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ABSTRACT

Recent experiments suggest that social behavior lmeaghaped by the time available for
decision making. It is known that fast decision mgkrelies more on intuition whereas slow
decision making is affected by reflective processéfie is known, however, about whether
peoplecorrectly anticipatethe effect of intuition vs. reflection on othexcision making.
This is important in everyday situations where @péting others’ behavior is often essential.
A good example of this is the extensively studiedst Game where the trustor, by sending an
amount of money to the trustee, runs the risk afigpexploited by the trustee’s subsequent
action. We use this game to study how trustorsicdware affected by whether trustees are
externally forced to respond quickly or slowly. Vdéso examine whether trustors’ own
tendency to stop and reflect on their intuitions rf@easured by the Cognitive Reflection Test)
moderates how they anticipate the effect of refbacon the behavior of trustees. We find that
the least reflective trustors send less money vwhestees are forced to respond “reflectively”
rather than “intuitively”, but we also argue thhistis a wrong choice. In general, no group,
including the ones with the largest number of e individuals, is good at anticipating the
(positive) effect of forced delay on others’ trustthiness.
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INTRODUCTION

Humans often trust others, but not everyone andihtiie time. The extent of our trust is
instead dependent on the individual and the sdanatncountered. Surely the act of trusting is
based on our beliefs about other party’s behatdowever, it is not clear whether our beliefs
regardingwhocan be trusted are correct. Further, are we alpeadictwhensomeone can be



trusted? There is little doubt that these are kegstjons for understanding human social
behavior (DeSteno et al. 2012, Bonnefon et al. 28dgduacil et al. 2016, Everett et al. 2016,
Jordan et al. 2016, Capraro et al. 2017b). Notin,wthe outcomes of many decisions in the
social domain depend on the behavior of othersaandeed to form expectations regarding
that (behavior). For this reason, we often gathfarmation not only about our interaction
partners’ identity or emotional state (DeStenol.e2@12, Rule et al. 2013, Alguacil et al.
2016, Everett et al. 2016, Capraro et al. 2017g) also about the process through which they
make decisions (Critcher et al. 2013, Van de Cdlsey al. 2014, Hoffman et al. 2015,
Capraro & Kuilder 2016, Jordan et al. 2016).

One bit of information that can be an importaned®inant of trust is the time others have for
decision making. That is, are we more likely tcstrihose that have less time to respond or
those that have sufficient time to contemplatertaetions? This is a key question we
investigate in this paper. It is well known thahé pressure triggers intuitive, automatic
decision making, whereas slow decisions are adsdcvth a stronger influence of
reflective, deliberative processes (Kahneman 2Bhhd et al. 2012, 2014, Capraro &
Cococcioni 2015, Capraro et al. 2017a). There Vg plenty of evidence indicating that social
behavior is partly driven by the extent to whictuition or reflection dominates the decision
process (Rand et al. 2012, 2014, Corgnet et ab,2@dnti & Rodriguez-Lara 2015, Capraro
et al. 2017a). Thus, in a strategic context itusratural that we take into consideration
whether our interaction partners have sufficiemitio reflect upon their choices or not.

Finding out when our interaction partners can bstéd is likely to have been essential for
individual success in social species such as hunsnse evolution has hardwired human
psychology with emotional “modules” designed togass informational cues in fithess-
relevant situations and behave adaptively withoascious deliberation (Tooby & Cosmides
1990, Damasio 1994, Bechara et al. 1997), it sédly thathumans have evolved an ability
to anticipate correctly the consequences of exidrme restrictions on other’s
trustworthiness.

Here we shed light on this issue by studying a nexab example of strategic interaction
where the correct expectation of others’ behaddely to making optimal decisions. We
conduct a one-shot Trust Game (TG; Berg et al. 18%periment in which a “trustor” can
send a certain amount of her endowment to a “telisted is informed about the time
constraint under which the trustee is making tbetision: the trustee, on the other hand,
reciprocates to the trust placed in her eitherldquien one condition, or after a delay, in the
other. Correctly anticipating the trustee’s resgoissessential for the trustor as her final
payoff depends crucially on the trustee’s trustivortss. If the trustor believes that the trustee
is trustworthy enough, then the trustor maximizessgayoff by sending the entire
endowment. This is the efficient outcome. Yet, fulist is risky and leaves the trustor
vulnerable to receiving nothing.



In our experiment, trustors were informed thatteas would have to make their decisions
either within a time limit of 10 seconds (i.e., titae pressureondition) or after 10 seconds
have elapsed (i.e., thiene delaycondition). We implement this manipulation as ale
experimental implementation. If it leads to diffieces between conditions, these should
represent a lower bound of the potential effecatTi$, we expect that a more binding (<10
seconds), or relaxed (>10 seconds), time constnaatd only amplify the effect. According
to the evidence we review in what follows, we pecethat in our experiment:

1. Trustors will displaygreater trust in the time pressure conditithan in the time
delay condition, as they expect trustees to be rtmoséworthy.

2. For the evolutionary reasons we stated earlierala@ hypothesize that these
expectations will be in fact correct, i.8me-pressured trustees should be more
trustworthy

While the effect of forcing fast vs. slow decisimraking in social interactions has been
extensively studied (Rand et al. 2012, 2014, Capta€ococcioni 2015, Bouwmeester et al.
2017, Capraro et al. 2017a), less research hasdoeelucted in understanding whether
people correctly anticipate such an effect. Thelavke evidence in general suggests that
calculated decisions may be met with distrust Inerst. Specifically, those individuals who
(on their own) deliberate upon their choices, eithelooking carefully at the payoffs or by
delaying their decisions, appear to be perceivddsasprosocial (Capraro & Kuilder 2016;
but see Evans & van de Calseyde 2017), and aredriess (Jordan et al. 2016). This occurs
even when calculated and uncalculated decisionscurally prosocial (Jordan et al. 2016).
The moral character of people who make (moral)si@as quickly is also rated more
positively than that of people who make them slgwblen if their final decisions are identical
(Critcher et al. 2013). Moreover, people who expmsontological moral judgments, which
are thought to be less calculated than conseqlistititilitarian judgments (Koenings et al.,
2007, Greene 2014), are trusted more (Everett 2046, Sacco et al. 2016, Capraro et al.
2017b). Interestingly, people seem to anticipae effect and tend to reflect less upon their
cooperative decisions when potential interactioriness are observing compared to when
they are not (Jordan et al. 2016). This is consistéth uncalculated cooperation being used
as a signal of trustworthiness, which may indeedesa long-run self-interested (fithess-
maximizing) goal (Hoffman et al. 2015).

However, it is unclear whether people attach atgrgaositive value (i.e., they trust more) to
less reflective decisions when the reflective mtuitive character of decisionsagternally
imposedather than being an outcome of an endogenouggsotf this is the case, then the
effects of the time constraint would not only blated to inferences about the decision
maker’s underlying disposition but also to beliaf®ut the consequences of reflection itself.
The only experiment, to our knowledge, that hasuatad how individuals perceive the effect
of external time constraints on the social behasfa “hypothetical” individual was
conducted by Evans & van de Calseyde (2017). Tkeysumilar time constraints as ours in a



Public Goods Game. They find that fast decisioesnat expected to be more, nor less,
cooperative than slow decisions when time condsaire externally imposed. Given that
expectations were elicited for a “hypothetical” g they cannot check whether they were in
fact correct or biased.

In our implementation of the TG, trustors facedinte constraints. Both players started with
an endowment of $10. The trustor, moving first,Id@end any amount between $0 and $10
(in $0.01 increments) which would then be tripleddoe reaching the trustee. Finally, the
trustee had to decide which part of the receivedwuarn(i.e., 3 Xrusted amountshe wanted

to return to the trustor. Thus, in an “ideal” sagman terms of social efficiency and equity of
outcomes, the trustor would send the entire endowsaned the trustee would return exactly
half of the total amount resulting in a payoff @0for both players. However, in this case an
untrustworthy trustee can take home $40 leavingdrtistor with nothing. See Methods for
further details.

