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Subjective Game Structures: eliciting alternatives and payoffs to study the properties of social interactions


Supplementary Materials

SQT Image Sets
All four image sets - jars, trees with leaves, treasure troves, and sliced trees - are available for downloading at  https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/7GNQ8
File names correspond to the elicited ratings in Study 1, normalized to the range of 0 to 100.
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MSRI calculation and examples
To compare the strategic resemblance of two matrices, each tested property contributes to the overall MSRI value according to the following rules: (i) Each of the dominant, maximin and maximax strategies contributes 0, 0.5, or 1 units to the overall index value. These scores are calculated separately for the row and the column player. A score of 1 unit is assigned either if the property is exhibited in the same row or column in both matrices, or if both matrices completely lack the specified property. A score of 0.5 unit is assigned when the property is exhibited in one of the matrices but not in the other (since the player is assumed to choose in accordance with the specified property in one of the matrices yet choose randomly in the other matrix, the prospect of choosing the same alternative in both matrices is 0.5). A score of 0 units is assigned when the property is exhibited in both matrices in different rows or columns. (ii) Each Pareto and Nash equilibria contributes 0.25 unit, for each of the four compared cells of the matrices, if both properties are exhibited by or absent from the corresponding cells of both matrices (i.e., both cells are in equilibrium or both are not in equilibrium); and 0 units when the examined cell in one of the matrices is in equilibrium while the corresponding cell in the other matrix is not. Hence, when the equilibria, Nash or Pareto, in all four cells are identical (exhibiting or lacking equilibrium) across the two matrices, a maximal score of 0.25*4=1 unit is added to the overall index value. (iii) The third scoring rule, termed the Expected Choice Overlap (EChO), is associated with the theory of Subjective Expected Relative Similarity (SERS). EChO quantifies the probability that a player will make identical choices while interacting with the same opponent (with the same perceived strategic similarity) in both matrices. In other words, the larger the proportion of identical choices recommended by SERS for both matrices, the higher the EChO score. Hence, the EChO score may take any value from 0 to 1 for the row and column players separately.
EChO is calculated separately for the row and the column players. SERS computes an expected value that integrates (i) the perception of strategic similarity (ps), which indicates the probability the opponent will choose an alternative identical to the alternative selected by oneself, and (ii) the payoffs expected under each choice (Fischer, 2009, 2012; Fischer et al., 2022). For example, consider two players choosing their alternatives while interacting in a Prisoner’s Dilemma game (Figure S1). Players who assume the other player is likely to choose the same alternative as themself with the probability of ps (and the opposing alternative with a probability of 1 - ps) can compare the Expected Value (EV) for the choice of cooperation with the EV for the choice of defection, where EV(cooperation) = Rps+S(1-ps) and EV(defection) = Pps+T(1-ps), ultimately choosing the alternative that provides the higher EV. Defining the critical threshold (ps*) where EV(cooperation) = EV(defection) results in ps* = (T-S)/(T-S+R-P). This translates into a simplified decision rule: cooperate when ps > ps*, and defect when ps < ps*.
	
	Cooperate
	Defect

	Cooperate
	R , R
	S , T

	Defect
	T , S
	P , P

	Figure S1. The Prisoner’s Dilemma game. Left and right payoffs in each cell indicate the payoffs for the row and column player, respectively. The game is defined by the inequalities: T>R>P>S (and in some experiments also requires assuring 2R>S+T) (Flood, 1958; Rapoport & Chammah, 1965).



