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Experimental instructions 

 

Figure S1: Instructions page 1: Introduction. 
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Figure S2: Instructions page 2: T0 (VG only). 
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Figure S3: Instructions page 3: T1 (VG with automatic label revelation and without penalty). 
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Figure S4: Instructions page 4: T2 (VG with label revelation by choice and without penalty). 
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Figure S5: Instructions page 3: T3 (VG with automatic label revelation and with penalty). 
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Figure S6: Instructions page 4: T3 (continued). 
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Figure S7: Instructions page 5: T4 (VG with label revelation by choice and with penalty). 
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Regression tables and additional figures 
Figures 3, 4 and 5 presented in the main part of the paper are based on the model estimations 
presented in tables S1, S2 and S3, respectively. 

 

Table S1: Multinomial logit models of subjects’ VG decisions in T0 
 M1 M2 
 Coef. SE Coef. SE 
Stay out (base category) 
Trust and cooperate 
Const. 0.784*** 0.150   
Dove   0.689*** 0.190 
Hawk   0.357 0.272 
Trust and defect 
Const. 0.524*** 0.153   
Dove   -1.504*** 0.219 
Hawk   3.379*** 0.278 
N1 1488  1488  
N2 186  186  
pseudo R2 -0.00  0.18  
Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from 
multinomial logistic regression models (*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; for 
two-sided tests). The categorical dependent variable is one if the subject chose “stay 
out,” it is two if the subject chose “trust and cooperate,” and it is three if the subject 
chose “trust and defect” in the VG. Note that the dummy variables “Dove” and 
“Hawk” are one if a subject was labelled dove or hawk, respectively, after having 
played the eight VG rounds in T0. N1 denotes the number of cases (decisions) and 
N2 denotes the number of clusters (subjects). 
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Table S2: Multinomial logit models of VG decisions in T1 to T4 
 M1 
 Coef. SE 
Stay out (base category) 
Trust and cooperate 
Dove meets dove (a)   
T1 1.022*** 0.296 
T2 1.006** 0.329 
T3 1.671*** 0.372 
T4 1.997*** 0.513 
Hawk meets hawk (b)   
T1 0.262 0.324 
T2 -0.288 0.900 
T3 0.367 0.308 
T4 1.386 0.812 
Dove meets hawk (c)   
T1 -1.241*** 0.357 
T2 -1.705*** 0.425 
T3 0.674* 0.308 
T4 0.000 0.473 
Hawk meets dove (d)   
T1 1.684*** 0.489 
T2 3.045** 1.006 
T3 -0.595* 0.256 
T4 0.140 0.425 
Trust and defect   
Dove meets dove (a)   
T1 -0.506 0.415 
T2 -0.549 0.453 
T3 -0.916 0.507 
T4 0.375 0.573 
Hawk meets hawk (b)   
T1 1.194*** 0.311 
T2 1.749*** 0.521 
T3 0.217 0.291 
T4 -0.000 1.003 
Dove meets hawk (c)   
T1 -1.556*** 0.337 
T2 -1.522*** 0.425 
T3 -0.077 0.371 
T4 -0.405 0.503 
Hawk meets dove (d)   
T1 2.126*** 0.451 
T2 4.007*** 0.982 
T3 -1.352*** 0.351 
T4 -1.386 0.900 
N1 2268  
N2 186  
pseudo R2 0.16  

Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from 
multinomial logistic regression models (*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; for 
two-sided tests). The categorical dependent variable is one if the subject chose “stay 
out,” it is two if the subject chose “trust and cooperate,” and it is three if the subject 
chose “trust and defect” in the VG. N1 denotes the number of cases (decisions) and 
N2 denotes the number of clusters (subjects). 

 
 

Gambetta and Przepiorka Sharing Compromising Information

sociological science | www.sociologicalscience.com S10 May 2019 | Volume 6



 
 

 

Table S3: Logit models of label revelation decisions in T2 and T4 
 M1 M2 
 Coef. SE Coef. SE 
Const.   1.688*** 0.267 
T2 (without penalty)     
Dove 1.688*** 0.267 ref. cat.  
Hawk -0.223 0.244 -1.912*** 0.361 
T4 (with penalty)     
Dove 1.668*** 0.310 -0.021 0.409 
Hawk -1.240*** 0.262 -2.929*** 0.374 
N1 1674  1674  
N2 186  186  
pseudo R2 0.24  0.24  
Notes: The table lists coefficient estimates and cluster robust standard errors from logistic 
regression models (*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; for two-sided tests). The binary 
dependent variable is one if the subject chose to reveal their label and is zero otherwise. Model 1 
and 2 are equivalent albeit model 1 is saturated and estimated without a constant. N1 denotes the 
number of cases (decisions) and N2 denotes the number of clusters (subjects). 
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Figure S8: Proportion of subjects’ VG decisions across experimental conditions. 

Proportions in Figure S8 are shown contingent on who meets whom given one or both 
subjects did not reveal their label. Only in experimental conditions T2 and T4 could subjects 
choose to reveal their label; in T1 and T3 subjects labels were revealed automatically before 
an interaction. (a) Doves meet subjects who did not reveal their label. (b) Hawks meet 
subjects who did not reveal their label. (c) Subjects who did not reveal their label meet doves. 
(d) Subjects who did not reveal their label meet hawks. (e) Subjects who did not reveal their 
label meet subjects who did not reveal their label. 
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Figure S9: Proportions of VG decisions across time in Part 1 of the experiment. 

 

Proportions in Figure S9 are shown separately for subjects who were later labelled doves or 
hawks based on their VG choices in T0 (Methods). 

Figure S10 contains the same information as figures 3 and 4 in the main part of the paper but 
disaggregated across time. Proportions are shown contingent on who meets whom given both 
subjects had their label revealed. 
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Figure S10: Proportion of subjects’ VG decisions across time and experimental conditions. 
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