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1 Introduction

In these democratic days, any investigation into the trustworthiness and peculiarities of

popular judgements is of interest. |Galton (1907), pages 450-451.

More than a hundred years after Galton’s discovery of the “wisdom of crowds” (Galtonl 1907)),
as democratic politics became more common across the world, our collective opinions and beliefs
matter for an ever-widening range of subjects. Pioneering work on the role of social networks was
carried out by sociologists in the mid-twentieth century (Lazarsfeld and Merton| 1954, Katz and
Lazarsfeld, 1966, Coleman et al.,[1966)). More recently, with the growing usage of social media, there
has been renewed interest in the role of social networks in shaping opinion formation and behaviour.
Existing studies have highlighted two features of real-world social networks: (i) deep inequalities in
the number of connections where the average is small but the variance is very large, and (ii) network
homophily — tendency of people with similar traits to form links with each other (Barabasi and
Albert,, (1999, Newman, 2010, [McPherson et al., 2001}, |Currarini et al., 2009). The theory of social
learning shows that these network features have powerful effects on opinions and behaviour (Bala
and Goyal (1998), Bala and Goyal| (2001)), [DeMarzo et al.| (2003), Mossel et al.| (2014) and Golub
and Jackson| (2010))); for a survey of this research see Golub and Sadler| (2016) and Goyal (ming)).
This paper aims to experimentally test these theoretical predictions in large canonical networks,
i.e., networks that are rich and complex and that reflect inequality and homophily.

We consider a model taken from|Gale and Kariv| (2003)) in which individuals receive noisy signals
about the true state of the world and make a guess repeatedly over time. We consider a binary state
setting with a binary guess where the optimal guess is to match the true state. Individuals also
observe the guesses of their neighbours, which in principle allows information to flow across paths
of the social network. We examine how the network shapes the long-run process of information
dissemination.

We study learning in three networks: Erdos-Rényi (a baseline for connections among homo-
geneous individuals), Stochastic Block (reflecting network homophily) and Royal Family network
(that accommodates ‘influential individuals’ along with local interactions). Figure (1| presents these
three networks and Figures [2al and [2b| present the learning dynamics under DeGroot updating (De-
Groot} [1974): at any period ¢, an individual guesses the state that corresponds to the majority
guess in her neighbourhood in the previous period ¢ — 1. We are led to three hypotheses: (i) in-
dividual behaviour converges; (ii) the presence of network homophily leads to the persistence of
diverse opinions/guesses; (iii) the presence of influential individuals gives rise to incorrect consensus
and sub-optimal behaviour. In real life, people are diverse in preferences, capacities for information
processing, and decision-making rules. It is therefore unclear if these theoretical predictions will

obtain in practice.



We conduct a laboratory experiment to test these predictionsE Our experiments yield three
findings. First, learning occurs in all the networks so rapidly that most of the consensus level
achieved happens early. Second, breakdown of consensus and persistence of diverse opinions is more
likely in the Stochastic Block network as compared to the other two networks. Third, incorrect
consensus is much more likely in the Royal Family network as compared to the other two networks.
Finally, we show that the vast majority of individual guesses are consistent with DeGroot updating

rule.

Related Literature. There is a large body of experimental research on opinion formation and
behaviour. Early contributions include (Choi et al.| (2005)), |[Mobius et al.| (2015), | Kearns et al.| (2012).
For a survey of the experimental research in economics see (Choi et al.| (2016), Breza| (2016). Our
paper is closest to two recent papers by (Grimm and Mengel (2020) and |Chandrasekhar et al.| (2020)
who use a model of binary states and repeated guessing. Their experiments use stylized small
networks to disentangle the updating rules of subjects. They find that subjects’ behaviour is close
to that predicted by DeGroot updating.

The empirical literature on networks has highlighted the complex and rich structures and brought
out the salience of network homophily and connection inequality. It is unclear what rules of be-
haviour individuals will follow when confronted by such complex environments. To address this
concern, we propose an experiment with large networks that can accommodate key features of
empirical networks. This leads us to study three canonical networks: Erdds-Rényi representing
a baseline of decentralized contacts (Newman| (2018)), Stochastic Block network representing net-
work homophily (see McPherson et al.| (2001),[Newman| (2018)) and Royal Family network capturing
highly influential nodes together with local influence (Acemoglu et al.| (2011)), Bala and Goyal| (1998)),
Mossel et al. (2014)). Our contribution is therefore twofold: one, we propose a new experimental
design with canonical networks and two, we show that the learning patterns of our subjects are
consistent with predictions of a model where agents follow the DeGroot updating rule.

Our paper is also related to Becker et al.| (2017) and |Becker et al.| (2019) and the ongoing work
of |Agranov et al| (2020). Specifically, |Agranov et al.| (2020) consider a star and a core-periphery
network, while Becker et al.| (2017) study a hub-spoke network. Our paper differs from these papers
in the canonical networks we study: these networks are complex and they accommodate salient
features of empirical networks like inequality and homophily. To the best of our knowledge, our
paper offers the first experimental evidence supporting strong network effects in such a setting and

on the consistency of decision making by subjects with DeGroot updating rule.

"'With observational data, it would be difficult to test these theoretical predictions about network effects because
of identification issues. One reason is that network structures are often endogenous and a second reason is that
network structures are rarely fully observable in real life; this creates the possibility that there is a gap between what
players observe in a network and what a researcher observes. Thus it would be difficult to attribute the change in
behaviours to a learning process in a network. Given these concerns with observational data, we resort to controlled
laboratory experiments with large-scale networks.



2 Theory and Hypotheses

We use a model with two states, two signals, and two guesses that is taken from (Gale and Kariv
(2003). There is a set of individuals N = {1,2,...,n}, with n > 2. There are two possible states of
the world, w € {0, 1}, which individuals believe to be equally likely a priori.

Time is discrete and proceeds as t = 0,1,2.... In period 0, individuals observe a noisy but
informative signal on the true state: individual ¢ receives a binary signal s; € {0,1}. The probability
of receiving the correct signal corresponding to the true state is p € (1/2,1]. From period ¢t > 1, an
individual chooses a binary guess a;; € {0,1}. Guessing the true state correctly yields a payoff of
1, and guessing incorrectly yields 0. Thus upon receiving a signal of s; = 1, the expected payoff of
an individual guessing a;; = 1 is p and the payoff from guessing a;; = 0 is 1 — p. Individuals follow
their signal in period 1 (note that this guess is also optimal for a myopic individual who seeks to
maximise one period payoff).