EChO quantifies the probability that a player will make identical choices while interacting with the same opponent in two different games, considering the entire range of possible strategic similarities (0 ≤ ps ≤ 1). In other words, the larger the proportion of identical choices recommended by SERS for both matrices, the higher the EChO score. This score takes into account the similarity threshold (ps*) calculated for each of the two matrices and all possible opponents one may hypothetically encounter, as represented by a uniform distribution of strategic similarity perceptions.
Before calculating the EChO score, we distinguish between two cases. In the first case, both matrices motivate choosing alternative A for values below the similarity threshold (ps*) and alternative B for values above ps*. In the other case, one matrix motivates choosing alternative A for values below the ps* and alternative B for values above ps*, while the other matrix motivates choosing alternative B for values below the ps* and alternative A for values above ps*. Therefore, we distinguish between congruent and incongruent matrix pairs, in terms of which alternative is preferred for ps values that are higher than the similarity threshold, ps* and which alternative is preferred for ps values that are lower than ps*. Note that for the EChO calculation it does not matter which of the alternatives of the row and the column players are considered similar and which are considered different, as long as both compared matrices are presented in the same configuration. 
Since the association between ps and the expected value of an alternative increases or decreases monotonically, a simple method for defining the relevant case (congruent or incongruent) is to examine the expected choice for a single ps value that is either below or above ps*. Thus, we assume ps = 1 (assuring ps > ps*; but note the special considerations, described below, for cases where ps* ≥ 1) and then calculate and compare the expected value for each alternative (A and B for both row and column players; Figure S2) across both matrices. In the congruent case, the same alternative is chosen in both matrices, whereas in the incongruent case, different alternatives are chosen. If, however, both expected values in one of the matrices are equal under the assumption of ps = 1, we consider a different reference point by assuming ps = 0 (assuring ps ≤ ps*) and reexamine whether the matrices are congruent or incongruent. 
	
	Column alternative - A
	Column alternative - B

	Row alternative - A
	V(AA)row , V(AA)column
	V(AB)row , V(AB)column

	Row alternative - B
	V(BA)row , V(BA)column
	V(BB)row , V(BB)column

	Figure S2. Generic matrix structure showing two alternatives for the row player and two for the column player and their corresponding payoff values derived from simultaneous choice combinations – V(row and column choices). Left and right payoffs in each cell indicate the respective payoffs for the row player and the column player.



Note two additional cases: (1) Both expected values are equal under both assumptions of ps = 1 and ps = 0 for one matrix but not for the other matrix. Hence, the player has no SERS-driven preference and is assumed to randomly choose an alternative when playing the first matrix, while choosing a clearly preferred alternative when playing the other matrix. The probability of choosing the same alternative when one choice is random is 0.5. Therefore, the associated EChO score for this case is 0.5. (2) Both expected values are equal under both assumptions of ps = 1 and ps = 0 for both matrices. In this case, the associated EChO score is defined as 1 (although the probability of making the same choice in both matrices is 0.5). This is due to the fact that the SERS-based strategic recommendations are similar for both matrices and can do no better than prescribe a random choice.
After defining the relevant cases, the ps* values of both matrices are calculated separately for the row and the column player (equations S1 and S2). If ps* ≥ 1 or ps* < 0, the value of ps* is set to 0 for the purpose of calculating the EChO score (see Figure S3, panels c-f). Finally, the EChO is calculated as follows: In the congruent case, the EChO equals 1-|ps*1 - ps*2|, while in the incongruent case the EChO equals |ps*1 - ps*2|. Figure S3 depicts the SERS-based choice overlap for six mutually exclusive conditions.


Equation S1 - row player similarity threshold:


Equation S2 - column player similarity threshold:
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	Figure S3. SERS-based choice overlaps for six mutually exclusive conditions. The left and right bars indicate the choices associated with all possible similarity perceptions, 0≤ps≤1, for each of the two compared games. Black and grey shadings indicate the SERS-based choices for alternatives A and B, respectively; ps* represents the similarity threshold in which EV(A)=EV(B). The center rectangle depicts the choices overlap: white regions represent identical choices, and crisscrossed regions represent different choices. Panel a shows two similarity-sensitive congruent games. Panel b shows two similarity-sensitive incongruent games. Panel c shows similarity-sensitive and non-similarity-sensitive congruent games. Panel d shows similarity-sensitive and non-similarity-sensitive incongruent games. Panel e shows two non-similarity-sensitive congruent games. Panel f shows two non-similarity-sensitive incongruent games.