As mentioned, we predict that in general expeatatiwill be correct, which means that
forcing trustees to reflect on their choices wathdl them to override an intuitive reciprocal
response and behave more egoistically. A numbpraexious results indeed suggest that
intuitive (vs. reflective) decision making may g more trustworthy behavior in one-shot
interactions (Rand et al. 2012, 2014, Rand & No2@k3, Halali et al. 2014), although others
indicate that the observed relationship could ddmena set of factors including the presence
of mistakes, previous experience in similar expents, the particular weights of different
distributional motives, and the specific social iemwment individuals regularly face (Rand &
Kraft-Todd 2014, Capararo & Cococcioni 2015, Cotgeteal. 2015, 2016, Recalde et al.
2015, Capraro et al. 2017a).

To shed further light on this issue, we examinertie of reflection on the trustors’ side. If
the time constraints faced by the other party gseto ancient fithess-relevant outcomes,
trustors’ automatic reactions to information mayplaeticularly adaptive (Tooby & Cosmides
1990, Bechara et al. 1997). In other words, pgaicts’ first intuition may be better than their
second thoughts when it comes to decide how mutiugdin each of our experimental
conditions. It has indeed been shown that reflaaten lead to poorer decision making
compared to intuition in complex decisions (Dijkbtas et al. 2006, Usher et al. 2011,
Dijksterhuis & Strick 2016). On the other handigflective processes are activated to correct
automatic “irrational” responses (Kahneman 201pldl et al. 2014) then it might be that
highly reflective trustors form more accurate expgons about the effect of time constraints
on trustees’ decisions. In the specific case dtguating others’ behavior in strategic settings,
there is evidence that suggests that cognitivectfin can improve decision making by
overriding incorrect intuition (Burnham et al. 20@thnusenberg & Gallo 2011, Brafas-
Garza et al. 2012, Fehr & Huck 2016, Ma-Kellams &rer 2016).



Thus, there are reasons to expect tefi¢ction may lead to either better or worse bebeal
adjustmento our experimental conditions than intuition. fést these competing hypotheses,
we assess the trustors’ cognitive styles usingibgnitive Reflection Test (CRT; Frederick
2005, Toplak et al. 2014), which is designed to sneathe respondent’s disposition to rely
on reflection vs. intuition. Trustors were askeadonplete a 7-item CRT after playing the TG
(see Methods). Here, we opted for a trait-levelymis because the use of external time
constraints on trustors’ decisions (i.e., a statell analysis, as we did for trustees) might
confound the expected effect of time constrainth wie effect arising from similarity or false
consensus (Ross et al. 1977); that is, individomadght simply trust more those (trustees) who
are imposed the same time restrictions they faceehheless, there is evidence that trait-level
and state-level analyses lead to qualitativelyIsingonclusions regarding the effect of
reflection/intuition on subjects’ social decisicarsd beliefs (Ma-Kellams & Lerner 2016,
Capraro et al. 2017a).

RESULTS

Figure 1 displays the Kernel density estimationtfar distribution of amount trusted
separately for the two conditions<75 in each condition). Although the effect ishe t
predicted direction there are no significant défezes in average trust (OLS regression with
robust standard errors: coefftohe delay= -0.38,p=0.42,n=150). Mean (xrobust SEM)
amount sent: time pressure = 4.92+0.35, time deldyp4+0.31. However, as can be seen
from Figure 1, the amount sent by trustors in e tdelay condition is concentrated between
$2 and $5, whereas, in the time pressure conditiemlistribution is flatter. Indeed, the
likelihood of sending an amount between $2 ands®gnificantly higher under time delay
compared to the time pressure condition (probiteggjon with robust standard errors [from
now on standard errors are always robust]: mfnoé delay= 0.20,p<0.01,n=150). The
regression analyses can be found in supplementsle 51. Thus, we have established

Result 1: Trust levels are more concentrated in low-to-medualues in the time delay
condition as compared to the time pressure comditio

These results give partial support to our initigbdthesis where we posited that the time
delay condition should trigger more distrust thiae time pressure condition. Interestingly,
Evans & van de Calseyde (2017) found that indivisleapected fast decisions to be more
extreme (i.e., either full defection or full coopgon) than slow decisions in a Public Goods
Game, although not significantly so when respoimsed were externally imposed. Similar
expectations of extremity might have attenuatedltlypothesized) detrimental effect of time
delay (vs. pressure) on expected trustworthinedsraght help explain why extremely low
trust levels are not more likely to arise in thredidelay condition.
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Figure 1. Kernel density estimation for amount trusted ia time delay (solid red line) and
time pressure (solid blue line) conditions. Dastedical lines depict means (time delay: red
line, time pressure: blue line).

In Figure 2, we present the amount returned (£90%4CGhe two conditions as a function of
the amount received. We estimate this effect usangional polynomial analysis which
allows us to capture complex non-linear relatiopshit can be observed that for amounts
received above $15 (i.e., amount trusted = $53t@es in the time delay condition seem to
return higher amounts than in the time pressureiton. While the positive relationship
between amount returned and amount received apgpadesplays some concavity in the time
pressure condition, using OLS estimation we cangjett that the relationship is linear (i.e.,
not concave; a regression wamount receivedndamount received squarexd explanatory
variables yield$>0.19 foramount received squaread both conditions). Thus, we run OLS
regressions in which amount received is assumédwe a linear effect on amount returned.

First, we conduct a main effects analysis withaheunt received and condition as
explanatory variables: both yield significant esttes (coeff oamount received 0.31,
p<0.01,n=150; coeff otime delay= 1.08,p=0.03). Second, we analyze the interaction
between the two variables, which is also signifiqaoeff oftime delayx amount received
0.15,p<0.01,n=150). This tells us that in the time delay cormtitthe amount returned
increases significantly more with the amount reedixelative to the time pressure condition



(coeff of amount receivedn time pressure condition = 0.3%0.01; in time delay condition
= 0.39,p<0.01; Wald tests on the interaction model coedfits). These analyses can be found
in Table S2.
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Figure 2. Fractional polynomial estimation of amount returas a function of amount
received in the time delay (solid red line) anddipressure (solid blue line) conditions.
Dashed lines depict 90% CI.

According to the model estimates, trustees inithe tlelay condition return significantly
more, but only in response to trusted amounts afr$Bore (>0.07 for all trusted amounts of
$4 or less; Wald tests on the interaction coeffitse For trustees who were sent $5 (i.e., who
received $15), the model reports that the amouatrred is significantly higher in the time
delay compared to the time pressure condition @ér@l $4.88, respectively:=0.02, Wald
test). The largest difference is estimated fortaes who were trusted with the whole
endowment (i.e., those receiving $30; $12.00 an858espectivelyp<0.01, Wald test).

This is consistent with the observation from FigRr&Ve, therefore, establish

Result 2: Trustees in the time delay condition are more waghy.

How are the subjects’ earnings affected by the al®havioral patterns? Figure 3 shows that
in general trustees earn much more than trustdis.i$ confirmed in an OLS regression, with
earnings as a function of player role and condifzweff oftrustee= 8.56,p<0.01,n=300),
where we also observe that the time condition do¢exert a significant effect on earnings



(coeff oftime delay= -0.38,p=0.53). However, the interaction between role amtdion is
significant (coeff otime delayxtrustee= -2.97,p=0.01), indicating that trustors earn
significantly more in the time delay, than in tivae pressure, condition ($11.01 vs. $8.90,
p=0.02; Wald test). Whereas, trustees earn (matg)riaks in the time delay, than in the time
pressure, condition ($18.08 vs. $19.840.09; Wald test). Table S3 presents the regression
analysis on earnings.
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Figure 3. Mean (xrobust SEM) earnings for trustors and &estin the time delay (red bar)
and time pressure (blue bar) conditions.

