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1. Experiment Instructions

The following screenshots are the instructions viewed by subjects in the experiment for the
treatments that received the High Control condition in the first ten rounds. When subjects received the
Low Control condition first, subjects viewed the exact same instructions except that the 10% reversal
probability in the first part of the instructions was changed to 40%. For the second part, the instructions
remained the same except that the 40% reversal probability was changed to 10%.

Part I Instructions

Figure S1. Experimental Instructions
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Figure S2. Experimental Instructions- continued

Figure S3. Experimental Instructions- continued



S3 of S12

Figure S4. Experimental Instructions- Known Treatment Only

Figure S5. Experimental Instructions- Uncertain Treatment Only
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Figure S6. Experimental Instructions- Payoff Table

Figure S7. Experimental Instructions- Comprehension Questions
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Figure S8. Experimental Instructions- Comprehension Answers

Figure S9. Experimental Instructions- Known Treatment Only
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Figure S10. Experimental Instructions- Uncertain Treatment Only

Figure S11. Experimental Instructions Part II- Known Treatment Only
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Figure S12. Experimental Instructions Part II- Uncertain Treatment Only
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2. Additional Data Analysis and Robustness Checks

Table S1 presents the the raw empathy and perspective taking scores by treatment and condition.
A total of six subjects failed to complete the empathic concern questions and a total of four subjects
failed to complete the perspective taking questions. A total of eight subjects failed to complete both the
empathic concern and perspective taking questions. In the Known treatment, there was no statistical
difference in empathic concern scores in subjects that received the high control first compared to low
control (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=121, z=-1.10, p=0.27). Results are similar in the Uncertain treatment
(Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=118, z=1.59, p=0.11). When subjects received the High Control condition
first, there was no significant difference in empathic concern in the Known treatment compared to the
Uncertain treatment (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=122, z=-1.58, p=0.11). Similary results occur when
subjects received the Low Control condition first (Wilcoxon rank sum test, N=117, z=1.14, p=0.25).

Table S1. Empathy and Perspective Taking Summary Statistics

High Control First Low Control First
Known Uncertain Known Uncertain Total

Average:
Empathic Concern 24.7 25.7 25.1 24.6 25.1
Number of 60 62 61 56 239
Subjects

Perspective Taking 26.3 26.0 25.5 25.6 25.9
Number of 61 63 61 57 242
Subjects

In the Known treatment, perspective taking ability did not significantly differ between subjects
who received the High Control condition first compared to those who received the Low Control
condition first (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=122, z=1.26, p=0.21). Similarly results hold for the Uncertain
treatment (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=120, z=0.71, p=0.48). When subjects received the High Control
condition first, there was no significant difference between the Known and Uncertain treatments in
perspective taking (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=124, z=0.419, p=0.68). Similar results are found when
subjects received the Low Control condition first (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, N=118, z=-0.06, p=0.95).

Table S2 presents robustness checks for the results from table 3 in the main paper. The analysis is
repeated except for the addition of one period lagged variables for the the possible paths of play. The
lagged variables are only significant at the 10% in the Known treatment and High Control condition.
The hypothesis tests for inequity aversion and reciprocity are similar to the table in the main paper.
Table S3 reports fixed effects logit regressions as a further robustness check for table 3 from the main
paper. The table gives odds ratios on the probability that the second mover will cooperate given the
path of play. The hypothesis tests are similar to table 3 as well.

One worry is that there is multicollinearity between the empathic concern and perspective taking
variables. Table S4 repeats the analysis from table 4 in the main paper restricting the regressions to
only include empathic concern or perspective taking. Comparing to table 4 all the regressions have
similar results except in a few cases. In column (2) of table S4 the coefficient for empathic concern is no
longer significant at the 10% level. However, table S5 column(1) shows that empathic concern is still
significant when the regression is restricted to cases when the first mover cooperated. In column (4) of
table S4, unlike the regression results in the main paper perspective taking is significant at the 5% level.
The results for perspective taking are similar in table S5 to table 5 in the main paper. Table S6 and S7
examine empathic concern and perspective taking looking at all 20 rounds finding similar results.
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Table S2. Second Mover Cooperation by Treatment with lagged variables

Known Uncertain
High Control Low Control High Control Low Control

First Mover and 1.82∗∗∗ 2.18∗∗∗ 1.45∗∗∗ 1.62∗∗∗

Computer cooperated (0.28) (0.34) (0.23) (0.31)

First Mover cooperated −0.14 0.04 0.42
and Computer defected (0.49) (0.65) (0.37)