MSRI calculation examples 
Examples for calculating MSRI values. Example 1 depicts two matrices with a high MSRI value that are rather strategically similar, and Example 2 depicts two matrices with a low MSRI value that are rather strategically different.
Example 1:
	     a
	
	α
	β

	A
	100 , 70
	50 , 40

	B
	40 , 5
	0 , 30



	     b
	
	α
	β

	A
	100 , 100
	70 , 40

	B
	50 , 45
	0 , 0




	Figure S4. Example matrices



1) Both matrices have a dominant strategy for the row player, which is the top row (1 point).
2) Matrix ‘a’ has no dominant strategy for the column player, while the dominant strategy for the column player in matrix ‘b’ is the left column (0.5 points).
3) The MaxiMin strategy of the row player in both matrices is the top row (1 point).
4) The MaxiMin strategy of the column player in matrix ‘a’ is the right column, while the MaxiMin strategy of the column player in matrix ‘b’ is the left column (0 points). 
5) The MaxiMax strategy of the row player in both matrices is the top row (1 point).
6) The MaxiMax strategy of the column player in both matrices is the left column (1 point).
7) In both matrices the top left cell is in Nash equilibrium and all the other cells are not in Nash equilibria (4x0.25 = 1 point). 
8) Likewise, in both matrices the top left cell is in Pareto equilibrium and all the other cells are not in equilibrium (4x0.25 = 1 point).
9) For the row player EChO score, the calculation starts by finding the ps* values using equation S1: 
	, thus the value is set to 0.
	, thus the value is set to 0.	
When ps=1, the row player in both matrices is expected to choose the upper row because the payoff in the upper left cell is larger than the payoff in the bottom right cell. Hence, the matrices are congruent (see Figure S3 panel e) and the EChO score for the row player is 1-|ps*a- ps*b| = 1 point.
For the column player’s EChO score, the calculation starts by finding the ps* values using equation S2: 
	.
	, thus the value is set to 0.	
When ps=1, the column player in both matrices is expected to choose the left column, because the payoff in the upper left cell is larger than the payoff in the bottom right cell. Hence, the matrices are congruent (see Figure S3 panel c) and the EChO score for the column player is 1-|ps*a- ps*b| = 0.533 points.
Finally, summing across all criteria, we obtain the MSRI value for comparison of the two matrices: 1 + 0.5 + 1 + 0 + 1 + 1 + 1 + 1 + 1 + 0.533 = 8.033. 

