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Abstract

Social discounting refers to a phenomenon where
allocation of money decreases as a function ofasoci
distance (e. g., Simon, 1995). Jones and Rachlin
(2008) found that the amount of money a person is
willing to forgo to give $75 to another person
decreased as a hyperbolic function of perceivethkoc
distance, in the same way as intertemporal choice
(Green & Myerson, 2004; Raineri & Rachlin, 1993).
This study aimed to extend this finding to the doma
of social network (Milgram, 1967; Barabasi, 2002)
where social distance is defined by degrees of
separation. 119 participants responded almostaime s
tasks as Jones and Rachlin (2008), except that they
were required to answer whether they prefer toivece
amount of money for themselves or amount of money
for the person who has n degrees of separation
(“friend”, “friend of your friend”, “friend of friend of
your friend”) up to six degrees. The hyperbolic
function fit to the data well, and suggest that two
processes appear to contribute to the judgments
required in the experimental tasks; consideratiotiné
in-group and that to the out-group. The above tesul
demonstrate that hyperbolic function also can érpla
social discounting where perceived social distaisce
expressed by degrees of separation.
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