Supplementary Information
Part 1: pilot study for Study 1 about developing a measurement tool for implicit theories of trust
A pilot study was conducted before the Study 1 to obtain a valid questionnaire for measuring implicit theories of trust.
1 Method
1.1Participant
The study recruited a total of three batches of participants for different analytical purposes. First, a total of 260 valid questionnaires were obtained, which were mainly used for the selection of scale items, item analysis, and exploratory factor analysis to form the initial scale. Among them, 57.7% were male, and 42.3% were female. The participants ranged in age from 18 to 33 years (20.86±1.91). Second, 254 participants were recruited through recruitment advertisements, etc., which were used primarily for the analysis of internal consistency, construct validity, etc., and the verification of study purpose. Finally, 66 participants completed the questionnaire and conducted a retest three weeks later. Due to 2 participants refusing the retest after three weeks, and 3 participants being unresponsive within the specified time, a total of 61 valid participants were included in the retest reliability analysis of the Implicit Theories of Trust Scale.
1.2 Procedure
Based on the Implicit Theories of Personality Scale of Levy, Stroessner, and Dweck (1998), the keywords “basic traits” and “traits” of the original scale were modified into the keyword “trust” of the study. The remainders were similar to the original scale. Secondly, the study invited 5 psychology masters to evaluate and discuss the items and modify the expression of each item. For example, the “they” in the original item referred to an unknown, and was uniformly revised to “everyone”. Finally, the study determined the preliminary questionnaire for measuring individuals’ implicit theories of trust, with a total of 8 items, using a 6-point score (1= strongly disagree, 6= strongly agree), and conducted the first test of the scale. The scoring method was the same as the Implicit Theories of Personality Scale. Then, the item analysis, exploratory factor analysis, etc. were followed.
2 Results
2.1 Item Analyses
[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Based on the total score of 8 items in the initial scale, the scale scores were ranked by high-low. According to the score of 27%, the top 27% of the participants were coded as the high group and the bottom 27% as the low group. An independent sample t-test was used to test the difference in scores between high and low groups in each item. The results showed that (see SI 1), the scores of high and low groups were significantly different in each item (ps  .001). The study further used the item-total score correlations (the correlation between the total score and each item) to filter the scale items and deleted the items with low correlation with the total score (r  .40; Wu, 2010). It was found that (see SI 1), item 5 (r = .34) was a lower correlation with the total score, so the above item was deleted. The correlations between other items and the total score were all higher than .4.


SI 1. Discrimination Results of Scale Items
	Item
	Groups
	M±SD
	t
	Correlation with the total score (r)

	Item 1
	high-score
	4.23±1.08
	-9.83***
	.54***

	
	low-score
	2.54±1.04
	
	

	Item 2
	high-score
	4.23±1.19
	-9.56***
	.57***

	
	low-score
	2.53± .99
	
	

	Item 3
	high-score
	4.41±1.26
	-9.14***
	.55***

	
	low-score
	2.66±1.08
	
	

	Item 4
	high-score
	4.15±1.27
	-8.78***
	.55***

	
	low-score
	2.61± .83
	
	

	Item 5
	high-score
	4.65±1.00
	-4.11***
	.34***

	
	low-score
	3.89±1.24
	
	

	Item 6
	high-score
	4.28±1.17
	-4.95***
	.43***

	
	low-score
	3.28±1.32
	
	

	Item 7
	high-score
	4.64± .85
	-6.78***
	.48***

	
	low-score
	3.43±1.28
	
	

	Item 8
	high-score
	4.59± .96
	-8.18***
	.48***

	
	low-score
	3.14±1.20
	
	