Example 2:
	     a
	
	α
	β

	A
	100 , 45
	25 , 50

	B
	40 , 75
	5 , 85



	     b
	
	α
	Β

	A
	50 , 100
	40 , 95

	B
	90 , 60
	65 , 10




	Figure S5. Example matrices



1) Both matrices have a dominant strategy for the row player, but this strategy is the top row in matrix ‘a’ and the bottom row in matrix ‘b’ (0 points).
2) Both matrices have a dominant strategy for the column player, but this strategy is the right column in matrix ‘a’ and the left column in matrix ‘b’ (0 points).
3) Both matrices have a MaxiMin strategy for the row player, but this strategy is the top row in matrix ‘a’ and the bottom row in matrix ‘b’ (0 points).
4) Both matrices have a MaxiMin strategy for the column player, but this strategy is the right column in matrix ‘a’ and the left column in matrix ‘b’ (0 points).
5) Both matrices have a MaxiMax strategy for the row player, but this strategy is the top row in matrix ‘a’ and the bottom row in matrix ‘b’ (0 points).
6) Both matrices have a MaxiMax strategy for the column player, but this strategy is the right column in matrix ‘a’ and the left column in matrix ‘b’ (0 points).
7) In matrix ‘a’ the top right cell is in Nash equilibrium, while in matrix ‘b’ the bottom left cell is in Nash equilibrium, and the top left and bottom right cells are not in equilibrium in either matrix (0+0.25+0.25+0 = 0.5 points).
8) In matrix ‘a’ all cells but the top right cell are in Pareto equilibrium, and in matrix ‘b’ both left cells are in Pareto equilibrium. Hence, the bottom right cell is the only incongruent cell (0.25+0.25+0.25+0 = 0.75 points).
9) Calculating the row player’s EChO score starts by finding the ps* values using equation S1: 
	.
	, thus the value is set to 0.	
When ps=1, the row player in matrix ‘a’ is expected to choose the top row because the payoff in the upper left cell is larger than the payoff in the bottom right cell. In contrast, the row player in matrix ‘b’ is expected to choose the bottom row because the payoff in the bottom right cell is larger than the payoff in the top left cell. Hence, the matrices are incongruent (see Figure S3 panel d) and the EChO score for the row player is |ps*a- ps*b| = 0.136 points.
Calculating the column player’s EChO score starts by finding the ps* values using equation S2: 
	.
	.	
When ps=1, the column player in matrix ‘a’ is expected to choose the right column because the payoff in the bottom right cell is larger than the payoff in the top left cell. In contrast, the column player in matrix ‘b’ is expected to choose the left column because the payoff in the upper left cell is larger than the payoff in the bottom right cell. Hence, the matrices are incongruent (see Figure S3 panel b) and the EChO score for the column player is |ps*a- ps*b| = 0.105 points.
Finally, summing across all criteria, we obtain the MSRI value for comparison of the two matrices: 0 + 0 + 0 + 0 + 0 + 0 + 0.5 + 0.75 + 0.136 + 0.105 = 1.491. 


[bookmark: _Hlk124178027]Rapoport and Guyer’s Taxonomy of Two-by-Two Games 
Rapoport and Guyer (1966) classified all strictly ordinal two-by-two games into ten categories based on several strategic properties. These properties include dominance (an alternative that is strictly better than the other alternative for a player, regardless of the other player’s choice), MaxiMin (a strategy that considers only the minimal payoff under each alternative and chooses the alternative that contains the maximum of these minima), the Nash equilibrium (an outcome that none of the players is motivated to abandon unilaterally, assuming the other player does not change his/her choice), and the Pareto equilibrium (no other outcome of the game can provide a better payoff for both players). Applying these criteria in a specific order constitutes an end-state referred to as the natural outcome of the game. To derive the natural outcome, Rapoport and Guyer proposed the following procedure:
1. If both players have a dominant strategy, they both choose it, and the resulting outcome constitutes the natural outcome of the game.
2. Else, if only one player has a dominant strategy, he/she chooses it, while the other player chooses the strategy that maximizes his/her own payoff under the expectation that the dominant strategy is chosen. The resulting outcome constitutes the natural outcome of the game.
3. Else, if the game has a single Pareto equilibrium, each player chooses the strategy containing this equilibrium. The resulting outcome constitutes the natural outcome of the game.
4. Else, if no player has a dominant strategy and there is either no Pareto equilibrium or more than one Pareto equilibrium, each player chooses his/her MaxiMin strategy. The resulting outcome constitutes the natural outcome of the game.
The natural outcome of the game along with other considerations, determine a specific category for each and every strictly ordinal game. This classification provides a theoretical model that makes it possible to distinguish between ten different interaction types, and may also be considered as a plausible forecast of players’ behavior. As mentioned above, this taxonomy leaves out games that are non-strictly ordinal, which are games where at least two cells provide the same payoff for at least one of the players.