As mentioned above, in the time delay conditiosteas were more responsive to the amount
received. That is, they returned more relativentottime pressure condition for amounts
trusted of $5 or more. This is reflected in thengags of the trustors. Figure 4 shows how the
amount trusted impacts trustors’ earnings (estichateng fractional polynomial analysis) in
the two conditions. An OLS regression wétinount senandamount sent squaredbs
explanatory variables of trustors’ earnings dodsatiow us to reject linearity in either
condition (i.e.amount sent squarad non-significantp>0.17 in both cases). Thus, we
assume that the relationship between earningsraondra trusted is linear. We find that the
interaction between condition and trusted amouimdsed significant in explaining trustors’
earnings (coeff ofime delayxamount sent 0.45,p<0.01,n=150). As a result, greater trust
is, the more (marginally) trustors’ earn in thedinelay condition (coeff acimount sent
0.18,p=0.08; Wald test), and the less they earn in tihe fpressure condition (coeff of
amount sent -0.27,p=0.02; Wald test). A series of Wald tests on theleh@oefficients

reveal that trustors in the time delay conditiomeaore than those in the time pressure



condition for trusted amounts of $5 ($11.09 vs889%=0.02) or more (the largest difference
is for trusted amount of $10: $12.00 vs. $858).01) but not for trusted amounts of $4 or
less £>0.07 in all cases), which mimics our earlier resulVe then observe that,

Result 3: Trustors in the time delay condition earn morentimthe time pressure condition
for high, but not low, trusted amounts.
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Figure 4. Fractional polynomial estimation of trustors’ dags as a function of amount
trusted in the time delay (solid red line) and tipnessure (solid blue line) conditions. Dashed
lines depict 90% CI.

On average, trustors earned more in the time a&lagition than their counterparts in the
time pressure condition. However, they would haarmed even more had they sent $5 or
more. Yet, as stated earlier, trustors in the d@lay condition were more likely to send
amounts between $2 and $5, so probably they weodeds likely to send $5 or more. If we
run a probit regression estimating the likelihoédending $5 or more as a function of the
condition, we find thatime delaycoefficient is indeed negative although weaklyngigant
(mfx of time delay= -0.13,p=0.10,n=150; see Table S1).

Taken together, these results suggest that, ihamytunder time delay trustees are trusted
less—or, at least, trust decisions are more coretextin low-to-medium values—even
though they are more trustworthy than their timespured counterparts. This allows us to
conclude that



Result 4: Trustees in the time delay condition are trusted tean they should be.

Our findings thus partially support the hypothekat individuals distrust reflective decisions
compared to intuitive decisions. Yet, our seconpdtlyesis, stating that individuals are good
at anticipating the effect of external time constison others’ trustworthiness, is clearly
rejected.

Accounting for the trustors’ cognitive styles

In general, it would be profitable to trust indiuals who are forced to respond reflectively
rather than intuitively. Yet trustors do not se@encorrectly anticipate this effect. This might,
however, depend on the trustor’s cognitive stylewNve study whether more reflective or
more intuitive individuals, as measured by theirTlGiRores, form better expectations
regarding the actions of trustees and, therefaust tmore in the time delay than in the time
pressure condition.

Figure 5 displays the Kernel density estimationtfar distribution of the trusted amount in
the time delay and time pressure conditions, bral@m into terciles of CRT scoredw
CRT: CRT score< 2,n=50; Med CRT 2 < CRT score< 3,n=54; High CRT CRT score> 4,
n=46). The regression analysis based on CRT tersilpesented in Table S4. We first
observe that High CRT individuals trust more onrage than both Low and Med CRTs
(OLS regression controlling for conditiopg0.01in both cases; Low and Med CRTs do not
significantly differ:p=0.73). This is consistent with previous reseatawsng that more
reflective people are more trustful (Corgnet efall6). We also find a positive effect of
cognitive reflection on amount trusted using the €RT score (ranging between 0 and 7),
instead of terciles, as explanatory variable (CcoB€RT score= 0.35,p<0.01). Thus, the
higher the CRT score of the trustor, the more iefficis the outcome.

Regarding the effect of the time manipulationsroist; Low CRT individuals trust
significantly less in the time delay condition tharthe time pressure condition (OLS
regression: coeff dime delay= -1.55,p=0.03; mean amount sent: time delay = 3.47+0.41,
time pressure = 5.02+0.57). However, although el CRT and High CRT individuals
trust slightly more in the time delay than in tired pressure condition, the effect of condition
is similar and far from significant in both casé%e@l CRT: coeff otime delay= 0.24,

p=0.74; High CRT: coeff ofime delay= 0.20,p=0.83). The interaction between Low CRT
and condition is indeed marginally significant (fa¥ time delayx Low DR=-1.70,

p=0.07), suggesting that the effect of time delayrast is more negative among Low CRT
individuals relative to the rest.

Interestingly, note that only High CRT trustorsplés/ average trust levels above the $5
threshold mentioned earlier (about $6 in both coowls), thus being the only group able to
reap the benefits from the positive effect of tidetay on trustworthiness. Low CRTs also
reach the $5 threshold on average but, only irtithe pressure condition. Nevertheless, High
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CRTs are also partially wrong since they trustrtagch in the time pressure condition: they
would have earned more by trusting less (see Figure

If we split the sample into above- and below-medi®iT instead of terciles, we find a
significant difference between conditions for beloedian (OLS regression: coefftiohe
delay=-1.23,p=0.03,n=77) but not for above-median CRTSs (coeftiaie delay= 0.48,
p=0.50,n=73).
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Figure 5. Kernel density estimation for amount trusted ia time delay (solid red line) and
time pressure (solid blue line) conditions, brokemvn into CRT terciles. Dashed vertical
lines depict means (time delay: red line, time gues: blue line).

Thus, none of the competing hypotheses is fullysued by the data since a (significantly)
positive effect of the time delay condition is diserved in any group, neither among the
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least nor among the most reflective individualse Bhnly clear conclusion we can draw from
this section is that,

Result 5: Non-reflective individuals distrust delayed decmso

It can be seen in Figure 5 that the maximum amsent by Low CRT trustors in the time
delay condition is $6.83 whereas in all the renmajrdases (i.e., all combinations of condition
and CRT tercile, including the time pressure coadifor Low CRTSs) at least some
individuals send the whole endowment. Indeed, tsitipe effect of CRT score on trust is
only evident in the time delay condition (coeff@RT score= 0.48,p<0.01) but not in the

time pressure condition (coeff GRT score= 0.22,p=0.20; see Figure 5).

As can be seen in the supplementary tables, aétresults are robust to controlling for the
decision maker’s gender (Frederick 2005, Bosch-Duok et al. 2014, Cueva et al. 2016),
distributional social preferences (Kanagaretnaal.€2009, Espin et al. 2016, Capraro et al.
2017a, Corgnet et al. 2015), time preferences (Espal. 2012, 2015) and risk preferences
(Kanagaretnam et al. 2009, Houser et al. 2010) cihad work as potential confounding
factors.

DISCUSSION

Our results indicate that individuals do not cotiseanticipate how the time available for
decision making affects their partners’ choicemtaractions where such an ability seems
crucial, i.e., trust relationships. This is impaitan practical applications in both the public
and the private spheres (Camerer et al. 2003)eXample “cooling-off” periods are often
proposed in situations such as negotiations (Cnatdracy 1994, Oechssler et al. 2008),
divorce decisions (in Korea, see Lee 2013) andwoes purchases (Sher 1973) where trust is
a key consideration. Furthermore, stock marketssacthe world have built in circuit breakers
in case of unusually large price movements withdiine of downplaying panic selling and
other “irrational” patterns (although it remainsclear whether the benefits of such regulatory
practices overcome their costs; Lauterbach & BemZi993, Goldstein & Kavajecz 2004,
Parisi & Smith 2005). Our research suggests thairitlividuals involved in these

transactions might not correctly anticipate theetfof forced delay in decisions and this
could lead to significant efficiency losses.