Individuals are located in an information network, g. We allow for both directed and undirected
networks. A link g;; € {0,1} reflects information access. If g;; = 1 then individual i observes
the guesses of individual j. g;; = 0 by convention. The neighbours of individual ¢ are given by
Ni(g) = {jlgij = 1}. We will suppose that an individual i gets to observe the guesses of everyone
in her neighbourhood. In particular, at time ¢, individual ¢ observes the guesses of her neighbours
from period 1 until period t — 1. These observations on neighbours’ guesses and the signal in period
0 are inputs into individual i’s belief at time ¢ about the likelihood of state w = 1, denoted as y; ;.

In principle, in period 2, an individual can infer a signal from the first period guess of a neighbour;
moreover, in subsequent periods, she can also potentially make inferences on the signals of the
neighbours of neighbours, and so forth. These inferences are challenging even in simple situations,
but in complex networks, they appear to be even less plausible. With these concerns in mind,
building on the literature on majority dynamics (Benjamini et al., 2016) and DeGroot updating
(DeGroot, 1974), we propose the following simple rule of thumb for individuals: In period ¢ = 1,
individual 7 makes a guess that mimics her signal s;; in subsequent periods ¢t > 2, she guesses a; ;
that corresponds to the majority guess in her neighbourhood in the previous period (which includes
her last period guess a;;—1). To facilitate learning, let us suppose that individuals randomize (with
equal probability) between the two states in case of no majority (Grimm and Mengel, [2020). To

summarize, an individual 7 updates her guess a;; at time ¢ in the following way:

1 if it > %7
ait =40 if gy < 3, (1)
{0,1} if pip =13

1 n
where Hit = Wz(g)|—|—1{]_21 ajt—1 - Gij + a’i,tfl}'
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(a) Erdoés-Rényi network (b) Royal Family network (c) Stochastic Block network

Figure 1: Canonical networks

We shall refer to this rule as DeGroot updating in the rest of the paper.

We study the learning dynamics and long-run outcomes in three archetypal networks: i) the
Erdés-Rényi network; ii) the Stochastic Block network (that reflects network homophily); and iii)
the Royal Family network (that represents networks with highly influential individuals and local
interaction). Figure [1] presents these networks; we selected these networks as they are represen-
tative in their respective classes and have distinct theoretical predictions (see Appendix for
elaborations on the network generation process).

To formulate our hypotheses, we ran simulations of DeGroot learning rule on 1000 sets of signals
for each network. The signals are drawn i.i.d. for 40 players with signal quality p = 0.7. Players
then update their beliefs and guesses under the DeGroot updating rule. We organize the simulation

results by defining a variable ¢;:

(ne —no)/(n —mng) if ny > no,
¢ = (2)
(ng —no)/no if ny < no,

where ng denotes the number of correct signals received at time 0 and n; denotes the number of
correct guesses made at time ¢. To account for variations in ng (as signals are randomly selected with
quality p = 0.7), ¢; measures the extent to which the average guess at time ¢t move toward correct
consensus (n; > ng) or towards incorrect consensus (n; < mp) relative to the initial assignment
of signals. Note that the potential amount of learning towards incorrect consensus is much larger
than correct consensus. So the extent of learning is normalized by the maximum margin of learning
towards correct consensus (n — ng) or towards incorrect consensus (ng — 0). Together, ¢; ranges
between -1 (incorrect consensus) and 1 (correct consensus) with ¢; = 0 representing no learning.
Figure [2a] shows that learning occurs rapidly and the consensus is achieved within the first few
periods of the game. This is also reflected in the frequency of switching behaviour: Figure [2b|shows
that roughly 25% of the individuals switch their guesses in period 2 after observing the guesses of
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Figure 2: DeGroot simulations. (a) In period 1, |¢;| equals 0 because all individuals guess their signal. By
period 4, RF (green) achieves |¢;| = 100% in almost all cases. SB (blue) attains |c;| = 60%. ER (red) attains
|et] = 87% by period 7. (b) After period 4, less than 5% of individuals switch their guesses from the previous
period. By period 7, this frequency is negligible. (c¢) In periods 7-12, ER network reaches correct consensus
in 61% of cases, RF in 79% of cases, and SB in 31% of cases. Almost all remaining cases yield breakdown
of consensus in ER and SB (39% and 69%, respectively) or incorrect consensus in RF (21%) (n=1000 per

network).



their neighbours. This frequency falls to less than 5% by period 4 and becomes negligible eventually.

We next note that the network has powerful effects on consensus levels. The Royal Family
network achieves complete consensus (¢; = 1 or — 1) by period 4 in almost all simulation runs.
By contrast, the Stochastic Block network attains only 60% of potential learning by period 4 and
then remains at that level afterwards. Learning in the Erdds-Rényi network continues for longer:
the network attains 87% of potential learning by period 7. To separate learning towards correct
from learning toward incorrect consensus, Figure [2c] presents the distribution of ¢; averaged across
periods 7-12. In the Erdos-Rényi network, correct consensus obtains in 61% of the cases. In
the Royal Family network, consensus obtains in all cases: 79% on correct consensus and 21% on
incorrect consensus. In the Stochastic Block model, correct consensus obtains only in 31% of the
cases. We obtain similar predictions if we consider variations of the DeGroot updating rule (see
Appendix .

We use these theoretical results to formulate three hypotheses:

H.1 Individual guesses converge to a limit guess in all networks.

H.2 The breakdown of consensus is more likely in the Stochastic Block network as compared to
the Erdos-Rényi and Royal Family network.

H.3 Incorrect consensus is more likely in the Royal Family network as compared to the Erdés-Rényi
and Stochastic Block network.

Let us provide some intuition underlying these hypotheses. The Stochastic Block network is
comprised of smaller communities that have a greater density of ties within and fewer ties across
them. Since a community is smaller in size than the whole network and has access to fewer signals,
it is less likely to reach the correct consensus independently. To illustrate this, consider a scenario
where the entire network guesses 1 except for a community that guesses 0. Suppose there is only one
link between an individual X (in the community) and the rest of the network, let us say that this link
is with individual Y (outside the community). Since X observes herself and other members of her
community, she observes a majority guess of 0, while Y observes a majority guess of 1. Under the
DeGroot updating rule, X’s community therefore agrees upon an incorrect consensus and cannot
learn about the external majority (Chandrasekhar et al., [2020). This insulation of communities
is more likely in the Stochastic Block than the Erdds-Rényi network because of higher network
homophily.

We next discuss why the rate of convergence is higher and why incorrect consensus is so common
in the Royal Family network. Observe that, in this network, the 3 members of the ‘royal family’ (i)
constitute a clique among themselves with only one source of information from the outside world,
(ii) are observed by everyone in the network, and (iii) constitute a majority in the neighbourhood
of everyone. The first property means that the ‘royal family’ converge to the same guess by period
2. The second and third properties taken together with the DeGroot updating rule imply that

everyone outside the ‘royal family’ imitates the guesses of the ‘Royal Family’ clique thereby leading



to a quick convergence. However, if the majority of the ‘Royal Family’ happen to get incorrect

signals then the consensus will be on the wrong guess.

