

Therefore, we can formalise our model as
such:

Payoff(r) = r + §(Player,rir + X,
round)

The Player

To further continue deconstructing the o
term we are going to focus on the first vector
d(Player). Who we are playing against is an im-
portant factor in the reputational cost of accept-
ing an offer as for example, different people
have different perceptions of bargaining and
different societal norms on what they consider
fair. For the purposes of this model, we are go-
ing to assume that there exists twotypes of pro-
posers, ‘elastic’ and ‘inelastic’ proposers.
‘elastic’ proposers are ones that are quick to re-
act to signals (rejections) by responders and are
likely to adjust their offers to achieve equitable
outcomes, inelastic proposers on the other hand
are ‘tough’ proposers who are likely to keep
offering their initial offer to try and strong-arm
the responder into accepting. In an ideal model
we would be able to measure the exact elastic-
ity of the proposer, however for the sake of
simplicity in this model we are going to assume
that the proposer is either elastic or inelastic, we
are then going to assume that given an unequi-
table offer, accepting it is more reputationally
costly when going against an elastic proposer
than it is going against an inelastic proposer.
This is because if you are to reject an inequita-
ble offer from an elastic proposer, the chance
that they then adjust future offers to be more
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equitable is higher, therefore the reputational
cost of accepting is higher, as such:

Payoff(r) = r + Pr(Elastic) - 5( r

r+X

;round | Elastir:) + Pr{Inelastic) - 5(

r i FTey
7 +X,ruund ]nEldbtlL)

Payoff(r) = r + Pr(Elastic) - § (ﬁ,mund | Elast]’r:) + Pr(Inelastic) - & (ﬁ,mund inelastic)

r

Payoff(r) = r + Pr(Elastic) (a‘ [ 7

r+X

Therefore:

} . r . }
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r = Pr(Elastic) (E{ﬁ.mund | Elastic) ] (ﬁ.ruund | inelastic)) + 4 {ﬁ,mund | inelastit)

Now if we assume that the reputation cost of
accepting an offer from an inelastic proposer is

0.
r = Pr(Elastic) - § (ﬁ,mund | Elastic)

It must be acknowledged that this is a very
stringent assumption, as in real life it might not
be a casethat the reputational cost of accepting
offers for inelastic consumers is 0 but is simply
less than the cost of accepting offers from elas-
tic and future research should look at relaxing
this assumption to get more nuanced results.
However, to be able to derive theoretical impli-
cations about behaviour from this model with-
out over-complicating the model.

The Offer.

The offer value itself plays a large role in the
reputational cost attached to accepting, and it
is perhaps the most salient factor. It is im-
portant to note that unless

r>Y — I'min

A+ will always be equal to or less than 0,
this is because accepting any offer of Rj signals
to the proposer a definitive boundary. Specifi-
cally, it communicates that, all other things be-
ing equal, thereis no need for the proposer to
exceed an offer higher than Ri, as the recipient's
willingness to accept Rj is evidenced by ra-
tional preferences. i.e if the responder has al-
ready accepted an offer of Rj offering any other
amount is illogical as they have signalled that
they are willing to accept Ri.
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Therefore the reputational cost of accepting
any offer that is not either the full endowment,
or Y-rmin is below 0. The cost drops to 0 at Y-
rmin as this is the greatest amount any rational

proposer would propose as when proposing an-
ything over this amount the proposers pay-off
is 0 thus they have no incentive to offer the full
endowment. This signalling effect thus defines
a strategic constraint within the model, impact-
ing the proposer's behaviour and expectations.

The crux of this model lies in the following
analysis, the distribution of &() is highly depend-
ent on theoffer itself, and more importantly it is
determined by r/r+X. We posit that that the ab-
solute value of the reputational cost follows a
pattern of exponential decay.