Expanding Rapoport and Guyer’s taxonomy to include non-strictly ordinal games
Since some natural conflicts cannot be represented by strictly ordinal games, we further expand the natural outcome algorithm to also account for non-strictly ordinal games. To this end we modify the algorithm and add a category of games that do not have a natural outcome. The revised algorithm is applicable to all two-by-two games and makes it possible to understand and classify a wide range of ecologically valid conflicts. The modifications of the natural outcome algorithm are as follows:
1. If either one or both of the players obtains identical payoffs under both alternatives (i.e., the same payoffs under each of the opponent’s choices) and therefore no strategic decision can be made by one or both of the players, the game is classified as a game with no natural outcome. 
2. Non-strictly ordinal games may have weak dominance, which is an alternative that provides an identical outcome under one of the opponent’s choices yet a better outcome under the opponent’s other choice (which is impossible in strictly ordinal games). Therefore, our definition accounts for both weak and strong dominance.
3. Since non-strictly ordinal games may have identical minimal payoffs in both rows or both columns, the players do not necessarily have a MaxiMin strategy. Therefore, if only one player has a MaxiMin strategy, he/she will choose accordingly, and the other player will play under the assumption that the first player is choosing the alternative that contains the MaxiMin payoff. This criterion is in line with Rapoport and Guyer’s second criterion, which states that if only one player has a dominant alternative, the other player chooses under the assumption that this alternative is chosen.
4. If neither player has a dominant or MaxiMin strategy, the players choose according to the MiniMax regret strategy (a strategy that minimizes the maximal potential loss of a player across all of the opponent’s choices; Loomes & Sugden, 1982). The reason for this is that while the player cannot avoid the worst outcome, he/she can still avoid the worst regret. Note that the choice of the MiniMax regret for matrices with no MaxiMin is identical to the choice of the MaxiMax strategy (a strategy that considers only the maximal payoff under each alternative and chooses the alternative that contains the maximum of these maxima).
5. If only one player has a MiniMax regret strategy, he/she will choose accordingly, and the other player will play under the assumption that this choice is made.
6. If neither player has a dominant strategy, a MaxiMin strategy, and a MiniMax regret strategy, the game is classified as a game with no natural outcome. 
The Revised and Reduced Taxonomy Applied in the Present Study
Our reduced taxonomy encompasses the following five categories: (1) Absolutely Stable games, as defined by Rapoport and Guyer (1966). In these games, both players obtain their maximal payoff and are thus satisfied with the natural outcome. Such games are regarded as no-conflict games. (2) Stable/Strongly Stable games, as defined by Rapoport and Guyer. In these games, either one player or both players are not satisfied with the natural outcome, but the unsatisfied player/s are not motivated to try and change the outcome of the game, since shifting or threatening to shift their initial choice neither improves their own expected payoff nor motivates the other player to shift as well. (3) Non-Stable games include: unstable, force-vulnerable, threat-vulnerable, two equilibria with equilibrium outcome, two equilibria without equilibrium outcome and cyclic games (also termed games without equilibria), as defined by Rapoport and Guyer. In these games, either one or both players is not satisfied with the natural outcome, but unlike in the Stable/Strongly Stable games, the player is motivated to try to change the outcome of the game by shifting or threatening to shift his/her initial choice. However, any shift or threat motivates the other player to reply with a threat or shift of his/her own. (4) Prisoners’ Dilemma (PD) - like games are ‘strongly stable with deficient equilibrium’ games, as defined by Rapoport and Guyer. In these games both players are not satisfied with the natural outcome and are not motivated to try and change the outcome. However, unlike Stable/Strongly Stable games, the natural outcome is the only cell in the matrix which is not a Pareto equilibrium (there is another cell that is more beneficial for both players). Note that while the classical PD game, depicted in Figure S1, requires that T>R>P>S, the extended set of PD-like games allows for T=R for one of the players. (5) No Natural Outcome games, as defined above. In these games none of the abovementioned criteria provide strategic guidance for the players. 
[bookmark: _Hlk124331930]Similarity-Based Taxonomy of Games
The similarity-based taxonomy shifts the focus from the payoff structure per se to the interaction between (i) the game’s payoff structure and (ii) the players’ strategic perceptions of their opponent. Specifically, their prospects of choosing identical (or opposing) strategies, as driven by their perception of the strategic similarity with the opponent. The theory of Subjective Expected Relative Similarity (SERS; Fischer, 2009) computes an expected value (EV) that integrates (i) the payoffs expected under each choice, and (ii) the similarity perception as expressed by the probability of the opponent choosing an alternative that is identical to (or different from) the one selected by oneself. Comparing the resulting EVs allows players to choose the alternative that maximizes their expected payoffs when facing a specific opponent. For example, consider two players choosing their alternatives while interacting in a PD game (Figure S1). A player that assumes the other player is likely to choose the same alternative with the probability of ps (and the other alternative with a probability of 1-ps) may compare the EV for the choice of cooperation with the EV for the choice of defection, where EV(cooperation) = Rps +S(1-ps), and EV(defection) = Pps +T(1-ps), and choose the alternative that provides the higher EV. SERS assumes that the strategic similarity between the players is subjectively and individually perceived. Therefore, two players confronting each other may have identical or different perceptions of their similarity to the opponent. In other words, the row player’s ps does not necessarily equal the column player’s ps. 
[bookmark: _Hlk124344527]The solution provided by SERS is applicable not only to the PD game, but to many other games. Games in which the SERS-based expected choice varies under different perceptions of strategic similarity with the opponent are referred to as Similarity-Sensitive games, whereas games in which the SERS-based expected choice does not vary under different perceptions of strategic similarity with the opponent are referred to as Non-Similarity-Sensitive games. Some games can be similarity-sensitive for one of the players, and non-similarity-sensitive for the other. Therefore, the similarity-based taxonomy of games differentiates between two-player similarity-sensitive games, one-player similarity-sensitive games, and two-player non-similarity-sensitive games. Figure S6 depicts examples of a two-player similarity-sensitive game (panel a), a two-player non-similarity-sensitive game (panel b), and one-player similarity-sensitive games (panel c – only similarity sensitive for the row player; panel d – only similarity sensitive for the column player). 
To easily classify the games according to their sensitivity to similarity, one may compare the EV-maximizing choices under both assumptions of complete strategic similarity (ps = 1) and complete strategic dissimilarity (ps = 0) with the opponent. Each is reflected by one of the matrix’s diagonals: the diagonal in which both players choose the same alternative (Aα and Bβ in Figure S6) and the diagonal in which they choose the opposite alternatives (Aβ and Bα in Figure S6). If the row player obtains the higher payoff while choosing a different row under both assumptions (i.e., [Aα > Bβ and Aβ < Bα] or [Aα < Bβ and Aβ > Bα]), the game is similarity-sensitive for him/her. However, if the row player obtains the higher payoff while choosing the same row under both assumptions (i.e., [Aα > Bβ and Aβ > Bα] or [Aα < Bβ and Aβ < Bα]), the game is non-similarity-sensitive for him/her. Clearly, the same considerations apply also for the column player.



