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Political Discrimination in the Aftermath of Violence: the case

of the Greek riots

David Hugh-Jones* , Alexia Katsanidou* and Gerhard Riener’

ABSTRACT

We examine discrimination against outgroups in the context of the
December 2008 riots in Greece after the killing of a 15-year-old student
by a special police agent. We examine students’ allocations between
themselves and others, including police, in modified Dictator games,
allowing us to test theories of discrimination on behavior with real payoff
consequences. Treatments examined the effect of in-group norms and
environmental cues on discrimination. We find that cues in the
environment increase discrimination. However, contrary to existing
research, in-group norms do not increase discrimination. We also
correlate discrimination with attitudes towards the riots themselves,
providing a laboratory test of the “frame alignment” theory of
mobilization. Laboratory behaviour was correlated with self-reported
participation in demonstrations, supporting the external validity of our

measure.
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Political Discrimination in the Aftermath of Violence:

the case of the Greek riots

1. Introduction

In December 2008, after the police killing of a yigar-old schoolboy, Greece
was shaken by a series of demonstrations, whichtlgwiurned violent.

Participants fought the police and destroyed pryp&lthough mass violence
has subsided at the time of writing, terrorist ékéaon Greek police have
continued, and the December events continue toctaffgeek politics and

society.

What makes people take action to harm those inr gfmips? Although large
literatures in contentious politics and intergradipcrimination address these
questions, clear answers are hard to come by. Blgibal experiments have
thrown light on the causes of discrimination, baivé remained subject to
concerns about external validity: can they realglain real-world behaviour?
On the other hand, case studies of protest, rimdscavil violence have led to
interesting hypotheses, but have problems idengfgausality. In this paper
we use experimental methodology to test hypoth&ees both strands in the
literature, innovating in two ways. First, we useaksh payoffs, so that the

choice to discriminate had real monetary conse@eeror those involved.



Second, experiment participants were Greek studesiscating money
between themselves and (among other groups) Grekdepin the charged
atmosphere after the December 2008 riots. We cthddefore validate our

experimental results against participation in @afice demonstrations.

In particular we focus on three questions, derifrean previous work (see
Section 3). Our dependent variable is discrimimgtiby which we mean

treating people worse because of their membershapparticular social group.

* In discriminating, do individuals follow their owpreferences? Or are

they conforming to group norms?

Recent work proposes that ethnic discrimination banexplained not by
underlying preferences, but by the “technology ohiphment” - that is, bad
behaviour towards coethnics is more likely to baiglied, for instance by loss
of reputation within one’s social network (Habyaama et al. 2007). An
experiment in Bosnia found relatively low levelsinfergroup discrimination
in a dictator game where behaviour was private (WWdand Wilson 2007).
Similarly, some explanations of group conflict alathat only a minority of
extremists actually desire violent conflict, buattihey pressure other group
members into joining in violent action (Hardin 199%ocial psychologists
have suggested that outgroup discrimination takéscep when norms
preventing it are — sometimes deliberately — broklemvn (Bar-Tal 1990,

Gaertner and Insko 2001, Staub 1990). Finally, meegperimental work on



the Dictator Game suggests that altruistic behavimigeneral may be driven

more by norms than by innate preferences (Dankh 2006).

« Can discrimination be reinforced by cues in thermment?

A large literature on civil war claims that hatreah be fomented by politicians
acting instrumentally. The puzzle is to explain whgople are affected by
politicians’ speeches or prejudiced media coveragen they should be aware
of the underlying motivations. We propose thatriechanism is subconscious
priming: cues in the environment, such as newsphpadlines, can awaken

mistrust and aggression. We test this claim.

* Is discrimination mediated by attributions of resgibility to opposing

group members?

That is, are subjects who blame individual memioérhe opposing group for
a conflict situation more likely to behave antagtically than those who
instead blame chance or institutional structureb® fuestion is motivated
both by work on violence, in which blame is usequistify aggression, and by

the literature on “frame alignment” for protest miation.

To examine these questions, we run experiments hichwstudents may
allocate money between (1) themselves, (2) othenynous recipients
identified only by profession and (3) members & Thessaloniki police force,
identified only as police. Our treatments vary tpeblicity of subjects’

decisions, and expose them to different cues bledmek Since Thessaloniki



was a center of anti-police activity, and sincedstus were centrally involved,
we have a rare opportunity to examine the afterrafitkbcent civil conflict. We
build on an established tradition of examining igteup behaviour using
economic and psychological experiments (Tajfel let1871, Tajfel 1982,
Bouckaert and Dhaene 2004, Fershtman and Gneezya2@hen and Li
2006). However, this is one of the first economkperiments to analyse
behaviour between members of opposed political gimys® Our main
findings are that environmental cues can indeectase discrimination. On the
other hand, in-group norms among students do npeapto have affected
discrimination in our experiment, in contrast wikie studies mentioned above.
Indeed, there was clear evidence of discriminagean when choices were
private. Lastly, blame attribution did not affegsarimination, suggesting that

frame alignment and blaming have limited explanapmwer in this case.

In the next section, we describe the backgrounduofexperiment: the Greek
riots of 2008, and contemporary Greek society. iBecB describes the
literature from which we derive our hypotheses.ti®ac4 sets out our design

and Section 5 gives our results.

The first, to our knowledge, is Fowler and Kam (20Owhich examined giving to identified
Democrats and Republicans in a dictator game.



