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Appendix S1
This supplement includes exploratory analyses on how different personality traits (a) influence a person’s willingness to cooperate and (b) modulate the effect of face-to-face contact on a person’s willingness to cooperate. 
There was great variation between dyads and players in how individuals were influenced by the face-to-face manipulation, as suggested by the large variances of the random effects of Dyad and Dyad * Player in the main analyses (see Result section). In an attempt to explain these differences, we investigated how personality traits influenced the experimental manipulations on participants’ willingness to cooperate. Participants completed questionnaires about their empathy level (IRI), social anxiety (LSAS), emotion recognition ability (Reading the Mind in the Eyes task), and social value orientation (SVO). For an overview of the descriptives of these questionnaires in our sample and the correlations between them see Tables S1-S2. For the IRI, we looked at the total score and the subscales perspective taking (PT), empathic concern (EC), fantasy scale (FS), and personal distress (PD) separately. Also, the two subscales anxiety and avoidance of the LSAS were analyzed individually. For both questionnaires, the mean was calculated per subscale per person. The SVO classifies individuals into 4 categories: prosocial, individualistic, competitive and no classification (Van Lange, 2000). The sample size for the latter three categories was too small to constitute a group, which is why we decided to combine them into the category “non-prosocial” (prosocial n = 73, non-prosocial n = 33 [consisting of 2 competitive, 15 individualistic, and 16 unclassified participants]). The performance for the Reading the Mind in the Eyes task was calculated based on the mean accuracy level (0 = incorrect, 1 = correct).

We concentrated the analysis on participants’ own decisions rather than on the joint outcome as we expected individual characteristics to mainly influence individual decisions. Furthermore, we laid our main focus on the face-to-face manipulation and not on the feedback conditions as we were mainly interested in how personality traits would influence interpersonal communication rather than how people differ in their use of explicit, objective feedback. 
The effect of nonverbal communication was moderated by the characteristics of the participants (Table S3). In particular, we found a significant interaction between Face condition and SVO, IRI (total score and subscales PT and EC), Reading the Mind in the Eyes task, and LSAS anxiety scale (p’s ≤ .002). To disentangle these interaction effects and for the ease of interpretation, we median-splitted participants on the IRI, Reading the Mind in the Eyes task and LSAS anxiety scales. For these questionnaires, there was a significant difference between Face conditions for participants scoring low on each of the scales, but not for individuals having high scores (p’s ≥ .04; Figure S1 a-c). By visual inspection, it can be seen that participants who were less empathic and who had more difficulties to read another person’s mind, generally cooperated less than people scoring high on these measures. On top of that, they were more strongly influenced by the experimental manipulation and were even less willing to cooperate in the face-blocked than the face-to-face condition. For the anxiety scale of the LSAS, people who scored below the median were again more influenced by the experimental conditions. In this case, low socially anxious people were more willing to cooperate when facing the other person compared to when not and high socially anxious people were generally less cooperative, regardless of the face condition. For the SVO, prosocial individuals cooperated more in the face-to-face compared to face-blocked condition, but non-prosocials were unaffected by the face manipulation (Figure S1d).
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Figure S1. Predicted mean cooperation rate per Face condition moderated by (a) empathy (IRI total score), (b) emotion recognition abilities (RM = Reading the Mind in the Eyes task), (c) social anxiety (LSAS anxiety subscale), and (d) prosociality (SVO); *** p < 0.001.





Table S1
Descriptives of the personal characteristics questionnaires
	
	Mean
	SD
	Max
	Min
	NMissing

	RM
	0.70
	0.09
	0.92
	0.47
	4

	LSAS anxiety *
	17
	10
	49
	1
	13

	LSAS avoidance *
	11
	9
	45
	0
	13

	IRI Total *
	101
	15
	134
	66
	13

	IRI PT *
	28
	5
	40
	13
	13

	IRI EC *
	27
	5
	39
	11
	13

	IRI FS *
	26
	6
	39
	9
	13

	IRI PD *
	20
	6
	34
	6
	13

	Prosocial (SVO)
	73 (68.9%)
	
	
	
	


Note. * based on the summed score per subject.