[bookmark: _Hlk150626830]Note: *p  .05，**p  .01，***p  .001.
2.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis
Exploratory factor analysis was performed for 7 items retained after item analysis. The KMO test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity values were .801and chi-square = 774.37，p  .001, indicating that the data were suitable for factor analysis. Two factors with eigenvalues greater than one were obtained by principal component analysis and the maximum variance method. The cumulative variance contribution rate was 72.27%. Depending on previous studies (Wu, 2010), the number of factors was determined based on the following criteria: (1) all factors had eigenvalues above one; (2) the factors explained at least 3% of the variation before rotation; (3) factor loadings above .4; (4) a factor contained at least three items. Finally, two factors with an eigenvalue above 1 were obtained, totaling seven items. The factor loadings and contribution rates were shown in SI 2. Depending on the theoretical conception of the scale and the items contained in each factor, we named Factor 1 as the entity theories, with a total of four items, which illustrated individuals’ perspectives on the immutability of trust.; Factor 2 was named as the incremental theories, with a total of three items, which illustrated individuals’ perception that trust can be changed.
SI 2. Factor Loading Matrix and Contribution Rate of Each Factor
	Item
	Factor 1
	Factor 2
	Common degree

	Item 1
	.86
	—
	.70

	Item 2
	.84
	—
	.75

	Item 3
	.82
	—
	.70

	Item 4
	.83
	—
	.71

	Item 6
	—
	.86
	.75

	Item 7
	—
	.85
	.76

	Item 8
	—
	.83
	.70

	Eigenvalue
	3.26
	1.80
	

	Contribution rate (%)
	46.57
	25.70
	

	Cumulative contribution rate (%)
	46.57
	72.27
	



2.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
After the preliminary analysis of the questionnaire, we developed an Implicit Theories of Trust Scale comprising a total of 7 items. Subsequently, based on a re-recruitment of 254 participants, further analysis was conducted to examine the scale’s reliability and validity.
The maximum likelihood estimation method was used to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis for the Implicit Theories of Trust Scale and to examine the fit of the model. Firstly, a single factor model was constructed without specific dimensions. Secondly, built on the results of exploratory factor analysis, a two-factor model was built, with entity theory and incremental theory. Referring to Wu’s (2010) judgment criteria for model fit indices, the fit indices of the single factor model did not meet the standards, and the fit indices of the two-factor model indicated good model fit (SI 3), which supported the results of exploratory factor analysis.

SI 3. The Model Fit Indices of The Implicit Theories of Trust Scale
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Model
	2/df
	RMSEA
	GFI
	CFI
	NFI
	IFI

	a single factor model
	21.269
	.28
	.744
	.658
	.650
	.661

	a two-factor model
	2.344
	.073
	.968
	.979
	.964
	.979



[bookmark: _Hlk150627669]2.4 Convergent validity and Discriminant validity
As shown in SI 4, the factor loadings of the items corresponding to the two dimensions of the scale are all above 0.5, indicating a high representativeness of the items for each latent variable. Additionally, the average variance extracted (AVE) for each dimension is above 0.4, and the composite reliabilities (CR) are also above 0.8, demonstrating the satisfactory convergent validity of the model. 

SI 4. Results of Convergent Validity of The Implicit Theories of Trust Scale
	Item
	Path
	Factor
	Factor Loadings
	AVE
	CR

	Item 1
	
	Entity 
	.78
	.65
	.88

	Item 2
	
	Entity
	.87
	
	

	Item 3
	
	Entity
	.84
	
	

	Item 4
	
	Entity
	.74
	
	

	Item 6
	
	Incremental
	.71
	.61
	.82

	Item 7
	
	Incremental
	.77
	
	

	Item 8
	
	Incremental
	.85
	
	



Furthermore, a discriminant validity test was conducted on the two dimensions of the scale, revealing a significant correlation between the two dimensions (p = .025). Moreover, as indicated in SI 5, the correlation coefficient is less than the square root of the average variance extracted for each dimension, suggesting a certain degree of correlation between the two dimensions while also demonstrating a sufficient level of discriminant validity for the scale.
SI 5. Results of Discriminant validity of The Implicit Theories of Trust Scale
	
	CR
	AVE
	Entity Theories
	Incremental Theories

	Entity Theories
	.88
	0.65
	—
	

	Incremental Theories
	.82
	.61
	.17*
	—

	the square root of AVE
	
	
	.81
	.78



2.5 Reliability Analysis
The internal consistency, split-half reliability, and test-retest reliability were studied as the reliability indexes of the Implicit Theories of Trust Scale. The results showed (SI 6) that the overall internal consistency coefficient for the scale was .777, and the internal consistency coefficients for the entity theories and incremental theories were .881 and .820, respectively. And the split-half reliability of the total scale was .855. Additionally, the test-retest reliabilities of the overall scale and each sub-dimension are .407, .506, and .257, respectively, all of which reached a significant level.

