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Figure 1.  Theoretical Framework Linking Brain Activity with Trust, Distrust, and Price
Premiums
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Figure 2.  Graphical Representation of fMRI Experimental Procedure
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Figure 3.  Brain Activation Associated with Trust and Distrust for the Four Seller Profiles
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Appendix A

Seller Profiles
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Appendix B

Sample Measurement Items for Trust and Distrust,
Their Dimensions, and Controls

Cred1 [Seller] has the expertise to understand my needs and preferences.  
Cred2 [Seller] has the ability to successfully undertake this auction.  
Cred3 [Seller] will deliver this product according to the posted delivery terms.  
Cred4 [Seller] is likely to be credible during this transaction.
Benev1 [Seller] is likely to care about my well-being during this transaction.  
Benev2 [Seller] will keep my best interests in mind during this transaction.
Benev3 If there is a problem with this auction, [Seller] will go out on a limb for me.  
Benev4 [Seller] is likely to make sacrifices for me during this auction, if needed.
Discred1 I feel cautious about characterizing this [Seller] as honest.
Discred2 I am skeptical that [Seller] is competent in sending this product on time.
Discred3 I am worried that [Seller] would not be truthful in its dealings with me.  
Discred4 It is uncertain whether [Seller] would keep its promises and commitments.  
Malev1 I suspect [Seller] is interested in just its own well-being, not mine.
Malev2 [Seller] is likely to engage in a harmful behavior toward me.  
Malev3 I believe [Seller] will perform this auction in a fraudulent way.  
Malev4 I am doubtful that this [Seller] would act in my best interests.
Control 1 At this time in the experiment, we would like you to press button [1].
Control 2 At this time in the experiment, we would like you to press button [2].
Control 3 At this time in the experiment, we would like you to press button [3].
Control 4 At this time in the experiment, we would like you to press button [4].

Appendix C

Discriminant Validity Tests for Trust and Distrust (Behavioral Data n = 177)

ITEM Exploratory Factor Analysis (Promax Rotation) PLS Confirmatory Factor Analysis

(4-Factor Solution) (2-Factor Solution) (4-Factor Solution) (2-Factor Solution)

Cred Benev Discred Malev Trust Distrust Cred Benev Discred Malev Trust Distrust
Cred1 .76 .58 -.49 -.42 .86 -.74 .92 .70 -.68 -.70 .89 -.76
Cred2 .73 .58 -.45 -.45 .85 -.71 .89 .69 -.76 -.67 .90 -.74
Cred3 .80 .56 -.50 -.50 .86 -.70 .96 .68 -.73 -.67 .91 -.72
Cred4 .68 .60 -.54 -.52 .84 -.73 .96 .71 -.71 -.64 .92 -.75
Cred5 .67 .57 -.53 -.54 .83 -.70 .92 .70 -.73 -.66 .93 -.72
Benev1 .59 .78 -.39 -.39 .90 -.65 .68 .93 -.70 -.54 .97 -.68
Benev2 .59 .83 -.42 -.42 .91 -.64 .72 .88 -.70 -.53 .96 -.65
Benev3 .60 .68 -.46 -.42 .92 -.66 .75 .90 -.66 -.60 .96 -.67
Benev4 .61 .71 -.53 -.43 .90 -.68 .76 .93 -.64 -.62 .98 -.69
Benev5 .56 .70 -.51 -.47 .92 -.64 .72 .89 -.61 -.70 .96 -.68
Discred1 -.52 -.44 .65 .49 -.72 .86 -.68 -.72 .94 .60 -.75 .89
Discred2 -.47 -.49 .67 .49 -.69 .84 -.69 -.68 .90 .66 -.73 .87
Discred3 -.46 -.47 .61 .42 -.75 .84 -.72 -.68 .95 .68 -.76 .88
Discred4 -.49 -.50 .62 .51 -.71 .87 -.73 -.70 .91 .70 -.74 .90
Discred5 -.48 -.46 .59 .48 -.70 .86 -.70 -.69 .92 .68 -.71 .89
Malev1 -.43 -.55 .48 .73 -.66 .79 -.69 -.64 .67 .94 -.67 .82
Malev2 -.49 -.54 .53 .76 -.67 .80 -.60 -.70 .65 .95 -.69 .84
Malev3 -.47 -.50 .52 .68 -.69 .81 -.65 -.62 .71 .94 -.69 .83
Malev4 -.44 -.53 .52 .73 -.64 .82 -.68 -.61 .70 .94 -.67 .84
Malev5 -.48 -.54 .49 .82 -.62 .78 -.64 -.70 .67 .95 -.68 .80
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Appendix D

