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How to use this guide

This guide supports the preparation, implementation, and classroom discussion of the family
of Bureaucracy and Policy Implementation available through the Behavioral and Experimental
Economics Research Lab (BEER Lab) at the Department of Economics of Tecnológico de Monterrey.
It is intended for instructors with different levels of familiarity with experimental and behavioral
economics.

The document offers three reading paths. The quick guide is enough to launch a session. The
operational chapters explain each screen used by instructors and students. The conceptual chapters
present the theories, predictions, and empirical findings needed to lead the post-game discussion.

Access instructions and common screens are explained once. Each variant then focuses only on
what changes relative to the basic game: configuration, group size, decisions, predictions, relevant
outcomes, and academic literature.

Author

This guide was prepared by Stanislao Maldonado, research professor in the Department of Economics
at Tecnológico de Monterrey, Monterrey Campus. For questions or suggestions about its content,
please contact the author at stanislao.maldonado@tec.mx.

For the instructor

This guide follows the English-language interface. Spanish configurations use the same
logic. Never project individual codes or connect outcomes to names, student identification
numbers, or seats in the room.
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Chapter 1

Preparation and access

1.1 Family summary

Purpose P decides whether to delegate a policy to A, who has information
about the state and a different objective. Includes one round, ten
with fixed pairs or rematching, and extensions on alignment,
information noise, bounded delegation, monitoring and
hierarchical replacement. The report separates authority,
recommendations, policy accuracy and bias, and payoffs by role.

Experimental unit Two people per P/A pair; four for hierarchy. Rematching requires
at least two complete pairs.

Basic edition One round; ten with fixed groups; ten with rematching.
Extended edition 10 configurations per language, including controls.
Decision P retains or delegates authority; A recommends or chooses a

policy; P may monitor and C may replace P depending on the
treatment.

Payoff ECU: experimental currency units; role-specific accounts and
renewed resources.

Topics delegation; asymmetric information; strategic communication;
discretion; monitoring; hierarchical accountability

JEL A22; C72; C92; D73; D82; D83
Participants Two people per P/A pair; four for hierarchy. Rematching requires

at least two complete pairs.
Suggested duration 35–50 minutes; to be checked in a pilot.

1.2 Navigation from the laboratory website

Open https://beer-lab.org/en/, select CLASSROOM and enter https://teaching.bee
r-lab.org/en/. Find this family card and choose language and edition. Institutional captures
are dated October 9, 2026; availability of the new card depends on publication.

Instructor route: https://bureaucracy.beer-lab.org/demo. Local preview: http://localhos
t:8102/demo.

The four room routes are https://bureaucracy.beer-lab.org/room/burocracia_es, https:
//bureaucracy.beer-lab.org/room/bureaucracy_en, https://bureaucracy.beer-lab.org
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Figure 1.1: Institutional website: access to teaching.

Figure 1.2: Catalog: select language and edition.
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/room/burocracia_extendido, https://bureaucracy.beer-lab.org/room/bureaucracy_ex
tended.

1.3 Sessions, rooms and private access

This family contains 26 configurations and four rooms. Each basic room offers three configurations;
each extended room offers 10.

Each family’s card distinguishes Español and English access links. The Show extended version
checkbox selects that edition before following a link. Catalog language and session language are
separate choices: verify both. Students use the room specified by the instructor; the instructor
prepares and monitors the session through this family’s own administrative pages.

Demo opens a demonstration and provides links for all people in the same session. Do not distribute
Demo to students: they might open separate sessions and wait indefinitely for participants who
never join their groups. Open the room assigned to the intended session and share that link or
its QR code. Keep administrative access on the instructor’s computer and project only material
intended for classroom discussion.

In the instructions, ensure that students can identify what each role receives, what they can decide,
and how the outcome is calculated. An initial account, a distributable budget, and final earnings
need not be the same amount. Refer to the resources panel and the example for the selected
treatment. Do not carry the basic edition’s endowment into a treatment that changes accounts or
introduces additional positions.

Inspect instructions, comprehension, results, and the closing screen in the selected language. Keep
the report hidden and check how to reveal it afterwards. Prepare a short explanation of ECU: these
are experimental units, and the guide does not promise monetary conversion or external payments.
If the laboratory uses real incentives, announce the payment rule before the first decision and
keep it constant across treatments intended for comparison. Do not introduce a different incentive
scheme after seeing outcomes.