2. Background: the 2008 Riots

The December 2008 riots in Greece were the respondee killing of a 15-
year-old Athenian schoolboy by a special police nagdhe outrage of a
traditionally highly politicised society (Alivizat 1990:137) escalated to a
month-long conflict between the police and dematsts, including both
peaceful demonstrations and violent riots. Aggmssigainst the police and
other symbols of state and media power, such asergily teachers and

journalists, has continued in subsequent months.

The violence demonstrates many Greeks’ anger t@ewgosternment and state
institutions. Public dissatisfaction with public ramhistration, corruption and
unsuccessful governance has for many years lackedffactive means of
expression, due to Greece’s weak civil society (kédig 1979: 19). The major
parties themselves have provided the main altermad civil society, being a
major mobilizing force of the masses in the postdl9ra (Alivizatos

1990:137) and dominating all social relations (Raich 1990: 116). However,
in recent years, disillusionment with the partieas hgrown, creating a
representation gap. Greek politics combines newetts from after the 1974
democratization with old practices of the pre-dimtship era (Lyrintzis 1984

99-118; Samatas 1986: 35), which increases frumtratPolitics was

traditionally in the hands of a few strong familiesd although after 1974
entering politics became easier, the tradition x¢lesivist parliamentarism
remained and continues to oppose the democratizatiqoolitics (Mouzelis

1979: 133). Thus, Greeks, particularly youngstgrdge their political system



as elitist, corrupt and inflexible, catering onlgrfits own survival and

reproduction instead of the country’s interestsréfaichas 2009: 291).

The main target of the December 2008 protests eapalice force. The public
did not accept the explanation that the killing whe wrong-doing of one
policeman but blamed the police force as a whalaflowing such individuals
to operate in this manner through the institutibmus the police was framed as
both symptom and cause of political failure (Fethmme 2009: 2). The Greek
population’s lack of trust in the police force rumsep (Mouzelis 1979: 133),
but is also constantly reinforced by the policeshility to provide good
services (Kathimerini 28/12/2008), and the fact tine police is seen as the
shield of the establishment, the dominance of tlagomtwo parties. Before
1974, the police were used by both dictatorshipd aelected Right-wing
governments to keep the masses out of politics @dimi 1979: 133; Veremis
1997). Support for democracy was suppressed; tae stmployed family
responsibility for “political crimes” to increase ass political surveillance
using a vast network of police informers (Samat8861 35). The police
infiltration of private life provoked deep hatrdgly 1974 the police force was
composed mainly of anti-democratic individuals gqmadta sympathizers. The
democratization of the state apparatus by the Kanéiem administration
introduced no major reforms in order to avoid akiesh (Clogg 2002: 173;
Clogg 1975: 338-42). This led to the disillusionmehordinary Greek citizens
with the police and the civil service (Kassimer32: 262). The death of the

school boy only added to this disillusionment imsiag the number (eighteen



in total, mostly young males) of controversial dhsaattributed to the police

since the 1980s (los 2006).

Thus, many Greek citizens identify the police woghpression rather than with
the provision of security in a democratic count8fudents are traditionally
seen as a force of political change both by Gremkesy, as well as by
themselves. Them being the major protest groughénRecember 2008 riots
gives us a valuable opportunity for research inttgup discrimination. The
hatred and mistrust exhibited by students for gofieans that we can examine
“outgroup hatred” in a strong form - something tisa¢xtremely hard to create
with minimal groups in the lab. On the other hamorms of fairness between
ethnic groups, which are common in modern society may regulate inter-
ethnic behaviour in many settings (Fearon and hdifi96), are more likely to
be absent due to the political nature of the confihese norms may interfere
with research if they especially affect behaviourder the eye of the
experimenter. Indeed, experimental work with “hognewn” groups often
finds weaker results than that with minimal gropsgy. Habyarimana et al.
2007, Whitt and Wilson 2007, Goerg et al. 2008; cfluBernhard et al. 2006).
Finally, the political situation allows us to examaihow social and political
beliefs — in particular, blame attributions — affewtivations to harm outgroup

members.



3. Existing Literature

We examine discriminatory behaviour in the contekisocial conflict. Both
discrimination and conflict have given rise to hugeratures. Social
psychologists have examined discrimination in defthe “minimal group”
experiments of Tajfel and Turner (1981, 1971, 19824 the Social ldentity
Theory developed to explain their results, havenbgarticularly influential.
The experiments seemed to show that individualsldvallingly discriminate
against outgroup members in a laboratory settinggneif the group was
experimentally created and explicitly arbitrary,damembership knowledge
was private. Social Identity Theory explains thssfallows: individuals derive
part of their sense of identity from belonging touyps. Discrimination against
other groups can then be used to bolster or pre@izesteem by increasing the
(subjective) value of one’s own group membershipough Social Identity
Theory has a solid track record of predicting laory behaviour, it has
limitations. The logic works best as a theory afidlioup love” rather than
“outgroup hate”, and indeed it is hard to creasedimination in the lab when
people are allocating negative payoffs (Mummendegl.€1992, Brewer 1999).
Other laboratory experiments have examined behaweiween real social
groups. These face a potential “reverse experimeletmand effect”: becoming
aware of the experiment’s purpose might triggefi-distrimination norms,
biasing findings against discrimination. Indeedg tkvidence from such
experiments is quite mixed (Habyarimana et al. 2@&rnhard et al. 2006,

Bouckaert and Dhaene 2004, Fershtman and Gneezib20dcLeish and



Oxoby 2007, Whitt and Wilson 2007). In this contensing real, but non-

ethnic, social groups may be a useful approach.