Reputational cost distribution:

Absolute reputational cost distribution (for il-
lustration purposes):As we can see in the graphs,
we posit that the reputational effect decreases
(increases technically) exponentially, plateauing
at around x=50 (this is an assumption that we
have made for the sake of the illustration). The
idea is that the closer any offer comes to being
recognized as ‘fair’ the less of a reputational cost
accepting that offer incurs, and therefore the less
of a reputational gain can be made from rejecting
said offer. The idea is, if you reject offers that are
unfair, the proposer is more likely to adjust their
offer to a fairer one, but if you are to reject an
offer that is already recognized as‘equitable’ the
proposer is unlikely to shift their stance and offer
you a more favourable offer.
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Furthermore, the higher an offer is from
what is considered ‘equitable’ the bigger the
reputational cost of accepting said offer, for ex-
ample, if I am playing the ultimatum game
against a proposer and | am offered a split of
(99,1) if I reject this offer I am more likely, in
the following rounds to see the proposer offer a
split of (99-Adjustment,1+Adjustment), and
the closer this offer is to being ‘fair’, the lower
the probability that an adjustment will happen
aswell as the smaller the adjustment will be. So
if instead lets say I reject an offer that is (60,40)
I am less likely to see an adjustment, and even
if I doit won’t be to the degree that I would see
if I rejected a (99,1) offer. Furthermore, any
marginal reputational gain to be had after the
‘fair’ point is negligible, therefore rejection
rates will fall dramatically after what is consid-
ered an ‘equitable’ point as there is no more
reputational benefit tobe had rejecting offers af-
ter that amount. Furthermore, this analysis then
suggests a ‘fairness’ isn’t a endogenous moral
standard that all, or ‘some” humans have, but is
instead a game-theoretic-esque coordination
tool that may differ in definition over different
human societies, that we use to signal our pref-
erences and achieve equitable outcomes. This is
supported by the fact that in situations where
coordination is impossible, such as in market-
based based situations, fairness considerations
are dismissed, supported by the study by Fehr,
E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999), coming back to
our earlier conclusion where we said that ‘,sug-
gesting that in a situation where blame can be
attributed and punishment can be carried out,
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agents will veer towards the ‘fairness’ model,
but if actions are anonymous and blame cannot
be easily attributed, agents will act in a purely
selfish manner.” Another way to look at this is
that insteadof it being the fact that blame cannot
be attributed, it’s the fact that situations where
blame cannot be attributed coincide with situa-
tions where coordination is impossible, and if
coordination is impossible, subsequently coor-
dination devices, such as fairness, are thrown
out the window and not considered in our be-
haviour.

Finally looking at the final variable, rounds,
in our model works in a rather straightforward
way, the more rounds left to play, the incentive
to reject offers must be higher, coming down in
a linear fashion. To illustrate, if we are playing
100 rounds, and you offer an unequitable offer
(99,1) in round1, | have a greater incentive to
reject this offer as compared to if you offer an
inequitable offer in round 99, and | have no in-
centive to reject the offer on round 100. This is
because if | can achieve a shift in the proposers
behaviour in round 1, I get to enjoy this reputa-
tional benefit for the next 99 rounds, whereas if
I gain a reputational benefit in round 99, 1 only
get to consume for 1 round, therefore the repu-
tational benefit 1 can gain from rejecting an
offer in round 1, should be greater than the rep-
utational benefit 1 can get from rejecting an
offer in round 98, and this effect should de-
crease linearly over the number of rounds
played, & should theoretically reach O in the fi-
nal roundof play. However, this often-times in
empirical studies is not the case.
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To summarize, our model predicts that
agents exhibit uncooperative behaviour in a bit
to coerce others in game-situations into behav-
ing in a more favourable, and cooperative man-
ner. Although thisinterpretation is elegant and
fits nicely with previous literature such as Fehr,
E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999) findings, we want
to address a seeming short-coming of the paper,
and that is that if rejection behaviour is a solely
selfish and utility maximizing behaviour exhib-
ited by agents to maximise super-game pay-
offs, why is it that studies have found that even
in one-shot interactions, where there is nopo-
tential for any future games, do user still exhibit
such behaviour. To answer this question, we are
going to rely on the interpretation given by
(Camarer &Thaler (1995); Gale Et Al. (1995);
Slembeck, T.(1999)) that agents carry over
their “repeated-game impulses” (Hoffman et al.
1994) that the learnt through-out their life, into
an experimental setting, that is to say, we as hu-
mans aren’t exactly calculating our reputational
benefits and costs at every-turn, but instead due
to our bounded rationality live by principles we
have learnt throughout our lives to achieve fa-
vorable outcomes.

