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Political polarization and lack of trust can greatly hamper the implementation
of beneficial policies and broader economic development. Thus it is crucial
to understand how to build trust, especially in polarized societies. We argue
that carefully-designed exposure to trade in broad financial markets can in-
crease generalized trust because it can expose investors to shared risks and
returns that highlight the benefits of large-scale economic cooperation. Re-
porting results from a randomized controlled trial in which we encouraged
Israelis to hold or trade stocks for up to seven weeks, we show that partic-
ipation in financial markets increased generalized trust by 5.9pp, equivalent
to 25% of the control group mean. Our main results are larger among polit-
ical partisans, robust to negative price changes, and unrelated to changes in
political preferences. We argue that trust-building through financial markets
resembles a process of learning by doing, emphasizing the promise of financial

innovations in facilitating trust in polarized societies.



Generalized trust, conceptualized as a belief in the goodwill of others and an expectation that
others have an incentive and ability to promote one’s interests (/,2), is an important facilitator of
economic activity, and a central component of social capital (3). An immense literature across
the social sciences suggests that trust is “the cause or precondition of much of what is good and
valuable in society and in individual lives” (4), and that “virtually every commercial transaction
has within itself an element of trust” (5). Indeed, theory and evidence suggest that higher levels
of generalized trust enhance economic growth (6, 7), good governance (8), civic and political
participation (9), and compliance with public health guidance (10, 11).

Despite the many merits of generalized trust, Figure 1 shows that trust is far from common
around the world. In a majority of countries sampled by the World Values Survey, less than one
in four survey respondents agrees that “most people can be trusted” (/2). Moreover, low levels
of trust are especially common in politically polarized societies (/3), a concerning pattern given
the rising levels of political polarization in many democracies worldwide (/4).

The variation reported in Figure 1 and the low levels of trust experienced in many coun-
tries around the world have motivated scholars to examine the antecedents of generalized trust.
Research suggests that societal levels of trust are a consequence of contemporary civil soci-
ety strength and political institutions (3, 15), as well as historical legacies of extractive in-
stitutions (/6), border changes (/7), repression (/8), and social structures (/9). In line with
these studies, it is commonly accepted that generalized trust is a personal disposition acquired
through early socialization and that durably increasing generalized trust is extremely challeng-
ing (20, 21). This is especially the case in an era of enhanced political polarization (22), where
social and political groups are perceived to be in opposition to one another.

Building on studies in evolutionary psychology, sociology, and economics examining the
relationship between market integration and prosocial behavior (23-26), and based on the ex-

pectation that personal experiences with risk can inform people’s level of trust (27-29), we
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Figure 1: Generalized trust around the world. This figure reports cross-national patterns of
generalized trust from the World Values Survey (Wave 7). For each country, we report the share
of respondents who state that most people can be trusted. Since Israel is not included in the
most recent wave of the World Value Survey, we report average generalized trust based on data
from the 2004 World Value Survey. The Israeli average reported in these plots is remarkably

close to the control group pre-treatment average of generalized trust in our RCT data.

argue that exposure to broad financial markets, and specifically opportunities to invest in and
trade stocks, can increase generalized trust. Specifically, trust-building through financial mar-
kets resembles a process of learning by doing. The experience of exposure to financial markets,
and in particular the opportunity to hold and trade stocks, allows people to share risks and real-
ize the mutually beneficial gains of placing resources in the hands of other parties (28, 30) such
that both tend to benefit as the economy as a whole improves. This experience, in turn, shapes
people’s willingness to trust others.

To test our expectation, we turn to Israel, a highly polarized society (31, 32) with low levels
of generalized trust (see Figure 1), and report results from a large randomized controlled trial

in which we encouraged Israelis to invest in and trade a specific stock for up to seven weeks



using an accessible survey-based platform. Using separate surveys that included no additional
political and social information, we elicit respondents’ levels of generalized trust. We show
that trading stocks durably increases generalized trust. This effect is robust to exogenous nega-
tive stock price performance. Further, though the effect is stronger among investors that made
trading decisions that raised the value of their portfolio beyond the price performance of their
exogenously- assigned stock, those who under-performed do not show a trust backlash. Impor-
tantly, the effect are more salient among polarized partisans, particularly males, and is distinct
from changes in political preferences. Thus our study presents a scalable and non-paternalistic

approach for building trust in polarized societies.

