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Abstract 
 
Social norms, though often implicit, are to a great extent communicated and made salient using 
natural language. They carry the notions that “the participant,” “the customer,” or “the worker” 
should behave in a certain way. In English, we refer to each of these personal entity nouns using 
the pronouns “he,” “she,” or the gender-inclusive singular “they.” In languages with grammatical 
gender, the nouns and the grammatical structure they are embedded in mark them as either male, 
female, or gender-inclusive. Little is known as to whether the framing of norms with respect to 
these grammatical genders affects norm compliance. We conducted an experiment in German 
with three games commonly used to study fair sharing, cooperation, and honesty. Our treatments 
allowed us to compare the differences in the increase of norm compliance when introducing 
prescriptive norms depending on the match between the participant’s self-reported gender and the 
gender frame used in the experimental instructions. Overall, we find no strong evidence that a 
match between the participant’s self-reported gender and the norm formulation led to a higher 
increase in norm compliance compared to the differences in a mismatch or gender-inclusive 
frame. We observed the strongest effect for men in the sharing game, where the data suggests that 
a match led to a higher increase in norm compliance compared to the increase if gender-inclusive 
formulations were used. This line of research has important implications for the effective 
communication of rules and norms in organizations and administrations. 
JEL-Codes: C910, D010, J160, Z130. 
Keywords: norm compliance, gender in language, social identity. 
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1 Introduction

People often behave in ways that are not necessarily in their own best material interest (Fehr and

Gächter, 1998; DellaVigna, 2009; Thaler, 2016). Donors share what they have with others, cus-

tomers on online shopping platforms give positive ratings to sellers to return the favor of having

received a good rating themselves, and taxpayers report income sources the state is unlikely to

uncover on its own (Andreoni, 1990; Bolton et al., 2013; Mascagni, 2018). Although multiple fac-

tors are involved, social norms are crucial to explain this behavior. They carry the notion of “what

ought to be done.” More formally, they can be defined as the conventions and informal rules that

govern behavior in groups and societies (Bicchieri et al., 2018). As such, they are ubiquitous in ev-

eryday life and particularly govern social interactions when formal laws are unavailable or cannot

even be formulated (Bicchieri et al., 2022b; Fallucchi and Nosenzo, 2022).

Though often implicit, social norms are largely communicated and made salient using natural lan-

guage. Prescriptive norms impose how “the participant,” “the customer,” or “the worker” should

behave. In languages with grammatical gender, nouns are assigned a gender category, either male,

female, or gender-inclusive, which also pertains to the grammatical context in which they appear.

In most languages, social norms codified into official rules and laws have been prescribed for

male plaintiffs and defendants using masculine pronouns (he/him/his). This is similar to more

implicit norms when they surface in the shape of sayings and idioms that typically star a male or

contain male pronouns.1 The usage is supposed to be generic because all these formulations apply

to every person, irrespective of sex and gender. There is yet to be conclusive evidence whether

people who do not identify as men actually perceive to be addressed appropriately. Thus, little

is known as to whether the framing of norms regarding these grammatical genders affects norm

compliance and whether gender differences in norm compliance can be explained by how norms

are formulated. As both, social norms and notions of gender, are ubiquitous in natural language,

it is important to improve our understanding of how the formulation of prescriptive norms affects

norm compliance. Additionally, examining whether gender differences in norm compliance can

be explained by how norms are formulated can help us design more effective interventions aimed

at reducing social and economic gender inequalities.

Our study aims to shed light on the following question: Are participants more likely to increase
1Two such examples are “A liar will not be believed even when he speaks the truth.” devaluing dishonesty or

“Everything comes to him who waits” valuing patience. Even “Faint heart never won fair lady,” valuing courage is
written from a (heterosexual) male perspective.
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their norm compliance if the prescriptive norm statement is made salient using a formulation with

a grammatical gender that matches their self-reported gender? We present results from a con-

trolled experiment allowing us to make causal claims about the impact of grammatical gender on

norm compliance. We made prescriptive norms (“He/She/They should”) salient either before or

after participants made decisions in economic games. We varied the grammatical gender in which

the norm statements and experimental instructions were formulated. For these prescriptive norm

statements to affect individuals, participants must perceive some sense of belongingness (Cross

and Madson, 1997; Baumeister and Sommer, 1997) with the relevant social group for which the

statements reflect a social norm. Thus, we expect that when the participant’s self-reported gender

matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements and the experimental instructions,

making the norms salient before decisions are being made has a larger effect on norm compliance

than when the participant’s self-reported gender does not match the formulation of the prescrip-

tive norm statements and the experimental instructions. When gender-inclusive formulations

(akin to the singular they) were used for the prescriptive norm statements and the experimental

instructions, participants identifying as men or women were neither explicitly excluded nor ex-

clusively addressed. Thus, we expect making the norm salient to have a larger effect on norm

compliance under the gender-inclusive formulation than when there is an explicit mismatch but

a lower effect than when there is an explicit match between the grammatical gender and the self-

reported gender of participants.

We implemented three games measuring pro-social behavior; in particular, participants played a

dictator game (Güth et al., 1982; Kahneman et al., 1986; Forsythe et al., 1994), a sequential pris-

oner’s dilemma (Bolle and Ockenfels, 1990; Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger, 2000), and a deception

game (Gneezy et al., 2013), commonly used to study fair sharing, cooperation, and honesty. The

norms for the dictator game, the prisoner’s dilemma, and the deception game were a 50-50 shar-

ing norm, a norm to cooperate, and an honesty norm. The experiment was conducted in German,

and norms, as well as the experimental instructions, were either stated describing a (generic) male

participant (“der Teilnehmer”), a female participant (“die Teilnehmerin”), or the participant was

described in a gender-inclusive way (“der*die Teilnehmer*in”).

Overall, we find no strong evidence that a match between the participant’s self-reported gender

and the prescriptive norm statements and the experimental instructions led to a higher increase

in norm compliance compared to the differences in a mismatch or gender-inclusive frame. We

observed the strongest effect for men in the dictator game. Here, the data suggested that making
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the norm salient led to an increase in norm compliance if there was a match between the self-

reported gender and the prescriptive norm statements and the experimental instructions, whereas

there was no such increase if gender-inclusive formulations were used.

Our study relates to the literature on norms and the interaction of norms and gender.

Norms have been extensively studied across disciplines (Sherif, 1936; Durkheim, 1950; Akerlof,

1976; Posner, 2009; Bénabou and Tirole, 2006; Lane et al., forthcoming), and there is plenty of ex-

perimental research in economics (see, e.g., Fehr et al., 2002; Kessler and Leider, 2012; Krupka and

Weber, 2013; Gächter et al., 2013; Bicchieri et al., 2022a).

Whereas many studies focus on the emergence and evolution of norms (Binmore and Samuel-

son, 1994; Sethi and Somanathan, 1996; Ostrom, 2000), others try to disentangle how much norms

contribute to moral behavior relative to other behavioral explanations, such as social preferences

(Krupka and Weber, 2009; Jakiela, 2011), social identity (Benjamin et al., 2010; Akerlof and Kran-

ton, 2010; Bénabou and Tirole, 2011), or social status (Akerlof, 1997). Another strand of literature,

closer to our research question, focuses on measuring norm compliance (Spitzer et al., 2007; Bic-

chieri et al., 2022a) and describing environments and conditions that help enforce compliance with

norms (Bernhard et al., 2006; Goette et al., 2006; Balafoutas and Nikiforakis, 2012; d’Adda et al.,

2020).

