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Readings

This reading list mostly covers papers that are mentioned in my lecture notes. Some of them will be
required reading during the semester for your reading response assignments, but most will be there for
you to read and refer to when and if you like.

I recommend that early on in the course you practice skimming papers for their general ideas and
approach (this goes double for “review of the literature” style articles). When you find a particular paper
or idea that really grabs you, dive deeper into it to really understand it. Use Google Scholar to see what
papers cite it and what other papers in the area you can find. This is a long reading list and I don't expect
you to be able to read all of these in depth. On the other hand, this is a short reading list since it barely
scratches the surface of what's out there. So don’t be afraid to read broadly and shallowly sometimes, and
narrowly and deeply sometimes. Let your interests and instincts guide you.

The titles of all readings below are links: click the title and it should take you to either a pdf or a page
where you can download a pdf. If any of the links are broken or you run up against a paywall, please let
me know. You can always search for the paper on Google Scholar to find a working pdf version.

Some readings are original research papers---experiments, theoretical models, and data analysis---and
some are survey articles that summarize the findings of various articles in a field of research. Two special
sources worth mentioning: articles from The Journal of Economic Literature are surveys, and articles
from The Journal of Economic Perspectives are non-technical in nature.

Good luck and enjoy! If you find something that you think would be really great to have on the formal
reading list next time | teach the course, please email me and make your pitch!



1. Choice

Why do we choose what we choose? Standard economic theory models us as if we simply choose what
we most prefer of the options that are available. Evidence shows us that things are a little more
complicated than that.

In this section we will introduce the key assumptions and modeling approach of traditional choice theory,
and then investigate evidence for how people actually go about choosing things. Some of the things we
highlight here will show up again and again throughout the course, so we will also take a look at some
overviews and taxonomies of what the field of behavioral economics is all about.
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Abeler, Johannes and Felix Marklein. 2017. “Fungibility, Labels, and Consumption.” Journal of the
European Economic Association, 15 (1): 99-127.

Anagol, Santosh, Vimal Balasubramaniam, and Tarun Ramadorai. 2018. “Endowment Effects in the
Field: Evidence from India's IPO Lotteries.” Review of Economic Studies, 85 (4): 1971-2004.

Ashraf, Nava, Colin F. Camerer, and George Loewenstein. 2005. “Adam Smith, Behavioral
Economist.” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 19 (3): 131-145.

Caplin, Andrew, Mark Dean, and Daniel Martin. 2011. “Search and Satisficing.” American Economic
Review, 101 (7): 2899-2922.

Dean, Mark and Pietro Ortoleva. 2019. “The Empirical Relationship Between Nonstandard Economic
Behaviors.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116 (33): 16262-16267.

DellaVigna, Stefano. 2009. “Psychology and Economics: Evidence from the Field.” Journal of
Economic Literature, 47 (2): 315-372.

Eren, Ozcan and Naci Mocan. 2018. “Emotional Judges and Unlucky Juveniles.” American Economic
Journal: Applied Economics, 10 (3): 171-205.
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Choice.” Science, 211 (4481): 453-458.
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Attention in the Car Market.” American Economic Review, 102 (5): 2206-2236.
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15. Salgado, Maria. 2006. “Choosing to Have Less Choice.” Working paper.
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2. Time

How is sooner different from later? Some of our decisions have repercussions, and sometimes we have to
decide things now but live with the consequences afterwards.

In this section we will learn how economists try to figure out how patient or impatient a person is. We
will see how things like procrastination and temptation can be modeled, what happens when a person is
time inconsistent, and how institutions and policy might be able to help protect people from their future
selves.
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Weinberg. 2001. “The Hyperbolic Consumption Model: Calibration, Simulation, and Empirical
Evaluation.” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 15 (3): 47-68.