Trust and Financial Markets

To date, the finance literature has mainly focused on trust as a cause of participation in finan-
cial markets, rather than the reverse. Existing studies suggest that generalized trust increases
individuals’ tendency to own and trade stocks (33, 34), and that access to financial services is
related to individual-level institutional trust (35). In line with this insight, scholars have shown
that corporate scandals that reduce individuals’ trust in the stock market also reduce their stock
market participation (36). The consequences of trust, broadly defined, have been shown to ag-
gregate at the national level. Indeed, lower bilateral trust leads to less trade and investment
between countries (37, 38).

Inspired by early arguments made by political philosophers like Montesquieu regarding
“doux commerce,” existing research examines the link between market integration, generalized
trust, and other prosocial behavior (23-26). These studies argue that market transactions, which
often entail interactions with strangers, require norms of fairness, trust, and pro-sociality to-
wards “a generalized other.” Accordingly, evidence from a range of cross-cultural (23, 26) and

local-contemporary (24, 25) studies point to a robust association between market integration



and generalized trust. Relatedly, although focusing on a different substantive mechanism and
outcome, research in political economy identifies how financial markets and complementary
economic institutions can promote tolerance and peace by emphasizing to citizens the tangible
economic costs of conflict and societal benefits of peace (39—41).

Building on these studies, as well as on research regarding the effects of trust on financial
market participation, we suggest that the relationship between trust and participation in financial
markets might be bidirectional. Specifically, we argue that exposure to financial markets can
increase generalized trust. Our theoretical expectation is motivated by recent market integration
studies (23-26), as well as by previous studies highlighting the role of learning from personal
experience in shaping generalized trust (28).

Trust is a central component of financial markets. The experience of investing in the stock
market entails a degree of uncertainty and requires an individual investor to trust other parties in
using their resources in a mutually beneficial manner. Exposure to financial markets, and specif-
ically trading stocks, can help people realize the benefits of large-scale economic cooperation.
By investing in financial markets, citizens expose themselves to a degree of risk. However, over
time, investments can yield mutually beneficial returns and emphasize the economic benefits of
investing with others, a type of behavior often described as the epitome of trust. These effects
are likely to be accentuated among those political partisans for whom distrust of the other side
is particularly salient.

As investors gain experience and make successful trading decisions, they may increase their
levels of trust. In that sense, trust building via financial markets can be thought of as learning
by doing. Investors who invest in widely-held financial assets may gain positive feedback that
highlights the mutually beneficial nature of productive investment across society. This realiza-
tion, we argue, can increase generalized trust. In contrast to previous studies that emphasize

how financial markets help citizens internalize the costs of conflict and increase their support



for peace-promoting parties (4/), the mechanism linking financial markets and generalized trust
is fundamentally different. Participation in financial markets, we argue, increases generalized
trust because it provides people with an opportunity to learn about the gains of cooperation with

a general other under uncertainty.

The Randomized Controlled Trial

Identifying the effects of exposure to financial markets on personal levels of generalized trust
with observational data is challenging for multiple reasons. First, financial market participa-
tion is arguably endogenous to levels of generalized trust. Indeed, recent studies suggest that
generalized trust is a salient determinant of investment in financial markets (34, 42). Second,
generalized trust is often viewed as a personal disposition acquired through early age socializa-
tion (20, 21). Accordingly, various covariates that correlate with generalized trust (e.g., gender,
education, and personality traits) also correlate with participation in financial markets (43, 44).

To overcome this identification challenge, we implemented a large-scale randomized con-
trolled trial in Israel in the run-up to the 2015 national elections, in which we incentivized
Jewish Israelis to hold or trade a specific stock from the Israeli or Palestinian stock exchanges
for a period of up to seven weeks. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first randomized con-
trolled trial to assign stock portfolios to potential investors and evaluate the social consequences
of exposure to financial markets. Our randomized controlled trial was rolled out in three main

stages.

Pre-Treatment Survey and Treatment Assignment

Using an online panel, we surveyed 1,418 Israelis screening 73 respondents who provided in-
complete information, inconsistent information, or finished the survey in an unusually quick

time. As part of our baseline surveys, we collect a rich range of demographic information as



well as pre-treatment measures of generalized trust, asking respondents the following question
originating in the World Values Survey: “Generally speaking, would you say that most people
can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people?”” Possible responses
included 1) “Most people can be trusted ” 2) “Need to be very careful with other people” and
3) “Idon’t know.”