Another way to look at it is this, imagine we
as humans look at the duration of our lives as
one large ‘super-game’, and in every interac-
tion we follow the model we have proposed to
ensure equitable outcomes on average, then it
follows that even in one-shot games, we are still
going to act accordingto our larger principles.
The largest piece of evidence for this interpre-
tation is that past literature has consistently
shown that as people get older their approaches
to bargaining become more relaxed.

Research by Lim and Yu (2015) used exper-
imental methods to investigate bargaining be-
haviour across different age groups. They found
that older adults were more likely to accept un-
fair offers in abargaining game, demonstrating
a less stringent and more accommodating atti-
tude towards bargaining Furthermore, Yeung
and Fung (2007) in their research on lifespan
changes in social decision-making suggest that
age-related changes in social motivation may
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lead to an emphasis on maintaining positive so-
cial interactions, potentially overriding the
strict competitive behaviour often seen in bar-
gaining scenarios (Yeung, D. Y., & Fung, H.
H., 2007). The idea that as people get older,
they put a higher emphasis on maintaining pos-
itive social interactions and employ a more re-
laxed attitude towards bargaining is endoge-
nous with the findings of our model. To illus-
trate think about itthis way, think about a per-
son’s life as a large set of ‘games’ or negotia-
tions, with each negotiation being a sub-game,
with this interpretation, it follows that as we
have less sub-games to go, we are less worried
about incurring any reputational disadvantage,
of-course you can make the argument that
many of the sub-games within our life aren’t
connected to each other and therefore curating
a reputation consistently throughout all of them
is not logical, this is a valid criticism of the
model, however, we can make the argument
that actually a lot of sub-games in life are inter-
connected, for example, decisions you make at
work when negotiating with lets say consult-
ants, might affect the way that people perceive
you (your reputation) which might in-turn affect
your future job-prospects,in a way akin to the
butterfly affect, therefore with our bounded ra-
tionality it is hard or near impossible to predict
which ‘sub-game’ might have an affect on our
future livelihood and pay-offs and which won’t
as such people live their lives according to
heauristics and principles.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this paper has presented a
novel theoretical framework for understanding
our seemingly inherent desire to fairness and
equitable outcomes. We argue that instead of
being motivated by an altruistic need for fair-
ness, we instead use our shared concept of fair-
ness as a coordination device to achieve equita-
ble and favourable outcomes. We also work to
curate a reputation of ‘fairness’ in order to en-
sure that ensure possible cooperators that we
are unwilling to accept unequitable proposi-
tions and offers. In a way a-kin to the strategy
of commitment in classical game-theory, by
making a commitment that you are unwilling to
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accept inequitable offers, using theshared no-
tion of fairness, we maximize our payoff in the
long term.
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AHAJIN3 TOHATHUA CIPABEJJIMBOCTHU B PAMKAX COBEPIIIEHHOM UTPBI C
NPUMEHEHHUEM B PEAJIbHON MUPE