3 Experimental Design

We recruited 480 participants from the Laboratory for Research in Experimental and Behavioral
Economics (LINEEX) at the University of Valencia to take part in a learning game. Subjects
were randomized to one of three experimental conditions, each associated with a distinct network
structure: Erdés-Rényi, Stochastic Block, and Royal Family network. We ran a total of 12 sessions,
4 sessions for each experimental condition. Each session consisted of a group of 40 subjects on a
social network who played 6 rounds of the learning game. No subject participated in more than one
session.

In each round of the game, subjects were randomly assigned a position in a social network. Sub-
jects’ positions were reshuffled from one round to the next to reduce potential repeated game effects
during the experiment (subjects could not keep track of a participant’s position across rounds). Sub-
jects in the same session saw the network structure along with different IDs associated with different
nodes. Because subjects in the network conditions were not statistically independent, all analyses
of collective estimates in the network conditions were conducted at the round level such that each
network provided 24 observations. Moreover, because each session completed multiple rounds of the
learning game within an experimental trial, we cluster our main analysis at the session level (see
Fréchette| (2012) for the discussion on dealing with session effects in the laboratory).

Subjects were informed about a bag containing 10 balls. They were told that the bag contains
either 7 Red and 3 Green balls (we will refer to this as the RED bag) or 7 Green and 3 Red balls
(the GREEN bag). Each of these two combinations is a priori equally likely. At the start of a
round, each subject drew a ball from the bag and saw its colour. There was a 70% chance of
getting the ‘correctly’ coloured ball (representing the signal) corresponding to the colour of the bag
(representing the true state).

For 12 periods, subjects were asked to guess whether the bag was RED or GREEN. At period
t = 1, subjects’ guess was based on their prior and the colour of the ball initially drawn by them.
From period ¢t > 2 until t = 12, subjects also observed guesses of neighbours in previous periods from
which they could update their beliefs and revise their guesses. At the end of the round, one period
(from 1 to 12) was picked at random to determine actual payoffs in the round: subjects earned 3
euros if their guess matched the colour of the bag (GREEN or RED), and 0 euro otherwise. Total
earnings for a subject corresponded to the sum of earnings in each round and a 5 euro show-up fee.

The experiment lasted approximately 1.5 hrs. The average payment per subject was 19.3 euros
(including the 5 euro show-up fee). The details of the experimental procedures, including sample

instructions, are presented in Appendix



4 Findings

We start with a presentation of the learning dynamics. We then compare the level of correct and
incorrect consensus and the breakdown of consensus achieved by each network. Lastly, we study

whether subjects’ behaviour matches various updating rules.

Dynamics of Learning

We begin by discussing the dynamics of learning and the stability of long-run behaviour. Figures
and [3b] summarize the data. In line with the DeGroot simulation, most of the learning occurs in
the early phase of the dynamics: More than three-quarters of the final consensus achieved by period
12 is attained by period 4. In particular, the Royal Family and Stochastic Block networks have
more rapid learning than the Erdos-Rényi network. The rapid convergence is also supported by
evidence on switching frequency: 20% of subjects switched their guess in period 2 after observing
the first-period guess of their neighbours; this switching frequency falls to 10% towards the end of
the experiment in period 12. In addition, there are large learning effects across rounds: as a result,
the switching probability falls significantly across rounds — only 5% of subjects switched their
guess in the last three rounds (Appendix Figure . This evidence supports our first hypothesis:
individual guesses converge in all networks.

Turning to consensus, we note that the level of consensus attained in the experiment is lower than
the theoretical prediction (we examine these factors more closely in the Updating Rule section below
and in the Appendix). However, the ranking of consensus dynamics across networks is consistent
with the DeGroot simulation: the Royal Family network achieves the highest level of consensus from
period 2 onward; the Stochastic Block network attains consistently the lowest level of consensus;

the Erdos-Rényi network attains level of consensus in between the other two networks.

Consensus Outcomes

We examine the character of long-run outcomes through the measurement of ¢; for each network
averaged over the last 6 periods, i.e. between periods 7-12, averaged across all rounds and the
4 sessions (similar patterns are obtained if we consider fewer periods or rounds, see Appendix
Figure . In line with the DeGroot simulation reported in Figure Figure |3¢| shows that the
distribution in the Royal Family network is bi-modal near ¢, = 1 and ¢; = —1, with a higher
likelihood on ¢; = 1 representing correct consensus. The Stochastic Block network has a mode
around ¢; = 0, indicating a greater likelihood of no learning and hence the persistence of diverse
opinions. The Erdos-Rényi network leads to a fairly uniform spread of ¢; between 0 and 1.

To make a statistical evaluation of the effects of networks on consensus, we proceed as follows:
for each round, we average ¢; across the last 6 periods. Thus for each network, there are a total of 24

data points (4 sessions with 6 rounds each). Then we categorize each round by whether the averaged
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SB (n=48, 95% CI [-0.35,-0.07], p-value<0.01), and 8 pp more likely under RF (n=48, 95% CI [-0.23,0.39)]).

¢t is above k (indicating the round achieving correct consensus), below —k (incorrect consensus),
or between k and —k (breakdown of consensus). For concreteness, we choose k to be 0.3, so correct
consensus is defined as the round achieving more than 30% of the maximum possible learning. Our
main findings are robust to different widths k and an alternative, continuous, definition of consensus
(Appendix .

In Figure [d we report the proportion of rounds that achieve correct or incorrect consensus or
exhibit a breakdown of consensus for each network (and the corresponding 95% confidence interval).

The estimates are derived from the following regression model: for group ¢ in round r,
et = By + 111+ 1556+ o

where 1§F is an indicator function of whether the group g is playing on the Royal Family network.

. .. . . 12
ySo e is an indicator function of whether the round r achieved correct consensus: % Yot Cart > k.

To account for session effects, we cluster the analysis at the session level (see [Fréchette| (2012) for the

discussion on dealing with session-effects in the laboratory). Sy can be interpreted as the proportion
of Erdos-Rényi networks that reaches correct consensus, whereas 1 (f2) can be interpreted as the
difference in proportion of networks that reaches correct consensus between Royal Family and Erdos-
Rényi network (Stochastic Block and Erdds-Rényi network). Regression results are presented in the
Appendix (Table [7)).

