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	Table S1
Methodological Overview of Studies

	Study
	Analysis N
	Subject Design
	Dilemma Type
	Trust Game
	Difficulty of Target Judgment

	1a
	195
	Within
	Footbridge
	N/A
	N/A

	1b
	219
	Within
	Footbridge
	Hypothetical
	N/A

	1c
	144
	Between
	Footbridge
	Real
	N/A

	2
	156
	Between
	Footbridge
	Real
	Hard

	
	136
	Between
	Footbridge
	Real
	Easy

	3
	101
	Within
	Trapdoor
	Hypothetical
	N/A

	4a
	122
	Within
	Switch
	Hypothetical
	N/A

	4b
	377
	Between
	Footbridge
	Real
	N/A

	
	363
	Between
	Switch
	Real
	N/A

	5a
	145
	Between
	Soldiers
	Real
	N/A

	5b
	454
	Between
	Soldiers
	Real
	N/A







	Table S2
Perceived Morality in Studies 1-2
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Difficulty of Agent Judgment
	Participant Judgment
	Perceived Morality
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	
	Deontologist
	
	Consequentialist
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	Study 1a
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	5.60
	1.17
	
	4.16
	1.44
	
	Z = -8.31, p < .001
	1.1

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.02
	1.33
	
	5.09
	1.03
	
	Z = -0.78, p = .44
	-0.06

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.83
	1.01
	
	3.79
	1.42
	
	Z = -12.27, p < .001
	1.66

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1b
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	5.57
	1.20
	
	4.14
	1.30
	
	Z = -8.90, p < .001
	1.14

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.83
	1.39
	
	4.92
	1.15
	
	Z = -0.03, p = .98
	-0.07

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.84
	1.00
	
	3.85
	1.23
	
	Z = -9.76, p < .001
	1.78

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	Footbridge
	Overall
	Overall
	5.81
	0.98
	
	4.34
	1.18
	
	U = 3751, p < .001
	1.36

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.69
	1.00
	
	4.92
	0.87
	
	U = 429, p < .001
	0.82

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.85
	0.97
	
	4.11
	1.21
	
	U = 1590, p < .001
	1.59

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Hard 
	Overall
	5.69
	0.99
	
	4.66
	1.23
	
	U = 1565, p < .001
	0.92

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.70
	1.15
	
	5.13
	0.90
	
	U = 189, p = .05
	0.55

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.69
	0.93
	
	4.41
	1.32
	
	U = 627, p < .001
	1.21

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Easy
	Overall
	5.97
	0.95
	
	4.03
	1.04
	
	U = 451, p < .001
	1.95

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.69
	0.79
	
	4.60
	0.74
	
	U = 42, p < .001
	1.42

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	6.06
	0.99
	
	3.87
	1.07
	
	U = 217, p < .001
	2.12




	Table S3
Perceived Morality in Studies 3–5
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Participant Judgment
	Perceived Morality
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	
	Consequentialist
	
	
	

	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3
	Trapdoor
	Overall
	5.59
	1.19
	
	4.49
	1.25
	
	Z = -5.41, p < .001
	0.9

	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.2
	1.49
	
	5.22
	1.08
	
	Z = -0.02, p = .99
	-0.02

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.87
	0.85
	 
	3.98
	1.11
	 
	Z = -6.09, p < .001
	1.91

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4a
	Switch
	Overall
	5.08
	1.36
	
	5.2
	1
	
	Z = -0.73, p = .47
	-0.1

	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.85
	1.4
	
	5.32
	0.95
	
	Z = -2.61, p = .009
	-0.39

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.8
	0.96
	 
	4.83
	1.09
	 
	Z = -3.64, p < .001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4b
	Footbridge
	Overall
	5.68
	0.93
	
