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1. [bookmark: _Toc112078196][bookmark: _Toc191977990]
Table of Deviations
As noted in the main text, some of our methods and analyses deviate from our pre-registered plans. Also as noted in the main text, none of these decisions change the conclusions. For clarity, Table S1 provides a list of deviations, along with the explanation for why we made it, and, for transparency, a guide to where readers can find the report that follows the original pre-registration to the letter.
Table S1
Disclosure of deviations across studies
	Study
	Deviation from pre-registration
	Explanation for deviation
	Transparency

	1a
	Models with no interactions with participant class were to include participant class as a covariate; we report a model without participant class
	We opted for consistency with Study 1b’s pre-registration
	The online supplement reports models with participant class as a covariate

	1a
	Profile combination was to be included as a random effect; we included it as a fixed effect
	This model failed to converge (common when a random effect has so few levels, Hodges, 2014).
	N/A

	1b
	Pre-exclusion sample size was to be 200; we collected data from 372
	An overly potent attention check excluded 83 participants (42%)
	The online supplement reports models using the first 200 participants 

	1b
	Models were all to include the experimental realism variable as a moderator; we report models excluding it
	The experimental realism variable had no moderating effects; we opted for concision
	The main paper summarizes main and moderating effects of experimental realism

	2 & 3
	For all variables, preliminary models were to exclude child × current context interaction; we omit these from main text
	These models were all redundant with the interactive models; we opted for concision
	The online supplement reports models that exclude the interaction


2. [bookmark: _Toc191977991]
Additional Pre-Registered Analyses
[bookmark: _Toc191977992]2a. Using Participant Class as Non-Interactive Covariate (Study 1a)
Study 1a’s pre-registration stipulated we would include participant class variables as covariates, before testing them as moderators. These models replicated Model 1 reported in the main text (see Table S2).
Table S2
Multilevel regression analyses including participant class variables as covariates, Study 1a.
	Predictor
	Subjective class
	Objective class

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Model 1

	Intercept (lower-class target)
	5.16
	0.24
	21.88
	<.001
	5.19
	0.24
	22.01
	<.001

	Profile combination condition
	0.38
	0.21
	1.77
	.079
	0.35
	0.21
	1.67
	.097

	Higher class context target
	-0.70
	0.18
	-3.96
	<.001
	-0.71
	0.18
	-3.96
	<.001

	Control target
	0-.84
	0.18
	-4.75
	<.001
	-0.85
	0.18
	-4.76
	<.001

	Participant class
	-0.04
	0.16
	-0.25
	.802
	-0.10
	0.14
	-0.70
	.488



[bookmark: _Toc191977993]2b. Excluding the Childhood Context  Current Context Interaction (Studies 2-3)
As pre-registered, we ran models for Studies 2 and 3 that excluded the interaction between our two manipulations (see Table S3). These models yielded the same results reported in the main text.
Table S3
Predicting trust game behavior and trust expectations scale without interaction, Studies 2 and 3.
	
	Trust game behavior
	Trust expectations
	Trust expectations exploratory
(no reverse-scored items)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Study 2

	Intercept
	7.23
	0.14
	50.35
	<.001
	4.96
	0.04
	134.51
	<.001
	4.97
	0.04
	114.28
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.66
	0.14
	4.57
	<.001
	0.05
	0.04
	1.45
	.147
	0.11
	0.04
	2.57
	.011

	Childhood class
	-0.47
	0.14
	3.24
	.001
	-0.06
	0.04
	1.69
	.092
	-0.09
	0.04
	2.16
	.030

	Study 3

	Intercept
	7.18
	0.15
	47.69
	<.001
	4.74
	0.05
	99.05
	<.001
	4.85
	0.06
	81.19
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.55
	0.12
	4.68
	<.001
	0.14
	0.04
	3.51
	<.001
	0.17
	0.05
	3.61
	<.001

	Childhood class
	-0.51
	0.12
	4.73
	.001
	-0.20
	0.04
	4.86
	<.001
	-0.26
	0.05
	5.42
	<.001



[bookmark: _Toc191977994]2c. Imaginary Targets versus Acquaintances (Study 3)
Exploratory analyses for Study 3 tested whether the same patterns emerge when people are well-acquainted with a target. On the one hand, stereotypes could lose their impact once people have an ongoing relationship on which to base their trust (Everett et al., 2016; Qi et al., 2018; Righetti & Finkenauer, 2011). On the other, stereotype-driven effects can persist with acquaintances, through self-fulfilling prophecies (e.g., Merton, 1948) or when they contain some truth (Jussim, Crawford & Rubinstein, 2015). 
To those models from the main text we added an effect coded variable representing target type (imaginary = -1; acquaintance = 1) and its interactions; see Table S4.
 Table S4
Multilevel regression analyses differentiating between imaginary targets and real acquaintances, Study 3.
	
	Trust game behavior
	Trust expectations
	Trust expectations exploratory
(no reverse-scored items)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Intercept
	7.20
	0.15
	48.39
	<.001
	4.74
	0.04
	106.57
	<.001
	4.87
	0.06
	88.13
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.55
	0.12
	4.51
	<.001
	0.14
	0.04
	3.41
	<.001
	0.16
	0.05
	3.43
	.001

	Childhood class
	-0.51
	0.12
	4.13
	<.001
	-0.20
	0.04
	4.93
	<.001
	-0.26
	0.05
	5.43
	<.001

	Target type
	0.46
	0.15
	3.11
	.002
	0.33
	0.04
	7.50
	<.001
	0.43
	0.06
	7.80
	<.001

	Current × childhood
	-0.04
	0.12
	0.29
	.775
	-0.04
	0.04
	1.04
	.300
	-0.06
	0.05
	1.27
	.206

	Current × type
	0.24
	0.12
	2.00
	.046
	0.09
	0.04
	2.27
	.024
	0.07
	0.05
	1.48
	.140

	Childhood × type
	0.13
	0.12
	1.04
	.297
	-0.01
	0.04
	0.33
	.740
	-0.02
	0.05
	0.36
	.716

	Three-way
	0.08
	0.12
	0.65
	.516
	0.06
	0.04
	1.58
	.112
	0.09
	0.05
	1.93
	.055



Not surprisingly, participants transferred more money, and reported greater trust expectations, with real acquaintances compared to with imaginary targets. Otherwise, this variable had only modest effects. It did not moderate the effect of childhood class context. Inconsistent (in two of three analyses) two-way interactions suggested that knowing the target might modulate the effects of current class context, perhaps because people chose known targets who differed to a smaller degree than the imaginary targets (see details above). 