After collecting baseline data, we block-randomized the remaining 1,345 survey respon-
dents to treatment and control conditions (treatment = 1,036, control = 309).! Treated individu-
als were incentivized to participate in an instructions survey that detailed the rules of the study,
informed respondents about their allocated assets, and quizzed respondents to ensure that they
understood how the value of their assets would be determined. As indicated in Figure 2 possible
assets included either domestic Israeli assets (Bezeq Telecoms (BEZQ): a large Israeli telecom
company, Bank Leumi (LUMI): a large Israeli commercial bank, and the Tel Aviv 25 (TA25): an
Israeli stock market index) or foreign Palestinian assets (Palestine Telecoms (PALTEL): a large
Palestinian telecom company, Bank of Palestine (BOP): a large Palestinian commercial bank,
and the Palestinian General Market Index (PLE): a Palestinian stock market index), amounting
to a total of either 200NIS (~$50) or 400NIS (~$100). These endowments are substantial when
compared to many behavioral economic experiments, or the average daily wage of 312NIS in
Israel in 2014.2 We consider the 840 treated individuals who completed the instructions survey
as compilers (52%), and report both intent to treat (ITT) and treatment effect on the treated

(TOT) estimates, using treatment status as an instrument for actual take-up of treatment.

"We created 104 blocks stratifying sequentially by respondents’ 2013 vote choice, sex, experience trading
stocks in the 6 months prior to the study, a dummy for whether they would recommend Arab stocks to a friend,
their geographical region, discrepancies in the 2013 vote, and their willingness to take risks.

Foreign assets were listed in foreign currency. We thus fixed the exchange rate for the duration of the exper-
iment so that there was no exchange rate risk for participants trading foreign assets. Moreover, all assets in the
experiment represented derivative claims on the authors’ research account. In other words, the treatment did not
include direct ownership of the underlying asset.
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Figure 2: Timeline of the RCT. This figure reports the value of assets endowed as part of our
treatment alongside the timeline of our RCT. Israeli stocks are shown by dashed lines (Bezeq
Telecoms (BEZQ), Bank Leumi (LUMI), and theTel Aviv 25 (TA25)). Palestinian stocks are
shown by solid lines (Palestine Telecoms (PALTEL), Bank of Palestine (BOP), and the Pales-

tinian General Market Index (PLE)).

Treatment Rollout: Holding and Trading Stocks

Through an accessible and simplified survey-based platform, compliers received weekly up-
dates about the price of their assigned assets, as well as a description and valuation of their
current portfolio after markets closed on the last day of the week. Moreover, treated partici-
pants were given a weekly opportunity to decide to hold their existing portfolio or buy or sell up
to 10% of that portfolio before markets opened the following week. To incentivize engagement,
if they did not register a decision, including a decision to hold, however, they would lose the
10% that they could have traded. A third (two-thirds) of treated participants were randomly
selected to trade on the platform for four (seven) weeks with three (six) trading periods. 69% of
compliers engaged in trading during every opportunity, and 80% of compliers traded in all but

one week.



Post-Treatment Surveys

As noted in the timeline in Figure 2, following the trading period compliers and control partic-
ipants reported outcomes of interest as part of our endline survey. We collected non-compliers
outcomes in a later follow-up survey. Endline surveys included a measure of generalized trust,
as well as other outcomes of interest relating to vote choice and financial literacy explored in

companion papers (40, 41).

Main Results

In Appendix A2, we report descriptive statistics of our sample as well as balance checks. In
Table 1, we report our main results, focusing on ITT and TOT estimates.® First, as one might
expect in our experimental context, we show that treatment status does not affect pre-treatment
levels of generalized trust. Indeed, when employing pre-treatment trust as an outcome in the
first column of Table 1, the treatment point estimate is very small, amounting to 0.8 percentage
points, and imprecisely estimated.