Across the different lines of economic research on norms, the norms that receive the most promi-

nent focus in the literature are social (or interpersonal) norms.2 As such, they are only valid within

the social group holding the social norm, and individuals need to know that they are part of that

social group. There are studies analyzing the relationship between gender and norm compliance

and the perception of norms. Friedl et al. (2020) find culture-specific gender differences in so-

cial risk-taking. Boschini et al. (2011) study the existence of a cooperation norm and find that

when men interact with other men they are less likely to uphold a cooperation norm compared to

women, or men in gender-mixed groups. There are documented gender differences in the ratings

of social appropriateness of dictator behavior with women rating an unfair decision less accept-

able than men when there is no information provided on the dictator (Krysowski and Tremewan,

2021).

Our study is also related to work describing how norms and gender correlate or interact. The re-

sults are mixed, while most studies, which we will explain in more detail in the following, do find

2See Bašić and Verrina (2021) for a study eliciting personal norms.
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an interaction between gender, norms, and economic behavior, others do not find an influence of

gender on economic behavior (Fornwagner et al., 2022). Prominent examples can be found in the

labor market, where it is the norm that women negotiate less fiercely over wages and promotions

(Exley et al., 2020), and men are traditionally the breadwinners in the household (Gauri et al.,

2019; Bursztyn et al., 2020). One measure that can increase female labor participation and thus

break such norms, particularly in typically more male-dominated domains, is the wording and

naming of job advertisements in gender-neutral ways, reducing signals of male dominance and

reduced belongingness for females (Gaucher et al., 2011; Horvath and Sczesny, 2016; Hodel et al.,

2017). There is a large strand of literature studying the impact of gender in language (see, e.g.,

Crawford and English, 1984; Vervecken and Hannover, 2015; Sczesny et al., 2016), suggesting that

the usage of the generic male form makes gender stereotypes more salient and can result in a male

bias in readers’ associations and their recall of people in texts. Balafoutas et al. (2023) investigated

the effect of gender-inclusive language on competitive and leadership behaviors and feelings of

inclusion and belongingness to their group in the experiment. Closest to our paper is Gorny et al.

(2023) who studied the impact of gender-framed instructions on sharing, reciprocal behavior, and

honest reporting.

Our study contributes to the literature on how formulations of gender in language are perceived.

The more recent common practice to state preferred pronouns and internal guidelines to use

gender-inclusive language sometimes create backlash (Nöstlinger, 2021; Coleman, 2022; Gonza-

lez Camano and Brown, 2022). The proponents of gender-inclusive language argue that such use

of language is a sound strategy to empower underprivileged groups or to include minorities. To

our knowledge, our study is the first empirical investigation into how gender in language affects

the compliance with norms, informing these claims. This line of research, therefore, has important

implications for the effective communication of rules and norms in organizations and administra-

tions.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we describe the experimental design and derive

our hypotheses, followed by our data preparation and estimation strategy in Section 3. Section 4

contains the results. In Section 5, we discuss our results in light of a series of behavioral mecha-

nisms that may drive them. Section 6 concludes.
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2 Experimental Design and Hypotheses

We start by describing the treatment differences and the sequence of stages in the experiment.

After, we go over the procedures of how we executed the experimental sessions. Finally, we

derive our hypotheses using a simple notational framework.

2.1 Treatments and Stages

To study the impact of gender in language on norm compliance, we implemented a 2×3 design.3

First, norm salience was varied by eliciting the social appropriateness of prescriptive norm state-

ments either before each of the games (Norm) or after all games had been played (NoNorm). This

way, participants in the Norm treatments had to deliberate on the content of the prescriptive norm

statements and on whether others perceived the behavior prescribed in these statements as a social

norm. In contrast, the participants in the NoNorm treatments could make their decisions without

such deliberation. Second, we varied whether the prescriptive norm statements and the entire ex-

perimental instructions were written using the male, female, or gender-inclusive form. Through-

out the instructions and across treatments, we described the rules of the experiment, referring to

“a participant.” In each treatment, this generic participant was described in one of three gender

frames. These gender frames either matched the participants’ self-reported gender (Match), did

not match their self-reported gender (Mismatch), or an inclusive form was used (Inclusive).4 The

resulting 2×3 design is summarized in Table 1.

Gender frame
Match Inclusive Mismatch

Norm NoNorm NoNorm-Match NoNorm-Inclusive NoNorm-Mismatch
salience Norm Norm-Match Norm-Inclusive Norm-Mismatch

Table 1: Treatments in the 2×3 Design.

To induce norm salience in the Norm treatments, we elicited the participants’ assessment of the

social appropriateness of the prescriptive norm statements. Recently, a large part of the literature

employs the method for eliciting social norms described in Krupka and Weber (2013). In a coordi-

nation task, participants have to rate the social appropriateness of behavior according to how they

3Our experimental design was preregistered at aspredicted.org.
4More precisely, in the Mismatch treatment, neither did the gender frame and the self-reported gender of the partic-

ipant match nor was the inclusive form used.
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believe all other participants rate the behavior’s social appropriateness. They are incentivized to

provide a rating that coincides with the modal rating of the other participants in the experiment.

Given that there is no interaction between the participants, this method is incentive-compatible,

as misrepresenting beliefs leads to lower expected payoffs. Other studies have shown that this

method is robust to various influences such as using visual labels with different focal points, in-

duced through varying the relative size of the visual labels and heterogenous normative expecta-

tions opposed to salient focal points such as the 50-50 sharing norm (Nosenzo and Goerges, 2020;

Fallucchi and Nosenzo, 2022). We used a modified version to make prescriptive norms salient.

In our experimental design, we established three types of norms studied in the literature; the 50-50

(or fair-sharing) norm (Andreoni and Bernheim, 2009; Gächter et al., 2017), a norm for coopera-

tion (Fehr and Rockenbach, 2004; Fehr and Fischbacher, 2004a; Goette et al., 2006), and a norm for

truth-telling or honesty (Abeler et al., 2019). The statements had the following form: A partici-

pant in the role of participant A should make a decision such that X.5 The participants were then

asked to rate whether they personally found this statement rather appropriate or rather inappropriate

and if they thought that society rates this statement as rather appropriate or rather inappropriate. We

incentivized the latter question with 5 ECU if the participant’s answer coincided with the modal

response of the other participants in the respective session. In the Norm treatments, we elicited

this measure after the instructions for each game and immediately before participants made their

decisions. In the NoNorm treatments, we elicited this information after all three games had been

played.

The experiment proceeded in three stages. In Stage 1, participants received general instructions

for the experiment. They were informed about their participation in three distinct two-player

games. We used the strategy method (Selten, 1965) to collect data from all participants in all

games. The participants knew that one game would be chosen randomly to determine the payoff.