3. [bookmark: _Toc191977995]
Additional Exploratory Analyses 
[bookmark: _Toc191977996]3a. Mechanism Variables (Studies 1a-1b)
We included additional questions about the targets from higher and lower class contexts, to explore as potential mechanisms. Table S5 reports the measures.
[bookmark: _Toc138079096][bookmark: _Toc138081661][bookmark: _Toc138139085][bookmark: _Toc139971956][bookmark: _Toc140845589]Table S5
Exploratory mechanism measures. Response scale was 1=not at all, 4=somewhat, 7=very much
	Study
	Construct
	Items

	1a
	Altruism
	To what extent did you want to give [resources] to this person because it would be the kind, generous thing to do? 

	
	Care about betrayal
	Assuming you had given some or all of your tickets to this person, to what extent did you care about getting some tickets back from them? 

	
	Upset by betrayal
	Assuming you had given some or all of your tickets to this person, how upset would you be if they decided not to give back any of your tickets?

	
	Show respect
	To what extent did you want to show respect to this person?

	
	Insult if not trusted
	If you had not given any tickets to this person, how insulted do you think they would have been? 

	1b
	Perceived warmth
	How warm do you think this person is (behavioral condition) / would be (self-report condition)? 

	
	Perceived morality
	How moral do you think this person is (behavioral condition) / would be (self-report condition)? 

	
	Perceived competence
	How competent do you think this person is (behavioral condition) / would be (self-report condition)?


Notes:
In Study 1a, we pre-registered combining the first three and second two items into composites, but these had poor reliability (mean α across targets = .54 and .35), so we analyze items separately
In Study 1b, we initially pre-registered a different exploratory analytic strategy, testing whether the effect of target class on trust was moderated by these stereotypes. However, this analysis would only conceptually test the b link in a full mediation model, ignoring the preliminary question of the a link: Do people in fact stereotype the targets based on their social class? We therefore report this analysis in two ways, as mediation here and as moderation in the next section.

Table S6 reports results of multilevel mediation analyses for the effect of target class context on trust behavior. As pre-registered, analyses used 10,000 bootstrapped samples in the MEMORE macro in SPSS (Montoya & Hayes, 2017). 

[bookmark: _Toc138079097][bookmark: _Toc138081662][bookmark: _Toc138139086][bookmark: _Toc139971957][bookmark: _Toc140845590]Table S6
Exploratory mediation analyses across studies.
	[bookmark: _Hlk65674587]DV
	Mediator
	a
	b
	c
	c'
	a*b [95% CI]

	Trust game (Study 1a)
	Altruism
	-1.06***
	.48***
	-.70***
	-.19
	-.51 [-.85, -.19]

	
	Care about betrayal
	.40**
	.10
	
	-.74***
	.04 [-.12, .17]

	
	Upset by betrayal
	.43***
	-.03
	
	-.69***
	-.00 [-.18, .12]

	
	Show respect
	-.76***
	.73***
	
	-.15
	-.55 [-.87, -.29]

	
	Insult if not trusted
	.07
	.03
	
	-.70***
	-.00 [-.06, .03]

	Trust game (Study 1b)
	Morality
	-.50***
	.72***
	-.64**
	-.28
	-.36 [-.64, -.14]

	
	Warmth
	-.53***
	.69***
	
	-.27
	-.37 [-.63, -.17]

	
	Competence
	.07
	.31*
	
	-.66**
	.02 [-.06, .10]

	Prisoner’s dilemma
	Morality
	-.52***
	. 05†
	-.09*
	-.06
	-.03 [-.06, .002]

	
	Warmth
	-.55***
	.08**
	
	-.05
	-.04 [-.08, -.01]

	
	Competence
	.06
	-.01
	
	-.09*
	-.00 [-.01, .01]


Note: Larger numbers for the a, c, and c’ paths indicate higher scores with the higher-class target than the lower-class target.

Examining the a links, comparing the targets from lower versus higher class contexts, participants felt more altruistic and wanted to show more respect to the lower class targets, but cared more about betrayal on the part of the higher class targets. They also perceived the lower class targets as warmer and more moral, and as having relationships characterized more by sharing and equality and less by concerns about authority and market exchanges. Examining the b links, we found that participants’ trust behavior was linked to their altruism and desire to show respect, as well as to their perceptions of warmth and morality and all four relational models. Accordingly, there were significant indirect effects through altruism, desire to show respect, perceived morality warmth, and three of the four relational models.

[bookmark: _Toc191977997]3b. Participant Class Context (Studies 2-4)
After observing that participant class context had few effects in Studies 1a-b, we did not pre-register analyses of this variable in subsequent studies. We nonetheless assessed current subjective class context using the ladder measure from earlier studies; in Study 2 only we also assessed childhood subjective class context using that same measure adapted to refer to their childhood. Participants reported their yearly income using a dropdown menu that offered 32 range options, starting at $0 and ending at $1,000,000. The ranges changed as incomes increased (e.g., lower options had smaller ranges, like $10,000 to $14,999 whereas higher options had larger ranges, like $600,000 to $699,999), so we assigned each participant the midpoint of the range they selected. In both studies, participants reported education by selecting one of six options (“Grades 1 through 8 [Elementary] or less”, “Grades 9 through 11 [Some high school]”, “Grade 12 or GED [High school graduate]”, “College 1 year to 3 years [Some college or technical school]”, “College 4 years [College graduate]”, “Graduate school [Advanced degree]”), which we coded numerically as 1 through 6.
For the sake of completeness, we report the results from analyses following the same approach as in Studies 1a-b (where objective participant class context was the mean of (standardized) current income and (standardized) education (rStudy 2 = .29; rStudy 3 = .31, rStudy 4 = .29, all ps < .001); see Tables S7 and S8
Table S7
Effects involving participant class context, Studies 2-3
	
	Trust game
	Scale
	Scale exploratory
(no reverse-scored items)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Objective participant class context

	Participant
class context
	2
	0.41
	0.28
	1.44
	.151
	-0.05
	0.07
	0.72
	.474
	-0.03
	0.09
	0.32
	.752