Session plan and follow-up assignment

For a sixty-minute class, allow ten minutes for access and rules, ten for comprehension and one
account, fifteen for play, fifteen for report discussion and ten for written synthesis. Adjust play
to actual reading; do not sacrifice payoff reconstruction to show more variants. Ninety minutes
can include a second treatment with an explicit control and documented order. For follow-up
work, choose two exercises from different branches and one report table: ask why denominators
differ and which theoretical comparison they permit. A good answer distinguishes rules, accounts,
behavior and interpretation.

Checkpoint

Check family, language, edition, horizon and attendance requirements before distributing
access.
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Figure 1.3: Demo displays this family only.
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Figure 1.4: Four rooms: basic and extended, Spanish and English.

Figure 1.5: Basic-room form with its initial configuration.
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Chapter 2

Mechanism and participant experience

2.1 Rules and accounts

The state is an equally likely integer from 0 to 100; only A observes it initially.

P chooses to delegate or retain the decision. If delegated, A chooses the policy. Otherwise A sends
a nonbinding recommendation and P chooses a policy from 0 to 100.

P and A receive their reference fund minus the distance between the policy and their ideal. The
state and policy are revealed at the end of the round.

Example: state 40, A’s ideal 60 and policy 60; P receives 80 ECU and A 100 ECU in the reference.

P/A pairs; four people for hierarchy. Rematching requires at least two pairs.

What participants will see

Screens state the role’s own resources and information. Discuss theoretical meaning after
the block ends.

2.2 Common flow and comprehension

Before continuing, students calculate each role’s outcomes in an example and verify the number of
rounds and the matching procedure. When an answer is incorrect, feedback appears beside that
question: it identifies the submitted answer, the correct answer, and the rule or calculation behind
the outcome. Previously submitted fields are retained; the student corrects only what is necessary
and continues again.

2.3 Decisions, outcome and closure

In sequential choices, one role submits before the next can act. A passive role’s empty field is not
a zero choice. Waits reflect rule dependencies, and Monitor identifies the missing form. The final
screen confirms recorded decisions and the active-round total rather than asking for another choice.

6
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Figure 2.1: Welcome and laboratory rules
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Figure 2.2: Instructions and reference account
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Figure 2.3: Specific feedback on an incorrect answer

9



BEER Lab Bureaucracy and Policy Implementation

Figure 2.4: Decision form in the basic flow.
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Figure 2.5: Decision form in the basic flow.
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Figure 2.6: Decision form in the basic flow.

Figure 2.7: Waiting for the required stage
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Figure 2.8: Account for the completed round
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Figure 2.9: Explicit activity closure
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Chapter 3

Theory, predictions and evidence

3.1 From the mechanism to economic reasoning

The central problem separates knowledge from authority. P wants a policy near the state, but A
knows that state better and has a shifted ideal. Delegating uses information without requiring a
credible message, at the cost of giving choice to someone with another objective. Retaining authority
protects formal control but requires interpreting a recommendation A can change costlessly. The
exercise models informed discretion; it does not measure the full capacity, professionalism or
legitimacy of a real bureaucracy. There is no hidden effort or wage contract determining output:
those mechanisms belong to another laboratory family.

Payoffs use absolute distance. With state 40 and bias 20, ideals are 40 for P and 60 for A. Policy
60 pays P 80 and A 100; policy 40 pays P 100 and A 80. The same policy can be accurate relative
to the state and far from A’s ideal. Accuracy and agent satisfaction are distinct indicators. A’s
ideal is capped at 100: state 90 and bias 20 yield ideal 100 rather than 110. This boundary matters
for average predictions and prevents interpreting every state as creating the same twenty-unit loss
for P.

A deduction from this calibration is that a delegated A maximizing only own payoff chooses the
capped ideal. Zero bias implements the state. Bias twenty creates nonnegative deviations and bias
forty larger ones, except at the boundary. If P ignores messages and retains choice without other
information, a median of the uniform distribution, 50, minimizes expected distance. Enumerating
the 101 states gives P approximately 74.75 ECU with constant policy 50; delegation to a material
A gives approximately 82.08 with bias twenty and 68.12 with bias forty. These compare delegation
with an uninformative control rather than uniquely solving the entire communication game.