The literature on social conflict is equally larged diverse. Nevertheless,
some key themes emerge. First, participation inflebrand violence, rather
than being solely a matter of individual preferexnyaeay be driven by norms in
which a few extremists encourage or force otherpatdicipate (Kuran 1998,
Hardin 1995). This is a widespread interpretatiénthe war in the former
Yugoslavia, for example (Mueller 2000). Politicaientists and psychologists
agree that violence towards outgroups can be stggbavhen norms which
encourage it emerge (Horowitz 2001, Bhavnani 200djernatively, the
breakdown of norms which usually guard against eggjon may also be
important (Bar-Tal 1990, Bandura 2002). This ioepelling story, which we

would like to test in a controlled fashion (cf. albimana et al. 2007):

Conjecture 1. Discrimination will be driven by norms, rather thaly
individual preferences, and will be most strongtggent when individuals are

subject to social pressure.

Second, case studies repeatedly put part of thmeebfar outbreaks of violence
on opportunistic behaviour by politicians, who uletoric to whip up tensions
with the help of a compliant media (Oberschall 20RQ00, Kaufman 2001,
Ignatieff 1998, Bauerlein 2001). The puzzle in thtsry is to explain why
people listen to a media they should know is biasedo politicians whom

they should expect to be opportunistic. One posgislychological mechanism



Is that of “priming”. Reporting of violence on tmedia may affect people’s
attitudes without them being fully aware of it. Agawe wish to test this

mechanism in a controlled way.

Conjecture 2. Discrimination will be increased by priming fromesuin the

environment.

Another strand of the literature, focused on riotgtivism and civil

disobedience, takes a more optimistic view of agonfbarticipants’ agency.
Participation in conflict can be mediated by ralentities and attributions of
responsibility (Reicher 1996, Stott and Reicher 8 9Stott and Drury 2000,
White 2001). Similarly, a large literature in theudy of social movements

claims that individuals’ “frames” (roughly, theinterpretation of a particular
situation) affect their willingness to support peutar movements
(Klandermans 1984, Snow et al. 1986, Gamson et982, Ferree and Miller
1985). On this account, someone’s willingness ke taction harming certain
groups may be a form of expressive political actimmd may depend on their

attributions of blame for particular events or bait analysis of the situation as

a whole.

Conjecture 3. Discrimination will be mediated by individuals’ jpatal and

social views, including their attributions of resybility.

This literature also proposes that “frame alignrhenthe process by which

social movements bring individuals to subscribe aocollective frame

10



interpreting a situation — is a key step in mobilig individuals to take part
(Snow et al. 1986). This idea has received lithpegimental testing (but cf.
Dardis 2007); in particular, we lack experimentaldence in which frame
alignment is causally linked to costly actions wiéial consequences. Although
the concept of framing is different from primingetdistinction is not absolute,
and the frame-alignment process may be thoughs @nainteraction between
environmental primes and the individual’s prioriefd. This leads to our final

conjecture:

Conjecture 4. Individuals’ political and social views will have stronger

effect on discrimination in the presence of priming

4. Experimental Design

We employed 2% 2 factorial design, where we varied the publicitytbé
decisions and the primes administered. We appliegbet four treatments
between subjcects. The experiment had two stagethei first stage subjects
were presented with a priming task that used eiéheeutral prime or a riot
prime. In the second stage, subjects played assefidictator games in which
their decisions were either public or private (Wieetthe subjects were in the
private or the public treatment was determined before and did not change
during the experiment. This was communicated to dhbjects before they
made any decisions). In each dictator game subgmiéd give money to

people outside the lab, identified by their prof@ssand gender. In these games

11



we varied the recipient (th&ther) and the relative price of giving to tlo¢gher.
After the actual experiment, subjects filled oufeestionnaire. Table 1 gives
an overview of the experimental design. We desaeileh stage in detdilAll
sessions were conducted by the same experimenbersoek the same roles in

each session.

Priming Task

Priming tasks are frequently used in psychologreakarch to make a certain
concept more salient (Bargh and Chartrand 2000; esgeTajfel 1981, or
Benjamin et al. forthcoming for an application tooeomics). As we were
interested in the role of media in evoking discriation, we asked subjects to
read an article from a Greek newspaper and findlispenistakes® Subjects
had five minutes to complete the task. Half of$bhbjects read a neutral article
about business activities of a large internet tedeyy company in Greece. The
other half was presented with an article connettethe riots, containing a
detailed description of the shooting of the 15-yadrboy. Subjects were asked
to count the spelling mistakes and rewarded €Igétting the correct number

(which was 10).

Recipients
The recipients were identified to the subject byfession and gender. To avoid

inducing experimenter demand effects by makingpbkce/other distinction

% The protocol and written instructions are avaiadh request.
3 A translation of the articles (without spellingstgikes) can be found in the Appendix.

12



obvious, recipients were either police or membée of 5 other professions:
firefighter, private employee, civil servant, howse and entrepreneur.
Firefighters in particular provide a close compamigroup with police, since
both groups are uniformed state employees witltrangtgroup identity. This
allowed us to check whether our results come fremegal intergroup hostility,
rather than specifically from discrimination agaimsembers of the police
group. Furthermore, we were careful in how the ggsions were introduced in
order that subjects see the profession agaup with which subjects can
identify or not. Recipients were shown with inveahteames that preserved

gender, and subjects were informed of this.