	
	3
	0.09
	0.28
	0.30
	.763
	0.04
	0.09
	0.46
	.644
	0.13
	0.11
	1.14
	.256

	Interactions with
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Target current class context
	2
	0.001
	0.28
	0.01
	.996
	0.08
	0.07
	1.09
	.277
	0.06
	0.09
	0.65
	.695

	
	3
	0.08
	0.23
	0.35
	.726
	0.04
	0.08
	0.53
	.593
	0.08
	0.09
	0.84
	.400

	Target child class context
	2
	0.19
	0.28
	0.67
	.506
	-0.04
	0.07
	0.61
	.544
	-0.07
	0.09
	0.82
	.506

	
	3
	-0.33
	0.23
	1.43
	.154
	-0.11
	0.08
	1.41
	.158
	-0.13
	0.09
	1.43
	.153

	Three-way
	2
	0.26
	0.28
	0.94
	.349
	-0.01
	0.07
	0.18
	.860
	0.01
	0.09
	0.14
	.891

	
	3
	0.06
	0.23
	0.25
	.805
	-0.03
	0.08
	0.38
	.702
	-0.03
	0.09
	0.33
	.742

	Subjective participant class context (current)

	Participant
class context
	2
	0.10
	0.09
	1.04
	.297
	-0.00
	0.02
	0.05
	.959
	0.02
	0.03
	0.74
	.460

	
	3
	-0.00
	0.09
	0.02
	.981
	0.01
	0.03
	0.435
	.664
	0.05
	0.04
	1.42
	.157

	Interactions with
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Target current class context
	2
	0.13
	0.09
	1.39
	.166
	0.08
	0.02
	3.56
	<.001
	0.10
	0.03
	3.49
	<.001

	
	3
	0.05
	0.08
	0.70
	.485
	0.01
	0.03
	0.28
	.782
	-0.00
	0.03
	0.04
	.972

	Target child class context
	2
	0.03
	0.09
	0.29
	.772
	0.07
	0.02
	3.00
	.003
	0.06
	0.03
	2.29
	.022

	
	3
	-0.05
	0.08
	0.65
	.517
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.31
	.755
	0.01
	0.03
	0.25
	.804

	Three-way
	2
	-0.04
	0.09
	0.42
	.673
	0.01
	0.02
	0.22
	.827
	-0.00
	0.03
	0.04
	.967

	
	3
	0.01
	0.08
	0.17
	.862
	-0.03
	0.03
	1.37
	.172
	-0.02
	0.03
	0.70
	.485

	Subjective participant class context (childhood)

	Participant class context
	2
	0.10
	0.07
	1.37
	.171
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.74
	.458
	-0.00
	0.02
	0.03
	.976

	Interactions with
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Target current
	2
	0.08
	0.07
	1.09
	.275
	0.06
	0.02
	3.17
	.002
	0.08
	0.02
	3.55
	<.001

	Target child
	2
	-0.01
	0.07
	0.12
	.908
	0.05
	0.02
	2.62
	.009
	0.06
	0.02
	2.56
	.011

	Three-way
	2
	0.03
	0.07
	0.47
	.640
	0.04
	0.02
	1.94
	.053
	0.03
	0.02
	1.53
	.127


Note. 2 and 3 in the second column refer to the study number
Table S8
Effects involving participant class context, Study 4
	
	Trust behavior
	Trust expectations
	Altruism

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Objective participant class context

	Participant
class context
	g
	-0.03
	0.16
	0.20
	.840
	0.21
	0.09
	2.50
	.013
	0.02
	0.08
	0.196
	.845

	
	s
	-0.06
	1.25
	0.05
	.959
	0.07
	0.08
	0.86
	.391
	0.20
	0.07
	2.42
	.016

	Interactions with
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Target current class context
	g
	0.06
	0.16
	0.37
	.712
	0.02
	0.09
	0.21
	.838
	0.10
	0.08
	1.27
	.206

	
	s
	-0.01
	1.25
	0.00
	.997
	0.06
	0.08
	0.84
	.404
	-0.03
	0.07
	0.33
	.742

	Target child class context
	g
	0.21
	0.16
	1.32
	.188
	0.11
	0.09
	1.33
	.185
	-0.01
	0.08
	0.11
	.912

	
	s
	-0.94
	1.25
	0.75
	.453
	-0.04
	0.08
	0.54
	.592
	-0.07
	0.07
	0.83
	.406

	Three-way
	g
	0.24
	0.16
	1.57
	.117
	0.03
	0.09
	0.45
	.653
	0.02
	0.08
	0.24
	.807

	
	s
	-0.48
	1.25
	0.39
	.699
	0.02
	0.08
	0.31
	.759
	-0.05
	0.07
	0.55
	.579

	Subjective participant class context (current)

	Participant
class context
	g
	-0.01
	0.07
	0.11
	.917
	0.10
	0.04
	2.65
	.008
	0.05
	0.04
	1.46
	.145

	
	s
	0.62
	0.57
	1.08
	.282
	0.02
	0.04
	0.489
	.625
	0.11
	0.04
	2.89
	.004

	Interactions with
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Target current class context
	g
	-0.02
	0.07
	0.28
	.782
	0.04
	0.04
	1.05
	.293
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.43
	.665

	
	s
	-0.39
	0.57
	0.69
	.493
	-0.05
	0.04
	1.44
	.152
	-0.10
	0.04
	2.60
	.010

	Target child class context
	g
	0.08
	0.07
	1.11
	.268
	0.05
	0.04
	1.22
	.223
	0.00
	0.04
	0.08
	.939

	
	s
	0.48
	0.57
	0.83
	.406
	0.02
	0.04
	0.63
	.530
	0.00
	0.04
	0.02
	.982

	Three-way
	g
	0.00
	0.07
	0.01
	.993
	0.02
	0.04
	0.53
	.599
	-0.00
	0.04
	0.05
	.962

	
	s
	-0.57
	0.57
	0.99
	.321
	-0.00
	0.04
	0.04
	.972
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.44
	.664


Note. g and s in the second column refer to trust game and trust scenario, respectively
No effects were consistent across studies. We occasionally found that participants in higher class contexts treated targets more positively, and occasionally found effects consistent with a similarity bias (but at least once we found the opposite). On the whole, our studies provide surprisingly little evidence of similarity bias. 