A nonbinding message can convey information when preferences are sufficiently close and categories
of the state can be transmitted credibly. Strategic communication theory studies those possibilities.
Crawford and Sobel analyze sustainable information with divergent interests; Dessein compares
communication and delegation. Their models do not use exactly our finite grid and absolute loss,
so their formulas are not imported as application equilibria. Lai and Lim provide laboratory
evidence about authority and communication; their findings motivate observing both choices
without imposing a predetermined delegation rate on the class. Our policy parameters are a
teaching adaptation rather than a literal replication.

Bounded delegation changes A’s available set, not the observation or state. An interval can reduce
policy excess while blocking suitable responses at extreme states. Monitoring lets P acquire the
state for ten; the control with funds 110 keeps resources comparable. Hierarchical replacement
changes who occupies P and receives its office salary and objective, without automatically creating
a more capable substitute. C can respond to the first round and P can anticipate losing office.
Interpretation should distinguish this discipline from a technological improvement that is absent

15
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from the mechanism. People retain identities even when their offices and payoff functions change.

Read delegation, absolute distance, signed deviation and role payoffs first. Low distance can
arise from informed retention, credible recommendations or delegation with aligned objectives.
Positive deviations can reflect A’s objective, noise or P’s choices. Compare branches and available
states before attributing a mechanism. Realized policy is not a sent recommendation, and a
recommendation is not the true state. The export retains all three separately so an instructor can
reconstruct an account and formulate a specific comparison. Aggregate role outcomes describe
consequences without identifying students or diagnosing their suitability for public office.

(Crawford and Sobel, 1982; Dessein, 2002; Lai and Lim, 2012).

Theoretical foundation

A prediction depends on information, objectives and behavior assumptions. Worked accounts
below are deductions from teaching parameters rather than observed article results.

3.2 What to inspect during discussion

A Nash equilibrium is a combination of decisions in which nobody increases their payoff by changing
alone, taking the other people’s decisions as given. The definition compares alternatives; students
need not know its name when playing. It does not establish that an equilibrium is fair, efficient
or morally desirable. Teaching this family works best by checking concrete deviations before
introducing the label. A material benchmark assumes participants care only about their own ECU
payoff and understand the rule correctly. When those assumptions do not hold, behavior can differ
without representing a technical error.

When presenting both sessions, use matching scales and report denominators. If one has more
completed groups, a larger count bar does not necessarily indicate a higher frequency. Divide
by comparable group counts and retain pending records. Ask students to propose at least
two explanations and identify which would require observing expectations, which decisions are
already recorded, and what exogenous assignment would distinguish them. This turns an informal
comparison into an exercise in experimental reasoning without claiming precision the classroom
cannot provide.

16



Chapter 4

Variants and comparisons

4.1 Choose a contrast without repeating general rules

Each configuration activates one variant rather than the entire edition. Use controls with matching
size, resources and horizon where available. The extended reference facilitates comparisons within
the same room. Basic modes distinguish one encounter, fixed groups and rematching; individual
tasks replace interaction with separate items.

For the instructor

Prepare comparisons before observing outcomes. Do not change a started session’s parame-
ters: create another block and document experience and order.

Eight-round block

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

Aligned objectives

Both P and A have the state as their ideal.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

Larger divergence of objectives

A’s ideal is state + 40, capped at 100.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

Imperfect information for A

A observes the state plus a uniform integer error from -20 to 20, clipped to 0–100. Payoffs depend
on the true state.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

17
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Bounded delegation

P also chooses an interval for A: 0–100, 25–75 or 40–60. It restricts policy only when P delegates.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

Figure 4.1: Decision or stage unique to this variant.

Costly monitoring

Before choosing authority, P can pay 10 ECU to observe the state. Both roles have a 110 ECU
reference fund; A knows whether P acquired information.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.
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Figure 4.2: Decision or stage unique to this variant.
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Resource control for monitoring

Both roles have a 110 ECU reference fund without information acquisition. Compare with the
version allowing P to pay 10 to observe the state.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

Principal replacement

Four people have roles C, P, A and S. In two-round blocks, C observes the first outcome and may
switch offices P and S for the second round. Initial offices return at the next block. People retain
their identities.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.

Fixed principal

Four people have roles C, P, A and S, with the same office payoffs as replacement. P retains office
in both rounds of each block.

