Supplemental Tables


Table S1
Analytic Sample (N = 950) Compared With U.S. Population Data
	Variable
	Sample
	U.S. population

	
	%
	%

	Gender
	
	

	Man
	37.9
	49.5

	Woman a
	60.3
	50.5

	Age
	
	

	18–24 b
	9.9
	9.1

	25–34
	17.4
	13.8

	35–44
	17.3
	12.6

	45–59
	21.4
	19.7

	60–74
	26.3
	15.3

	75+
	7.8
	6.5

	Race
	
	

	Caucasian/White
	77.7
	75.1

	African American/Black
	10.7
	14.1

	Asian/Asian American
	5.6 
	6.6 

	Native American
	1.8 
	1.7 

	Other
	4.2 
	6.0 

	Ethnicity
	
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	17.1 
	18.1

	Education
	
	

	Less than high school diploma
	1.9
	10.2

	High school graduate
	23.5
	25.9

	Some college or associate degree
	33.4
	27.7

	Bachelor's degree
	25.2
	21.8

	Graduate or professional degree
	16.0
	14.3

	Income
	
	

	Less than $49,999
	34.1
	37.8

	More than $50,000
	65.9
	62.3


Note. Inclusion criteria were based on demographic data from the 2020 U.S. Census with a tolerance of 5% in either direction. For this reason, each variable has a few missing observations, but otherwise, observations were not excluded from analyses (see Appendix A).
a For our sample, this does not add up to 100% because nonbinary individuals in our sample are not included for this variable (n = 11) because the 2020 U.S. Census did not include nonbinary as a response option. b For our sample, this age range is 19–24 years because of institutional review board requirements.




Table S2
Standardized Factor Loadings for Trust Scale
	Item
	Standardized factor loading

	The conversation partner is deceptive. 
	.28

	The conversation partner behaves in an underhanded manner.
	.22

	I am suspicious of the conversation partner’s intent, action, or outputs.
	.48

	I am wary of the conversation partner.
	.54

	The conversation partner’s actions will have a harmful or injurious outcome.
	.42

	I am confident in the conversation partner (reverse coded).
	.85

	The conversation partner provides security (reverse coded).
	.79

	The conversation partner has integrity (reverse coded).
	.77

	The conversation partner is dependable (reverse coded).
	.85

	The conversation partner is reliable (reverse coded).
	.84

	I can trust the conversation partner (reverse coded).
	.88



Table S3
Correlation Matrix With All Relevant Variables (N = 950)
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	1. Man
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Age
	.06
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. White, non-Hispanic
	.08
	.34
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Political ideology
	.04
	.18
	.08
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Education
	.09
	.23
	.10
	–.08
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Income 
	.09
	.22
	.26
	–.02
	.45
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Chatbot response count
	–.06
	.11
	.07
	.00
	.04
	.06
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Familiar with chatbots
	.05
	.11
	.07
	–.03
	.12
	.10
	.08
	—
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Interacted with chatbots
	–.08
	–.04
	–.03
	–.14
	.10
	.09
	.09
	.26
	—
	
	
	
	

	10. Individual description accuracy
	–.11
	.05
	.02
	–.04
	.01
	.07
	.19
	.04
	.12
	—
	
	
	

	11. Incident description accuracy
	.08
	–.02
	.04
	.02
	–.01
	–.01
	.03
	.08
	.07
	.09
	—
	
	

	12. Trust in system
	–.08
	.02
	.07
	–.04
	–.01
	.04
	.09
	.10
	.14
	.16
	.01
	—
	

	13. Willingness to provide contact information
	.02
	.17
	.04
	–.02
	.10
	.08
	.10
	.05
	–.02
	.11
	.06
	.03
	—














Table S4
High Solidarity Versus Low Solidarity Constrained Models (N = 950)
	
	Appendix OLS Model 1
	
	Appendix OLS Model 2
	
	Appendix Binary Logistic Model 1
	
	Appendix OLS Model 3

	Variable
	Report accuracy: individual description
	
	Report accuracy: incident description
	
	Willingness to provide contact information (chatbot)
	
	Trust in chatbot

	
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	High solidarity
	0.11
	0.07
	[–0.03, 0.25]
	.13
	
	0.11
	0.08
	[–0.05, 0.27]
	.19
	
	0.11
	0.16
	[–0.20, 0.42]
	.49
	
	–0.01
	0.05
	[–0.11, 0.10]
	.89

	Adjusted R2
	.001
	
	.001
	
	
	
	–.001

	Residual SE (df = 948)
	1.07
	
	1.23
	
	
	
	0.79

	F statistic (df = 1; 948)
	2.37
	
	1.76
	
	
	
	0.02

	AIC
	2831.48
	
	3094.13
	
	999.56
	
	2252.22

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	
	
	
	.001
	
	


Note. Regression models are presented with robust standard errors and 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Bold indicates statistical significance. Constants are not reported. OLS = ordinary least squares; AIC = Akaike information criterion.