[bookmark: _Toc191977998]3c. Manipulation Check Including Target Type (Study 3)
We tested whether the social class manipulation was differentially effective for participants who pictured a real acquaintance as opposed to an imaginary person. Adding this variable (imaginary = -1; acquaintance = 1) to the analyses described in the main document yielded an interaction with the current context manipulation predicting perceptions of current context, logOR = -0.60, SE = 0.19, z = 3.11, p = .002, and an interaction with the childhood context manipulation predicting perceptions of childhood context, logOR = -0.33, SE = 0.13, z = 2.56, p = .011, context manipulations. In both cases, the effect was stronger when participants pictured an imaginary person (current: logOR = 2.89, SE = 0.38, z = 7.48, p < .001; childhood: logOR = 2.34, SE = 0.31, z = 7.65, p < .001), but still robust when they pictured a real acquaintance (current: logOR = 1.69, SE = 0.24, z = 6.96, p < .001; childhood: logOR = 1.68, SE = 0.25, z = 6.83, p < .001).
4. [bookmark: _Toc191977999]
Exploratory Robustness Checks
[bookmark: _Toc191978000]4a. Perceived Target Demographics as Covariates (Studies 1a, 1b, 3, 4)
Exploratory robustness checks addressed the unintended effects of our manipulation on participants’ perceptions of targets’ demographics: To the models described in the main text they added as covariates perceptions of the targets’ gender, age, and race. Table S9 reports the results for Studies 1a-1b; Table S10 for Study 3; Table S11 for Study 4. We did not measure perceived demographics in Study 2. These models revealed the same patterns reported in the main text.
[bookmark: _Toc138078973][bookmark: _Toc138079058][bookmark: _Toc140845550]Table S9
Multilevel regression analyses showing effect of target class context on trust behavior holds controlling for perceived characteristics, Studies 1a and 1b.
	Predictor
(continuous predictors are mean centered)
	Study 1a (trust game)
	Study 1b (trust game)
	Study 1b (prisoner dilemma)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	logOR
	SE
	z
	p

	Intercept
(low class target)
	5.45
	0.73
	7.45
	<.001
	5.90
	0.51
	11.57
	<.001
	1.47
	0.60
	2.46
	.014

	Profile combo 
	0.32
	0.22
	1.46
	.145
	-0.15
	0.22
	0.67
	.502
	0.11
	0.19
	0.58
	.563

	High class target
	-0.70
	0.22
	3.12
	.002
	-0.64
	0.24
	2.67
	.008
	-0.61
	0.30
	2.03
	.042

	Perceived man
	-0.27
	0.29
	0.94
	.349
	<0.00
	0.53
	<0.00
	.999
	-0.30
	0.62
	0.48
	.631

	Perceived age
	0.17
	0.14
	1.23
	.220
	-0.49
	0.59
	0.84
	.404
	0.25
	0.69
	0.37
	.714

	Perceived White
	-0.15
	0.70
	0.21
	.831
	-0.14
	0.12
	1.20
	.232
	0.90
	0.13
	0.68
	.498

	Perceived Asian
	-0.02
	0.75
	0.02
	.983
	5.90
	0.51
	11.57
	<.001
	1.47
	0.60
	2.46
	.014



Table S10
Regression analyses showing effects of target class context on trust behavior and expectations hold controlling for perceived characteristics, Study 3.
	Predictor
(continuous predictors are mean centered)
	Trust behavior
	Trust expectations
	Trust expectations (exploratory)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Intercept
	8.16
	0.78
	10.4
	<.001
	4.55
	0.25
	18.0
	<.001
	4.62
	0.31
	15.2
	<.001

	Childhood class
	-0.41
	0.13
	3.24
	.001
	-0.16
	0.04
	3.72
	<.001
	-0.20
	0.05
	4.05
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.45
	0.12
	3.73
	<.001
	0.16
	0.04
	3.89
	<.001
	0.19
	0.05
	4.06
	<.001

	Child  current
	0.01
	0.12
	0.05
	.960
	-0.03
	0.04
	0.64
	.522
	-0.04
	0.05
	0.87
	.382

	Perceived White
	-0.74
	0.33
	2.24
	.025
	-0.11
	0.11
	1.02
	.310
	-0.08
	0.13
	0.67
	.506

	Perceived Black
	-0.53
	0.41
	1.29
	.196
	0.14
	0.13
	1.07
	.283
	0.32
	0.16
	2.03
	.043

	Perceived man
	-0.04
	0.26
	0.14
	.886
	0.04
	0.09
	0.51
	.611
	0.07
	0.10
	0.65
	.515

	Perceived age
	0.02
	0.01
	1.67
	.096
	0.01
	0.00
	2.92
	.004
	0.01
	0.01
	2.63
	.009

	Perceived politics
	-0.43
	0.08
	5.08
	<.001
	-0.12
	0.03
	4.24
	<.001
	-0.14
	0.03
	4.26
	<.001



Table S11
Regression analyses showing effects of target class context on trust and altruism hold controlling for perceived characteristics, Study 4.
	Predictor
(continuous predictors are mean centered)
	Trust behavior
	Trust expectations
	Altruism

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Trust game

	Intercept
	7.91
	0.68
	11.5
	<.001
	43.96
	0.38
	10.5
	<.001
	5.05
	0.35
	14.3
	<.001

	Childhood class
	-0.48
	0.13
	3.65
	.001
	-0.15
	0.07
	2.07
	.039
	-0.31
	0.07
	4.62
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.16
	0.13
	1.27
	.203
	0.33
	0.07
	4.74
	<.001
	-0.49
	0.07
	7.47
	<.001

	Child  current
	-0.17
	0.13
	1.36
	.176
	-0.06
	0.07
	0.92
	.360
	-0.15
	0.15
	2.39
	.017

	Perceived White
	-0.02
	0.30
	0.05
	.960
	0.11
	0.16
	0.65
	.518
	-0.12
	0.18
	0.75
	.452

	Perceived Black
	-0.19
	0.36
	0.52
	.603
	0.58
	0.20
	2.99
	.003
	0.10
	0.15
	0.52
	.602

	Perceived man
	0.11
	0.29
	0.39
	.697
	0.02
	0.16
	1.02
	.919
	0.07
	0.01
	0.43
	.666