The block has 8 active rounds or items. Check the unit requirements in the form before creation.
The form states this variant’s attendance requirement.
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Figure 4.3: Decision or stage unique to this variant.
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Chapter 5

Report, worked exercises and assess-
ment

5.1 Private report and observation units

The report opens hidden. Revelation is enabled after all active units and rounds complete. Pending
units retain their count and missing outcomes are not zero observations. It can be opened from the
last technical round: tables explicitly traverse active rounds. Every measure shows its denominator,
distributions show counts and payoffs separate roles. Payoff evolution does not automatically
represent learning: it can reflect states, roles, draws or rewards concentrated at the end.

Figure 5.1: Initial report: aggregates hidden.
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Figure 5.2: Measures and denominators

Figure 5.3: Histogram with counts

Figure 5.4: Payoffs by role

Figure 5.5: Evolution across rounds
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Feedback script

Reconstruct an account, describe the distribution and present two compatible mechanisms.
Request a comparison distinguishing them before concluding.

5.2 Workshop on accounts, choices and counterfactuals

The following are board exercises rather than student records. Realizations and choices are selected
to check different branches. A stated policy or ballot is not assumed optimal. Solve first without
the answer, then compare each term. Amounts are in ECU except probabilities and scores. Belief
exercises assume one selected elicitation without an additional bonus.

Worked example 1

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 80.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 180.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A attains its maximum while P loses distance from the state. Do not equate A satisfaction with
policy accuracy. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the
realization constant.

Worked example 2

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 40; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 100.00, 80.00 ECU. The total is 180.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

P reaches its ideal. A’s lower payoff reflects divergent objectives rather than an effort cost. Which
component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization constant.

Worked example 3

Situation: State: 90; Policy: 100; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 90.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 190.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A’s ideal is capped at one hundred. P loses ten even though the announced bias is twenty. Which
component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization constant.
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Worked example 4

Situation: State: 0; Policy: 20; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 80.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 180.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

State zero is feasible. The lower boundary does not remove disagreement about positive policies.
Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization
constant.

Worked example 5

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 40; Ideal shift: 0; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 100.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 200.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

With aligned objectives, accuracy and satisfaction coincide. This control preserves the state
distribution. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the
realization constant.

Worked example 6

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 80; Ideal shift: 40; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 60.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 160.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

The ideal shifts further. Keep information and horizon constant when studying this difference.
Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization
constant.

Worked example 7

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 80; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 60.00, 80.00 ECU. The total is 140.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

This can represent A observing sixty and choosing eighty. Payoff depends on state forty rather
than signal sixty. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold
the realization constant.
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Worked example 8

Situation: State: 10; Policy: 40; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 70.00, 90.00 ECU. The total is 160.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A lower limit can move policy away from a low state. Bounds do not improve accuracy in every
realization. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the
realization constant.

Worked example 9

Situation: State: 90; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 70.00, 60.00 ECU. The total is 130.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A ceiling of sixty prevents responding to state ninety. Evaluate bounds across the entire distribution.
Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization
constant.

Worked example 10

Situation: State: 50; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 90.00, 90.00 ECU. The total is 180.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

The upper bound reduces A’s excess in this state. A local benefit does not establish universal
interval optimality. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold
the realization constant.

Worked example 11

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 40; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: yes; Reference fund: 110; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 100.00, 90.00 ECU. The total is 190.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

Fund one hundred ten and cost ten enter separately. P observes the state and retains policy in
this example. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the
realization constant.
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Worked example 12

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 110; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 90.00, 110.00 ECU. The total is 200.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

The additional fund also exists in the no-monitoring control. Comparing with one hundred would
mix two changes. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold
the realization constant.

Worked example 13

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 2.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 80.00, 110.00, 100.00, 80.00 ECU. The total is 370.00 ECU.
Reconstruct each amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the
total. Individual payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

The four payoffs include the office-holder salary. C and S evaluate the state; P has a ten-unit
shifted ideal. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the
realization constant.

Worked example 14

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 4.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 80.00, 80.00, 100.00, 110.00 ECU. The total is 370.00 ECU.
Reconstruct each amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the
total. Individual payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

The person changes office and the payoff function follows office. Do not change the first round
retroactively. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the
realization constant.

