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Materials and Methods

Lost Wallet Experiments

We visited 355 cities in 40 countries and turned in a total of 17,303 wallets between July 2013 and
December 2016. Table K1 provides an overview of the study design, including the countries and
cities covered, the amount of money included in the wallets, the names on the business cards, the
items on the shopping list, and the number of observations. Our study was approved by the Hu-
man Subjects Committee of the Faculty of Economics, Business Administration, and Information

Technology at the University of Zurich.

Selection of Countries and Cities We selected our sample of countries based on several factors,
most important being that the country have a sufficient number of large cities. As a rough guide
during the planning process we aimed for populations of at least 100,000, but used this rule flexibly
as availability of feasible drop-off locations varied substantially even when restricting ourselves to
large cities. In addition to city size, a country had to be relatively easy to visit and safe enough for
our research assistants to perform the wallet drop-offs. Customs, immigration, and banking regu-
lation also played a role because research assistants needed to either import or withdraw sufficient
money to place in the wallets.

For each country we typically chose five to eight cities to perform the wallet drop-offs. We
took the largest cities of a country as a starting point and adapted the list to accommodate safety
concerns, cover the main regions of a country, and avoided cities that belong to the same metropoli-
tan area. As cities differed in their size, the number of drop-offs in a city was determined by the

relative population size using the following formula:

POPZ target
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where N, is the number of drop-offs in city i, POP,; is city i’s population size, k is a city sampled



from country C, and Nj"*“ is the target sample size for a given country. This adjustment was
designed to avoid a single city dominating our estimates of a country’s response rate, while also
giving greater weight to more populated cities as they represent a greater fraction of a country’s

total population (and so tend to be more influential politically, culturally, and economically).

Number of Drop-offs We usually collected 400 observations per country, but there were excep-
tions to this rule. For some countries we set a different target sample size, and for other countries
we ended up with deviations from the targeted sample size due to unforeseen circumstances or
minor errors in the data collection process.

We collected a greater number of observations in the US, UK, and Poland since we ran two ad-
ditional treatment conditions (BigMoney and Money-NoKey conditions) in these countries.” In the
United States, we collected 300 wallets each in the NoMoney and Money conditions and 200 wal-
lets each in the Money-NoKey and BigMoney conditions, yielding a total sample of 1,000 obser-
vations. In the UK, we turned in 200 wallets each in the NoMoney, BigMoney, and Money-NoKey
condition, and 600 wallets in the Money condition. We were unable to track email responses for
67 wallets in the Money condition and one wallet in the BigMoney condition due to a procedural
error, leaving us with a total of 1,132 observations in the UK. In Poland, we turned in 200 wallets
in each of our four conditions, yielding a total sample of 800 observations.

For eight countries — Croatia, Denmark, Ghana, Israel, Kenya, Norway, Serbia, and Russia
— we set a sample size target of 300 drop-offs due to either a limited number of sufficiently large
cities or due to safety concerns. For India, we made a last minute change by replacing Chennai with
Coimbatore due to severe flooding that took place in February 2015. In Kenya we did not carry
out data collection in the last city visited (Malindi) because the research assistant was arrested and

interrogated by the military police for suspicious activity. In Chile, four wallets had to be excluded

Tn the US, UK, Poland, France, Italy, and Spain we also conducted additional treatment arms which were or-
thogonal to our NoMoney and Money conditions. These additional treatment arms mostly involved changing subtle
characteristics about the owner of the wallet. We plan to report these results in a separate paper. For France and the
UK we observed no significant effect on the reporting rate across these additional conditions, so we pool the data for
those two countries here to increase the precision of our estimates. Excluding this additional data from the analysis
has virtually no effect on the results we report below.



from the analysis because of a handling mistake which made it impossible to ascertain the location
of where the wallets were turned in.

Additional minor deviations from the target sample size occurred due to rounding errors in
the allocation of drop-offs to different cities or because experimenters could not find a suitable
replacement for a closed drop-off location in time. Countries with minor deviations are marked by

a footnote in Table K11

Selection of Drop-off Locations We focused on five types of institutions as drop-off locations:
(1) banks, (i1) theaters, museums, or other cultural establishments, (iii) post offices, (iv) hotels, and
(v) police stations, courts of law, and other public offices. While we aimed at an equal distribution
of institutions, this was not always feasible. In particular, post offices were sometimes hard to
find near city centers as they are often spread over geographic regions. Our final distribution was
23% for banks, 20% for cultural establishments, 14% for post offices, 22% for hotels, and 21% for
public offices.

Drop-off locations were always planned in advance. To find appropriate locations, we used
official websites (e.g., for police stations), travel guides (e.g., for hotels and museums), and Google
Maps. To reduce travel time, we advised research assistants to select drop-off locations close to
a city center and to choose drop-off locations within walking distance of each other. To avoid
suspicion, we excluded drop-off locations that were next to or across the street from one another.
We also advised research assistants to select locations that were far enough away from a given
police station as to reduce the risk that multiple recipients would turn in wallets to the same police
station. When available, we used Google Street View to verify that a location still existed and
that the location was easily accessible from the street. Prior to performing the drop-offs, research
assistants also checked for national and local holidays, opening hours, and specific working culture

(e.g., siesta in Spain).

The Wallets Our wallets were transparent business card cases (see Fig K1). We used transparent

cases to ensure that recipients could inspect the wallet’s contents without having to open it. Each



Fig. S1. Example lost wallet

michael.wilson367 @mail-cube.com

Example of a wallet used in our field experiments. All wallets belonged to a male software developer
with country-specific names (see Table S1 for the complete list of names). We placed the business
cards in the wallets so that this information was visible to all participants. The wallet dimensions
were 93mm x 59mm x Smm and it weighed approximately 24 grams in the NoMoney condition.

wallet contained the same personal items: (i) three identical business cards, (ii) a grocery list, and
(iii) a key. The business cards displayed the owner’s name, email address, and job title. Their
purpose was to identify the owner and provide contact details.

The business cards and shopping list serve to identify the owner as a local resident, signaling
that it would be relatively easy to contact the owner and return the wallet. For the business cards,
we typically created three fictitious male owners for each country using common local names. We
used several sources to assemble lists of common first and last names, which we then checked to
avoid names used as references for generic or unidentified persons (e.g., John Doe), were shared
with celebrities, or led to a single user-profile on Facebook. The business cards provided the
owner’s email address, and identified him as a freelance software engineer (to avoid attempts by
recipients to reach the owner through his place of employment).

There were some exceptions to how we generated business cards and shopping lists for our
wallets. In Switzerland and the Czech Republic, we used the real name of research assistants so
that we would be able to collect reported wallets for our internal validation check. For these two
countries we also decided to use only two identities (rather than three) so that we could pick up

a larger share of the wallets. In Canada and India, different names were used for some cities to



accommodate for the local language. Due to South Africa’s history of race relations, we used two
discernibly white and two discernibly black names, leading to a total of four names.2 We made
occasional changes to the shopping lists to accommodate local customs, such as using rice instead
of pasta or substituting milk with some other beverage where lactose intolerance was common.

Table KT provides a comprehensive list of names and shopping lists.

Drop-off Procedure We recruited eleven male and two female research assistants to perform
the drop-offs. All research assistants were recruited from two German speaking universities and
born between 1985 and 1993 % Research assistants were carefully trained and received detailed
manuals on how to carry out the drop-offs. After walking into a building, research assistants were
instructed to approach an employee at the counter and say: “Hi, I found this [showing the wallet] on
the street just around the corner.” Then, they put the wallet on the counter and pushed it over to the
employee: “Somebody must have lost it. I'm in a hurry and have to go. Can you please take care of
it?"8 The research assistant subsequently left the building without leaving their contact details or
asking for a receipt.3 This interaction was designed to minimize recipients’ concerns about being
punished, since there was no written proof that a wallet had been turned in. Furthermore, by telling
recipients that the wallet was found outside the building around the corner, we avoided possible

concerns that the owner might come back and look for the wallet in that exact location.

Experimental Conditions Our primary experimental manipulation varied the amount of money

in the wallet. In the “NoMoney” condition, the wallets only contained business cards, a shopping

’In South Africa reporting rates were remarkably similar between Black and White names. Reporting rates were
always between 32% and 35%, with no significant difference in reporting rates between the four identities ( )(32 =0.255,
P =0.968).

3In the Robustness Checks section on page [I7 we assess the influence of research assistants and find no evidence
that differences between experimenters are driving our main results.

“Recipients were always approached in English, but research assistants also used a translator app on their cell
phones in case a recipient was not conversant in English.

SRecipients rarely refused to take the wallet. The median rejection rate was less than 0.4%, with only five countries
exhibiting rejection rates above 1% (and none greater than 5%). Columns (1) and (2) in Table K@ shows that rejection
rates did not significantly differ between the Money, NoMoney, and Money-NoKey conditions. We find a marginally
significant difference (t2gg4 = 1.77, P = 0.077) between the Money and the BigMoney condition, as shown in column
2. Using x>-tests, we find that only 3.3% of all possible pairwise country comparisons are significant at the 5% level
after controlling for the false discovery rate (26).



list, and a key. In the “Money” condition, the wallets also contained the equivalent of US $13.45.
We used local currencies, and to ensure comparability across countries we adjusted the amounts
for purchasing power parity using data from the International Monetary Fund. Table K1l provides
the exact amounts of money used in each country.

In three countries (the United Kingdom, Poland, and the United States), we conducted two
additional treatment conditions. We ran a “BigMoney” condition that was identical to the Money
condition but with the equivalent of US $94.15 in the wallets (i.e., seven times the amount found in
the Money condition). We also ran a “Money-NoKey” condition identical to the Money condition
but the wallets did not contain a key. Because the key is only valuable to the owner, the Money-
NoKey condition only varies the harm caused to the owner relative to the Money condition. This
treatment therefore allows us to isolate the role of altruism in people’s decision to return a lost
wallet.

We randomly assigned treatments and owner identities to drop-off locations. Tables S2-83
provide descriptive statistics and demonstrate that individual characteristics and situational factors

are well balanced across treatments.

Measuring Civic Honesty Our key outcome measure was whether a recipient contacted the
owner to return the wallet. We created our own email server to collect responses. The business
cards in each wallet had a unique email address that allowed us to automatically assign incoming
emails to its respective drop-off location and to automatically send a reply message in the local
language. The following reply message was sent three hours and fifteen minutes after receiving an
email from the recipients: “Hello, thank you very much for your email. I really appreciate your
help. Unfortunately, I have already left town. The content of the business card holder and the key
are not important to me. You can keep all of it or donate it to charity. Best regards, [firstname]
[lastname].” If present, we specifically mentioned the key because recipients would frequently
inquire about the key in follow-up emails. If multiple emails were sent to the same email address

then we flagged them for review by a research assistant. The majority of these emails did not



Fig. S2. Cumulative distribution function of response times
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Notes: Cumulative distribution function for the time elapsed between the drop-off of the wallets
and the email responses from the recipients by country. The three main countries, and the countries
with the highest and lowest response rate in the NoMoney condition are highlighted (ranking in
parentheses).

necessitate further action.

Besides automating part of the data collection, the use of a private email server allowed us to
register attempts to return a wallet even if the email address was spelled incorrectly. As long as the
domain name was spelled correctly, a research assistant could manually reassign the email to the
correct drop-off location. Common errors involve forgetting the dot in the email address or using
a similar name, such as‘“lars-andersen” or “lars.andresen” instead of “lars.andersen.”

We recorded emails that were sent within 100 days after the drop-offs. The median response
time was roughly 26 minutes across all countries, and about 88% of emails arrived within 24 hours
(see Figure K87). Table K7 shows that response times did not significantly differ across treatments.
Moreover, we find little variation in response times between countries. Using two-sample ¢-tests,

we find that only 1.5% of all possible pairwise country comparisons are significant at the 5%
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level (FDR-adjusted P-values). Average response times and response rates by country were not

significantly correlated (Spearman’s p = 0.162, P = 0.319).

Measuring Recipient Characteristics and Situational Factors Upon leaving the locations, our
research assistants filled out a short survey to collect additional information about the drop-offs.
This data allowed to account for incidental factors that varied across locations. Research assistants

recorded the following information:

e Recipient gender. Research assistants took note of the recipient’s gender, which was coded

as 0 for female and 1 for male.

e Recipient age. Research assistants estimated the recipient’s approximate age on a 6-point
scale: < 20, 20-30, 30-40, 40-50, 50-60, > 60. For all analyses using age we use a median
split dummy variable in which we coded as 1 if the recipient was estimated to be 40 years
or older and O otherwise. We used a median split for purposes of simplicity; using a set of
indicator variables for each age category does not meaningfully affect any of the treatment

effects we report.

e Busyness. Research assistants estimated how busy the recipient was on a 7-point scale from

“not at all” (0) to “very busy” (6).

e Local recipient. Research assistants assessed whether the recipient was a foreigner on a 7-
point scale from “local” (0) to “unclear” (3) to “foreigner” (6). We coded this variable as
1 if the recipient was rated below the midpoint of the scale and 0 otherwise. We used this
indicator variable for purposes of simplicity; treating this local residency as a continuous

variable does not meaningfully affect any of the treatment effects we report.

e No English. Whether the research assistant had to use a different language than English
to communicate with the recipient (using a mobile phone app). We coded this as O if the
recipient understood English, and 1 if the recipient did not. This variable was always coded

as 0 if a region is English speaking.