	Perceived age
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.85
	.394
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	.989
	0.01
	0.04
	0.61
	.540

	Perceived politics
	-0.08
	0.09
	0.96
	.340
	0.06
	0.05
	1.26
	.209
	-0.06
	0.06
	1.43
	.153

	Trust scenarios

	Intercept
	42.1
	5.39
	7.82
	<.001
	4.16
	0.33
	12.6
	<.001
	4.03
	0.36
	11.1
	<.001

	Childhood class
	-4.11
	1.03
	3.98
	<.001
	-0.18
	0.06
	2.89
	.006
	-0.26
	0.07
	3.68
	<.001

	Current class
	1.18
	1.01
	1.17
	.241
	-0.00
	0.06
	0.22
	.973
	-0.30
	0.07
	4.43
	<.001

	Child  current
	1.44
	0.99
	1.45
	.147
	-0.08
	0.06
	1.14
	.210
	-0.04
	0.07
	0.58
	.563

	Perceived White
	-3.05
	2.35
	1.30
	.196
	-0.18
	0.15
	1.00
	.221
	-0.15
	0.16
	0.94
	.346

	Perceived Black
	-1.37
	2.79
	0.49
	.623
	0.12
	0.17
	0.78
	.479
	0.37
	0.19
	1.94
	.052

	Perceived man
	9.57
	2.30
	4.15
	<.001
	0.37
	0.14
	2.58
	.010
	0.25
	0.16
	1.60
	.110

	Perceived age
	0.17
	0.15
	1.11
	.269
	0.01
	0.01
	0.84
	.288
	-0.00
	0.01
	0.10
	.922

	Perceived politics
	1.96
	0.67
	2.93
	<.004
	0.07
	0.04
	1.61
	.097
	0.02
	0.05
	0.34
	.731



[bookmark: _Toc191978001]4b. Alternative Exclusion Criteria (Study 1b)
Our pre-registration specified that we would stop collecting data after reaching a sample size of N = 200. However, a large proportion of participants failed the attention check, so we collected additional data (total N = 372) to ensure the study was adequately powered. We therefore present results using both possible samples – the original sample, only the first 200 participants we collected or the full sample, the total 372 participants we collected – using various combinations of exclusion criteria, all of which corroborate the analyses in the main text (see Table S1). In set of analyses, we follow our pre-registration to the letter, by excluding participants who failed to correctly perceive the difference between the higher- and lower-class targets (original sample: n = 27, full sample: n = 54), were suspicious that their partners were not real (original sample: n = 4, full sample: n = 8), or who failed the attention check (original sample: n = 83, full sample: n = 163), resulting in final samples of 103 (original sample) or 187 (full sample; this is the analysis reported in the main text); some exclusions were overlapping. In a second set, we retain more power by dropping the overly potent attention check, resulting in final samples of 169 (original sample) or 304 (full sample). In a third set, we include all participants with no exclusions, resulting in a final sample of 200 (original sample) or 372 (full sample). Tables S12 reports key results from analyses on all six of these possible samples.
Table S12
Effects of target class context predicting trust behavior and expectations using different exclusion criteria, Study 1b
	DV
	Trust game
	Prisoner’s dilemma game

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	logOR
	SE
	z
	p

	Original sample, pre-registered exclusion criteria (N = 103)

	Behavior
	-.77
	.30
	-2.53
	.013
	-.87
	.39
	-2.25
	.025

	Expectations
	-1.09
	.71
	-1.53
	.130
	-.54
	.29
	-1.90
	.058

	Full sample, pre-registered exclusion criteria (N = 187)

	Behavior
	-.65
	.22
	-3.00
	.003
	-.59
	.27
	-2.17
	.030

	Expectations
	-.82
	.49
	-1.67
	.097
	-.38
	.22
	-1.74
	.082

	Original sample, pre-registered criteria except overly potent one (N = 169)

	Behavior
	-.85
	.22
	-3.91
	<.001
	-.76
	.31
	-2.43
	.015

	Expectations
	-.95
	.54
	-1.77
	.078
	-.39
	.23
	-1.69
	.091

	Full sample, pre-registered criteria except overly potent one (N = 304)

	Behavior
	-.70
	.16
	-4.46
	<.001
	-.75
	.22
	-3.36
	<.001

	Expectations
	-1.04
	.38
	-2.69
	.007
	-.39
	.17
	-2.24
	.025

	Original sample, no exclusions (N = 200)

	Behavior
	-.78
	.20
	-3.91
	<.001
	-.71
	.29
	-2.43
	.015

	Expectations
	-1.20
	.48
	-2.50
	.013
	-.39
	.21
	-1.879
	.062

	Full sample, no exclusions (N = 372)

	Behavior
	-.58
	.14
	-4.17
	<.001
	-.68
	.20
	-3.32
	<.001

	Expectations
	-1.15
	.34
	-3.40
	<.001
	-.38
	.16
	-2.38
	.018




Results replicated what we report in the main text. Across all analyses, regardless of sample or DV, participants showed behaved more trustingly toward targets from lower, compared to higher, class contexts. Effects on trust expectations were in the same direction and, depending on the analysis, were either marginal (as reported in the main text) or significant.


[bookmark: _Toc191978002]4c. Analyses of Target’s Job (Study 2)
In light of the possibility that the specific jobs we chose caused the effect of current social class, we conducted two additional analyses. First, we ran new analyses including job as a random effect, and observed the same pattern of effects (see Table S13).
Table S13
Predicting trust controlling for target’s job, Study 2.
	
