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Abstract

When people coordinate in one-shot, pure coordinagames they rely on existing notions of
salience. In an experiment with pure coordinatiamgs, concepts of salience emerged when
players were given a set of different but relatedrdination problems with randomly
generated labels. The same players were also gisen of different but related coordination
problems with culture-laden labels and “commonuesg” between labels across problems.
The players could develop concepts of saliencéenfitst set of games and appeared to use
“common features” as rules for coordination in seeond set. The paper also finds evidence

of pair-specific learning and coordination on fantailabels.
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1. I ntroduction

There is now a lot of evidence that people are &bleoordinate their actions in one-shot,
coordination problems. For example, in a seriegxaferiments involving players choosing
between objects, like numbers, letters, or pictuiesestigators find that the rate of
successful coordination is significantly larger rthane would expect from randomising
choices (see e.g. Meht al., 1994, Bacharach and Bernasconi, 1997). Sche(ll®$0)
observes this kind of behaviour in his earlier shgation. He argues that while “most
situations [...] provide some clue for coordinatibghaviour, some focal point for each
person’s expectation of what the other expectsthitve expected to do” (p. 57) peoptari
often concert their [...] expectations with otherg#ch knows that the other is trying to do
the same” (p. 57). This paper investigates how lgeopordinate their (expectations and)
actions in such coordination problems.

One explanation in the literature makes this cdpaxitheoretical property of some
expanded notion of rational action. For exampleiaach (1993) assumes two stages in the
decision process of one agent: “conceptualisatenmd “choice”. Coordination is achieved
because agents choose the options that ensur@dhetib-dominant equilibria are selected,
and rely on similar descriptions of the gafiEhe difficulty with this approach as a general
explanation is twofold. First, there is no explamatof why players have similar descriptions
of the game. Secondly, there remains a questioardew why particular solutions are
salient. The evidence seems to suggest that thareqfy salient solutions to some
coordination problems are culturally or historigapecific.

An alternative way of explaining coordination, wiimight also explain how salience

can be culturally specific, turns on people leagnio coordinate their actions. It is well

% Other similar theories are proposed by Gauthi@7%), Janssen (1997), and Casajus (2000). A glightl
different approach is followed by Sugden (1995). thkese theories are based on Schelling (1960Ykeea
investigation, showing that people have an innafecity of coordinating on focal points.



known, for example, in evolutionary game theorygeacan achieve coordination when a
game is repeated by learning to condition theiravedur on some piece of shared extraneous
information (see Weibull, 1995, and Friedman, 199%)d there is some experimental
evidence that this happens (see Van Huwtkal., 1997, and Hargreaves Heap and
Varoufakis, 2002). However, this type of learninglwot explain how coordination is
achieved in the real, novel settings described abtivpeople learn how to coordinate in
these games, as opposed to having some innateityafgado so, they must be acquiring
rules that apply to settings which while differemé also in some sense similar, so that the
same rule can be used. Little is known about type tof learning. Is there, for instance, a
unique rule for a particular class of problems #natryone might discover? Or do different
rules emerge for particular pairs or groups of peeyho try to coordinate in the same class
of problems? What do such rules consist of? Do goeople learn more quickly than others?
Does a quick learner help others to learn? Doewilegin a class of problems help with
coordination in a different class? In other wordises the experience of one type of problems
proves helpful with another. This paper is concéweh these general questions about how
people come to be able to coordinate in these rsmtehgs.

Investigating this type of learning experimentally difficult because most
coordination problems are suffused with culturérents. Thus, if there are rules for solving
coordination games, they are likely to be appliedtitese experimental games. In other
words, there will be little scope for learning ngenerakules to take place in the experiment.
What is required instead is a set of different i@ldited games that are virtually culture-free,
so that no pre-existing rule can be applied ancetigescope for learning a new general rule
to take place in the experiment. Of course, it wWdag impossible to devise games that are
completely culture-free. But we use a set of adistlgmmes which are plausibly culture-lite.

They consist of chequered arrays of colours, aedctimbinations of colours change from



one game to another, and we investigate whethes thevidence of learning in these games,
in particular whether rules emerge in the experimand whether these rules are specific to
pairs of individuals playing a series of these game
For this purpose, it is important to have a conwiah respect to what play in such

games would look like if the games had cultura¢érefts which could be used to form rules.
Thus, we introduce a set of aesthetic games wlaek Imore familiar aesthetic objects. Some
of the games have images of fabric patterns frarstime set of four styles while others have
images of paintings from the same set of four @tesnd the images share “common styles”
across games with images of fabric patterns, anthigon artists” across games with images
of paintings.

The experiment is designed to answer the follovgipecific questions:

)] whether people coordinate more than randomly iedlsesthetic problems;
i) whether they learn to coordinate more with expe&eeof related problems;
i) whether experience of one class helps with cootidinan another class;

iv) whether some pairs learn to coordinate better thiaers;

V) whether all pairs learn the same rule;

Vi) whether the rules which are developed turn on paidavourites.

The questions i)-iii) investigate the capacity ebple of developing rules of salience in real
coordination problems, as opposed to their abibtgoordinate by using existing notions of
salience. The question vi) examines the influenicendividual preferences, like “personal

favourites”, on the rules learned. Such preferemeag in fact provide the basis for a rule to
become established (see Lewis, 1969, and Sugdé&8).18he more important question is

whether all pairs learn the same rule. If differgnbups or pairs of individuals develop



different rules, then these rules will incorporett@racteristics of the games that are known to
be psychologically salient to the members of a padpn. The group or pair-specificity of a
rule provides the basis for its salience to bettoel'.

The organisation of the paper is as follows. Sectointroduces the theoretical
framework. Section 3 describes the experimentalegaamd the procedures. Section 4 gives

the results, and Section 5 concludes.

2. Theoretical framework

In order to focus on the analysis, consider therga of a two player pure coordination
game in Table 1. The game has four strict Nashliegaj (a, a), (b, b), (c, ¢), and (d, d), and
the mixed strategies Nash equilibriupe1/4 (for both playersp; is the probability of
choosing the strategy. When a game has multiple equilibria, equilibriammalysis cannot

predict (whether any equilibria can be selecteallptvhich equilibrium will be selected.

Table 1: Payoff matrix of a pure coordination game

Opponent
Player a b c d
a 1,1 0,0 0,0 0,0
b 0,0 1,1 0,0 0,0
c 0,0 0,0 1,1 0,0
d 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,1

Note: Example of a two player pure coordination gamiigur strategies: a, b, ¢, and d.