Within that randomly chosen game, the role of each participant was also selected at random. We

used the perfect stranger matching protocol, ensuring that participants would not interact with an-

other participant more than once to prevent reciprocity and reputation effects. We also informed

them about the experimental currency unit (ECU) and the exchange rate of 1 ECU = e0.40. Before

proceeding to the next stage, participants answered control questions to ensure their understand-

ing of the general setup. In Stage 2, participants played the following games: a dictator game

(Güth et al., 1982; Kahneman et al., 1986; Forsythe et al., 1994), a sequential prisoner’s dilemma

5All translated statements in English can be found in the appendix, and the original statements in German can be
found in the online appendix, together with the experimental instructions.
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(Bolle and Ockenfels, 1990; Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger, 2000), and a deception game (Gneezy

et al., 2013).6 In Stage 3, we elicited a range of behavioral measures and survey items, such as

demographic information and attitudes toward language change.7

All treatments encompassed the three games mentioned earlier. We describe them in more detail

in the following.

In the dictator game (Güth et al., 1982; Kahneman et al., 1986; Forsythe et al., 1994), each par-

ticipant played the role of player A first. Player A had to divide 20 ECU between themselves

and player B. Player A could choose any integer between 0 and 20. Player B was passive and

could not make any decisions. In the dictator game, the prescriptive norm statement displayed to

participants–at the end of the experiment (NoNorm treatments) or before they made their decision

(Norm treatments)–in the role of player A read “A participant in the role of Participant A should

make a decision on the allocation of the 20 ECU, in which both participants receive an equal share

of the total 20 ECU.”

In the sequential prisoner’s dilemma (Bolle and Ockenfels, 1990; Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger,

2000), participants first played the role of player A and then the role of player B. In the role of

player A, they had to decide whether or not to send 8 of their 10 ECU to player B. We will refer to

this as the unconditional choice. If player A sent the 8 ECU, the amount was doubled, thus adding

16 ECU to whatever player B kept. The game is also depicted in the game tree in Figure 1. We

used the strategy method (Selten, 1965) for player B to elicit a complete response function. Thus,

player B had to make a decision for both possible decisions of player A. Player B could also either

send 8 ECU to player A, which were doubled, or keep the endowment of 10 ECU. We will refer to

this as the conditional choice. If this game had been selected to determine the payoff, the decision of

player B was matched with the actual choice of player A to calculate the payoff for both players.

Each player’s role was determined using a random draw with equal probabilities.

In the prisoner’s dilemma, the prescriptive norm statement, displayed to participants–at the end

of the experiment (NoNorm treatments) or before they made their decision (Norm treatments)–

read “A participant in the role of Participant A should make a decision in which he sends 8 of his

10 ECU to Participant B.”8

6As we are interested in between-subject differences, we kept the order constant for all participants.
7The description of these measures can be found in Section 3.
8In this form (“he,” “his”) it was displayed to men in the Match treatments and women in the Mismatch treatments.
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Player A

Player BPlayer B

(2, 26) (18, 18)(26, 2)(10, 10)

sendkeep

sendkeepkeep send

Figure 1: The sequential prisoner’s dilemma.

As the third game, we implemented the deception game described in Gneezy et al. (2013). Again,

each participant had to play both roles. For each possible roll of a six-sided die, player A had to

decide which message m ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6} to send to player B. The payoff for player A was given

by π(m) = 10 + 2m. If the game was chosen to be payoff-relevant, player A would learn the die

roll outcome together with the payoff information at the end of the experiment. Player B was

asked to decide whether to follow the message or not for every possible message sent by player

A. Player B’s payoff was 10 ECU if player B followed the message of player A and the message

was honest. If player B followed the message and the message was not honest, player B received

0 ECU. If player B decided against following the message of player A, player B received 3 ECU,

irrespective of the true outcome and the message. If the game was chosen to be payoff-relevant,

player B would get to know whether the message of player A for the drawn die roll outcome was

honest if player B followed together with the payoff information at the end of the experiment. In

the deception game, the prescriptive norm statement displayed to participants–at the end of the

experiment (NoNorm treatments) or before they made their decision (Norm treatments)–read “A

participant in the role of Participant A should compose a message to Participant B that contains

the actually assigned number.”

After all three games had been played, we elicited the perceived appropriateness of the prescrip-

tive norm statements for participants in the NoNorm treatments and the beliefs about actual be-

havior in all treatments. At the end of the experiment, one of the belief elicitations and one of

the prescriptive norm elicitations for the three games were chosen randomly to add to payoffs.

These random draws were independent of each other and independent of the game chosen to be

payoff-relevant to avoid participants balancing their expected payments across norm elicitations

or between game decisions and norm elicitations. All participants had to answer a brief survey

containing questions on reciprocity (Dohmen et al., 2009), risk aversion (Dohmen et al., 2011; Kan-
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tar Public, 2020), moral values (Haerpfer et al., 2020), and questions regarding the comprehension

of the instructions, attitude toward language. We also collected demographic information (age,

gender, study degree, field of study, and past participation in experiments) and comments on the

experiment. Lastly, we asked for the participant’s recall of the gender frame used throughout the

instructions.

2.2 Procedures

We ran the above design as a controlled online experiment on the German-speaking laboratory

participant pool of a large German university.9 Using ORSEE (Greiner, 2015), we invited the same

number of female and male participants according to their selected gender upon registration in

the participant pool. To assess the correct registration for the respective session and to allow

participants to ask clarifying questions, the experiment was accompanied by a virtual meeting in

a conferencing tool. Participants and experimenters were muted, their video feeds were disabled,

and the lab rules were shown as screen-share throughout the session. Thus, communication was

limited to text chat, and verbal communication was not used, unless urgently necessary, e.g., if

a participant went idle for longer than five minutes. Participants received personalized links to

the experimental software, which was programmed in oTree (Chen et al., 2016). A typical session

lasted around 50 minutes, and participants earned e9.33 on average, including a show-up fee of

e2.50.

2.3 Hypotheses

With the data from our experiment, we aim to answer the following question: Are participants

more likely to increase their norm compliance if the prescriptive norm statement is made salient

using a formulation with a grammatical gender that matches their self-reported gender?

As we have argued earlier, we expect participants to have different feelings of belongingness, de-

pending on how their self-reported gender, reflecting their gender identity (Akerlof and Kranton,

2000), compares to the grammatical gender used in the different frames (Cross and Madson, 1997;

Baumeister and Sommer, 1997). In the words of Akerlof and Kranton (2000), self-reported gender

is a social category to which individuals belong. These social categories already encompass their

9The NoNorm treatments used as a baseline in this paper are the core treatments in Gorny et al. (2023).

9



own behavioral norms or, as Akerlof and Kranton (2000) in fact call them, “behavioral prescrip-

tions.” Whereas our prescriptive norm statements, by definition, make the behavioral norms that

they prescribe salient, our variations in the gender frame potentially affect the salience of these

social categories (Gorny et al., 2023). To find out what effect our norm salience treatment varia-

tion has on norm compliance, we need to compare norm compliance in the Norm treatments to a

baseline that reflects the same identity prescriptions stemming from the surrounding instructions.

Thus, we need a framework in which we compare the effects of our norm salience variation across

the different formulations of the prescriptive norm statements and the experimental instructions.