	Trust game behavior
	Trust expectations
	Trust expectations exploratory
(no reverse-scored items)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	First target only

	Intercept
	7.26
	0.14
	52.99
	<.001
	4.95
	0.04
	135.66
	<.001
	4.99
	0.04
	120.29
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.61
	0.14
	4.44
	<.001
	0.06
	0.04
	1.69
	.138
	0.12
	0.04
	2.86
	.004

	Childhood class
	-0.44
	0.14
	3.20
	.001
	-0.07
	0.04
	1.93
	.054
	-0.10
	0.04
	2.42
	.016

	Interaction
	0.10
	0.14
	0.73
	.465
	0.00
	0.04
	0.15
	.881
	-0.00
	0.04
	0.03
	.974



Second, we examined mean behavioral trust and trust expectations for each of the jobs (see Table S14). We did not have sufficient power to make statistical pairwise comparisons, but we noted that the pattern mirrored that we report in the main text: Trust game transfers were descriptively higher for every single low status job than for every single high status job. Conversely, trust expectations were descriptively higher for high status jobs than for low status jobs; this was universally true with the higher reliability exploratory measure, but we note the exceptions of janitors and dentists using the lower reliability full measure. This provides little evidence that the effects we found were attributable to any individual job we selected. Nevertheless, removing this potential confound was an important contribution of Studies 3 and 4.
Table S14
Means and SDs for trust measures for individual jobs (Study 2)
	
	cashier
	dishwasher
	janitor
	parking lot
	civil engineer
	dentist
	lawyer
	architect

	Beh
	8.15 (3.09)
	8.17 (3.30)
	7.79 (3.09)
	7.35 (3.36)
	7.08 (3.39)
	6.83 (3.65)
	6.35 (3.73)
	6.39 (3.42)

	Exp
	4.78 (0.87)
	4.87 (0.90)
	5.06 (0.89)
	4.81 (0.85)
	5.02 (0.77)
	4.97 (0.84)
	5.06 (0.98)
	4.99 (0.72)

	Exp.e
	4.76 (1.01)
	4.86 (1.06)
	5.03 (1.10)
	4.79 (1.11)
	5.15 (0.89)
	5.08 (1.02)
	5.08 (1.10)
	5.12 (0.86)


Note. Beh refers to trust behavior, Exp refers to trust expectations (full measure) and Exp.e refers to the exploratory measure of trust expectations (with reverse-scored items removed)

[bookmark: _Toc191978003]4d. Turning Study 3 into a Between Subjects Design
We tested our effects between participants, using only the first target participants pictured (see Table S15); results were not changed.
Table S15
Predicting trust for first target only, Study 3.
	
	Trust game behavior
	Trust expectations
	Trust expectations exploratory
(no reverse-scored items)

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	First target only

	Intercept
	7.56
	0.18
	41.12
	<.001
	4.90
	0.06
	80.18
	<.001
	4.92
	0.07
	69.17
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.80
	0.18
	4.35
	<.001
	0.17
	0.06
	2.72
	<.001
	0.15
	0.07
	2.08
	.038

	Childhood class
	-0.60
	0.18
	3.25
	.001
	-0.23
	0.06
	3.73
	<.001
	-0.28
	0.07
	3.97
	<.001

	Interaction
	0.09
	0.18
	0.49
	.625
	-0.06
	0.06
	1.01
	.313
	-0.09
	0.07
	1.21
	.228


 
[bookmark: _Toc191978004]4d. Individual Scenario Analyses (Study 4)
We replicated our primary analyses separately for participants who completed each of the two trust scenarios (Table S16). Substantive conclusions were the same across both.
Table S16
Key coefficients from multilevel regression analyses predicting trust behavior and mediators for each scenario, Study 4.
	
	Childhood class context
	Current class context

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Cat scenario 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust behavior (%)
	-3.89
	1.38
	-2.83
	.005
	1.55
	1.38
	1.13
	.260

	Trust expectations
	-0.21
	0.08
	-2.47
	.014
	0.03
	0.08
	0.37
	.710

	Altruism
	-0.46
	0.10
	-4.69
	<.001
	-0.36
	0.10
	-3.64
	<.001

	Social desirability
	-0.36
	0.10
	-3.66
	<.001
	-0.06
	0.10
	-0.61
	.540

	Coinflip scenario
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust behavior (%)
	-5.12
	1.39
	-3.68
	<.001
	1.76
	1.39
	1.26
	.207

	Trust expectations
	-0.24
	0.08
	-2.86
	.004
	-0.00
	0.08
	-0.02
	.982

	Altruism
	-0.18
	0.09
	-2.09
	.037
	-0.26
	0.09
	-3.03
	.003

	Social desirability
	-0.02
	0.10
	-0.21
	.837
	-0.04
	0.10
	-0.39
	.697



5. [bookmark: _Toc191978005]
Detailed results not included in the main text (Study 4)
	For simplicity, the main text summarizes rather than fully reports the models for our primary pre-registered analyses. Table S17 presents all coefficients from the pre-registered regression models testing the effects of social class on trust behavior (the main text presents only the key main effects).

Table S17
Full multilevel regression analyses predicting trust game behavior and trust expectations, Study 4.
	
	Trust game behavior
	Trust scenario behavior

	
	b
	SE
	t
	p
	b
	SE
	t
	p

	Intercept
	7.10
	0.12
	57.38
	<.001
	55.62
	0.99
	56.29
	<.001

	Current class
	-0.19
	0.12
	-1.55
	.121
	1.40
	0.99
	1.42
	.157

	Childhood class
	-0.44
	0.12
	-3.57
	<.001
	-4.39
	0.99
	-4.44
	<.001

	Interaction
	-0.14
	0.12
	-1.15
	.249
	-1.16
	0.99
	-1.18
	.239



Tables S18 and S19 present the all coefficients (S18) and all indirect effects (S19) from the pre-registered mediation models (the main text presents only indirect effects, and only those involving trust expectations and altruism). Considering first the links between consecutive variables in our serial model, targets from lower childhood class contexts were perceived as more moral. In turn, perceived morality net of the social class manipulation predicted all three secondary mediators (trust expectations, altruism, and social desirability). And finally, trust expectations and altruism both predicted more trusting behavior, while social desirability predicted less trusting behavior.

Table S18
Coefficients from full models predicting trust behaviors from social class through mediators, Study 4.
	