First, we find that breakdown of consensus is more likely in the Stochastic Block network than the
Erdos-Rényi network (n=48, p-value<0.01), whereas it is less likely in the Royal Family network
(n=48, p-value<0.05). Out of 24 rounds and 3 networks (72 data points in total), 22 arrive at

10



breakdown of consensus: 14 in Stochastic Block, 6 in Erdés-Rényi, and 2 in Royal Family network.
Recall that there are 8 communities (consisting of 5 individuals each) in the Stochastic Block
network. In period 12, 52% of the communities obtain consensus in the Stochastic Block network.
This suggests that it is the disagreement across communities that is an important source of the
breakdown in consensus in the Stochastic Block network. This is illustrated in 1 round of the
Stochastic Block network where more than 7 communities reach complete consensus (5 out of 5
subjects agree) and yet there is breakdown of consensus in the society as a whole. These observations
support our second hypothesis: network homophily leads to breakdown of consensus sustains diverse
opinions in a network.

Second, we find that incorrect consensus is more likely in the Royal Family network than in
the Erdos-Rényi network and Stochastic Block network (n=48, p-value<0.05). To appreciate the
impact of the ‘royal family’, note that when 70% of the network receives the correct signal, incorrect
consensus is defined as more than half the network guesses incorrectly. Thus the Royal Family
network achieves incorrect consensus in 5 rounds (out of 24) as compared to 1 round in Erdos-
Rényi and 0 round Stochastic Block network. This supports our third hypothesis: the presence of
highly influential individuals reflected in the Royal Family network, raises the likelihood of incorrect
CONSENSUS.

Lastly, we note that correct consensus is less likely in the Stochastic Block network than in
Erdos-Rényi (n=48, p-value<0.01) and Royal Family network. Our estimation results are robust to
alternative model specifications such as the logit model (Appendix Table E[)

Updating Rule

The environment faced by individuals is complex, so individuals may use different and possibly
time-varying updating rules. In this section, we examine how closely individual behaviour matches
DeGroot updating.

At every period t > 1, DeGroot learning predictions are made based on guesses in period ¢t — 1.
We define a binary variable for ‘matching DeGroot prediction’: it equals 1 when the subject i’s
guess in period t coincides with the DeGroot prediction, and 0 otherwise. In the case of DeGroot
predicting indifference, the variable equals 1 regardless.

Figure [5a] presents the percentage of individual guesses that were consistent with DeGroot pre-
dictions (in orange colour). We see that, on average, 88% of guesses match with the DeGroot rule
(n=11,520 per network). This is higher than the baseline of how well guessing the signal matches
with DeGroot predictions: simulations show that only 75% guesses of pseudo subjects (if guessing
only their signal) match with DeGroot (see Appendix for detailed comparison). Figure [5af also
presents the fraction of guesses that were contrary to DeGroot prediction but were in line with the
signal (in purple colour). In the case when subjects’ guesses do not match with DeGroot, about

70% guesses follow their signals. Taken together, DeGroot and persisting with own signal explain
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more than 95% of the variation in guesses.

By analyzing the fraction of agents that fail to (correctly) guess their signal in period 1, we
estimate that about 10% of guesses are made randomly. Indeed, across the networks, the level of
consensus achieved in the experiment is comparable to the consensus attained if subjects follow
DeGroot updating rule with a 0.1 probability of trembles (see Appendix Figure . This shows
that small deviations from DeGroot updating rule at the individual level can have a significant
impact on the level of consensus reached. It also suggests that subjects are unlikely to be using
other updating rules that are more sophisticated than DeGroot.

Figure [5D] presents the time series of the fraction of guesses that matched the prediction of
DeGroot updating across rounds. The increase in the match with DeGroot prediction suggests that
there is learning across rounds. In particular, as subjects play more rounds, they are more likely
to guess their signal in period 1, and they are less likely to persist with their signal in later periods
(see Appendix Table .

We next turn to heterogeneity in updating rules across subjects. The percentage of guesses
matching the DeGroot prediction at the subject level is presented in Appendix Figure [I8 We see
that a substantial fraction of subjects in each network follows DeGroot rule. For instance, 80%
of subjects in the Erdos-Rényi network match with DeGroot predictions at least 80% of the time;
these fractions are 72% in the Royal Family network and 76% in the Stochastic Block network,
respectively. This is again compared to the baseline of how well guessing signal matches with
DeGroot predictions: simulations show that only 44% guesses of pseudo subjects (if guessing only
signal) in the Erdos-Rényi network match with DeGroot predictions at least 80% of the time (37%
in the Royal Family network, and 41% in the Stochastic Block network).

Testing how data matches with other learning rules is generally difficult in large networks.
Here we briefly comment on Bayesian learning (for a discussion of variants of DeGroot and other
updating rules see Chandrasekhar et al.| (2020 and |Grimm and Mengel (2020)). As Bayesian rules
cannot be computed for large networks, following |Chandrasekhar et al.| (2020), we consider the role
of information dominant players. We shall say that player X is an information dominant leader
of player Y if X observes Y and all neighbours of Y. A Bayesian player X should ignore guesses
of Y (after period 1) while Y should imitate X in all periods. In our experiment, when DeGroot
prediction conflicts with the information leader’s guess, only around 10% of subjects follow Bayesian
prediction (ER:10%, RF:4%, SB:14%), while the rest follow DeGroot prediction. Similarly, when
the DeGroot prediction contradicts the signal received, less than 30% of subjects follow their signal
(ER:25%, RF:29%, SB:29%), while the rest follow DeGroot. Regression estimates are presented in
the Appendix Tables [I2] and [I3] To sum up, the vast majority of guesses are consistent with the
predictions of the DeGroot updating rule.
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Figure 5: Comparing actual guesses with DeGroot prediction. (a) 88% of guesses match with DeGroot
prediction and 6~10% match with signal. Together they explain 95% of variation in guesses. (b) 80~85% of
guesses match with DeGroot prediction in round 1; this increases to 88~92% by round 6 (n=34,560: 11,520
per network).
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Appendix: For Online Publication

A Simulation

A.1 Network generation & selection

There are 3 networks of interest: Erdds-Rényi (ER), Stochastic Block (SB), and Royal Family (RF)
network. All networks have 40 nodes, n = 40. In order to control for the average information
received of each node, the networks have an average outdegree of 4 (excluding self links), following
Becker et al.| (2017)). Our DeGroot simulations show that the hypotheses are robust against different
outdegrees.