Previous findings indicate that not only a seleneisted expectation of being reciprocated but
also the trustor’s (distributive) social preferemioeay matter for trust decisions in the TG
(Kanagaretnam et al. 2009, Espin et al. 2016). KHewehere is no reason to think that the
trustors’ social preferences toward the trusteesilshbe affected by the experimental
manipulation in which we place the trustees. Therefany difference in trust between our
experimental conditions should emanate from a idiffeal anticipation of trustworthiness.
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Our results thus add to recent evidence indicahagpeople are not good at integrating
external information to predict others’ behaviosorial settings (Capraro & Kuilder 2016,
Capraro et al. 2017b), which has important impiaat for the understanding of human social
behavior.

Note that the finding that forced delay triggersrentsustworthiness than time pressure among
our trustees might be due to several factors (RaKdaft-Todd 2014, Capraro & Cococcioni
2015, Corgnet et al. 2015, Capraro et al. 201Aa)ding a lower presence of mistakes
(Kahneman 2011, Recalde et al. 2015). In factpalgh we allowed subjects to familiarize
themselves with the decision slider prior to makimgjr choices (see Methods) and we do not
find evidence of greater randomness in trusteegarses in the time pressure condition
(variance-comparison test, f(74, 74)=1.p20.92), an error-based explanation cannot be
completely ruled out. However, independently of tb@sons leading to a differential effect on
trustees, this study is primarily concerned with tjuestion whether participants in our
experiments can correctly anticipate such an effde answer is that they cannot.

We observe that trust levels are more concentiatkxv-to-medium values in the time delay
than in the time pressure condition, but they artesignificantly lower on average. This only
partially supports our initial prediction, basedrefated research (Hoffman et al. 2015,
Everett et al. 2016, Jordan et al. 2016, Capraab. 2017b), that reflective decisions would
be met with distrust. What we find is that suchrediction is only true for those individuals
who are less likely to reflect on their intuitiofthat is, those scoring low in the CRT). Thus, it
appears that people’s first intuition is to distmeflective decisions and that further reflection
leads to partially override this bias. Yet, althbwg different levels, all individuals have
incorrect responses to some extent: both refleetingenon-reflective trust non-reflective
decisions too much; non-reflective individualsagtdition, trust reflective decisions too little.
These findings are consistent with recent resesugyesting that reflection may be better
than intuition when it comes to predict others’liiegs (i.e., reflection leads to higher
“empathic accuracy”; Ma-Kellams & Lerner 2016) axdions (Brafias-Garza et al. 2012,
Fehr & Huck 2016).

Our results, therefore, qualify previous findingsshowing that reflective decisions are met
with distrust (Hoffman et al. 2015, Everett et2016, Jordan et al. 2016, Capraro et al.
2017b) particularly by non-reflective individuaRurther, trait reflectiveness is positively
related with trust only if trustees are not fortedlecide quickly (either without time
constraints, as in Corgnet et al. 2016, or witledordelay, as in our time delay condition).

METHODS

A total of 300 students (63% females) from Chapidaiversity in the US participated in our
experiments. These participants were recruited fiatatabase of more than 2000 students. A
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subset of the whole database received invitatibrsralom for participating in the current
study. The local IRB approved this research. Aitipgants provided informed consent prior
to participating. No deception was used. Partidiparere paid the amount earned during the
experiment (meanzSD = $14.73+6.75) plus a $7 shpiea.

We conducted 20 sessions with a minimum of 6 amd@mum of 22 participants. Sessions
lasted for approx 30 minutes. Participants weredwoamy assigned to either a time pressure or
a time delay session£150 in each condition) and subsequently to eittetrustor (labeled

as “individual A”) or the trustee (“individual B'fple of the Trust Game (Berg et al. 1995).
Thus, we collected data from 75 participants irheaandition/role. This sample size was
determined a priori to detect a medium size effée0.50) with 85% power: minimum=73

in each condition/role. Participants were unawdithe existence of another experimental
condition. All procedures were computerized.

Upon arrival to the laboratory, subjects were ranlycassigned to cubicles (which impeded
visual contact between them) and were randomly meatevith another anonymous
participant of the other role in the game. Subsetiyethe instructions for their specific role
were displayed on the computer screen. Participaridsth roles started the game with $10.
Before learning the rules of the game, subjectsli@med themselves with the image and the
pointer of the decision slider (without any valwesit). This was done to reduce potential
mistakes, especially by trustees in the time pressondition. Trustors were then asked
which part of their $10 they wanted to send totthstee and were informed that the trustee
would receive three times the amount transferregst€es were subsequently asked to decide
what proportion of the amount received to returckida the trustor. In the time pressure
[delay] condition, participants in both roles wareormed thatrusteeshad to make their
decision before [after] a 10-second timer expired.

All these instructions were common knowledge. Ithkmnditions, trustees saw the timer on
the screen counting down from 10 to 0. An identst@aler bar was used by all participants to
decide how much money to transfer to the otheygartl how much to keep by clicking on
the desired point of the slider (in $0.01 incremsgror trustors, the maximum amount to
transfer was $10, whereas for trustees the amousitdre was three times the amount
received. All subjects respected the time condsaimce, otherwise, they would not be
allowed to make their decision. Average (+SD) resgotime among trustees was 7.79 sec
(£2.37) in the time pressure condition and 32.%(s%&4.10) in the time delay condition.

After playing the TG, all participants completeduwestionnaire in which we assessed their (i)
risk preferences using a multiple-price-list loytéask (Holt & Laury 2002), (ii) distributional
social preferences using a series of mini-dictgiones (Bartling et al. 2009, Corgnet et al.
2015), (iii) time preferences using a multiple-pricst intertemporal choice task (adapted
from Espin et al. 2015), and (iv) cognitive stylessng an extended version of the Cognitive
Reflection Test (Frederick 2005, Toplak et al. 20T4e CRT consists of a set of questions

14



that all have an intuitive, yet incorrect, answettshould be first ignored to be able to obtain
the correct answer. Thus, CRT scores provide auneas people’s tendency to suppress
automatic/intuitive responses in favor of refleefeliberative ones. The average (xSD) CRT
score was 2.77 (x2.06). Participants were paidxaa éixed amount of $3 for responding to
the questionnaire and were unaware of its existprioeto playing the TG.

Full experimental instructions, including thoseatifthe tasks included in the questionnaire
which are used in this study, can be found in ApipeB.

Acknowledgments:

Kujal would like to acknowledge the financial suppaf ESI for the experiments. Thanks are
due to Jeff Kirchner for programming, and to Jeifftkner and Megan Lutje for running the
experiments.

Authors’ contributions

The authors’ names appear in alphabetical ordéinfAhem contributed equally to all parts
of this research.

15



References

Alguacil, S., Madrid, E., Espin, A. M., & Ruz, M2@16). Facial identity and emotional
expression as predictors during economic decisioognitive, Affective, & Behavioral
Neurosciencel-15.

Bartling, B., Fehr, E., Maréchal, M. A., & Schurik, (2009). Egalitarianism and
competitivenessAmerican Economic Revie@9(2), 93-98.

Bechara, A., Damasio, H., Tranel, D., & DamasioRA(1997). Deciding advantageously
before knowing the advantageous strat&pyence2755304), 1293-1295.

Berg, J., Dickhaut, J., & McCabe, K. (1995). Trustiprocity, and social historGames and
Economic Behavigrl0(1), 122-142.