Based on these considerations, we derive a simple and testable framework. We denote an individ-

ual’s norm compliance in the norm salience condition T ∈ {NoNorm,Norm} under formulation

F ∈ {Match, Inclusive,Mismatch} with NC(T |F ). We can write

∆NCF = NC(Norm|F )−NC(NoNorm|F ).

This difference represents the effect of our norm salience variation, holding the formulation of the

prescriptive norm statements constant. We expect that when the participant’s self-reported gender

matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements, the increase of norm salience has a

larger effect on norm compliance than when there is a mismatch. This translates to

∆NCMatch > ∆NCMismatch.

When gender-inclusive formulations were used for the prescriptive norm statements, participants

identifying as men or women were neither explicitly excluded nor exclusively addressed. Thus,

we expect the variation of norm salience to have a larger effect on norm compliance under the

gender-inclusive formulation than when there is a mismatch but a lower effect than when there is a

match between the grammatical gender of the prescriptive norm statements and the self-reported

gender of participants. This translates to the following three-way inequality summarizing our

hypotheses.

∆NCMatch > ∆NCInclusive > ∆NCMismatch (1)

Across games, we expect the increase in norm salience to result in the highest increase in the

number of games in which participants comply with the norm in the Match frame. We expect
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the increase in norm salience to result in the lowest increase in the number of games in which

participants comply with the norm in the Mismatch frame. We expect the increase in norm salience

to result in an increase in the number of games in which participants comply with the norm lying

between these two increases in the Inclusive frame.

Hypothesis 1 (Norm compliance across games).

Overall norm compliance increases the most if the participant’s self-reported gender matches the

formulation of the prescriptive norm statements and the least if there is a mismatch. When gender-

inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies between these two extremes.

As we also investigate the behavior in the individual games, we also state our hypotheses in terms

of these games.

In the dictator game, we expect to observe the highest increase in the share of participants com-

plying with the 50-50 sharing norm in the Match frame, the lowest increase in compliance with the

50-50 sharing norm in the Mismatch frame, and an increase in compliance with the 50-50 sharing

norm lying between these two increases in the Inclusive frame.

Hypothesis 2 (Compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator game).

Compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator game increases the most if the partici-

pant’s self-reported gender matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements and the

least if there is a mismatch. When gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm

compliance lies between these two extremes.

In the prisoner’s dilemma, we expect to observe the highest increase in the share of participants

complying with the cooperation norm in the Match frame, the lowest increase in compliance with

the cooperation norm in the Mismatch frame, and an increase in compliance with the cooperation

norm lying between these two increases in the Inclusive frame.

Hypothesis 3 (Compliance with the cooperation norm in the prisoner’s dilemma).

Compliance with the cooperation norm in the prisoner’s dilemma increases the most if the partic-

ipant’s self-reported gender matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements and the

least if there is a mismatch. When gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm

compliance lies between these two extremes.

In the deception game, we expect to observe the highest increase in the share of participants com-

plying with the honesty norm in the Match frame, the lowest increase in compliance with the
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honesty norm in the Mismatch frame, and an increase in compliance with the honesty norm lying

between these two increases in the Inclusive frame.

Hypothesis 4 (Compliance with the honesty norm in the deception game).

Compliance with the honesty norm in the deception game increases the most if the participant’s

self-reported gender matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements and the least if

there is a mismatch. When gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compli-

ance lies between these two extremes.

Our hypotheses compare the effects of the norm treatment variation across the three gender

frames. Thus, beyond the pure comparison of treatments, we need regressions with interaction

terms to test these hypotheses. We describe the relevant variables and the empirical strategy that

maps to the above framework and hypotheses in the following section.

3 Data Preparation and Estimation Strategy

This section describes our variables of interest and their use in our empirical strategy to test our

hypotheses. We also preregistered exclusion criteria for our sample, which we also discuss here.

3.1 Variables of Interest

The key variable of interest is the participants’ norm compliance, i.e., if the participants’ behavior

is identical to the behavior described in the prescriptive norm statements. For each game, we

study whether or not participants complied with the behavior prescribed in statements on 50-

50 sharing in the dictator game (DG), cooperation in the prisoner’s dilemma (PD), and honesty

in the deception game (Dec). We define the dummy variable ComplianceG equal to one if the

participant behaved compliant with the prescribed behavior in game G ∈ {DG,PD,Dec} and

zero otherwise. A participant in the role of the dictator behaved norm-compliant (ComplianceDG =

1) if they sent 10 ECU. In the prisoner’s dilemma, norm compliance (CompliancePD = 1) means that

a participant in the role of player A chose to send 8 of their 10 ECU. In the deception game, norm

compliance (ComplianceDec = 1) means sending truthful reports for all possible die-roll outcomes.

Thus, whenever we use the term norm compliance, we refer to the actual behavior of participants

in the role of player A in the games relative to the behavior described in the prescriptive norm
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statements.10 When we analyze behavior across games, we sum up these dummies to obtain

Complianceall–the number of games in which a participant behaved norm compliantly–ranging

from zero to three.

Given that we are interested in studying the impact of gender in language on norm compliance, we

need to take the self-reported gender of the participants into account. To control for potential inter-

actions between the self-reported gender and the gender frame used in the instructions, we define

three indicator variables relating to the participants’ self-reported gender and the gender frame

used in the prescriptive norm statements and throughout the experiment. The variable Woman is

one if the participant self-reported to be a woman and zero if the participant self-reported to be a

man. For the remainder of the paper, we refer to a participant for whom Woman is equal to one as

a woman and to a participant for whom Woman is equal to zero as a man.11 The variable Match

is one if a participant’s self-reported gender and the gender frame used in the instructions were

identical. Thus, women in the NoNorm-Match and Norm-Match treatments saw the prescriptive

norm statements in the female gender frame. In contrast, men in the NoNorm-Match and Norm-

Match treatments saw the prescriptive norm statements in the male gender frame. The variable

Inclusive is one if the gender-inclusive form was used in the instructions and zero otherwise. This

is the case for both men and women in the gender-inclusive treatments (NoNorm-Inclusive and

Norm-Inclusive).

3.2 Empirical Strategy

Our 2×3 design allows us to disentangle the impact of the Norm treatments and the gender frame

on norm compliance. First, in order to investigate the pure effect of the gender frame in the

NoNorm and Norm treatments, we applied a conservative non-parametric approach and com-

pared the results across treatments using two-sided Jonckheere-Terpstra tests. Given that we

are particularly interested in the interaction between providing a norm statement and whether

the gender frame matched the participant’s self-reported gender, we need to estimate regression

models, including interaction terms.

10These norms are highly focal and are predominant in the games we use (Krupka and Weber, 2013; Fehr and Fis-
chbacher, 2004b; Rosenbaum et al., 2014). Thus, we refer to compliance with the behavior described in the prescriptive
norm statements as norm compliance in all treatments, even though these statements were only shown to participants
in the NoNorm treatments after the games were already played.

11One participant self-reported to be non-binary and was excluded from the dataset as described below.
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For each regression table, we report five specifications that, in a stepwise procedure, include more

variables and controls. In all regressions in our results section, Complianceall and ComplianceG

are the dependent variables. We rely on the variables Norm, Match, and Inclusive. In the first

specification, we only include these variables. In the second step, we add the interactions between

Norm and Match and between Norm and Inclusive as independent variables to test our hypotheses.