Subjects

Subjects were recruited via two methods: a) volyntegistration during
lectures at the European and International Studiggmrtment and b) posters
and leaflets distributed in and around the Uniwgref Macedonia and in the
city centre. The subjects were aware of a minimuwartigpation fee of 2.5
Euro plus the potential of earning more, dependory their answers.
Volunteers had to contact us by phone, email grerson to subscribe to the
session of their choice and were informed thatstgsions would run for an
hour. At the beginning of each experiment subjegése shown a set of
envelopes with the recipients’ names and addre@smscealed for identity
protection reasons) and were told that at the énthe session the money

allocated to each recipient would be posted inetheelope. A volunteer was

13



asked to witness the researchers taking the ere®lmpthe postbox. Subjects
were constantly aware in all allocations of the antoof money they could
keep or give to the recipients. They were inforntieat one of their money
allocations would be picked at random as the fpay-off for them and the

relevant recipient.

Dictator Game

In a dictator game subjects are asked to split meedwveen themselves and a
recipient. Each subject played six turns of a medifdictator game - one for
each profession. In each turn a profession wasech@andomly without
replacement, and a recipient was chosen randoroly fa pool of potential
recipients of the chosen profession. The subjeen timade 9 decisions
allocating money between him- or herself and tre@prent. So every subject

was presented with all of the six professions mdwan order.

Motivated by analogous behaviour in civil confliete wished to learn how
subjects behaved when discrimination carried a tw$he discriminator, and
more generally how discrimination was affected byarges in its cost.
Therefore, we varied the price of giving to the estlperson across the 9
decisions’ Subjects were shown a series of different budeiest svith payoff to

oneself on the y-axis and payoff to the recipiamtloe x-axis, and were asked

* As there is no reason to believe that the creatitof the experimentors is different by treatmehe
treatment effects should be unaffected by cretljbdoncerns. In the post-experimental questionnaire
we asked, whether subjects trusted the experiméntsend the money. Answer could be given on a
scale from 1-7, where 1 is “Not at all” and 7 “Vanuch”. The average responses by treatment were:
riot/pivate: 6.02 riot/public: 6.06 neutral/pivat&.70 neutral/public 5.60. The differences are not
significantly different from 0 at a 10% significantevel using rank-sum tests.

® For a similar approach see Andreoni and Miller0@)0or Fisman et al. (2007).
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to pick a point on the boundary of the budgetagishown in Figure 1. (Before
the actual task, subjects made a non-paid triaicehto ensure that the setup
was well understood.) After a point was chosen, résailting allocation was
shown in figures in the top right corner of theesur. If the subject was
satisfied with the decision taken, she could comfthe choice. There were
three different kinds of budgets. Four were stathdardget sets crossing the x-
axis at 7.5 or 15, and the y axis at 7.5 or 15.sT ke price to give to the other
person was either 0.5, 1 or 2 and the own endowmasteither 7.5 or 15. One
budget set had a zero price of giving: the setsmwsthe y-axis at 7.5,
continued to (7.5,7.5) and then dropped to crosscthxis at 7.5. Three budget
sets had a negative price of giving, i.e. it wasiaty costly not to give to the
other. These started at the origin, and went tobeei(7.5,7.5), (7.5, 15) or
(15,7.5), so that the price ofot giving was 0.5, 1 or 2. This is the closest
laboratory analogue to behavior, such as partigpan riots, that has costs to

the actor as well as to the potential victims.

Figure 1. Examples of Budget Sets.

Give to myself

Give tomyself. 54
Givetoother: 109

Give to other
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The final budget set in each term was step-shapeé Figure 2). The step-
shaped budget set is suitable for detecting sorattypical forms of other-
regarding preferences in a non-parametric way, lasces within certain
subsets on the budget line have a direct interfiwatan terms of social

preferences.

Figure 2: Step Shaped Budget Set.
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EGUD 334518 Oci 433iBcoc 650 66 56385 60

Give to myself
15;
14 5
Give to myself: 10.0
13 €
12 Give to other: 37 €
Competitive Total: - €
Lexself
1
Selfish
Inequality averse

Egalitarian
Other damaging

Self damaging

(= R N ST B S )

0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16

Give to other

Note Diagram labels and emphasized points were natistom the experimental screen.

Subjects who chooséncrease differencevant to maximize the difference
between their income and the income of the recipieifishdescribes subjects
who choose the highest possible outcome for themasddut, given this choice,
do not maximize the payoff of the othdrexselfsubjects maximizes their

payoff and then the payoff of the othérequality aversesubjects will forego

16



their own profit in order to reduce inequality. Tlgalitarian point indicates
strong preferences for fairness. Points to thet righthis point indicate other-
damaging behavior on the horizontal line, and dalfiaging behavior on the

vertical line.

Private and Public Treatments

Half the subjects were in the public treatmentf lrathe private. In the public

treatment, after the dictator games, one set ofsi&s was chosen and
displayed to a single neighbour of the subjectrspaf neighbours were then
asked to chat (using the zTree interface) abourt deeisions for three minutes.
In the private treatment, decisions were anonynasaiscould not be connected
to subjects’ real identities by experimenters. lothbcases, subjects were

informed of this in advance.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire started with open questions erctimtent of the experiment,
in order to check for potential demand effectcoacern that subject alter their
behavior because they know the purpose of the empet. Along with
demographics, the questionnaire included questimmsattachment to the
student identity, the attribution of blame for thets, and participation in

demonstrations and riots.