2. Ashraf, Nava, Dean Karlan, and Wesley Yin. 2006. “Tying Odysseus to the Mast: Evidence from a
Commitment Savings Product in the Philippines.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 121 (2): 635-
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Preferences.” Nature: Communications, 11 (2665).
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Hostage at the Gym: An Evaluation of Temptation Bundling.” Management Science, 60 (2): 283-
299.
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13. Toussaert, Séverine. 2018. “Eliciting temptation and self-control through menu choices: a lab
experiment.” Econometrica, 86 (3): 859-889.
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3. Risk

What does it mean to choose the right thing when you don't even know what the consequences will be?
The world is a risky place and so economics needs to understand what kinds of decisions people make
before the dice are rolled.

In this section we will discuss the history and mechanics of the canonical model of Expected Utility
Theory, see where experiments have revealed its weak points, and what we can do to shore it up or
replace it entirely. We will learn how to measure someone's attitude towards risk and why it matters both
in economics experiments and the economy.

1. Aumann, Robert J. and Roberto Serrano. 2008. “An Economic Index of Riskiness.” Journal of
Political Economy, 116 (5): 810-836.
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Utility.” Economics Letters, 91 (2): 250-259.

10. Rabin, Matthew and Richard Thaler. 2001. “Anomalies: Risk Aversion.” Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 15 (1): 219-232.

11. Schildberg-Horisch, Hannah. 2018. “Are Risk Preferences Stable?”” Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 32 (2): 135-54.

12. Watt, Richard. 2002. “Defending Expected Utility Theory.” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 16 (2):
227-229.

13. Wu, George and Richard Gonzalez. 1996. “Curvature of the Probability Weighting Function.”
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4. Games

How do people behave in strategic situations? When my payoff depends not only on my choice but also
on other peoples' choices, | have to consider how they think... and how they think I think, and so on. This
is the object of study in the field of game theory.

Here we will look at some ways in which people systematically deviate from the “standard' predictions of
game theory.
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Arad, Ayala and Ariel Rubinstein. 2012. “The 11-20 Money Request Game: A Level-k Reasoning
Study.” American Economic Review, 102 (7): 3561-73.
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Campbell, James D. 2018. “Availability of Better Data on Communication Networks can Undermine
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Crawford, Vincent, Miguel Costa-Gomes, and Nagore Iriberri. 2013. “Structural Models of
Nonequilibrium Strategic Thinking: Theory, Evidence, and Applications. ” Journal of Economic
Literature, 51 (1): 5-62.

Crawford, Vincent and Nagore Iriberri. 2007. “Fatal attraction: Salience, naivete, and sophistication in
experimental “Hide-and-Seek™ games.” American Economic Review, 97 (5): 1731-1750.
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5. Fairness

What if people care about others and not just themselves? Altruism and generosity, spite and punishment,
envy and imitation: we live in a society, and so our feelings and our choices look naturally towards the
people around us.

We will look at some of the key types of experiment that reveal social attitudes, including trust games,
public goods contribution games, and the ultimatum game. We will study models of people who dislike
inequality, who protect their friends, or want to fit in.
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14.

Bardsley, Nicholas. 2008. “Dictator game giving: altruism or artefact?”” Experimental Economics, 11:
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Individual Assignments

1. Homeworks (not for grade)

There will be four homework assignments that will include mathematical problems and short answer
questions. These are for your practice in preparation for the exams and to better understand the ideas we
discuss in class. | encourage you to discuss the homework problems with other students and think
creatively about not just how to respond to the problems, but about what we can learn from them and how
they might inspire future research directions in behavioral economics.

Homeworks will be posted periodically as we get through the course material. Please try to keep up with
them in a timely fashion!

2. Responses to Readings

For required readings you will be asked to submit a short response. This should be a short paragraph
about what in the readings raised questions for you, interested you, or was confusing to you---it is not
necessary to summarize the reading, just to give me your own brief thoughts. | am interested in these to
help me to understand what you are interested in or curious about so that | can put more focus on those
things during our course.