Worked example 15

Situation: State: 90; Policy: 100; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 2.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 90.00, 120.00, 100.00, 90.00 ECU. The total is 400.00 ECU.
Reconstruct each amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the
total. Individual payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

Shifted ideals can coincide at the boundary. Not every conflict retains the same distance. Which
component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization constant.
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Worked example 16

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 50; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 90.00, 90.00 ECU. The total is 180.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A recommendation can be seventy while policy is fifty. A message neither replaces choice nor
changes the state. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold
the realization constant.

Worked example 17

Situation: State: 40; Policy: 70; Ideal shift: 20; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 70.00, 90.00 ECU. The total is 160.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

If P follows recommendation seventy, the account uses policy seventy. Analyze credibility before
describing information use. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state?
Hold the realization constant.

Worked example 18

Situation: State: 50; Policy: 50; Ideal shift: 40; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 100.00, 60.00 ECU. The total is 160.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A median policy may be correct in one realization without P observing the state. Outcome and
knowledge are distinct. Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state?
Hold the realization constant.

Worked example 19

Situation: State: 70; Policy: 70; Ideal shift: 0; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 100.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 200.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

Alignment also operates far from the median. Check that means do not obscure different states.
Which component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization
constant.
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Worked example 20

Situation: State: 20; Policy: 60; Ideal shift: 40; Monitoring: no; Reference fund: 100; Position
serving as P: 1.

Answer: payoffs in role order are 60.00, 100.00 ECU. The total is 160.00 ECU. Reconstruct each
amount from funds, actions and announced consequences before checking the total. Individual
payoffs and the joint sum answer different questions.

A low state permits the full divergence. Compare with the case near the upper boundary. Which
component changes if P retains authority and chooses the state? Hold the realization constant.

29



Chapter 6

Teaching implementation, data and
troubleshooting

6.1 Preparation, recovery and archiving routines

For class, create the session with the final attendance and verify its association with the room.
Check the room form: the selected configuration should match the language and edition announced
to students. Open a participant test access only if you can complete its role or staff have arranged
that trial; occupying a place and abandoning it leaves a pending decision. Distribute access after
completing the administrative check, rather than asking students to diagnose an unassigned room
themselves.

A Nash equilibrium is a combination of decisions in which nobody increases their payoff by changing
alone, taking the other people’s decisions as given. The definition compares alternatives; students
need not know its name when playing. It does not establish that an equilibrium is fair, efficient
or morally desirable. Teaching this family works best by checking concrete deviations before
introducing the label. A material benchmark assumes participants care only about their own ECU
payoff and understand the rule correctly. When those assumptions do not hold, behavior can differ
without representing a technical error.

If all students need to experience both institutions, create two new blocks and counterbalance order
across groups. Do not carry accumulated earnings from the first block into the budget financing
the second. Announce new rules and bases before decisions. Explain that previous experience can
affect the second block even when resources renew. Compare initial rounds and trajectories as
well; improvement should not automatically be attributed to whichever institution came second.

A participant-not-found message usually concerns an old link after a database change. Create a
new session and distribute current links. Do not fabricate outcomes or delete the database during
class to fix a link. If a connection is interrupted, return to the current link for that person and
inspect the stage before submitting another decision. Record the incident and consult technical
staff if the blockage persists. Preserving the session is necessary for understanding what was
completed.

Before continuing, students calculate A’s and B’s outcomes in an example and verify the number
of rounds and the matching procedure. When an answer is incorrect, feedback appears beside that
question: it identifies the submitted answer, the correct answer, and the rule or calculation behind
the outcome. Previously submitted fields are retained; the student corrects only what is necessary
and continues again.

When presenting both sessions, use matching scales and report denominators. If one has more
completed groups, a larger count bar does not necessarily indicate a higher frequency. Divide
by comparable group counts and retain pending records. Ask students to propose at least
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two explanations and identify which would require observing expectations, which decisions are
already recorded, and what exogenous assignment would distinguish them. This turns an informal
comparison into an exercise in experimental reasoning without claiming precision the classroom
cannot provide.

When no session is active, participants may remain on a waiting screen. This is normal. If waiting
continues after activation, check that the correct room was opened, that capacity remains, and
that the browser is not reusing an obsolete session tab.