	     a
	
	α
	β

	A
	10 , 10
	5 , 20

	B
	20 , 5
	0 , 0



	     b
	
	α
	β

	A
	20 , 20
	10 , 5

	B
	5 , 10
	15 , 15




	     c
	
	α
	β

	A
	10 , 20
	5 , 5

	B
	20 , 10
	0 , 15



	     d
	
	α
	β

	A
	20 , 10
	10 , 20

	B
	5 , 5
	15, 0




	Figure S6. Examples of the three classes of the similarity-based taxonomy of games. Panel a depicts a two-player similarity-sensitive game. Panel b depicts a two-player non-similarity-sensitive game. Panel c depicts a one-player similarity-sensitive game that is similarity sensitive only for the row player. Panel d depicts a one-player similarity-sensitive game that is similarity sensitive only for the column player.




Conflict Descriptions
The Caradian - Tiberian Conflict
You belong to the Caradian people, who feel a deep emotional and historical connection to a geographical region called the Okadin Plateaus, even though your people, the Caradians, returned to settle in this region only a few years ago.
However, another nation, the Tiberian people, also inhabits the Okadin Plateaus and feels an emotional and historical connection to the region. Among your people, the Caradians, there are some who support the use of force to drive the Tiberians out of the Okadin Plateaus, and there are others who support a compromise and endorse cooperative actions. Your people, the Caradians, have a considerable military force, but even with this force it will be difficult to drive the Tiberians out of the region.
Among the Tiberians there are also some that consider taking forceful and offensive actions and some that prefer a compromise. Nevertheless, in light of the discrepancy between the might of the Caradian military and the weakness of the Tiberian military, the actions the Tiberians can take are of a different nature from the actions that your people, the Caradians, can take.