11



Recipient understood situation. Research assistants assessed the extent the recipient under-
stood the situation on a 7-point scale from “not at all”” (0) to “fully understood” (6). We only

collected this information after finishing data collection in Poland and the UK.

Friendliness. Research assistants assessed the friendliness of the recipient on a 7-point scale
from “very unfriendly” (0) to “very friendly” (6). We only collected this information after

finishing data collection in Croatia, Greece, Poland, Romania, Serbia, and the UK.

Computer. Research assistants noted if there was a computer at the recipient’s desk (0 =

computer absent, 1 = computer present).

Coworkers. Research assistants took note of how many employees participated in or closely
witnessed the exchange. They had the following response options: one, two, three, or more
than three. For all analyses using this variable we coded this variable as 1 if multiple cowork-
ers participated or closely witnessed the exchange and 0 otherwise. We used this indicator
variable for purposes of simplicity; using a set of indicator variables for each response option

does not meaningfully affect any of the treatment effects we report.

Other bystanders. Research assistants took note of how many other people could witness the
drop-off. They had the following response options: none, fewer than five, five or more. For
all analyses using presence of bystanders we coded this variable as 1 if any bystanders were
present and 0 otherwise. We used this indicator variable for purposes of simplicity; using a
set of indicator variables for each response option does not meaningfully affect any of the

treatment effects we report.

Security camera. Research assistants took note of whether a security camera was visible in
the room (0 = no camera visible, 1 = camera visible). We only collected this information

after finishing data collection in Poland and the UK.

Security guard. Research assistants took note of whether a security was present (0 = guard

present, 1 = guard absent). We only collected this information after finishing data collection

12



in Croatia, Greece, Poland, Romania, Serbia, and the UK.

Country-level Correlates of Civic Honesty As a supplement to our experimental study, we also
examined country-level predictors of civic honesty. We examined how rates of civic honesty vary

according to the following set of country-level characteristics:

e Country GDP. Logarithm of country gross domestic product based on purchasing-power-

parity per capita in 2010 from the IMF World Economic Outlook (27).

e Log. soil fertility. Logarithm of soil suitability, obtained from (28). The data is originally
from Ramankutty et al. (29) who estimated soil suitability at half-degree resolution based on
soil pH and soil carbon density. The data was then aggregated at the country-level by (30).

Missing data on Serbia has been replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

e Log. abs. latitude. Logarithm of the absolute latitude of a country’s approximate geodesic
centroid, obtained from (28). The data is originally from the CIA’s World Factbook. Missing

data on Serbia has been replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

e Distance to waterway. Distance (in 100 km) to the nearest ice-free coastline or sea-navigable
river, obtained from (28). The data is originally from (37). Missing data on Serbia has been

replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

o Temperature. Average monthly temperature (in Celsius degrees) of a country between 1961
and 1990, obtained from (28). The data is originally from the G-ECON project (32). Missing

data on Serbia has been replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

e Precipitation. Average monthly precipitation (in mm per month) of a country between 1961
and 1990, obtained from (28). The data is originally from the G-ECON project (32). Missing

data on Serbia has been replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

e Mean elevation. Mean elevation of a country (in km) above sea level, obtained from (28).

The data is originally from the G-ECON project (32). Missing data on Serbia has been

13



replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

Terrain roughness. Degree of terrain roughness, obtained from (28). The data is originally
from the G-ECON project (32). Missing data on Serbia has been replaced with data from

Yugoslavia.

Temperature (Volatility). Ancestry adjusted volatility of temperature between 1900 and
2000. Based on the Climatic Research Unit (CRU) database, and constructed using the
method outlined in (33). The variable is obtained from (34). Missing data on Serbia has

been replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

Precipitation (Volatility). Ancestry adjusted volatility of precipitation between 1900 and
2000. Based on the Climatic Research Unit (CRU) database, and constructed using the
method outlined in (33). The variable is obtained from (34). Missing data on Serbia has

been replaced with data from Yugoslavia.

Pathogen prevalence. Historic prevalence of nine infectious diseases (leishmanias, schisto-
somes, trypanosomes, leprosy, malaria, typhus, filariae, dengue, and tuberculosis) based on
epidemiological atlases from the first half of the 20th century, as constructed by (35). The
variable is obtained from (36). Data on Kazakhstan (and several other countries not covered
by our study) has been fitted based on an index of seven pathogens (excluding leprosy and

tuberculosis) (36).

Pronoun drop not allowed. Share of individuals that speak a language that does not allow
dropping the first-person pronoun (i.e., "I"), thereby putting more emphasis on the individual
(37). The variable was obtained from (37). The data is originally from (38). Data on
Croatia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, and Serbia has been manually completed based on the major

languages using data from the World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS).

Politeness distinction. Share of individuals that speak a language that prescribes the use of

different pronouns (e.g., “tu" and “vous" in French) depending on the relationship between

14



the speakers. This is a trait that has been linked to hierarchy and power distance (37). The
variable was obtained from (37). The data is originally from (38). Data on Croatia, Kaza-
khstan, Morocco, and Serbia has been manually completed based on the major languages

using data from the World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS).

Weak future time reference. Share of individuals that speak a language with a weak future
time reference, obtained from (39). Languages with a weak future time reference allow the
speaker to use the same grammatical tense to speak about present and future events instead of
having a grammatically distinct future tense. Data on Brazil, Morocco, Peru, Serbia, South
Africa, Indonesia, Ghana, Kenya, Kazakhstan, India, and the United Arab Emirates have
been manually completed based on the major languages using data from the World Atlas of

Language Structures (WALS).

Share of protestants. Percentage of a country’s population that is protestant, obtained from
(28). The data is originally from (40). Missing data on Serbia has been manually completed

using data from the Serbian census in 2002.

Family ties. Strength of family ties calculated following Alesina and Giuliano (47). The
variable is the first principal component of three family-related questions in the World Value
Survey (WVS): (1) “For each of the following, indicate how important it is in your life. -
Family:”, on a 4-point scale from 1 (not important at all) to 4 (very important), (i) “With
which of these two statements do you tend to agree? A: One does not have the duty to respect
and love parents who have not earned it; B: Regardless of what the qualities and faults of
one’s parents are, one must always love and respect them.” (iii) “Which of the following
statements best describes your views about parents’ responsibilities to their children? A:
Parents have a life of their own and should not be asked to sacrifice their own well-being for
the sake of their children; B: It is the parents’ duty to do their best for their children even at

the expense of their own well being.”
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e State history. State history index (42). For each period of 50 years from year 1 C.E. to
1950, a country’s experience with supra-tribal government is coded for (i) the existence of a
government above the tribal level, (i) whether said government was foreign or locally based,
and (ii1) how much of the current country it ruled. A discount factor of 5% for each 50 years
is applied so that more recent experience with statehood are weighted more heavily in the

index. The variable is obtained from (43).

e Years of democracy. Years since the polity score in the Polity IV data set is strictly above
zero, starting from 1800 or the year of independence for countries that became independent
later. The polity score is defined by subtracting the autocracy score from the democracy

score and ranges from “strongly democratic" (10) to “strongly autocratic" (—10).

e FExecutive constraints. Constraints on executive scale from the Polity IV data set. The scale
takes values from “unlimited authority” (1) to “executive parity or subordination" (7), the
later being defined as a situation in which “accountability groups have effective authority

equal to or greater than the executive in most areas of activity.”

e Judicial independence. Judicial independence as of 1995, obtained from (44). The data is
originally from LaPorta et al. (45) who defined the variable as the sum of three sub-scales
measuring (i) tenure of supreme court judges, (ii) tenure of the highest ranked judges ruling
on administrative cases, and (iii) the existence of case law. The variable is normalized to

range from zero to one.

e Constitutional review. Constitutional review as of 1995, obtained from (44). The data is
originally from LaPorta et al. (45) who defined the variable as the sum of two sub-scales
measuring (1) the extent to which judges of the supreme or constitutional court can review
the constitutionality of laws and (ii) how difficult it is to change the constitution. The variable

is normalized to range from zero to one.
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o Electoral rule: Plurality. Percentage of years between 1975 and 2000 in which a first-past-
the-post or winner-takes-all system was used to elect legislators, obtained from (44). The

data is originally from (46).

e Electoral rule: Proportionality. Percentage of years between 1975 and 2000 in which a
proportional system was used to elect legislators, i.e., legislators were elected based on the
share of votes that their party received in an election. The variables is obtained from (44).

The data is originally from (46).

e Primary education 1920. Primary school enrollment in 1920, obtained from (47).

17
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Tab. S6. Analysis of rejections

All countries UK, Poland, and US
) 2

Money 0.182 —0.270
(0.121) (0.380)
BigMoney 0.617
(0.559)
Money-NoKey 0.517
(0.547)
Constant 0.130 0.380
(0.161) (0.427)

Controls:
Institution FE yes yes
City FE yes yes
Money = BigMoney 0.077
Money = Money-NoKey 0.117
BigMoney = Money-NoKey 0.878
Wald test 0.184
Observations 16204 2959
Adjusted R? 0.009 0.006

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Column 1 shows the results for treatment Money
and NoMoney in all 40 countries. Column 2 shows the results for all four treatments in the United Kingdom, Poland,
and the United States. The dependent variable is a dummy variable indicating whether the recipient refused to take the
wallet. “Money,” “BigMoney,” and “Money-NoKey” are treatment indicators. The omitted category is the treatment
“NoMoney.” All models include city and institution fixed effects. The bottom of the table reports P-values from ¢-tests
for equality of the treatment coefficients and a Wald test of the joint significance of all treatments. Significance levels:
*P<0.05 * P<0.01, " P<0.001.
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Tab. S7. Analysis of response times

All countries

UK, Poland, and US

) 2
Money —0.082 —0.053
(0.131) (0.491)
BigMoney —0.142
(0.497)
Money-NoKey —-0.232
(0.510)
Constant 0.760 —0.185
(0.630) (0.492)

Controls:

Institution FE Yes Yes
City FE Yes Yes
Money = BigMoney 0.840
Money = Money-NoKey 0.666
BigMoney = Money-NoKey 0.838
Wald test 0.964
Observations 7340 1711
Adjusted R? 0.015 —0.004

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the response time in days.
Column 1 shows the results for treatment Money and NoMoney in all 40 countries. Column 2 shows the results for
all four treatments in the United Kingdom, Poland, and the United States. The dependent variable is the response time
in days. “Money,” “BigMoney,” and “Money-NoKey” are treatment indicators. The omitted category is the treatment
“NoMoney.” All models include city and institution fixed effects. The bottom of the table reports P-values from ¢-tests
for equality of the treatment coefficients and a Wald test of the joint significance of all treatments. Significance levels:
*P<0.05,* P<0.01, " P<0.001.
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Survey Experiments

We conducted nationally representative online survey experiments in the United Kingdom, Poland,
and the United States to investigate self-reported motives for deciding to return or keep a lost
wallet. We conducted surveys in the UK and US in English. For Poland, we hired two professional
translators — one for the Polish translation and the other to translate it back to English. We did
this to ensure that the meaning of the questions were not lost in translation.

We sampled a total of 2,525 respondents through a Qualtrics online sample (n = 829 in the UK,
n = 809 in Poland, and n = 887 in the US). To qualify for participation, individuals had to pass
a simple attention check and meet the demographic quotas (based on age, gender, and residence)
set by Qualtrics to construct the representative samples. Participants received a flat payment of US
$4.00 for their participation.

We randomly assigned participants to one of our four treatments corresponding to the NoMoney,
Money, BigMoney, and Money-NoKey condition. Participants were told the study was about lost
and found property, and then asked to rate their knowledge of lost property laws. They then read a
brief description of a typical drop-off scenario and viewed a picture of the wallet and its contents.
The particular description and picture of the wallet varied according to the condition. We also
randomized the owner’s name and the type of institution. Fig. 83 provides an example of how this
information was presented to participants.

After reading the scenario, participants completed several blocks of questions. In the first
block, participants were asked how likely was it they would receive a financial reward from the
owner if they were to contact him about the wallet, and responded on an 11-point scale from 0% to
100% in 10% increments. They were then asked, assuming the owner offered a financial reward,
how much money they thought the owner would give. Participants provided their response in an
open-text field.

In the second block, participants were asked the following questions on 11-point scales (0 =

not at all, 10 = very much): “How concerned would you be with other people’s impression of you
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Fig. S3. Example survey scenario

< i uozdoe.eu.qualtrics.com

Imagine the following situation:
You work at the front desk of a bank located in a major U.S. city.

A person enters the building and approaches you.
The person found a lost item outside the building (see picture below)
and says:

“Hi, I found this on the street just around the corner.”
The person puts the item on the counter and pushes it towards you.

“Somebody must have lost it. I’'m in a hurry and have to go. Can you
please take care of it?”

Then, the person leaves the building without leaving his or her name or
contact details.

