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Abstract

A stylized experiment, the public goods game, has taught us the peculiar reproducible fact
that humans tend to contribute more to shared resources than expected from economically
rational assumptions. There have been two competing explanations for this phenomenon: either
contributing to the public good is an innate human trait (the prosocial preference hypothesis) or
a transitory effect while learning the game (the confused learner hypothesis). We use large-scale
experimental data from a novel experimental design to distinguish between these two hypotheses.
By monitoring the effects of zealots (persistently cooperating bots) and varying the participants’
awareness of them, we find a considerably more complex scenario than previously reported.
People indeed have a prosocial bias, but not to the degree that they always forego taking action
to increase their profit. While our findings end the simplistic theorizing of prosociality in the
public goods game, an observed positive, cooperative response to zealots has actionable policy
implications.
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1 Introduction

Public goods, such as environmental conservation and public health initiatives, rely on collective
contributions for their establishment and maintenance, presenting a challenge due to the potential
for free-riding [1,2]. The public goods game serves as a key tool in exploring the behavioral aspects
of free-riding and how to mitigate it. In this game, participants decide whether to contribute part
of their endowment to a common pool, which is then distributed equally among all participants.
Despite the theoretical incentive for non-contribution [3,4], empirical studies consistently reveal that
a majority of individuals do contribute initially, with contributions stabilizing at lower levels over
time [5, 6]. These observations have given rise to two primary theories: the ‘prosocial preferences’
hypothesis [6–9] and the ‘confused learners’ hypothesis [10–14]. These hypotheses offer differing
perspectives on the motivations that drive human cooperation, shaping the ongoing debate [10, 11,
15–19] between altruism and self-interest in the context of public goods games.

The prosocial preferences hypothesis suggests that individuals vary in their valuation of others’
welfare, with a majority being altruistically motivated, keen to contribute, and averse to unfair
outcomes, while a minority are selfish free riders who contribute nothing. Initially, prosocial individ-
uals often have optimistic expectations about others’ cooperation. However, as the game proceeds,
they perceive or believe that their contributions are being exploited by free riders, and thus reduce
their contributions to prevent inequity and promote fairness, leading to a decline in overall group
contributions [9, 17].

The confused learners hypothesis posits that individuals inherently prioritize self-interest, and it
is an incomplete understanding of how to maximize profit that leads to cooperative behavior. This
incompleteness may stem from uncertainties or misconceptions about the game’s rules, including the
costs of contributing. As individuals gain experience with the game, they gradually recognize that
free-riding is a more advantageous strategy, resulting in decreased contributions and a consequent
decline in overall group contributions [10–13].

Previous research into these mechanisms has varied the amount of information available about
other participants and their performance. Research promoting the confused learners hypothesis has
relied on mixing human and computer players, where cooperative play against computers has been
interpreted as not representing prosociality [11, 13]. In a related experimental design, the black box
method, participants were not even informed that they played the game with other people [10, 20].
Since there were only small differences between experiments where the concern for others had been
eliminated and not, the authors concluded that something other than prosociality, i.e., the confused
learners hypothesis, explains the high cooperation. However, others have criticized the conclusions
from these experiments. Ref. [18] suggests that a perceived reciprocity of the black box explains
the above small differences. Ref. [19] give more information and time to the players before the
experiment but don’t observe the consistency in cooperation that the confused learner hypothesis
predicts in that situation.

The key ingredient in our experimental design is the presence of zealots—players who uncon-
ditionally contribute to the social good. The prosocial preferences hypothesis predicts a greater
cooperation in the presence of zealots. This anticipation stems from the assumption that individu-
als, when interacting with zealots, will have optimistic expectations about others’ cooperation due
to the certainty of their contributions being matched. In contrast, the confused learners hypothesis
anticipates consistent cooperation levels across both conditions. According to this hypothesis, inter-
actions with zealots would not affect individuals’ understanding of how to maximize their personal
gains, leading to similar levels of cooperation regardless of zealot presence.

Employing the human-computer interaction method allows us to examine whether a reduction in
concern for others’ interests affects behavior. This method involves informing participants that the
zealots are actually bots, incapable of deriving any material gain from human players. If the level
of cooperation remains unchanged when participants are informed of this fact, compared to when
they are not, it would lend support to the confused learners hypothesis, suggesting that motivations
related to concern for others have minimal impact on behavior. Conversely, if informing participants
that zealots are bots leads to a decrease in cooperation levels, it suggests that prosocial preferences
are at play, as participants adjust their behavior based on their reduced concern for the altruistic
motives of others.

Opting for the prisoner’s dilemma game, a two-player variant of the public goods game [21],
streamlines our experiment by focusing on binary decisions of cooperation or defection while by-
passing complexities associated with quantifying zealot contributions in general public goods games.
Anticipating a decrease in average group contributions based on existing literature [5,22], we incor-
porate three treatments: a control scenario without zealots, where players interact solely with other
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Figure 1: The presence of zealots stimulates cooperativeness. The average cooperation
frequency of 14.3% in the treatment without zealots is significantly lower (pairwise t test; t = −6.906,
p-value ¡ 10−10) than the 31.3% in the unaware-of-zealots treatment, and also significantly lower
(pairwise t test; t = −6.638, p-value ¡ 10−10) than the 32.8% in the informed-of-zealots treatment.
Moreover, no significant difference in average cooperation frequency was found between the unaware
and informed-of-zealots treatments (pairwise t test; t = −0.969, p-value = 0.334). However, the
average cooperation frequency of 17.3% in the informed-of-zealot-bots treatment was significantly
lower than in both the unaware and informed-of-zealots treatments (two sample t-test; t = −3.67,
p-value = 0.0003 and t = −3.96, p-value = 0.0002, respectively), and no significant difference was
observed compared to the treatment without zealots (two sample t-test; t = 1.12, p-value = 0.26).
All these results are further examined using ANOVA (Analysis of Variance, see Tables S6 and S7).
Boxplots illustrate the empirical distribution of cooperation frequencies, calculated by dividing the
number of cooperative actions by the total number of rounds for each participant. The height of
the box represents the interquartile range, the horizontal line indicates the median, and the square
within the box marks the mean. Points outside this range are identified as outliers.

human players; an unaware-of-zealots scenario, where players interact with zealots without being in-
formed of their opponents’ zealotry; and an informed-of-zealots scenario, where players are explicitly
informed of their opponents’ zealotry. Participants experience each treatment twice, in accordance
with the Latin square design that counters order effects [23]. We then supplement the study results
using a human-computer interaction method, including a between-subjects treatment with zealot
bots in which participants are informed about facing bots who are committed to cooperation and
who receive no material gain from human players.
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2 Results

Briefly, from a methodological standpoint, we ensured that the observed effects were solely due
to the presence of zealots by using the one-shot and anonymous prisoner’s dilemma game. Each
treatment comprised 15 rounds, maintaining strict subject anonymity throughout, and no subject
was ever paired with the same subject more than once. This setup prevented potential influences of
reciprocity [24, 25], reputation [26], or strategic cooperation [27]. The game was based on a payoff
matrix such that action 1 (C) entailed giving up one unit for the opponent to receive three units,
while action 2 (D) meant earning one unit at the opponent’s expense of one unit. For robustness, we
repeated the experiment with another payoff matrix, and with several player-to-zealot ratios. For
this, we recruited a total of 964 participants, with 122 engaging in each within-subjects treatment
and 120 in each between-subjects treatment involving zealot bots. The study received approval from
the Yunnan University of Finance and Economics Ethics Committee, and all participants provided
informed consent. Methodological details are provided in Materials and Methods and Supporting
Information (SI) Supporting Methods.

Zealots stimulate cooperativeness

In the one-shot and anonymous prisoner’s dilemma game, the presence of zealots promotes cooper-
ation (Figure 1). In comparison to the control treatment, cooperation frequencies are significantly
higher in treatments involving zealots, regardless of whether participants are informed about their
opponents’ zealotry. Interestingly, we found no significant difference in cooperation frequencies
between participants who were informed about zealots and those who were not. However, when
participants were explicitly informed that their opponents were zealot bots, a significant decrease in
cooperation frequency was observed. This decrease aligns closely with the control treatment.

Further analysis was conducted to validate these findings and explore cooperation trends over
time (Figure 2). The frequency of cooperation exhibits a slowly decreasing trend in the treatment
without zealots, with a slope significantly different from zero. In contrast, introducing zealots
significantly alters the trend such that the frequency of cooperation now shows a slowly increasing
trend in the treatment where participants are unaware of zealots or remains stable in the treatments
where participants are informed of zealots or informed of zealot bots. All this indicates that the
presence of zealots has a stabilizing impact on cooperation.

Initial and final cooperation levels were examined for each treatment (SI, Table S3). There are
no significant differences in initial cooperation levels between treatments with and without zealots,
regardless of whether participants are aware of zealots’ presence. However, significant differences
are observed in the final-round cooperation levels among these treatments. In treatments where
participants are unaware or informed of zealots, the final cooperation levels are significantly higher
than in the treatment without zealots. Conversely, in the treatment with participants informed about
zealot bots, the final cooperation level shows no significant difference compared to the treatment
without zealots.

The described results pertain to the data pooled across three sessions. However, the order in
which treatments were presented to participants differed between sessions (SI, Figure S5), offer-
ing additional insights into participant behaviors. Notably, the presence of zealots can restart and
maintain higher levels of cooperation, even after experiencing low cooperation levels in the treat-
ment without zealots. This immediate effect occurs regardless of participants’ awareness of their
opponents’ zealotry. Interestingly, when participants engaged in the treatment without zealots after
experiencing treatments involving zealots, the average frequency of cooperation generally decreased
over time, although there was one exception where an elevated level of cooperation was maintained.

Overall, the results suggest that the presence of zealots in prisoner’s dilemma games significantly
increases and maintains cooperation levels, contradicting the confused learner hypothesis. While
prosocial preferences play a role, participants do not match the cooperativeness of their zealot
opponents nearly perfectly, indicating that individuals are not solely motivated by concerns for
others.

The role of social value orientations

To further understand the impact of zealots on cooperation, we assessed participants’ social value
orientations (SVO) post-experimentally and analyzed their payoff distributions. This helps us iden-
tify which orientations respond more to increased cooperation in the presence of zealots and whether
this cooperation is driven by fairness, equality, or strategic self-interest.
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Figure 2: The presence of zealots stabilizes cooperation. Shown are the frequency of cooperation over
time, illustrated by data points and regression lines for four distinct treatments: without zealots,
unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots. In the treatment without
zealots, the frequency of cooperation exhibits a slowly decreasing trend, with a slope significantly
different from zero. In contrast, treatments involving zealots—regardless of whether participants
were aware of their opponents’ zealotry or in the informed-of-zealot-bots scenario—demonstrate
either a slight increase or stability in cooperation levels. This suggests that the presence of zealots
contributes to stabilizing cooperation. The frequencies were calculated by dividing the number of
participants who chose to cooperate by the total number of participants in each round. Smaller font
sizes and shaded areas represent 95% confidence intervals.