First Mover defected 1.11∗∗ 1.75∗∗∗ 1.76∗∗∗ 1.69∗∗∗

and Computer Cooperated (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.31)

First Mover and 0.49+ −0.19 −0.06 0.11
Computer cooperated lag (0.28) (0.26) (0.24) (0.28)

First Mover cooperated and −0.29 0.40 −0.10 0.48
Computer defected lag (0.52) (0.34) (0.53) (0.32)

First Mover defected 0.57+ 0.19 0.12 0.01
and Computer cooperated lag (0.33) (0.29) (0.34) (0.27)

Low Control First 0.15 0.66 −0.67 1.67∗

(0.64) (0.72) (0.60) (0.79)

Female −0.22 0.12 −0.63+ −0.26
(0.38) (0.43) (0.37) (0.55)

Intercept −1.86∗∗ −3.28∗∗∗ −0.70 −2.82∗∗∗

(0.60) (0.67) (0.52) (0.75)

N 556 604 562 563
ρ 0.56 0.64 0.51 0.72
Model χ2 57.85 57.64 59.98 58.48
Hypothesis Tests
Inequity Aversion (Prob> χ2(1)) 0.04∗ 0.08+ 0.35 0.79
Reciprocity (Prob> χ2(1)) 0.00∗∗∗ 0.00∗∗∗ 0.03∗ 0.00∗∗∗

Cluster robust standard errors by subject in parentheses. Hypothesis for Inequity Aversion is that cooperation given
computer cooperated is the same regardless of first mover’s choice. Hypothesis for Reciprocity
is that cooperation given first mover cooperated is the same regardless of computer’s choice.
Results are from random-effects probit regressions with round fixed effects.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table S3. Second Mover Cooperation by Treatment- Logit Regressions

Known Uncertain
High Control Low Control High Control Low Control

First Mover and 3.06∗∗∗ 3.25∗∗∗ 2.84∗∗∗ 2.64∗∗∗

Computer cooperated (0.49) (0.53) (0.47) (0.53)

First Mover cooperated −0.70 −0.68 0.13 0.67
and Computer defected (1.29) (0.88) (1.15) (0.61)

First Mover defected 1.27∗ 2.47∗∗∗ 3.03∗∗∗ 2.74∗∗∗

and Computer cooperated (0.56) (0.53) (0.62) (0.50)

N 620 620 610 610
Model χ2 97.70 107.69 101.39 95.06
Hypothesis Tests
Inequity Aversion (Prob> χ2(1)) 0.01∗∗ 0.08+ 0.76 0.82
Reciprocity (Prob> χ2(1)) 0.01∗∗ 0.00∗∗∗ 0.02∗ 0.00∗∗∗

Cluster robust standard errors by subject in parentheses. Hypothesis for Inequity Aversion is that cooperation given
computer cooperated is the same regardless of first mover’s choice. Hypothesis for Reciprocity
is that cooperation given first mover cooperated is the same regardless of computer’s choice.
Results are from fixed effects logit regressions with round fixed effects.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001



S10 of S12

Table S4. Second Mover Cooperation with Empathy and Perspective Taking Robustness(First 10
Rounds)

All Treatments Known All Treatments Known
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Cooperation Cooperation Cooperation Cooperation Cooperation Cooperation

Empathic Concern 0.32∗∗ 0.31
(0.12) (0.21)

Perspective Taking 0.18 0.31∗ −0.03 0.32
(0.12) (0.13) (0.21) (0.25)

Low Control 0.55∗∗ 0.53 0.51∗ 0.52∗ 0.48 0.41
(0.21) (0.34) (0.22) (0.22) (0.34) (0.34)

Low Control X −0.32 −0.89∗∗

Perspective Taking (0.26) (0.34)

Uncertain 0.51∗ 0.45∗ 0.45∗

(0.21) (0.21) (0.21)

First Mover and 1.33∗∗∗ 1.43∗∗∗ 1.29∗∗∗ 1.29∗∗∗ 1.36∗∗∗ 1.35∗∗∗

Computer cooperated (0.18) (0.28) (0.17) (0.17) (0.27) (0.27)

First Mover cooperated 0.04 −0.36 0.10 0.10 −0.43 −0.44
and Computer defected (0.24) (0.49) (0.24) (0.24) (0.48) (0.50)

First Mover defected 1.23∗∗∗ 1.15∗∗∗ 1.19∗∗∗ 1.19∗∗∗ 1.09∗∗∗ 1.11∗∗∗

and Computer Cooperated (0.19) (0.28) (0.18) (0.18) (0.26) (0.26)