Pe3iome

TpanuuKMOHHAss 3KOHOMMYECKAs: TEOpHsl YTBEPKIAET, YTO JIIOAU PYKOBOJACTBYIOTCS HMCKIIOUYHU-
TEIBLHO JIMYHBIMU HHTEPECAaMH, B TO BPEMs KaK JIPyryue TOUKH 3PCHHS YTBEPKAAIOT, YTO JIFOISIM ITPH-
CYH.IG HpeI[HO‘ITeHI/Ie CHpaBeI[JII/IBOCTI/I. B 3T0fI CTaTh€ BBIABUTACTCA UACA O TOM, UTO MBI I/ICHOJIB3y€M
o0111ee MOHATHE «CIPABEITUBOCTH» B KAYECTBE HHCTPYMEHTA KOOPAMHAIIUHN, KOTOPBIA ITOMOXKET HaM
MaKCI/IMI/I3I/IpOBaTB HalIy J0JIr OCpO‘-IHBIe BBIT'OJIBI. Mur yTBepch[aeM, YTO JIFOOU KYJ'IBTI/IBI/Ipy}OT pe-
MyTaIMIO YECTHBIX JIFOJICH HE M3 AIbTPYH3Ma, a KaK IBPUCTHYECCKUHN TOIX0/1, HAIPaBJICHHBI HA MaK-
CUMU3AIIUIO I[OJII‘OCpO‘-IHLIX BBIT'O/I. \Y%051 I/ICHOJIb3yeM I/II‘py «YHBTI/IMaTYM» JJIA HOCTpOCHI/DI MOA€CIu,
KoTopasi opMaliu3yeT MpearnoiaraeMble penyTalluOHHbIE U3AEPKKU MPUHSITHUS HECTIPABEIJIUBOTO
MpeIIoKEHUS KaK QYHKIMIO TUIIA UTPOKA, CAMOTO MPEIJIOKEHHUS U CTaIuU UTPhl. ITa QYHKIUS pe-
HYTaLII/IOHHI)IX I/I3I[Cp)KGK y6I)IBa€T SKCIIOHCHIOHUAJIBHO I10 Mepe TOro, Kaxk Hpe[[JIO)KeHI/Iﬂ HpI/I6JII/I)Ka-
I0TCS K PAaBHOIIPABHON TOUYKE, YTO OOBSICHSIET SMIIMPUUECKHUE PE3YNIbTAThl. 3aTeM MBI ITOKaXeM, KakK
HaHIy MOJIECJIb MOXHO UCIIOJIB30BaATh AJIs1 06"I>$ICHGHI/I$I IIOBCACHUA, HpOHBJI?IIOHICFOC?I B pCaJII)HI)IX CHU-
TyalusiX, TAKUX KaK IeperoBOphI O 3apIuiaTe, YaeBhle U B OOIIUX CUTYAIUSIX, KOTJa Mbl IPOSBIIEM
HETIPUSATHE HEPAaBEHCTBA.

KuroueBble cjioBa: cnpasediusocms, uzpa « Yaomumamymy», penymayuornHvle U30epiHcKu, UH-
Cmpymenm KooOpoOuHayuu, 00120CPOYHbIE BbINIAMDbL, CNPABEONUBbIE PE3)IbMAMbl, 02PAHUYEHHAS Pa-
UUOHATIbHOCM b, I’lO@Bd@HUeCKa}Z OKOHOMUKA.

Rauf Viigar 9LIYEV

ODALOT DUSUNCOSININ HOQIQI DUNYA TOTBIQLORI iLO ULTIMATUM
OYUNUN O9TRAFINDA TOHLIL EDiLMOSIi

Xulasa

Ononavi iqtisadi nazariyys insanlar sirf saxsi moanafeyini gidir, diger perspektivlor iss insanlarin
adalatliliys daxili Usttnlik verdiyini iddia edir. Bu sanad bizim uzunmuddatli galirlorimizi maksi-
mum daracads artirmaga kdmok etmak tictin koordinasiya vasitasi kimi ortaq “adalstlilik’” anlayisin-
dan istifado etdiyimiz fikri irali sirlir. Biz iddia edirik ki, fordlor odalatlilik reputasiyasini altruizmdon
deyil, uzunmuddatli galirlori artirmaq Gglin bir evristik olaraq inkisaf etdirirlor. Biz ultimatum
oyunundan, oyungunun noviindan, toklifin 6ziindon va oyunun morhalasindan asili olaraq oadalatsiz
toklifi gobul etmok ctin gabul edilon reputasiya dayarini rasmilogdiran bir model qurmaq tgln isti-
fads edirik. Bu reputasiya doyari funksiyasi tapintilar: izah edan empirik adalatli ndgtays yaxin tok-
liflor kimi eksponent olaraq azalir. Daha sonra biz modelimizin real hoyat damsiglarinda nlimayis
olunan davranislar: izah etmok (i¢lin neco istifado oluna bilacayini gostoririk: maas danisiglari, ba-
halasma va odalatsizlikdon ¢okindiyimiz Gmumi voziyyatlarda.

Acar sozlar: odalat, Ultimatum Oyunu, Reputasiya Xarclari, Koordinasiya Alati, Uzunmuddatli
Odamoalar, &dalatli Naticalor, Mahdud Rasionall:q, Davran:s Iqtisadiyyat:
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