	4.23
	1.11
	
	U = 5857, p < .001
	1.42

	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.43
	1.01
	
	4.91
	0.88
	
	U = 1101, p = .005
	0.55

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.78
	0.88
	
	3.95
	1.07
	
	U = 1715, p < .001
	1.87

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Switch
	Overall
	5.24
	1.12
	
	4.99
	1.06
	
	U = 14390, p = .03
	0.23

	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.17
	1.14
	
	5.2
	0.95
	
	U = 8511, p = .99
	-0.03

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.78
	0.88
	 
	3.95
	1.07
	 
	U = 588, p < .001
	1.87

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 5a
	Soldiers
	Overall
	5.5
	1.07
	
	5
	1.07
	
	U = 1949, p = .006
	0.47

	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.44
	1.07
	
	5.15
	0.96
	
	U = 1234, p = .17
	0.29

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.67
	1.07
	 
	4.47
	1.3
	 
	U = 76, p = .006
	1





	Table S4
Perceived Trust in Studies 1-2
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Difficulty of Agent Judgment
	Participant Judgment
	Perceived Trust
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	
	Deontologist
	
	Consequentialist
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	Study 1a
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	5.35
	1.22
	
	3.90
	1.47
	
	Z = -8.13, p < .001
	1.07

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.86
	1.38
	
	4.91
	1.18
	
	Z = -0.24, p = .81
	-0.04

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.55
	1.10
	
	3.50
	1.39
	
	Z = -12.00, p < .001
	1.64

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1b
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	5.40
	1.23
	
	4.04
	1.35
	
	Z = -8.70, p < .001
	1.05

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.64
	1.52
	
	4.68
	1.25
	
	Z = -0.27, p = .79
	-0.03

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.68
	0.98
	
	3.80
	1.31
	
	Z = -9.75, p < .001
	1.63

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	Footbridge
	Overall
	Overall
	5.46
	1.22
	
	4.16
	1.34
	
	U = 4917, p < .001
	1.01

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.13
	1.45
	
	4.74
	1.00
	
	U = 547, p = .03
	0.31

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.57
	1.12
	
	3.93
	1.40
	
	U = 2103, p < .001
	1.29

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Hard 
	Overall
	5.32
	1.25
	
	4.37
	1.32
	
	U = 1723, p < .001
	0.74

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.13
	1.49
	
	4.67
	0.87
	
	U = 178, p = .03
	0.38

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.38
	1.16
	
	4.20
	1.50
	
	U = 769, p < .001
	0.88

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Easy
	Overall
	5.62
	1.19
	
	3.96
	1.33
	
	U = 825, p < .001
	1.32

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.13
	1.46
	
	4.87
	1.13
	
	U = 101, p = .45
	0.2

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	5.80
	1.04
	
	3.70
	1.28
	
	U = 303, p < .001
	1.8





	Table S5
Perceived Trust in Studies 3–5
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Participant Judgment
	Perceived Trust
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	
	Consequentialist
	
	
	

	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3
	Trapdoor
	Overall
	5.37
	1.23
	
	4.33
	1.52
	
	Z = -4.61, p < .001
	0.75

	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.00
	1.45
	
	5.10
	1.26
	
	Z = -0.01, p = .99
	-0.07

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.62
	0.99
	
	3.80
	1.47
	
	Z = -5.37, p < .001
	1.45

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4a
	Switch
	Overall
	4.88
	1.41
	
	5.19
	0.97
	
	Z = -1.87, p = .06
	-0.26

	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.66
	1.45
	
	5.32
	0.94
	
	Z = -3.37, p = .001
	-0.54

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.53
	1.04
	
	4.80
	1.00
	
	Z = -3.39, p = .001
	0.72

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4b
	Footbridge
	Overall
	5.35
	1.66
	
	4.03
	1.30
	
	U = 7993, p < .001
	0.89

	
	
	Consequentialist
	5.03
	1.18
	
	4.69
	1.01
	
	U = 1282, p = .09
	0.31

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.48
	1.14
	
	3.75
	1.32
	
	U = 2770, p < .001
	1.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Switch
	Overall
	4.90
	1.15
	