Female −0.36+ −0.15 −0.19 −0.17 0.05 0.17
(0.21) (0.33) (0.21) (0.21) (0.34) (0.32)

Intercept −1.52∗∗∗ −1.62∗∗∗ −1.54∗∗∗ −1.58∗∗∗ −1.65∗∗∗ −1.73∗∗∗

(0.28) (0.45) (0.29) (0.29) (0.47) (0.46)

N 1210 610 1220 1220 620 620
ρ 0.43∗∗∗ 0.51∗∗∗ 0.44∗∗∗ 0.44∗∗∗ 0.51∗∗∗ 0.48∗∗∗

Model χ2 138.02 63.92 135.91 136.92 64.22 65.79
Results are from random effects probit regressions with round fixed effects. Regressions are from first 10 rounds. Cluster robust standard
at the subject level in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table S5. Second Mover Conditional Cooperation with Empathy and Perspective Taking Robustness

(1) (2) (3) (4)
First Mover First Mover First Mover First Mover
Cooperated Defected Cooperated Defected
Cooperation Cooperation Cooperation Cooperation

Empathic Concern 0.51+ 0.15
(0.29) (0.20)

Perspective Taking 0.36 0.23
(0.40) (0.19)

Low Control 0.61 0.47 0.56 0.30
(0.54) (0.31) (0.54) (0.32)

Low Control X −1.01+ −0.72∗

Perspective Taking (0.52) (0.33)

Computer cooperated 2.15∗ 1.08∗∗∗ 2.16∗ 1.10∗∗∗

(0.88) (0.26) (0.89) (0.24)

Female −0.25 −0.12 0.17 0.10
(0.52) (0.36) (0.49) (0.33)

Intercept −2.76∗ −0.90+ −3.05∗∗ −1.06∗

(1.11) (0.49) (1.17) (0.48)

N 209 306 210 313
ρ 0.67∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0.65∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗

Model χ2 20.87 27.59 20.44 28.93
Results are from random effects probit regressions with round fixed effects. Cluster robust standard
errors at the subject level in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table S6. Second Mover Conditional Cooperation in Known Treatment with Empathy- Robustness

High Control Low Control
First Mover First Mover First Mover First Mover
Cooperated Defected Cooperated Defected

Empathic Concern 0.81∗ 0.18 0.86∗ −0.06
(0.39) (0.24) (0.36) (0.33)

Computer Cooperated 1.76 1.50∗∗ 2.58∗∗∗ 2.10∗∗∗

(1.15) (0.52) (0.70) (0.59)

Low Control First 0.25 −0.75 1.02 2.33∗

(0.89) (0.70) (1.09) (1.17)

Female −0.49 −0.32 −0.21 0.17
(0.65) (0.47) (0.54) (0.60)

Intercept −2.36+ −0.67 −3.66∗ −3.76∗∗∗

(1.38) (0.63) (1.44) (1.03)

N 135 231 236 266
ρ 0.72 0.52 0.69 0.71
Model χ2 11.68 19.40 25.65 21.80
Regressions are from random effects probit regressions with round fixed effects. Cluster robust
standard errors at the subject level in parentheses. Regressions include all 20 rounds.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table S7. Second Mover Conditional Cooperation in Known Treatment with Perspective Taking-
Robustness

High Control Low Control
First Mover First Mover First Mover First Mover
Cooperated Defected Cooperated Defected

Perspective Taking 0.39 0.23 0.56 0.34
(0.48) (0.22) (0.43) (0.40)

Low Control First 0.29 −0.53 0.66 2.09+

(0.91) (0.60) (0.90) (1.07)

Low Control First X −0.87 −0.60+ −1.36∗ −1.17+

Perspective Taking (0.84) (0.35) (0.55) (0.61)

Computer Cooperated 1.79 1.20∗∗∗ 2.50∗∗∗ 1.96∗∗∗

(1.28) (0.35) (0.69) (0.50)

Female 0.02 −0.03 0.44 0.38
(0.64) (0.36) (0.48) (0.53)

Intercept −2.86+ −0.93+ −3.63∗∗ −3.69∗∗∗

(1.61) (0.56) (1.27) (0.94)

N 136 282 239 288
ρ 0.76 0.43 0.65 0.68
Model χ2 9.76 23.59 25.37 22.57
Regressions are from random effects probit regressions with round fixed effects. Cluster robust
standard errors at the subject level in parentheses. Regressions include all 20 rounds.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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