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Appendix A. Instructions and structure of the experiment 

 

 The experiment of this paper was computer-based. This appendix presents the instructions 

and the structure of the experiment. A concise presentation can be found in Fig. 5 of the paper. 

 

Step 0. Distribution of sealed envelopes 

 The experiment was incentivized using a modification of the prior incentive system (Prince; 

Johnson et al. 2018). At the beginning of each session with ὲ subjects, one volunteer was invited 

to randomly select ὲ/2 pairs of sealed envelopes.
1
 The envelopes in the selected pile were un-

paired by the experimenter by removing the clips holding each pair together. Each subject would 

then draw one envelope from the pile. Each subjectôs ID number was written on the outside of 

the sealed envelope drawn by the subject. 

  

                                                
1
 The experiment involved three treatments, each corresponding to one of three ambiguity types 

that subjects faced: nature, social, and betrayal ambiguity. Subjects in the social and betrayal 

ambiguity treatments were assigned an anonymous partner (a fellow subject) at the start of the 

experiment. The partner assignment was implemented by pairing the envelopes. In the nature 

ambiguity treatment, subjects did not need to be assigned a partner. Thus, the n sealed envelopes 

selected by a volunteer at the start of the session involving nature ambiguity were not paired. 
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Step 1. General instructions 

 Subjects began the experiment by entering their subject ID numbers and were presented with 

the general instructions informing them about the incentive mechanism (shown below). 
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Step 2. Presentation of ambiguity 

 Subjects in the nature ambiguity treatment were instructed to draw one card from a deck of 

four cards, which could be marked with the letter ὃ, ὄ, or ὅ. It was ambiguous to the subject 

how many of the cards in the deck were marked with each of the three letters. Upon drawing and 

confirming, subjects were informed that the marking of their card had been saved to be revealed 

to them at the end of the experiment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 Subjects in the social-ambiguity treatment were informed about the partner matching and 

told that the partner would choose one of three snacks labeled ὃ, ὄ, and ὅ. 
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 Subjects in the betrayal-ambiguity treatment were informed about the partner matching and 

presented with the description of the (trust) game and were told that the partner would choose 

one of the three allocations labeled ὃ, ὄ, and ὅ.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 6 

 

 

 

 

  



 7 

Step 3. Measurement of ambiguity attitude 

 At the start of this section, subjects were presented with an explanation of the decision 

situations to be encountered. The explanations were identical across treatments, except for the 

referred ambiguous events. In the nature ambiguity treatment, the events referred to the hidden 

marking of the card (ὃ, ὄ, or ὅ) drawn by the subject. In the social ambiguity treatment the 

events referred to the snack (ὃ, ὄ, or ὅ) chosen by the subjectôs partner. In the betrayal 

ambiguity treatment, the events referred to the allocation (ὃ, ὄ, or ὅ) chosen by the partner. 

Following the explanation, subjects were asked 3 comprehension questions in the nature and 

social ambiguity treatments, and 4 comprehension questions in the betrayal ambiguity treatment. 

Subjects needed to answer all questions correctly to be able to proceed. 
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 The explanation and comprehension questions in the nature ambiguity treatment are shown 

below. 
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