Verify that Report shows zero pending decisions. Reveal aggregate results, begin with distributions,
and ask for interpretations. Export data before closing if a follow-up assignment is planned. Never
connect codes to names. For fixed groups, aggregate at the relationship level or use methods that
account for dependence. In a small class, treatment comparisons should remain descriptive.

Use oTree codes rather than names. Do not publish Monitor or Data screenshots containing codes.
Project aggregate results only. If the activity becomes research rather than teaching, follow the
relevant consent and ethics-review procedures. Classroom administration alone does not authorize
research use.

After the last case, an explicit final screen confirms recorded decisions and shows the sum of results
from all active cases. It does not display a button to leave the activity or end on a generic page
without directions. Students remain there until discussion. Restarting the server must preserve
sessions. If connectivity is interrupted, recover through the current individual link; do not create
fictitious identities to rescue an old code. Reinitializing the database breaks old link associations
and requires a new session. Such a reset is not part of an ordinary server update, and should not
be used to refresh the preview after changes to presentation or instructions.

Source, precision, and review extensions are original comparisons whose predictions follow from
explicit parameters. We do not attribute empirical findings to articles that did not test them. A
classroom pattern can fit a mechanism; a causal claim requires comparable variation, sufficient
independent observations, and control of order. Documenting these conditions connects institutions,
behavior, and inference without turning a demonstration into a universal conclusion.

During discussion, distinguish a theoretical prediction from an empirical finding and an adaptation
parameter. A prediction follows from assumptions; a finding concerns participants in a particular
design; a parameter such as the budget ceiling specifies our teaching activity. Ask which category
each claim belongs to before assessing it. Students should not infer an empirical effect from a
formula, nor treat a field estimate as an equilibrium condition. This reading procedure is especially
useful when the course combines political institutions with economic reasoning and participants
have different levels of technical preparation.

Do not alter language, treatment, or group size after a session starts. Create a new session
for a different comparison and retain the previous one. Do not clear a database to release a
waiting student; first inspect Monitor and pending decisions. Do not share the instructor password
with participants as a way of resolving access. Laboratory administrators manage deployment,
credentials, and connectivity; instructors control explanations, result revelation, and feedback.
Keeping these responsibilities clear preserves both a usable workflow and the interpretation of the
decisions collected during class.

Before giving students a data exercise, provide one correctly solved row and ask them to reconstruct
another. Let them calculate conditional support with counts and explain what additional informa-
tion would be required for a causal claim. Share aggregate or appropriately prepared records, not a
roster linking participants to ballots. The instructional purpose is to learn accounting, institutional
comparison, and careful inference; access to personal identities adds no value to those tasks. The
resulting worksheet can support a follow-up assignment while preserving the separation between
classroom feedback and administrative records.
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6.2 Method for preparing and discussing a session

Prepare a question the laboratory can answer

A teaching session needs a concrete question before it needs a prediction. Choose a difference
between two rules and specify the decision through which it can be observed. Then describe
which outcome would be compatible with each explanation. This small exercise avoids entering
the laboratory with a predetermined interpretation. When a variant changes who knows some
information, the question can concern its use; when it changes available choices, the question can
concern responses to the new incentive. Do not assume that differences between groups express
stable characteristics of students. The same person may choose differently when the situation
changes.

A configuration specifies an experience. Language changes how a rule is communicated; treatment
changes a rule or an explicitly described bundle; horizon determines the number of opportunities to
choose. Selecting the extended edition does not automatically activate every variant. Instructors
select one configuration for each session. To compare two conditions, create two sessions and retain
separate files. A class can study one comparison carefully while other instructors use different
variants of the same catalog. Flexibility comes from complete, clearly described options, rather
than from touring every option during the same hour. Establish the instructional question before
deciding which configuration to launch.

Organize people, roles and devices

Count actual attendance before creating the session. Check the multiple and minimum required by
the selected version in the room form. Experimental unit size can be smaller than total attendance.
Some comparisons require several complete units for rematching or balanced conditions. Spare
classroom places do not imply enough people for a configuration. If students remain outside
complete units, prepare an observation or analysis task outside the session. Do not create
an abandoned participant place: choices by that role may be necessary for others to advance.
Attendance and role assignment are elements of implementation, not merely administrative details.