The generation process of each network type is as follows. The parameter specifications in the

network generation process were selected to ensure strong connectedness in the networks generated.

e Erdos-Rényi networks are generated according to the Erdés-Rényi model (using the “er-
dos.renyi.game” function from the igraph package). We specify the number of nodes as n
and total number of edges as 2n.

e Stochastic Block networks are generated according to the Trait-based random generation (us-
ing “sample pref” function from the igraph package). We specify the number of nodes as
n and the size of each community as 5. So there are n/5 communities where the probabil-
ity of linking within a community is p;; = 0.85 and between communities is p;; = p;;/60.
(These parameter specifications were selected to ensure strong connectedness in the networks
generated)

e Royal Family networks are created by first placing n players in a directed ring (player n
observes player 1 who then observes player 2 and so on). Then players 1,2,3 are selected to
be the hub where all players observe them. All players have outdegree of 4 (except for player
1 and 2 with outdegree of 2, and player 3 and n with outdegree of 3).

For each network treatment, we randomly generated 100 networks that are (strongly) connected

— every node can be reached through a path from every other node. Then we computed network
measures such as outdegree, diameter, average path length, clustering for each network. The average
statistics for each network type are presented in Table

Out of the 100 randomly generated networks, a network with measures closest to the average

statistics is then used in the experiment. Table [2| presents the network statistics of these networks
and Figure [6] presents the network graphs. Note that the Royal Family network is not generated

randomly.

A.2 Signal generation & selection

We randomly select 24 sets of signals for the experiment. For each network treatment, there are 4

groups of players each playing 6 rounds. So group 1 in round 1 uses the first set of signals while
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Table 1: Averages network statistics of 100 randomly generated networks

n=40 | avg. outdegree diameter avg path length clustering
ER 4.00 5.63 2.73 0.10
SB 3.98 9.15 4.12 0.57
RF 3.85 38.00 12.72 0.26

Table 2: Network statistics of the networks used in the experiments

n=40 | avg. outdegree diameter avg path length clustering
ER 4.00 5 2.73 0.10
SB 4.00 9 3.85 0.57
RF 3.85 38 12.72 0.26

group 4 in round 6 uses the 24th set. Therefore, the same collection of signals are used across all
networks.

We perform two checks to ensure that the 24 sets of signals are representative. First, we note that
the distribution of the 24 sets of signals is bell-shaped around the mean 0.7 where 1 represents the
correct state (Figure . Second, we confirm that the simulated guesses following these 24 sets of
signals (Figure have the same properties as the simulations of the 1000 sets of signals (presented
in Figure see main text). The regression on network effects with respect to ‘Correct consensus’,
‘Incorrect consensus’ and ‘Breakdown of consensus’ (as defined in the Consensus Outcomes section
in the main text) confirms the main hypotheses (Table [3).

Signal distribution, n_40 DeGroot simulation: Period 7-12 guess distribution, 0% tremble

6
61 ER_40 RF_40 SB_40
5| 100% -
1 75% - 15
61%
50% -
4 33%
25% i Z5%
1 111 1 o I I
) 11 AN _al |
0.5

0001 0.2 0.3 0.4 05 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 -0 05 0'?: ) fl'o -0 —ods_ 00 05 10 -10 h'_O'Sd 00 05 10
Average signal raction of correct(+) and incorrect(-) consensus achieved, c;

Frequency
5

N
Percentage of runs

(a) Distribution of signals (b) Distribution of ¢; simulated from signals

Figure 7: Signal distribution and simulation results using the 24 sets of signals for the experiment. (a)
Distribution of signals used for all networks in the experiment with mean 0.70, standard deviation 0.06,
1st quartile 0.675, 2nd quartile 0.70 and 3rd quartile 0.75. (n=24) (b) Distribution of ¢; under DeGroot
simulation using experiment signals. The hypotheses from the simulation of 1000 runs are confirmed: 1)
There is more breakdown of consensus in the Stochastic Block network than in the Erdés-Rényi and Royal
Family network; 2) There is more incorrect consensus in the Royal Family network than in the Erdés-Rényi
and Stochastic Block network.
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Table 3: OLS regression of simulated data, network size 40, k = 0.3

OLS - Correct Consensus

OLS - Incorrect Consensus

OLS - Breakdown

(Intercept) 0.88*** 0.04 0.08
(0.09) (0.05) (0.07)
typeRF —0.08 0.17* —0.08
(0.12) (0.08) (0.10)
typeSB —0.37"** —0.04 0.42%**
(0.12) (0.08) (0.10)
R? 0.13 0.11 0.31
Adj. R? 0.10 0.08 0.29
Num. obs. 72 72 72

**xp < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

A.3 Variations on DeGroot updating rule

All network effects identified in the simulations are robust to alternative variations on DeGroot

updating rule.

Deterministic DeGroot. In the case of indifference, suppose an individual persists with her last

period’s guess. Formally, we say:

Qi t =

’

1 if it > %a

: 1
0 if it < 2
a1 if pig =%

Simulations of this variant of the DeGroot are presented in Figure 8]
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Figure 8: Distribution of ¢; under Deterministic DeGroot simulation using experiment signals.

DeGroot with Trembling. Suppose an individual observes a majority guess of Red: if we use

DeGroot updating rule with 10% trembling, that means she would guess Green 10% of the time and
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Red 90% of the time. Figure [0]shows that the networks effects identified with the original DeGroot
(as in Figure 2¢/in the main text) are robust.

A.4 Welfare

To compare welfare performances across networks, we use a simple measure of welfare improvement:
wy = (ng —ng)/(n—ng), i.e., the first part of ¢; in eq. , applied to the entire range. The measure
ranges from 1 (maximum gain in welfare) to —ng/(n—ng) (maximum loss in welfare). The simulation
shows that, in the limit, Erdds-Rényi has the highest average welfare improvement, followed by
Stochastic Block, and Royal Family comes last (Figure . The reason for the poor showing
of the Royal Family network is the high frequency of incorrect consensus outcomes. Stochastic
Block network achieves lower welfare improvement than Erdos-Rényi network because it has more

breakdowns of correct consensus.
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DeGroot simulation: Welfare using w;
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Figure 10: Evolution of welfare improvement w; in the simulation: In period 12, ER achieved 88% of the
possible welfare improvement, 58% for SB and 34% for RF.