Bosch-Domenech, A., Brafias-Garza, P., & Espin, A(2@14). Can exposure to prenatal sex
hormones (2D: 4D) predict cognitive reflectioP8ychoneuroendocrinologg3, 1-10.

Bonnefon, J. F., Hopfensitz, A., & De Neys, W. (2RIThe modular nature of
trustworthiness detectiodournal of Experimental Psychology: Genei421), 143.

Bouwmeester, S., Verkoeijen, P. P. J. L., Aczel Barbosa, F., Bégue, L., Brafias-Garza, P.,
Chmura, T. G. H., Cornelissen, G., Dgssing, FESpin, A. M., et al. (2017)Registered
Replication Report: Rand, Greene & Nowak (20P®rspectives on Psychological Science

Brafas-Garza, P., Garcia-Mufioz, T., & Hernan Gagza&. (2012). Cognitive effort in the
beauty contest gamédournal of Economic Behavior & Organizatid3(2), 254-260.

Burnham, T. C., Cesarini, D., Johannesson, M., teic$tein, P., & Wallace, B. (2009).
Higher cognitive ability is associated with lowertiges in a p-beauty contesburnal of
Economic Behavior & Organizatioi2(1), 171-175.

Camerer, C., Issacharoff, S., Loewenstein, G., @dbue, T., & Rabin, M. (2003).
Regulation for conservatives: Behavioral econoraiud the case for “asymmetric
paternalism”University of Pennsylvania Law Reviel$1(3), 1211-1254.

Capraro, V., & Cococcioni, G. (2015). Social segtimtuition and experience in laboratory
experiments interact to shape cooperative decisiaking.Proceedings of the Royal Society
B, 282 1811.

Capraro, V., Corgnet, B., Espin, A. M., & Hernann2alez, R. (2017a). Deliberation favours
social efficiency by making people disregard thelative shares: Evidence from USA and
India. Royal Society Open Sciend€?), 160605

Capraro, V., & Kuilder, J. (2016). To know or notknow? Looking at payoffs signals selfish

behavior, but it does not actually meanJmurnal of Behavioral and Experimental
Economics

16



Capraro, V., Sippel, J., Zhao, B., Hornischer Sayary, M., Terzopoulou, Z., Faucher, P., &
Griffioen, S. F. (2017b). Are Kantians better sbpiartners? People making deontological
judgments are perceived to be more prosocial they actually areAvailable at SSRN:
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2905673

Corgnet, B., Espin, A. M., & Hernan-Gonzélez, RA12). The cognitive basis of social
behavior: cognitive reflection overrides antisodiat not always prosocial motiveésontiers
in Behavioral Neuroscieng8, 287.

Corgnet, B., Espin, A. M., Hernan-Gonzalez, R.,&up., & Rassenti, S. (2016). To trust, or
not to trust: cognitive reflection in trust gamésurnal of Behavioral and Experimental
Economics64, 20-27.

Cramton, P. C., & Tracy, J. S. (1994). Wage Bargjrwith Time-Varying Threatslournal
of Labor Economicsl?(4), 594-617.

Critcher, C. R., Inbar, Y., & Pizarro, D. A. (2013jow quick decisions illuminate moral
characterSocial Psychological and Personality Scient{8), 308-315.

Cueva, C., lturbe-Ormaetxe, |., Mata-Pérez, E.tiPGn, Sartarelli, M., Yu, H., & Zhukova,
V. (2016). Cognitive (ir) reflection: new experintahevidenceJournal of Behavioral and
Experimental Economi¢c§4, 81-93.

Damasio A. R. (1994Descartes’ error: emotion, reason, and the humaairbNew York:
Putnam.

DeSteno, D., Breazeal, C., Frank, R. H., PizarrpBaumann, J., Dickens, L., & Lee, J. J.
(2012). Detecting the trustworthiness of novel pars in economic exchandgesychological
Science0956797612448793.

Dijksterhuis, A., Bos, M. W., Nordgren, L. F., & Wdaaren, R. B. (2006). On making the
right choice: The deliberation-without-attentioreet. Science311(5763), 1005-1007.

Dijksterhuis, A., & Strick, M. (2016). A case fdribking without consciousnedBerspectives
on Psychological Sciencg#l1(1), 117-132.

Espin, A. M., Brafas-Garza, P., Herrmann, B., & @#enJ. F. (2012). Patient and impatient
punishers of free-rider®roceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sogs 2791749),
4923.

Espin, A. M., Exadaktylos, F., Herrmann, B., & BaafGarza, P. (2015). Short-and long-run
goals in ultimatum bargaining: impatience predsggge-based behavidfrontiers in
Behavioral Neuroscieng8, 214.

Espin, A. M., Exadaktylos, F., & Neyse, L. (2018eterogeneous motives in the Trust
Game: a Tale of two RoleBrontiers in Psychologyr, 728.

17



Evans, A. M., & van de Calseyde, P. P. (2017). dffiects of observed decision time on
expectations of extremity and cooperatidournal of Experimental Social Psychologg,
50-59.

Everett, J. A., Pizarro, D. A., & Crockett, M. 20(L6). Inference of trustworthiness from
intuitive moral judgmentslournal of Experimental Psychology: Generd56), 772.

Fehr, D., & Huck, S. (2016). Who knows it is a g&x@n strategic awareness and cognitive
ability. Experimental Economic§9(4), 713-726.

Frederick, S. (2005). Cognitive reflection and demm makingThe Journal of Economic
Perspectivesl 9(4), 25-42.

Goldstein, M. A., & Kavajecz, K. A. (2004). Tradistrategies during circuit breakers and
extreme market movementournal of Financial Markets/(3), 301-333.

Greene, J. (2014Moral tribes: emotion, reason and the gap betweseand themAtlantic
Books Ltd.

Halali, E., Bereby-Meyer, Y., & Meiran, N. (2018Between self-interest and reciprocity: The
social bright side of self-control failur@dournal of Experimental Psychology: General
1432), 745.

Hoffman, M., Yoeli, E., & Nowak, M. A. (2015). Coemte without looking: Why we care
what people think and not just what they Booceedings of the National Academy of
Sciencesl126), 1727-1732.

Holt, C. A, & Laury, S. K. (2002). Risk aversionaincentive effectsAmerican Economic
Review92(5), 1644-1655.

Houser, D., Schunk, D., & Winter, J. (2010). Digtirshing trust from risk: An anatomy of
the investment gam@ournal of Economic Behavior & Organizatiord(1), 72-81.

Jordan, J. J., Hoffman, M., Nowak, M. A., & Rand,® (2016). Uncalculating cooperation
is used to signal trustworthineg¥oceedings of the National Academy of Sciencéseof
USA 11331):8658-63.

Kahneman, D. (2011 hinking, fast and slowMacmillan.

Kanagaretnam, K., Mestelman, S., Nainar, K., & Sit@hM. (2009). The impact of social
value orientation and risk attitudes on trust awprocity.Journal of Economic Psychology
30(3), 368-380.

Koenigs, M., Young, L., Adolphs, R., Tranel, D.,sbman, F., Hauser, M., & Damasio, A.

(2007). Damage to the prefrontal cortex increaséitatian moral judgementNature
446(7138), 908-911.

18



Lauterbach, B., & BeiZion, U. (1993). Stock market crashes and the pmdace of circuit
breakers: Empirical evidencéhe Journal of Financet8(5), 1909-1925.

Lee, J. (2013). The impact of a mandatory cooliffgperiod on divorceThe Journal of Law
and Economicsb6(1), 227-243.

Ma-Kellams, C., & Lerner, J. (2016). Trust your gutthink carefully? Examining whether
an intuitive, versus a systematic, mode of thoygbtluces greater empathic accuracy.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholpg$1(5), 674-685

Oechssler, J., Roider, A., & Schmitz, P. W. (20IX)oling Off in Negotiations: Does it
Work?.Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economi$E, 171(4), 565-588.