However, in situations involving multiple equiliay people may be able to usg¢es
in order to identify specific solutions of a coaordiion problem. Rules of this type are based
on common thinking about the characteristics ofgame (see Bacharach, 1993, and Sugden,
1995). If some rule can be used to solve a coadtidimgroblem, then this must incorporate
characteristics of the game that are commonly knmare salient.Also, in situations where
more than one rule can be applied, players musibbe to use the same rule in order to
achieve coordination. Different rules can be equaffective ways of coordinating actions,
but a salient rule will enable players to select exquilibrium based on “conspicuous
uniqueness” (see Lewis, 1969). Both theoretical exygkrimental literatures show that it is
rational for a player to choose a salient outcome.

In the absence of a rule of this type, repeategtaction of members of a population
may allow them to establish one that solves thedination problems. In the literature, a
regularity in the behaviour of members of a popatgtwhich is customary, expected, and
mutually consistent, is a “convention” (see Lewli869, p. 42).

In both theoretical and experimental literaturaghjascts confront the same game
repeatedly, either with the same opponent or withoments drawn from a population. The
games played in the sequences of coordination tasksdentical. Such an extraordinary
degree of similarity is not observed in real-wariteractions. Real-world interactions differ
in details, which can make the process of learnithes considerably compléxLewis argues
that people in real-world situations rely on “preéerce” based on experience with “familiar”
coordination problems (1969, p. 36). The inform@atemntent of an individual's experience
depends on the characteristics of games from aplant class.

That people are capable of coordinating their behmvin one-off, coordination

problems may reflect their ability to learn ruldsatt enable them to identify particular

% Notice that, in pure a coordination game, theredmplete symmetry between players, and payoffsisTh
rules of salience must be based on features débiets associated with the strategies of the game.
* See on this Goyal and Janssen (1996), Sugden)(19&8icht (2000), Cubitt and Sugden (2003).



solutions. These are rules learned by repeatedactien over a class of problems, which
while different are also in some sense similarsiich environment, rules based on non-
strategic features of the coordination problemstrbasgeneral enough to apply to different
situations. If a rule has to emerge, which selantequilibrium in a game like that in Table 1,
this must be based on the principles of coordimatitat was proved to be successful in
previous games from the same class. These arethdesnay influence the outcome in the
current game, and provide the basis of successtrbdmation in future games.

This is the concept of rule that will be used ie tlemains of the paper to identify
specific ways of solving coordination problems. Egample, take a sequence of different but
related games of the structure of that represemtelable 1. Suppose that players in this
game have to choose between objects, and thesgobhgve observable features (e.g. shape,
colour, size). A rule can be expressed as a pimceh@at distinguishes between objects and
selects objects with particular features (e.gngia shape). When all players use the same
principle, a rule that picks up objects with partar features (e.g. triangle shape) will result.
(In this case, a Nash equilibrium in the game ibl@4. is selected)

The learning of a rule of this type may involve tharning of generic coordination
skills, such as the ability of players to choosgcts with salient features. The salience of the
features of an object is essentially an empiricedsgjon. But when a rule is not established,
people need to learn what salience is about (arftaps why it is rational to choose salient
solutions). The experience with features of thedlsj of choice may influence the notion of
salience which is being used in the populationlaygrs. This notion is a way of addressing
to the relation between an individual choice argl gerception of the characteristics of the
objects to choose. The primary salience hypothedlsat a player is choosing the object with

the features that strike him most. The secondalgrs® hypothesis is that a player is

® Rankinet al. (2000) investigate the emergence of conventioneepeated stag hunt games with randomly
perturbed payoffs.



choosing the object with the features that he betid¢o strike the other player(s) most (see
Mehtaet al., 1994, p. 660). Rules based on primary saliendéoa secondary salience might

emerge in coordination games where strategies &@sthetic labels.

3. The experiment

3.1  Experimental games

We investigate whether some rule can emerge wheyerd are given a set of different but
related aesthetic games. In particular, pair oygrig were given a series of 20 coordination
games, presented in foblocks of five games each. Each game consists of foug@salhe
two players see the same images, and each choosesge with the aim of coordinating
with the co-player. The images are chequered arm@yscoloured squares, and the
combination of colours change from one game toharot~igure 1 in the Appendix shows
the set of coordination games used in the expetiffeeeample of these is offered in Figure
1). We shall refer to thitype of game asbstract.

Abstract games were constructed by means of a dempuogramme prior to the
experiment. Notice that, in each image, thelB array of squares can be subdivided into
8x8 identicalcells, where each cell consists of the sam@ Array of four squares in three
colours. The programme created the images withth game using an independent random
procedure which a) selected three colours front afsé8 colours; b) assigned each colour to
one of three positions within a cell (note thatreanage in abstract games consists x8 8
identical cells); c) pulled out one position in @lcand replaced the existing colour with a

new one. The purpose of this was to create foug@ravithin each game which are similar to



one another, so that each game within the setsifadt games can be acknowledged its own
“character”.

Players also confronted Zfulture-laden games involving images of more familiar
aesthetic objects. As in the abstract games, emtie gvas a coordination problem requiring a
choice from a set of four images. Again, games vesented in blocks of five. Two of
these blocks involved images of fabric patternsjemuo involved images of paintings (see
Figure 2 in the Appendix). In each block of fabg@mes, all the images were in one of four
styles. In each game in the block, there was oragérin each style (e.g. see Figuré B).
each block of painting games, all the images wikeewtork of one of four artists. In each
game in the block, there was one image by eacst.aftine purpose of having images with
“‘common features” across culture-laden games wasawde players with cultural referents,
which are absent in abstract games, which can & tosform rules.

For each culture-laden game, we chose images wiiilas subjects (e.g. “flowers” in
Game 13 in Figure 2 in the Appendix) in order toidvasymmetries which may take one’s

attention away from aesthetic judgements which b&gecessary to learn aesthetic rules.

® Each style was defined as a set of fabric pattetrish is representative of a specific period ie History of
fashion in the Western society (e.g. late Victoriagtro). We followed the classification provideg the
website:http://www.reproductionfabrics.com/




Figure 1: Example of abstract game

Note: For the whole set of abstract games, see Figurete Appendix
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Figure 2: Example of culture-laden game (fabridqrat)

Note: For the whole set of culture-laden games, seer€ig in the Appendix.

Source: http://www.reproductionfabrics.com/
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3.2  Sructure of the experiment

Each subject played a series of 20 abstract gantka ageries of 20 culture-laden games with
the same anonymous co-player. In 5 sessions, $sljpéryed the series of abstract games
before the culture-laden games. We shall referhesd sessions as the “abstract-first”
treatment. In 4 sessions, the subjects played the seriexultdire-laden games before the
abstract games. We shall call these sessions theire-first” treatment. In both treatments,

the order of play was randomised. We allowed theeels of randomisation: of

)] blocks, within each type;
i) games in the three central rounds of each block;

i) games in the first and fifth round of each block.