	Childhood Class Context
	Current Class Context

	
	Game
	Scenario
	Game
	Scenario

	
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p

	Pathways between consecutive variables, controlling for upstream variables 

	social class  morality

	
	-0.25
	<.001
	-0.25
	<.001
	0.06
	.230
	0.06
	.240

	morality  secondary mediators

	Trust expectations
	0.82
	<.001
	0.82
	<.001
	0.80
	<.001
	0.83
	<.001

	Altruism
	0.55
	<.001
	0.65
	<.001
	0.61
	<.001
	0.69
	<.001

	Social desirability
	0.39
	<.001
	0.43
	<.001
	0.40
	<.001
	0.45
	<.001

	secondary mediators  trust behavior

	Trust expectations
	0.23
	.005
	6.82
	<.001
	0.19
	.022
	6.78
	<.001

	Altruism
	0.88
	<.001
	1.26
	.029
	0.93
	<.001
	1.57
	.008

	Social desirability
	-0.18
	.003
	-0.99
	.028
	-0.18
	.005
	-1.03
	.024

	Direct effects linking non-consecutive variables

	social class  secondary mediators

	Trust expectations
	0.03
	.588
	-0.01
	.859
	0.27
	<.001
	-0.05
	.282

	Altruism
	-0.21
	.001
	-0.15
	.014
	-0.53
	<.001
	-0.36
	<.001

	Social desirability
	-0.01
	.850
	-0.08
	.217
	-0.11
	.117
	-0.06
	.334

	morality  trust behavior

	
	0.14
	.242
	7.34
	<.001
	0.15
	.206
	7.28
	<.001



Considering next the direct effects, the social class manipulation net of morality only predicted altruism, which was higher for all targets from lower class contexts, whether childhood or current. And morality net of the secondary mediators still predicted trust in the scenarios, but not in the trust game.
Considering finally the indirect effects through social desirability, the only significant pattern we found was one whereby people saw targets from lower childhood class contexts were more moral, which elicited greater social desirability, which in turn predicted lower trust game transfers toward these individuals. In other words, our key effect emerges in spite of, rather than because of, concerns about social desirability.
Table S19
Indirect effects from full models predicting trust behaviors from social class through social desirability
	
	Childhood Class Context
	Current Class Context

	Mediating path:
Class  ________  Behavior
	b
	SE
	CI
	b
	SE
	CI

	Trust game
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Social desirability
	0.00
	0.01
	[-0.03, 0.03]
	0.02
	0.01
	[-0.01, 0.05]

	  Morality, then social desirability
	0.02
	0.01
	[0.01, 0.04]
	-0.00
	0.00
	[-0.01, 0.00]

	Trust scenarios
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Social desirability
	0.08
	0.08
	[-0.05, 0.28]
	0.07
	0.08
	[-0.07, 0.25]

	  Morality, then social desirability
	0.11
	0.05
	[0.01, 0.22]
	-0.03
	0.03
	[-0.09, 0.02]


6. [bookmark: _Toc138078977][bookmark: _Toc138079062][bookmark: _Toc140845554][bookmark: _Toc191978006]
Scenario text (Study 4)
Table S20 presents the exact text of the trust scenario manipulations from Study 4.
Table S20
Trust scenarios, Study 4.
	Scenario
	

	Cat
	You are looking for someone to take care of your cat while you are away for the week. Your colleague suggests [target’s initials], who is an acquaintance of theirs, may be willing to pick yours up and take care of her for the week. You want to make sure the person you ask will be kind to your cat and make sure all her needs are met.
How likely are you to trust [target’s initials] to take care of your cat?

	Coinflip
	You've recently joined a new social group, as has [target’s initials]. The group has asked that one of you organize the group's annual holiday get-together. It is a one-person job, but it sounds like a hassle, and neither of you is keen to do it. The two of you are currently on a phone call trying to decide who should take on the task. [Target’s initials] suggests that the fairest way to settle the matter is by flipping a coin. You agree this would be fair, but you know there’s a chance that they could just lie and say the coin chose you.
How likely are you to trust [target’s initials] to flip the coin to determine who will do the work?





7. [bookmark: _Toc191978007]
Additional Pre-Registered Studies
We pre-registered and ran other 12 other pre-registered experiments in this line of work, each one confirming the primary finding of greater (behavioral) trust for participants from lower class contexts. Table 9 in the main text summarizes these studies and their findings. All studies manipulated targets’ class context and assessed trust behavior. 
Most of these studies included other features detailed in their respective pre-registrations (e.g., control targets, exploratory mediators or manipulations, participant social class); the only ones we include here are those directly referenced in the main text.
Supplemental Study 1
Participants
We collected data from 173 undergraduate participants who met inclusion criteria (79% women, 21% men; Mage = 21.4; 50% East Asian, 22% White; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .21).
Procedure
The procedure was as in Study 1b (real condition), except participants played for time rather than money. The truster began each round with 10 credits, each of which permitted the participant to leave the study one minute early. Given the mechanics of the trust game, participants would therefore end each round with between 0 and 30 credits. We informed them that one of their three rounds would be randomly selected to determine how early they would get to leave. To ensure participants were motivated to get as many credits as possible, we warned them that any time spent in the study in the last 30 minutes (i.e., any time they did not have enough credits to discount from their participation) would involve filling out tedious questionnaires of many slightly different versions of the same question for pilot-testing purposes. In fact, the study only took 30 minutes, not an hour as advertised, so all participants left the study 30 minutes early.
Supplemental Study 1 was the first of the three studies referenced in the General Discussion that included exploratory mediator questions relating to altruism and social obligation. Participants’ reports of altruism (CI95 = -.37 to -.04), but not their reports of obligation (CI95 = -.45 to .02), helped account for their increased trust toward the target from a lower class context.
Supplemental Study 2
Participants
We collected data from 130 American adults on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk who met inclusion criteria (44% women, 56% men; Mage = 37.2; 83% White; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .25).
Procedure
The manipulation of target class context used a profile paradigm where, similar to Studies 1a-1b, participants filled out two parts and saw only one of these for each of the high- and low class context targets. Unlike in those studies, the questions called for closed rather than open-ended responses: The first part asked about one target’s home state, number of siblings and, crucially, family income; the second asked about the target’s handedness, ethnicity (always White) and, crucially, self- reported position on the class ladder. In other words, some participants saw one target with low family income and another with high self-reported social class; other participants saw one with high family income and another with low self-reported social class. Table S21 (lefthand columns) provides examples.
Table S21
Sample profiles manipulating target social class, Supplemental Studies 2-3 
	Supplemental Study 2 Profiles
	Supplemental Study 3 Profiles

	Lower-class
	Higher-class
	Lower-class
	Higher-class
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Note: Approximately half participants saw these versions of the profiles; the other half saw other versions that counterbalanced the differences. For example, in Supplemental Study 3, the other versions provided home state, sibling and income (“above $150,000”) information for the higher-class target, and handedness, ethnicity and ladder position (rung 2) for the lower-class target. 