B Findings

B.1 Convergence

The rapid convergence of guesses in the experiment is supported by evidence on switching frequency:
20% of individuals switched their guesses at period 2 after observing the first period guesses of their
neighbors, this switching frequency falls to 10% toward the end of the experiment in period 12. The
switching probability falls significantly as subjects learn across rounds: as a result, it is only 5%
in the last three rounds (Figure . We argue that the residual switching in guesses in the final

periods are not due to further learning by subjects, but due to random guessing.
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Figure 11: Percentage of subjects switching guesses per period. (a) In the first three rounds, percentage of
switching falls from 20% in period 2 to 10~15% in period 12. (b) In the last three rounds, percentage of
switching falls from around 20% in period 2 to 5~8% in period 12. Therefore, adjusting for learning across
rounds, there is less than 8% of subjects switching guesses by period 12.
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We estimate that 10% of the guesses are random in the experiment, using the following technique:
Irrespective of whether a myopic player follows Bayesian or DeGroot learning rule, in period 1, it
is optimal to guess her initial signal. In period 2, both (myopic) Bayesian and DeGroot learning
rules predict that player should follow the majority guess in her neighbourhood in period 1. Table 4]
shows that about 10% of guesses do not follow subjects’ initial signals in period 1 and contradict

both learning rules in period 2. This suggests that about 10% of guesses ignore information.

Table 4: Fraction of guesses against Bayesian and DeGroot prediction, network size 40

Guess against majority in period 1,2

OLS (Bayesian, DeGroot predicts 0) Logit

(Intercept) 0.10*** —2.24%**
(0.01) (0.08)
typesizeRF 40 0.02* 0.24*
(0.01) (0.13)
typesizeSB 40 0.02%** 0.25%**
(0.01) (0.08)
R? 0.00
Adj. R? 0.00
Num. obs. 5760 5760
AIC 4029.57
BIC 4049.54
Log Likelihood —2011.78
Deviance 4023.57

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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B.2 Consensus

The simulations lead us to propose two hypotheses: One, the breakdown of consensus is most
likely in the Stochastic Block network, followed by the Erdos-Rényi network and lastly the Royal
Family network; Two, the Royal Family network leads to the wrong consensus more often than
the Erdoés-Rényi network. Figure presents the evolution of consensus across periods across all
networks, while Figure[I2b|presents the evolution of ¢; partitioned by ‘good” and ‘bad’ signals. Under
DeGroot updating simulation, the set of ‘good’ signals would lead to ¢; > 0 (correct consensus),
while the ‘bad’ signals would lead to ¢; < 0 (incorrect consensus). They show that the rankings
in the hypotheses are maintained across all periods. The regression Table [7] shows the statistical
significance of the estimates (presented in Figure [4| in the main text), supporting our hypotheses.
The estimate of ‘incorrect consensus‘ on ‘typeRF’ represents the difference in fraction of incorrect

consensus achieved between the Royal Family network and the Erdos-Rényi network.
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Figure 12: Evolution of |¢;| and partitioned ¢;. (a) In period 12, RF, ER, SB reach 63%, 44%, 30% of
consensus, respectively. (b) We partitioned ¢; averaged across all games by ‘good’ and ‘bad’ signals. The
ranking of correct and incorrect consensus reached is preserved across most periods.

A similar distribution of ¢; obtains if we consider fewer periods (periods 10-12) or rounds (rounds
4-6) (Figure [13).

Recall, we defined binary variables of correct consensus (if ¢; > k), incorrect consensus (if
¢t < —k), and breakdown of consensus (if —k < ¢; < k) based on the value of ¢;. Our main findings
are robust to 1) different widths &k (Tables[6]to[8), 2) an alternative model specification such as the
logit model (Table E[), and 3) a continuous definition of consensus outcomes (Table .

A continuous variation on the definition of consensus would be as follows: Consensus is defined
as the absolute value of ¢, |¢|; correct consensus is defined as censoring negative values of ¢; to
0; incorrect consensus censors positive values of ¢; to 0; breakdown is defined as the negative of

consensus, —|c.
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Figure 13: Distribution of averaged ¢; robust over period and round selections.
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For the Stochastic Block network, we show that communities are more likely to reach consensus
compared to Erdos-Rényi network despite the networks being less likely to reach consensus. The
subset of subjects in each block of the Stochastic Block model may be seen as constituting a
‘community’. Given the network generation methods in the Stochastic Block model, subjects with
location id 1 — 5 is a community while id 6 — 10 is another community, and so on. So in all three
networks, we define a community by the same location ids. We define community consensus as 1
when all 5 subjects in a community reaches complete consensus, and 0 otherwise.

Table [5] shows that 52% of communities reach consensus in the Stochastic Block network which
is 14% point higher than in Erdos-Rényi network. We next look closer at the dispersion of average
guesses of communities. The maximum difference in average guesses of communities is equal to
1: when there exists one community with correct consensus and one with incorrect consensus.
Figure shows that 75% of rounds in the Stochastic Block network have large dispersion in
community guesses (greater than 0.7) while only 50% in Erdos-Rényi network and 46% in Royal
Family network. This implies that disagreements between communities are the principal source of

the consensus breakdown in the Stochastic Block network.

B.3 Welfare

We examine the implications of learning outcomes on welfare by using the welfare improvement
measure wy. In line with the DeGroot simulation, the Erdos-Rényi network has higher welfare
improvement than the Stochastic Block network (Table . We find that the Erdos-Rényi network
achieves the average welfare improvement of 0.30, while only 0.18 for the Stochastic Block network.
We do not find any significant difference in welfare improvement between the Erdos-Rényi network
and the Royal Family network. This is probably due to the large variation in welfare improvement

and deterioration among the Royal Family networks.
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Table 5: Regression of community consensus on network treatment

OLS - Community Consensus Logit - Community Consensus

(Intercept) 0.38*** —0.49***
(0.03) (0.15)
typeRF 0.16* 0.66*
(0.09) (0.37)
typeSB 0.14*** 0.55%**
(0.04) (0.16)
R? 0.02
Adj. R? 0.02
Num. obs. 576 576
AIC 791.85
BIC 804.92
Log Likelihood —392.93
Deviance 785.85

*xp < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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Figure 14: Distribution of the maximum dispersion in average guesses between communities for each network.
75% of rounds in the SB have more than 0.7 dispersion in average guesses between communities, 50% in ER
and 46% in RF (n=24 per network).
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Table 6: OLS regression ¢;, k=0.2, n=40

OLS - Correct Consensus OLS - Incorrect Consensus

OLS - Breakdown

(Intercept) 0.71%** 0.04 0.25%**
(0.07) (0.04) (0.04)
typeRF —0.00 0.17%* —0.17*
(0.15) (0.08) (0.09)
typeSB —0.33*** —0.00 0.33***
(0.08) (0.05) (0.06)
R? 0.10 0.07 0.20
Adj. R? 0.08 0.04 0.18
Num. obs. 72 72 72

**xp < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table 7: OLS regression c;, k=0.3, n=40

OLS - Correct Consensus OLS - Incorrect Consensus

OLS - Breakdown

(Intercept) 0.54*** 0.04 0.42%**
(0.07) (0.04) (0.04)
typeRF 0.08 0.17** —0.25**
(0.16) (0.08) (0.11)
typeSB —0.21%** —0.04 0.25%**
(0.07) (0.04) (0.04)
R? 0.06 0.11 0.17
Adj. R? 0.03 0.08 0.15
Num. obs. 72 72 72