These features were designed to mitigate the effepglath-dependency at the level of the
whole sample. If there is a unique focal pointhede games, however, this can be learned
regardless of the order of play.

In the first and fifth round of each block the gsmwere the same for all players.
These games were used in questionnaires to inaestighether people choose the images
they are most attracted to, and/or the imagestthiai other people are most attracted to. In
games with aesthetic objects, players may in faciose the objects they like, and/or the
objects they think other people like. While thetfitype of choice is associated with “primary
salience”, the second type is associated with ‘isgéary salience” (see Section 2).

Before playing the twenty abstract games, subjeotapleted the questionnaire in
relation to eight of these games (i.e. the firsd &t in each block). For each game, they

were asked to indicate
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)] the image they like most, and

i) the image they think the other person likes most.

They completed exactly the same questionnaire agféém playing the twenty games. The
same procedure was followed for the twenty cultadeen games.

The reason for the questionnaire “before” and tafiiee series of coordination games
was to obtain information about whether playersosieoaccording to their “likings”, whether
there are trends in these choices, and whethee tkeronsistency of “likings” before and

after the coordination games.

3.3  Research questions

The specific questions that the experiment wagydesl to test are as follows.

)] Whether, prior to opportunities for learning, swbgecoordinate more successfully
than if they chose strategies at random;
i) whether their performance improves with experievigalay
a. within a block;
b. within a type;
C. across types;
i) whether there is a correlation in the performarfqeags in the two types;
iv) whether players learn from the behaviour of thetptayer;
V) whether some pairs perform better than othersdiegaee that cannot be attributed

to chance;
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Vi) whether different pairs coordinate on differenesil

vil)  whether they use “common features” as rules irucedtaden games, and whether
some features are chosen more frequently thanspther

viii)  whether they choose the images they like most artdéoimages they think their

co-players like most;

The questions i)-ii) look at the performance ofrpan the series of abstract games and
culture-laden games, and investigate how succegsfaple are at coordinating in these
games prior to learning, and whether the performamproves with experience of games of
the same type within a block, as well as acrosskisloor different types of games. While the
result from the test of hypothesis from questiomgy provide evidence of the capacity of
players of coordinating in games where strategse laesthetic labels, those from the tests
of the hypothesis from the questions ii) may givedence of the ability of learning rules
(sub-question a) and/or generic coordination skdllg-questions b and c).

The questions iii)-iv) focus on the behaviour wdividual pairs in the two series of
games. A positive correlation in the success ofsphetween abstract games and culture-
laden games may support the idea that rules arsfénable across types (when rules learned
by repeating play of games of one type can be tseblve games of the other type). By
randomly reassigning subjects to subjects with plopulation of players, moreover, it is
possible to see whether the behaviour is consistghtplayers learning rules and/or generic
coordination skills from the behaviour of their players.

The questions vi)-ix) explore the possibility offekences in the coordination of
pairs, in particular whether some pairs of subjects more successful at coordinating their
actions (notice that the presence of quick learmatlsin one pair is likely to benefit the

learning of other players in the same group or)paihether different pairs of players learn
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different rules (one way of checking it is to reppgee randomly reassignment test above for
populations of equally successful pairs), and wrethore successful pairs tend to coordinate
on more “obvious” rules, like “common features”aulture-laden games.

The questions x)-xii), to answer which we use tlaa from the questionnaires,
examine how people choose images in abstract gantesulture-laden games. In particular,
we are interested in whether subjects choose tlag@sthey like, and whether there is a
similarity in “likings” between players within thesame pairs. The data from the
guestionnaire, especially the information about hppayers choose images at the beginning
of a series of games within a block and within petymay be relevant to the problem of

explaining how players coordinate on rules in thgesmes.

34  Experimental procedures

The 118 subjects, from various cultural and edocali backgrounds, came from the student
population of the University of East Anglia. Theogp size in each session varied from 12 to
16 subjects. Once seated in front of the compatdijects were asked to read the instructions
displayed on the computer screen, and ask for iqussof clarification.

The instructions provided subjects with the foliogvinformation: that they would be
paired with another subject at random; that theuldmot know and never know who the
other subject i;that they would be shown four pictures on the estréhat the order of
pictures would not be necessarily the same for the other player; that they would have to
choose the same picture as the other subjectthbatwould have to do so 40 times; that the
games would be divided into eight blocks of fiveoidke problems; that they will score one

point for every time both they would choose the samage; that a pool of £1.25 per player

" To ensure that no communication would occur betwaebjects within a pair, players were allocatedo
distinct areas. The computer programme was designadange for random matching of players sitimgne
area to those sitting in another.

15



at the end of each block would be divided betweamnsp each pair's payment being

proportional to the total number of points scorgdtmt pair relative to the total number of

points scored by all players in the session; thay twould have to answer a few questions
before the game started.

Following a demonstration of a possible coordimat@sk, another set of instructions
was given. Players were told they had to answemaduestions before being presented the
series of coordination tasks. The eight sets ostjes, reproducing the objects of some of
the games displayed in the coordination tasks, wegented in the same order to all players.
For each set, the subjects were asked to say ‘pitiatre [they] like most” and “what picture
[they] think the other person likes most”. Once players had finished answering the
guestions, the series of coordination tasks started

Since the games were symmetric, and to avoiddotimg a second label (e.g. a
number or a letter) which could have produced arathe of coordination, players were told
that they could choose one object by clicking oa tiorresponding radio button. In each
round subjects had to choose one object in a set The objective was to choose the same
object as the other person in that round. Bothgskgould see the same four objects on the
screen, but the position of the objects was randedhto discourage players from choosing
objects according to their position (e.g. “alwap®ase the one on the left”). After the choice
of each player was registered, the round was aweértlze computer informed each player of
the opponent’s choice, as well as the player’s olgice, and the other possible choices.

At the end of each block of tasks, players weremiadditional information: (i) The
total number of points scored over the five rourfalsThe total amount of money won so far.

A printout of the screen of what the players sawrduthe session is offered in the appendix.

8 The demonstration made no use of colour labels.
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At the end of the fourth block of tasks, before toenputer informed players of the

total amount of money won at the end of the sesiegames, subjects were presented an

identical series of questions reproducing the sahjects as those presented at the outset of

the series of tasks.

4. Results

The experimental data are summarised in FiguredFagure 4.
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Figure 3: Coordination proportions in abstract ganre “abstract-first” (average=0.345) and “cultdirst”
(average=0.446). Average coordination (all treatis)e®.392. Random coordination=0.250.
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Figure 4: Coordination proportions in culture-laggmes in “culture-first” (average=0.350) and “afst-first”
(average=0.384). Average coordination (all treatis)e®.369. Random coordination=0.250.
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Figure 3 and Figure 4 in the Appendix show theriigtions of outcomes for abstract games
and culture-laden games in both treatments.