Participants were categorized into four groups—competitive, individualistic, prosocial, and altruistic—
following established classification criteria [28] (see Table S5). Due to the limited number of par-
ticipants classified as altruistic, they were combined with those identified as prosocial for analysis
purposes.

Analysis of SVO scores (Figure 3B) shows a decline in median scores in the informed-of-zealot-
bots treatment compared to treatments with human counterparts or undisclosed zealot bots. This
suggests that knowing the zealots are non-materialistic bots dampens prosocial tendencies. While
cooperation frequencies among competitive and individualistic participants generally do not signifi-
cantly differ across treatments (see SI, Table S8), individualistic participants exhibited an increase
in their cooperation levels in treatments involving zealots compared to those without zealots (Fig-
ure 3C). Prosocial participants increased cooperation in treatments with zealots. However, when
informed their opponents were zealot bots, prosocial participants decreased their cooperation to
levels observed in treatments without zealots (see also Table S9).

In the absence of zealots, competitive, individualistic, and prosocial participants exhibit similar
payoff distributions and median values (Figure 4). However, with zealots introduced, prosocial par-
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Figure 3: The impact of social value orientation on cooperation across treatments.
A. Probability density plots illustrate the distribution of participants’ social value orientations
(SVO)—classified as competitive, individualistic, prosocial, and altruistic based on the scheme by
ref. [28]. These plots show the SVO distributions for two groups. The first group experienced a
within-subjects design with three treatments: without zealots, unaware-of-zealots, and informed-
of-zealots. The second group participated only in the informed-of-zealot-bots treatment. These
distributions are visualized through smoothed kernel density estimation. B. Cumulative distribu-
tion functions of SVO scores reveal a significantly lower median value in the informed-of-zealot-bots
treatment compared to the other treatments (median values 15.2 vs. 22.5; two-tailed Mann–Whitney
U test; W = 6027.5, p = 0.02). C. Boxplots show cooperation frequencies across SVO categories
in four treatments. Competitive categories exhibit consistent cooperation frequencies across treat-
ments. Individualistic participants increased cooperation in treatments involving unaware (17.1%)
and informed of zealots (17%) compared to without zealots (8.4%; pair-wise t tests: t = −3.04,
p = 0.004; t = −2.59, p = 0.01), with no significant difference compared to informed of zealot bots
(11.9%; two-sample t-test: t = −1.41, p = 0.16; t = −1.24, p = 0.22). No significant difference was
found between treatments without zealots and informed of zealot bots (two-sample t-test; t = 1.43,
p-value = 0.16). Prosocial participants significantly increased cooperation in the treatments involv-
ing unaware and informed of zealots (44.7%, 48.1%) versus without zealots (19.1%; pair-wise t tests:
t = 6.5, p < 10−8; t = 6.6, p < 10−8) and informed-of-zealot-bots treatment (28%; two-sample t-
test: t = −2.51, p = 0.01; t = −2.961, p = 0.004), with no significant difference between treatments
without zealots and informed of zealot bots (two-sample t-test: t = 1.71, p = 0.09).

ticipants experience significantly lower payoffs compared to competitive and individualistic partici-
pants, regardless of whether zealot status is disclosed. Interestingly, when participants are informed
of zealot bots’ non-materialistic nature, prosocial participants’ median payoffs improve but remain
lower than those of competitive and individualistic participants. Moreover, prosocial participants
consistently achieve higher payoffs than their zealot opponents across treatments, indicating both
altruistic tendencies and some self-interest motivations.

Overall, these results suggest that competitive and individualistic participants remain self-interested,
as they can obtain near-maximum payoffs when playing with zealots. Prosocial participants, on the
other hand, reflect a preference for reciprocity but also show signs of nuanced strategic concerns
when the benefits of prosociality are diminished.
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Figure 4: Comparative analysis of payoffs reveals prosocial preference with self-interest
tendencies. A. Probability density plots distinguish the distributions of payoff per round among
participants identified as competitive, individualistic, and prosocial across four treatments: without
zealots, unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and with informed zealot bots, from left to right,
respectively. B. Cumulative density comparisons highlight differences in these distributions across
treatments. In the without-zealots treatment, payoffs of individuals with a competitive orientation
(median value 0.33) show no significant difference compared to those with an individualistic (me-
dian values 0.4, Mann–Whitney U test: 144, p = 0.618) or prosocial orientation (median values 0.2,
Mann–Whitney U test: 194, p = 0.763). Payoffs between individuals with individualistic and proso-
cial orientations show significant differences (Mann–Whitney U test: 2106, p = 0.011). Introducing
zealots or zealot bots, no notable differences in payoffs between competitive and individualistic cat-
egories are observed under each treatment (Median values 3.9, and 3.93, Mann–Whitney U: 169,
p = 0.930 in the unaware-of-zealots treatment; Median values 3.93 and 3.93, Mann–Whitney U test:
173.5, p = 0.84 in the informed-of-zealots treatment; Median values 4.0 and 3.867, Mann–Whitney
U: 327, p = 0.087 in the informed-of-zealot-bots treatment). However, prosocial category’s median
payoff values in treatments of unaware, informed of zealots, and informed zealot bots (median val-
ues 3.13, 3.1, 3.6) are significantly lower compared to those of competitive (Mann–Whitney U test:
140.5, p = 0.041; 90.5, p = 0.044; 69.5, p = 0.016) and individualistic categories (Mann–Whitney
U test: 1002.5, p < 0.001; 925, p < 0.001; 1074, p = 0.006). C. Bar charts reveal that partici-
pants generally earn more than their opponents across all treatments, except in the without-zealots
treatment where competitive participants’ payoffs (one sample t-test, mean value 0.333, t = 0.663,
p = 0.536) and prosocial participants’ payoffs (one sample t-test, mean value −0.293, t = −1.814,
p = 0.075) do not significantly differ from their opponents, individualistic participants’ payoffs are
significantly higher (one sample t-test, mean value 0.352, t = 4.472, p < 0.001). In the treatments of
unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed zealot bots, the differences in payoffs between
participants and their opponents do not significantly alter for individualistic (median values 5.7, 5.8
and 6.0, Kruskal-Wallis test: H = 1.774, p = 0.412 ) and competitive players (median values 5.8, 5.8
and 5.6, H = 0.877, p = 0.645). However, for prosocial players, the difference in payoffs increases
significantly in the zealot bots scenario (median value 4.8) compared to the other two (median values
3.4, 3.3, Kruskal-Wallis test: H = 6.681, p = 0.035).

Robustness

To validate the robustness of our findings, we conducted additional experiments using a different
payoff matrix. In this matrix, cooperation incurred a cost of one unit to confer a benefit of two units
to the partner, compared to the 3-unit benefit originally. Despite this variation, defection remained
the strict Nash equilibrium in both cases, ensuring the preservation of the essential social dilemma
of the game.

A comparative analysis shows that the results using the modified payoff matrix closely mirror the
original results (Figures S6-S9). This reaffirms our findings that individuals exhibit other-regarding
preferences but lean toward self-interest under certain circumstances.
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Figure 5: Minority of zealots enhances cooperation, especially when participants are informed about
their opponents’ zealotry. Relative to the baseline condition without zealots (encounter probability
q = 0), the influence of zealots on cooperation varies significantly based on participants’ awareness.
In the informed-zealots treatments, encountering zealots at a low probability of 0.25 significantly
promotes cooperation (coefficients of 0.17, p-value = 0.04), with increasing effects at probabilities
of 0.35, 0.5, 0.75, and 1 (coefficients of 0.31, 0.54, 0.72, and 1.14, respectively, and p-value < 10−5

for these scenarios). Conversely, in the unaware-of-zealots treatments, the probability of 0.35 shows
no significant effect on cooperation (coefficients of −0.08 p-value = 0.34). However, at higher
probabilities of 0.5, 0.75, and 1, cooperation is significantly enhanced (coefficients of 0.26, 0.4, and
1.08 for probabilities of 0.5, 0.75, and 1, respectively; p-value = 0.001 at probability of 0.5 and p-value
< 10−7 for others). Notably, a potential cooperation-diminishing effect is observed at a probability
of 0.25 when participants are unaware of zealots (coefficient of −0.32, p-value = 0.0004). These
estimates are derived from generalized linear regression models (refer to SI Table S14). Vertical bars
represent standard errors. Significance: ∗ p < 0.05 and ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

Leveraging prosocial tendencies

The results robustly demonstrate that people inherently possess prosocial preferences, though the
valuation of others’ welfare varies. This finding raises the question of how to effectively leverage
this trait to enhance cooperation. So far, our analysis involved an equal number of participants
and zealots, leaving it undetermined whether a minority of zealots could stimulate cooperation. To
address this gap, we conducted additional experiments varying the probability q that participants
would encounter zealots. These experiments were conducted under conditions where participants
were unaware and informed about their opponents’ zealotry. Details of the experimental setup can
be found in the Materials and Methods section and SI Supporting Methods. We chose encounter
probabilities of 0.25, 0.35, 0.5, and 0.75, determined via the bisection method. Using generalized lin-
ear regression models, we assessed the influence of zealots on cooperation compared to the treatment
without zealots, which served as a baseline reference in our models (see SI Table S14).

The findings, illustrated in Figure 5, reveal that a minority of zealots can promote coopera-
tion. This effect was more pronounced when participants were aware of their opponents’ zealotry
than when this information was not disclosed. In the informed-of-zealots treatment, the thresh-

8



old of the cooperation-enhancing effect of zealots lies within an encounter probability range of [0,
0.25]. Conversely, in the treatment where participants were unaware of zealots, the threshold for a
cooperation-promoting effect falls within [0.35, 0.5]. Notably, a negative effect on cooperation was
detected at a lower encounter probability in the unaware-of-zealots treatment, suggesting that the
impact of zealots on cooperation might be dual.

3 Discussion

Our study aimed to explore the impact of introducing zealots—players who unconditionally cooper-
ate—on cooperation levels in strict one-shot anonymous prisoner’s dilemma games. We varied the
information given to participants about their zealot opponents to investigate two main hypotheses:
the prosocial preferences hypothesis, which posits that individuals are motivated by fairness and
altruism, and the confused learners hypothesis, which suggests that higher-than-expected coopera-
tion levels stem from misunderstanding the game’s rules. Our findings challenge existing theories
by revealing that neither fully explains the observed cooperation and suggesting that human coop-
eration is far more complicated than previously understood, shaped by mixed motives of altruism
and selfishness.