#*+p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table 8: OLS regression ¢;, k=0.4, n=40

OLS - Correct Consensus OLS - Incorrect Consensus

OLS - Breakdown

(Intercept) 0.46*** 0.04 0.50***
(0.09) (0.04) (0.06)
typeRF 0.04 0.12* —0.17
(0.18) (0.07) (0.12)
typeSB —0.25** —0.04 0.29***
(0.12) (0.04) (0.09)
R? 0.07 0.08 0.14
Adj. R? 0.04 0.05 0.12
Num. obs. 72 72 72

**p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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Table 9: Logistic regression ¢;, k=0.3, n=40

Logit - Correct Consensus Logit - Incorrect Consensus

Logit - Breakdown

(Intercept) 0.17 —3.14*** —0.34*
(0.28) (0.92) (0.17)
typeRF 0.34 1.80* —1.27*
(0.66) (1.01) (0.77)
typeSB —0.86"* —16.43"+ 1.03++*
(0.28) (1.05) (0.17)
AIC 101.41 38.88 90.78
BIC 108.24 45.71 97.61
Log Likelihood —47.71 —16.44 —42.39
Deviance 95.41 32.88 84.78
Num. obs. 72 72 72

*p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table 10: OLS regression ¢; censored, n=40

OLS - Correct Consensus OLS - Incorrect Consensus

OLS - Breakdown

(Intercept) 0.36*** 0.02 0.62***
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
typeRF 0.07 0.08** —0.15*
(0.10) (0.04) (0.08)
typeSB —0.14%* ~0.02 0.16%**
(0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
R? 0.08 0.09 0.19
Adj. R? 0.06 0.06 0.17
Num. obs. 72 72 72

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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Average welfare improvement using w;

Table 11: OLS regression of welfare w; on network
treatment

o
w

o
N

OLS - Welfare

Welfare improvement achieved, w;
o
e

(Intercept) 0.30***

(0.07)
typeRF —-0.12 0.0

(0.17)
typeSB —0.18** 0.1

(0.08)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
R2 0.02 Period
: R2

ﬁijﬁl.Robs. (31??21 Figure 15: Evolution of welfare improvement w;

— — . in the experiment. In the experiment, in the last
p < 0.01; *p < 0.05 "p < 0.1 period, ER achieved 30% of the possible welfare
improvement, 18% for SB and 22% for RF.

B.4 Updating rule

Data match with DeGroot prediction
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Figure 16: The percentage of guesses matching DeGroot prediction across periods. Across all networks
at least 90% of first guesses matched with the DeGroot prediction (i.e., guess follows the signal). This
percentage falls to 80%~85% in the second period and then steadily increases until it reaches 85%~90% in
later periods.

On average, 88% of guesses match with the DeGroot rule. This is higher than the baseline of
how well guessing randomly matches with DeGroot predictions: simulations show that on average
60% pseudo subjects’ random guesses match with DeGroot. This is also higher than the baseline of
how well guessing signal matches with DeGroot predictions: simulations show that on average 75%
guesses of pseudo subjects (if guessing only signal) match with DeGroot (Figure .

Suppose that 10% of guesses are randomly made. We show that the level of consensus attained
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in the experiment is comparable the simulation under 10% trembling for Erdés-Rényi (Figure
and 15% trembling for Stochastic Block and Royal Family network (Figure .

We next delve deeper by looking at subject level match with DeGroot. Because each subject
plays a total of 6 rounds and 12 periods per round and their guesses are not statistically independent,
we treat each subject as a data point. Figure [I§| presents the histogram of how well a subject’s
guesses match with DeGroot predictions. For all networks, there are significantly more subjects
whose guesses match with DeGroot than pseudo subjects who guess their signals or randomly.
Bayesian learning: Information Leader. When DeGroot prediction contradicts with informa-
tion leader’s guess, a Bayesian player should follow their information leader while a DeGroot player
should follow the majority of their neighbours. Table show that when the two are in conflict,
only around 10% of subjects follow Bayesian prediction (ER:10%, RF:4%, SB:14%), while the rest
follow DeGroot. Note that this percentage is decreasing in rounds which suggests subjects’ learning
behaviour towards DeGroot updating rule.

No learning: Stubborn players that only follow their signal. Similarly, when DeGroot
prediction contradicts goes against initial signal received, a stubborn player should only follow their
own signal. Table show that around 25% of subjects follow initial signal (ER:25%, RF:29%,
SB:29%) while the rest follow DeGroot. As before, we show that there is significant learning across
rounds. More interestingly, increases in periods also decreases stubbornness. This could be due to

increasing availability of information and therefore less weight is put on initial signals.
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DeGroot simulation: Consensus
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(b) DeGroot simulation with 15% trembling

Figure 17: Consensus achieved under DeGroot simulation with trembling.
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Data matching with decision rules, n_40

100% + 0
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©
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(a) Fraction of guesses that match with DeGroot, compared to base-
lines.

Distribution of DeGroot match across networks, n_40
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(b) Fraction of subjects that match with DeGroot, compared to baselines

Figure 18: Percentage of guesses/subjects match with the DeGroot rule. Guesses matching DeGroot predic-
tion are in orange; (Simulation) Guessing signal matching DeGroot prediction are in dark grey; (Simulation)
Guessing randomly matching DeGroot prediction are in light grey. (a) Roughly 88% of guesses match
with DeGroot predictions, significantly higher than the other two baselines of 75% and 60% respectively.
(n=46,080: 11,520 per network) (b) 80% of subjects in ER match with DeGroot predictions at least 80% of
the time; these fractions are 72% in the RF and 76% in the SB. This is again compared to the baseline of how
well guessing signal matches with DeGroot predictions: Only 44% of pseudo subjects’ guesses (if guessing
only signal) in ER match with DeGroot predictions at least 80% of the time (37% in RF, and 41% in SB);
A negligible fraction of pseudo subjects’ guesses (if guessing randomly) match with DeGroot predictions at
least 80% of the time. (n=960: 240 per network)

33



Table 12:

Fraction of guesses imitate leader against DeGroot prediction

Correctly follow leader

OLS (Bayesian predicts 1) Logit OLS OLS
(Intercept) 0.10%** —2.20%**  0.18*** 0.18***
(0.02) (0.18) (0.03) (0.02)
RF 40 —0.06*** —0.91**
(0.02) (0.39)
SB_40 0.04** 0.41*
(0.02) (0.21)
period —0.01***
(0.00)
round —0.02%**
(0.01)
R? 0.01 0.01 0.01
Adj. R? 0.01 0.00 0.01
Num. obs. 1870 1870 1870 1870
AIC 1388.23
BIC 1404.83
Log Likelihood —691.12