The average rate of success was 0.392 in abstnantg and 0.369 in culture-laden
games. Both these are significantly larger tharradie of success in case of subjects choosing
strategies at random (i.e. 0.250). For each type, campare the actual frequency of
successful matches (462 in abstract games, anth438ture-laden games) to the frequency
of successful matches in case of random choiceedoh type, the total number of games is
1180). There is strong evidence that subjects wble to coordinate in each type of games
more than randomly (Chi-square, p<0.01). In otherds, subjects were able to coordinate
successfully in both abstract games and culturedames.

To investigate whether the performance of subjétigsroves with experience of
games of the same type within a block, or differlglocks, or games of different types, we
use a random-effect probit model. For each pa@raich game, we regress coordination (equal
to 1 if successful; 0 otherwise) against sevenanqibry variablesRound is the number of
previous games of the same type faced by subjEis.variable (0-19) picks up the effect of
within-type learning (abstract=baselin8)jock is the number of previous games of the same
type in the same block faced by subjects. Thisaldei (0-4) picks up the effect of within-
block learning (abstract=baselineecond is a dummy variable that distinguishes games
according to whether or not they are played in skeond part (equal to 1 scond; O
otherwise). This variable captures the effect abs&-type learningCulture is a dummy
variable which identifies the type of game playdéais(is equal to 1 ifculture-laden; O
otherwise). This variable incorporates the effdafitferences in the performance of subjects
in the two typesCulturound is a combination of the variableslture andround, to pick up
any interaction between learning and ty@elturblock is a combination of the variables

culture andblock, to pick up any interaction between learning alath Cultursecond is a
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combination of the variablesulture andsecond, to pick up any interaction between cross-
type learning and typeCulturblock is a combination of the variableslture andsecond, to

pick up any interaction between cross-type learaimg block.

Table 2: Random-effect probit regression results

match Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
round 0.015(0.023)** 0.015(0.026)**  0.012(0.034)** 0.010(0.029)**  0.010(0.029)**
block 0.033(0.231) 0.042(0.029)**  0.042(0.029) ** .082(0.029)**  0.042(0.029)**
second 0.271(0.004)**  0.271(0.004)***  0.236(0.06%) 0.261(0.000)***  0.176(0.001)***
culture 0.071(0.617) 0.099(0.447)  ——- e
culturound -0.010(0.298) -0.009(0.343) -0.004(0)555  ------ e
culturblock 0.019(0.618) - e e ——-
cultursecond -0.179(0.259) -0.179(0.259) -0.1088)4  -0.158(0.072)* -
constant -0.621(0.000)***  -0.635(0.000)*** -0.588(W0)*** -0.586(0.000)*** -0.586(0.000)***
/Insig2u -2.991 -2.991 -2.986 -2.992 -2.953
sigma_u 0.224 0.224 0.225 0.224 0.228
rho 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.050
Wald chi2 27.84 27.59 27.04 26.69 23.49
prob>chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
No. obse 2360 2360 2360 2360 2360
No. groups 59 59 59 59 59

Note: *** = Statistically significant at the 1% level.

** = Statistically significant at thé®level.

* = Statistically significant at ti€% level.
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Table 2 gives the results of the probit model.hibws that: i) the coefficient of the
variableround is positive and significant (Model 1-5); ii) theefficient of the variablélock,
which is positive and not significant in Model ledomes significant in Model 2-5; iii) the
coefficient of the variablesecond is positive and highly significant (Model 1-5); ithe
coefficient of the variableculture is positive and not significant (Model 1-2); v)eth
coefficient of the variableulturound is negative and not significant (Model 1-5); winje
coefficient of the variableculturblock is positive and not significant (Model 1); v) the
coefficient of the variableultursecond, which is negative and not significant in ModeB,1-
becomes moderately significant in Model 4. Henheré is evidence which clearly points to
the effect of the learning of players within theottypes, and this evidence is stronger within
the same block of games (notice the effect of &tistg” play between blocks, see Figure 3-
4). Also, there is evidence of people learning frexperience of different types of games,
especially in the “culture-first” treatmeht.

Table 3 summarises this evidence on the three tgbelearning by giving the
predicted probabilities of matching in the two tgpef games in the two parts. These
probabilities are based on the coefficients in Motlgsee Table 2). In the first part, the
increase in the predicted probability of coordioatfrom the first to the last round equals to
6.7% (there is no significant difference betweepety here). Such improvement in the
coordination of players may be due to the effecvihin-type learning. The increase in the
predicted probability of coordination is 6.4% higheithin blocks (this percentage is
obtained by comparing the predicted probabilititsamrdination “within type” and “within

block” in the last round, see Table 3). Notice tigaten the existence of “restart” effects

° Note that the negative sign of the coefficienttloé variablecultursecond indicates that the probability of
coordination in culture-laden games in the secaad ip lower than the probability of coordinationthe same
type in the first parand the probability of coordination in abstract ganiesboth parts. If we exclude the
performance of subjects in the games played ifitsepart, then we will expect the probability @dordination
in culture-laden games in the second part to furdleerease.
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Table 3: Predicted probabilities of coordination

first part second part second part
abstract or culture abstract culture
round within_type  within_block  within_type  withinldtk  within_type  within_block
1 0.279 0.279 0.373 0.373 0.315 0.315
5 0.293 0.353 0.388 0.453 0.329 0.392
6 0.296 0.296 0.392 0.392 0.333 0.333
10 0.310 0.371 0.407 0.473 0.347 0.411
11 0.313 0.313 0.411 0.411 0.351 0.351
15 0.328 0.391 0.427 0.493 0.366 0.431
16 0.331 0.331 0.431 0.431 0.370 0.370
20 0.346 0.410 0.446 0.513 0.385 0.450

Note: Probabilities of coordination based on the cagdfits in Model 4. First part: “within_type”
is a combination ofonstant and round; “within_block” is a combination ofonstant, round,
block. Second part (abstract): “within-type” is basedconstant, round, second; “within_block”

is based orconstant, round, block, second. Second part (culture): “within_type” depends on
constant, round, second, second_culture; “within_block” is a combination otonstant, round,
block, second, second_culture.

across blocks of tasks, the predicted probabilitgamrdination “within block” is likely to

reproduce more closely the actual improvement e pgarformance of pairs. In the second
part, there is a further increase in the predigmbability of matching “within block”. This

is considerably larger in the “culture-abstracg€aiment (9.4% in the first round, and 10.3%
in the last round) than in the “abstract-cultuneatment (3.6% in the first round, and 4% in
the last round). But there seem to be no substantieease in the predicted probability of
coordination “within block” in the second part. Thedter result is interesting, because it
reveals that no “within block” learning has effeelly occurred in the second part. In other
words, most of the learning abilities which seemb&responsible for the performance of
subjects in the second part appear to be simpiynsterred” from the first part to the second

part.
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While the effect of these learning abilities appgetr be considerably larger in the
“culture-abstract” treatment, its more limited effe in the “abstract-culture” treatment are
surprisingly not much smaller than the effectswithin block” learning in the first part.