	4.84
	1.23
	
	U = 16136, p = .73
	0.05

	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.78
	1.20
	
	5.04
	1.07
	
	U = 7606, p = .12
	-0.23

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.14
	1.02
	
	4.12
	1.45
	
	U = 746, p = .001
	0.81

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 5a
	Soldiers
	Overall
	5.14
	1.26
	
	4.81
	1.12
	
	U = 2192, p = .08
	0.28

	
	
	Consequentialist
	4.98
	1.29
	
	4.92
	0.93
	
	U = 1406, p = .63
	0.05

	
	
	Deontologist
	5.57
	1.08
	
	4.40
	1.60
	
	U = 89, p = .02
	0.86





	Table S6
Transfer Amounts in Studies 1–2
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Difficulty of Agent Judgment
	Participant Judgment
	Transfer Amounts in Trust Game
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	
	Deontologist
	
	Consequentialist
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	Study 1b
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	19.31
	10.98
	
	11.50
	10.49
	
	Z = -7.74, p < .001
	0.73

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	16.91
	11.86
	
	13.98
	10.74
	
	Z = -1.49, p = .14
	0.27

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	20.19
	10.54
	
	10.59
	10.27
	
	Z = -7.98, p < .001
	0.92

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1c
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	17.61
	12.53
	
	12.10
	11.66
	
	U = 1952, p = .01
	0.46

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	10.67
	12.23
	
	13.80
	12.36
	
	U = 160, p = .42
	-0.25

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	19.70
	11.97
	
	11.31
	11.35
	
	U = 850, p = .001
	0.72

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	Footbridge
	Overall
	Overall
	20.32
	11.89
	
	16.49
	12.45
	
	U = 8846, p = .009
	0.31

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	16.69
	12.48
	
	16.23
	11.78
	
	U = 737, p = .80
	0.04

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	21.54
	11.48
	
	16.59
	12.76
	
	U = 4533, p = .006
	0.41

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Hard 
	Overall
	20.15
	11.78
	
	16.78
	12.46
	
	U = 2544, p = .09
	0.28

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	17.65
	12.86
	
	14.79
	11.65
	
	U = 235, p = .36
	0.23

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	21.03
	11.36
	
	17.86
	12.88
	
	U = 1252, p = .23
	0.26

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Easy
	Overall
	20.55
	12.31
	
	16.20
	12.52
	
	U = 1886, p = .05
	0.35

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	15.31
	12.17
	
	18.53
	12.01
	
	U = 102, p = .45
	-0.27

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	22.20
	11.71
	
	15.56
	12.69
	
	U = 1006, p = .01
	0.54




	Table S7
Transfer Amounts in Studies 3–5
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Participant Judgment
	Transfer Amounts in Trust Game
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	
	Consequentialist
	
	
	

	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3
	Trapdoor
	Overall
	20.23
	10.46
	
	16.89
	11.59
	
	Z = -2.22, p = .03
	0.3

	
	
	Consequentialist
	18.07
	11.49
	
	20.88
	10.28
	
	Z = -1.42, p = .16
	-0.26

	
	
	Deontologist
	21.70
	9.51
	
	14.17
	11.72
	
	Z = -3.79, p < .001
	-0.19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4a
	Switch
	Overall
	15.79
	10.96
	
	17.62
	10.05
	
	Z = -1.86, p = .06
	-0.17

	
	
	Consequentialist
	13.95
	10.98
	
	17.25
	10.47
	
	Z = -2.79, p = .005
	-0.31

	
	
	Deontologist
	21.43
	8.92
	
	18.77
	8.69
	
	Z = -2.15, p = .03
	0.3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4b
	Footbridge
	Overall
	19.09
	11.92
	
	15.31
	12.41
	
	U = 14906, p = .005
	0.31

	
	
	Consequentialist
	18.00
	12.34
	
	19.44
	11.76
	
	U = 1446, p = .46
	-0.12

	
	
	Deontologist
	19.55
	11.74
	
	13.58
	12.31
	
	U = 6485, p < .001
	0.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Switch
	Overall
	14.72
	11.60
	