For participant i and abstracting from a specific game, this model can be written as

Compliancei(Normi,Matchi, Inclusivei) =β0 + β1Normi + β2Matchi + β3Inclusivei+

β4Normi ×Matchi + β5Normi × Inclusivei + εi.

Remember that our hypotheses can be summarized by the three-way inequality (1). The quantity

∆NCMatch from our conceptual framework is estimated by the difference between

Compliancei(Norm = 1,Match = 1, Inclusivei = 0) = β1 + β2 + β4

and

Compliancei(Norm = 0,Match = 1, Inclusivei = 0) = β2.

Thus, β1 + β4 provides us with an estimate of the difference between the increase in norm compli-

ance due to making the norm salient in the Match frame. In other words, it is given by sub-

tracting the coefficient of Match (for the NoNorm-Match treatment) from the sum of the co-

efficients of Norm, Match, and the interaction between Norm and Match. Making the norm

salient increased norm compliance under the Match gender frame if the resulting linear term

(Norm+Norm×Match) is statistically significantly larger than zero.

Similarly, we can estimate ∆NCInclusive as β1 + β5 and, because the Mismatch treatments are our

statistical baseline, ∆NCMismatch as β1. The increase in norm salience due to our prescriptive

norm statements increased norm compliance under the Inclusive gender frame if the resulting

linear term (Norm + Norm × Inclusive) is statistically significantly larger than zero. Similarly,

the increase in norm salience due to our prescriptive norm statements increased norm compliance

under the Mismatch gender frame if the coefficient of Norm is statistically significantly larger than

zero.

Since β1 appears in all these estimates, Inequality (1) is equivalent to testing β5 > 0, β4 > β5, and
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β4 > 0.12 Thus, we interpret coefficients of the interaction terms that are significantly larger than

zero as direct support for our hypotheses. We also interpret a significantly larger interaction term

between Norm and Match than the interaction term between Norm and Inclusive as direct support

for our hypotheses. If making the norm salient increased norm compliance under one gender

frame but not under another, which is ranked lower in terms of effect sizes as per Inequality (1),

we interpret this as indirect support for our hypotheses.

For the remaining specifications, we included control variables to determine the robustness of our

estimations. In the third specification, we included demographics. Then, in specification four, we

included controls for language and understanding. In the last and fifth step, we added various

controls for attitudes and beliefs to show the robustness of our findings.13

As one of our treatment factors depends on the participants’ self-reported gender and we already

study interaction effects between those and our norm salience variation, we analyzed our data for

men and women separately.14

Our dependent variable ComplianceG is binary if we analyze each game separately. Thus, we ap-

plied Probit regressions. When we study the behavior across games, we used Complianceall which

ranges from zero to three. We, thus, needed to estimate Poisson regression models when we an-

alyzed norm compliance across the three games. As all our models are non-linear and our main

interest is in the interaction terms Norm×Match and Norm×Inclusive, we need to be careful inter-

preting their coefficients as effects (Ai and Norton, 2003). Thus, in the main part of the analysis, we

discuss changes in the linear index of the nonlinear models under the respective specification. We

also add subscript stars (⋆) to indicate the statistical significance of the interaction effect as opposed

to the statistical significance of the interaction term, which is indicated by superscript asterisks (*).15

3.3 Sample Selection

In total, we gathered data from 294 participants. We excluded 24 participants who failed the

attention check in our post-experimental survey. A single participant self-reported to be non-

12The inequality for the last test is implied by the two preceding inequalities. We report the corresponding test
throughout our analyses nonetheless for completeness.

13The description of the controls can be found in Appendix C
14The regressions using the full sample controlling for and interacting all treatment dummies and interactions with

Woman can be found in the online appendix.
15We thank Arno Riedl for pointing this out. See Appendix A for details on how we calculated the test statistics for

the interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003).
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binary and was excluded from the dataset.16 This leaves us with a sample of 269 observations,

which we refer to as the raw sample.

Given that we focus on studying norm compliance, it is important to measure the effect of our

treatment manipulations if the norms were actually social norms to the participants. As such,

for the main part of our analysis and in line with our preregistration, we only included those

participants from the Norm treatments who rated the prescriptive norm statements as “rather ap-

propriate” to society.17 We used the ratings of the prescriptive norm statements that we elicited

immediately before decisions were made in these treatments to define AppropriatenessG for each

game G ∈ {DG,PD,Dec}. These dummy variables are one if a participant rendered the behav-

ior described in the prescriptive norm statement relating to game G as “rather appropriate” to

society and zero otherwise. Appropriatenessall is one if all AppropriatenessG dummies are one and

zero otherwise. Note that in the Norm treatments, we elicited the ratings of the prescriptive norm

statements before the participants made their decisions. For the Norm treatments, we excluded

all participants who did not rate the respective norm as “rather appropriate” to society. In con-

trast, the norm rating was elicited after the three games in the NoNorm treatments. The answers

in the NoNorm treatments might depend on the previous behavior and serve as a justification.

Thus, they have to be treated with caution. We, therefore, did not exclude any participants from

the NoNorm treatments leading to 103 observations for the NoNorm treatments. For the Norm

treatments, the number of observations varies. Across games, we have 83, for the dictator game

139, for the prisoners dilemma 108, and for the Deception game 139 observations. We refer to our

restricted sample as the analytical sample. The analytical sample consists of 186 observations across

games, 242 in the dictator game, 211 in the prisoners dilemma, and 242 in the deception game.18

16The exact question we asked was “Which gender do you sort yourself into?” (German “Welchem Geschlecht ordnen
Sie sich zu?”) with the options “Männlich” (“Male”) “Weiblich” (“Female”) “Divers” (“Diverse,” i.e. non-binary).

17In our preregistration we stated: “For each game, we exclude participants from the norm treatments (norm=1) from
the analysis who deemed the corresponding norm inappropriate, as this means that the norm induction failed for these
participants.”

18Across our treatments, self-reported gender was balanced in our analytical sample. The share of women ranged
from 47.22% to 60.00%, and each bilateral comparison of the shares between treatments was statistically insignificant
(smallest p-value p = 0.277, Fisher’s exact test). See Table 11 in Appendix D for more detailed summary statistics.
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4 Results

4.1 Norm Compliance Across Games

To check if the introduction of prescriptive norm statements affected norm compliance, we briefly

compare norm compliance between all NoNorm and all Norm treatments. In all NoNorm treat-

ments, participants, on average, complied with the norm in 56.31% of the three games. In the

Norm treatments, the participants in our analytical sample complied with the respective norms in

on average 69.48% of the three games. The difference of 13.17 percentage points between these two

averages is statistically significant at the 5%-level using a Mann-Whitney-U test (p = 0.021). Sum-

ming up, when aggregating men and women in our analytical sample, we observed significantly

higher norm compliance in the Norm treatments compared to the NoNorm treatments.

Next, we study if differences in norm compliance depended on the gender frame of the experimen-

tal instructions and prescriptive norm statements. We start by analyzing men’s norm compliance.

Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 2: Men only–Difference in overall norm compliance across matching, inclusive, and mis-
matching prescriptive norm statements.