17



Table 1: Structure of the experiment.
I Introduction and Explanation of Experiment
Il Neutral Prime Riot Prime
1] Example for choice on the budget sets
Treatments stratified over primes

Decisions Private Decisions Public
\Y Profession chosen at random without replacermeanbf six professions
\% Choice on linear budget set chosen randomlyouth

replacement out of 9 different
Return to V nine times
Vi Choice on step-shaped budget set
Return to IV six times
Post experimental questionnaire

Hypotheses
We operationalize our conjectures as follows, usagsimple aggregate
measure of discrimination: was giving significanibyver to the police than to
other groups? First, since norms affect behaviqumiposing costs on those
who publicly violate them, Conjecture 1 leads to:

Hypothesis 1. giving to police will be lower in the public tremént.
Conjecture 2 similarly gives us

Hypothesis 2: giving to police will be lower in the riot primesatment.
Finally, we use the questionnaire to test whethscrominatory behaviour is
correlated with expressed political beliefs, ancethier this interacts with the
effect of cues, as in Conjectures 3 and 4.

Hypothesis 3: giving to police will be lower among subjects whlame

the police for the shooting, and those who lay l@aom individual

policemen rather than on institutional structures.

Hypothesis 4: the police-other giving difference among subjeetso

blame the police for the shooting will be larger the riot prime
treatment.

18



5. Results

Experiments were conducted from April 8 to April, ZD09 at the University
of Macedonia, Thessaloniki, Greece in 9 sessiofse sessions were held in
the computer laboratory of the Economics Faculith wdaptations for running
computerized experimentsin total 184 subjects participated; the number of
subjects per session varied between 12 and 28%b68f6the subjects were
female. 20.2% of the women and 30.9% of the maedtihat they participated
in demonstrations connected to the events in Deegniiut nobody admitted
taking violent actions. The experiment lasted adoone hour. The average

payment (including show-up fee and rewards foreabiguesses) was about €10.

Table 2 shows average allocations to the diffemofessions by treatment
over all budget sets. The first observation we migkéhat giving when the
decision is observed increases giving to the obyearound 50€c (t-test, p-
value < 0.001). In contrast, there is no signiftcdifiference between the riot

and the neutral prime over all profession types.

In the private treatment, when subjects received rtautral prime, policemen and
entrepreneurs received the lowest average contiimit In the riot prime, the
donation to the policemen was lower at 4.01 while tontributions to the other
professions increased (or stayed nearly the sarireths case of the civil servant). In

the public treatment, the riot prime decreasedrdmutions for all profession types.

® Due to the fact that April 11 was a Saturday, wighhhave selection effects. We have too few
observations on Saturday (38 in total in four tmeaits) to explicitly test for selection effects.
However, our results are robust to the exclusiothefSaturday session (available upon request).

" Photographs are available on request.
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Table 2: Average giving over all budget sets (pooled)feptments.

Treatment
Private Public
Neutral Riot Neutral Riot Total
Profession € € € € €
- Policeman 4.16 (0.17) 4.01 (0.16) 5.08 (0.15) 4,92 (0.17) .534
[All non-police] 4.41 (0.07) 4.66 (0.07) 5.00 (0.07) 4.90 (0.08) 44.7
- Civil servant  4.27 (0.16) 4.26 (0.15) 4.63 (0.15) 4.87 (0.17) .494
- Private 4.41 (0.16) 4.62 (0.15) 5.06 (0.15) 4.81(0.17) 34.7
employee
- Housewife 4.86 (0.16) 5.07 (0.15) 5.48 (0.15) 5.34 (0.16) .185
- Entrepreneur 3.90 (0.17) 4.25 (0.15) 4.47 (0.16) 424 (0.17) 24.2
- Firefighter 4.62 (0.16) 5.12 (0.15) 5.37 (0.15) 5.24 (0.16) .095
Total 4.37 4.56 5.01 4.90

Note Standard error of means in parenthesis .

We now turn to the issue of discrimination agamsticemen in the different

treatments. Table 3 reports donations to policears-police recipients in the

different treatments. There is a significant diéiece for decisions made in the

private, riot prime treatment. To investigate thigher, we run OLS egressions

on giving to others, using clustered robust stash@arors for inference, where

the cluster is the individual. Table 4 reports thsults.Riot and Public are

dummies for the riot prime and public treatmentpestively.

Table 3: Average giving over budget sets with positiveesi by treatment.