The Mireen - Bagotan Conflict
Mireen and Bagotan are two neighboring countries. Mireen’s potassium reserves are among the largest in the world. These large potassium reserves and the worldwide demand for potassium can influence Mireen's status, turning it into a prosperous country. Unlike Mireen, its neighboring country Bagotan does not have potassium or any other natural resources. Nonetheless, Bagotan controls the Zimran Strait, which is a major international maritime trade route.
Selling potassium to Bagotan in exchange for opening the Zimran Strait to Mireen shipping will greatly benefit Mireen’s economy. If a deal is not signed, Mireen will not profit because it is landlocked and thus is not able to export its potassium effectively.
Bagotan will also profit from a deal with Mireen by purchasing potassium and opening the gate for future deals with other countries. Nonetheless, since Bagotan has no natural resources, it will not gain from controlling the Zimran Strait unless an agreement is reached.
Both countries stand to gain from their decisions. That is, if a deal is reached, Bagotan will acquire large profits from purchasing potassium from Mireen. Likewise, Mireen will gain large profits from obtaining a permit to sail through the Zimran Strait.

The Choppo - Kaipeng Conflict
Assume you are a citizen of Choppo, a large country in central Asia. Choppo stretches over a large area and therefore its population density is low. Nonetheless, there are only a few water sources within the country’s territory. Hence for some time your country, Choppo, has experienced an ongoing and severe water crisis, which has led to food shortages, fires and many deaths. As a result, senior military commanders of your country, Choppo, have suggested occupying parts of a neighboring country – Kaipeng to provide access to Lake Yatti, a rich water source in Kaipeng. Others, however, are calling for another solution: exchanging territories between the two countries in order to gain access to Lake Yatti, thus reducing the water shortage and maintaining political stability in both countries.
While there is no water shortage in Kaipeng because of Lake Yati, the population density of Kaipeng is high, leading to violence, the spread of disease, and a shortage of farm lands. Some people in Kaipeng support military action against the neighboring Choppo in order to occupy large areas and ease the population density crisis. Yet other people in Kaipeng are calling for a compromise, fearing the impact of war on the entire region.

The Taizei - Comoro Conflict
You are a citizen of Taizei, a prosperous country in the continent of Afrasia. In recent years, an organization called Freedom for Comoro has emerged. The aim of this organization is to establish a country for the Comorian people, who are dispersed across the continent. Your country, Taizei, has become a target for the organization, which seeks to occupy territories for the purpose of establishing a Comorian state. The organization recently planned a large attack in the capital city of Taizei, but the arrest of a junior militant from the organization revealed the Comorians’ intentions and prevented the attack.
The Taizei parliament is very concerned about the direction adopted by the Freedom for Comoro organization and is thinking of deploying large military units to protect the capital. Such a move, however, would drive away the millions of tourists that visit the city each year, in addition to interfering with routine activities of the Taizei army.
The Freedom for Comoro militants are afraid that their activities will be exposed and are considering moving their operations to another country. A major consideration is that while they already have plans for operating in Taizei, moving to another country will require planning new activities and thus postpone achieving their goal for at least several months. If the Taizei military forces succeed in thwarting the Comorian plans, the Comorian dream of establishing their country in the near future is likely to be shattered.