Please take a few seconds to inspect the picture:

Frontside, backside, and content of the lost item:

$13.45

Key

Shopping list

3 business
cards with the
owner’s email

address

Notes: Scenarios and pictures were adjusted according to experimental condition and
country. We also randomly varied the owner’s name and type of institution in the sce-
nario.
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if you do not contact the owner?”, “How important do you think is the lost item for its owner?”,
“To what extent would it feel like stealing if you do not contact the owner?”, and “How concerned
would you be that you get punished if you do not contact the owner?” The order of questions in
this block were randomized for each participant.

In the third block, participants were asked to guess the annual income of the owner compared
to the average person in their country on a seven-point scale (—3 = much lower than the average
person, +3 = much higher than the average person). In the fourth block, participants were asked
how likely they would be to contact the owner to return the lost item, and also how likely that
someone else would contact the owner to return the lost item in such a situation. For both questions
participants responded on an 11-point scale from 0% to 100% in 10% increments.

We then included a number of exploratory questions. Participants were asked if they person-
ally have ever lost a wallet, a mobile phone, or a key, as well as if they have ever found a lost
wallet, mobile phone, or key. For each item they responded either yes (coded as 1) or no (coded
as 0). In another block participants completed seven items from the Empathic Concern subscale
of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (48). Participants also completed six items from the Im-
pression Management subscale of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (49), and a
four-item measure of general attitudes about honesty. Lastly, participants were presented with sev-
eral misbehaviors (e.g., cheating on one’s taxes) and asked to assess the degree that most other
people would consider the behavior appropriate or inappropriate on a four-point scale (—2 = very
inappropriate, +2 = very appropriate).

As an additional attention check, we asked participants to recall key details from the study. We
first asked them to list the contents of the wallet in a series of open-text boxes. We then asked them
to identify the name of the owner from a list of 6 options. Finally, we asked them to recall the

amount of money in the wallet in an open-text box.
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Prediction Study: Non-expert Sample

We conducted an online survey in the United States to investigate lay beliefs about the relationship
between civic honesty and monetary incentives. Our sample consisted of 299 U.S. adults from
Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk labor market (58% male, 42% female; M age = 35.49, SD =
10.66). To qualify for participation, individuals had to take the survey using a non-mobile device
(such as a desktop or laptop computer) and pass a simple attention check. Participants received a
flat payment of US $0.50 for their participation, along with the opportunity to win a $5.00 bonus.

Participants were told that we had recently conducted a study in 25 US cities, and their job was
to predict the outcomes of the study. We first described the general design of our lost wallet exper-
iments, then provided participants with details about the exact procedure, the wallets we turned in,
and details about three of our experimental conditions (NoMoney, Money, and BigMoney). Par-
ticipants were also provided with an image of the wallets similar to that in Fig §3. We then asked
participants to predict reporting rates (from 0-100%) for each condition. We informed participants
that they should try their best to be accurate, as the most accurate 5% of participants in the study
would receive a bonus payment of $5.00. All responses were made on the same page using slider
scales from O to 100.

On the next page we probed participants’ beliefs about the relevant motivations operating in
each of our experimental conditions. We first asked participants to consider the following three
issues that our recipients may have been considering when deciding to return or not return a wallet:
(i) how tempted would the recipient be to keep the money in the wallet, (ii) how concerned would
the recipient be for the owner, and (iii) how much would the recipient feel like they were a thief if
they did not return the wallet. Participants estimated the relative importance of these three concerns
for each condition on 100-point slider scales, with higher numbers indicated greater importance.
For each condition, responses for the three concerns were required to sum to 100.

Afterwards, participants provided basic demographic information including their age, gender,

ethnicity, educational level, employment status, and household income.
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Prediction Study: Expert Sample

We conducted a follow-up online survey to investigate expert predictions about the relationship
between civic honesty and monetary incentives. To do so, we surveyed a group of academic
economists whose email addresses were publicly available on the Research Papers in Economics
repository website (http://repec.orq).

We culled email addresses for economists who have published in the last five years, and who
ranked in the top 5% in at least one of the following dimensions on the website: “average rank,”
“citations,” “citations, discounted by age,” “h-index,” “abstract views,” and “downloads.” To ex-
clude economists who were likely to be familiar with our project, we excluded anyone from our
email list who was affiliated with a research institute in Zurich or on the website’s expert lists for
experimental economics, cognitive and behavioral economics, norms and social capital, or prospect
theory. This procedure yielded 2,283 email addresses. We sent out an invitation to participate in the
study, and received 294 completed responses. For our analysis we excluded 15 respondents who
reported familiarity with our lost wallet experiments, yielding a final sample of 279 participants
(88% male, 12% female; M age = 54.60, SD = 11.64). The overwhelming majority of respondents
were university professors (95%), with 71% at the rank of full professor.

Participants were given the same instructions and were asked to make the same predictions as in
our previous prediction study, but were not asked to complete the motivation items on self-interest,
altruism, and theft aversion. Participants were informed up front that the three most accurate
respondents would receive a US $100 bonus which they could keep or donate to charity. At the
end of the survey we asked respondents to report their gender, age, current academic status/ranking,

and whether they were previously familiar with our lost wallet experiments.
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http://repec.org

Supplementary Text 1: A Conceptual Framework for Civic Hon-
esty

We model a recipient’s decision to return a lost wallet as follows. A recipient chooses an action
a € {0,1} to either keep the wallet (a = 0) or return the wallet along with its content (a = 1).
The recipient’s decision is determined by four factors. The first factor reflects the effort necessary
to return the wallet. The recipient incurs an effort cost ¢ when returning the wallet, such as the
time required to contact the owner. The second factor reflects the potential material benefits to
the recipient. If the recipient decides to keep the wallet, then her material payoff increases by the
amount of money m in the wallet. The third factor reflects potential altruistic concerns from the
recipient towards the owner, captured by the weight o that the recipient places on the potential
externality. If the recipient fails to return the wallet then she can internalize the costs to the owner,
which includes the money inside the wallet (i) along with anything else inside the wallet thought
to be valuable to the owner (v). Based on prior empirical work (14, 50, 51), we assume that the
recipient cannot value the wallet more than its owner (0 < o < 1). The fourth factor reflects
self-image concerns, captured by the weight vy (hereafter what we call “theft aversion™). If the
recipient fails to return the wallet then she may consume a negative self-image resulting from
thinking of herself as a dishonest person. The weight placed on theft aversion is assumed to
be non-negative, ¥ > 0. Based on these four factors, an individual chooses action a in order to

maximize the following objective function:

max {(1 —a)m+aa(m+v)— (1 —a)ym—ac}. (2)
ae{0,1}

As is clear from equation (&), we assume the non-pecuniary costs of failing to return the wallet

(captured by o and y) increase linearly with the amount of money inside the wallet.5 It follows

OThis is a reduced form representation consistent with signaling models such as (52), where recipients are con-
cerned about their social or self-image. Returning a wallet with greater amounts of money is a costlier signal about
the recipient’s honesty and therefore yields a higher reputational benefit than a wallet with smaller amounts of cash.
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from equation (2) that a recipient will return a wallet if and only if
ov+m(a+y—1)>c. 3)

Note that in our framework theft aversion depends on the amount of money in the wallet, whereas
altruistic concerns for the owner depend on the amount of money as well other contents in the
wallet thought to be valuable to the owner. Accordingly, recipients sufficiently high in altruism
(i.e., a high o) would be compelled to return the wallet even when it contains little or no money.
By contrast, recipients who are theft averse (i.e., high 7) would be compelled to return a wallet
only when it contains sufficiently large amounts of money.

When we apply the framework to our current experiments, we obtain four potential types of
recipients. The first type involves recipients primarily motivated by material self-interest (i.e., low
o and low ), who will never return a wallet regardless of its contents. Our second type involves
recipients who are sufficiently altruistic and theft averse (i.e., high & and high y) who will always
return the wallet regardless of its contents (so long as such concerns outweigh the effort costs of
returning the wallet).

The third and fourth types are unique in that their behavior will depend on the wallet’s contents.
Our third type involves recipients high in altruism but low in theft aversion (i.e., high a and low 7),
who will return a wallet with little to no money but will keep a wallet when it contains sufficiently
large amounts of cash. These individuals are primarily motivated by altruistic concerns for low
amounts of money, but self-interest dominates for larger amounts of money. Formally this type is

comprised of individuals where

W > o> % )
Our fourth type involves recipients low in altruism but high in theft aversion (i.e., low o and high
7), who will fail to return a wallet with little to no money but return a wallet when it contains larger

amounts of cash. These individuals will not be sufficiently motivated by concern for the owner’s

Psychological costs could also be represented in other forms, such as negative emotional costs (53, 54) or a desire to
adhere to social norms (55, 56).
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welfare to return wallets with relatively small amounts of money, but theft aversion concerns will

dominate for larger amounts of money. Formally this type is comprised of individuals where

f>a>w, (5)

V v+m

The distribution of types in the population determines the nature of the relationship between
the reporting rate and the amount of money in the wallet. Figure S1 illustrates this dynamic along
a a/y-plane for the NoMoney and Money conditions. In the NoMoney condition, recipients with
sufficiently high altruistic concerns (& > o*) will return the wallet, while all other recipients will
not; the separation between these two response types is denoted by the vertical line in Figure S1.
In the Money condition, recipient types are distinguished by the line with slope —(v-+m)/m which
intersects the oc-axis to the right of o at @™ = (¢ +m)/(v+m). The two lines divide the plane
into four regions. Recipients in region A fail to return the wallet in both conditions because they
are self-regarding, reflecting our first type (low « and low 7). Recipients in region B will return
the wallet in both treatments because they are sufficiently altruistic and theft averse, reflecting our
second type (high o and high ). Region C consists of recipients who are altruistic enough to
return the wallet in the NoMoney condition but fail to return the wallet in the Money condition
due to self-interest, reflecting our third type (i.e., high & and low y). Finally, region D consists of
recipients who do not reach the threshold of altruism a* in the NoMoney condition and therefore
do not return the wallet, but who are sufficiently motivated by theft aversion to return the wallet in
the Money condition.

Based on our framework, treatment differences in reporting rates reflect the distribution of
types in the population. The fact that reporting rates are relatively higher in the Money condition
suggest that recipient types in region D are more prevalent than those in region C. An analogous
line of reasoning can be applied to explain the increase in civic honesty in the BigMoney condition

relative to the NoMoney and Money conditions.
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Fig. S4. Response patterns as a function of altruism (o) and theft aversion (y)

«—— Treatment No Money (m = 0)

Treatment Money (m > 0),
dy v+m

slope: — = —
da m

o

_c+m a
Tv+m

¢ *k
—=a a
v

This figure illustrates response patterns for each of four behavioral types as a function of altruism
(or) and theft aversion (y). Recipients in region A will not report a wallet in either treatment. In
contrast, recipients in region B will always report a wallet, regardless of whether it contains money
or not. Recipients in region C are sufficiently altruistic to return a wallet in the NoMoney condition,
but their degree of theft aversion is not large enough to compensate the temptation to pocket the
money in Money condition. Finally, region D comprises recipients who are not sufficiently altruistic
to report a wallet with no money, but their degree of theft aversion is strong enough to induce them
to return the wallet in the Money condition.
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Supplementary Text 2: Results

Behavioral Data from Lost Wallet Experiments

Civic Honesty Across Countries We first examine reporting rates in the NoMoney and Money
conditions for all 40 countries. Overall, 51% of recipients in the Money condition reported the
wallet compared to 40% of recipients in the NoMoney condition (z = 14.18, P < 0.0001). We
observe an increase in reporting rates for the Money condition relative to the NoMoney condition
in 38 out of 40 countries, and this effect is statistically significant at the 5% level for 19 countries
after adjusting for the pairwise comparison false discovery rate (26). Furthermore, in neither of the
two countries that displayed a reduction in reporting rates in the Money condition was the decline
statistically significant (z = 1.47, P = 0.141 for Mexico; z = 0.19, P = 0.853 for Peru).

Table SR displays the results when aggregated across all 40 countries. For the table as well
as all subsequent analyses, we use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression with robust standard
errors. Responses are coded as 100 if the wallet was reported and 0 otherwise. We use OLS for
purposes of simplicity and clarity because coefficients can be directly interpreted as percentage
point changes; using nonlinear models such as logistic regression return virtually identical results.
Column 1 of Table indicates that reporting rates increase by 10.8 percentage points in the
Money relative to the NoMoney condition when including city, institution, and treatment fixed
effects” (1041 = 15.16, P < 0.001).