Treatment Neutral/Private Neutral/Public A
Non-police 2.75 3.39 -0.64 (0.00)
Police 2.60 3.67 -1.06 (0.00)
A 0.15 (0.42) -0.28 (0.17)
Riot/Private Riot/Public 4
3.25 3.73 -0.48 (0.03)
2.56 3.64 -1.08 (0.00)
0.69 (0.01) 0.09 (0.65)
Treatment Neutral Riot A
Non-police 3.08 3.46 0.38 (0.57)
Police 3.15 3.04 -0.11 (0.15)
A -0.07 (0.75) 0.43 (0.02)

Note:p-values of rank-sum test in parenthe Ho . Differences are equal to 0.
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Table 4. Policeman vs Others

1) 2) 3) (4)

Non-zero prices Paositive prices Negative prices Zero price
Price 0.802***(0.0781) -2.333*** (0.155) 2.342*** (0.0844)
Endowment -0.0755*** (0.014)0.270*** (0.016) -0.0642** (0.023)
Riot 0.201 (0.254) 0.502 (0.460) -0.199 (0.309)  7@.40.428)
Public 0.517 (0.275) 0.640 (0.448) 0.350 (0.288) 158.**(0.404)
Police -0.154 (0.199) -0.146 (0.242) -0.166 (0.202) -0.711 (0.393)
Riot * public -0.188 (0.362) -0.159 (0.633) -0.225 (0.436) -1¥1(B0583)
Police * public 0.278 (0.235) 0.427 (0.314) 0.0818 (0.257) 0.6681(D)
Police * riot -0.381 (0.297) -0.547 (0.340) -0.161 (0.326) -0.82875)

Sjgﬁsx ot * 0363 (0.355)  0.173(0.449)  0.614 (0.409)  -0.20840)

downward -4.627*** (0.336)

Constant 7.527*** (0.319) 2.339*** (0.376) 9.511*** (0.394) 5.353*** (0.348)
Combined

coefficient

: .
rFi’gt"C“po“CE -0.536** (0.221) -0.692*** (0.241) -0.327 (0.256) -0.931* (0.420)

Police + police x
public

Police + police *
public + police *

0.124 (0..125)  0.281 (0.200)  -0.083 (0.158)  -0.(228)

_ , .105 (0.149) -.092 (0.214) 0.369 (0.190) -0.46890)
riot. + police ¥

public * riot

Observations 7607 4348 3259 1087
R 0.2278 0.0989 0.3178 0.0365

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; Baselingside private, neutral cue, non-police
recipient; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p< 0.001.

The regression analysis shows the effect of pracesendowments. While for
positive prices these effects go in expected doest i.e. higher prices reduce
giving to the other and higher endowment incre#isdéise effect of endowment
on giving goes in an unexpected direction: the diglthe endowment

(measured in terms of the maximum that a subjealdcgive to herself), the

lower the willingness to contribute, even contrajlifor the price. This also

drives the aggregate results in the column (1ablet4.
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The effects of both priming and publicity treatnseah giving to non-police do
not reach significance, except for the public treait effect when prices are
zero. For the publicity treatment this is surpmsias these findings are not in
line with previous research on social distance @heér-regarding behavior (for
early evidence in simple dictator games see Hoffiaal. (1996)). The fact
that recipients are not present in the laboratoay itmave dampened the effect

of publicity ®

We also construct a measure of individual discration by taking the
difference between giving to the police and avergngng to the other
professions over all budget sets. The average rdiite2 in the private
treatments under the neutral cue is 0.26€ while tifference increases to
0.73€ under the riot cue (rank-sum test, p-valuB4) In the public treatments
we only see an increase in this difference fronl ®00.06. This increase is not

significantly different from zero (rank-sum testyalue: 0.45).

Examining thePolice dummies — and their crosses with different treatie-
and the result on the measures of individual disiciation gives our main
results.

Result 1 Discrimination against police is not significgntifferent between

the public and private treatments.

8 Findings that donations to a third party outshielab are higher when identity is reported tolzjestt
within the lab have been found - to the best of our kndgde- only in research on charitable giving.
See for example Reinstein and Riener (2009) irctimtext of charities.
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The combined coefficient gbolice plus police * public is not significantly
different from zero. Thus, Hypothesis 1 is not supgd. Indeed, the next result
shows that if anything, publicity lessens discriatian.

Result 2 Discrimination against police is higher in thet prime treatment,
but only when decisions are private.

Table5: Preference Types elicited from Choices on the Steaped Set (in percent)

Preference Private Public
type

Neutral Riot Neutral Riot
Police Not police Police Not police Police Not police Police Not police
% of subjects in category

Competitive 13.33 10.67 25.00 8.57 4.17 3.72 13.16 11.40
Egoistic 26.67 18.22 18.75 12.24 14.58 13.22 .143 11.92
Lexicograph 35.56 47.56 29.17 41.22 45.83 58.26 34.21 33.16
ic self

Egalitarian  4.44 9.33 2.08 6.12 10.42 5.37 10.53 8.29
Equity 11.11 5.78 20.83 17.55 18.75 11.57 15.7921.24

oer 667 622 417 1265 625 1042 1316 1192
amagding
el o 222 222 0 1.63 0 0 0 2.07
amading
P 1
o0 545(0.49) 17.17 (0.01) 4.57 (0.47) 1.61(0.95)

Note:p-value in parentheses.

The combined coefficient gfolice pluspolice * riot is significantly different
from zero and negative. Thus, Hypothesis 2 canmotdjected for private
decisions. However, publicity appears to elimindie effect of the riot prime,
since the combined coefficiepblice + riot * police + police* public + riot
X police * publicis not significantly different from 0. Table 5 gi¥ further
support for result 2 for the step-shaped budget\&fet categorized subjects’

choices on the step-shaped set by their correspgngdrototypical social
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preferences, as described above.The distributibeemal preference types for

police and non-police recipients are significardlfferent (¥ -test, p-value:
0.01) in the private, riot prime treatment. In pauar, subjects are much more
likely to show competitive preferences towards gmthan to non-police. In the

other three treatment combinations we do not olestmg difference.

Table 6: Giving to police and controlling for blame foots.