Prosocial preferences and confusion. Our findings cannot be fully explained by either hypoth-
esis. Specifically, our results challenge the prosocial preferences hypothesis in several ways. First,
cooperation levels with zealot opponents were significantly lower than 100%, even when prosocial
participants were informed about the zealots’ guaranteed cooperation. This is inconsistent with pre-
dictions from theories of prosocial behavior, which suggest that prosocial preferences could transform
a prisoner’s dilemma into an assurance game, where mutual cooperation would be a stable equilib-
rium if individuals believe that their opponents will also cooperate [9, 29–31]. According to these
theories, individuals motivated by fairness and altruism should reciprocate the guaranteed coopera-
tion of zealots, leading to near-perfect cooperation levels. The lower cooperation levels observed in
our study suggest that other factors are influencing participants’ decisions.

Second, participants gained significantly higher payoffs than their zealot opponents. If inequity
aversion was the primary motivator, participants would be uncomfortable with gaining significantly
more than their opponents. This discrepancy suggests that participants are not only driven by
concerns for fairness or equality, which are central to prosocial preferences.

Third, no significant difference in cooperation levels was found between the unaware-of-zealots
treatment and the informed-of-zealots treatment. If prosocial preferences were primarily belief-
driven, informing participants about their opponents’ cooperative nature should have resulted in
higher cooperation levels. The lack of significant difference indicates that participants’ cooperation
decisions are not strongly influenced by their knowledge of opponents’ guaranteed cooperation.
Although we observed a significant difference when participants were not certain to be matched
with zealot opponents (refer to SI, Figure S10), this indicates that prosocial preferences are indeed
belief-driven under certain conditions. However, the overall explanatory power of the prosocial
preferences hypothesis remains limited when considering the full range of our findings.

Fourth, the cooperation levels in the treatment without zealots and the treatment where partici-
pants were informed about the non-materialistic nature of their zealot bot opponents were consistent.
If prosocial preferences were the primary motivator, informing participants that their opponents were
bots should have led to a decrease in cooperation levels due to the reduced concern for the altruistic
motives of others. The unchanged cooperation levels in these treatments suggest that prosocial
preferences cannot fully explain this result, further challenging the prosocial preferences hypothesis.

Our results also challenge the confused learners hypothesis. First, the significant increase in
cooperation levels when interacting with zealots compared to the control treatment indicates that
participants can adjust their behavior based on the perceived cooperation of their opponents. This
contradicts the notion that participants are simply confused about the game’s payoff structure. Sec-
ond, the significant difference in cooperation levels in treatments where participants were informed
about the non-materialistic nature of their zealot bot opponents suggests that participants’ decisions
are not driven by confusion. According to the confused learners hypothesis, cooperation levels should
be consistent across all treatments if participants were merely confused. The observed significant
difference undermines this prediction. Third, participants’ ability to gain significantly higher payoffs
than their zealot opponents further undermines the confused learners hypothesis. This demonstrates
their capacity to strategically optimize their outcomes rather than acting out of confusion. These
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findings indicate that participants’ cooperation is informed by a nuanced understanding of the ex-
perimental setup, and not confused.

Our findings suggest that the reality of human cooperation is more complex than what is solely
captured by the binary hypotheses of prosocial preferences and confused learners. While prosocial
preferences argue that human cooperation is influenced by concerns for fairness and altruism, our
results indicate that this is not the whole story. Our results reveal mixed motives of altruism and
selfishness for the higher-than-expected cooperation. Although prosociality and selfishness are two
important components at play, other factors such as strategic considerations, perceptions of authen-
ticity, and social and psychological influences also play a role. For example, participants showed
higher cooperation when the non-materialistic nature of zealot bots was undisclosed, indicating that
perceptions of authenticity and genuine altruistic motives are crucial. Additionally, the ability of
participants to gain higher payoffs than their zealot opponents suggests strategic considerations in
optimizing outcomes. These factors highlight the need for a comprehensive model of human coop-
eration in social dilemma games. This model must account for the complexity and variability in
human behavior, recognizing that sometimes behavior aligns with the confused learners hypothesis,
sometimes with prosocial preferences, and sometimes with other motivations.

Implications Although our results cannot be fully explained by prosocial preferences, the positive
cooperative response to zealot opponents suggests important policy implications for enhancing coop-
eration in social dilemmas. Our study shows that a minority of zealots can significantly enhance co-
operation, especially when their commitment is transparent to other players. This insight highlights
the need to explore non-material incentives to foster human cooperation. Given humans’ proso-
cial bias, government policies can emphasize the importance of altruism and ensure transparency
of intentions through effective communication to nudge people toward cooperation. Additionally,
the negative impact of low encounter probabilities of undisclosed zealots on cooperation suggests
that carefully planning the introduction and visibility of zealots is essential and warrants further
investigation.

While fostering optimistic beliefs about others’ cooperation can enhance cooperation to some
extent, this strategy alone is insufficient to fully encourage human cooperation. It is also crucial
to provide material incentives that align cooperation with individuals’ self-interest, given humans’
mixed motives of altruism and selfishness.

Conclusions In conclusion, our study underscores the complexity of human cooperation, revealing
that it is influenced by a blend of altruism and selfishness. Moving beyond binary hypotheses, future
models of human cooperation must incorporate this complexity to predict and enhance cooperative
behavior in diverse contexts effectively. By understanding and leveraging the motivational basis for
cooperative behavior, we can design more effective interventions and policies that promote sustained
cooperation in social and organizational settings.

The debate on these hypotheses has extended to scenarios involving altruistic punishment (pun-
ishing non-contributors at personal cost) and the restart effect of cooperation in repeated games
(increased cooperation when players unexpectedly continue after the final round) [15, 18, 32]. Re-
peated interactions introduce reciprocal altruism, where individuals sacrifice short-term benefits for
long-term social gains, to explain prosociality. Altruistic punishment examines whether coopera-
tion and punishment are linked altruistic traits or driven by self-interest. Our conclusions about
cooperative behavior, drawn from one-shot, anonymous prisoner’s dilemma games, may not address
these complexities as they only consider confusion and prosocial preferences. Interacting with co-
operating bots offers an alternative method to study the motivations behind prosociality in these
complex scenarios. In the near future, studies should use this approach to explore repeated inter-
actions, altruistic punishment, and varying anonymity levels, thus enhancing our understanding of
human cooperation and guiding effective interventions. Further into the future we foresee research
that closes the door our paper has opened—i.e., that models the human predisposition to cooperate
beyond economic rationality, not just explains it in terms of simple causal relations.

4 Materials and Methods

Experimental methods

We enrolled 964 undergraduate students from Yunnan University of Finance and Economics, Kun-
ming, China, during October 2023 to March 2024. Participant demographics, including gender
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distribution and mean age, are detailed in the Supplementary Information (See also Table S2). All
subjects took part in a one-shot prisoner’s dilemma game held in the behavioral economics labora-
tory, School of Statistics and Mathematics. This facility houses around 100 computerized isolation
cubicles running oTree software [33]. To prevent interaction and ensure concentration, we main-
tained at least one empty cubicle between each occupied one. Experiment integrity was overseen by
two supervisors who also managed technical issues.

The experimental design involved pooling players and randomly assigning them to one of twelve
experimental treatments. The initial phase comprised six sessions split into two parts: a within-
subjects design (122 volunteers) and an informed-of-zealot-bots treatment (120 volunteers). The
within-subjects segment spanned three sessions, each containing three conditions—without zealots,
unaware of zealots, and informed of zealots—designed to mitigate order effects via the Latin square
method. Each condition was experienced twice per session. The informed-of-zealot-bots treatment
also spanned three sessions, each with 40 participants. For robustness, this setup was repeated with
an alternative payoff matrix and an additional 242 students, similarly distributed across six sessions.

To assess the threshold of zealots necessary to promote cooperation, we used the bisection
method, setting encounter probabilities at 0.25, 0.35, 0.5, and 0.75, thus creating four experimental
conditions with a total of 480 volunteers. Each condition adopted a within-subjects design contain-
ing unaware of zealots and informed-of-zealots treatments, employed the Latin square method to
counterbalance order effects, and included two sessions. All twelve experimental treatments were
preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/BSV_S1W, and https://aspredicted.org/F4P_JWX).

Sessions began with the random allocation of volunteers to isolated computer cubicles where
they read the on-screen instructions (see Supporting Methods in SI). This was followed by a pre-
game test to check their understanding of the instructions (see Figure S1). Those who failed the
test were asked to reread the instructions and retake the test. Afterward, participants engaged in
random-order interactions to play the game (see SI, Figure S2 for the game interface). Depending
on the experimental design, a session could contain multiple treatments (within-subjects design) or
a single treatment (between-subjects design). The session concluded with a questionnaire assessing
social value orientation (see SI, Figures S3 and S4). Each treatment consisted of 15 rounds, lasting
approximately 30 minutes, with no participant attending more than one session. Volunteers started
with an initial balance of 50 units, adjusted round-by-round based on decisions and payoff matrix
rules. The final balance, if positive, was converted into a monetary payout at a rate of 0.5 Chinese
Yuan (CNY) per unit. This was supplemented with a show-up fee of 15 CNY, resulting in an average
payout of 82.09 CNY, ranging between 28 CNY and 180 CNY.

Statistical Analysis We employed pairwise t-tests for within-subject treatment comparisons and
independent sample t-tests for between-subject comparisons. Further, we utilized chi-square tests
for contingency table analyses and two-way ANOVAs to examine the dependency of one continuous
dependent variable on two categorical independent variables. All hypothesis tests were reported,
including non-significant results. For trend identification over time, linear regression analyses were
performed, and to determine the impact threshold of zealots on cooperation, generalized linear
regression models were employed, with the without zealot treatment serving as the baseline.
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Supplementary Information for
“Beyond a binary theorizing of prosociality”

SI1 Supporting Methods

The experimental framework comprises three parts. In the first part, we designed three treatments
to investigate whether zealots promote cooperation in social dilemmas under two different payoff
matrices (see Table S1 for specific values). In each round of the game, participants must simultane-
ously choose between cooperation and defection. For payoff matrix I (results discussed in the main
text), cooperators (C) sacrifice one unit for the opponent to receive three units, while defectors (D)
earn one unit at the expense of one unit from the opponent. For payoff matrix II (results included
in the Supporting Information), cooperators give up one unit for the opponent to receive two units,
and defectors also earn one unit at the opponent’s expense of one unit. These matrices are based
on recommendations from reference [34], which pertains to repeated games that allow the same
participants to engage multiple times. However, our study is conducted within the framework of a
one-shot anonymous prisoner’s dilemma game, where participants are never paired with the same
opponent twice, ensuring anonymity and randomness in the pairings.

The treatments are structured as follows:

• Control Treatment: Without Zealots (WZ), where participants are paired with other partici-
pants.