Each person retains their access throughout the block. A browser window is not an additional
person, and opening different access links can occupy multiple places. In a technical rehearsal
an assistant can operate the required windows; in class each student makes only their assigned
choices. Check that devices show resource boxes and buttons legibly without excessive scrolling.
Avoid projecting private decisions while others are still playing. Monitor locates pending stages;
the aggregate report supports discussion. These pages serve different purposes even when they
belong to the same session. A practice session should test dependencies as well as whether each
page loads.

Explain resources without prescribing strategies

Introduce starting accounts, permitted actions and consequences before interpreting behavior.
ECU means experimental currency units. Starting funds, decision limits, prizes and cumulative
earnings are distinct concepts. Ask students to reconstruct a simple account using the visible
rules. Remembering only a prize can lead someone to omit a cost paid even when the outcome is
unfavorable. Remembering only an endowment can lead them to confuse fresh round resources
with a balance funding the entire block. A short accounting explanation clarifies these distinctions
without recommending a choice. Refer to the selected treatment rather than carrying reference
amounts into a version that changes resources.
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Participant instructions use neutral roles and alternatives. Conceptual catalog names help in-
structors select an activity; they should not become an exhortation before play. Explain that
several choices are possible and that discussion will concern rules and aggregate outcomes. Do not
announce that the class must confirm a theory or that an option proves a virtue. An instructor’s
intervention can change what people think is expected of them. Understanding a rule and preferring
an action are different dimensions; correcting the former does not require directing the latter.
Classroom explanations should make consequences understandable while preserving the student’s
opportunity to choose privately.

Resolve comprehension difficulties

Initial questions check an account or rule rather than willingness to make a particular choice. When
an error appears, read the field’s feedback with the student: their answer, the answer required
by the rule and the calculation supporting it. Preserve other valid answers. If several people
miss the same point, pause admission to the block and repeat a neutral example with different
numbers. Do not replace explanation with dictating every answer. The objective is to help students
interpret resource boxes during later choices, especially when a variant changes their function or
available information. Checking a rule should support participation rather than hold up the class
unnecessarily.

Distinguish a question about an amount from a question about the payment rule. A person can
correctly compute a sum while believing every item is remunerated when only one is selected, or
believing a signal always identifies the state. Ask them to explain the answer in words. First-attempt
accuracy is not a measure of the economic mechanism of interest; it describes familiarity with the
interface and understanding of the explanation. Record important incidents for interpretation, but
do not code comprehension mistakes as strategic choices or as final responses to the game. The
record should distinguish assistance with rules from intervention in choices.

Separate randomness, information and choice

A computer-generated state is an environmental condition. A signal is imperfect information
about that condition. A decision is a participant’s choice. An outcome combines rules, choices
and randomness where applicable. These components can appear at different moments. Before
choosing, students know only permitted information; afterwards they may learn the realized state
to reconstruct their payoffs. A correct signal in one round does not imply announced accuracy
is one hundred percent. An unfavorable result does not prove that the action was poor given
available probabilities at the time of choice. Identify what was known when decisions were made
before judging them retrospectively.

Discuss expected and realized outcomes separately. A winning probability is not a fractional victory
automatically paid out; a score used to draw a prize is not cash deposited directly. Follow the
selection rule through to final payment. Over several rounds a frequency can approach a probability
without equaling it exactly. Do not selectively repeat a round because a draw failed to produce the
example you wanted. Keep the outcome and use it to discuss the difference between anticipating
a distribution and observing a realization. Connecting these ideas to the actual account is more
useful than describing every adverse outcome as a mistake.

Design an interpretable comparison

A comparison requires specifying what changes and what stays constant. Record resources, decision
rules, information, horizon, composition and previous experience. If several dimensions change,
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describe a treatment bundle rather than attributing the difference to one component. A control
with additional resources can be necessary when a variant introduces a cost. A control with a
passive role can be necessary when an affected person is added. These controls make the comparison
explicit. Two differently named buttons do not guarantee that their contrast isolates a single
institution. State the intended contrast in plain language before exposing students to either
condition.

When the same people participate in two blocks, the second carries experience even if accounts
renew. Counterbalancing order means some groups begin with one condition while others start
with the alternative. That organization helps distinguish learning from rule differences, but a short
class can still have few independent units. Record the actual order on the session sheet. If order
cannot vary, explain the limitation during discussion. A transparent design allows learning from
an imperfect comparison without presenting its results as an estimate the exercise cannot support.
The aim is to inspect mechanisms and make assumptions visible, rather than to force a particular
conclusion.