Column 2 of Table 88 indicates that our treatment effect holds when also controlling for ad-
ditional recipient and situational characteristics. This specification also finds that these additional
characteristics also influenced reporting rates independent of our experimental conditions. On aver-
age men were roughly 2 percentage points less likely than women to report a wallet (t6928 = 2.78,
P = 0.005), and older recipients (i.e., those judged to 40 years or older) were 2 percentage points

less likely to report a wallet (16928 = 2.75, P = 0.006). The presence of a computer at the re-

"Controlling for the other two experimental conditions does not affect estimates of the Money coefficient, but
provides added precision when estimating our other control variables.
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Tab. S8. Reporting rates in the Money and NoMoney condition

(1) (2)
Money 10.828*** 10.792%*
(0.714) (0.712)
Male —2.076**
(0.747)
Age 40+ —2.030*
(0.738)
Computer 6.874**
(0.969)
Coworkers 4.675%
(0.765)
Other bystanders —3.900***
(0.795)
Constant 34.620** 33.302*
(11.434) (11.112)
Controls:
Institution FE yes yes
City FE yes yes
Treatments yes yes
Observations 17303 17295
Adjusted R? 0.178 0.185

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable in all models takes on
the value 100 if a wallet was reported and O otherwise. “Money” is a dummy for treatment Money (we also include
an indicator for treatments “BigMoney” and “Money-NoKey”). The omitted category in this table is the treatment
“NoMoney.” All models further include city and institution fixed effects. In column 2, we also include binary control
variables for individual and situational factors, including a recipient’s age (above 40 years) and gender (male), as well
as the presence of a computer, coworkers, and other bystanders. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P <
0.001.
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cipient’s workstation increased the likelihood of reporting a wallet (#1928 = 7.10, P < 0.001), as
did the presence of other coworkers (#1928 = 6.11, P < 0.001). The latter of the two findings
is unsurprising given that, in addition to the possibility of increased social monitoring, the pres-
ence of other coworkers may have also reduced recipients’ workload. By contrast, the presence of
other bystanders (excluding coworkers) decreased reporting rates (16928 = 4.90, P < 0.001). One
possibility for this result is that the increase in workload by having bystanders present exerted a
larger influence on recipients’ behavior than did the additional social pressure brought about by

the bystander’s presence.

Civic Honesty under High Stakes We next examine reporting rates for the three countries in
which we conducted the BigMoney condition alongside our Money and NoMoney conditions (N
= 2,932). Despite the higher incentive to steal, recipients were more likely to report a lost wallet
when it contained greater amounts of money. Across the three countries, 46% of the recipients re-
ported the wallet in the NoMoney condition, which increased to 61% in the Money condition and
increased even further to 72% in the BigMoney condition (z > 4.40 for all pairwise comparisons,
P <0.001). Column 1 in Table 89 shows that, when controlling for situational and recipient char-
acteristics, the average share of recipients who reports a wallet increases by almost 16 percentage
points in the Money relative to the NoMoney condition (#yg4¢ = 6.73, P < 0.001). The BigMoney
condition increases the reporting rate by 25 percentage points, on average, relative to the NoMoney
condition (f284¢ = 9.86, P < 0.001), and the difference between the BigMoney and Money condi-
tions is also significant (trg4¢ = 3.92, P < 0.001). Columns 2-4 show that the increasing trend in

civic honesty for larger monetary stakes holds for all three countries.

Testing for Altruism To examine the role of altruism, we compare the Money condition to the
Money-NoKey condition for the three countries where we conducted both treatments (N = 2,932).

Wallets from these two conditions contain the same contents with the exception of the key, which
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Tab. S9. Reporting rates in NoMoney, Money, and BigMoney condition

UK, Poland, and US United Kingdom Poland United States
M (@) 3 “
Money 15.940*** 23.106*** 3.310 18.301***
(2.370) (3.851) (4.690) (3.934)
BigMoney 25.235%** 35.941%* 11.761** 27.832%**
(2.558) (4.567) (4.410) (4.260)
Constant 35.506*** 25.763** 59.380%** 34.445%*
(8.517) (9.345) (11.216) (11.291)
Controls:
Recipient yes yes yes yes
Situation yes yes yes yes
Institution FE yes yes yes yes
City FE yes yes yes yes
Other treatments yes yes yes yes
Money = BigMoney 0.000 0.001 0.058 0.027
Observations 2926 1132 794 1000
Adjusted R? 0.091 0.122 0.050 0.100

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Column 1 presents the results for all three countries,
column 2 for the United Kingdom, column 3 for Poland, and column 4 for the United States. The dependent variable
in all models takes on the value 100 if a wallet is reported and 0 otherwise. “Money” and “BigMoney” are treat-
ment indicators (we also include an indicator for our “Money-NoKey” treatment but report those estimates in Table
KT0). The omitted category in this table is the treatment “NoMoney.” All models include binary control variables
for recipient and situational characteristics, including a recipient’s age (above 40 years) and gender (male), as well as
the presence of a computer, other people, and coworkers. All models include city and institution fixed effects. The
“Money = BigMoney” row reports P-values from 7-tests for equality of the treatment coefficients. Significance levels:
*P<0.05,* P<0.01, " P<0.001.

is valuable to the owner of the wallet but not to the recipient.¥ As a result, altruistic concerns
should be responsible for any differences in reporting rates between the Money and Money-NoKey
conditions. Shown in Table 810, we do find relatively fewer wallets were reported when they did
not contain a key. Column 1 indicates that the average reporting rate across countries decreased
by more than 9 percentage points in the Money-NoKey condition relative to the Money condition
(trgae = 3.70, P < 0.001). Columns 2-4 show that this pattern holds for all three countries, though
the difference was statistically significant only for the UK and Poland (12 and 10 percentage points,

respectively).

8In the representative survey experiments, we asked participants to evaluate the importance of the wallet to the
owner on a 11-point scale from not at all (0) to very much (10). Consequently, respondents tended to recognize the
value of the key to the owner. On average, respondents considered the wallet in the Money-NoKey condition to be
2.32 points (or 0.86 standard deviations) less important to the owner compared than the wallet in the Money condition
(t1120 = 14.33, P < 0.001). This comparison is in the same direction and statistically significant when examining each
country separately (all P-values < 0.001).
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Tab. S10. Reporting rates in Money-NoKey condition

UK, Poland, and US United Kingdom Poland United States
1 @) 3) “

Money-NoKey —9.185™** —11.750** —9.820* —2.927
(2.482) (3.832) (4.743) (4.433)

Constant 51.446%* 48.869"** 62.690*** 52.746***
(8.393) (8.971) (11.068) (11.373)

Controls:

Recipient yes yes yes yes
Situation yes yes yes yes
Institution FE yes yes yes yes
City FE yes yes yes yes
Other treatments yes yes yes yes
Observations 2926 1132 794 1000
Adjusted R? 0.091 0.122 0.050 0.100

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Column 1 presents the results for all three countries,
column 2 for the United Kingdom, column 3 for Poland, and column 4 for the United States. The dependent variable
in all models takes on the value 100 if a wallet is reported and 0 otherwise. “Money-NoKey” is a treatment indicator
(we also include indicators for treatments “NoMoney” and “BigMoney” but do not report their estimates for ease of
exposition). The omitted category in this table is the treatment “Money.” All models include binary control variables
for individual characteristics and situational factors, including a recipient’s age (above 40 years) and gender (male), as
well as the presence of a computer, other people, and coworkers. All models include city and institution fixed effects.
Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.001.
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Survey Data from Nationally Representative Samples

Since we collected survey data to measure how possible psychological motives to report a lost
wallet differ according to wallet content, we restrict our analysis to participants who were able to
correctly recall the amount of money inside the wallet described to them (rounded to the nearest
integer). This leaves us with a sample of 2,160 participants from our original sample of 2,525.
When we do not exclude any participants we find largely similar results (displayed in Table §T2)

to those reported below.

Evidence for Theft Aversion In our survey experiments, we asked participants to rate the extent
to which failing to report a wallet felt like stealing. Column 1 in Table ST1 shows that across the
three countries, respondents reported that failing to return a wallet would feel more like stealing
when the wallet contained greater amounts of money. Relative to the NoMoney condition, the
average score increased by 1.57 points (or 0.47 standard deviations) in the Money condition, and
by 2.08 points (or 0.64 standard deviations) in the BigMoney condition (f150 = 7.72, P < 0.001
for Money; 1,150 = 10.41, P < 0.001 for BigMoney). The difference between the Money and Big-
Money condition was also significant (t150 = 2.71, P = 0.007). In contrast, we failed to observe
a reliable difference in responses between the Money and Money-NoKey conditions (t150 = 1.13,
P = 0.259). This suggests that anticipated costs due to theft aversion depend on the amount of
money in the wallet, but do not meaningfully depend on other contents that are only valuable to
the owner.

In the survey we also asked respondents to report the likelihood they would contact the owner
to return the wallet (from 0-100%). Naturally such self-reports should be interpreted with caution,
and indeed we find responses were overly optimistic when compared with the behavioral data
(average estimates ranged between 88% and 93% across countries). Nevertheless, the pattern of
treatment differences in self-reported likelihood of returning wallet follow the same rank-ordering
as those from our lost wallet experiments (see column 2 in Table 8TTI), and so we use our self-report

data as a proxy for exploring possible motives for returning a lost wallet.

50



Tab. S11. Survey responses across experimental conditions

Theft aversion

Stated likelihood of reporting

concerns (in %)
(eY) (@) 3 “

Money 1.570%** 2.400* —0.748 —0.368
(0.203) (0.985) (0.966) (0.941)
BigMoney 2.076** 3.847%* —0.315 —0.928
(0.200) (0.975) (0.989) (0.979)
Money-NoKey 1.358*** —2.454* —5.177 —1.843
(0.201) (1.171) (1.131) (1.163)

Theft aversion concerns 2.005** 1.690***
(0.161) (0.152)

Perceived importance to owner 1.283***
(0.180)
Fear of punishment 0.133
(0.106)

Constant 6.512% 86.414** 73.357* 65.609***
(0.224) (1.217) (1.675) (2.126)

Controls:

Institution FE yes yes yes yes
Country FE yes yes yes yes
Money = BigMoney 0.007 0.120 0.623 0.516
Money = Money-NoKey 0.259 0.000 0.000 0.165
Observations 2160 2160 2160 2160
Adjusted R? 0.053 0.029 0.159 0.188

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. In column 1 the dependent variable is our proxy for
theft aversion concerns which is measured by the question “To what extent would it feel like stealing if you do not
contact the owner?” with possible answers ranging from “not at all” (0) to “very much” (10). The dependent variable
in columns 2-4 is the likelihood that participants would report the wallet (as a percentage). “Money,” “BigMoney,”
and “Money-NoKey” are treatment indicators. All models include country and institution fixed effects. The bottom of
the table reports P-values from z-tests for equality of the treatment coefficients. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P <

0.01, ** P < 0.001.
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Tab. S12. Survey responses across experimental conditions, full sample

Theft aversion

Stated likelihood of reporting

concerns (in %)
1) 2 3) 4

Money 1.501%** 2.919* —0.121 0.219
(0.189) (0.958) (0.939) (0.916)
BigMoney 1.742%%* 3.708** 0.181 —0.423
(0.190) (0.968) (0.975) (0.960)
Money-NoKey 1.225%** —1.736 —4.217 —0.786
(0.189) (1.124) (1.082) (1.112)

Theft aversion concerns 2.025** 1.699***
(0.151) (0.140)

Perceived importance to owner 1.436%**
(0.172)
Fear of punishment 0.059
(0.099)

Constant 6.653** 85.616"* 72.143*** 63.917**
(0.208) (1.158) (1.573) (2.003)

Controls:

Institution FE yes yes yes yes
Country FE yes yes yes yes
Money = BigMoney 0.167 0.371 0.716 0.427
Money = Money-NoKey 0.110 0.000 0.000 0.312
Observations 2525 2525 2525 2525
Adjusted R? 0.039 0.023 0.152 0.185

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Full sample, including participants that failed our
recall attention check. In column 1 the dependent variable is our proxy for theft aversion concerns measured by the
question “To what extent would it feel like stealing if you do not contact the owner?” with possible answers ranging
from “not at all” (0) to “very much” (10). The dependent variable in columns 2-4 is the likelihood that participants
would report the wallet (as a percentage). “Money,” “BigMoney,” and “Money-NoKey” are treatment indicators. All
models include country and institution fixed effects. The bottom of the table reports P-values from ¢-tests for equality
of the treatment coefficients. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001.
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Column 3 in Table ST shows that theft aversion concerns were positively related to one’s stated
likelihood of reporting a wallet (#7149 = 12.44, P < 0.001). Furthermore, compared to the model
displayed in column 2 that does not control for theft aversion, the model in column 3 provides a
substantially better fit to the data (adjusted R-squared increases from 0.029 to 0.159) and the coef-
ficients for the Money and BigMoney conditions shrink and are no longer statistically significant.
To the extent such self-reports extend to real behavior, theft aversion may partly explain why peo-
ple are more likely to return a lost wallet with greater amounts of money inside. Finally, column
4 also includes a measure of perceived importance of the wallet to the owner, which serves as a
proxy for altruistic concerns, and a measure for the subjective fear of punishment if the wallet is
not reported. We find that both the perceived importance of the wallet and the aversion to viewing
oneself as a thief are positively related to the stated likelihood of reporting the wallet (2147 = 7.14,
P <0.001 and #7147 = 11.11, P < 0.001, respectively). This suggests that both altruism and theft
aversion concerns are relevant to reporting a lost wallet, and that the two operate independently
of each other. In contrast, self-reported fear of punishment is not significantly correlated with the
stated likelihood of reporting the wallet (#2147 = 1.26, P = 0.208). Thus, if anything, threat of
punishment plays only a minor role in reporting a lost wallet.

