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Fig. 1 Results comparison of the related experiments
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36.9% 3.2
63. 7% . 1
43% C&R 10
6. 37,
10
80.7% 41% 8.07 Mann-Whitney
C&R 87.2%
36.9% .1 2
42%
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Table 1Mean comparison of trust and trustworthiness in different treatments

(%) U
1 1 60 63.7
_ 3‘ Kkk
1 2 30 80.7 410
11 58 43
0.381
1 2 30 41
D < 0.01.
3.3
1 1 2
2
1 2
2 4.17 3.90
3
2 2
Table 2 Mean comparison of points sent by the two agents in the 3-node treatment
U
R 30 4.17
-0.69
R, 30 3.90
3.4
32
1 2
1 1
33

34
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Table 3 Description of variables
str =1; =0
gen =1; =0
risk 0~10
only =1;, =0
city =1; =0
pedc =1, =3.
mon 800 =1;800 ~1200 =2;1200 ~2000 =3;2000 =4
pmem =1; =0
cad =1; =0
« »”
1.
N ( 4y .
4
Table 4 Regression of network structure on trust behavior
Trust
1 2 3 4
" 1.409** 0. 898 1.319° 0.931°
(2.48) (1.55) (1.68) (1.76)
0.532 0.192 0.068 2
gen
(0.98) (0.35) (0.12)
rish —1.047** -1.054** -1.063** -1.066**
(-2.17) (-2.25) (-2.25) (-2.37)
1.591*F 1.680** 1.604 7"
only
(2.31) (2.39) (2.53)
. -0.0597 -0.098 4
oy ( -0.10) ( -0.16)
1.269** 1.278** 1.278***
pedc
(2.62) (2.61) (2.72)
-0.0309 0.053 4
mon ( -0.08) (0.14)
-0.693
pmem (0.78)
cad -0.092 1
(-0.17)
8.170 ™" 6.768 " 6.736** 6.769
(8.45) (6.22) (5.91) (6.70)
N 90 90 90 90
R 0. 156 0.281 0.288 0.280
1 1( ) Trust = a + Bystr + Brgen + Byrisk + &, 2( N
N ) Trust = o + Bystr + Bygen + Bsrisk + Byonly + Bscity + Bgpedc + Bymon + &,;
3( N N N ) Trust = a + Bystr + B,gen + Bsrisk + Byonly + Bscity +

Bepedc +B;mon + Bgpmem + Bycad + &3,

2."p<0.10 *p<0.05

% p< 0.01.

4

) Trust = a + Bstr + Bsrisk + Byonly + Bgpede + &,
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Experimental study of trust and trustworthiness in multi-agent network

HUANG Deng-shi' ZHANG Xi'"" DONG Zhan-kui’

1. School of economics and management Southwest Jiaotong University Chengdu 610031 China;
2. Institute of Management Science and Engineering Henan University Kaifeng 475004 China

Abstract: A three-node trust experiment which contains one principle and two agents is designed on the basis
of the BDM trust game. Experimental results reveal that principals send more to agents in the three-node trust
game than in the two-node trust game and the amount sent to both agents are equal in order to diversify risk.
Besides the game structure the principals’ risk preference and the family environment also have a significant
influence on trust behavior. After all the total efficiency of the three-node trust game is higher than that of the
two-node one though the trustworthiness of the receivers in both two structures is almost the same.

Key words: trust; trustworthiness; trust experiment; network structure