To examine whether subjects were capable of coatidm prior to learning, we look
at the predicted probability of matching at thesetitof the series of abstract games in the
“abstract-first” treatment and culture-laden ganmeshe “culture-first” treatment. The best
model specification (Model 4) makes the predictembpbility of matching at the outset equal
to 0.279 for both types. By the use of the deltdhoe (see e.g. Kmenta, 1986, p. 486), we
construct a confidence interval for the predicteabpbility of matching in the first round (i.e.
round 0). We find that the predicted probabilitynshtching in this round is not significantly
larger than 0.25 (t-test, p<0.05). This suggestt Hubjects were not able to coordinate
successfully in these games prior to learning.

To see whether there is a correlation in the peréorce of pairs in the two types, we
use a Spearman correlation test for the two treatSrseparately. (Because more across-type
learning seems to have occurred in the “cultusfitreatment, we cannot exclude the
possibility that people learned how to coordindteirt actions in different ways in the two
treatments.) In the “abstract-first” treatment,réhes evidence of a positive correlation in the
performance of subjects in the two typps{.486, p<0.01). In this treatment, the most (least
successful pairs in abstract games were also nhess) (successful in culture-laden games.
By contrast, there is no evidence of a correlatiothe “culture-first” treatmentp=—0.035,
p=0.431), where the most successful pairs in cedladen games were also successful in
abstract games, while the least successful pairsuiture-laden games were as much as
successful in abstract games as the most successfsilin culture-laden games were.

In both treatments, especially in the “culturetfitseatment, the performances of the

least successful pairs in the first part seem torave in the second part. By contrast, the
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performance of the most successful pairs in tis¢ flart seems to remain stable in the second
part. (Therefore, it seems that most of the actgss-learning which has occurred in the
“culture-first” treatment was due to the learnirgliies of the least successful pairs in the
first part of the this treatment.)

This result suggests that the rules learned byrbst successful pairs in the first part
of both treatments were not transferable to otfy@eg. (If such rules could have been applied
to other types of games, then the performance io$ paould have been higher in the second
part.) Such rules did not seem to be learned byeths&t successful pairs, but these pairs still
seem to be acquiring could acquire skills to susfcdly coordinate in the second part. That
the greater improvement in the performance of #estl successful pairs occurred in the
“culture-first” treatment indicates that culturelden games were better to teach generic
coordination skills.

To test whether subjects learned from the behawduheir co-player, rather than
ignore the feedback of the other player's choice, use a repeated random sampling
procedure (see e.g. Efron and Tibshirani, 1993kwineassigns subjects to subjects within
the population, calculates the average outcomamgach sample, and finds the distribution
of simulated outcomes for repeated random samphiog.both types and treatments, we
compare the average actual outcome (see Fig. 3Fand4 in the Appendix) with the
distribution of simulated outcomes, and find tHas Biverage actual outcome falls into the
critical region of the distribution of simulated toomes for abstract games
(f0.011.320<0.392) and culture-laden gamigs1(10.318<0.369). In other words, coordination
decreases when subjects are reassigned to subjectsother pairs.The coordination of
subjects within their actual pairs is supportedhsy learning from experience of playing the
game of both subjects within a pair. Such expegeaspecific to the play of the game of the

two subjects within the actual pairs.
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The next four results come from the tests of thegollyesis of pair-specific learning.
)] Some pairs seem to exhibit a better capacitganfrdinating actions. For each type,
we derive the distribution of outcomes under theuagption that every pair has the same
probability of matching (binomial distribution, fabstract games p=0.392; for culture-laden
games p=0.369), and compare this distribution éadiktribution of outcomes (see Fig. 5-6 in
the Appendix) with appropriate classes aggregasee e.g. Hogg and Tanis, 1993, p. 549).
The two distributions are significantly differerdrfabstract games (Chi-square, p<0.05). In
culture-laden games, this difference is not siatily significant, so differences between
pairs may be due to randomness.
i)  There is evidence that different pairs learméifferent rules®® For both types and
treatments, we randomly reassign subjects to sisbjecthin the populations of best-
performing pairs and worse-performing pairs, fihd tistribution of simulated outcomes for
repeated random sampling of the two groups, andpaoenthese distributions with the
average actual outcomes of the relevant samplesbstract games, the average actual
outcome is 0.526 for best-performing pairs, and8.for worse-performing pairs. In culture-
laden games, the actual outcome is 0.498 for baddyming pairs, and 0.267 for worse-
performing pairs. Each of these outcomes falls thto critical region of the distribution of
simulated outcomes for the relevant groups. (Irtrabsgames, the critical value, at the 1%
level, of the distribution of simulated outcome$i489 for best-performing pairs and 0.175
for worse-performing pairs. In culture-laden gamtn critical value is 0.135 for best-
performing pairs and 0.175 for worse-performing®aiThe lower performance of subjects,

especially best-performing subjects, when reasdigmether subjects from the same group is

19 we divide the population of pairs into two groupsst-performing pairs and worst-performing paBest-
performing pairs are pairs whose score is aboveatle@age score. Worse-performing pairs are paimssah
score is below the average score. According to ¢hiterion, there are 27 best-performing pairs losteact
games and 26 best-performing pairs in culture-lagemes. The number of worst-performing pairs irtralos
games is 32. In culture-laden games, these are 33.
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consistent with the hypothesis that subjects ifecght pairs in the two groups learn different
rules. If all best-performing subjects coordinated the same rule, then the random
reassignment of “good” subjects to “good” subjestaild not make a big difference to the
performance of repaired subjects within this group.

i) Best-performing pairs in both treatments app®@amake use of “common features” as
rules for coordinatiomn culture-laden games more than worse-performaeigspo. Foreach
best and worse-performing pair in each block, wentdhe number of subsequent matches
on the same “common feature” (e.g. Style 1-1 ircklb, see Fig. 2 in the Appendix), and the
number of subsequent matches on different feaiargs Style 1-2, in block 1, see Fig. 2 in
the Appendix). If players use “common featurestwdes for coordination, then coordination
will occur on the same feature in a block with fregcy larger than %. There is evidence that
this happens to best-performing pairs in all folmcks (Chi square, in block 1, 2, 4, p<0.01;
in block 3, p<0.05), while the worse-performing rgaappear to use “common features” as
rules only in block 2 (Chi-square, p<0.01) and kldqChi-square, p<0.01¥.

iv) Some “common features” in block 1-3 appear ® dhosen more frequently than
others. Forall best and worse-performing pairs in each block,campare the observed
frequency distribution of successful matches wiltte texpected distribution of equal
frequencies. There is evidence that the propomibbest-performing pairs choosing some
particular features (see Table 1 in the Appendsx}ignificantly larger than ¥4 in block 1
(Chi-square, p<0.01), block 2 (Chi-square, p<0.@hyd block 3 (Chi-square, p<0.01). For
worse-performing pairs, the analogous proportiosigaificantly larger than % only in block

1 (Chi-square, p<0.01}.