The pattern of results displayed in Table ST1l suggests that theft aversion explains why the re-
porting rate increases with the amount of money in the wallet, but not with the presence or absence
of the key. To test this hypothesis, we conducted a series of mediation analyses. For the first medi-
ation test, we restricted observations to the three conditions that only varied the amount of money
in the wallet (NoMoney, Money, and BigMoney conditions). Using the NoMoney condition as
our reference variable, we calculated indirect paths {Money — theft aversion — Likelihood of
reporting} and {BigMoney — theft aversion — Likelihood of reporting} using bootstrapped stan-
dard errors with 10,000 resamples (57). Consistent with our hypothesis, theft aversion mediated
the relationship between the amount of money inside the wallet and the likelihood of reporting a
lost wallet (indirect bysoney = 2.47, SE = 0.42, P < 0.001; indirect bpigproney = 3.26, SE = 0.48,

P < 0.001). Furthermore, the direct effect in both conditions was nonsignificant after account-
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ing for the indirect effect of theft aversion (direct byoney = 0.003, SE = 0.97, P = 0.997; direct
bpigMoney = 0.43, SE = 0.99, P = 0.666).

We then conducted a second mediation test based on our framework’s assumption that altruism,
rather than theft aversion, should explain the difference in reporting rates between the Money and
Money-NoKey conditions. Restricting observations to only those two conditions, we conducted a
similar path analysis as before except this time for the indirect paths { Money-NoKey — Perceived
harm to owner — Likelihood of reporting} and {Money-NoKey — Theft aversion — Likelihood
of reporting}. Consistent with our conceptual framework, we find that our proxy for altruistic
concerns (perceived harm to the owner) reliably mediates the difference between the two conditions
(indirect b = —3.58, SE = 0.57, P < 0.001) while theft aversion does not (indirect » = —0.45, SE
= 0.41, P = 0.274). Furthermore, the direct effect of experimental condition was nonsignificant
after accounting for our indirect effects (direct b = —0.96, SE = 1.10, P = 0.381). Taken together
these results are consistent with the hypothesis that theft aversion explain why the reporting rate
increases with the amount of money in the wallet, but does not explain why the reporting rate

decreases with the absence the key.
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Prediction Data: Non-expert Sample

We examined whether people anticipate our behavioral results by asking online participants to
predict reporting rates in the US for wallets that contained $0, $13.45, and $94.15. Contrary
to the behavioral data, respondents predicted that reporting would be highest when the wallet
contained no money (M = 72.71, SD = 29.47), lower when the wallet contained a modest amount
of money (M = 65.04, SD = 24.01), and lower still when the wallet contained a substantial amount
of money (M = 54.55, SD = 28.88). All three predictions were reliably different from one another
(Table 813, Column 1; to93 > 6.40, P < 0.001 for all pairwise comparisons). For each condition we
also compared the average predicted change to the actual change in reporting rates. The predicted
change in reporting rates was always lower (i.e., more cynical) than the actual change in reporting
rates (fp93 > 12.16, P < 0.001 for all pairwise comparisons).

We next examined response profiles within participants.? As the amount of money inside the
wallet increased, 64% predicted a monotonic decrease in civic honesty, 18% predicted a monotonic
increase in civic honesty, 3% predicted no change, and 15% displayed non-monotonic predictions.
Using a sign test (coded as —1 = predicted a decrease in civic honesty, +1 = predicted an increase in
civic honesty, 0 = all remaining responses), we find that reliably more participants expected rates
of civic honesty to decrease than increase as wallet amounts became larger (P < 0.001).

Participants also reported their beliefs about the relative share of different motivations operat-
ing in each condition. On average participants expected self-interest to grow and altruistic concerns
to shrink for wallets containing relatively more money. Compared to the NoMoney condition, par-
ticipants expected the temptation of recipients to pocket the money to increase by 18.95 points (or
0.93 standard deviations) in the Money condition, and by 36.98 points (or 1.26 standard devia-
tions) in the BigMoney condition (t9g > 16.00, P < 0.001 for both comparisons). The difference
between the Money and BigMoney conditions was also significant (to9g = 14.15, P < 0.001). We

see the reverse pattern for beliefs about altruistic concerns by recipients towards the owner of the

9We assume weak monotonicity when calculating percentages for response profiles. Results from our sign-tests do
not meaningfully change when response profiles are instead calculated assuming strong monotonicity.
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wallet. Relative to the NoMoney condition, participants expected altruistic concerns to decrease
by 23.95 points (or 0.92 standard deviations) in the Money condition, and by 42.15 points (or 1.31
standard deviations) in the BigMoney condition (fp93 > 15.80, P < 0.001 for both comparisons).
The difference between the Money and BigMoney conditions was also significant (98 = 14.96,
P <0.001).

Recall that in the behavioral and self-report data, theft aversion appeared to play an important
role in explaining variation across conditions appears. Respondents in our prediction study, on the
other hand, afforded considerably less importance to concerns of theft aversion. Relative to the
NoMoney condition, participants did expect concerns about viewing oneself as a thief to increase
by 5 points (or 0.26 standard deviations) in the Money condition, and by 5.17 points (or 0.21
standard deviations) in the BigMoney condition (t29g > 3.60, P < 0.001 for both comparisons). The
difference between the Money and BigMoney conditions was not statistically reliable (p93 = 0.16,
P = 0.875). We also note differences in predicted theft aversion concerns across conditions were
considerably smaller than those observed for predicted self-interest or altruism.

Lastly, we examined how inferences about motivations related to predictions of rates of civic
honesty (columns 2—4, Table ST3). Self-interest scores were inversely related to predicted reporting
rates (column 2; tr9g3 = 9.54, P < 0.001), and altruism scores were positively related to predicted
reporting rates (column 3; tp9s = 6.53, P < 0.001). In both cases, the adjusted R-squared increases
by more than a factor of 2 relative to our baseline model in column 1, and the coefficients for
our treatment coefficients shrink and are no longer statistically significant. However, as displayed
in column 4, theft aversion concerns were not reliably associated with predicted reporting rates
(trgg = 1.36, P =0.174). When compared to our baseline model, including theft aversion concerns
in the model does not meaningfully increase explained variance and our treatment coefficients do
not decrease in size.

The pattern of results displayed in Table suggest that respondents’ inferences about self-
interest and altruism, but not concerns of theft aversion, underly their beliefs that response rates

will decline for wallets with relatively more money. To test this hypothesis, we conducted a series
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Tab. S13. Predictions of reporting rates across experimental conditions

()] (@) 3) “

Money —7.672** 1.613 0.198 —8.120"**

(1.199) (1.634) (1.729) (1.272)
BigMoney —18.164*** —0.041 —4.313 —18.627**

(2.297) (2.893) (2.965) (2.300)
Self-interest —0.490"**

(0.051)
Altruism 0.329***
(0.050)
Theft aversion concerns 0.090
(0.066)

Constant 72.709*** 77.533*** 49.534%* 70.950***

(1.706) (1.716) (3.820) (2.180)
Money = BigMoney 0.000 0.327 0.007 0.000
Observations 299 299 299 299
Adjusted R? 0.066 0.191 0.138 0.068

OLS estimates with participant-clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is predicted report-
ing rates by recipients (from 0-100%). “Money” and “BigMoney” are treatment indicators. The omitted category is
“NoMoney.” The bottom of the table reports P-values from ¢-tests for equality of the treatment coefficients. Signifi-
cance levels: * P <0.05, ™ P <0.01, ™" P<0.001.

of mediation analyses. For each our three motivation items,m™

we calculated the indirect path-
way {Experimental conditions — Inferred motivation — Predicted reporting rate} using boot-
strapped participant-clustered standard errors with 10,000 resamples (57). Consistent with the
pattern suggested in Table 813, inferences of increasing self-interest and declining altruism each
statistically mediate the relationship between experimental conditions and predicted reporting rates
(self-interest results: indirect byoney = —9.29, SE = 1.18, P < 0.001; indirect bg;gproney = —18.12,
SE = 2.18, P < 0.001; altruism results: indirect byjoney = —7.87, SE = 1.29, P < 0.001; indirect
bigMoney = —13.85, SE = 2.20, P < 0.001). However, we fail to observe a reliable indirect effect
of inferred theft aversion concerns on predicted reporting rates (indirect byoney = 0.45, SE = 0.36,
P =0.209; indirect bpjgponey = 0.46, SE = 0.37, P = 0.216). Thus, participants appeared to weight

the role of self-interest and declining altruism, but not inferences of theft aversion, in predicting

rates of civic honesty.

10We conducted separate mediation analyses for each motivation item rather than conduct a simultaneous mediation
test for all three items, as the latter analysis would require us to remove at least one item due to collinearity (since
inferences for the three items were required to sum to 100).
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Prediction Data: Expert Sample

The results we observe from our expert sample were qualitatively similar to those from our MTurk
sample, but considerably weaker in magnitude. On average, respondents predicted that reporting
rates would be highest in the NoMoney condition (M = 69.38, SD = 25.43), followed by the
Money condition (M = 68.98, SD = 21.36), and lowest in the BigMoney condition (M = 65.70,
SD = 23.15). We compared conditions using an OLS regression with participant-clustered standard
errors. Predicted reporting rates in the BigMoney condition were reliably lower than those in the
NoMoney condition (73 = 2.05, P = 0.042) and Money condition (73 = 2.50, P = 0.013), but
predicted reporting rates in the NoMoney and Money conditions did not reliably differ from one
another (t,73 = 0.44, P = 0.660). For each condition we also compared the average predicted
change to the actual change in reporting rates. The predicted change in reporting rates was always
lower (i.e., more cynical) than the actual change in reporting rates (t73 > 8.70, P < 0.001 for all
pairwise comparisons).

We next examined response profiles within participants. As the amount of money inside the
wallet increased, 49% predicted a monotonic decrease in civic honesty, 29% predicted a monotonic
increase in civic honesty, 6% predicted no change, and 16% displayed non-monotonic predictions.
Using a sign test (coded as —1 = predicted a decrease in civic honesty, +1 = predicted an increase
in civic honesty, 0 = all remaining responses), we find that reliably more participants expected
rates of civic honesty to decrease than increase as wallet amounts became larger (P < 0.001). In
summary, experts in our sample held inaccurate beliefs, but to a lesser degree than our sample of

MTurkers.
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Cross-country Correlates of Civic Honesty

In this section, we explore possible explanations for cross-country differences in civic honesty. To
address potential issues related to reverse causality, we primarily consider “deep” and historical
explanatory variables which are plausibly exogenous to honest behavior and are considered for-
mative to the development of society (43). To illustrate the value of this approach, consider that
reporting rates in our study are positively correlated with contemporaneous measures of wealth
(such as per capita income). From this correlation it is unclear whether country wealth leads to
greater civic honesty or vice versa (or alternatively, some unobserved third variable influences
both wealth and civic honesty). Now consider that, instead of wealth, we observed a correlation
between a country’s geographic terrain and civic honesty. Country terrain can be considered a
deep variable because civic honesty is unlikely to influence geography, but geography could po-
tentially influence civic honesty (by shaping citizen’s interactions in ways that benefit or hinder
cooperation). For this reason, using deep and historical variables is potentially more informative in
explaining cross-country differences in civic honesty. We then extend our analysis to explore the
role of culture and institutions, with the caveat that those factors may be endogenous™ (25, 58-60).

We conducted a series of OLS regressions in which we regressed a given country-level variable
onto individual decisions to report a wallet (for a full list of variables, see the “Country-level Cor-
relates of Civic Honesty” subsection of Materials and Methods). As the rank-ordering of countries
is almost identical for the NoMoney and the Money condition (Spearman’s p = 0.939, P < 0.001),
we pooled data between the two conditions. All regressions control for treatment condition, re-
cipient and situational characteristics, as well as institution fixed effects. Fig. 83 presents the
corresponding coefficients and standard errors (adjusted for clustering at the country-level). We
standardized the explanatory variables to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one, so

the coefficients can be interpreted as the difference in reporting rates associated with a one standard

'1Some of the variables were not available for all countries in our dataset. Where possible, we updated the data to
obtain better geographic coverage. For example, measures of historic institutions were substituted from predecessor
countries and we manually coded linguistic traits for several countries using the World Atlas of Language Structures
(WALS). Fig. K1 shows that the results are qualitatively similar if we only use data from the original sources.
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deviation change in the explanatory variable. To account for multiple hypothesis testing, we report
P-values adjusted for the false discovery rate (26). Figs. 88 and 89 show that our results are robust
when we conduct our regression analysis separately for the Money and NoMoney conditions.

We first examined whether rates of civic honesty are correlated with commonly-discussed ge-
ographic conditions: soil fertility, absolute latitude, distance to waterways, temperature, precipi-
tation, elevation, and terrain ruggedness. These geographic conditions have been found to foster
economic development (43, 61), and we find that such variables are also significantly associated
with civic honesty. Country-level reporting rates for lost wallets were associated with absolute
latitude (39 = 5.26, P < 0.001), lower temperature (t39 = 4.40, P < 0.001), and lower elevation
(t39 =2.77, P =0.020). These findings suggest that civic honesty may be a channel through which
geography affects economic development, in that geographic conditions and climate could have
influenced the scope of social interactions and cooperation in pre-industrial societies. Norms of
trust and cooperation may have in turn facilitated the transition from agricultural societies to mar-
ket economies, which are based on interactions with out-group members and strangers (62—68).
Another possibility is that geography indirectly influences civic honesty by promoting favorable
economic conditions, which in turn increases rates of honesty (69-71).