Turning to the second column of Table 1, we show that exposure to financial markets in-
creases the probability of reporting that “most people can be trusted” by 5.9 percentage points.
This effect is equivalent to 24.8% of baseline trust in the control group. Importantly, levels of
trust in our control group (23.8%) are similar to levels of trust measured by the World Values
Survey in Israel during the most recent wave fielded in 2004 (23.02%) (12). Not surprisingly, the
IV-TOT results (which employ treatment status as an instrument for compliance), yield slightly
larger point estimates of 6 percentage points. In substantive terms, the effect of trading stocks
on generalized trust is 1.5 times larger than the correlation between gender and post-treatment

trust and equivalent to a tenth of the correlation between pre-and post-treatment measures of

3For the purpose of other studies in our randomized controlled trial (41), we oversampled centrists in our
surveys. However, since our main interest in this paper is on the general Jewish Israeli electorate, and specifically
Jewish Israeli partisans, we weight our sample to resemble the party shares of the Jewish vote in 2013.
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Table 1: Trading Stock Increases Generalized Trust

Outcome: Generalized Trust (0/1)

Pre-Treat Trust ITT ITT Block FE ITT Block FE + Cont. IV-TOT

Treatment 0.008 0.059** 0.057%* 0.057** 0.060%*
(0.031) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.030)
Left Wing 0.129%%** 0.107%*** 0.109 0.109 0.111
(0.040) (0.035) (0.147) (0.164) (0.166)
Right Wing 0.009 0.031 —0.037 —0.112 —0.117
(0.030) (0.027) (0.148) (0.160) (0.161)
Pre-Treat Trust 0.515%** 0.497*** 0.472%** 0.472%**
(0.031) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
Num.Obs. 1245 1245 1245 1245 1245
R2 0.013 0.268 0.330 0.357 0.358
Control Mean 0.257 0.238 0.238 0.238 0.238
Control SD 0.437 0.426 0.426 0.426 0.426

Block FE account for 104 blocks in which treatment was assigned. We created blocks by
stratifying sequentially by respondents’ 2013 vote choice, sex, experience trading stocks,
an indicator for whether respondents would recommend Arab stocks to a friend, region,
discrepancies in the 2013 vote, and willingness to take risks. Controls include measures
left-wing support, right-wing support, pre-treatment genrealized trust, gender, age,
education, maritial status, religiosity, geographical location, income, news consumption
willingness to take risk, patience, a measure of survey timing, and a financial literacy
score. All models include weights to match the party shares of the Jewish vote in 2013.
*p <0.1, ¥ p <0.05, #*p < 0.01



generalized trust. In Appendices A3-A4, we address concerns about differential attrition and

demonstrate the relative robustness of our results to alternative specifications.

Exploring the Mechanism

We argue that exposure to financial markets should increase generalized trust because it exposes
people to the potential tangible benefits and shared risks of large-scale economic cooperation.
Skeptics might worry, however, that financial markets can increase trust only as long as cit-
izens benefit financially, but negative experiences with investing, including sudden negative
price shocks and losses, might reduce generalized trust (27). To explore this possibility, we
leverage data on the price change of assets on the day on which participants were divested from
their stock and measure participants’ gains and losses. Since participants were each randomly
assigned to a single asset, with randomly assigned divestment dates, the price changes of the
underlying stock from initial allocation to an individual’s divestment day are exogenously de-
termined.

In the top panel of Figure 3, we explore the consequences of negative exogenous price per-
formance of the stock until divestment. To do so, we split our sample to include all control group
respondents and the subset of treated respondents whose stock price increased (decreased) by
divestment day. Our sample included 327 (709) respondents whose stock price decreased (in-
creased) by their divestment day, with price changes ranging between -11.785% and 15.761%.
In Figure 3, we estimate our specification from Table 1, which includes block fixed effects and
respondent covariates on varying subsets of our data.

We find no evidence of a negative treatment effect across our different subsamples in which
stock price decreased (increased) by divestment day. Indeed, point estimates are actually pos-
itive and precisely estimated for investors whose assets decreased. Similarly, point estimates

are positive, albeit smaller, and approaching conventional levels of statistical significance for

10



investors whose assets exogenously increased on divestment day (p = 0.148). These additional
results reduce concerns about the potential negative consequences of participation in financial
markets, emphasizing that regardless of specific price shocks, exposure to financial markets can
have large positive effects on generalized trust.

Furthermore, based on our main argument, one might expect that our identified effects will
be larger among successful investors that made decisions that out-performed the exogenous
price of their assigned stock. We interrogate this expectation in the bottom panel of Fig-
ure 3. Specifically, we split our sample to include all control respondents and the subset of
out-performing (under-performing) treated respondents. Our sample included 265 (771) out-
performing (under-performing) respondents. The financial consequences of respondents’ per-
formance ranged between -59.827 NIS and 11.784 NIS.

