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Supplementary Figure 18. Social Preferences and cooperation. Association between 

average public contributions and social value orientation angle (i.e. social preference, based on 

the social value orientation slider measure) for participants with e = 90 (upper panels, black), e 

= 120 (middle panels, blue), and e = 60 (lower panels, red) when private solutions were not 

available (left panels) vs. available (right panels). Each dot indicates one participant. Lines 

indicate best linear fit based on least-squares. 
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