Consider Figure 2. In the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment, men, on average, complied with 61.40%

of the norms, in the NoNorm-Inclusive treatment with 56.25% of the norms, and in the NoNorm-

Match treatment, they complied with 48.89% of the norms. In the Norm-Mismatch treatment, men
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complied with 76.92% of the norms, in the Norm-Inclusive treatment with 52.78% of the norms,

and in the Norm-Match treatment, they complied with 66.67% of the norms. At first sight, the

norm compliance is highest in the Mismatch and lower in the Inclusive and the Match treatment

manipulations for both the Norm and the NoNorm treatments. However, we do not find statis-

tical support for the observation that the variation of gender frames itself led to differences in

overall norm compliance (p = 0.346 across the NoNorm treatments; p = 0.572 across the Norm

treatments, Jonckheere-Terpstra tests).

Dep. Var.: Complianceall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.173 0.225 0.205 0.180 -0.272∗

(0.128) (0.169) (0.167) (0.181) (0.148)
Match -0.171 -0.228 -0.229 -0.254 -0.484∗∗∗

(0.143) (0.245) (0.248) (0.252) (0.178)
Inclusive -0.216 -0.088 -0.107 -0.165 -0.354∗∗

(0.162) (0.213) (0.216) (0.221) (0.168)
Norm × Match 0.085 0.038 0.050 0.330

(0.295) (0.320) (0.318) (0.226)
Norm × Inclusive -0.289 -0.262 -0.222 0.210

(0.329) (0.327) (0.316) (0.228)
Constant 0.635∗∗∗ 0.611∗∗∗ 1.524∗∗∗ 1.045∗ -0.662

(0.112) (0.136) (0.558) (0.618) (0.875)
Pseudo R2 0.009 0.012 0.021 0.038 0.149
Observations 92 92 92 92 92
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Tables 12a and 12b in Appendix D.

Table 2: Poisson regressions on the number of games in which men complied with the respective
norm.

To study the interaction between norm salience and the gender frames, we need to look at the

Poisson regressions reported in Table 2.19 We find no support for Hypothesis 1 because the inter-

action terms between Norm and Match as well as Norm and Inclusive are not statistically significant.

Also, their difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.642, Wald test).

Result 1.1. (Men: Norm compliance across games)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 1 that men’s overall norm compliance increases the most

if their self-reported gender matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements and the

least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct support that when gender-inclusive formulations

19The results are robust to using OLS or ordered probit regressions with robust standard errors.
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are used, the increase in norm compliance lies between these two extremes.

In order to investigate if there is indirect support for Hypothesis 1, we investigate if making

the norms salient increased norm compliance under one gender frame but not under another,

which is ranked lower in terms of effect sizes as per Inequality (1). The coefficient of Norm refers

to the comparison of the NoNorm-Mismatch and the Norm-Mismatch treatment. Based on the

averages, one might expect a (potentially significant) difference indicating higher norm compli-

ance in the Norm-Mismatch treatment compared to the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment. How-

ever, the coefficient is not statistically significant in the first four specifications. When control-

ling for beliefs and attitudes, the coefficient even turns negative and gets marginally statistically

significant. Thus, we need to interpret this coefficient with caution. Comparing the NoNorm-

Inclusive to the Norm-Inclusive treatment decreased the linear index of norm compliance by

| − 0.272 + 0.210| = | − 0.062| = 0.062, but this decrease is not statistically significant (p = 0.766,

Wald-test). When comparing the NoNorm-Match to the Norm-Match treatment the linear index

of norm compliance increased by −0.272 + 0.330 = 0.058, but this increase is not statistically

significant (p = 0.739, Wald-test). In addition, we observe that the coefficients for Match and

Inclusive are negative and statistically significant in the last specification. Thus, controlling for

the men’s attitudes and beliefs, their overall norm compliance was significantly higher in the

NoNorm-Mismatch treatment compared to the NoNorm-Match and the NoNorm-Inclusive treat-

ment. Therefore, we do not find indirect support for Hypothesis 1.

Next, we analyze women’s norm compliance across games. Consider Figure 3. In the NoNorm-

Mismatch treatment, women complied with 60.78% of the norms. In the NoNorm-Inclusive treat-

ment, women complied with 47.37% of the norms. In the NoNorm-Match treatment, women com-

plied with 62.75% of the norms. In the Norm-Mismatch treatment, women complied with 76.19%

of the norms. In the Norm-Inclusive treatment, women complied with 69.05% of the norms. In the

Norm-Match treatment, women complied with 74.36% of the norms. The pattern looks similar to

the men’s behavior when comparing norm compliance in the Norm treatments. In the NoNorm

treatments, norm compliance was lowest in the Inclusive frame. We do not observe a system-

atic variation when moving from the Mismatch over the Inclusive to the Match gender frame

(p = 0.892 across NoNorm treatments; p = 0.918 across Norm treatments, Jonckheere-Terpstra

tests). Consider Table 3 for the interaction terms. Again, we find no direct support for Hypothesis

1 because the interaction terms between Norm and Match as well as Norm and Inclusive are not

statistically significant. Also, their difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.622, Wald test).
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Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 3: Women only–Difference in overall norm compliance across matching, inclusive, and
mismatching prescriptive norm statements.

Dep. Var.: Complianceall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.254∗∗ 0.226 0.232 0.252 0.293∗

(0.112) (0.174) (0.186) (0.184) (0.162)
Match 0.005 0.032 0.011 0.047 0.131

(0.130) (0.212) (0.227) (0.224) (0.192)
Inclusive -0.173 -0.249 -0.213 -0.244 -0.024

(0.138) (0.240) (0.245) (0.240) (0.242)
Norm × Match -0.056 -0.009 -0.093 -0.249

(0.258) (0.275) (0.277) (0.245)
Norm × Inclusive 0.151 0.139 0.158 -0.394

(0.279) (0.277) (0.279) (0.323)
Constant 0.586∗∗∗ 0.601∗∗∗ 0.892∗∗ 0.112 -0.543

(0.118) (0.154) (0.430) (0.569) (0.833)
Pseudo R2 0.014 0.015 0.026 0.034 0.086
Observations 94 94 94 94 94
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Tables 13a and 13b in Appendix D.

Table 3: Poisson regressions on the number of games in which women complied with the respec-
tive norm.
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Result 1.2. (Women: Norm compliance across games)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 1 that women’s overall norm compliance increases the

most if their self-reported gender matches the formulation of the prescriptive norm statements

and the least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct support that when gender-inclusive

formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies between these two extremes.

Again, we investigate whether there is indirect support for Hypothesis 1 for the women in our

analytical sample. We investigate if making the norms salient increased norm compliance un-

der one gender frame but not under another, in line with the order indicated by Inequality (1).

We find mild evidence that women’s norm compliance increased when comparing the NoNorm-

Mismatch to the Norm-Mismatch treatment as indicated by the positive coefficient of Norm. The

comparison of the NoNorm-Inclusive with the Norm-Inclusive treatment suggests a decrease in

the linear index of norm compliance by 0.293+(−0.394) = −0.101, but this decrease is not statisti-

cally significant (p = 0.687, Wald-test). When comparing the NoNorm-Match to the Norm-Match

treatment, the linear index increases by 0.293 + (−0.249) = 0.044, but this increase is not statisti-

cally significant (p = 0.791, Wald-test). Therefore, we do not find indirect support for Hypothesis

1.