We next examined the role of historical weather variability. Buggle and Durante (72) advanced
the hypothesis that subsistence farmers developed persistent norms of cooperation and trust in
strangers to cope with climate risk, which in turn facilitated exchanges between communities or
helped to establish geographically-diversified insurance agreements (73—75). Using regional sur-
vey data from Europe, they found that historical weather variability is positively correlated with
trust. Corroborating Buggle and Durante’s survey results, we find that historical seasonal vari-
ability in temperature is also positively correlated with reporting rates in our study (t39 = 2.82,
P =0.019)."2

We conclude our analysis of geographic factors by examining the relationship between histori-

cal prevalence of infectious diseases and civic honesty. According to the prominent pathogen-stress

12We also do not observe a significant correlation between precipitation and reporting rates (39 = 0.36, P = 0.750).
According to (76), temperature shocks were more decisive for productivity in the pre-industrial era than precipitation.
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Fig. S5. Correlates of civic honesty

Geography
Log. soil fertility (40) — p =0.420
Log. abs. latitude (40) = p =0.000
Distance to waterway (40) — p=0.324
Temperature (40) — p =0.000
Precipitation (40) — p=0.376
Mean elevation (40) — p =0.020
Terrian roughness (40) — p=0.333
Temperature (Volatility) (40) — p=0.019
Precipitation (Volatility) (40) — p =0.750
Pathogen prevalence (40) — p =0.000

Culture
Pronoun drop not allowed (40) — p =0.001
Politeness distinction (40) — p =0.851
Weak future time reference (40) — p =0.492
Share of protestants (40) — p =0.000
Family ties (33) i p =0.000

Institutions
State history (39) A p=0.572
Years of democracy (40) — p=0.029
Executive constraints (40) = p =0.000
Judical independence (31) _ p=0.579
Constitutional review (31) — p =0.655
Electoral rule: Plurality (37) — p =0.750
Electoral rule: Proportionality (37) — p=0.022
Primary education 1920 (39) — p =0.000

-5 10 -5 0 5 10 15
Change in reporting rate (%)

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates with standard errors clustered at the country-
level. The dependent variable takes on the value 100 when an individual reported
a wallet and 0 otherwise. Each coefficient has been estimated separately using
standardized explanatory variables. They can therefore be interpreted as the dif-
ference in reporting rates associated with a one standard deviation change in the
explanatory variable. We control for treatment status, institution fixed effects, and
our standard set of control variables for recipient and situational characteristics:
dummies for age above 40 years and gender, as well as the presence of a computer,
coworkers, and other bystanders. To correct for multiple hypothesis testing, P-
values are adjusted for false discovery rate (26). The number of countries included
in the regressions is indicated in parentheses.
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theory of sociality, communities that lived in regions with high exposure to infectious diseases
were less likely to interact with strangers to prevent potential infection of novel pathogens, and
as a result adopted collectivistic norms limited to one’s immediate in-group (77, 78). Given that
the lost wallets in our study always belonged to a stranger, recipients in locations with historically
high pathogen prevalence may have felt less compunction to return a lost wallet to an out-group
member. Consistent with this hypothesis, we find a sizable negative association between historical
pathogen prevalence and civic honesty (39 = 7.20, P < 0.001).

We next explored the relationship between civic honesty and cultural proxies for a generalized
sense of morality — that is, moral norms and obligations that extend beyond one’s in-group to
anonymous strangers (79). To do so we first examined the role of different language structures,
as language is thought to directly shape norms and expectations about behavior. For instance,
Kashima and Kashima (38) proposed that languages which do not permit the dropping of first
person pronouns (e.g., “I” in English or “ich” in German) serve to demarcate an individual from his
or her social context, in turn reinforcing values around individual autonomy and responsibility. We
found a strong positive correlation between reporting rates and countries with languages which do
not permit the dropping first personal pronouns (39 = 4.00, P < 0.001). This finding is consistent
with prior work demonstrating that individualistic values are positively related to behaviors in line
with generalized morality norms (37, 80). By contrast, we failed to find a reliable correlation
between reporting rates and the use of multiple second person pronouns (f39 = 0.19, P = 0.851)
or weak future time reference (t39 = 0.92, P = 0.492), two linguistic features that have received
attention in the literature.™

Moving away from language to other cultural proxies of generalized morality, we next explored
Protestantism. A long-standing literature in sociology and political science (83, 84) argues that
Protestantism is conducive to social capital, and we find that countries with a higher share of

Protestants also exhibit significantly more honest behavior (139 = 4.82, P < 0.001). This is in

13Usage of multiple second person pronouns (e.g., “tu” and “vous” in French) as politeness distinction has been
postulated to make status hierarchy and social distance more salient between speakers (38, 81). The weak future time
reference feature allows the speaker to use the same grammatical tense to talk about future and present events and has
been linked to greater patience and less impulsive behaviors (39, §2).
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line with prior work finding that Protestantism encourages applying the same behavioral standards
to in-group and out-group members, leading to higher trust in strangers (22, 23, 85-87). Indeed,
we also found that stronger family ties are negatively correlated with reporting rates (13, = 7.42,
P < 0.001), as stronger family ties imply norms of cooperation that are often limited to one’s
narrow in-group (41, 88-90).

For the final part of our analysis, we explored some of the institutional determinants of civic
honesty. The theoretical and empirical literature has examined both the complementarity between
state formation and civic behavior (through the internalization of formal rules and increased trust
in institutions), and their substitutability (as formal institutions may also crowd-out civic behavior)
(91-96). We failed to find a significant association between state history — a commonly-used
index of experience with formal government institutions (42) — and civic honesty (t33 = 0.77,
P =0.572). However, we found that both historical experience with democratic institutions and
political constraints on executive power are positively correlated with reporting rates (39 = 2.55,
P =0.029 for democratic history; 39 = 6.54, P < 0.001 for political constraints). This is consistent
with the hypothesis that inclusive political institutions and the prevention of abuses of power are
essential for civic behavior (84, 88).

Some researchers have argued, however, that commonly-used measures of societal institutions
are potentially problematic because they measure time-varying political outcomes rather than per-
manent constraints (44). To address this concern we also analyzed a country’s electoral rules (i.e.,
plurality and proportionality) and judicial checks and balances (i.e., judicial independence and con-
stitutional review), which tend to be relatively time-invariant. Electoral systems based on plurality
rule are thought to promote accountability due to the winner-take-all character of electoral compe-
tition,™ but at the cost of targeting benefits to narrow constituencies and less overall representative-
ness (97). Proportional representation, on the other hand, is thought to be more inclusive and pro-

motes broader democratic consensus. D Using data from Beck et al. (46), we found that countries

4The US and the UK are prime examples of countries with a plurality system where geographically defined con-
stituencies elect one representative each.

SExamples of proportional representation include Scandinavian countries where each constituency elects several
representatives. In these countries additional mechanisms are in place to ensure that the allocation of seats closely
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with proportional representation exhibit significantly higher reporting rates (t36 =2.71, P = 0.022),
while plurality representation is not reliably related to civic honesty (t36 = 0.40, P = 0.750). These
results suggest that broad political representation could be a key factor underlying the correlation
between democratic institutions and civic honesty. We also used judicial independence and con-
stitutional review as constitutional measures of the judiciary’s power to constrain the executive.
While these measures have been associated with political and economic freedom in previous stud-
ies (86), we failed to observe a significant correlation with reporting rates™ (r30 = 0.72, P = 0.579
for judicial independence; 139 = 0.58, 0.655 for constitutional review).

Our last institutional variable involves national education. The history of national education is
closely intertwined with the formation of the modern state (99, 100), so we examined the relation-
ship between historical primary school enrollment rates and civic honesty. It has been argued that
socialization is crucial to most primary education curricula and serves to ease interactions with
strangers (/01). We observed a significant and sizable positive correlation between historical rates
of primary education and civic honesty (733 = 5.95, P < 0.001), consistent with the hypothesis that
education contributes to the formation of social capital (2, 22, 79, 102—104).

Given that geography has been linked to culture and institutions (/05-109), it is possible that
the correlations we observe between civic honesty and institutional variables may be spurious
when not controlling for geographic conditions. We examined the robustness of our results to
this concern by controlling for the first principal component of all geographic variables, and found
qualitatively similar results™ (see Fig. §T0). The first principal component of our set of geographic

variables accounts for roughly 32% of the variance in civic honesty, and the first principal compo-

mirrors the overall popular vote. However, plurality and proportional representation are not mutually exclusive. Ele-
ments of both systems can coexist if a country’s constitution stipulates different rules for electing representatives in a
two-chamber legislature (e.g., Switzerland) or if proportional representation is combined with some sort of bonus for
the winning party, as is the case in Italy (98).

16We note that for this analysis the sample is reduced to 31 countries due to data availability.

70ur results are similar if we control for the first three principal components or if the principal components are
constructed using only the basic geographic factors, including soil fertility, absolute latitude, distance to waterway,
temperature, precipitation elevation, and terrain ruggedness. As an alternative to controlling for the first principal
component of geography, we also conducted the same regressions using the contemporary per capita income as our
control variable. As shown in Fig ST, the results are largely unchanged.
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nent of our set of cultural and institutional variables explains an additional 34% of the variation™
(Fig. 86). Taken together, our analysis suggests that economically favorable geographic conditions,
inclusive political institutions, national education, and cultural values that emphasize moral norms

extending beyond one’s in-group are positively associated with higher levels of civic honesty.

Fig. S6. Explaining cross-country variation

PC Geography

PC Culture

PC Institutions

All factors

o

20 40 60 80 100

Variance explained, adj. R? (%)

I rC Geography Add. factors

Notes: Explanatory power (adjusted R?) of the first principal components of the geographic,
cultural, and institutional variables. We regress country averages of regression-adjusted re-
porting rates (corrected for treatment indicators, institution fixed effects, and our standard set
of control variables for individual characteristics and situational factors) on the first principal
components of geography, geography and culture, geography and institutions, and all three
categories together, respectively. To compute the first principal components of the variables in
each category, we exclude variables with less than 37 observations (i.e., family ties, judicial
independence, and constitutional review).

8To compute the first principal components for each category, we exclude variables with less than 37 observations
(i.e., family ties, judicial independence, and constitutional review). The results are similar if we restrict the analysis
to the 25 countries where all measures are available: Geography explains 40% of the variation in civic honesty and
culture and institutions together explain an additional 25%.
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Fig. S7. Correlates of civic honesty: original data only

Geography
Log. soil fertility (39) — p =0.461
Log. abs. latitude (39) — p =0.000
Distance to waterway (39) — p =0.325
Temperature (39) — p =0.000
Precipitation (39) — p=0.379
Mean elevation (39) — p =0.021
Terrian roughness (39) — p =0.325
Temperature (Volatility) (39) — p =0.021
Precipitation (Volatility) (39) — p=0.761
Pathogen prevalence (40) — p =0.000

Culture
Pronoun drop not allowed (37) — p =0.001
Politeness distinction (37) — p =0.986
Weak future time reference (29) e p =0.655
Share of protestants (39) = p =0.000
Family ties (33) i p =0.000

Institutions
State history (38) B p =0.601
Years of democracy (38) — p =0.025
Executive constraints (38) = p =0.000
Judical independence (31) B p=0.611
Constitutional review (31) — p =0.655
Electoral rule: Plurality (37) — p=0.761
Electoral rule: Proportionality (37) — p=0.022
Primary education 1920 (38) ——  p=0.000

-5 10 -5 0 5 10 15
Change in reporting rate (%)

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates with standard errors clustered at the country-
level. The dependent variable takes on the value 100 when an individual reported
a wallet and 0 otherwise. Each coefficient has been estimated separately using
standardized explanatory variables. They can therefore be interpreted as the dif-
ference in reporting rates associated with a one standard deviation change in the
explanatory variable. We control for treatment status, institution fixed effects, and
our standard set of control variables for recipient and situational characteristics:
dummies for age above 40 years and gender, as well as the presence of a computer,
coworkers, and other bystanders. To correct for multiple hypothesis testing, P-
values are adjusted for false discovery rate (26). The number of countries included
in the regressions is indicated in parentheses.
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Fig. S8. Correlates of civic honesty: NoMoney

Geography
Log. soil fertility (40) — p=0.353
Log. abs. latitude (40) — p =0.000
Distance to waterway (40) — p=0.353
Temperature (40) — p =0.000
Precipitation (40) — p=0.353
Mean elevation (40) — p =0.055
Terrian roughness (40) — p =0.454
Temperature (Volatility) (40) — p=0.011
Precipitation (Volatility) (40) — p=0.837
Pathogen prevalence (40) — p =0.000

Culture
Pronoun drop not allowed (40) — p =0.000
Politeness distinction (40) — p=0.837
Weak future time reference (40) — p =0.463
Share of protestants (40) — p =0.000
Family ties (33) — p =0.000