These reading responses are provisionally due on Wednesdays, except for week 1:
e RR1: May 28"
e RR2:June 4"
e RR3:June 11"
e RR4:June 18"
e RR5: June 25"

3. Exams

The exams are provisionally scheduled to take place at 10am (or an alternate time for those with time
zone issues) on Fridays, but we’ll figure out the details on this once | know where you’re all located and
what works best for everyone. Either way there will be two exams, 1 hour each, during the session.

The exams will have math problems and short answer questions to test your knowledge and understanding
of theoretical and empirical techniques and results. You may use class notes but no other outside sources,
and you must complete the exams entirely by yourself.

e Exam 1: June 18"

e Exam 2: July 2™
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Group Assignments

1. Analysis of an Experiment

In this project you and your group will select an experimental economics paper on a topic that's relevant
to our course and conduct a detailed analysis of it. The aim of this project is to better understand how to
design and conduct experiments in economics.

Here are some examples of what you can include. Feel free to use these categories to organize your
submission, but you are not limited to them---you can include whatever you think is important and
relevant. I am particularly interested in your own interpretation and analysis: rather than just repeating
what the authors claim in the paper, | want to know what you think they have achieved.

1. Aims and goals
e What are the authors trying to accomplish with this paper?
e Precisely what aspect of behavior or choice are they trying to isolate?
e How does this work fit in to the literature that came before it?
2. Design and methods
e Who were the subjects? How were they compensated and/or incentivized?
e How does the design of the experiment try to isolate the behavior of interest and rule out
others?
e How do the different experiments and treatment groups compare to each other and why were
they used?
3. Conclusions and lessons
e What precisely do you think we learn about behavior from this paper?
e What lessons could we take from this paper about how to design our own experiments?
o Are there alternative explanations for the results that were found?
4. Criticisms and extensions
¢ Is there anything that you feel the authors could or should have done differently?
e In what ways could you extend the work with further experiments or treatments to improve our
understanding of the behavior being studied?

When we assess your submission, your group will be evaluated on (i) the content and creativity of the
analysis and (ii) the clarity and coherence of the writing. This means that we are looking for you to deliver
an accurate and insightful assessment of the paper you have chosen in a way that is easy to read and
understand. Please aim for around 1,500 words. The provisional due date is June 16,
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2. Research Proposal

In this project you and your group will submit a proposal for an original research project. My
recommendation is to propose an experiment. That's because you will have closely studied an existing
experiment in the first project and will have some experience participating in experiments in class.
However, if your group prefers to submit a proposal for a theoretical or empirical paper, that is acceptable
too (I will talk to you in more detail about the expectations there).

Here are the things you should include if you write an experimental proposal (you can add to this too). If
you try another type of proposal you can adapt this in a sensible way.

1. Title (informative or fun, your choice)
2. Research question
e What phenomenon are you hoping to better understand?
e What testable hypotheses do you have in mind?
e Why do we care about this question?
3. Relationship to the literature
e What do we know from the handful of papers that you know of that are closest to your design
or question?
e If you are developing or extending an existing idea, what exactly distinguishes your project
from the previous work?
4. Detailed experimental design
Going step-by-step, what precisely will happen in the experiment?
When precisely will subjects make decisions and what precisely will they be choosing?
What will your instructions look like?
¢ Do you have a particular subject pool or selection mechanism in mind?
5. Outcomes
e What would we learn in different possible outcomes of your study?
e To what economic phenomena or economic literature would your study be relevant?

It is completely acceptable to propose something that is an extension of another paper or line of research,
as long as you are making thoughtful and substantive changes or additions to create a distinct project.

When we assess this project, we will evaluate your group on (i) the quality of the idea, (ii) the
appropriateness of your design to the question, (iii) how well you have situated your idea in the literature
and/or real-world problems, and (iv) the clarity and coherence of the writing. Please aim for around 2,000
words. The provisional due date for this June 30", although there will be opportunities to receive peer
criticism on your project before then.
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