• Scenario 2: Unaware of Zealots (UoZ), where participants are paired with zealots, but are not
informed about the existence of zealots.

• Scenario 3: Informed of Zealots (IoZ), where participants are paired with zealots and are ex-
plicitly informed that their opponents are zealots.

Each treatment follows a within-subjects design, meaning that in each session, each participant
participates in all treatments in a specific order, with each treatment consisting of 15 rounds. To
eliminate order effects, we determined the sequence of treatments in each session using the Latin
square method, and each participant engages in each treatment twice per session. This part of the
experiment involves six sessions, namely 3 (treatments based on Latin square) × 2 (payoff matrix).

For the second part, we adopt a between-subjects design using payoff matrix I to explore questions
regarding the minimum number of zealots required to promote cooperation and whether a bottleneck
effect exists in enhancing cooperation. In this part, the variable for different treatments is the
probability that participants are paired with zealots. For each fixed encounter probability, we employ
a within-subject design where each participant experiences scenario 2 and scenario 3, conducting
two sessions according to the Latin square method. The fixed encounter probabilities of 0.25, 0.35,
0.5, and 0.75 are involved in the practical implementation according to the bisection method.

Additionally, we designed a supplementary experiment: Informed of Zealot Bots (IZB), which
consists of three sessions. This experiment investigates whether decreasing the motivation to concern
for others affects cooperation levels compared to the treatments in the first part. Based on payoff
matrix I and payoff matrix II, participants are paired with zealots and are explicitly informed that
they are playing with a zealot bot, with only the participants receiving money and the bot not
gaining anything from the human side.

In this experimental framework, at the end of each session, each participant fills out a question-
naire about resource allocation to measure their social value orientation. They choose their preferred
allocation scheme from the given options, deciding the amount to be allocated to themselves and
their opponents.

SI1.1 Player Recruitment

The experimental framework was implemented from October 2023 to March 2024. We recruited a
total of 964 voluntary undergraduates from Yunnan University of Finance and Economics, Kunming,
China, with 52.9% women, and a mean age of 19.1 years old (Table S2). Each voluntary participant
in the student pool was randomly assigned to one of 20 sessions across three parts, ensuring that no
subject participated in more than one session of the experiment. Specifically, 244 participants were
assigned to the first part of the experiment. For the second part, 480 participants were assigned,
with 120 participants in each of the experimental treatments with encounter probabilities of 0.25,
0.35, 0.5, and 0.75, respectively, and each session containing 40 participants. In the third part, 240
participants were assigned, with each session also containing 40 participants.
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To mitigate the impact of onymous interaction, upon arrival at the computer lab, participants
were randomly assigned to isolated computer cubicles. We ensured anonymity throughout the ex-
periments to maintain the integrity of the results.

SI1.2 Experimental Implementation

Upon viewing the instructions on their computer screen, each participant completed a simple ques-
tionnaire (see Figure S2) to assess their understanding of the experimental rules. Our staff provided
assistance with explanations, and the formal experiment commenced only after all participants had
correctly answered the questionnaire. The gameplay interface was developed using the oTree plat-
form [33].

The total number of rounds varied across the experiment’s three parts: the first part comprised
six stages with 90 rounds each, the second part had two stages with 30 rounds each, and the third
part included a single stage with 15 rounds. In each round, participants had 30 seconds to make a
decision through a personalized experiment selection interface, followed by 30 seconds to review the
results in the result interface. Since each participant experienced different scenarios in the first and
second parts of the experiment, we did not explicitly inform participants about the switch or the
differences between scenarios; instead, we allowed them to perceive these changes by observing the
experimental interface.

The selection interface presented participants with basic information, including their opponent’s
ID, their current total payoff, and the buttons for making their choice (see Figure S3A for treatment
involving without zealots and unaware of zealots). In the Informed of zealots treatment, additional
information displayed on the selection interface explicitly informed participants that their opponent
is a zealot who always chooses strategy 1 in all interactions with anyone (see Figure S3B). Conversely,
in the Informed of zealot bots treatment, participants were further explicitly informed that their
opponent is a zealot bot, which cannot receive any experimental money from their side (see Figure
S3C). The result interface remained consistent across all experiment treatments, displaying the
strategy and payoff for both themselves and their opponent, along with their opponent’s ID and
their current total payoff (Figure S3D).

At the end of each session, participants in Parts 1 and 2 of the experiment completed the
questionnaire shown in Figure S4, while those in Part 3 filled out the questionnaire in Figure S5.
In the latter case, participants were further informed that their opponent was a bot and would not
receive any money in the allocation phase.

Participants were incentivized by translating their final tokens into a realistic monetary payoff
at a rate of 0.5 CNY per token. Additionally, each participant received a 15 CNY show-up fee.
If a participant’s accumulated tokens were negative, they could not receive any additional benefits
beyond the show-up fee. Finally, participants were required to provide their signature to verify their
payoffs. On average, participants earned 82.09 CNY, with earnings ranging from 28 CNY to 180
CNY.

Here follows an English translation of gameplay instructions as displayed to volunteers in experi-
mental treatment before the beginning of the game. We minimally adjusted the text where necessary
to suit the needs of experimental control.
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Instruction
Welcome to our game experiment!
Please read the following instructions carefully. If you experience any problems during
the game, please raise your hand, and our expert staff will help you. This is an
anonymous experiment; a computer system will assign everyone a random ID number
that cannot be linked back to you. During the game, please refrain from attempting
to communicate with other players.

1. Gameplay rules: The game consists of a series of rounds where you will be ran-
domly paired with a new opponent in each round. You must choose between
‘Strategy 1’ and ‘Strategy 2’ to interact with your opponent. After making your
decision, your payoff will be determined based on the choices made by both you
and your opponent. Specifically, if you choose ‘Strategy 1’, you will receive −1
token, and your opponent will receive +3 tokens. If you choose ‘Strategy 2’, you
will receive +1 token, and your opponent will receive +3 tokens. The outcomes for
mutual choices are as follows: if both choose ‘Strategy 1’, each of you will receive 2
units; if both choose ‘Strategy 2,’ each will receive 2 units. However, if you choose
‘Strategy 1’ and your opponent chooses ‘Strategy 2’, you will receive -2 units while
your opponent receives +4 units. Conversely, if you choose ‘Strategy 2’ and your
opponent chooses ‘Strategy 1,’ you will receive +4 units, and your opponent will
receive -2 units. Below is a summary of the payoff calculations:

Option You Opponent
Strategy 1 −1 +3
Strategy 2 +1 −1

=⇒
You/Opponent Strategy 1 Strategy 2

Strategy 1 2 −2
Strategy 2 +4 0

2. Experiment interface: Gameplay happens via a custom computer interface con-
sisting of two screens:

• On the selection interface, you’ll find a description of how each strategy affects
your and your opponent’s payoff, along with your current total payoff. Ad-
ditionally, information about your paired opponent, such as their ID number,
will be displayed. You have 30 seconds to make your decision. After choosing,
click the “Next” button to proceed to the result screen. Failure to do so within
the allotted time will automatically advance the system to the next screen.

• On the result interface, you’ll have 30 seconds to review key information,
including your opponent’s strategy and payoff, your own strategy and payoff
for the current round, and your overall total payoff. Click the “Next” button
to move to the next screen and start a new round. Not pressing the button in
time will trigger an automatic transition to the next screen.

3. Questionnaire: At the end of the experiment, you’ll need to complete a ques-
tionnaire, which will be available in the questionnaire section after the formal
experiment begins.

4. Monetary payout: Upon conclusion of the experiment, you’ll see your final accu-
mulated tokens. Our staff will convert these tokens into a real monetary payout at
a rate of 0.5 CNY per token. Additionally, you’ll receive a show-up fee of 15 CNY
regardless of your performance during the experiment.

SI2 Supporting results

SI2.1 Order effect

The position of each treatment in the experimental schedule that encompasses all sessions in a
collective manner has significant impact on cooperation level for the scenarios of without zealots and
unaware of zealots, but not for aware of zealots (see table S4). Since each session was composed by the
same participants, and different sessions encompass different participants, and each participants play
each treatment twice within each session. The obtained data have both dependent and independent
feature, which lead us to adopt the liner mixed model to check the order effect for each treatment.
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By setting the order as a categorical factor and designating order 1 (the first appearance in the
experimental schedule in all sessions) as the reference, we found that when the without zealots
treatment is placed third, fourth, or sixth (order 3, 4, and 6 respectively), the cooperation level
is significantly lower than those in order 1. Similar order effects were observed in the unaware of
zealots treatment, where the cooperation level in order 6 is significantly lower than those in order 1.
In contrast, for the aware of zealots treatment, we did not find any order effect; regardless of their
position in the experimental schedule, the cooperation level remained similar to those in order 1.

To further explore how cooperation changes over time under each treatment, Figure S6 illustrates
the time-dependent frequency of cooperative decisions in a within-subjects experiment conducted
under payoff matrix I, across three sessions featuring treatments without zealots, unaware of zealots,
and informed of zealots. Generally, cooperation is substantially higher when participants engage in
treatments involving zealots, as opposed to those without. An exception is noted in the third
session’s second-to-last treatment without zealots, where the mean cooperation level (24.3%) is
similar to that in the subsequent treatment with participants informed of zealots (mean of 29%,
pairwise t-test, t = −1.6, df = 39, p-value=0.12). It also aligns closely with the preceding treatments
where participants were unaware of zealots (mean of 28.5%, pairwise t-test, t = −1.35, df = 39,
p-value=0.18). These patterns indicate that participants may either be confused about the rules of
the game or may have developed optimistic beliefs about their opponents’ propensity to cooperate,
despite the absence of zealots.

SI2.2 Robustness check: Different payoff matrix

Overall cooperation level and the role of social value orientation. The trend of overall
cooperation level across treatments obtained under payoff matrix II mirror those obtained under
payoff matrix I. As shown in Figure S7A, cooperation levels significantly increase in treatments
involving zealots compared to the without zealots treatment, regardless of whether participants
are informed about their opponents’ zealotry. However, no significant difference in cooperation
frequencies can be observed between the unaware of zealots treatment and the aware of zealots
treatment. Notably, a significant decrease in cooperation frequency was observed in the informed of
zealot bots treatment, aligning closely with the control treatment.

Figure S7B illustrates cooperation frequencies among participants with different SVO across
treatments (refer also to Table S10 for classification results). It is observed that individualistic par-
ticipants exhibit significantly higher cooperation levels in treatments involving zealots and zealot
bots, regardless of their awareness of zealots or the non-materialistic nature of zealot bots, compared
to treatments without zealots. Moreover, no significant difference in cooperation level was found be-
tween treatments involving zealot bots and those involving zealots, or between treatments involving
zealot bots and treatments without zealots. In contrast, the trend of cooperation level for prosocial
participants across treatments mirrors the overall cooperation tendency observed when participants
with distinct SVO are pooled together.