™ For best-performing pairs, the frequency of susftésnatches on the same features is 27 in blogk=38),

38 in block 2 (n=39), 16 in block 3 (n=37), 21 ilodk 4 (n=46). For worst-performing pairs, the fuegcy of

successful matches is 8 in block 1 (n=19), 19 atbkk (n=26), 6 in block 3 (n=16), 9 in block 4 {15.

12 For best-performing pairs, the frequency distiiuf successful matches on the four features (fedure
0), 13 (feature 1), 39 (feature 2), 4 (featurer3plock 1; 5 (feature 0), 33 (feature 1), 15 (featd), 11 (feature
3) in block 2; 7 (feature 0), 16 (feature 1), 12affure 2), 26 (feature 3) in block 3; 27 (featuxel® (feature 1),
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Result iii) seems to suggest that best-perfornphayers were more capable of
recognising “common features” and using these featas rules for coordination in culture-
laden games.

However, there are features, for example, fea?une block 1 which appear to be
chosen most frequently by both best and worse-panfig pairs, even when (worst-
performing) players do not appear to follow anytigafar rule. Both these pieces of evidence
suggest that, while some pairs may in fact be neapable of selecting obvious rules, some
patterns of coordination in the experiment may lak more natural ways of solving
coordination problems.

In abstract games, there are no common featuressathe games within a block (see
Section 3). So inferences about the rules useaisitype must be speculative. But we look at
the behaviour of best-performing pairs and tryrfer the rule being followed within each
pair using a subjective judgement. This is basethercolours of the four images within each
game, in particular the colour which distinguislegsry image within a game, and the actual
sequences of abstract games faced by subjectsind/éhfit the behaviour of about half the
best-performing pairs can be explained by a “cdloulle, and that the most common colour
rules are “blue” and “pale”.

The experiment was not designed to test for pymand secondary salience.
Nevertheless, the data from the questionnaire tieéfine coordination games provide some
clues that may be relevant to the problem of erplgi how the coordination games were
solved. These data are more relevant than thoger“dfecause they are elicited before

players can see what others do.

12 (feature 2), 14 (feature 2) in block 4. For vesp&rforming pairs, the frequency distribution ifféature 0),
12 (feature 1), 22 (feature 2), 6 (feature 3) iockll; 11(feature 0), 19 (feature 1), 15 (feature7feature 3)
in block 2; 10 (feature 0), 12 (feature 1), 7 (zat2), and 10 (feature 3) in block 3; 6 (featurelQ (feature 1),
15 (feature 2), 7 (feature 3) in block 4.
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Table 2-5 in the Appendix is based on the datenftbe questionnaires for abstract
games and culture-laden games in both treatmersisows that: i) the proportion of subjects
choosing the images they most like is always sicguittly larger than 25%; ii) the proportion
of subjects choosing the images they think thergiieeson most likes is always significantly
larger than 25%; iii) the proportion of subject®coking the images they most like is always
almost significantly larger than that of subjectoasing the images they think the other
person likes. In other words, players seem to ahdbsir primary-salient and secondary-
salient images, but the primary-salient images apfie be chosen more frequently than the
secondary-salient onés.

However, the series in Figure 5-8 show a negate#edtin the proportions of subjects
choosing their primary-salient images, and thesgqiions seem to be further declining
within blocks. This is consistent with the resuhat there is pair-specific learning, and that
some within-type learning occurs within blocks. treag involves two players converging
on a rule that picks out some features. If theawfes are not only “what a person likes”, the
proportion of primary-salient choices will decliriEhe choice of “personal favourites” may
provide the basis of the rule that emerges. If this picks out features which are specific to
blocks (for example, “common features” in cultuaglén games), the choice of personal
favourites at the start of a block may contribatestablish coordination within that block.

The data in Table 2-5 in the Appendix come fronsaslsations for best and worse-
performing players. For these two categories, peaps that:

) Best-performing pairs choose primary-salient ges more than worse-performing

pairs in both types and treatments. For abstragtegathe proportion of best-performing

3 The closest works to our paper are Medital. (1994) and Bardslegt al. (2006). These papers report on
experiments showing that people tend to coordipatsecondary-salient outcomes rather than primaligrg
ones. By contrast, our results show that peoptheabutset and later in the experiment tend to sbguimary-
salient images rather than secondary-salient @es.way of reconciling these results could makesap the
rationality of players trying to coordinate “by issice” when no label is a focal point. The primaajient
choice can be “more rational” when no player knawsat is primary-salient to others. The repetitidrtte
game also enables players to signal their “persanalurites” to other(s).
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players choosing what they most like before is 9.fdee Table 2), while the analogous
proportion of worse-performing pairs is 0.410 (§exble 3). For culture-laden games, the
proportion of best-performing players is 0.589 (Sable 4), and the proportion of worse-

performing pairs is 0.517 (see Table 5). (Noticat tihe proportion of subjects choosing the
images they most like at the beginning of the seqa®f tasks is larger for best-performing

pairs than worse-performing pairs. Also, both kasi worse-performing pairs seem to be
choosing their favourite images in culture-lademga more frequently than in abstract
games.)

i) Best performing pairs have more similar tastesipared with worse-performing pairs

in both types and treatments. The proportion of-pedorming players who appear to like

the same image as the other person before theinatah games is 0.306 in abstract games
(see Table 6 in the Appendix) and 0.341 in cultacden games (see Table 8 in the
Appendix). For worse-performing pairs, this propmrtis 0.230 in abstract games (see Table
7 in the Appendix) and 0.242 in culture-laden gafses Table 9 in the Appendix).

It seems, therefore, that some pairs are more ssittethan others because they
choose primary-salient images, and/or also beddesehappen to have similar tastes.