Table S2
Person’s correlation matrix with the RM, LSAS and IRI questionnaires
	
	RM
	LSAS anxiety
	LSAS avoidance
	IRI Total
	IRI PT
	IRI EC
	IRI FS

	RM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LSAS anxiety
	0.160
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LSAS avoidance
	0.12
	0.70 ***
	
	
	
	
	

	IRI Total
	0.071
	0.308 **
	0.17
	
	
	
	

	IRI PT
	-0.108
	0.101
	0.071
	0.510 *** 
	
	
	

	IRI EC
	0.038
	0.213 *
	0.10
	0.731 ***
	0.279 **
	
	

	IRI FS
	0.068
	0.071
	-0.06
	0.683 ***
	0.099
	0.289 **
	

	IRI PD
	0.160
	0.422 ***
	0.33 **
	0.710 ***
	0.087
	0.423 ***
	0.310 **


Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.005; *** p < 0.001; RM = Reading the Mind in the Eyes task; LSAS = Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale; IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Index; PT = Perspective Taking; EC = Empathic Concern; FS = Fantasy Scale; PD = Personal Distress.









Table S3 
Descriptives of model parameters regressing the interaction between each personality trait and the Face condition against the willingness to cooperate (defect = 0, cooperate = 1)
	Effects
	Test statistics
	p-value

	SVO * Face
	F(1, 9335) = 18.85
	< .001

	Split by SVO
	
	

	Face (prosocials)
	B = .34, SE = .07, CI (.21, .48)
	< .001

	Face (non-prosocials)
	
	.086

	IRI total * Face
	F (1, 9088) = 11.22 
	.001

	median-split IRI total 
	
	

	Face (high IRI)
	
	.345

	Face (low IRI)
	B = .38, SE = .07, CI (.24, .53)
	< .001

	IRI PT * Face
	F (1, 9088) = 21.66 
	< .001

	Median-split IRI PT
	
	

	Face (high IRI PT)
	
	.465

	Face (low IRI PT)
	B = .49, SE = .09, CI (.33, .66)
	< .001

	IRI EC * Face
	F (1, 9088) = 24.87 
	< .001

	Median-split IRI EC
	
	

	Face (high IRI EC)
	
	.052

	Face (low IRI EC)
	B = .49, SE = .08, CI (.34, .64)
	< .001

	IRI FS * Face 
	
	.213

	IRI FS main effect
	
	.986

	IRI PD * Face
	
	.040

	IRI PD main effect
	
	.507

	RM * Face
	F (1, 9870) = 10.22 
	.001

	Median-split RM+
	
	

	Face (high RM)
	
	.839

	Face (low RM)
	B = .37, SE = .08, CI (.20, .53)
	< .001

	LSAS anxiety * Face
	F (1, 9088) = 12.26 
	< .001

	Median-split LSAS
	
	

	Face (high LSAS anxiety)
	
	.080

	Face (low LSAS anxiety)
	B = .26, SE = .09, CI (.09, .42)
	.002

	LSAS avoidance * Face
	
	.311

	LSAS avoidance main effect
	
	.486


Note. P-values below the significance level of .005 are indicated in bold. SVO = Social Value Orientation; IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Index; PT = Perspective Taking; EC = Empathic Concern; FS = Fantasy Scale; PD = Personal Distress; RM = Reading the Mind in the Eyes task; LSAS = Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale. + random effect Dyad excluded because of the lack of enough variance 














Appendix S2
	In the current study, participants gave two responses per trial, whether they wanted to choose option A or B (corresponding to cooperating and defecting, respectively) and what they thought their partner chose. Based on this, we investigated whether individuals could read each other’s intentions based on nonverbal cues only. To that extent, we conducted a one-sample t-test in the face-to-face / no feedback condition to compare the mean accuracy level to the level of chance. The results revealed that participants in this condition were not able to predict their partner’s decisions (M = .51, SD = .31, t(39) = .14, p = .890).  

















Appendix S3
The order of the face condition was counterbalanced between dyads. In an attempt to assure that the order did not affect the manipulation, we tested for the interaction between face condition and the face order. Surprisingly, this interaction was significant, F(1, 10223) = 24.20, p < .001 (see Figure S2). Specifically, the increase in the willingness to cooperate in the face-to-face compared to face-blocked condition was bound to those dyads who started the experiment in the face-to-face condition, B = .42, SE = .07, CI (.27, .56), OR = 1.52, p < .001, but not when they began in the face-blocked condition (p = .180). Similarly, the order of face condition influenced the successfulness of the joint outcome, F(2, 5157) = 9.42, p < .001. For all analyses including the face condition, we performed the analyses with and without including the interaction effect between face condition and the face order. None of the findings were influenced by it, so we only report the analyses without the interaction effect. 
face condition

**

Figure S2. Predicted mean cooperation rate (± 2 SE) in the face-blocked and face-to-face condition moderated by the order of the condition (** p < 0.005).