The Burgia - Sani Conflict
You live in the country of Burgia, which is involved in a long-lasting conflict with the Sani people over control of certain regions. The world takes a serious view of this conflict and places most of the responsibility on the Burgian government, because the Sani people do not have formal representation. The conflict between Burgia and the Sani people has recently intensified and escalated into violence. Sani activists perpetrated several acts of violence throughout Burgia, and the Burgian army has launched a large-scale arrest operation within Sani villages. Although these arrests reduced the number of casualties, they did not completely stop the Sani violence, and there is still fear among the Burgian people.
The government of your country, Burgia, is considering taking even more vigorous actions to eradicate the violent acts of the Sanis. Yet such actions have the potential to lead to a boycott by the international community, which disapproves of the imbalance between the parties. Hence, some Burgians seek an agreement with the Sanis, which will stop Sani terrorism.
Due to the recent arrests the Sanis have become concerned about the failure of their actions. They are considering whether to intensify their attacks to try and gain the upper hand, raise morale, and pressure the Burgians or whether to moderate their activity in an attempt to reach an historic agreement with the Burgian government.

The Maasai - Samburu Conflict
The eastern savannah region is home to two tribes: the Maasai and the Samburu. Each of the tribes wishes to take over the savannah, which has led to the development of an ongoing war already marked by bloodshed, destruction of homes, and burning of property. Both sides understand that continuing the fighting will lead to an irreversible state, but neither wants to retreat and display weakness.
Assume you are a member of the Maasai tribe. Some members of your tribe support stopping the hostilities and are against the continued killing, because the Maasai tribe believes in the sanctity of life and places great value on human life. Other members of your tribe (the Maasai) support continuing the fighting until the rival tribe, the Samburu, is defeated. This is because your tribe is experiencing great economic stress, which can only be compensated by winning the war and gaining control of the region.
Among the members of the rival Samburu tribe, there are also those who support ending the hostilities, since dozens of people have already been killed during the war and much of the tribe’s property has been destroyed. Yet there are also those who support continuing to fight, since the tribe’s fundamental values are based on dignity, brotherhood, and burden-sharing, all of which may be damaged if the tribe displays weakness.

The Kibbutz Conflict
After almost a century in which kibbutz members lived together in peace, a crisis has developed in the kibbutz where you live regarding whether to maintain a fully cooperative lifestyle or to adopt a more individualistic free-market way of life. Almost all the surrounding kibbutz villages have succumbed to the trend and changed to a model based on privatization. The meaning of this change is that all members must take care of their own livelihood, unlike the old days in which all kibbutz members received an identical salary, regardless of their contribution to the kibbutz’s wealth. A forthcoming referendum at your kibbutz will decide whether to adopt this change or preserve the cooperative lifestyle. This referendum provoked a dispute among opponents and supporters of the change, and the crisis that was once economically oriented has now become an ideological crisis. In case of a tie, a new referendum will be announced, and the process will be repeated until a decision is reached.
You are a representative of the camp in favor of the change because this move will greatly improve your family’s quality of life. Opponents of the change fear the consequences and are concerned about their livelihood. Many people among the supporters and among the opponents are willing to change their vote, if only to resolve the conflict, save the community, and maintain friendships among the members. Either way, kibbutz members fear the continuance of the dispute and believe that finding any solution to the conflict is preferable over living in a conflicted environment.

The Cartel Conflict
You are a loyal citizen of your country, where you are part of the middle-high socioeconomic class. Recently, crime rates have been on the rise across the country, due to a conflict between a drug cartel and the government, with criminal activities and violence gradually spreading across the country. The head of the cartel, who comes from a low-income background, claims to represent the voice of the lower classes. Occasionally he distributes money to the poor, an act that increases support for the cartel among the lower classes.
The wide-ranging conflict between the cartel and the government has divided the people. Middle- and upper-class citizens support the government and strive to destroy the drug cartel. In contrast, citizens with low socioeconomic status support the cartel, which they see as their only hope of escaping poverty.
Some government supporters argue that the government should launch large-scale military operations to arrest the cartel’s leader and terminate the cartel’s activities. Another voice among government’s supporters advocates turning a blind eye to the cartel’s activities so as not to provoke the cartel and escalate the situation.
Some proponents of the cartel argue that it should escalate its brutal attacks to deter the government, while others claim that the cartel should reduce its activities and go underground to stave off an imminent attack of the army, which would likely annihilate the cartel.
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