The diagram in Figure 9-12 in the Appendix comesnfrobservations of primarily
salient choices of best and worse-performing pail®th types and treatments. It shows that:
)] Best-performing pairs in abstract games choosengrily salient images more
frequently than worse-performing pairs. The numifelbest-performing pairs where at least
one player chooses his/her favourite images in rttwag half of the games included in the
guestionnaires is 19 (out of 27) (see Figure 9¢ fiamber of worse-performing pairs where
at least one player chooses his/her favourite imagenore than half of the games included

in the questionnaires is 12 (out of 32) (see Fidue
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i) Worse-performing pairs in culture-laden gamdsoase primarily salient images
almost as frequently as best-performing pairs d@ Aumber of best-performing pairs where
at least one player chooses his/her favourite imagenore than half of the games included
in the questionnaires is 22 (out of 26) (see Fidure The number of worse-performing pairs
where at least one player chooses his/her favoumiéges in more than half of the games
included in the questionnaires is 21 (out of 38g(Bigure 12).

i)  Some best-performing pairs in both types seéerchoose “common favourites”, while
others choose images which are primarily salienth&r co-players (see Figure 9, 11). In
abstract games, the number of best-performing pahlsre both players choose their
favourite images in more than half of the gamesugted in the questionnaires is 5 (out of
19), while the number of best-performing pairs vehplayers choose the images which are
primarily salient to their co-players in more th&alf of the games included in the
guestionnaires is 14 (out of 19). In culture-ladames, 7 (out of 22) best-performing pairs
choose their “common favourites” in more than haff the games included in the
guestionnaires, and the players in 15 (out of 2#)spchoose the images which are primary-
salient to their partners.

It is possible that the best-performing pairs ttfase “common favourites” in both
types were luckier than others by having more simthstes. (This would explain the
difference between best and worse-performing paisulture-laden games.) Perhaps some
of these pairs could develop rules based on “comfawourites”, while others simply chose
their primary-salient images without learning frdhe choices of their co-players. Instead,
the best-performing pairs that choose the primahgst images to their co-players have
probably less similar tastes, but succeed in dguedporules based on the primary-salient
images to their co-players. A similar argument egply to those best-performing pairs

which do not appear to choose any personal fawurliese might be players who, instead of
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learning a rule based on the primary-salient imajekeir co-players, turn on rules based on
e.g. theirbeliefs about the primary-salient choices to their co-ptay or properties of the
games which are unrelated to personal favourites.

All these observations throw light on how playeratticularly best-performing pairs,
coordinate in abstract games and culture-laden gaBwg a useful check on the validity of
these responses is to test for consistency ofnt&i between questions “before” and “after”
the coordination tasks. Table 6-9 shows that tieome correlation between the images
that players like “before” and “after” playing tligames. The fact that there is consistency,
for both best and worse-performing pairs, suggististhese responses are informative about
some stable characteristic of the players, whialegicredibility to our interpretation of
choices as evidence of “personal favourites”. Aisguggests that the difference between
best and worse-performing pairs is not in theirstaetic attunement”, but in their choice of
“personal favourites” in reasoning about coordim@tiand coincidence of “likings” at the

start of the game.

5. Conclusions

The evidence of behaviour from earlier one-shabydimation experiment is well-known, and
the conclusions following the results of these expents have been widely accepted as
models of coordination. However, the question ol lomordination is achieved in such one-
shot, coordination problems has not been explokedar as we know, our study is the first
attempt to investigate experimentally how peopériethe cultural rules of salience used in
these coordination experiments (and real-life co@tibn problems).

Our results show that people are capable of legmiles over a class of different but
related aesthetic games. A comparison with gamék wuiltural content and “common

features” shows that coordination is not only exmd by the use of rules built-into the
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design of the experiment but also the learningi#s which have emerged in the experiment.
We also find evidence that rules are learned bge&pce of pairs of players within blocks of
games of the same type, and that experience withegaf different types can effectively
support the coordination of players by the useefegic coordination skills (where culture-
laden games are better for teaching generic coatidmskills).

We have also tested a variety of hypothesis winay account for the nature of
learning in our games. The results show the folhgwil) learning is pair-specific, which may
explain why salience is culturally specific; 2) sonpairs exhibit a better capacity of
coordinating actions, which may be due to eitherttfine” (i.e. when two players hit on the
same rule) and/or a player’s skills (where a beplayer can teach rules and/or generic
coordination skills to the other player); 3) peopkem to start playing by choosing their
favourite images, then they occasionally convengewes based on “common favourites”,
develop rules close to one person’s favourite image rules where the choice of favourite
images of no player appears to be involved. Outitigs provide evidence of the emergence
of cultural rules of salience in coordination peabks with aesthetic labels. This is a
contribution to the explanation of the origin oétbultural notions of salience which seem to

be responsible of coordination in previous expentse
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Appendix

Figure 1: Abstract games, block 1.
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Image 2 Image 3 Image 4

Figure 1 (continue): Abstract games, block 2.
Image 1

m

HE NN =

EENEERD
EEEEES N

]
|

n
|
|
|
n
u
=

Game 6
Game 7
Game 8
Game 9
Game 10

36



Figure 1 (continue): Abstract games, block 3.
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Figure 1 (continue): Abstract games, block 4.
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Figure 2: Culture-laden games, block 1 (fabrics).
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Note: Source: http://www.reproductionfabrics.com/
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Figure 2 (continue): Culture-laden games, bloctarics).
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Note: Source: http://www.reproductionfabrics.com/
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Figure 2 (continue): Culture-laden games, blocgdr{tings).
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Note: Source: http://www.art.com/
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Figure 2 (continue): Culture-laden games, blocgair(tings).
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Note: Source: http://www.art.com/
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Figure 3 — Distribution of outcomes in abstract gartall treatments)
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Figure 4 — Distribution of outcomes in culture-ladgames (both treatments)
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Figure 5: Best-performing players in abstract gaosisg primary salience and secondary salience

you choose (abstract best)
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Note: “you like"=primary salience (average=0.519), "&tlikes"=secondary salience (average=0.440).
Random choice=0.25.

Figure 6: Worse-performing players in abstract gaosng primary salience and secondary salience

you choose (abstract worse)
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Note: “you like"=primary salience (average=0.410), "&tlikes"=secondary salience (average=0.357).
Random choice=0.25.
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Figure 7: Best-performing players in culture-lag@mes using primary salience and secondary salience

you choose (culture best)
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Note: “you like"=primary salience (average=0.589), "&tlikes"=secondary salience (average=0.478).
Random choice=0.25.

Figure 8: Worse-performing players in culture-lagames using primary salience and secondary salienc
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Note: “you like"=primary salience (average=0.517), "&tlikes"=secondary salience (average=0.455).
Random choice=0.25.
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Figure 9: Players choosing primary-salient imageseast-performing pairs in abstract games
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Note: “aabsbest’=player “a”, “babsbest’=player “b”. Nbar of primary-salient choices of players in
best-performing pairs in abstract games. Numbabsfract games in questionnaires=8.