Given that Complianceall is an aggregate measure, effects and effect sizes may depend on the spe-

cific norm elicited. In the following, we focus on individual games to investigate if that was the

case.

4.2 Compliance With the 50-50 Sharing Norm in the Dictator Game

We start by analyzing the men’s norm compliance in the dictator game. Figure 4 depicts the com-

pliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator game. We observe that 82.35% of the men com-

plied with the norm in the Norm-Mismatch treatment. In the Norm-Inclusive treatment, 50.00%

of the men complied with the norm, whereas the share was 63.64% in the Norm-Match treatment.

In the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment, 63.16% of the men complied with the norm. In the NoNorm-

Inclusive treatment, 50.00% of the men complied with the norm, whereas 26.67% of the men did

so in the NoNorm-Match treatment. Considering the change in the gender frame in the NoNorm

treatments, we see that norm compliance increased when moving from the NoNorm-Match, over

the NoNorm-Inclusive to the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment. This increase is statistically signif-

icant (p = 0.039, Jonckheere-Terpstra test). When comparing norm compliance across gender
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frames in the Norm treatments, we do not find a significant pattern when moving from a Match

over the Inclusive gender frame to a Mismatch (p = 0.313, Jonckheere-Terpstra test).

Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 4: Share of men who complied with the behavior described in the 50-50 sharing norm
statement in the dictator game.

The regressions in Table 4 report the results from our five specifications for men only. Similar to the

results across games, both interaction terms are not statistically significant. Also, their difference is

not statistically significant (p = 0.209, Wald test). Thus, the regressions do not offer direct support

for Hypothesis 2.

Result 2.1. (Men: Compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator game)

There is no direct support for Hypothesis 2, i.e., men’s compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm

in the dictator game does not increase the most if their self-reported gender matches the prescrip-

tive norm statement, and the least if there is a mismatch. We also do not find direct support for

an increase in men’s norm compliance that falls between these two extremes under the gender-

inclusive formulation.

Let us consider if there is indirect support for Hypothesis 2, that is in line with Inequality (1).

The coefficient of Norm is not statistically significant. Thus, we do not find significant differ-

ences when comparing the NoNorm-Mismatch to the Norm-Mismatch treatment. In addition,

there was no difference between the NoNorm and Norm treatment in the Inclusive gender frame

(0.793 + (−0.515) = 0.278, p = 0.595, Wald-test). In the Match gender frame, the Norm treatment
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDG (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.506∗∗ 0.593 0.603 0.519 0.793

(0.252) (0.464) (0.460) (0.497) (0.584)
Match -0.710∗∗ -0.959∗∗ -0.994∗∗ -1.274∗∗∗ -1.661∗∗

(0.308) (0.457) (0.468) (0.485) (0.700)
Inclusive -0.653∗∗ -0.336 -0.315 -0.450 -0.430

(0.315) (0.431) (0.435) (0.458) (0.605)
Norm × Match 0.379 0.387 0.463 0.517

(0.642) (0.668) (0.689) (0.883)
Norm × Inclusive -0.593 -0.533 -0.534 -0.515

(0.628) (0.634) (0.654) (0.821)
Constant 0.371 0.336 1.634 1.237 1.656

(0.250) (0.295) (1.164) (1.319) (1.416)
Pseudo R2 0.063 0.081 0.105 0.141 0.450
Observations 109 109 109 109 109
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: Only two men in the Norm-Match treatment failed the control question for this game.
Thus, in deviation from our previous description of the specifications, we omit Failed at-
temptsDG from the specifications reported in columns (4) and (5). For the complete table
with all coefficients, see Table 14 in Appendix D.

Table 4: Probit regressions on men’s compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator game.

increased the linear index of norm compliance by 0.793 + 0.517 = 1.310, which is statistically

significant (p = 0.042, Wald-test). This effect is partially due to the Norm treatment increasing

compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the Match gender frame. Mostly, however, it is due to

lower norm compliance when moving from the NoNorm-Mismatch over the NoNorm-Inclusive

to the NoNorm-Match treatment. Thus, making the norm salient increases norm compliance in

the Match gender frame, whereas it does not in the other gender frames. Therefore, we interpret

this finding as indirect support for Hypothesis 2.

We now analyze the women’s norm compliance in the dictator game. As Figure 5 shows, in the

NoNorm-Mismatch treatment, 64.71% of the women complied with the 50-50 sharing norm. In the

NoNorm-Inclusive treatment, this share was 47.37%, whereas in the NoNorm-Match treatment,

it was 52.94%. In the Norm-Mismatch treatment, 71.43% of the women complied with the norm,

70.37% of the women complied with the norm in the Norm-Inclusive treatment, and in the Norm-

Match treatment, 64.00% of the women did so. There were no treatment differences across the

gender frames, neither in the NoNorm treatments (p = 0.495, Jonckheere-Terpstra test) nor in the

Norm treatments (p = 0.571, Jonckheere-Terpstra test).
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Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 5: Share of women who complied with the behavior described in the 50-50 sharing norm
statement in the dictator game.

According to our regression analysis reported in Table 5, we again find no support for Hypothesis

2 because both interaction terms are not statistically significantly different from zero. However,

comparing the two interaction terms, the difference between them (0.474 − (−0.681) = 1.155) is

marginally statistically significant (p = 0.081, Wald-test), meaning that the (positive) difference

in norm compliance between the NoNorm-Inclusive and the Norm-Inclusive treatment is greater

than the (negative) difference between the NoNorm-Match and the Norm-Match treatment. This

contradicts Hypothesis 2 according to which the coefficient of the interaction term between Norm

and Match should be larger than the interaction term between Norm and Inclusive.

Result 2.2. (Women: Compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator game)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 2 that women’s compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm

in the dictator game increases the most if their self-reported gender matches the formulation of the

prescriptive norm statements and the least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct support

that when gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies between

these two extremes.

Let us investigate if making the norm salient increased norm compliance under one gender frame

but not under another. Again, we interpret this as indirect support for Hypothesis 2 if this com-

parison is in line with Inequality (1).
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDG (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.365 0.189 0.327 0.322 -0.030

(0.227) (0.402) (0.415) (0.437) (0.458)
Match -0.244 -0.304 -0.196 -0.154 0.091

(0.280) (0.437) (0.455) (0.459) (0.442)
Inclusive -0.204 -0.443 -0.265 -0.480 -0.665

(0.273) (0.426) (0.444) (0.466) (0.518)
Norm × Match 0.096 -0.189 -0.247 -0.681

(0.567) (0.590) (0.615) (0.598)
Norm × Inclusive 0.413 0.258 0.366 0.474

(0.557) (0.572) (0.607) (0.692)
Constant 0.271 0.377 -0.915 -1.816 -3.904∗∗

(0.238) (0.313) (0.825) (1.264) (1.518)
Pseudo R2 0.020 0.024 0.080 0.103 0.335
Observations 133 133 133 133 133
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Table 15 in Appendix D.

Table 5: Probit regressions on women’s compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm in the dictator
game.