Table S5
High Power Versus Low Power Constrained Models (N = 950)
	
	Appendix OLS Model 4
	
	Appendix OLS Model 5
	
	Appendix Binary Logistic Model 2
	
	Appendix OLS Model 6

	Variable
	Report accuracy: individual description
	
	Report accuracy: incident description
	
	Willingness to provide contact information (chatbot)
	
	Trust in chatbot

	
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	High power
	0.16
	0.07
	[0.02, 0.30]
	.03
	
	0.15
	0.09
	[–0.02, 0.32]
	.08
	
	–0.09
	0.17
	[–0.42, 0.24]
	.58
	
	0.03
	0.05
	[–0.07, 0.13]
	.56

	Adjusted R2
	.004
	
	.002
	
	
	
	–.001

	Residual SE (df = 948)
	1.07
	
	1.23
	
	
	
	0.79

	F statistic (df = 1; 948)
	4.76
	
	3.19
	
	
	
	0.32

	AIC
	2829.08
	
	3092.70
	
	999.73
	
	2251.92

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	
	
	
	.001
	
	


Note. Regression models are presented with robust standard errors and 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Bold indicates statistical significance. Constants are not reported. OLS = ordinary least squares; AIC = Akaike information criterion.




Table S6
All Conditions Constrained Models (N = 950)
	
	Appendix OLS Model 7
	
	Appendix OLS Model 8
	
	Appendix Binary Logistic Model 3
	
	Appendix OLS Model 9

	Variable
	Report accuracy: individual description
	
	Report accuracy: incident description
	
	Willingness to provide contact information (chatbot)
	
	Trust in chatbot

	
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	High power–low solidarity
	–0.02
	0.13
	[–0.27, 0.23]
	.86
	
	–0.13
	0.16
	[–0.45, 0.19]
	.42
	
	–0.42
	0.29
	[–0.99, 0.14]
	.14
	
	–0.11
	0.10
	[–0.30, 0.08]
	.26

	Low power–high solidarity
	–0.07
	0.13
	[–0.32, 0.17]
	.57
	
	–0.17
	0.16
	[–0.48, 0.14]
	.29
	
	–0.23
	0.28
	[–0.78, 0.31]
	.41
	
	–0.14
	0.10
	[–0.33, 0.05]
	.16

	Low power–low solidarity
	–0.27
	0.12
	[–0.51, –0.03]
	.03
	
	–0.31
	0.15
	[–0.61, –0.01]
	.04
	
	–0.18
	0.27
	[–0.72, 0.35]
	.50
	
	–0.09
	0.10
	[–0.27, 0.10]
	.37

	Adjusted R2
	.01
	
	.003
	
	
	
	–.001

	Residual SE (df = 946)
	1.07
	
	1.23
	
	
	
	0.79

	F statistic (df = 3; 946)
	3.33
	
	2.03
	
	
	
	0.74

	AIC
	2827.87
	
	3093.80
	
	1001.6
	
	2254.02

	Nagelkerke R2
	
	
	
	
	.004
	
	


Note. Regression models are presented with robust standard errors and 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Bold indicates statistical significance. Constants are not reported. OLS = ordinary least squares; AIC = Akaike information criterion.


















Table S7
Willingness to Provide Contact Information (Survey) Constrained and Full OLS Models, High Versus Low Solidarity (N = 950)
	 
	Appendix OLS Model 10
	 
	Appendix OLS Model 11

	
	Willingness to provide contact information constrained model
	 
	Willingness to provide contact information full model

	Variable
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	High solidarity
	0.06
	0.10
	[–0.13, 0.25]
	.52
	
	0.05
	0.10
	[–0.79, –0.12]
	.59

	Man
	
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	0.10
	[–0.01, 0.37]
	.06

	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.003
	0.003
	[–0.01, 0.003]
	.36

	White, non-Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.06
	0.11
	[–0.27, 0.16]
	.59

	Political ideology
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.05
	0.05
	[–0.13, 0.05]
	.29