Private Public
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Neutral Riot Neutral Riot
Blame
.. State -1.062 -0.579 0.488 -0.261
(0.758) (0.731) (0.690) (0.855)
.. police leadership 0.412 -2.092%** 0.860 Ba7
(0.905) (0.663) (0.762) (0.877)
.. police -1.614** -1.892 -0.0583 2.646
(0.795) (1.229) (1.361) (1.817)
.. anarchists 0.999 0.415 -0.514 0.427
(0.886) (0.641) (0.836) (0.920)
.. media 1.053 -0.385 0.523 0.825
(0.976) (0.597) (0.757) (1.048)
.. government 0.422 2.301%** -1.430 0.379
(1.153) (0.596) (1.038) (0.940)
.. students -0.905 -1.442 0.685 -1.065
(1.374) (1.338) (1.333) (1.087)
.. other 3.687** 0.638 -1.390 -0.250
(1.736) (0.718) (2.073) (0.896)
.. hobody 0 3.2571%** 0 1.800*
() (0.625) () (0.896)
Constant 1.476 3.439*** 3.342***  3.000***
(0.969) (0.803) (0.919) (0.896)
Observations 180 192 192 152
R 0.1672 0.3020 0.0604 0.0705

Notes:Cluster robust standard errors. Cluster: subjeesuRs for downward sloping
budget sets; * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

Table 6 reports giving to police separated by tnesits and controlling for

blame attributions. In the private treatment usihg neutral cue, we find a
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strong and significant correlation between giviagpblice and blame attributed
to police. In the riot treatments there is stilgagve correlation of the blame
attribution to the police and giving to the polidayt this is not statistically
significant. However, blaming the police leadersisigignificantly negatively
correlated with giving to police. In the public ateent, blame attributions are

not correlated with giving to police forces.

Result 3 Those who blame the police for the riots do mismate
significantly more against the police when the dgietis are made privately.
There is no difference whether subjects receivesl tleutral or the riot

treatment. We do not find these correlations inghielic treatment.

Thus, Hypothesis 3 cannot be rejected. Anti-policgcrimination is significantly

correlated with individuals’ expressed attributiohblame to the police. The public
treatments show null results: possibly the socalmof giving is stronger than the
desire to express blame, or subjects are afragkpoess their antagonism in front of
another participant whose political views are unnoOn the other hand, the riot
treatment did not significantly increase the effeftblame, so that Hypothesis

4Error! Reference source not found. is rejected.

5.1.Participation in Demonstrations

Laboratory behaviour can be accurately measureddbes it correlate with

behaviour in the real world? To address these eosceour questionnaire
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included measures of participation in the demotistta. We examine how

discrimination correlates with these self-reports.

Around 23% of our subjects participated in the dest@tions. Table 7 shows
average donations by treatments and groups. Wevese clear and significant

discrimination against police among subjects whidigpated in the demonstrations,
but only in the private treatment. The discrimioatiis stronger in the riot prime

treatment. In the public treatment, we do not gserighination. In contrast, the group
of subjects who did not take part in the demonistnatdo not appear to discriminate
against the police, except in the private treatnvémén they have been primed with

the riot cue.

Table 7: Average giving over budget sets with positiveesi by treatment.
Participated in demonstrations
Neutral/Private Neutral/Public  Riot/Private Riatffic

Non police 2.98 3.34 4.15 2.12
Police 1.98 3.85 2.46 1.69
Y| 1.00 (0.053) -0.51 (0.240) 1.69 (0.007)  0.4332D.

Not participated in demonstrations
Neutral/Private Neutral/Public Riot/Private Riath¥c

Non police 2.67 3.43 3.02 4.22
Police 2.80 3.52 2.58 4.30
A -0.13 (0.660) -0.08 (0.780) 0.44 (0.100) -0.0830)

Note:Rank-sum test for differences. p-value in parenghes

We also examined whether subjects who showed graatagonism towards
the police - those subject who chose the competpiwint in the step-shaped
budget set - were more likely to have been involiredhe demonstrations.
Estimating a linear probability model with partiatpn in demonstrations on
the left hand and the preference type on the hghtd side of the equation, we
find that those with competitive preferences wagmiicantly more likely to

participate in the demonstrations (results avadlainl request).
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It could be that subjects misreported their pgriion in demonstrations so as
to justify their behaviour in the experiment. Wegat rule this out completely.
However, as a robustness check we examined whetteeranswers on
participation were different between the treatmenfs self-justification
explained the answers, we would expect that thecefbf the treatment on

giving would be reflected in the answers. Fortulyatee cannot reject the null
hypothesis that the distribution of answers areak(uublicity treatments X -

test, p-value: 0.141, cueing treatmel 2 -test, p-value: 0.797).

We expected to find that subjects who participatethe demonstrations gave
less to the police in the upward sloping budget,dait this was not the case.
So, although participation was linked to laborattwghavior, we could not
replicate the kind of behaviour that has materiaste and risks, such as
participation in political protest. Further worktivia more selected group of

subjects might address this issue.

5.2.Debriefing

A concern in psychological experiments is that ipgr@nts may behave in
ways they think the experimenters want. This makesmportant that
participants do not guess the purpose of the exjgert. Priming tasks can be a
particular area of concern (Bargh and Chartrandd20By including multiple

social groups as recipients, and by presentingathiele primes as a spelling
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task, we aimed to avoid this. As a check, our qoesaire included open
qguestions on the experiment topic. No participaehtioned the police or the

December 2008 disturbances.