	16.23
	12.08
	
	U = 15323, p = .24
	-0.13

	
	
	Consequentialist
	13.92
	11.09
	
	17.87
	12.00
	
	U = 6896, p = .006
	-0.34

	
	
	Deontologist
	16.33
	12.52
	
	10.54
	10.80
	
	U = 915, p = .03
	0.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 5a
	Soldiers
	Overall
	15.22
	11.31
	
	19.06
	11.72
	
	U = 2110, p = .04
	-0.33

	
	
	Contractualist
	15.39
	11.28
	
	20.19
	11.67
	
	U = 1128, p = .03
	-0.42

	
	
	Categorical
	14.76
	11.67
	
	15.13
	11.38
	
	U = 153, p = .87
	-0.03





	Table S8
Predicted Returns in Studies 1–2
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Difficulty of Agent Judgment
	Participant Judgment
	Predicted Returns in Trust Game
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	
	Deontologist Agent
	
	Consequentialist Agent
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	Study 1b
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	43.01
	31.45
	
	24.42
	30.19
	
	Z = -7.19, p < .001
	0.60

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	42.12
	36.34
	
	30.27
	31.97
	
	Z = -2.02, p = .04
	0.34

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	43.34
	29.57
	
	22.26
	29.31
	
	Z = -7.25, p < .001
	0.72

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1c
	Footbridge
	N/A
	Overall
	27.80
	23.45
	
	21.32
	25.85
	
	U = 2099, p = .05
	0.26

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	22.60
	29.90
	
	26.12
	23.20
	
	U = 173, p = .67
	-0.13

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	29.36
	21.26
	
	22.60
	29.90
	
	U = 962, p = .008
	0.26

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	Footbridge
	Overall
	Overall
	35.29
	24.07
	
	25.80
	26.36
	
	U = 8313, p < .001
	0.38

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	35.49
	30.74
	
	31.82
	28.68
	
	U = 701, p = .54
	0.13

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	35.29
	24.07
	
	23.40
	25.13
	
	U = 4145, p < .001
	0.48

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Hard 
	Overall
	34.76
	25.18
	
	28.29
	27.20
	
	U = 2580, p = .13
	0.25

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	36.96
	33.08
	
	33.13
	33.68
	
	U = 253, p = .61
	0.11

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	33.98
	21.99
	
	25.66
	22.93
	
	U = 1192, p = .13
	0.37

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Easy
	Overall
	36.61
	23.71
	
	23.33
	25.47
	
	U = 1648, p = .002
	0.58

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	33.38
	27.93
	
	29.73
	19.00
	
	U = 110, p = .68
	0.15

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	36.96
	26.62
	
	21.56
	26.87
	
	U = 881, p < .001
	0.58




	Table S9
Predicted Returns in Studies 3–5
	

	Study
	Dilemma 
	Participant Judgment
	Predicted Returns in Trust Game
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	
	Deontologist Agent
	
	Consequentialist Agent
	
	
	

	
	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	Study 3
	Trapdoor
	Overall
	41.32
	28.30
	
	33.81
	32.34
	
	Z = -2.63, p = .009
	0.25

	
	
	Consequentialist
	36.85
	30.45
	
	45.39
	37.59
	
	Z = -0.86, p = .39
	-0.25

	
	
	Deontologist
	44.37
	26.57
	
	25.90
	25.64
	
	Z = -4.03, p < .001
	0.71

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4a
	Switch
	Overall
	33.77
	30.39
	
	36.86
	31.54
	
	Z = -0.82, p = .41
	-0.1

	
	
	Consequentialist
	31.38
	31.16
	
	38.98
	32.81
	
	Z = -2.28, p = .02
	-0.24

	
	
	Deontologist
	41.10
	27.07
	
	30.37
	26.72
	
	Z = -2.18, p = .03
	0.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4b
	Footbridge
	Overall
	33.73
	23.07
	
	25.68
	23.52
	
	U = 14449, p < .001
	0.35

	
	