Time series analysis of Players’ cooperation frequency. The cooperation trend over time
within each treatment obtained under payoff matrix II generally mirrors those obtained under payoff
matrix I, with one exception where cooperation significantly decreases in the informed of zealot bots
treatment. Figure S8 displays the frequency of cooperation over time, aggregated across three ses-
sions. In the treatment without zealots, cooperation levels start at 17.5% and significantly decrease
to 4% by the final round. Conversely, in the unaware of zealots treatment, cooperation levels start
at 15.6% and significantly increase to 25.4% by the final round. In the informed of zealots treat-
ment, cooperation levels start at 25.8% and remain stable over time, with the final round showing
a cooperation level of 27.5%. However, in the informed of zealot bots treatment, cooperation levels
start at 19.2% and significantly decrease to 13.3% by the final round.

Comparing to the treatment without zealots, the initial cooperation levels in the treatments
involving unaware of zealots and informed of zealot bots are not significantly different. However, the
initial cooperation level in the informed of zealots treatment is significantly higher than that in the
treatment without zealots. Additionally, the final cooperation levels in the treatments of unaware
of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots are all significantly higher than that in
the treatment without zealots. These results are summarized in Table S11.

Order effect. Similar to the results obtained under payoff matrix I, we also observe that the
position of each treatment in the experimental schedule under payoff matrix II significantly impacts
the cooperation level in scenarios without zealots and unaware of zealots, but not in informed of
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zealots scenarios. Setting order 1 as the reference, we find that when the without zealots treatment
is placed fourth and sixth, the cooperation level significantly decreases. In the unaware of zealots
treatment, the cooperation level in order 6 is significantly lower than in order 1. However, for
the aware of zealots treatment, we did not find any order effect; regardless of their position in the
experimental schedule (see Table S12 for details).

The trends of cooperation over time under each treatment for each session under payoff matrix II
are consistent with those obtained under payoff matrix I. However, we did not observe the exception
where cooperation levels in treatments involving zealots were not higher than those in treatments
without zealots across sessions (see Figure S9).

Payoff distribution among players with different SVO across treatments under payoff
matrix II. Comparative analysis of payoffs obtained in the context of Payoff Matrix II yields
consistent conclusions with those obtained under Payoff Matrix I. Prosocial individuals demonstrate
a willingness to sacrifice part of their interest for the collective good, yet they also exhibit self-interest
as their payoffs consistently exceed those of their zealot opponents.

Figure S10A-C displays the distributions of payoffs per round among participants with distinct
SVO types across treatments, the accompanying cumulative density among participants with distinct
SVO types across treatments, and the bar charts of the payoff difference with opponents among
participants with distinct SVO types across treatments. Due to the limited number of competitive
participants in treatments without and involving zealots (see also Table S10), we skip the analysis
of competitive participants and focus on prosocial and individualistic players.

In the treatment without zealots, the distributions of payoffs per round between individualistic
and prosocial individuals are similar (Figure S10A1), with no significant differences in median payoffs
(Figure S10B1). In contrast, introducing zealots significantly shifts this result, with prosocial players
earning less than their individualistic counterparts, regardless of whether they are aware of the zealots
(Figure S10A2-A3 and B2-B3). Although disclosing the non-materialistic nature of zealot bots to
participants increases the average payoff of prosocial participants, it remains significantly lower than
that of individualistic individuals (Figure S10A4 and B4).

Lastly, examining the difference in payoffs between players and their opponents reveals that
prosocial individuals lean towards self-interest. In treatments involving zealots or zealot bots, we
observe that both individualistic and prosocial players consistently gain significantly more than
their zealot opponents, irrespective of whether they are aware of the zealots’ presence or the non-
materialistic nature of zealot bots (see Figure S10C2-C4).

SI2.3 The impact of awareness of zealots on cooperation across treatments varying
encounter probabilities

In scenarios where the probability of encountering zealots is less than 1, participants have the op-
portunity to interact with both zealots and other participants. Consequently, in the informed of
zealots treatment, we distinctively measure cooperation frequencies for rounds where participants
are unaware they are playing against regular participants and for rounds where they are informed
of opposing zealots. Conversely, the unaware of zealots treatment uniformly lacks opponent in-
formation, regardless of whether they are zealots. We examine the effect of disclosing opponents’
zealotry on participants’ cooperation levels across treatments with varying encounter probabilities:
25%, 35%, 50%, and 75%.

As depicted in Figure S11, participants in the informed of zealots treatment consistently demon-
strate higher cooperation levels when they are aware of the zealotry of their opponents compared to
when they are uninformed. This trend is significant at all tested probabilities of encountering zealots.
Furthermore, participants informed about zealot encounters exhibit significantly higher cooperation
levels than those who remain unaware, except at the 75% probability threshold. In addition, the
distribution of SVO categories across these treatments does not significantly differ (refer to Table
S13).

SI2.4 Gender as a confounding factor

Gender could be a confounding variable impacting our experiment’s results. To explore its influence,
we used contingency table tests (refer to Table S15). Statistical analyses indicate that at a zealot
encounter probability q of 1, females show significantly lower levels of cooperation than males in the
without zealots, unaware of zealots, and informed of zealots treatments. Interestingly, this gender
disparity does not persist under payoff matrix II, where cooperation levels between genders are
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statistically indistinguishable. However, in the informed zealot bots treatment, female cooperation
is notably less than male cooperation. At varying levels of q, except for the informed of zealots
treatment at q = 0.5, where gender does not seem to influence cooperation, females consistently
exhibit lower cooperation rates than males.

SI2.5 Academic background as a confounding factor

The academic disciplines of students participating in our experiment, categorized as either mathe-
matics and natural sciences (M & NS) or humanities and social sciences (H & SS), could influence
the outcomes. To assess the impact of academic background, we conducted contingency table tests
(see Table S16). Analysis shows that at a zealot encounter probability q of 1 in the informed of
zealots treatment, M & NS students display significantly lower cooperation than H & SS students.
In contrast, no discernible difference in cooperation levels between the disciplines is evident when
participants interact with bots. As q varies, except at q = 0.5 where M & NS students cooperate
significantly less than H & SS students, cooperation levels across other treatment conditions show
no substantial differences related to students’ fields of study.
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SI3 Supporting Figures

Figure S2: Snapshot of the questionnaire used to test the basic understanding of PD
games. An English translation is as follows. In this game, you have two strategies to choose
(see strategy descriptions below). Both you and your opponent need to simultaneously select one
of them to engage in interaction. Scenario 1: assuming your current total earnings are 20 units,
your opponent chooses “Strategy 1” while you choose “Strategy 2”, in the current round, you earn

units and your total earnings become , while your opponent earns units. Scenario 2:
assuming your current total earnings are 50 units, your opponent chooses “Strategy 2” while you
choose “Strategy 2”, in the current round, you earn units and your total earnings become ,
while your opponent earns units.
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Without & unaware of zealots treatment
Strategy selection interface

A Informed of zealots treatment
Strategy selection interface

B

Informed of zealot bots treatment
Strategy selection interface

C All treatments
Result display interface

D

Figure S3: Interfaces for Different Treatments: Interface A illustrates the strategy selection
interface for participants in treatments without zealots and those unaware of zealots, providing their
opponent’s ID and the current total payoff for participants. Interface B illustrates the interface for
participants encountering zealots in the informed of zealots treatment, with a prompt stating, “In
this round, you are matched with a player who consistently chooses Strategy 1 in all interactions.”
Interface C shows the interface for the informed of zealot bots treatment, where participants are
informed their opponent is a bot that consistently chooses Strategy 1 and cannot receive any mone-
tary gains, highlighted by the prompt, “Your opponent is a bot that always chooses Strategy 1 and
cannot receive experimental money from you.” Interface D presents outcome information across all
four experimental treatments, detailing the strategies and payoffs for both participants and oppo-
nents in the current round, opponent’s ID, and participants’ cumulative payoffs.
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问卷调查 Questionnaire
现在你与一个实验的其他参与者随机匹配,整个过程匿名进行。

Now you are randomly matched with another participant in the experiment, the whole process is done anonymously.
在以下六种分配场景中，你需要从九种可用的分配方案中选择一种，以确定你和对手各自获得的分数。

In the following 6 allocation scenarios, you are required to select one out of 9 available allocation schemes to determine
the scores received by both yourself and your opponent.

六种分配场景下的平均得分将累积到你和对手的游戏分数中，并影响你们各自最终的实验金。
The average score in 6 scenarios will accumulate into your/opponent's final experimental score and affect your/opponent's
final money.

请将你选择的分配方案再次填写在最右边上/下单元格中,确保填写内容与选项一致。
Please fill in your chosen allocation scheme again in the upper/lower rightmost cell to ensure that the content matches the
option you selected.

Q1

你获得 (You receive): 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 85 76 68 59 50 41 33 24 15

Q2

你获得 (You receive): 85 87 89 91 93 94 96 98 100

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 15 19 24 28 33 37 41 46 50

Q3

你获得 (You receive): 50 54 59 63 68 72 76 81 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 100 98 96 94 93 91 89 87 85

Q4

你获得 (You receive): 50 54 59 63 68 72 76 81 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 100 89 79 68 58 47 36 26 13

Q5

你获得 (You receive): 100 94 88 81 75 69 63 56 50

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下
单元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 50 56 63 69 75 81 88 94 100

Q6

你获得 (You receive): 100 98 96 94 93 91 89 87 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 50 54 59 63 68 72 76 81 85

下一页

Figure S4: Measuring participants’ social value orientations using questionnaires. Par-
ticipants are informed that they will be matched with another player. In the given six scenarios,
participants are required to choose a preferred allocation scheme from nine options, where each
scheme involves the points that both themselves and their opponent can receive. The average score
of the six allocation scenarios directly contributes to the participants’ total score, impacting their
final monetary payoffs.
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问卷调查 Questionnaire
现在你与一个机器人进行匹配。

Now you are randomly matched with a bot.
在以下六种分配场景中，你需要从九种可用的分配方案中选择一种，以确定你和对手各自获得的分数。

In the following 6 allocation scenarios, you are required to select one out of 9 available allocation schemes to determine
the scores received by both yourself and your opponent.

六种分配场景下的平均得分将累积到你的游戏分数中，并影响你最终的实验金。
The average score in 6 scenarios will accumulate into your final experimental score and affect your final money.

机器人不会从这个分配阶段中获得任何实验金。
The bot will not receive any money in this allocation stage.

请将你选择的分配方案再次填写在最右边上/下单元格中,确保填写内容与选项一致。
Please fill in your chosen allocation scheme again in the upper/lower rightmost cell to ensure that the content matches the
option you selected.