We find that our general effects are stronger among out-performing investors who made
trading decisions that out-performed the performance of their original stock. As we report in
the bottom panel of Figure 3, the point estimate for our subsample of out-performers is almost
double the magnitude of the main effect we identify in Table 1 and visualize in Figure 3. Impor-
tantly, the point estimate for the subsample of under-performers is also positive and statistically
indistinguishable from the point estimate of the out-performers subsample (p = 0.17), although
imprecisely estimated (p = 0.364). We interpret these patterns to suggest that though better
decision-making with more favorable realized outcomes in the process of exposure to financial
markets is associated with larger effects on generalized trust, poorer decision-making within the
experiment does not lead to backlash.

As a final step, we examine whether the effect of participation in financial markets is es-
pecially salient in increasing generalized trust amongst particular subsets of respondents. Our
analyses are motivated by recent studies on the consequences of partisan polarization for gen-

eralized trust (13, 22), and studies documenting gender differences in trust (45). Specifically, in
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Figure 3: Treatment effects are not dampened by exogenous price shocks and are stronger
among investors who out-perform in their decisions. This figure reports ITT point estimates,
robust standard errors, and corresponding 95% confidence intervals of our main specification
that includes covariates and block fixed effects. We focus on our full sample, as well as various

subsamples, to explore the mechanism and scope of our effect.

Figure 4, we explore conditional average treatment effects on several subsamples of interest, fo-
cusing on partisanship, pre-treatment levels of trust, and gender. We estimate our specification
from Table 1, which includes block fixed effects and respondent covariates on varying subsets
of our data. Importantly, we subset our data based on pre-treatment measures.

The top panel of Figure 4 suggests that our main point estimate is larger among polarized
respondents — supporters of left and right-wing parties rather than centrist respondents. Fur-
thermore, the middle panel of Figure 4 provides evidence that our main treatment is positive
for both trusting and non-trusting respondents (based on our pre-treatment measure of trust)
but precisely estimated only among non-trusting individuals (likely in part due to the relative
share of non-trusting individuals in our overall sample). Finally, the bottom panel of Figure 4

suggests that treatment effects are larger among men. Taken together, these additional patterns
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Figure 4: Treatment effect magnitude varies as a consequence of partisanship, gender, and
levels of pre-treatment trust. This figure reports ITT point estimates, robust standard errors,
and corresponding 95% confidence intervals of our main specification that includes covariates
and block fixed effects. We focus on our full sample, as well as various subsamples to explore

effect heterogeneity.

emphasize how exposure to financial markets can bolster trust, especially amongst polarized,
low-trusting male respondents, a finding especially important in our current age of partisan

polarization (46, 47).

Ruling Out Alternative Mechanisms

As noted above, we argue and provide additional evidence that exposure to financial markets
increases generalized trust because it facilitates personal experiences in which investors are
exposed to shared risks and potential benefits of large-scale economic cooperation. However,

given the underlying correlation between pre-treatment left-wing support and levels of gener-
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alized trust (Table 1 and Figure A7 in the appendix), and given recent evidence that exposure
to financial markets increases Israelis’ support for left-wing parties and the Israeli-Palestinian
peace process (41), a possible alternative mechanism linking exposure to financial markets with
shifts in generalized trust could relate to changes in partisan and political preferences.

To distinguish our learning-by-doing mechanism from a political preference mechanism,
we report a series of mediation analyses (48), estimating the indirect effect of our treatment on
generalized trust as a consequence of shifts in partisan preferences (panels a-b) and support for
peace (panel c). Results from Figure 5 suggest that shifts in partisan and political preferences
are unlikely mediators of our main effect. Specifically, across all panels in Figure 5, the indirect
effect of our treatment on generalized trust via partisan and political preferences is very small
and imprecisely estimated, in contrast to our treatment’s direct effect, which is large (for the
most part precisely estimated), and similar in magnitude to the total effect. This pattern further
increases our confidence that exposure to financial markets increases generalized trust because
of the learning experience it facilitates and not because it changes peoples’ partisan and political

preferences.