Institutions
State history (39) A p =0.795
Years of democracy (40) — p =0.055
Executive constraints (40) — p =0.000
Judical independence (31) — p=0.837
Constitutional review (31) — p =0.898
Electoral rule: Plurality (37) — p=0.757
Electoral rule: Proportionality (37) — p =0.005
Primary education 1920 (39) — p =0.000

-15 .10 -5 0 5 10 15
Change in reporting rate (%)

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates with standard errors clustered at the country-
level. The sample is restricted to drop-offs in treatment NoMoney. The dependent
variable takes on the value 100 when an individual reported a wallet and O other-
wise. Each coefficient has been estimated separately using standardized explana-
tory variables. They can therefore be interpreted as the difference in reporting rates
associated with a one standard deviation change in the explanatory variable. We
control for treatment status, institution fixed effects, and our standard set of con-
trol variables for recipient and situational characteristics: dummies for age above
40 years and gender, as well as the presence of a computer, coworkers, and other
bystanders. To correct for multiple hypothesis testing, P-values are adjusted for
false discovery rate (26). The number of countries included in the regressions is
indicated in parentheses.
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Fig. S9. Correlates of civic honesty: Money

Geography
Log. soil fertility (40) — p=0.353
Log. abs. latitude (40) — p =0.000
Distance to waterway (40) — p=0.353
Temperature (40) — p =0.000
Precipitation (40) — p=0.353
Mean elevation (40) — p =0.055
Terrian roughness (40) — p =0.454
Temperature (Volatility) (40) — p=0.011
Precipitation (Volatility) (40) — p=0.837
Pathogen prevalence (40) — p =0.000

Culture
Pronoun drop not allowed (40) — p =0.000
Politeness distinction (40) — p=0.837
Weak future time reference (40) — p =0.463
Share of protestants (40) — p =0.000
Family ties (33) — p =0.000

Institutions
State history (39) A p =0.795
Years of democracy (40) — p =0.055
Executive constraints (40) — p =0.000
Judical independence (31) — p=0.837
Constitutional review (31) — p =0.898
Electoral rule: Plurality (37) — p=0.757
Electoral rule: Proportionality (37) — p =0.005
Primary education 1920 (39) — p =0.000

-15 .10 -5 0 5 10 15
Change in reporting rate (%)

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates with standard errors clustered at the country-
level. The sample is restricted to drop-offs in treatment Money. The dependent
variable takes on the value 100 when an individual reported a wallet and O other-
wise. Each coefficient has been estimated separately using standardized explana-
tory variables. They can therefore be interpreted as the difference in reporting rates
associated with a one standard deviation change in the explanatory variable. We
control for treatment status, institution fixed effects, and our standard set of con-
trol variables for recipient and situational characteristics: dummies for age above
40 years and gender, as well as the presence of a computer, coworkers, and other
bystanders. To correct for multiple hypothesis testing, P-values are adjusted for
false discovery rate (26). The number of countries included in the regressions is
indicated in parentheses.
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Fig. S10. Correlates of civic honesty: controlling for geography

Culture
Pronoun drop not allowed (40) — p=0.011
Politeness distinction (40) — p =0.830
Weak future time reference (40) — p=0.191
Share of protestants (40) — p =0.004
Family ties (33) — p =0.000

Institutions
State history (39) — p=0.529
Years of democracy (40) — p=0.072
Executive constraints (40) — p =0.000
Judical independence (31) — p=0.387
Constitutional review (31) — p=0.462
Electoral rule: Plurality (37) — p=0.652
Electoral rule: Proportionality (37) — p=0.065
Primary education 1920 (39) — p =0.001

-15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15
Change in reporting rate (%)

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates with standard errors clustered at the country-
level. The dependent variable takes on the value 100 when an individual reported a
wallet and O otherwise. Each coefficient has been estimated separately using stan-
dardized explanatory variables. They can therefore be interpreted as the difference
in reporting rates associated with a one standard deviation change in the explana-
tory variable. We control for the first principal component of all geographical
measures, treatment status, institution fixed effects, and our standard set of con-
trol variables for recipient and situational characteristics: dummies for age above
40 years and gender, as well as the presence of a computer, coworkers, and other
bystanders. To correct for multiple hypothesis testing, P-values are adjusted for
false discovery rate (26). The number of countries included in the regressions is
indicated in parentheses.
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Fig. S11. Correlates of civic honesty: controlling for country GDP

Geography
Log. soil fertility (40) — p=0.328
Log. abs. latitude (40) L p=0.073
Distance to waterway (40) — p=0.328
Temperature (40) — p=0.103
Precipitation (40) — p=0.853
Mean elevation (40) — p=0.155
Terrian roughness (40) — p=0.224
Temperature (Volatility) (40) — p=0.155
Precipitation (Volatility) (40) — p=0.976
Pathogen prevalence (40) — p =0.005

Culture
Pronoun drop not allowed (40) — p =0.066
Politeness distinction (40) — p=0.853
Weak future time reference (40) — p=0.712
Share of protestants (40) = p =0.040
Family ties (33) — p=0.012

Institutions
State history (39) — p=0.328
Years of democracy (40) _ p=0.674
Executive constraints (40) = p =0.000
Judical independence (31) = p=0.225
Constitutional review (31) — p=0.712
Electoral rule: Plurality (37) — p =0.841
Electoral rule: Proportionality (37) = p=0.037
Primary education 1920 (39) — p =0.050

-15 .10 -5 0 5 10 15
Change in reporting rate (%)

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates with standard errors clustered at the country-
level. The dependent variable takes on the value 100 when an individual reported a
wallet and O otherwise. Each coefficient has been estimated separately using stan-
dardized explanatory variables. They can therefore be interpreted as the difference
in reporting rates associated with a one standard deviation change in the explana-
tory variable. We control for the logarithm of a countries GDP per capita in 2010
(IMF World Economic Outlook; based on purchasing-power-parity), treatment sta-
tus, institution fixed effects, and our standard set of control variables for recipient
and situational characteristics: dummies for age above 40 years and gender, as
well as the presence of a computer, coworkers, and other bystanders. To correct
for multiple hypothesis testing, P-values are adjusted for false discovery rate (26).
The number of countries included in the regressions is indicated in parentheses.
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Supplementary Text 3: Alternative Explanations

We explored several alternative explanations for why rates of civic honesty tend to increase with

greater amounts of money left in a wallet.

Fear of Punishment One possibility is that wallet recipients were concerned about possible
punishment for not reporting the wallet, especially when a wallet contained relatively more money.
We purposefully designed our experiment to minimize such concerns by telling recipients that
the wallet was found on a different street and having our research assistants immediately leave
upon handing over the wallet (thereby never receiving written confirmation for the lost item).
We also note that lost property laws tend to be uncommon and even when in place are rarely
enforced (110).™

We first address the issue of punishment concerns by exploiting regional variation in lost prop-
erty laws within the US. The US legal system is based on common law, under which a person who
finds lost property can keep the item until the original owner comes forward.™ However, some
states have enacted statutes that modify the common law’s treatment of lost property. For instance,
the state of New York imposes a fine of up to one hundred dollars if a finder willfully fails to report
lost property.”

About half of our lost wallet observations in the US originate from states that have adopted
statutes explicitly requiring finders to return lost property to the rightful owner or to a relevant
agency, such as the police. We therefore divided our sample according to whether legal conse-

quences could ensue for failing to return a lost wallet. If fear of legal punishment drives the in-

%In our representative survey we find a small but significant increase in self-reported fear of punishment with
greater amounts of money in the wallet (t,150 = 3.19, P = 0.001, for the difference between the NoMoney and the
Money condition; t,150 = 2.45, P = 0.014, for the difference between the Money and BigMoney condition). However,
column 4 in Table ST shows that while theft aversion concerns and altruism are positively correlated with the intention
to report the wallet, self-reported fear of punishment does not predict the stated likelihood of reporting the wallet.

2OLegal Information Institute, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/ oSt property, accessed on
September 18, 2016. Common law distinguishes between lost and mislaid property. Lost property is property that
was unintentionally left behind by its owner. Mislaid property, on the other hand, is property that was intentionally set
down in a location by its owner and then forgotten.

21See N.Y. Personal Property Law § 252 (3).
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Tab. S14. Civic honesty and lost property laws

Lost property law?

No Yes
) 2
Money 16.809** 20.350%**
(5.501) (5.657)
BigMoney 29.887*** 25.576***
(5.876) (6.245)
Constant 39.166** 35.011**
(12.925) (11.245)
Controls:
Recipient yes yes
Situation yes yes
Institution FE yes yes
City FE yes yes
Other treatments yes yes
Money = BigMoney 0.026 0.404
Observations 496 504
Adjusted R? 0.152 0.055

OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Column 1 focuses on US states without a lost property
law, whereas column 2 contains data from states with such a law. The dependent variable in both columns takes on
the value 100 if a wallet was reported and 0 otherwise. “Money” and “BigMoney” are treatment indicators (we also
include an indicator for treatment “Money-NoKey” but do not report its estimates for ease of exposition). Both models
include binary control variables for individual and situational factors, including a recipient’s age (above 40 years)
and gender (male), as well as the presence of a computer, coworkers, and other bystanders. The models also include
city and institution fixed effects. The bottom of the table reports P-values from z-tests for equality of the treatment
coefficients. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001.

crease in reporting rates, then this relationship should be especially pronounced for states with lost
property regulations. As shown in Table ST4 however, we find similar treatment effects regardless
of whether a state has a lost property law. Using seemingly unrelated regressions for states with
and without property laws (/71), we fail to find a reliable difference in the size of the coefficients
between the two groups for either the Money treatment (x12 =0.21, P = 0.646) or the BigMoney
treatment (X12 =0.27, P = 0.607). Thus, recipients in states with legal sanctions surrounding lost
property did not act in a meaningfully different way from recipients in states without such laws.
A second way we address possible punishment concerns is by examining whether the presence
of a security camera moderates our results. Security cameras could serve as proof that the wallet
was turned in to the recipient and therefore amplify concerns about punishment if the wallet was not
returned. After each drop-off, except in Poland and the United Kingdom, our research assistants

took note of whether they observed a security camera. Column 1 in Table shows that if
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Tab. S15. Civic honesty and presence of security cameras

Full sample Security camera?
No Yes
(1) ) (3)
Money 10.558*** 8.963*** 11.591**
(0.732) (1.167) (0.950)
Security Camera —2.659**
(0.956)
Constant 40.096*** 27.774* 38.699***
(5.143) (11.485) (5.691)
Recipient Yes Yes Yes
Situation Yes Yes Yes
Institution FE Yes Yes Yes
City FE Yes Yes Yes
Other treatments Yes Yes Yes
Observations 15369 5806 9563
Adjusted R? 0.189 0.224 0.170

OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Column 1 shows the estimates for the full sample as
a benchmark, column 2 contains observations where no security camera was sighted, and column 3 includes only
observations where a camera was sighted. The dependent variable in all models takes on the value 100 if a wallet
was reported and 0 otherwise. “Money” is a dummy for treatment Money (we also include indicators for treatments
“Money-NoKey” and “BigMoney” but do not report their estimates for ease of exposition). All models include binary
control variables for recipient and situational characteristics, including a recipient’s age (above 40 years), gender
(male), and the presence of a computer, coworkers and other bystanders. The models also include city and institution
fixed effects. Note that the sample does not include data from the United Kingdom and Poland because we did not
collect data on security cameras. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P <0.01, *** P < 0.001.

anything, the presence of a security camera during the drop-off lowered the likelihood of reporting
a wallet by 2.7 percentage points (t;5044 = —2.78, P = 0.005). While the treatment effect in the
Money condition, relative to the NoMoney condition, is slightly larger for drop-off locations with
cameras than those without ()(12 = 3.20, P = 0.074 when comparing the coefficient of Money in
columns 2 and 3), the treatment effect is large and significant for both subsamples (#5485 = 7.68,
P < 0.001 for column 2; f9p4; = 12.20, P < 0.001 for column 3).

A third approach we use to address punishment concerns involves the presence of other in-
dividuals when performing a wallet drop-off. Recipients may have been worried about negative
reactions from bystanders — an informal punishment — for not reporting a wallet. After perform-
ing the wallet drop-offs, our research assistants also noted whether coworkers and other individuals
were present during the exchange. If worries about informal sanctions influenced recipient’s be-
havior then we should observe smaller treatment effects when other individuals were not present.