Q1

你获得 (You receive): 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 85 76 68 59 50 41 33 24 15

Q2

你获得 (You receive): 85 87 89 91 93 94 96 98 100

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 15 19 24 28 33 37 41 46 50

Q3

你获得 (You receive): 50 54 59 63 68 72 76 81 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 100 98 96 94 93 91 89 87 85

Q4

你获得 (You receive): 50 54 59 63 68 72 76 81 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 100 89 79 68 58 47 36 26 13

Q5

你获得 (You receive): 100 94 88 81 75 69 63 56 50

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下
单元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 50 56 63 69 75 81 88 94 100

Q6

你获得 (You receive): 100 98 96 94 93 91 89 87 85

你的选择 (Your choice):
请在上/下单

元格填写

对手获得 (Other receives): 50 54 59 63 68 72 76 81 85

下一页

Figure S5: Measuring participants’ social value orientations using questionnaires in a
design excluding prosocial preferences. Participants are informed that they will be matched
with a bot, and the bot cannot receive any money in this allocation. In the given six scenarios,
participants are required to choose a preferred allocation scheme from nine options, where each
scheme involves the points that the participants themselves can receive. The average score of the
six allocation scenarios directly contributes to the participants’ total score, impacting their final
monetary payoffs.
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Parameters WZ UoZ IoZ IoZ UoZ WZ

 Intercept 0.35762
(p<0.001)

0.22143
(p<0.001)

0.4569
(p<0.001)

0.36333
(p<0.001)

0.34333
(p<0.001)

 0.24333
(p<0.001)

Slope  -0.01866
(p<0.001)

0.01795
(p<0.001)

-0.00482
(p=0.04167)

0.00188
(p=0.33193)

0.0025
(p=0.35123)

-0.01313
(p=0.0021)

�2 0.64111 0.65112 0.28198 0.07247 0.06709 0.52956

Parameters UoZ IoZ WZ WZ IoZ UoZ

 Intercept 0.41519
(p<0.001)

0.30453
(p<0.001)

0.20726
(p<0.001)

0.04626
(p=0.00467)

0.23288
(p<0.001)

 0.14513
(p<0.001)

Slope  -0.00349
(p=0.24623)

0.00102
(p=0.68649)

-0.01361
(p=0.00221)

-0.00162
(p=0.29882)

0.00204
(p=0.3072)

0.00527
(p=0.03932)

�2 0.10187 0.01294 0.52626 0.08265 0.07995 0.28761

Parameters IoZ WZ UoZ UoZ WZ IoZ

 Intercept 0.3431
(p<0.001)

0.16452
(p<0.001)

0.23143
(p<0.001)

0.32929
(p<0.001)

0.2719
(p<0.001)

 0.31571
(p<0.001)

Slope  -0.00268
(p=0.36054)

-0.00286
(p=0.31581)

0.00795
(p=0.04419)

-0.00554
(p=0.02093)

-0.00357
(p=0.13484)

-0.00321
(p=0.24713)

�2 0.06463 0.07726 0.27626 0.34668 0.16358 0.1015

Session 1

Session 2

Session 3

Without zealots Unaware of zealots Informed of zealotsA

B

C
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Figure S6: This graph represents the frequency of cooperative choices over 90 successive
rounds, divided into 15-round segments for each treatment, in three sessions of a one-
shot anonymous prisoner’s dilemma game under payoff matrix I. The treatments include:
without zealots (WZ), unaware of zealots (UoZ), and informed of zealots (IoZ). Panels A, B, and C
correspond to the three sessions, respectively, showing the mean cooperation frequency per round.
The trend lines in each panel reflect the change in cooperation over the 15-round treatments. The
accompanying statistical summary for each session lists the intercept, slope, and R2, with p-values
indicating the significance of these parameters.
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Figure S7: Robustness Check Using Payoff Matrix II. A: Boxplots show the empirical dis-
tribution of cooperation frequencies across different treatments, defined as the ratio of cooperative
actions to total rounds per participant. The average cooperation frequency is 8.4% in the without
zealots treatment, significantly lower than 24.2% in the unaware of zealots treatment (pairwise t-test;
t = −6.73, p < 10−10) and 27.2% in the informed of zealots treatment (pairwise t-test; t = −6.71,
p < 10−10). No significant difference exists between the unaware and informed of zealots treatments
(pairwise t-test; t = −1.59, p = 0.11). However, the informed of zealot bots treatment shows a lower
average cooperation frequency of 11%, significantly different from both involving zealot treatments
(two-sample t-test; t = 4.11, p < 10−5; t = 4.69, p < 10−6) but not from the without zealots treat-
ment (two-sample t-test; t = −1.42, p = 0.16). B: Boxplots show cooperation frequency distributions
within competitive, individualistic, and prosocial categories across treatments. Individualistic par-
ticipants exhibited significantly higher cooperation in unaware (8%) and informed (13%) of zealot
treatments compared to the without zealots treatment (3%; pairwise t tests; t = −2.09, p=0.04
and t = −2.8, p=0.008, respectively), with no significant differences in the informed of zealot bots
treatment (8%; two-sample t tests; t = −0.29, p=0.77 and t = 1.08, p=0.28). The informed of zealot
bots treatment showed significantly higher cooperation compared to the without zealots treatment
(two-sample t-test; t = −3.34, p=0.001). Prosocial participants exhibited significantly higher coop-
eration frequencies in the unaware (33.6%) and informed (35.4%) of zealots treatments compared to
the without zealots treatment (11.6%; pairwise t test, t = −6.75, p < 10−9; t = −6.22, p < 10−8)
and the informed of zealot bots treatment (17.2%; two-sample t-test, t = −3.2, p = 0.002; t = 3.39,
p = 0.001), with no significant difference between the informed of zealot bots and without zealots
treatments (two-sample t-test, t = −1.57, p = 0.12).
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Figure S8: The presence of zealots stabilises cooperation. Shown are the frequency of coop-
eration over time, obtained under payoff matrix II, illustrated by data points and regression lines
for three distinct treatments: without zealots, unaware of zealots, and informed of zealots. In the
treatment without zealots, the frequency of cooperation exhibits a slowly decreasing trend, with a
slope significantly less than zero. Conversely, in treatments involving zealots—whether participants
were unaware of the zealots or informed — the frequency of cooperation either shows a slowly in-
creasing trend or remains stable, indicating that the presence of zealots has a stabilizing impact on
cooperation levels. The frequencies were calculated by dividing the number of volunteers who chose
to cooperate by the total number of participants in each round. Smaller font sizes and shaded areas
represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Parameters WZ UoZ IoZ IoZ UoZ WZ

 Intercept 0.205
(p<0.001)

0.16286
(p<0.001)

0.35357
(p<0.001)

0.25881
(p<0.001)

0.23333
(p<0.001)

 0.12952
(p<0.001)

Slope  -0.00938
(p<0.001)

0.01402
(p<0.001)

-0.0042
(p=0.08973)

0.00223
(p=0.50147)

-9.9127E-20
(p=1)

-0.00536
(p=0.04204)

�2 0.63101 0.59481 0.20545 0.03547 0.28113

Parameters UoZ IoZ WZ WZ IoZ UoZ

 Intercept 0.20119
(p<0.001)

0.34143
(p<0.001)

0.1381
(p<0.001)

0.01976
(p=0.06755)

0.23286
(p<0.001)

 0.12619
(p<0.001)

Slope  0.00714
(p=0.01565)

-0.00268
(p=0.34324)

-0.00705
(p=0.01065)

-1.78571E-4
(p=0.87238)

-9.82143E-4
(p=0.7124)

0.00402
(p=0.11075)

�2 0.37267 0.06927 0.40575 0.00206 0.0108 0.18387

Parameters IoZ WZ UoZ UoZ WZ IoZ

 Intercept 0.24513
(p<0.001)

0.16939
(p<0.001)

0.1805
(p<0.001)

0.27778
(p<0.001)

0.22154
(p<0.001)

0.20635
(p<0.001)

Slope 0.0011
(p=0.50564)

-0.00867
(p=0.00322)

0.00918
(p=0.07063)

-0.00119
(p=0.49231)

-0.01658
(p<0.001)

0.00417
(p=0.05196)

�2 0.03479 0.49942 0.22974 0.03698 0.68267 0.26038

Session 1

Session 2

Session 3

Figure S9: The figure presents the frequency of cooperative decisions across three ses-
sions in a one-shot anonymous prisoner’s dilemma game, each session consisting of 90
rounds segmented into 15-round treatments, under payoff matrix II. The three treatment
conditions examined are: without zealots (WZ), unaware of zealots (UoZ), and informed of zealots
(IoZ). Panels A, B, and C represent the sessions, showing the mean cooperation frequency per round
with trendlines. The table below each graph provides statistical metrics such as intercept, slope,
and R2 values, including p-values for significance testing.
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Figure S10: Analysis of payoffs among participants with different SVO types across
treatments, obtained using Payoff Matrix II. Panel A presents the distribution of per-round
payoffs among participants identified as competitive, individualistic, and prosocial, for each treat-
ment: without zealots, unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and with informed of zealot bots,
displayed sequentially from left to right. Panel B presents the cumulative density differences in
payoffs among SVO categories. For treatment without zealots, prosocial players (median value
0.2) do not significantly differ from individualistic players (median values 0.167, Mann–Whitney U
test: U = 1423.5, p = 0.144). However, with zealots introduced, prosocial players consistently
achieve lower median payoffs compared to individualistic players across all treatments (median
values 3.467, 3.6, and 3.867; Mann–Whitney U test: U = 977.5, p < 0.001;U = 1143.5, p =
0.002;U = 1000, p = 0.024 in the unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot
bots treatments, respectively). Panel C provides bar charts illustrating the payoff difference be-
tween players and opponents among participants with distinct SVO types across treatments. In-
dividualistic players consistently gain higher payoffs than their opponents under all treatments
(from panel C1-C4, mean values of payoff difference: 0.236, 5.52, 5.2, and 5.47; one sample t-
test, t = 6.05, p < 0.001; t = 49.03, p < 0.001; t = 31.45, p < 0.001; t = 76.57, p < 0.001). Prosocial
players also exhibit significant differences compared to their opponents (from panel C1-C4, mean
values of payoff difference: -0.14, 3.99, 3.88, and 4.97; one sample t-test,t = −2.02, p = 0.045; t =
22.79, p < 0.001; t = 20.39, p < 0.001; t = 34.10, p < 0.001). The payoff differentials of proso-
cial players are significantly lower than those of individualistic players (median values: 0.0 and
0.2, Mann–Whitney U test: U = 1148.5, p = 0.003 for without zealots treatment; median val-
ues: 4.4 and 6.0, U = 977.5, p < 0.001 for unaware of zealots treatment; median values: 4.8
and 6.0, U = 1143.5, p = 0.002 for informed of zealots treatment; median values: 5.6 and 6.0,
U = 1000, p = 0.024 for informed zealot bots treatments). Across treatments, there is no signifi-
cant alteration in the payoff differentials for prosocial individuals (median values: 4.4, 4.8, and 5.6,
Kruskal-Wallis test: H = 3.977, p = 0.137), and the same holds true for individualistic individuals
(median values: 6.0, 6.0, and 6.0, Kruskal-Wallis test: H = 1.514, p = 0.469).
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Figure S11: The effect of participant awareness of zealot on cooperation levels at various
encounter probabilities (q). Panels A-D illustrate the effect of being informed about zealots on
participants’ cooperation levels, with comparison to when no information is provided (unaware of
zealots treatment), across varying probabilities of encountering zealots: 25%, 35%, 50%, and 75%.
In the informed of zealots treatment, participants’ cooperation frequency is separately recorded for
rounds against other participants (where they are not informed) and against zealots (where they
are informed). The unaware of zealots treatment consistently omits information about opponents,
whether they are zealots or not. Notably, in the informed of zealots treatment, participants show
higher cooperation levels when informed about their opponents’ zealotry as opposed to when such
information is withheld. This significant effect persists across all probabilities of zealot encounters
(Paired sample t test; mean value 13.3% vs. 27.6%; t = −4.1 p < 0.0001; mean value 13.3% vs.
27.6%; t = −4.1 p < 0.0001 for panel A; mean value 13.3% vs. 27.6%; t = −4.1 p < 0.0001; mean
value 15.8% vs. 24.7%; t = −2.98 p < 0.004 for panel B; mean value 17.2% vs. 24.0%; t = −2.37
p = 0.02 for panel C; mean value 19.1% vs. 25.2%; t = −2.36 p = 0.02 for panel D). Additionally,
informed participants exhibit significantly higher cooperation than those in the unaware of zealots
treatment, with the exception at a 75% encounter probability (Paired sample t test; mean value
11% vs. 27.6%; t = 5.12 p < 0.0001 for panel A; mean value 13.8% vs. 24.7%; t = 3.64 p < 10−4