Parisi, F., & Smith, V. L. (2005)he law and economics of irrational behaviStanford
University Press.

Ponti, G., & Rodriguez-Lara, I. (2015). Social mrences and cognitive reflection: evidence
from a dictator game experimeftontiers in Behavioral Neuroscienc® 146.

Rand, D. G., Greene, J. D., & Nowak, M. A. (201&)ontaneous giving and calculated
greed Nature 4897416), 427-430.

Rand, D. G., & Kraft-Todd, G. T. (2014). Reflectidnes not undermine self-interested
prosociality.Frontiers in Behavioral Neurosciencg, 300.

Rand, D. G., & Nowak, M. A. (2013). Human cooperatiTrends in Cognitive Sciences
17(8), 413-425.

Rand, D. G., Peysakhovich, A., Kraft-Todd, G. Tewnan, G. E., Wurzbacher, O., Nowak,
M. A., & Greene, J. D. (2014). Social heuristicapsh intuitive cooperatioMNature
Communicationss, 3677.

Recalde, M. P., Riedl, A., & Vesterlund, L. (201E)ror prone inference from response time:
the case of intuitive generosity in public-good garniversity of Pittsburgh, Department of
Economics, Working Paper Series 15/004

Ross, L., Greene, D., & House, P. (1977). The &algnsensus effect”: An egocentric bias in
social perception and attribution procesdesirnal of Experimental Social Psycholog®(3),
279-301.

Rule, N. O., Krendl, A. C., Ivcevic, Z., & Ambady, (2013). Accuracy and consensus in

judgments of trustworthiness from faces: Behaviaral neural correlate3ournal of
Personality and Social Psycholodgy04(3), 409.

19



Sacco, D. F., Brown, M., Lustgraaf, C. J., & Hugerp K. (2016) The adaptive utility of
deontology: Deontological moral decision-makingtéos perceptions of trust and likeability.
Evolutionary Psychological Scienck-8.

Schnusenberg, O., & Gallo, A. (2011). On cognitdity and learning in a beauty contest.
Journal for Economic Educator$1(1), 13-24.

Sher, B. D. (1967). The cooling-off period in daordoor saledJCLA Law Reviewl5, 717.

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (1990). The past explémespresent: Emotional adaptations and
the structure of ancestral environmeiithology and Sociobiology1(4-5), 375-424.

Toplak, M. E., West, R. F., & Stanovich, K. E. (2)01Assessing miserly information
processing: An expansion of the Cognitive Refletfi@st.Thinking & Reasoning2((2),
147-168.

Usher, M., Russo, Z., Weyers, M., Brauner, R., &&a D. (2011). The impact of the mode
of thought in complex decisions: Intuitive decisicare bettefFrontiers in Psychology2, 37.

Van de Calseyde, P. P., Keren, G., & Zeelenberd2®4). Decision time as information in

judgment and choic®rganizational Behavior and Human Decision Proces$25?2), 113-
122.

20



Appendix A. Supplementary Tables

Table S1. Effect of condition (time delay vs. tipressure) on trustors’ choices.

Model 1a Model 1b Model 2a Model 2b Model 3a Model 3b

time delay -0.378 -0.432  0.565*** 0.578***  -0.336 -0.380*
(0.472) (0.464) (0.217) (0.224) (0.206) (0.213)
gender (male) 0.525 0.186 -0.025
(0.500) (0.226) (0.217)
envy -0.528** 0.216* -0.248**
(0.226) (0.118) (0.110)
compassion 0.334 0.004 0.170
(0.226) (0.110) (0.108)
risk aversion -0.035 0.015 -0.032
(0.099) (0.058) (0.052)
impatience 0.016 -0.017 0.029
(0.046) (0.023) (0.022)

Constant 4.919%* 5.459%* _0.750%* -1.224*  0.151 0.416

(0.356)  (1.072)  (0.161)  (0.560) (0.146)  (0.505)
F/Chi? 0.641  1.986* 6.751%** 10.875* 2.647  11.510*
I -371.122 -366.908 -91.318  -88.848-102.621 -97.750
R¥pseudo-R  0.004 0.059 0.036 0.062 0.013 0.060

N 150 150 150 150 150 150

Notes: OLS estimates in model 1 (dep var: trustadumt, in $), probit estimates in model 2 (dep
var: =1 if trusted amount between $2 and $5, =@mtfse) and model 3 (dep var: =1 if trusted
amount is $5 or more, =0 otherwise). Control vddaapobtained from the questionnaire, are:
gender (=1 if male, =0 if female)envy (humber of disadvantageous-inequality averse €spic
from O to 3),compassionnumber of advantageous-inequality averse choites) 0 to 3),risk
aversion (number of risk averse choices, from 0 to 10), angatience(number of impatient
choices, from 0 to 20). Robust standard errorspaesented in parentheses. *, **, *** denote
significance at the 10, 5 and 1 per cent levekpeetively (two-tailed).

Table S2. Effect of condition (time delay vs. tipressure) on trustees’ choices.

Model 1a Model 1b  Model 2a Model 2b

time delay 1.081** 0.961** -1.029 -0.785
(0.485) (0.476) (0.630) (0.647)
amount received 0.309**  0.309***  0.245***  (0.255***
(0.027) (0.028) (0.038) (0.040)
t delayx a received 0.149***  0.126**
(0.051) (0.055)
gender (male) -0.206 -0.129
(0.543) (0.542)
envy -0.051 -0.084
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(0.270) (0.266)
compassion 0.784*** 0.692***
(0.249) (0.248)
risk aversion -0.172 -0.170
(0.118) (0.118)
impatience -0.013 -0.028
(0.056) (0.056)
Constant 0.251 0.410 1.205** 1.457
(0.412) (1.024) (0.484) (1.167)
F 73.924** 21.106*** 59.134*** 21.050%**
I -376.286  -370.676  -372.747  -368.123
R 0.450 0.490 0.476 0.507
N 150 150 150 150
Wald Tests
areceived + t delay a received 0.394***  (.381***
(0.034) (0.036)
t delay + t delay a received*3 -0.580 -0.406
(0.524) (0.527)
t delay + t delay a received*6 -0.132 -0.027
(0.446) (0.438)
t delay + t delay a received*9 0.317 0.352
(0.411) (0.401)
t delay + t delay a received*12 0.765* 0.731*
(0.432) (0.429)
t delay + t delay a received*15 1.214%* 1.110**
(0.500) (0.512)
t delay + t delay( a received*18 1.662**  1.489**
(0.601) (0.629)
t delay + t delay a received*21 2.111**  1.867**
(0.719) (0.764)
t delay + t delay a received*24 2.559***  2.246**
(0.849) (0.909)
t delay + t delay( a received*27 3.008***  2.625**
(0.986) (1.060)
t delay + t delay a received*30 3.456***  3.004**
(1.126) (1.215)

Notes: OLS estimates (dep var: amount returned$)in Wald Tests on the interaction

coefficients:a received + t delay a receivedrefers to the effect cdimount receiveih the time
delay condition (its effect in the time pressuredition is given by the coefficient amount

receivedin the same model);delay + t delayX a received*Zrefers to the effect of time delay
for an amount received of $Z. A description of tmatrol variables can be found in the notes of
Table S1. Robust standard errors are presentedrénieses. *, **, *** denote significance at
the 10, 5 and 1 per cent levels, respectively (tavied).