Discussion

In this paper, we present results from a novel randomized controlled trial, demonstrating that
exposure to financial markets increases generalized trust. Our evidence suggests that the ef-
fect of exposure to financial markets is more salient among respondents with polarized political
preferences. Our main identified effect is not reduced by exogenous negative stock price perfor-
mance or poor decisions in financial markets, though it is stronger among investors that made
decisions that outperformed the performance of their assigned stock. Trust building through
financial markets is not driven by changes in political preferences but is rather a process of

learning by doing. Investors are able to share risks and realize the mutually beneficial gains
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Figure 5: Partisan and political preferences do not mediate the relationship between fi-
nancial market exposure and generalized trust. This figure reports results from mediation
analyses (48), in which we consider the indirect effect of our treatment on generalized trust via
partisan and political preferences (support for left and right-wing parties and support for peace).
In panel a, we show that the indirect effect of our treatment on generalized trust mediated by
increased support for left-wing parties is very close to 0, substantially smaller than the direct
effect of our treatment on generalized trust and imprecisely estimated. The same pattern of
result holds in panel b when considering support for right-wing parties as a mediator and in
panel ¢ when considering support for peace as a mediator, emphasizing that shifts in partisan

and political preferences are an unlikely mechanism accounting for our main result.

of placing resources in the hands of other parties, and this informative experience shapes their
willingness to trust others.

We make three main contributions to the existing literature. First, we contribute to the exist-
ing scholarship on generalized trust and social capital (/—3) by identifying a promising approach

for increasing trust in a highly polarized society (31, 32) with low levels of generalized trust. We
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show that empowering people and providing them with opportunities to invest in financial mar-
kets can increase generalized trust. This result is especially important, given the prevalence of
low levels of trust around the world (see Figure 1), and particularly in our current age of polar-
ization (47). Our approach to trust-building is notable for being non-paternalistic and scalable.
Rather than informing participants how they should regard others, we allow them to develop
their preferences in light of their own experiences. This non-paternalistic intervention could be
scaled by integrating financial market exposure into at-scale cash transfer programs (49) and
encouraging non-investors towards informed participation in financial markets.

Second, we contribute to the literature on market exposure and pro-sociality. A range of ex-
isting studies leverage rich data to document the links between market exposure and pro-social
behavior (broadly defined) (23-26). Similarly, other work demonstrates how financial markets
and trade can emphasize the cost of conflict and promote support for peace (39, 41). Through
our randomized controlled trial, we complement existing studies and provide causal evidence
that exposure to financial markets increases generalized trust, arguably doing so because it gives
investors hands-on learning experiences that emphasize the benefits of cooperation under un-
certainty.

Finally, we contribute to the literature on generalized trust and economic behavior. Existing
evidence emphasizes the central role of generalized trust in predicting participation in financial
markets (33, 34, 36). Reporting results from the first randomized controlled trial to encourage
financial market participation, we show that trust may be not only a cause but also an effect of

participation in financial markets.
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A The RCT: Additional Information

We provide a description of our experimental protocol in the main text. All survey instruments
can be accessed on the authors’ websites:

http://web.stanford.edu/ saumitra/papers/JhaShayo_Finance_SurveylInstruments.pdf

Here we further provide illustrative examples of the survey platform through which treated
respondents received exposure to financial markets. In Figure Al, we present a screenshot
of the portion of our financial survey in which respondents receive information about their
initial endowment. In Figure A2, we further present a screenshot of the portion of the weekly
financial survey in which treated respondents received information about their current portfolio
performance. As depicted in Figure A2, at that moment, respondents were able to sell 10% of

their portfolio and buy other assets (if they had available funds in their account).

B Sample Characteristics

In Table A1, we report key descriptive statistics of our sample and benchmark descriptive statics
against the Jewish Israeli population. Note that in our main specification, we employ survey
weights to ensure our sample resembles the distribution of partisan voters in Israel. We further
report a balance test in Figure A3. Given our randomization procedure, our sample is well-

balanced along a range of covariates.

C Attrition

In table A2, we show that treatment is positively correlated with non-response to our generalized
trust outcome measure. This raises concerns regarding differential attrition, which might bias

our main estimates. We address this concern in two separate ways. First, in Figure A4, we
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http://web.stanford.edu/~saumitra/papers/JhaShayo_Finance_SurveyInstruments.pdf

show that non-attriting respondents are well-balanced on a range of demographics between
treatment and control conditions. Second, we report Horowitz-Manski bounds for our main
point estimates in Figure AS. Doing so, we show that our estimate remains positive even in
a very extreme instance where all treated respondents with missing outcomes report O in our
post-treatment trust item and all non-treated respondents with missing outcomes report 1 in our

post-treatment trust item.