for panel B; mean value 17.3% vs. 24.0%; t = −2.70 p = 0.007 for panel C; mean value 20.7% vs.
25.2%; t = −1.83 p = 0.07 for panel D). Vertical bars denote standard errors. Significance levels are
noted: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, and non-significant differences are not marked with an
asterisk.
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SI4 Supporting Tables

Table S1: The two payoff matrices used in the experiment. Each cell indicates the payoff for the
row player (Player A) followed by the payoff for the column player (Player B). Defection is the strict
Nash equilibrium in both payoff matrices.

Payoff matrix I
Player B

Strategy 1 (C) Strategy 2 (D)

Player A
Strategy 1 (C) 2, 2 −2, 4
Strategy 2 (D) 4,−2 0, 0

Payoff matrix II
Player B

Strategy 1 (C) Strategy 2 (D)

Player A
Strategy 1 (C) 1, 1 −2, 3
Strategy 2 (D) 3,−2 0, 0
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Table S2: Basic information on the conducted experimental sessions. A total of seven
sessions were conducted in the experiment, with considering both the probability of encountering
zealots (denote as q) and the treatment conditions. Sessions are characterized by the number of
interactions, attendance, the mean age of participants and its standard deviation, and the percentage
of female. The treatment conditions include the cross of without zealots (WZ), unaware of zealots
(UoZ), informed of zealots (IoZ), informed of zealot bots (IZB), and the probability of encountering
zealots. Unless otherwise specified, the experiments are conducted using the payoff matrix I (PM
I). The currency payment unit is CNY.

Date Session number Participants Mean age (S.D.) % Female Experimental setup Interactions Mean monetary payoff [min, max]

15, Oct, 2023

1 40 18.86 (0.82) 50 q = 1
WZ 30

142.325 [92, 175]UoZ 30
IoZ 30

2 42 18.72 (0.69) 50 q = 1
WZ 30

144.93 [101, 167]UoZ 30
IoZ 30

3 40 18.96 (0.8) 50 q = 1
WZ 30

143.4 [82, 180]UoZ 30
IoZ 30

21, Oct, 2023

4 40 18.85 (0.73) 50 q = 1 (PM II)
WZ 30

115.05 [60, 137.5]UoZ 30
IoZ 30

5 40 18.83 (0.86) 50 q = 1 (PM II)
WZ 30

116.325 [73, 136]UoZ 30
IoZ 30

6 42 18.73 (0.59) 47.6 q = 1 (PM II)
WZ 30

116.18 [67, 139]UoZ 30
IoZ 30

22, Oct, 2023

7 60 18.88 (0.73) 50 q = 0.5
UoZ 15

69.415 [50, 84]
IoZ 15

8 60 19.01 (0.66) 50 q = 0.5
UoZ 15

69.15 [53, 88]
IoZ 15

9 60 18.97 (0.7) 50 q = 0.25
UoZ 15

54.535 [28, 70]
IoZ 15

10 60 18.79 (0.53) 50 q = 0.25
UoZ 15

56.635 [36, 72]
IoZ 15

04, Nov, 2023
11 60 18.82 (0.65) 50 q = 0.35

UoZ 15
61.415 [39, 80]

IoZ 15

12 60 18.99 (1.17) 50 q = 0.35
UoZ 15

60.9 [46, 76]
IoZ 15

05, Nov, 2023
13 60 18.84 (0.97) 50 q = 0.75

UoZ 15
79.035 [59, 92]

IoZ 15

14 60 18.84 (0.56) 50 q = 0.75
UoZ 15

80.865 [58, 98]
IoZ 15

11, Nov, 2023 15 40 18.83 (0.68) 80 q = 1 IZB 15 66.925 [55, 70]

18, Nov, 2023
16 40 18.87 (0.71) 45

q = 1 IZB
15 67.475 [55, 70]

17 40 18.94 (0.57) 25 15 67.8 [58, 70]

16, Mar, 2024
18 40 18.86 (0.69) 65

q = 1 (PM II) IZB
15 61.025 [55.5, 62.5]

19 40 19.21 (0.76) 82.5 15 60.9 [55.5, 62.5]
20 40 19.07 (0.86) 75 15 60.625 [55.5, 62.5]
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Table S3: The table compares initial and final cooperation levels in treatments with participants
unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots versus treatment without zealots.
It includes percentages and sample sizes for cooperation rates, alongside chi-square values (χ2

(1)) and
p-values from two-sample proportion tests. All outcomes are derived under the context of payoff
matrix I.

Treatment comparison Stage Cooperation rate (%) χ2
(1) p-value

Unaware of zealots vs.
Without zealots

Initial 21.7 (53/244) vs. 27 (66/244) 1.6 0.21
Final 31 (75/244) vs. 10.2 (25/244) 30.2 < 10−8

Informed of zealots vs.
Without zealots

Initial 29.7 (72/244) vs. 27 (66/244) 0.253 0.62
Final 33.2 (81/244) vs. 10.2 (25/244) 36.5 < 10−9

Informed of zealot bots vs.
Without zealots

Initial 18.3 (22/120) vs. 27 (66/244) 2.88 0.09
Final 17.5 (21/120) vs. 10.2 (25/244) 3.21 0.07
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Table S4: Summary of Linear Mixed-Effects Models for treatments without zealots, unaware of
zealots, and informed of zealots, conducted under payoff matrix I. The model investigates the im-
pact of the sequence in which treatments are presented (referred to as ’Order’) on the frequency of
cooperation. ’Order’ indicates the position of each treatment in the experimental schedule, treated
as a categorical fixed effect that encompasses all sessions in a collective manner. The mixed-effects
framework includes fixed effects to examine the influence of this treatment sequence and random ef-
fects to control for variability among individual participants. ’Order’ is conceptualized as a sequence
of distinct categories representing the progression of treatments, rather than as a numeric contin-
uum. Random effects allow for adjustment based on individual participant differences. The findings
reveal that the sequence of treatment exposure significantly affects cooperation frequencies in the
without zealots and unaware of zealots conditions, suggesting that the specific timing of treatment
presentation can modify participant behavior.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. error d.f. t value p value

Without zealots

Intercept 0.21 0.03 143.93 7.21 2.89e-11 ***

Order 2 -0.07 0.04 143.93 -1.63 0.1

Order 3 -0.11 0.04 143.93 -2.72 0.007 **

Order 4 -0.18 0.04 143.93 -4.34 2.72e-05 ***

Order 5 0.04 0.04 143.93 0.86 0.39

Order 6 -0.07 0.02 3535 -4.02 5.97e-05 ***

Unaware of zealots

Intercept 0.39 0.05 125.5 7.16 6.13e-11 ***

Order 2 -0.02 0.08 125.5 -0.29 0.77

Order 3 -0.09 0.08 125.5 -1.19 0.24

Order 4 -0.10 0.08 125.5 -1.32 0.19

Order 5 -0.02 0.08 125.5 -0.31 0.76

Order 6 -0.2 0.02 3535 -11.4 ¡2e-16 ***

Informed of zealots

Intercept 0.32 0.06 124.2 5.46 2.51e-07 ***

Order 2 -0.01 0.08 124.2 -0.11 0.91

Order 3 0.1 0.08 124.2 1.16 0.25

Order 4 0.06 0.08 124.2 0.68 0.5

Order 5 -0.07 0.08 124.2 -0.88 0.38

Order 6 -0.03 0.02 3535 -1.86 0.06
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Table S5: Participant distribution across SVO categories in a within-subject experiment under Payoff
Matrix I. Following the classification guidelines proposed by ref. [28], this table groups participants
according to their SVO category—assessed across three treatments: without zealots (WZ), unaware
of zealots (UoZ), and informed of zealots (IoZ). Each participant experienced all three conditions,
thus the data for these treatments are aggregated. A separate group for the informed of zealot bots
(IZB) treatment is also displayed. The table enumerates the participants in each SVO category and
indicates the proportional representation within parentheses.

Treatment type

SVO category
Competitive Individualistic Prosocial Altruistic

WZ & UoZ & IoZ 6 (0.05) 55 (0.45) 60 (0.49) 1 (0.008)

IZB 7 (0.06) 68 (0.57) 45 (0.37) 0 (0)
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Table S6: Results from the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) assessing the impact of SVO categories
(competitive, individualistic, prosocial) and treatment type (without zealots, unaware of zealots, in-
formed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots) on cooperation levels. Although the main effects are
significant, the interaction between SVO categories and treatment types does not show significance,
suggesting that the relationship between SVO orientation and cooperation is not substantially differ-
ent across the various treatments. For comprehensive post-hoc analysis details and further ANOVA
results focusing on the impact of treatment types within each SVO category, refer to Supplementary
Tables S7 and S8, respectively. All outcomes are derived under the context of payoff matrix I.