SI 6. The Reliability Indexes of the Implicit Theories of Trust Scale
	Factor
	Internal Consistency
	Split-half Reliability
	Test-retest Reliability

	Total Scale
	.777
	.855
	.407**

	Entity Theories
	.881
	—
	.506**

	Incremental Theories
	.820
	—
	.257*


Note: *p  .05，**p  .01.



Part 2: The Implicit Theories of Trust Scale
1. Trust between people is the most basic characteristic and will not change much (*).
2. Although each person has his own way of doing things, the trust between them cannot be changed (*).
3. Everyone is a certain type of person, so trust between people can’t really be changed (*).
4. Although there are incidents that damage people’s trust from time to time, people cannot really change the trust between them (*).
5. No matter how strong the trust between people is, they can always change it very much (It was a lower correlation with the total score, so the above item was deleted).
6. People can substantially change the trust between them.
7. Everyone, no matter who they are, trust between people can be changed.
8. People can change even their most basic trust.
Note: The items with * refer to the entity theory. In the specific implementation process, the order of the items was randomized

Part 3: The Measurements of Covariates
The Domain-Specific-Risk-taking Scale was revised by Sun and Wu (2018), with a total of 30 items and a 7-point score (1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree). A higher score means that the individual has a higher risk appetite. In this study, 12 items in two fields, social and economic, were selected according to the research purpose. The internal consistency of two scale in this study were α = .68 and .73, respectively. 
The trust disposition was measured by McKnight et al. (2002) scale, with a total of 4 items and a 7-point score (1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree). An example item is, “I trust people/things easily”. A higher score means that the individual has a higher tendency to trust. The internal consistency in this study were α = .90.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]The SVO Slider Measure revised by Zhang et al. (2015) was used to measure participants’ social value orientation. The task consists of 6 items, with 9 options in each item. Participants are required to choose the corresponding options based on their preferences to represent their decisions. Finally, a fixed formula is used to calculate the participants' motivational angle, where a larger angle indicates a greater concern for the gains of others.

Part 4: Differences in response time for trust choices and distrust choices in Study 2
Similarly, the study conducted separate 2 × 2 ANOVAs with the individual’s response time to invest (disinvestment) choice, i.e., the trust choice response time (distrust choice), as the dependent variable. 
The analysis of response time for trust choice decisions revealed a significant main effect for implicit dimension, with F (1, 144) = 4.74, p = .031, 2p = .03. No other main effects or interactions reached statistical significance (ps  .05). An additional examination (Fig 3a) showed that within the personality domain, participants from the incremental view group (511.92 ± 166.57) exhibited a longer response time compared to entity view group participants 430.58 ± 97.11), F (1, 144) = 6.29, p = .013, 2p = .04. This finding indicated that individuals with an incremental perspective on personality displayed increased deliberation during trust-related decisions compared to those with an entity perspective.
Regarding response time for distrust choice, a significant interaction effect was observed between domain and dimension, F (1, 144) = 4.58, p = .013, 2p = .04. The simple effects results (see Fig 3b) found that in the domain of personality, participants in the incremental view group (495.92 ± 147.59) exhibited a longer response time compared to those in the entity view group (400.89± 91.74), F (1, 144) = 7.84, p = .006, 2p = .06. This result also implied that individuals with an incremental view of personality displayed greater hesitation when making trust decisions compared to those with an entity view of personality.
Nonetheless, no significant differences were detected between individuals with an entity perspective and those with an incremental perspective, regardless of whether they were making a trust or distrust decision (ps  .05).
[image: ]
SI-Fig 1. Differences in response time for trust choices and distrust choices. Figure 3a was about the response time for trust choice. Figure 3b was about the response time for distrust choice.
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