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by issuing verbal statements confirming that (i) a satisfactory number
of Defense Committee Members were present, and (ii) the student
Theodor Kouro fulfilled all requirements listed in the Study and
Examination Code of Charles University. The student was introduced
by the chair of his dissertation committee, Ole Jann. After the
introduction, Theodor presented his dissertation “Essays in
Experimental Economics", including its empirical models, datasets
and estimation methodologies, and the related findings.

After the presentation the main referee comments were read, which
was followed by an open discussion. During the discussion Theodor
Kouro satisfactorily answered the questions raised by both referees
(he submitted all answers in written form to the Defense Committee)
and by the audience:

Chapter 1

Filip Mat¢jka

Question: Can you explain the graph again? What is the difference
between the four columns?

Answer: In the control group, people simply know there are projects
to donate to, and they make one general donation. In the choice
group, they can choose whether to delegate the allocation decision or
split their contribution across the three projects themselves. In the
forced allocation condition, they cannot delegate anymore, so if they
do not like this way of donating, their only way out is not to donate.
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In the last group, they are also forced to allocate, but they can click
to receive more information before deciding.

Question: So, what is the mechanism here?

Answer: People clearly discriminate among the three projects. They
like therapy more than humanitarian aid, and humanitarian aid more
than entertainment. If they can direct their donation to the project
they prefer, each dollar feels more valuable to them. In the control
group they do not have that luxury. So, the mechanism is that
allocation choice allows donors to target projects they like.
Question: Can you clarify the pervious slide?

Answer: Here, for example, this is the true average donation in the
choice group, and this is what people guessed it would be. For each
treatment, the guessed bar is higher, which means people
overestimate donations. This is consistent with the broader finding
that people overestimate other people’s prosociality.

Byeongju Jeong

Question: What is the sample here (Chapter 1)?

Answer: This is a separate follow-up study with around 100-200
people making guesses about the results. It is separate from the
previous donor experiment.

Question: What was the meaning of “forced”? Are you forced to split
your contribution across the three projects?

Answer: You do not have the option to delegate the decision to the
foundation. In the choice treatment, you could delegate. In the forced
treatment, you must make the allocation yourself.

Filip Matéjka

Question: Is there an explanation why they donated less? Because of
cognitive burden?

Answer: Yes, that is the interpretation. First, donors have to decide
how much to allocate to each project. Then on top of that, they
receive more information about project effectiveness. That is a lot to
ask from someone who is simply trying to donate money. They may
appreciate knowing more, but the extra information creates cognitive
load.

Question: I understand that it is burdensome, but I do not see why
they should donate less.

Answer: They still face the forced allocation component. They
donate less than those who had forced allocation without the extra
information. The burden comes from having to both allocate and
process more information.

Byeongju Jeong

Question: Are you reporting the average donation including people
who did not donate?

Answer: Yes, [ am including everybody. If someone decided not to
donate, their donation is recorded as zero.

Question:

Does the participation rate change your results?

Answer: There are some differences in participation rates across
groups. For example, in one treatment there was a statistically
smaller response rate. But attrition should be random, because people
could only see the treatment after deciding to participate in the
survey. So they could not opt out in response to the treatment itself.
Question: You cannot opt out after seeing the whole thing? You
could only understand the treatment once you decided to participate?
Answer: Yes. You only see the treatment once you decided to
participate in the campaign.

Chapter 2

Filip Matéjka

Question: When you say people “value” autonomy, are you
measuring that by the number of messages?

Answer: I measure effort by the number of messages. The idea is that
if autonomy is valued and drives behavior, it should show up in
higher productivity. But that can be debated, because someone may

2/5 194836 - Theodor Kouro



value something without becoming more productive.

Question: Is it really “value,” or is it that their productivity
increases?

Answer: That is exactly the issue. My hypothesis was that if
autonomy is truly valued in a motivational sense, it should increase
productivity. But I do not find supporting evidence in terms of
enjoyment or a pure autonomy effect.

Question: Did they enjoy it more?

Answer: No, I do not find differences in enjoyment.

Question: So not only did they not value it more, they also did not
enjoy it more?

Answer: Yes. If doing what they like were the mechanism, you might
expect higher enjoyment, but I do not find that.

Question: Can there be some effect of fatigue? Maybe they behaved
differently earlier, got more tired, and that is why they performed
differently later.

Answer: I tried to check this, but including one outcome in the
regression of the later outcome creates endogeneity problems. Still,
in the first task the autonomy and money groups exerted statistically
the same amount of effort, so if fatigue were driving the result, both
groups should be similarly affected.

Question: So, the idea is that paying people more works in the short
run, but does not cultivate them, whereas autonomy might?
Answer: That is close to the interpretation. If you give people
autonomy, it may have longer-lasting motivational effects than
money. But this is very context-specific, especially with volunteers.
They may say they are more willing to volunteer in the future, but
when asked to actually sign up, the effect does not persist strongly.
Byeongju Jeong

Question: Go back to the persistence graph. What exactly is the
second experiment?

Answer: It is another task after the first one. It is the same
standardized task for everyone, on a different topic, environmental
awareness. There is no choice and no money for anybody in this
second task.

Question: So, you have removed choice, right? And still they
perform better than the money group?

Answer: Yes. Removing choice seems less damaging than removing
money. Those previously incentivized by autonomy still perform
better than those previously incentivized by money.

Chapter 3

Filip Matéjka

Question: Is there some systematic bias in one direction? Do parents
overestimate or underestimate? Are they more biased for their own
child than for another child with the same performance?

Answer: Yes. Parents are more optimistic about their own child. For
another child with the same GPA, they are more likely to say that
child cannot make it, while for their own child they are much more
optimistic.

Question: Did you double-check after some time whether their kids
underperformed relative to parents’ expectations?

Answer: No, this was a one-time survey. We could not follow them
years later. We asked about the current GPA in grade 9 and parents’
expectations for high school GPA, but we do not yet have later
realized outcomes in this setup.

Lubomir Cingl

Question

Did you ask parents about expected or real grades of children?
Answer

It is expected grade.

Question: What is the takeaway from the three different research
programs? What connects them?

Answer: The first two projects are connected because both study
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mechanisms behind the effects of donor agency or employee
autonomy in prosocial settings. The third project is not directly
connected; it is the first step in designing a large-scale national field
experiment based on pilot evidence.
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Result of defence: pass (P)

Chair of the committee: Matéjka Filip, prof. RNDr., M.A., Ph.D. ...
(present)
Committee members: Jeong Byeongju, Ph.D. (present) e,

Cingl Lubomir, doc. PhDr., Ph.D. (present)  ......ccccceevvvvernenne
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