	Consequentialist
	34.05
	25.34
	
	33.11
	22.93
	
	U = 1563, p = .99
	0.04

	
	
	Deontologist
	33.60
	22.14
	
	22.57
	23.15
	
	U = 6479, p < .001
	0.49

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Switch
	Overall
	26.26
	22.64
	
	29.01
	26.26
	
	U = 15896, p = .55
	-0.15

	
	
	Consequentialist
	26.18
	22.97
	
	30.73
	25.82
	
	U = 7843, p = .25
	-0.19

	
	
	Deontologist
	26.42
	22.13
	
	23.07
	27.25
	
	U = 1085, p = .29
	0.13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 5a
	Soldiers
	Overall
	27.92
	11.31
	
	36.55
	11.72
	
	U = 2073, p = .03
	-0.33

	
	
	Contractualist
	26.79
	24.34
	
	39.58
	22.35
	
	U = 1019, p = .004
	-0.55

	
	
	Categorical
	31.00
	23.42
	
	26.07
	22.83
	
	U = 137, p = .49
	0.21







	Table S10
Partner Preference in Study 1

	Study
	Dilemma 
	% Deontologist Participants
	Participant Judgment
	Percent Favoring Deontologist Agent
	Binomial Test of Significance

	Study 1b
	Footbridge
	73%
	Overall
	80%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	46%
	p = .60

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	93%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1c
	Footbridge
	72%
	Overall
	74%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	30%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	90%
	p < .001










	Table S11
Partner Preference in Studies 3–5

	Study
	Dilemma 
	% Deontologist Participants
	Participant Judgment
	% Favoring Deontologist Agent
	Binomial Test of Significance

	Study 3
	Trapdoor
	60%
	Overall
	65%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	34%
	p = .06

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	87%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4a
	Switch
	25%
	Overall
	42%
	p = .09

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	26%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	90%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4b
	Footbridge
	70%
	Overall
	70%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	23%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	88%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Switch
	28%
	Overall
	36%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Consequentialist
	15%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Deontologist
	89%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 5a
	Soldiers
	25%
	Overall
	41%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Contractualist
	27%
	p < .001

	
	
	
	Categorical
	86%
	p < .001






	Table S12
Effects of Consent Conformity or Violation in Study 5b

	Study
	Participant Judgment
	Consent-Conforming
	
	Consent-Violating
	
	Test of Significance
	Cohen’s D

	
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-Report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Morality
	Overall
	5.38
	1.12
	
	5.00
	1.21
	
	U=19348, p=.002
	0.33

	
	Consent-Conforming
	5.46
	1.05
	
	4.83
	1.24
	
	U=8405, p<.001
	0.55

	
	Consent-Violating
	5.16
	1.26
	
	5.41
	1.02
	
	U=1738, p=.28
	-0.22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust
	Overall
	5.22
	1.17
	
	4.61
	1.40
	
	U=17497, p<.001
	0.47

	
	Consent-Conforming
	5.36
	1.10
	
	4.38
	1.38
	
	U=7097, p<.001
	0.79

	
	Consent-Violating
	4.88
	1.27
	
	5.15
	1.30
	
	U=1456, p=.30
	-0.21

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust Game
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Transfers
	Overall
	20.21
	11.41
	
	17.41
	12.30
	
	U=20322, p =.01
	0.24

	
	Consent-Conforming
	21.01
	10.98
	
	16.79
	12.45
	
	U=9468, p=.002
	0.36

	
	Consent-Violating
	18.11
	12.25
	
	18.89
	11.95
	
	U=1896, p=.76
	-0.06

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Predicted Returns
	Overall
	35.34
	24.71
	
	31.05
	24.33
	
	20868, p=.08
	0.17

	
	Consent-Conforming
	36.15
	23.92
	
	28.96
	23.27
	
	U=9472, p=.006
	0.30

	
	Consent-Violating
	33.16
	26.68
	
	36.04
	26.30
	
	U=1770, p=.25
	-0.11