% < 0.01; **p < 0.05;*p < 0.1

Table 13: Fraction of guesses following signal against DeGroot prediction

Always follow signal

OLS (Stubbornness predicts 1) Logit OLS OLS
(Intercept) 0.25%** —1.07**  0.35** 0.40***
(0.01) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02)
RF_ 40 0.04 0.21
(0.04) (0.21)
SB_40 0.04* 0.22*
(0.02) (0.12)
period —0.01***
(0.00)
round —0.03***
(0.01)
R? 0.00 0.00 0.01
Adj. R? 0.00 0.00 0.01
Num. obs. 9366 9366 9366 9366
AIC 11185.38
BIC 11206.81
Log Likelihood —5589.69

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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C Related experiments

Figure 19: RGG graph of n=40 with average outdegree 4

In a recent paper,|Chandrasekhar et al.| (2020) looked at the mixture model of Random Geometric
Graphs and Erdos-Rényi Graphs. We denote it as the RGG network from this point forward. This
model captures the idea of sparse and clustered networks from the real world where the share of
‘clans’ — a set of nodes that are more connected among themselves than to those outside — is non-
vanishing as n grows. This feature of inward-looking clans is also present in the 5-player communities
within the Stochastic Block network. Under DeGroot updating rule, ‘clans’ being inward-looking
facilitates the breakdown of consensus.

The network generation process is as follows: These exists a Poisson point process on the latent
space 0 = [0,1]?> C R?, which determines the latent location of n nodes, with uniform intensity
A > 0. For any subset A C Q, nyg ~ Poisson(v,), where v, := )\fA dy. If the Euclidean distance
between two nodes ¢ and j are at most r = 0.2, then 7 and j are linked with probability a = 0.95.
Otherwise, they are linked with probability 5 = «/(3n) < a. These parameter specifications were
selected to ensure strong connectedness in the networks generated. Figure |19 presents an example
of the RGG network which is also used in the experiment.

Figure presents the simulation results of DeGroot updating rule on the RGG network and
compares it with the Erdos-Rényi, Royal Family and Stochastic Block network. These simulations
suggest that the RGG “lies between” the Erdos-Rényi and Stochastic Block network. The quartiles
and the mean of the distribution of simulated ¢; confirm this (Table . We observe the same
results in the experiment (Figure .

The Erdos-Rényi and Stochastic Block networks are canonical networks. Given the simulations
and the experimental findings noted above, for expositional reasons, we felt it was best to present

the Erdos-Rényi and Stochastic Block networks in the main text and move the RGG network to
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Table 14: Quartile and Mean of ¢; under DeGroot simulation.

type ‘1st quartile 2nd quartile 3rd quartile mean

RF 1 1 1 0.792
ER 0.95 1 1 0.953
RGG | 0.825 0.925 1 0.882
SB 0.75 0.875 1 0.864

this Appendix.
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Figure 20: Distribution of averaged ¢;. (a) The simulation of 1000 sets of signals shows that the distribution
of consensus achieved by RGG lies between ER and SB. (b) Our experiment confirms the results from the
simulation. (n=24 per network)




D Experimental Design

The experiment took place at the Laboratory for Research in Experimental and Behavioral Eco-
nomics (LINEEX) at the University of Valencia. Subjects were recruited through the online recruit-
ment system of LINEEX. All subjects who participated in this study provided informed consent at
the LINEEX laboratory, and the procedure of this study was approved by the Institutional Review
Board of the University of Valencia. In the experiment, subjects interacted through computer ter-
minals in the LINEEX laboratory, and the experimental software was programmed in HTML, PHP,
Javascript, and SQL.

Upon starting an experimental session, subjects read the paper-based instructions, which were
also read aloud by an experimenter to guarantee that everyone received the same information
(Supplementary Materials). The subjects were then provided with a step-by-step interactive tutorial
on their computer screen, which allowed them to get familiarized with the software interface and
the game (Figure 21). To clarify possible consequences of guesses in different periods of a round,
subjects were shown a sample network (with only 10 players but with similar features as the network
used in the actual game, depending on the experimental condition) highlighting what guesses would
be observed by subjects as a decision maker from their neighbours, and their neighbours’ neighbours.

Details about the decision screens were also provided to subjects: during any period of the game,
each subject was shown the colour of the ball initially drawn, and guesses made by neighbours in
the network during the previous period (Figure . Subjects also had the ability to view guesses
made by those individuals (and themselves) in earlier periods of the game through a slider button.
At the end of a round, a feedback screen revealed information about the payoff effective period that
has been randomly selected, the guesses made by the subject and all others in thin period, the bag
actually selected, and consequently the payoffs received by the subject in this round (0 or 3 euros
depending on whether the guess matches the bag) (Figure . Prior to starting the first round of
the game, all subjects also filled up a short questionnaire (4 questions) about their comprehension of
the decision screens (Figure . Correct answers were shown after each guess made by the subjects.

To prevent long inactivity during the game, subjects were asked to make all guesses within 30
seconds (in any period of any round). If no guess was made before this time limit, a guess was
made automatically, replicating the most recent guess or choosing at random in the first period.
Throughout the experiment, all guesses, with no exception, were made by subjects within this time

limit.

E Raw data

Figures [25] to [27| present the evolution of the average guesses of each network treatment (ER, SB,
RF), group (1-4), and round (1-6) from the experiment.
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Figure 21: Tutorials from the experiment
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Figure 22: Questionnaires from the experiment

40



Period 4 of 12. Remaining time: 4 sec

Ball initially drawn: [}
Your guess:
Previous choices: @) Period 3
P33

P

P13

P32
Pa7 P31
P27
"6
P1s P36 =5 P21
P17 P10
P35 Ps

5/

Period 3 of 12. Remaining time: 17 sec

Ball initially drawn: [ ]
Your guess:
Previous choices: @) Period 2
=3
=
P
= - P31
P10
P1e
P17
=3 P35
P30 e
P ) =
#25
™ P37
Pt
o #2
P2 B2y
P11
Pis
21
=
P13 P24

® . ®
@O0 O e®

Period 4 of 12. Remaining time: 5 sec

Ball initially drawn: [
Your guess:
h 3 Period 3

Figure 23: Screenshots from the experiment during the game
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Fraction of subjects guessing majority signal

Fraction of subjects guessing majority signal
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Figure 24: Feedback screen from the experiment during the game
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Figure 25: Experimental results — Development of guesses n=40
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