Figure 10: Players choosing primary-salient imagesorse-performing pairs in abstract games
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Note: “aabsworse”=player “a”, “babsworse”=player “b”uMber of primary-salient choices of players in
worse-performing pairs in abstract games. Numbabsfract games in questionnaires=8.
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Figure 11: Players choosing primary-salient imagdsest-performing pairs in culture-laden games
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Note: “aabsbest’=player “a”, “babsbest’=player “b”. Nber of primary-salient choices of players in
best-performing pairs in culture-laden games. Nunolbeulture-laden games in questionnaires=8.

Figure 11: Players choosing primary-salient imagesorse-performing pairs in culture-laden games
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Note: “aabsbest’=player “a”, “babsbest’=player “b”. Nbar of primary-salient choices of players in
worse-performing pairs in culture-laden games. Nendf culture-laden games in questionnaires=8.
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Table 1 — “Common features” in culture-laden games

Best-performing pairs

Number of matches Block Use common features Dominant feature
62 1 yes** 2

64 2 yes** 1

61 3 yes 3

72 4 yes** None

Note: Summary of the results from test of hypothesmualcoordination on “common features” in culturdda
games, and most frequently chosen features inrediéilen games for best-performing pairs. The doubl
asterisk denotes significance at the 1% level.

Worse-performing pairs

Number of matches Block Use common features Dominant feature
47 1 no 2

52 2 yes** None

39 3 no None

38 4 yes** None

Note: Summary of the results from test of hypothessudlzoordination on “common features” in culturdda
games, and most frequently chosen features inredlwlen games for worst-performing pairs. The d®ub
asterisk denotes significance at the 1% level.
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Table 2: Best-performing players in abstract gaot@®sing according to personal favourites

Best-performing pairs

ABSTRACT

you choose round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 average
you like before 0.667 0.481 0.630 0.444 0.481 00.5 0.519 0.426 0.519
other like before 0.481 0.333 0.537 0444 0426 0.315 0.593 0.389.4400

Note: "you like"=primary salience, "other likes"=secamg salience; "before"=based on data from the
questionnaire before the coordination tasks; "&ftesised on data from the questionnaire after trerdioation
tasks.Proportion of subjects using primary salience=0.%dtfndard dev.=0.086); proportion of subjects gisin
secondary salience=0.440 (standard dev.=0.096);

Table 3: Worse-performing players in abstract gaohe®sing according to personal favourites

Worse-performing pairs

ABSTRACT

you choose round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 average
you like before 0.531 0453 0.453 0.391 0.453 28.3 0.344 0.328 0.410
other like before 0.328 0.422 0.375 0.266 0.484 0.406 0.328 0.250 .35

Note: "you like"=primary salience, "other likes"=secamg salience; "before"=based on data from the
questionnaire before the coordination tasks; "&ftesised on data from the questionnaire after trerdioation
tasks.Proportion of subjects using primary salience=0.{dt@ndard dev.=0.074); proportion of subjects gisin
secondary salience=0.357 (standard dev.=0.080);
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Table 4: Best-performing players in culture-ladamgs choosing according to personal favourites

CULTURE Best-performing pairs
you choose

round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 average

you like before
0.750 0.635 0.654 0.462 0.635 0.538 0.577 0.462.589

other like before
0.481 0.308 0.577 0.385 0615 0.481 0.462 0.519 .4790

Note: "you like"=primary salience, "other likes"=secamg salience; "before"=based on data from the
questionnaire before the coordination tasks; "aftesised on data from the questionnaire after trordioation
tasks.Proportion of subjects using primary salience=0.%&8ndard dev.=0.100); proportion of subjects gisin
secondary salience=0.478 (standard dev.=0.099);

Table 5: Worse-performing players in culture-lageames choosing according to personal favourites

Worse-performing pairs

CULTURE

you choose round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 average
you like before 0.636 0.470 0.621 0500 0.515 39.4 0.455 0.500 0.517
other like before 0.545 0.439 0455 0455 0.379.57® 0.394 0.394 0.455

Note: "you like"=primary salience, "other likes"=secamg salience; "before"=based on data from the
questionnaire before the coordination tasks; "&ftesised on data from the questionnaire after trerdioation
tasks.Proportion of subjects using primary salience=0.%dtdndard dev.=0.074); proportion of subjects gisin
secondary salience=0.455 (standard dev.=0.072);
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Table 6: Similarity of tastes and aesthetic attumetnof best-performing pairs in abstract games

ABSTRACT Best-performing pairs

a: you like before round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 ayer
b: you like before 0.370 0.333 0.333 0.259 0.33B.259 0.333 0.222 0.306
a: you like after 0.537 0.630 0.759 0.481 0574 0.667 0.611 0.574.6040

Note: “a"=player, “b"=opponent”; "before"=questionnaibefore the coordination tasks; "after'=the questaire

after the coordination taskBroportion of subjects with shared tastes p=0.8®6portion of subjects with stable
preferences p=0.604.

Table 7: Similarity of tastes and aesthetic attumetnof worst-performing pairs in abstract games

ABSTRACT Worse-performing pairs

a: you like before round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 ager
b: you like before 0.344 0.313 0.250 0.281 0.188.125 0.219 0.125 0.230
a: you like after 0.594 0.672 0.672 0.547 0.703 0.641 0.484 0.578.6110

Note: “a"=player, “b"=opponent”; "before"=questionnaibefore the coordination tasks; "after'=the questiire

after the coordination taskBroportion of subjects with shared tastes p=0.P30portion of subjects with stable
preferences p=0.611.
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Table 8: Similarity of tastes and aesthetic attumeinof best-performing pairs in culture-laden games

Best-performing pairs

CULTURE

a: you like before round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 ayer
b: you like before 0.308 0.538 0.346 0.308 0.269.154 0.269 0.538 0.341
a: you like after 0.808 0.827 0.712 0558 0.769 0.635 0.712 0.635.707

Note: “a"=player, “b"=opponent”; "before"=questionnaibefore the coordination tasks; "after'=the questaire
after the coordination taskBroportion of subjects with shared tastes p=0.B4@portion of subjects with stable
preferences p=0.707.

Table 9: Similarity of tastes and aesthetic attumeinof worst-performing pairs in culture-laden game

Worse-performing pairs

CULTURE

a: you like before round 1 5 6 10 11 15 16 20 ager
b: you like before 0.212 0.182 0.364 0.152 0.15.364 0.212 0.303 0.242
a: you like after 0.818 0.758 0.742 0.788 0.758 0.727 0.697 0.697.748

Note: “a"=player, “b"=opponent”; "before"=questionnaibefore the coordination tasks; "after'=the questiire
after the coordination taskBroportion of subjects with shared tastes p=0.P4@portion of subjects with stable
preferences p=0.748.

52