The trust game was as in previous studies, except that their starting endowment was money (rather than raffle tickets or time), and we varied it within participants, randomly assigning them to begin their rounds as truster with either $0.40, $0.50, or $0.60, randomly allocated across the three rounds.
Supplemental Study 2 was the second of the three studies referenced in the General Discussion that included exploratory mediator questions relating to altruism and social obligation. Neither participants’ reports of altruism (CI95 = -4.32 to 0.13) nor their reports of obligation (CI95 = -1.41 to 0.34), helped account for their increased trust toward the target from a lower class context.
Supplemental Study 3
Participants
We collected data from 160 American adults on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk who met inclusion criteria (44% women, 56% men; Mage = 35.3; 74% White; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .22).
Procedure
The procedure was identical to Supplemental Study 2, except we simplified the profile manipulation so participants always saw the same information for both targets (see Table S10 above, righthand columns). Supplemental Study 3 was the third of the three studies referenced in the General Discussion that included exploratory mediator questions relating to altruism and social obligation. Participants’ reports of altruism (CI95 = -3.04 to -0.19) but not their reports of obligation (CI95 = -2.17 to 0.09), helped account for their increased trust toward the target from a lower class context.
Supplemental Study 4
Participants
We collected data from 549 UK adults on Prolific Academic who met inclusion criteria (64% women, 34% men, 1% another gender; Mage = 35.8; 89% White; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .12).
Procedure
The procedure was similar to Study 1b, including the experimental realism manipulation and the online chat (real or imagined) with the filler target, with two exceptions. First, participants began their rounds as truster with £0.50 per round and could transfer any amount to the trustee in increments of £0.05. Second, we simplified the profile manipulation such that there was only one part, the class information was conveyed only through family income, and participants either saw their partners’ entire profile (high and low class context partners) or an impoverished version (control partner; see Figure 1). The target from a lower-class context was listed as having an income of “£10,000-£20,000” (a range that included the UK poverty line at the time of the study; Department for Work & Pensions, 2019); the target from a higher-class context was listed as “Above £150,000” (which was above the 97th percentile in the UK at the time of the study; Department for Work & Pensions, 2019). 
[bookmark: _Toc138072315][bookmark: _Toc140844621][bookmark: _Toc140845770]Figure 1
Example of target profiles participants viewed, Supplemental Studies 4 and 5. 

[image: ] 
Notes. We counterbalanced which income was paired with what other profile information, so some participants viewed the pairing depicted here, while others saw a low income paired with the demographics from the top left quadrant and a high income paired with the demographics from the bottom right quadrant. We also counterbalanced whether participants viewed the control target depicted here, or one who was a 21-year-old male.

We included avatars to help participants remember their partners, and filler information about the targets, including their age and gender, to keep these demographic perceptions consistent. 
Supplemental Study 5
Participants
We collected data from 580 UK adults on Prolific Academic (51% women, 49% men, 1% other gender; Mage = 41.4; minimum detectable within-subjects effect at 80% power: d = .12) who met inclusion criteria.
Procedure
The procedure was similar to Supplemental Study 4, hypothetical condition only.
Supplemental Study 6
Participants
We collected data from 201 American adults with full-time jobs on Prolific Academic (43% women, 55% men, 1% other gender; Mage = 37.4; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .40). No participants were excluded.
Procedure
Participants brought to mind a co-worker who is currently from a high class context and whose childhood they knew was spent in either a low or a high class context. Participants wrote the co-worker’s first name and briefly wrote what they knew about the co-worker’s childhood environment and current living situation. They completed the Behavioral Trust Inventory (Gillespie, 2012), which asks about their willingness to confide and depend on the co-worker on important issues. The inventory contains 10 items such as “how willing are you to discuss with [co-worker] work-related problems or difficulties that could potentially be used to disadvantage you?” (α = .94). All items had scales ranging from 1 (not at all willing) to 7 (completely willing). The name of the co-worker was piped into the items. This measure is applicable to many different workplace relationships, and evidence supports its validity and reliability (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011).
Supplemental Study 7
Participants
We collected data from 200 residents of Singapore with full-time jobs using a university lab’s subject pool (56% women, 44% men; Mage = 34.6; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .40). No participants were excluded.
Procedure
The procedure was identical to Supplemental Study 6.
Supplemental Study 8
Participants
We collected data from 201 United States residents with full-time jobs from Prolific (51% women, 48% men, .5% non-binary; Mage = 36.2; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .40). No participants were excluded.
Procedure
The procedure was identical to Supplemental Study 6.
Supplemental Study 9
Participants
We collected data from 291 participants who met inclusion criteria (75% women, 23% men, 1% other gender, 1% not reported; Mage = 24.4; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .32) from the subject pool of a lab at a Western European university.
Procedure
Participants read about the target person, named “Jean” or “Jeanne,” who was described as having obtained a degree from a prestigious university and was now working as a CEO or a medical doctor (we varied the target’s gender and profession for generalizability). Participants read that the target’s current social class context was similar or different from that of their parents who were either highly educated and highly paid or poorly educated and poorly paid. Participants completed the trust game with a starting amount of 10 Euros.
Supplemental Study 10
Participants
We collected data from 524 participants who met inclusion criteria (76% women, 22% men, 4% other gender; Mage = 24.4; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .25) from the subject pool of a lab at a Western European university.
Procedure
The procedure was as described above for Supplemental Study 9, except all participants read that the target was currently a doctor (the profession variable did not moderate the effect in Supplemental Study 9).
Supplemental Study S11
Participants
We collected data from 675 American adults from Prolific Academic (51% women, 47% men, 3% other gender; Mage = 37.5; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .25). No participants were excluded.
Procedure
The procedure was as described above for Study S8.
Supplemental Study S12
Participants
We collected data from 394 participants who met inclusion criteria (77% women, 21% men, 1% other gender, 1% not reported; Mage = 26.6; minimum detectable effect at 80% power: d = .28) from the subject pool of a lab at a Western European university.
Procedure
The procedure was as described above for Supplemental Study 9, with two exceptions. First, we manipulated not only the target’s childhood class context but also their current class context. Second, we always described the target as a real-estate agent, as we reasoned this could fit either context depending on one’s level of success. 
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