6. Discussion

A large body of literature on conflict proposesttioaitgroup hatred can be
whipped up by media and elite rhetoric. We were dblreproduce this effect
in the lab. Subjects exposed to an inflammatory spaper article gave
significantly less to police than to others in atdior game. This opens the way
to more in-depth study of the media’s effect onfegnences - an important
research topic given the role played by media imesaecent episodes of

conflict and genocide.

On the other hand, we were not able to supportlien that discrimination is
driven by norms. Indeed, discrimination was more&ent in private than in
public. Our result contrasts with recent work thas proposed a major role for
norms, and a relatively minor one for individualefarences, in driving
discrimination. However, the findings of these rnat¢hnic laboratory
experiments may have been biased, since subjecétsamare they were being
observed by the experimenter, and since there fadha widespread norm
against ethnically-based discrimination. In any case, eitbxisting work is
mistaken in making social norms so important t@misination, or norms take

effect in some way which our experiment did nottaeg For example,
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ingroup norms may only become activated duringflpexiods of conflict; or
our subjects may not have been sure enough of ¢hiefd of their fellow

students.

Laboratory experiments will always face questiohgxiernal validity. While

we have no panacea for these concerns, we werdabik behaviour in the
experiment to self-reported participation in dentaigns. It is possible that
subjects lied or misremembered their own actiond, vee think the simple
explanation that there was a genuine correlatiah waal-world behaviour is
more likely, especially as reported participatiewdls did not vary between

treatments.

Our laboratory results cannot explain the causeéheDecember 2008 riots in
Greece. However, we can infer some statements absciimination and its
triggers among Greek students. First and forenvestfound no indication of
the existence of a strong political student idgntioverned by in-group norms.
Students come from different backgrounds and haxexrsk opinions about the
events of December 2008, which in the end matteerti@n their participation
in the student community. Students were reluctamligcriminate in the public
treatment, perhaps because they feared the disagprd fellow participants
whose political views were unknown. Although studesre not a homogenous
body, demonstration participants discriminated nagainst police than others,
suggesting that political participation is linkexdindividual attitudes for at least

some. Finally, the role of the media within the €kesociety should not be
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underestimated. Subjects who read the inflammatoticle on the riots
discriminated more against the police. Thus we iofer that the media can
have a great impact in shaping individual prefeesnand potentially

discrimination between groups within Greece.

Where to go from here? Our experiment supportsdea that cues from the
media can affect people’s behaviour towards oth&tere generally, we
believe that experimental work will become incraghy important in studying
the motivations behind political protest, contensiopolitics and even civil
conflict. Both field and laboratory experiments Bavrole. A key issue will be
defining and finding the population of interest. leo hope that our work will
generate interest in linking experimental and csdy approaches to these
issues. As our experiment shows, the insightful otlypses provided by

qualitative work can be tested experimentally.
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Appendix: Newspaper Articles
A.1 Neutral: Skype comes to your iPhone (Taken from Kathimerini
30/03/2009}
The famous phone service provider using computekyp8& plans its
adaptation for mobile phones such as iPhone andkBéary, scheduled for
March. Skype has been trying for a while now to enda& services compatible
with the most advanced mobile phones in the matkean attempt to expand
its current user base, reaching 400 million peogitgpe offered low cost and
occasionally free calls. Skype manager, Scott @agsldid not hide his great
expectations for the success of adaptation onRhene, considering it a great
piece of technology very compatible with skype &&s. “The most important
request from our users is the transfer of our seradn the iPhone, and this
demand is constantly rising”, commented Darslandis recent interview.
Even thought video-calls are the most famous fonstiof skype, the company
has not made clear yet if this function will be italale on the iPhone. “We are
very careful when it comes to quality”, explainedrBlang and he pointed out
that they have to first make sure that it can wakheout mistakes, before
incorporating it in the iPhone package.
Sourcehttp://portal.kathimerini.gr/4dcgi/_w_articles katbrld 1 30/03/2009
273107

A.2 Riot: The constitution and the blood (Abstract from an article of Pantelis
BoukalasKathimerini 9/12/2008)°

December 2008. Exarchia. A special police agentedd’Rambo” by his
colleagues, kills the high school student Alexasd@rigoropoulos; the bullet
hits the fifteen-year-old in the chest. The tenguitest voices on television,
the internet do not let the police to pass the agerof “policemen in defence”
and “emotional turbulence”. Eyewitnesses confirat tlhe policemen shot cold
blooded the boy following an insignificant verbakident, and immediately
after he left with his colleague leaving the boydie. Students across the
country shocked by their brother's murder protestednger. Fully aware and
bitter that their voice will not be heard they ldfboks (Ancient Greek,
Literature, Maths, everything a child reads) anow#rs on the “unknown
soldier” monument in front of the Greek parliamdntbetween the books we
might see a copy of our constitution with undedintevo points: Article 2.1:
“The respect and protection of the value of the &mnbeing are a major
responsibility of the State”. Article 5.2 “Everyonesiding in Greece enjoys the
full protection of their life, honour and freedonThe students have underlined
this “everyone”. With their blood.
Sourcehttp://news.kathimerini.gr/4dcgi/_w_articles_colusn@ 09/12/2008 2
95314

° Translated by Alexia Katsanidou.
1 Translated by Alexia Katsanidou.
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