Term d.f. S.S MS F statistic p-value

SVO 2 6.5 3.24 44.17 ¡2e-16

Treatment 3 2.9 0.97 13.2 2.78e-08

SVO × Treatment 6 0.86 0.14 1.96 0.07

Residuals 474 34.81 0.07

Degrees of freedom

Sum of squares

Mean squares
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Table S7: Summary of Tukey Honest Significant Difference (HSD) post-hoc analysis for the impact
of SVO categories (competitive, individualistic, and prosocial) and treatment types (without zealots,
unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots) on cooperation levels. The table
presents differences in mean cooperation levels between each category and treatment, along with
lower (LCB) and upper (UCB) confidence bounds, and associated p-values. Significant differences
are noted between all treatments involving zealots and those without, as well as among different
SVO categories, indicating a robust dependency of cooperation levels on both the treatment type
and SVO orientation. All outcomes are derived under the context of payoff matrix I.

Comparison Difference LCBa UCBb p-value

Competitive vs. Individualistic 0.036 -0.104 0.176 0.798

Competitive vs. Prosocial 0.264 0.124 0.403 0.001

Individualistic vs. Prosocial 0.228 0.166 0.289 0.001

Without zealots vs. Informed of zealots 0.185 0.088 0.282 0.001

Without zealots vs. Unaware of zealots 0.171 0.074 0.267 0.001

Without zealots vs. Informed of zealot bots 0.031 -0.067 0.128 0.83

Informed of zealots vs. Unaware of zealots -0.014 -0.111 0.083 0.9

Informed of zealots vs. Informed of zealot bots -0.154 -0.252 -0.057 0.001

Unaware of zealots vs. Informed of zealot bots -0.14 -0.237 -0.043 0.001
aLower confidence bound
bUpper confidence bound
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Table S8: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) examining how cooperation levels are influenced by treat-
ment type (without zealots, unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots)
within SVO category (competitive, individualistic, and prosocial). The analysis reveals that treat-
ment type significantly affects cooperation levels among prosocial individuals. In contrast, no such
dependency is observed for competitive and individualistic individuals, suggesting that the impact of
treatment type on cooperation is contingent upon the participants’ SVO category. Detailed post-hoc
comparisons for the effects of treatment types on cooperation levels within the prosocial category
are presented in Supplementary Table S9. All outcomes are derived under the context of payoff
matrix I.

SVO category Term d.f.a SSb MSc F statistics p-value

Competitive
Treatment type 3 0.089 0.03 1.1 0.371

Residuals 21 0.568 0.027

Individualistic
Treatment type 3 0.298 0.994 2.583 0.054

Residuals 229 8.811 0.0385

Prosocial
Treatment type 3 3.382 1.127 9.929 3.58e-06

Residuals 224 25.428 0.1135
aDegrees of freedom
bSum of squares
cMean squares
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Table S9: Summary of the Tukey Honest Significant Difference (HSD) post-hoc test results assessing
the effects of different treatment types (without zealots, unaware of zealots, informed of zealots,
and informed of zealot bots) specifically on cooperation levels among prosocial individuals. This
analysis corroborates the findings presented in Table S7, where the influence of treatment types
on cooperation levels was examined across all SVO categories collectively, underscoring consistent
patterns of impact when focusing solely on prosocial individuals. All outcomes are derived under
the context of payoff matrix I.

Comparison Difference LCBa UCBb p-value

Without zealots vs. Informed of zealots 0.287 0.129 0.445 0.001

Without zealots vs. Unaware of zealots 0.254 0.096 0.412 0.001

Without zealots vs. Informed of zealot bots 0.078 -0.094 0.249 0.626

Informed of zealots vs. Unaware of zealots -0.033 -0.191 0.125 0.9

Informed of zealots vs. Informed of zealot bots -0.209 -0.381 -0.038 0.01

Unaware of zealots vs. Informed of zealot bots -0.176 -0.347 -0.004 0.042
aLower confidence bound
bUpper confidence bound
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Table S10: Summary of participant distribution across SVO categories using the slide measure in
a within-subject design, under payoff matrix II. Participants engaged in three treatments—without
zealots, unaware of zealots, and informed of zealots—are grouped together as they encountered
each condition. The table also presents data for a separate group under the informed of zealot
bots treatment. The numbers reflect the count of participants in each category, with percentages
provided in parentheses.

Treatment type

SVO category
Competitive Individualistic Prosocial Altruistic

WZ & UoZ & IoZ 1 (0.008) 44 (0.36) 77 (0.63) 0 (0)

IZB 9 (0.075) 74 (0.62) 36 (0.3) 1 (0.008)
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Table S11: The table compares initial and final cooperation levels in treatments with participants
unaware of zealots, informed of zealots, and informed of zealot bots versus treatment without zealots.
It includes percentages and sample sizes for cooperation rates, alongside chi-square values (χ2

(1)) and
p-values from two-sample proportion tests. All outcomes are derived under the context of payoff
matrix II.

Treatment comparison Stage Cooperation rate (%) χ2
(1) p-value

Unaware of zealots vs.
Without zealots

Initial 15.6 (38/244) vs. 17.5 (43/244) 0.24 0.63
Final 25.4 (62/244) vs. 4 (10/244) 42.4 < 10−11

Informed of zealots vs.
Without zealots

Initial 25.8 (63/244) vs. 17.5 (43/244) 4.35 0.04
Final 27.5 (67/244) vs. 4 (10/244) 48.4 < 10−12

Informed of zealot bots vs.
Without zealots

Initial 19.2 (23/120) vs. 17.5 (43/244) 0.05 0.83
Final 13.3 (16/120) vs. 4 (10/244) 8.997 0.003
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Table S12: Summary of linear mixed-effects models for treatments without zealots, unaware of
zealots, and informed of zealots under payoff matrix II. The definition of order and the employed
linear mixed-effects model are consistent with those in Table S4.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. error d.f. t value p value

Without zealots

Intercept 0.13 0.02 159.44 6.52 8.68e-10 ***

Order 2 -0.03 0.03 159.44 -1.08 0.28

Order 3 -0.05 0.03 159.44 -1.72 0.08

Order 4 -0.11 0.03 159.44 -3.96 0.0001 ***

Order 5 -0.04 0.03 159.44 -1.48 0.14

Order 6 -0.04 0.01 3535 -2.94 0.003 **

Unaware of zealots

Intercept 0.26 0.05 126.0 5.09 1.29e-06 ***

Order 2 0.02 0.07 126.0 0.23 0.82

Order 3 -0.004 0.07 126.0 -0.06 0.95

Order 4 -0.01 0.07 126.0 0.14 0.89

Order 5 -0.03 0.07 126.0 -0.35 0.73

Order 6 -0.1 0.02 3535 -5.88 ¡4.52e-09 ***

Informed of zealots

Intercept 0.25 0.05 124.29 4.66 7.98e-06 ***

Order 2 0.07 0.08 124.29 0.85 0.4

Order 3 0.07 0.08 124.29 0.85 0.4

Order 4 0.02 0.08 124.29 0.29 0.77

Order 5 -0.03 0.08 124.29 -0.37 0.71

Order 6 -0.01 0.02 3535 -0.89 0.37
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Table S13: Distribution and Chi-Square Analysis of SVO Categories Across Treatment Conditions.
The table delineates the distribution of participants across SVO categories—Competitive, Individ-
ualistic, and Prosocial/Altruistic—in various treatments: WZ (Without Zealots), UoZ (Unaware
of Zealots), and IoZ (Informed of Zealots), at different probabilities of encountering zealots (q).
The numbers represent observed frequencies with their proportions in parentheses. Chi-square test
statistics are provided to assess the distribution differences among the treatments. The results in-
dicate no significant distribution variation across SVO categories, uggesting that the probability of
encountering zealots does not significantly alter the distribution of SVO types among participants
in these conditions.

Treatment type

SVO category
Competitive Individualistic Prosocial/Altruistic χ2 test result

WZ & UoZ & IoZ 6 (0.05) 55 (0.45) 61 (0.50)

χ2=13.44,

d.f.a = 10,

p-value=0.2

UoZ (q = 0.75) & IoZ (q = 0.75) 3 (0.03) 64 (0.53) 53 (0.44)

UoZ (q = 0.5) & IoZ (q = 0.5) 5 (0.04) 57 (0.47) 58 (0.49)

UoZ (q = 0.35) & IoZ (q = 0.35) 5 (0.04) 50 (0.42) 65 (0.54)

UoZ (q = 0.25) & IoZ (q = 0.25) 5 (0.04) 52 (0.43) 63 (0.53)
adegree of freedom

S29



Table S14: The threshold effect of zealots in promoting cooperation in scenarios of unaware of
zealots and informed of zealots, as determined by a generalized linear regression model. The model
assesses the impact of the probability of encountering zealots on participants’ cooperation levels,
with the without zealots scenario and competitive individuals serving as the baseline group. Social
value orientation is controlled for in the analysis. The generalized linear regression model indicates
that a minority of zealots can enhance cooperation, particularly when players are informed about
their opponents’ zealotry. Regarding the impact of social value orientations on cooperation in the
whole experiment, the generalized linear regression model indicates that individualistic individuals
exhibit a higher probability of cooperation only in the informed of zealots scenario compared to
competitive individuals, whereas prosocial individuals show significantly greater cooperation levels
in both scenarios.

Dependent variable: participants whether to cooperate
in each round of games

Model
Unaware of zealots Informed of zealots

Coef.a S.E.b z value pr(>—z—) Coef.a S.E.b z value pr(>—z—)

Constant -2.56 0.14 -18.52 < 2e-16 *** -2.83 0.14 -19.68 < 2e-16 ***
q = 0.25 -0.32 0.09 -3.52 0.0004 *** 0.17 0.08 2.07 0.04*
q = 0.35 -0.08 0.08 -0.96 0.34 0.31 0.08 3.97 7.08e-05 ***
q = 0.5 0.26 0.08 3.24 0.001 ** 0.54 0.08 7.09 1.37e-12 ***
q = 0.75 0.51 0.08 6.67 4.49e-11 *** 0.72 0.08 9.62 < 2e-16 ***
q = 1 1.06 0.06 17.5 < 2e-16 *** 1.14 0.06 18.75 <2e-16 ***

Individualistic 0.096 0.14 0.71 0.48 0.36 0.14 2.51 0.01 ***
Prosocial 1.21 0.13 9.06 < 2e-16 *** 1.51 0.14 10.8 < 2e-16 ***

Null deviance 14233 15260
Residual deviance 13102 14071

AICc 13118 14087
Observation 14520 14520

aCoefficient
bStandard error
cAkaike information criterion
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