Table S3. The determinants of players’ earnings.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
time delay -0.378 1.108** 1.081** -1.029
(0.604) (0.490) (0.485) (0.630)
trustee 8.556***  10.042***
(0.604) (0.979)
t delayXx trustee -2.973**
(1.198)
amount sent -0.072 -0.266**
(0.081) (0.114)
t delayx a sent 0.448***
(0.153)
Constant 10.641**  9.898**  10.251** 11.205%**
(0.417) (0.399) (0.412) (0.484)
F 103.519** 70.626*** 2.630* 3.173*
I -920.725 -917.639 -376.286 -372.747
R? 0.403 0.416 0.038 0.082
N 300 300 150 150
Wald Tests
t delay + t delay trustee -1.864*
(1.094)
a sent + t delay a sent 0.183*
(0.102)
t delay + t delay a sent*1 -0.580
(0.524)
t delay + t delay a sent*2 -0.132
(0.446)
t delay + t delay a sent*3 0.317
(0.411)
t delay + t delay a sent*4 0.765*
(0.432)
t delay + t delay a sent*5 1.214**
(0.500)
t delay + t delay a sent*6 1.662***
(0.601)
t delay + t delay a sent*7 2.111%*
(0.719)
t delay + t delay a sent*8 2.559%**
(0.849)
t delay + t delay a sent*9 3.008***
(0.986)
t delay + t delay a sent*10 3.456***
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(1.126)
Notes: OLS estimates (dep var: earnings, in $). &od and 2 refer to both players whereas
Models 3 and 4 refer only to trustors. Wald Testdhe interaction coefficientsdelay + t delay
trusteerefers to the effect dfime delayamong trustees (its effect among trustors is glwethe
coefficient oftime delayin the same model sent + t delay a sentrefers to the effect gimount
sentin the time delay condition (its effect in the &mressure condition is given by the coefficient
of amount senin the same modelj;delay + t delayX a sent*Zrefers to the effect of time delay
for an amount sent of $Z. We avoid regressions withtrol variables since players’ earnings do
not only depend on their own decision. Robust stesh@rrors are presented in parentheses. *, **,
*** denote significance at the 10, 5 and 1 per denels, respectively (two-tailed).

Table S4. Effect of condition (time delay vs. tipressure) on trustors’ choices — CRT terciles

Model 1 Model 1b Model 2a Model 2b  Model 3a  Modbl 3Model 4a Model 4b
low CRT low CRT med CRT med CRT high CRT high CRT
time delay -0.368 -0.411 -1.548*  -1.664** 0.236 0.457 0.200 .04Q7
(0.457) (0.451) (0.712) (0.754) (0.7112) (0.733) 94@) (0.989)
med CRT vs. low CRT -0.178 -0.257
(0.510) (0.511)
high CRT vs. low CRT 1.637**  1.369**
(0.600) (0.639)
high CRT vs. med CRT1.816*** 1.626***
(0.588) (0.613)

gender (male) 0.183 0.827 -0.397 0.389
(0.490) (0.887) (0.736) (1.037)
envy -0.405* -0.219 -0.775* -0.025
(0.231) (0.452) (0.390) (0.488)
compassion 0.235 0.416 0.390 -0.018
(0.226) (0.352) (0.393) (0.446)
risk aversion -0.059 -0.065 -0.205 -0.143
(0.095) (0.105) (0.217) (0.275)
impatience 0.029 0.023 0.034 0.070
(0.045) (0.081) (0.079) (0.097)
Constant 4.476** 5161** 5.019*** 5.042** 3.973*** 6.056*** 5.830*** 6.133*
(0.461) (1.093) (0.577) (1.325) (0.581) (2.038) 66B) (2.718)
F 4.009**  2.877**  4.721* 1.649 0.110 0.909 0.044 319
I -365.049 -362.664 -117.480 -115.922 -126.198 -1X2.9 -117.993 117.439
R? 0.082 0.110 0.085 0.140 0.002 0.117 0.001 0.025
N 150 150 50 50 54 54 46 46

Notes: OLS estimates (dep var: trusted amount).iMddel 1 employs the whole sample of trustorsergas models 2, 3,
and 4 refer to Low CRT, Med CRT and High CRT trusteespectively. A description of the control adles can be found
in the notes of Table S1. Robust standard errerp@sented in parentheses. *, **, *** denote digance at the 10, 5 and 1
per cent levels, respectively (two-tailed).
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Appendix B. Experimental instructions
[screenshots explanations and treatment manipokatiobrackets]

Trustors

Screen 1
Welcome

You have been selected at random asawidual Aand will be paired with amdividual B
(also selected at random).

You (ndividual A) have received a $10 endowment which will be dsedecision making
in the experimentindividual B has received a $10 endowment as wigltlividual B will
keep their initial endowment regardless of the sleai either you or they make.

You (ndividual A) will make your decision first.
Individual B will make their decision after you.

Please familiarize yourself with the slider bardligking in the area that says'!! "It
will be used in the decision making stage.

Your Cash
to Send:

10.00

@
3
L
> 0.00 0.00

You (A) Other Person (B)

[After clicking on “Click Here”. Example of practcdecision]

Your Cash
to Send:

10.00

7.08 21.24
%@s:_;_xe.' -

You (A) Other Person (B)
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In the experiment today you will interact with tb#ner individual only once. You will not
know the identity of the other individual. Similgrithe other individual will not know any
details about you. Please do not talk to anyommgthe experiment.

Screen 2
The Decision Task

You can transfer any proportion (between $0-$10)oafr endowment tondividual B.

Individual B will receive 3 times the amount that you trangfebecomes 3, 2 becomes 6, and
so on.)

Individual B has to decide what proportion of the amount reszeito return back to you.
Your Profit =

Endowment - (Amount you sent itedividual B) + (Amountindividual Breturns to you)

You will be paid in cash at the end of the experind.

Individual B can only make their decisia@iter [before] 10 seconds has elapsed. That is, after
being informed of the amount received, they caly omke their final decisioafter [before]
10 seconds has elapsed.

If you have any questions, please raise your haddaanonitor will come by to answer them.
If you are finished with the instructions, pleatiekcthe Start button. The instructions will
remain on your screen until everyone has clickedS#art button. We neeveryoneo click
the[Start button before we can begin.

[After clicking on “Start”. Example of actual dems]

Your Cash
to Send:

10.00

r%:_g;._._.
7.08 21.24
Ty, X3

You (A) Send708>> | Qther Person (B)
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Trustees

Screen 1
Welcome

You have been selected at random asdividual Band will be paired with amdividual A
(also selected at random).

Individual A has received a $10 endowment which will be usedédaision making in the
experiment. Youi(idividual B) have received a $10 endowment as well. Youkeip your
initial endowment regardless of the decision eigfwer orindividual A makes.

Individual A will make their decision first.
You (individual B) will make your decision aftendividual A.

Please familiarize yourself with the slider bardligking in the area that says'! "It
will be used in the decision making stage.

Your Cash
to Send:
0
. X3
Oher Person (A) You (B)
[After clicking on “Click Here”. Example of practcdecision]
Your Cash
to Send:

e %&ﬁxa

Other Person (A) You (B)
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In the experiment today you will interact with tbner individual only once. You will not
know the identity of the other individual. Similgrithe other individual will not know any
details about you. Please do not talk to anyommgthe experiment.

Screen 2

The Decision Task

You (individual B) will receive a certain amount of money. This amois 3 times the
amount that sent you.

can send you any proportion of their $10 endowraedtknows that the amount
sent is multiplied by 3.

You have to decide how much (between $0 and “theusmnreceived”) of this multiplied
amount to return to . You can only make your decisiafter [before] a 10
second timer has elapsed.

Your Profit =
Endowment + (Multiplied amount sent to you) - (Amount you returned to

You will be paid in cash at the end of the experind.

Please make your decisiafter [before] the 10 second timer has finished.

If you have any questions, please raise your haddaamonitor will come by to answer them.
If you are finished with the instructions, pleadiekcthe [Start button. The instructions will
remain on your screen until everyone has clickedStart button. We neaveryondo click
the/Start button before we can begin.

