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 percent of all entrants) was 14.4, while the
 average of those without comments was 26.8. In
 FT all entrants were supposed to submit com-
 ments and their average was 18.9. However, the
 average choice of those in E with comments
 (4.5 percent of all entrants) was 25.2, whereas
 without comments it was 25.5.

 Similarly, providing examples in the instruc-
 tions may affect decisions. In FT, Thaler used
 an example (with number 20 as a winner) in
 order to prevent choices above 50. Indeed, in
 FT, numbers above 50 were less frequent than
 in the other two publications: 4 percent in FT, 9
 percent in E, and 10 percent in S.

 E requested that the opening article include a
 reasoned justification for performing the exper-
 iment. This newspaper did also several pre-
 announcements of the game, days before the
 opening article appeared. This probably caused
 a higher number of participants than in the other
 Newspaper experiments. Furthermore, without
 the authors' knowledge, E published a short-
 ened version of the opening article containing
 the rules of the game on the three consecutive
 days following its publication. The shortening
 resulted in the omission that comments were

 welcome and, consequently, we received fewer
 comments from E than from the other news-

 papers. It also omitted mentioning that only one
 number per person would be accepted. In fact,
 several participants submitted multiple num-
 bers. However, they only amounted to about 1
 percent of the entries.
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 Financial Times experiment (1,468 subjects)
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 (b)
 Spektrum experiment (2,729 subjects)
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 (c)
 Expansi6n experiment (3,696 subjects)
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 FIGURE 1. RELATIVE FREQUENCIES OF CHOICES
 IN THREE NEWSPAPER EXPERIMENTS

 100

 B. Results

 Choices.-Here we analyze and compare the
 data sets of choices from the three Newspaper
 experiments. Subsquently we make use of the
 large number of comments received for these
 experiments.

 Figures l(a)-(c) show the relative frequen-
 cies of the chosen numbers [in intervals [0, 0.5);
 [0.5, 1.5); [1.5, 2.5); etc.], the average choice,
 the winning number, and the number of partic-
 ipants in the three Newspaper experiments. The
 figures indicate the similarity of choices despite
 the differences in subject pools and notwith-
 standing the uncontrollability of such experi-
 ments. In addition, the results confirm the
 existence of a common pattern of decision-
 making, previously identified in the lab experi-
 ments of the Beauty-contest game as levels of

 iterated best reply (IBRd, see Section I). We
 report these findings as:

 Fact 1: The three Newspaper experiments re-
 sult in similar frequency distributions. In partic-
 ular, they all show spikes at number choices
 33.33, 22.22, and 0.14

 In line with previous work, we take spikes
 33.33 and 22.22 as an indication that a number

 of participants follow Level 1 and Level 2 based

 14 The spike at 33.5 in Figure 1 results from the choice in
 E being constrained to the interval [1, 100], so that 2/3 of the
 average is 33.66. The rounding up of this and other numbers
 from 33.5 to 34 in the figure yields 33.5. The interval
 constraint in E and the restriction to integers in FT also
 causes the spike at 1.
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 1. Lab experiments (1-5) 2. Classroom experiments (6,7)
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 3. Take-home experiments (8,9) 4. Theorists experiments (10-13)
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 5. Internet Newsgroup experiment 6. Newspaper experiments (15-17)
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 FIGURE 3. RELATIVE FREQUENCIES OF CHOICES IN THE SIX GROUPS OF EXPERIMENTS

 large. They are aware, however, of some
 of their basic sociodemographic character-
 istics (age, sex, training ...). In a news-
 paper experiment, we obtain a larger, but
 also uncertain, range of sociodemographic
 profiles.

 (b) Information seeking: Subjects of newspaper
 experiments may go to great lengths to
 submit informed answers. One interesting
 variety of observed information-seeking
 behavior consists in running a parallel
 experiment. Thirty-nine participants in S,
 and one in E, reported that they had run
 an experiment among students, friends,
 and relatives, to help them decide what
 number to submit. Of those, 31 percent
 chose a number between 12 and 17 [see
 also Figure 2(c)], the smallest integer in-

 terval containing all 2/3 of the averages in the
 three Newspaper experiments.22 By contrast,
 among the entire population of all Newspaper
 experiments, only 11 percent chose in this
 interval (see Figure 3.6).

 In one case, a participant in the S experiment
 decided to run his own replication of the exper-
 iment on an Internet newsgroup, with responses
 sent via e-mail (for the distribution of choices,
 see Figure 3.5). The winning number in his

 22 A group of German experimental physicists reported
 (see Selten and Nagel, 1998, p. 17): "We conclude that we
 do not have any reasonable reference point. Therefore we
 decide to indulge the Deities of Empiricism by running the
 game quickly among 50 friends." Their choice was
 15.768361, very close to the winning number.
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