Table KT8 displays the results for the full sample compared to instances when no coworkers
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Tab. S16. Civic honesty and social monitoring

Full No No bystanders Alone
sample coworkers
(€] (@) (€) “
Money 10.792%* 9.944*** 10.083** 8.824***
(0.712) (0.884) (1.216) (1.506)
Constant 33.302** 28.147* 64.166** 67.158**
(11.112) (11.407) (24.972) (24.791)
Controls:
Recipient yes yes yes yes
Situation yes yes yes yes
Institution FE yes yes yes yes
City FE yes yes yes yes
Other treatments yes yes yes yes
Observations 17295 11528 5939 4079
Adjusted R? 0.185 0.178 0.205 0.196

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Column 1 shows the estimates for the full sample as a
benchmark, column 2 includes observations without coworkers present, column 3 includes observations without other
bystanders present, and column 4 includes observations where neither coworkers nor other bystanders were present.
The dependent variable in all models takes on the value 100 if a wallet was reported and O otherwise. “Money” is
a dummy for treatment Money (we also include an indicators for treatments “Money-NoKey” and “BigMoney” but
do not report their estimates for ease of exposition). All models include binary control variables for recipient and
situational characteristics, including a recipient’s age (above 40 years), gender (male), and the presence of a computer.
The models also include city and institution fixed effects. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001.

were present, no bystanders were present, and when the recipient and research assistant were com-
pletely alone during the exchange. Relative to the full sample, we fail to find a reliable difference
in treatment effects when co-workers are not present (x12 = 0.56, P = 0.455 when comparing the
coefficient of Money in columns 1 and 2), when other individuals are not present ()(l2 = 0.25,
P = 0.615 comparing columns 1 and 3), and when recipients were alone (y? = 1.40, P = 0.238
comparing columns 1 and 4). We observe roughly similarly-sized treatment effects between the

full sample and all subsamples, suggesting that the presence of others did not qualify our results.

Returning the Wallet but Pocketing the Money Another explanation for our main result is
that recipients in the Money and BigMoney conditions may have been more likely to return the
wallet after first pocketing the money. We decided not to collect reported wallets to minimize the
inconvenience to the recipients. It is possible that some recipients contacted the owner to return
the wallet without the money.

To examine this possibility we picked up all reported wallets in seven cities across the Czech
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Republic (82 wallets) and Switzerland (90 wallets). We selected these two countries because they
differ markedly in their level of corruption and presumably also in dishonest behavior.”? If some
recipients reported the wallet after first pocketing the money, then we should observe wallets that
are returned without any money (especially in the Czech Republic where corruption is more preva-
lent). However, we recovered 99% and 98% of the money from the wallets that we picked up in
Switzerland and the Czech Republic, respectively, and we observe no reliable difference between
the two countries (Z = 0.22, P = 0.823 by a rank-sum test). This suggests that collecting emails

was a valid method to measure whether people would return a wallet with all of its contents.

Possible Finder’s Fee for Returning a Wallet Another explanation for the increase in civic
honesty for wallets with greater amounts of money is that the recipients expected a larger monetary
reward (i.e., “finder’s fee””) when returning a wallet that contained relatively more money. To
examine this possibility, we asked respondents in our representative survey experiments about their
beliefs regarding a finder’s fee and find results that are inconsistent with the behavioral patterns
from our field experiments.

In the representative survey experiments, we asked the participants to estimate the likelihood
that they would receive a financial reward from the owner, and if they received such a reward,
how much money did they think they would get. We constructed a measure of expected reward
by multiplying these two estimates together, and to facilitate comparability across countries we
converted amounts to US dollars using the same exchange rate as in our field experiments. Overall,
42% of the participants stated that they would not expect a financial reward at all. The median
expected reward ranged between US $0.00 (Money-NoKey condition) and $1.58 (High-Stakes
condition) — cash amounts that were much lower than what the recipients could have gained
from keeping the wallet (except for the NoMoney condition). Finally, we do not observe that
the expected reward increased monotonically with the amount of money in the wallet, as shown

in column 1 of Table 8TA. In fact, on average participants expected the highest reward in the

22In 2013, Transparency International ranked Switzerland 7th and the Czech Republic 57th out of 177 countries.
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Tab. S17. Civic honesty and beliefs about finder’s fees

Expected reward (in US $) Reporting likelihood (in %)
()] @
Money —1.833" 2417*
(0.511) (0.998)
BigMoney —0.128 3.848***
(0.460) 0.976)
Money-NoKey —2.816"** —2.428*
(0.397) (1.184)
Expected reward (in US $) 0.009
(0.039)
Constant 3,995 86.378**
(0.516) (1.249)
Controls:
Institution FE yes yes
Country FE yes yes
Money = BigMoney 0.000 0.125
Money = Money-NoKey 0.008 0.000
Observations 2160 2160
Adjusted R? 0.028 0.029
F 13.320 6.619

Notes: OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. In column 1, the dependent variable is participants’
expected financial reward for reporting the wallet (in US dollars). The dependent variable in column 2 is the likelihood
that participants would report the wallet (as a percentage). “Money,” “BigMoney,” and “Money-NoKey,” are treatment
indicators. All models include country and institution fixed effects. The bottom of the table reports P-values from
t-tests for equality of the treatment coefficients. Significance levels: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001.

NoMoney condition.” We also do not find that a higher expected reward is associated with a higher
stated likelihood of reporting the wallet, as shown in column 2 of Table ST4. Moreover, controlling
for a respondent’s expected reward does not meaningfully change our observed treatment effects
(see column 2 of Table ST1 for comparison). Overall, the prospect of a financial reward is unlikely

to explain the monotonic increase in reporting rates.

230ne potential explanation for this seemingly counterintuitive result is that the amount of cash in the Money
condition serves as an upper bound on the amount people expect to receive as a finder’s fee. Consistent with this
interpretation, when examining conditional expectations about the reward (i.e., how much money a respondent expects
to receive, conditional upon receiving a reward for returning the wallet) we find that only 12% of responses exceeded
$13.45 in the Money condition, compared to 35% of responses in the NoMoney condition (z = 9.13, P < 0.001). This
difference is significant when examining each country (US, UK, and Poland) separately (z > 4.00 in all conditions,
P < 0.001). Furthermore, and also consistent with a censoring effect, we observed greater variability in conditional
expected finder fees in the NoMoney condition than in any other condition (P < 0.001 by a variance-ratio test for every
pairwise comparison between the NoMoney condition and all other conditions).
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Supplementary Text 4: Robustness Checks

Individual and Situational Factors To what extent do individual and situational factors drive
cross-country differences in civic honesty? For instance, drop-off locations may have been more
crowded in some countries with the possible consequence that recipients felt more observed and
obliged to return the wallet. Or perhaps recipients were busier when there were more customers
present during the drop-off and as a result less likely to report a wallet.

To examine the robustness of cross-country differences in civic honesty, we estimated the resid-
uals from a regression that accounted for recipient and situational characteristics between loca-
tions as well as institution fixed effects. We conducted this analysis separately for the Money and
NoMoney conditions, and then aggregated the residuals by country. For ease of exposition, we
add the average reporting rate across all countries. The resulting regression-adjusted ranking and
the original country ranking were virtually the same for both the NoMoney and Money conditions
(Spearman’s p = 0.976 and 0.990, respectively; both P-values < 0.001). Moreover, the range of
reporting rates across countries remained large and almost identical when using the regression-
adjusted data instead of the original data (Fig. 8T2). This suggests that differences in recipient and
situational characteristics between locations did not account for large differences in civic honesty

across countries.

Experimenter Effects We also examined the role of our research assistants in influencing recip-
ient decisions to report the wallets. We used a total of 13 research assistants (all recruited from
two German speaking universities), and purposely created overlaps for some of the countries they
traveled to. We had two research assistants with overlapping presences in France, Germany, Italy,
Malaysia, Poland, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey and the UK, and seven research assistants in the
US. Table 8T8 presents an overview of the number of wallets each research assistant turned in
by country. The numbers in parentheses represent the number of wallets for which there was at

least one other research assistant performing drop-offs in the same city. These overlaps help us to
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distinguish between experimenter and city fixed effects.

We first explored the influence of research assistants by introducing experimenter fixed effects
in our benchmark regression model. Tables ST9 and present the estimates of the treatment
effects with and without experimenter fixed effects for each country where we had an overlap.
We ran several tests to assess the influence of the research assistants. First, we found that the
treatment effects in each country remained basically the same, regardless of whether we control

for experimenter fixed effects.”

Second, in the US we performed all 21 pairwise comparisons
of the seven experimenter fixed effects and found that none of the comparisons are statistically
significant at the 5% level (note that this is a conservative test since we do not adjust the P-values
for multiple hypothesis testing). Third, we conducted joint significance tests of the experimenter
fixed effects and found null results in all countries (F-tests in Tables ST9 and 820). Finally, we
computed the change in the variance explained (measured by the adjusted R?) when we augment
our benchmark specification with experimenter fixed effects and found virtually no change in the

variance explained (as shown at the bottom of Tables ST9 and 8200). Overall, we find little evidence

that differences between research assistants are driving our results.

Differences in Email Usage Since our measure of civic honesty relied on recipients contacting
the owner by email, one concern is that differences in exposure to email communication could be
responsible for cross-country differences in reporting rates. Yet, we focused on drop-off locations
in urban places and included institutions where email communication is common. In particular,
hotel staff should be able to communicate via email in all parts of the world. Consequently, if
email experience is a key driver of differences in reporting rates, we should see substantially less
heterogeneity when we restrict our sample to hotels. However, Fig. shows that this is not

the case. We still observe large differences in reporting rates across countries when focusing

2*We also estimated the same regression model as in column 2 of Table S8 and added the experimenters’ age
and gender as explanatory variables. Both coefficients failed to reach statistical significance, suggesting that experi-
menter age and gender did not reliably influence reporting rates among recipients (f16924 = 1.17, P = 0.243 for age;
t16924 = 1.18, P = 0.237 for gender). We also failed to find a significant interaction effect between the gender of the
experimenter and gender of the recipient (f;6923 = 0.90, P = 0.368). However, these null results for experimenter
gender should be interpreted carefully given that we only had two female research assistants.
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on hotels only. As a further robustness check, we included the share of firms that use email to
interact with their customers and suppliers in a country (from the World Bank Global Enterprise
Survey) as an additional control variable to construct the regression-adjusted measure of civic
honesty.” Fig. 814 shows that the differences between countries remain large, and the regression-
adjusted ranking is almost identical to the unconditional ranking (Spearman’s p = 0.950, P < 0.001
for the NoMoney condition, and p = 0.932, P < 0.001 for the Money condition). This suggests
that experience with email communication was not a major driver of cross-country differences in

reporting rates.

Differences in Economic Development We also assessed the extent that cross-country variation
in civic honesty was robust when controlling for differences in economic development. For this
purpose, we included contemporary per capita income as an additional control variable for the
estimation of regression-adjusted reporting rates. The results in Fig 813 demonstrate that cross-
country differences remain substantial, even when controlling for economic development. The
regression-adjusted rankings from Fig are also positively correlated with the unconditional
rankings from Fig. 1 (Spearman’s p = 0.705, P < 0.001 for the NoMoney condition; Spearman’s
p =0.753, P < 0.001 for the Money condition).

2 The Global Enterprise Survey does not cover most Western European countries and North America, so we limit
our analysis of email usage to 27 countries.
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Fig. S12. Regression-adjusted ranking
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Notes: Regression-adjusted share of wallets reported in the NoMoney (US $0) and
Money (US $13.45) condition by country. We regress individual decisions to report
a wallet on recipient (age and gender of the recipient) and situational control variables
(presence of a computer, number of coworkers and other bystanders) as well as institution
fixed effects, and subsequently computed residuals for treatment Money and NoMoney.
Finally, we aggregated residuals for each country and added the overall average report-
ing rate. The original and the regression-adjusted ranking are highly correlated for both
the NoMoney and Money conditions (Spearman’s p = 0.976, P < 0.001 and p = 0.990,

P < 0.001, respectively).
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Fig. S13. Country ranking for hotels
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Notes: Share of wallets reported by hotel employees in treatments NoMoney (US $0)
and Money (US $13.45) by country. The amount of money in the wallet is adjusted to

purchasing power parity for each country. ‘AVERAGE’ shows the averages across all 40
countries.
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Fig. S14. Regression-adjusted ranking: email usage
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Notes: Regression-adjusted share of wallets reported in treatment decisions to report a
wallet on the share of firms that use email to interact with their customers and suppli-
ers in a country (from the World Bank Global Enterprise Survey), individual (age and
gender of the recipient) and situational control variables (presence of a computer, num-
ber of coworkers and other bystanders) as well as institution fixed effects, and subse-
quently computed residuals for treatments Money and NoMoney. Finally, we aggregated
residuals for each country and added the overall average reporting rate. The regression-
adjusted ranking is almost identical to the unconditional ranking (Spearman’s p = 0.950,
P < 0.001 for treatment NoMoney, and p = 0.932, P < 0.001 for treatment Money). Due
to missing data, the estimates are based on a sample of 27 countries.
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Fig. S15. Regression-adjusted ranking: country GDP
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Notes: Regression-adjusted share of wallets reported in the NoMoney (US $0) and
Money (US $13.45) condition by country. We regress individual decisions to report a
wallet on the logarithm of a countries GDP per capita in 2010 (IMF World Economic
Outlook; based on purchasing-power-parity), in addition to recipient (age and gender
of the recipient) and situational control variables (presence of a computer, number of
coworkers and other bystanders) as well as institution fixed effects. We subsequently
computed residuals for treatment Money and NoMoney. Finally, we aggregated resid-
uals for each country and added the overall average reporting rate. The original and
the GDP-adjusted ranking are significantly correlated for both the NoMoney and Money
conditions (Spearman’s p = 0.705, P < 0.001 and p = 0.753, P < 0.001, respectively).
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