[After clicking on “Start”. Example of actual dems]

SR SN, ] Your Cash
&
feeniteaz to Send:
21.24 21.24

21.24

Other Person (A) | <=Send632 You (B)
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Questionnaire screenshots (identical for all partipants)

Please, read carefully.
You will now answer a'series of questions and complete 2 series of tasks.

You will receive a 3 payment for answering the questions and completing the tasks. This will be added to vour previous eamings.

Continue
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Cognitive Reflection Test

53
Please, answer carefully to the following questions: __L|

Simon decided to invest 38,000 in the stock market one day early in 2008. Six months after he invested, on July 17, the stocks he had purchased were down 30%. Fortunately for Simon,
from July 17 1e October 17, the stocks he had purchased wentup 75%. At this point, Simon has:

(> &) broken even in the stock market
(7> b is ahead of whete he began

@ ¢) has lost money Seléctan option,
A bat and a ball cost $1.10 in total. The bat costs $1.00 more than the ball. How much does the ball eon?
(dollazs) Auswer i fncomplets. T mesthe 1 numbar,
n allak:. there iz a patch of lity pads. Every day, the patch doubles in size. If it takes 48 days for the patch to cover the entire lake, how leng would it take for the patch to cover half of
the lake?
I I (days) Auswer i iucorplets. 1t st be 3 fumber,
If John ean drink one barrel of water in 6 davs. and Mary can drink one barrel of warer in 12 days. how long would i take them 1o drink one barrel of water together?
(daws) Anavst 3 iEcomplste. It murtbe 3 aume,
Ifit takes 5 machines 5 minutes to make 5 widgets, how leng would it take 100 machines to make 100 widgets?.
1l (minutes) Anzwer 13 insomplets 1t must be 2 gumber,
A man buys a pig for $60, sells it for $70, buys it back for $80, and sells it finally for $90. How much has he made?

{dollars) Ausver is istonplet. It avistbe o sumber,

Terry received both the 15th highest and the 15th lowest mark in the class. How many students are in the classT

(nedensed Ay s imomplete. Tt mis be 5 e
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Risk preferences task
atl Instructions = =

For each line in the table in the next screen, please state whether vou prefer option A or
option B. Notice that there are a total of 10 lines in the table but just one line will be randomly
selected for pavment. Each line is equally likely to be chosen, so you should pay equal
attention to the choice yvou make in every line. At the end of the experiment. a number between
1 and 10 will be randomly selected by the computer. This number determines which line is
0 going to be paid.

Your eamings for the selected line depend on which option vou chose in that line: option A or
[l option B. To determine your eamings, a second number between 1 and 10 will be randomly
selected by the computer. This number is then compared with the numbers in the line and
option selected (see the table in the next screen):
[l * If vou selected option A and the second number shows up in the upper row vou eam $2.00.
If the number shows up in the lower row vou eam $1.60.

* If you selected option B and the second number shows up in the upper row vou eam 53.85.
\ If the number shows up in the lower row you eam $0.10.

To summarize, vou will make ten choices: for each decision row vou will have to choose

between Option A and Option B. You may choose A for some decision rows and B for other
rows, and you mayv change vour decisions and make them in any order.

.

| E— — —
View
instructions
1
Option &: © 5760 it 53.4567.89.10 OptonB: 05556 i 2345678510
2
OptioR A2 © 5 0 U sas e asig Option B: 65016 e 3.4567.85.10
3
Option 4= ¢ 3100 13 45,6.7.85,10 Option B: ¢ 310 13 45,6,7.85.10
4 Hplen : e gf:gg iﬁlrln 5.6.7.89.10 phin Bi: _'23:% 1121,2_3_4 5.6,7.89.10
’ Option A: ) &7 00 i 6.7.8.9.10 Option B: () 577 i 6.7.8.9.10
: Optien Az o 3290 123459 78516 Option B: @ 245 1! A3496 785,10
? Option A: :‘fgg iiffl,2,3=4,5=6:? £§910 Cihon ik | @ géfg iiff]=3=3=4-5=5.-? 85,10
* Option & ¢ $200 12345678 ou Optin B: | @ 205 S2ASATH S
2 ()pﬁon A% :,}?gg if;___:__j_a}_j:ﬁ__?__sﬁ " Option B: ig?g iiffl_z_jv,-'i,i,ﬁ,?_.ﬁ,g .
" om0 masaserss Opten: (B 12345678010

Send decisions |

31



Time preferences task

Insnmcticns

In this task, we ask vou to think of an hypothetical situation (you will not be paid the comesponding amount) in which you have to choosze b

For each of the following pairs, you have to choosge betwesn one of two pessible options.

@ Receive 530 today ") Receive §30 in one month
(@ Receive 830 today 7y Receive §32 in one menth
@ Beceive 830 today 71 Receive 5§34 in one month
@ Beceive 330 today 1 Receive $36 in one month
@ Receive 330 today 71 Receive 8§38 in one month
@ Recelve 830 woday 71 Receive 840 in one month
@ Beceive 8530 today =1 Receive 542 in one month
@ Receive 830 today =) Receive 844 in one month
@ Receive 330 today 7 Receive $46 in one month
@ Receive 330 wday ) Receive 48 in one menth
|
Continue
Instructions

pay in different

of time.

In this task, we ask vou to think of an hypothetical situation (you will not be paid the corresponding amount) in which you have 1o choose batween payvments in different moments of time.

For each of the following pairs. ¥ou have to choose between one of two pessible options.

Send decisions

@ Receive $30 today

7 Recetve $30 today

@ Receive $30 woday

) Receive $30 today

(7 Receive $30 today

@ Receive $30 today

o Receive $30 today

(7 Receive $30 today

@ Receive $30 today

) Receive 30 today

() Receive 530 in one month

& Receive §12 in one month

) Receive $34 in one month

@ Receive 35 in one month

& Receive £33 in one month

1 Receive $40 in one month

) Recebve 542 in one month

& Receive §44 in one month

1 Receive §46 in one month

@ Receive $48 in one month
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Distributional social preferences task

#

ol Instructions

In this part of the experiment yvou will be asked to make a series of choices in decision problems. For each
line in the table in the next screen, please state whether vou prefer option A or option B. Notice that there are a
total of 4 lines in the table but just one line will be randomly selected for pavment. Each line is equallv likely
to be chosen, so vou should pay equal attention to the choice vou make in every line.

Your eamnings for the selected line depend on which option vou chose: if vou chose option A in that line, vou
will receive 510 and the other participant whao will be matched with vou will also receive $10. If vou chose
option B in that line, you and the other participant will receive earnings as indicated in the table for that
specific line.

For example, if you chose B in line 2 and this line is selected for payment, vou will receive $16 and the other
participant will receive 34. Similarly, if vou chose B in line 3 and this line is selected for payment, vou will
receive 510 and the other participant will receive 518 Note that the other participant will never be informed of
vour personal identity and vou will not be informed of the other participant’s personal identity.

After all of you have made their choices the computer will select two and only two participants in the room.
The decision table of the first participant will determine the pavoff of the two subjects. Then the computer will

randomly determine which line of the first subject decision table is going to be paid.

The remaining participants will not be rewarded for this part of the experiment.

Close

Ln

View
instructions

. . . %10 foryou . . $10 foryou
Do A '© $10  for the other participant e ) §6 forthe other participant

. . %10 foryou . . . 516 foryou
Viptiam s " 510 for the other participant Optaon s 84  for the other participant

. 510 for vou - . . 510 forvou
Obtina 1 '~ 10 for the other participant Optioach: '~ §18 for the other participant

’ . . 510 foryou . . $511 foryou
Ot ' $10 for the other participant Option.B: "' $19 for the other participant

: . - %10 forvou - . . $12 forvou
Option A: & o Option B: & -
o = 510 for the other participant i ~ §4 for the other participant

. . .. %10 for you . . .58 foryou
Gpoa it ¢ $10  for the other participant Optma tc ~ $16 for the other participant

Send decisions
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