Brain Activity Associated with the Dimensions of Trust
and Distrust Across Sellers

D1.  Credibility D2.  Discredibility

D3.  Benevolence D4.  Malevolence

Appendix E

Technical Details

Equipment

The fMRI scanner was a 3Tesla, Siemens whole body scanner with a standard CP head coil.  Fifteen subjects were scanned with contiguous
(no gap) 5 mm axial high-resolution T1-weighted structural slices (matrix size = 256 × 256; TR = 600; TE = 15 ms; FOV = 21cm; NEX = 1;
slice thickness = 5 mm) were collected for spatial normalization procedures, and overlay of functional data.  Precise localization-based standard
anatomic markers (AC-PC Line) were used for all subjects (Talairach and Tournoux 1988).  Functional scans were acquired with a gradient-
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echo planar free induction decay (EPI-FID) sequence (T2*weighted:  128 × 128 matrix; FOV = 21 cm; slice thickness = 5 mm; TR = 2s; and
TE = 30 ms, number of slices = 28) in the same plane as the structural images.  The voxel size was 3.33 mm × 3.33 mm × 5 mm.

Protocol

Subjects answered questions while lying on their back.  Visual stimuli were projected through fiber-optic goggles connected to a computer.
Subjects selected their response by depressing one of seven buttons using a fiber-optic mouse in close proximity to their right hand.  First, each
of the four seller profiles was randomly shown to the subjects for 3 seconds, followed by a randomly chosen measurement item anchored on
a seven-point Likert-type scale for this seller.  Five seconds later, the Likert-type scales appeared in the screen, which was a signal to select
their response.  After clicking on the button, they were shown a new randomly selected seller profile and a corresponding measurement item
for a randomly selected construct.  This procedure was repeated for all sellers, measurement items, and control items.  Upon completion of the
experiment, the subjects were thanked, debriefed, and dismissed.  Total time in the scanner was 34 minutes 20 seconds.

Analysis

The brain data were processed and statistically analyzed using SPM5 (Statistical Parametric Mapping, Wellcome Department of Cognitive
Neurology, University College of London, UK), run under Matlab® (The Mathworks, Inc., Natick, MA).  Slice timing correction was performed
to compensate for delays associated with acquisition time differences among slices during the sequential imaging.  A three-dimensional
automated image registration routine (six-parameter rigid body, sinc interpolation; second order adjustment for movement) was applied to the
volumes to realign them with the first volume of the first series used as a spatial reference.  All functional and anatomical volumes were then
transformed into standard anatomical space using the T2 EPI template and the SPM normalization procedure (Ashburber and Friston 1999).
Next, all volumes underwent spatial smoothing by convolution with a Gaussian kernel of 8 cubic mm full width at half maximum (FWHM),
to increase the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and account for residual inter-session differences.

Subject-level statistical analyses based on the changes in the blood oxygenation level dependent (BOLD) contrasts were performed using the
general linear model (GLM) in SPM5.  The four conditions (HH seller, HL seller, LH seller, LL seller) and baseline (control) were modeled
using a canonical hemodynamic response function.  Contrast maps were obtained through linear contrasts of all the event types.  Group-level
random effects analyses for main effects were accomplished by entering whole brain contrasts into one-sample t tests.  For the group level
analysis, region of interest (ROI) analysis was implemented.  The ROI analysis method involves defining an area of interest in the brain within
which to make measurements.  A significance threshold based on spatial extent using a height of t > 1.96 and cluster probability of an
uncorrected p < 0.05 (Forman et al. 1995) was applied to the effects of interest and surviving voxels were retained for further analyses.
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