Read distributions and means

A mean describes an average across included units. A histogram describes their distribution.
Two sessions can have equal means with different concentrations: one around an intermediate
value and another at the extremes. Read the axis name, each bar’s interval and the number of
observations first. Do not confuse a person’s chosen amount with a group’s aggregate outcome. Nor
should count-bar heights be compared without sample sizes. A taller bar can simply reflect more
completed units. Interpretation starts with the represented unit rather than a visual impression.
Ask students to state what each observation contributes to the figure before interpreting its shape.

Histogram intervals group complete values of the displayed variable. The report retains counts
allowing each bar to be checked. Use compatible intervals and scales when comparing sessions,
and preserve the original table. A difference in means can reflect decisions, composition or realized
states. Where roles differ, examine their outcomes separately before pooling payoffs. An overall
mean can hide a gain for one function and a loss for another. Ask what additional information
would distinguish proposed explanations; a figure supports reasoning rather than automatically
identifying motives. When the variable is discrete, check that intervals neither overlap nor leave
out feasible observed values.

Count observations and recognize dependence

Display the denominator with every percentage. A measure about actions counts people making
that action in completed units. A measure about collective accuracy or success counts completed
decisions. A measure calculated only after acceptance or a positive transfer uses a conditional
sample. A zero denominator means the measure is undefined; it does not mean an observed
frequency of zero. These distinctions prevent comparisons between percentages that coincide
numerically but describe different events. Ask students to write the definition before inserting
numbers. The raw count and the percentage answer different questions and should remain available
together in the report.

Choices within a group share rules, history and sometimes the same state realization. A person’s
rounds also share experience. Rematching does not erase that history or automatically make every
row independent. For advanced analysis, identify the treatment-assignment unit and sources of
dependence before selecting a statistical procedure. In a small teaching session, a descriptive table
with clear assumptions can be more informative than a test presented without acknowledging its
sample. Retain session, round and group so later analysis can reconstruct those relationships. A
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large number of decisions may come from very few persistent units and should not obscure their
shared context.

Archive and reconstruct outcomes

Download data from the selected session. The general export has one row per participant and
columns across rounds; the family’s own export retains long records with round, role and relevant
choices. Ten rounds do not necessarily imply ten rows in the general file. Check the last active
round and session identifier before merging files. Preserve an unmodified original and perform
transformations on a working copy. An empty cell can indicate a pending choice, an inapplicable
field or an inactive round. Document which situation applies before replacing or excluding values.
This distinction is necessary for reproducing the report rather than inadvertently creating artificial
observations.

To reproduce the report, retain active rounds and completed units and use the stated definitions.
First check one manually solved observation; then check record counts and an aggregate sum.
When combining sessions, preserve treatment, language, horizon, matching and exposure order.
A screenshot shows what was projected but does not replace data needed to reconstruct a table.
Share a prepared student exercise file retaining economically relevant information. Administrative
identifiers should not become names or public classifications of individual behavior. Maintain
separate raw and teaching files so that later corrections to analysis do not overwrite the original
record of the session.

Lead discussion and assess learning

Reserve time to reconstruct an outcome before introducing interpretations. Request an account,
a description of the distribution and an explanation compatible with the rules. Then request a
second explanation and a design change that could distinguish them. This sequence works both
when behavior resembles a material prediction and when it departs from it. Agreement does
not prove people reasoned as the model assumes; a deviation does not identify a psychological
explanation. Learning comes from linking assumptions, observed choices and inferential limits to
an experience students have just had. Avoid judging participants retrospectively using information
unavailable when they chose.

A short assessment can request a table and two paragraphs. The table identifies unit, rule, resources,
relevant data and calculation. The first paragraph explains an observed outcome; the second
proposes an alternative interpretation and specifies missing information. Grade accounts and
reasoning rather than a particular economic choice. Add a counterfactual or formal derivation
for advanced students. For an introduction, keep the same problem with simple numbers and
familiar language. A common guide allows different levels of difficulty without changing rules
retrospectively or presenting the activity as a test of personal character. Learning can improve
even when a student’s own preferred action stays unchanged.

Attention

A wait requires locating the pending form. Restarting preserves the database; resetting
removes associations and is not an ordinary update.
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