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.04
	[–0.06, 0.08]
	.83

	Income 
	
	
	
	
	
	0.002
	0.04
	[–0.07, 0.08]
	.96

	Chatbot response count
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.01
	0.05
	[–0.10, 0.09]
	.92

	Familiar with chatbots
	
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	0.13
	[–0.18, 0.31]
	.56

	Interacted with chatbots
	
	
	
	
	 
	–0.03
	0.15
	[–0.34, 0.24]
	.82

	Adjusted R2
	–.001
	
	–.003

	Residual SE
	1.44 (df = 948)
	
	1.44 (df = 939)

	F statistic
	0.42 (df = 1; 948)
	
	0.76 (df = 10; 939)


Note. Regression models are presented with robust standard errors and 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Bold indicates statistical significance. Constants are not reported. OLS = ordinary least squares.








Table S8
Willingness to Provide Contact Information (Survey) Constrained and Full OLS Models, High Versus Low Power (N = 950)
	 
	Appendix OLS Model 12
	 
	Appendix OLS Model 13

	
	Willingness to provide contact information constrained model
	 
	Willingness to provide contact information full model

	Variable
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	High power
	0.10
	0.10
	[–0.09, 0.29]
	.32
	
	0.09
	0.10
	[–0.10, –0.29]
	.35

	Man
	
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	0.10
	[–0.01, 0.38]
	.06

	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.003
	0.003
	[–0.01, 0.003]
	.36

	White, non-Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.06
	0.11
	[–0.28, 0.15]
	.55

	Political ideology
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.04
	0.05
	[–0.13, 0.05]
	.33

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.04
	[–0.06, 0.08]
	.80

	Income 
	
	
	
	
	
	0.002
	0.04
	[–0.07, 0.08]
	.97

	Chatbot response count
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.004
	0.05
	[–0.10, 0.09]
	.93

	Familiar with chatbots
	
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	0.13
	[–0.16, 0.33]
	.52

	Interacted with chatbots
	
	
	
	
	 
	–0.04
	0.15
	[–0.33, 0.25]
	.79

	Adjusted R2
	–.0001
	
	–.002

	Residual SE
	1.44 (df = 948)
	
	1.44 (df = 939)

	F statistic
	0.98 (df = 1; 948)
	
	0.82 (df = 10; 939)


Note. Regression models are presented with robust standard errors and 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Bold indicates statistical significance. Constants are not reported. OLS = ordinary least squares.






Table S9
Willingness to Provide Contact Information (Survey) Constrained and Full OLS Models, All Conditions (N = 950)
	 
	Appendix OLS Model 14
	 
	Appendix OLS Model 15

	
	Willingness to provide contact information constrained model
	 
	Willingness to provide contact information full model

	Variable
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p
	 
	b
	SE
	95% CI
	p

	High power–low solidarity
	–0.47
	0.17
	[–0.80, –0.13]
	.006
	
	–0.45
	0.17
	[–0.79, –0.12]
	.009

	Low power–high solidarity
	–0.48
	0.17
	[–0.81, –0.15]
	.004
	
	–0.47
	0.17
	[–0.80, –0.14]
	.005

	Low power–low solidarity
	–0.40
	0.16
	[–0.72, –0.07]
	.02
	
	–0.38
	0.17
	[–0.70, –0.05]
	.02

	Man
	
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	0.19
	[–0.01, 0.37]
	.07

	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.003
	0.003
	[–0.01, 0.003]
	.33

	White, non-Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.05
	0.11
	[–0.27, 0.16]
	.61

	Political ideology
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.04
	0.05
	[–0.13, 0.05]
	.34

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.05
	[–0.06, 0.08]
	.80

	Income 
	
	
	
	
	
	0.004
	0.05
	[–0.07, 0.08]
	.92

	Chatbot response count
	
	
	
	
	
	–0.003
	0.05
	[–0.10, 0.09]
	.95

	Familiar with chatbots
	
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	0.13
	[–0.18, 0.31]
	.60

	Interacted with chatbots
	
	
	
	
	 
	–0.05
	0.15
	[–0.34, 0.24]
	.72

	Adjusted R2
	.006
	
	.004

	Residual SE
	1.44 (df = 946)
	
	1.44 (df = 937)

	F statistic
	2.86 (df = 3; 946)
	
	1.28 (df = 12; 937)


Note. Regression models are presented with robust standard errors and 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Bold indicates statistical significance. Low power model is the reference category for condition. Constants are not reported. OLS = ordinary least squares.


