D Additional Analyses

In our original study, we oversampled centrist voters (doubling their 2013 vote share) in order
to identify treatment effects on the political preferences of Israeli centrist voters. However, in
this study, our main interest is examining treatment effects on generalized trust among the gen-
eral population of Jewish-Israeli voters. For that reason, in our main specification, we employ
weights that match our sample to the party shares of the Jewish vote in 2013. In Table 3, we
report additional analyses, identifying the effects of our treatment on generalized trust with the
centrist voter over-sample and without employing survey weights. These results are largely
similar to our preferred estimates in the main text. However, in our unweighted analyses, the
magnitude of our point estimates is smaller, and our findings only approach conventional levels
of statistical significance (e.g., in our ITT estimate in Table 3, we obtain a p.value = 0.1 (two-
tailed test)). Regardless, it is worth pointing to the substantial difference between our ITT on
pre- and post-treatment levels of trust in this context. Indeed, as one might expect, the effects
of our treatment on pre-treatment levels of generalized trust are very close to 0 (8 = 0.006).
In contrast, point estimates on post-treatment levels of trust are over 6.5 times that magnitude
amounting to a point estimate of 5 = 0.04. This emphasizes that our treatment had a substan-

tively meaningful effect on post-treatment levels of generalized trust, even when focusing on
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our unweighted specification.

In Figure A6, we examine potential heterogeneity in our main results as a factor of asset
type. Specifically, we consider two important dimensions. First, we consider the value of an
initial portfolio, which was exogenously assigned at either 200NIS or 400NIS. Second, we
consider whether the assigned assets were Israeli or Palestinian companies or indices. We find
that effects are largely consistent across different types of assets. Finally, in Figure A7 we
consider the correlation of partisanship with generalized trust, and report our ITT estimates for

partisan subsamples.
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Figure Al: Screenshot of the initial survey providing respondents with information re-

garding their initial portfolio.
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Figure A2: Screenshot of the platform in which treated respondents received their weekly
update regarding their portfolio. In this stage, respondents were able sell/buy 10 % of their

portfolio.
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Figure A3: This Figure reports balance on pre-treatment covariates amongst our full sam-

ple. Point estimates are extracted from a regression in which treatment status is regressed over

pre-treatment covariates (n = 1345).
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Figure A4: This figure reports balance on pre-treatment covariates amongst non-attriting
respondents. Point estimates are extracted from a regression in which treatment status is re-
gressed over pre-treatment covariates for respondents for whom we obtain a post-treatment

measure of generalized trust (n = 1, 245).
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Figure AS: This Figure reports Horowitz-Manski bounds for our main ITT point esti-
mate. These results suggest that our estimate remains positive even under the most conservative

bounds.
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Figure A6: Treatment effects are similar for respondents assigned to 200NIS and 400 NIS
portfolios and to respondents assigned Israeli and Palestinian assets. This figure reports
ITT point estimates, robust standard errors, and corresponding 95% confidence intervals of our
main specification. We focus on our full sample, as well as various subsamples, to explore the

stability of our main result.
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Correlates of Generalized Trust ITT By Party ID
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Figure A7: Partisan identification and generalized trust. This figure considers the correlation
of pre-treatment party identification with generalized trust and the effects of our main treatment
on center, right-wing, and left-wing participants. In the left panel, we report point estimates
from an OLS model regressing pre-treatment generalized trust over indicators for left and right-
wing supporters, showing that left-wing partisans are more likely to report higher levels of
generalized trust. In the right panel, we report our ITT estimates for left-wing, right-wing,
and centrist subsamples, demonstrating that point estimates are largest for left-wing voters and

smallest for centrists.
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Baseline Sample  Israeli Jewish