Appendix S4
Here, we present descriptives of the experiences of the participants during the experiment. They filled out a visual analogue scale (VAS) after the first practice trails, after the first completed session, after the second practice trials and after the second session (the end of the experiment). Among others, they indicated how motivated they were, how much difficulty participants had to keep their attention to the task, how much they felt connected to their interaction partner and how anxious they felt. All questions were answered by setting a marker on a 10 cm long line ranging from “not at all” on the left to “very much” on the right. Additionally, participants completed the Positive And Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) questionnaire before they started the game. Finally, participants filled out the Desire for Future Interaction scale (DFI) to indicate how much participants would like to meet their interaction partner again in different situations on a 5-point Likert scale. In Table S4, we present the mean and standard deviation of the VAS for each time point, the PANAS and the DFI.  
Table S4
Descriptives (mean and standard deviation) of the PANAS (Positive And Negative Affect Schedule), the VAS (Visual Analogue Scale), and the DFI (Desire of Future Interaction scale) participants completed before, during, and after the experiment, respectively
	Question 
	After 1st practice trials
	After 1st session
	After 2nd practice trials
	After 2nd session 

	How…do you feel at this moment?
	
	
	
	

	    tense
	2.5 (2.1)
	1.8 (2.4)
	1.9 (2.2)
	1.4 (2.1)

	    awkward
	3.0 (2.5)
	2.2 (2.4)
	2.8 (2.7)
	1.5 (2.0)

	    shy 
	1.8 (2.0) 
	1.4 (1.9)
	2.0 (3.4)
	1.1 (1.7)

	    anxious
	.8 (1.1)
	.6 (1.0)
	.6 (1.1)
	.3 (.6)

	    observed 
	4.5 (2.8)
	3.8 (3.0)
	3.7 (3.4)
	2.8 (3.1)

	Do you feel like the other sees right through you?
	2.5 (2.4)
	2.3 (2.4)
	2.0 (2.5)
	2.2 (2.7)

	Do you feel connected to the other person?
	7.4 (2.2)
	7.0 (2.0)
	7.5 (2.5)
	7.3 (2.5)

	How motivated are you to complete this task?
	7.0 (1.9)
	5.8 (2.8)
	5.9 (2.6)
	5.6 (2.7)

	How difficult is it for you to keep your attention directed to the task?
	2.2 (2.4)
	5.0 (3.1)
	4.5 (3.1)
	5.7 (3.1)

	Desire for Future Interaction (DFI) 
	
	
	
	3.21 (.62)

	Positive And Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)
	
	
	
	

	    Positive subscale 
	3.22 (.51)
	
	
	

	    Negative subscale
	1.30 (.31)
	
	
	


Note. The questions were answered by setting a mark on a 10 cm line, hence the scale ranges from 0 to 10. The two PANAS subscales and the DFI were rated on a 5-point Likert scale before and after the experiment, respectively. 



face-to-face	1.4E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	1.4E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	low RM	high RM	0.58699999999999997	0.66600000000000015	face-blocked	1.4E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	1.4E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	low RM	high RM	0.53700000000000003	0.65900000000000014	emotion recognition abilities

mean cooperation rate



face-to-face	1.4E-2	1.2E-2	1.4E-2	1.2E-2	low LSAS	high LSAS	0.66600000000000015	0.59899999999999998	face-blocked	1.4E-2	1.2E-2	1.4E-2	1.2E-2	low LSAS	high LSAS	0.6170000000000001	0.59199999999999997	social anxiety

mean cooperation rate



face-to-face	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	non-prosocial	prosocial	0.44500000000000001	0.71100000000000008	face-blocked	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	non-prosocial	prosocial	0.47200000000000003	0.66700000000000015	prosociality

mean cooperation rate



face-to-face	1.0000000000000002E-2	1.2E-2	1.0000000000000002E-2	1.2E-2	face-to-face first	face-blocked first	0.67100000000000015	0.59299999999999997	face-blocked	1.2E-2	1.2E-2	1.2E-2	1.2E-2	face-to-face first	face-blocked first	0.6070000000000001	0.60600000000000009	order of face condition
mean cooperation rate

face-to-face	1.4E-2	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.4E-2	1.6000000000000004E-2	low IRI	high IRI	0.62000000000000011	0.67900000000000016	face-blocked	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.7999999999999999E-2	1.6000000000000004E-2	1.7999999999999999E-2	low IRI	high IRI	0.57099999999999995	0.65100000000000013	empathy

mean cooperation rate