(N =1345)
1. Region: Jewish Population in District (%)
Jerusalem District 9.4 11.1
Northern District 9.5 9.5
Haifa District 13.7 10.7
Central District 29.2 28.5
Tel Aviv District 19.8 20.2
Southern District 10.6 14.2
West Bank 7.8 5.8
2. % Female in Jewish Pop., 18+ 48.3 51.4
3. Age (Jewish Population above age 18 (%))
Male 18-24 10.1 14.6
25-34 29.6 20.4
35-44 28.1 18.7
45-54 15 14.7
55-64 9.6 15.1
65+ 7.6 16.5
Female 18-24 14.2 13.3
25-34 29.7 19.2
35-44 26.3 17.9
45-54 14 14.6
55-64 10.5 15.5
65+ 5.4 19.5
4. Religiosity (Jewish Population, %)
Not religious/Secular 63.1 43.4
Traditional 16.8 36.6
Religious 11.9 10.6
Ultra-orthodox 8.2 9.1
5. Education (Jewish Population level of schooling (%))
Less than high school grad (0 to 10 yrs.) 5.8 13.7
High school graduate (11 to 12 yrs.) 13.7 333
Post-secondary/BA Student (13 to 15 yrs.) 38.2 24.1
College grad and above (16+ yrs.) 42.3 28.9
6. Net Monthly Income per Household (NIS)
Mean 10766 14,622
Median 12000 13,122

The prime-age sample includes only participants who completed at least one of the post-treatment financial surveys.
1. Statistical Abstract of Israel 2015, Table 2.15,2014 Totals

2. Statistical Abstract of Israel 2015, Table 8.72,2014 Totals

3. Statistical Abstract of Israel 2015, Table 8.72,2014 Totals

4. Statistical Abstract of Israel 2015, Table 7.6,2013 Totals. The data for the Israeli population is for age 20 and over.
5. Statistical Abstract of Israel 2015, Table 8.72,2014 Totals

6. Statistical Abstract of Israel 2015, Table 5.27,2013

Total (mean). Median is midpoint between 5th and 6th

Table Al: Descriptive Statistics. This figure reports descriptive statistics of our sample, and

benchmarks our sample against the Jewish Israeli population.
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Table A2: Treatment Effects on Attrition

Outcome: Non-Response to Trust Outcome (0/1)

Base Block FE Block FE + Cont.

Treatment 0.058***  (.057*** 0.071%**
(0.015) (0.016) (0.017)
Left Wing —0.019 0.222 0.224
(0.019) (0.205) (0.187)
Right Wing 0.032 —0.031 —0.027
(0.019) (0.083) (0.078)
Pre-Treat Trust —0.017 —0.013 —0.008
(0.018) (0.020) (0.020)
Num.Obs. 1345 1345 1345
R2 0.014 0.088 0.141
Control Mean 0.033 0.033 0.033
Control SD 0.179 0.179 0.179

This table reports the correlation of treatment

with non-response to our post-treatment outcome of
trust. We find evidence for differential attrition.

In Section C we reduce concerns regarding selective
attrition by reporting balance tests, and Manski-
Horowitz Bounds. Block FE and controls in this table
are identical to our main specification in Table 1,

and all regressions include weights to match the
party shares of the Jewish vote in 2013.

*p <0.1, * p <0.05, #* p < 0.01
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Table A3: Trading Stocks and Trust (With Centrist Voter Over-Sample)

Outcome: Generalized Trust (0/1)

Pre-Treat Trust ITT ITT Block FE ITT Block FE + Cont. IV-TOT

Treatment 0.006 0.040 0.038 0.040 0.042
(0.029) (0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.027)
Left Wing 0.109%** 0.104%** 0.116 0.133 0.134
(0.040) (0.035) (0.148) (0.163) (0.165)
Right Wing —0.005 0.032 —0.048 —-0.124 —0.128
(0.029) (0.027) (0.143) (0.151) (0.151)
Pre-Treat Trust 0.519%** 0.506%** 0.483%** 0.483%**
(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031)
Num.Obs. 1245 1245 1245 1245 1245
R2 0.008 0.270 0.330 0.352 0.352
Control Mean 0.265 0.253 0.253 0.253 0.253
Control SD 0.442 0.435 0.435 0.435 0.435

This table reports the same specification reported in Table 1 of the main text, with centrist voter
oversample and without the survey weights we used to match our sample to the party shares of the
Jewish vote in 2013. Our estimates in this specification are slightly noiser but substantively
similar to our main estimates in Table 1 of the main text.

*p <0.1, # p <0.05, ** p < 0.01
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