We do not find differences between the NoNorm-Mismatch and the Norm-Mismatch treatments,

as can be seen from the coefficient of Norm which is not statistically significant. In the Inclusive

gender frame, the Norm treatment increased the linear index of norm compliance by −0.030 +

0.474 = 0.444. Yet, this increase is not statistically significant (p = 0.401, Wald-test). In the Match

gender frame, the Norm treatment decreased the linear index of norm compliance by | − 0.030 +

(−0.681)| = | − 0.711| = 0.711, which is marginally statistically significant (p = 0.071, Wald-test).

Thus, the norm treatment variation had a negative impact in the Match gender frame whereas

it did not have a statistically significant effect in the other gender frames. Since this treatment

difference is opposite to the hypothesized comparison in Inequality (1), there is no indirect support

for Hypothesis 2.

4.3 Compliance With the Cooperation Norm in the Prisoner’s Dilemma

Again, we start by analyzing the men’s norm compliance; see Figure 6 for a graphical overview. Of

all men in the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment, 68.42% complied with the cooperation norm. In the

NoNorm-Inclusive treatment, this share was 81.25%, whereas, in the NoNorm-Match treatment, it

was 73.33%. In the Norm-Mismatch treatment, 76.47% of the men complied with the norm. In the
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Norm-Inclusive treatment, the share was 61.11%, whereas, in the Norm-Match treatment, it was

72.22%. Considering the change in the gender frame in the NoNorm treatments, we do not find

Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 6: Share of men who complied with the behavior described in the prescriptive cooperation
norm statement in the prisoner’s dilemma.

a significant pattern when moving from a Match over the Inclusive gender frame to a Mismatch

(p = 0.690, Jonckheere-Terpstra test). When comparing norm compliance across gender frames in

the Norm treatments, we also do not find a significant pattern when moving from a Match over

the Inclusive gender frame to a Mismatch (p = 0.819, Jonckheere-Terpstra test).

The regressions in Table 6 report the regression results on our five specifications for men’s compli-

ance with the cooperation norm. From the shares depicted in Figure 6, one would expect a neg-

ative effect of the Norm treatment under the Inclusive gender frame. In fact, from our preferred

specification in column 5, we see that the interaction term of the Norm and the Inclusive treatment

variation is negative, but like the interaction term for the Norm and Match treatment variation, it

is not statistically significant. Also, their difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.524, Wald

test). Thus, the regressions do not offer direct support for Hypothesis 3.

Result 3.1. (Men: Compliance with the cooperation norm in the prisoner’s dilemma)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 3 that men’s compliance with the cooperation norm in

the prisoner’s dilemma increases the most if their self-reported gender matches the formulation

of the prescriptive norm statements and the least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct
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Dep. Var.: CompliancePD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm -0.124 0.242 0.291 0.436 -0.127

(0.264) (0.451) (0.467) (0.517) (0.776)
Match 0.025 0.143 0.201 0.391 -0.375

(0.325) (0.461) (0.511) (0.520) (0.808)
Inclusive -0.037 0.408 0.435 0.489 0.278

(0.318) (0.473) (0.509) (0.559) (0.592)
Norm × Match -0.275 -0.538 -0.881 -0.635

(0.653) (0.738) (0.735) (1.212)
Norm × Inclusive -0.847 -1.046 -1.189 -1.281

(0.654) (0.687) (0.736) (1.110)
Constant 0.647∗∗ 0.480 2.945∗∗ 1.952 -2.619

(0.264) (0.301) (1.165) (1.284) (2.919)
Pseudo R2 0.002 0.017 0.088 0.160 0.607
Observations 103 103 103 103 103
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Table 16 in Appendix D.

Table 6: Probit regressions on men’s compliance with the cooperation norm.

support that when gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies

between these two extremes.

As in the previous game, we investigate if there were treatment effects of our norm treatment

variation for each gender frame individually. If this is the case for one but not for another gender

frame and that comparison is in line with Inequality (1), we interpret this as indirect support for

Hypothesis 3. The Norm treatment variation did not significantly affect norm compliance in the

Mismatch treatment, as indicated by the coefficient of Norm. However, in the Inclusive treatment

variation, the Norm treatment reduced the linear index by | − 0.127 + (−1.281)| = | − 1.408| =

1.408. This effect is marginally statistically significant (p = 0.070, Wald-test). The Norm treatment

variation did not significantly affect norm compliance in the Match treatment, as indicated by the

sum of the coefficient of Norm and the interaction term Norm×Match (−0.127+(−0.635) = −0.762,

p = 0.394, Wald-test). Thus, our norm treatment variation did reduce the men’s norm compliance

in the prisoner’s dilemma under the Inclusive frame whereas it did not do so under the other

gender frames. As we hypothesized an increase in norm compliance due to making the norm

salient, we cannot interpret this finding as indirect support for Hypothesis 3.

As Figure 7 shows, in the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment, 70.59% of the women complied with the
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cooperation norm. In the NoNorm-Inclusive treatment, it was 57.89% of the women, whereas in

the NoNorm-Match treatment, this share was 70.59%. Of the women in the Norm-Mismatch treat-

ment, 80.00% complied with the norm. In the Norm-Inclusive treatment, this share was 55.56%,

whereas in the Norm-Match treatment, it was 82.35%.

Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 7: Share of women who complied with the behavior described in the prescriptive coopera-
tion norm statement in the prisoner’s dilemma.

Considering the change in the gender frame in the NoNorm treatments, we do not find a signifi-

cant pattern when moving from a Match over the Inclusive gender frame to a Mismatch (p > 0.999,

Jonckheere-Terpstra test). When comparing norm compliance across gender frames in the Norm

treatments, we also do not find a significant pattern when moving from a Match over the Inclusive

gender frame to a Mismatch (p = 0.689, Jonckheere-Terpstra test).

The regressions in Table 7 report the regression results on our five specifications for women’s com-

pliance with the cooperation norm. Regarding Hypothesis 3, women’s norm compliance was de-

creased in the Norm-Inclusive treatment compared to the Norm-Mismatch treatment as indicated

by the negative and marginally statistically significant interaction term of Norm and Inclusive only

in our preferred specification (5). In our preferred specification (5), comparing the contribution to

the linear index in the Norm-Match treatment (1.050 + 0.334 + (−0.264) = 1.120) with that of the

Norm-Inclusive treatment (1.050 + 0.171 + (−1.469) = −0.248) reveals that the Norm treatment

worked significantly better under the Match gender frame than under the Inclusive gender frame
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(1.120− (−0.248) = 1.368, p = 0.006, Wald-test). Thus, we find that the change in women’s norm

compliance with the cooperation norm in the prisoner’s dilemma due to making the norm salient

in the Match frame was greater than the corresponding change in the Inclusive frame. Still, this is

only in line with the first comparison in Inequality (1).

Result 3.2. (Women: Compliance with the cooperation norm in the prisoner’s dilemma)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 3 that for women compliance with the cooperation norm

in the prisoner’s dilemma increases the most if their self-reported gender matches the formulation

of the prescriptive norm statements and the least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct

support that when gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies

between these two extremes.

If making the norm salient increased norm compliance under one gender frame but not under

another, which is ranked lower in terms of effect sizes as per Inequality (1), we could interpret this

as indirect support for Hypothesis 3 again. We find mild evidence that women’s norm compli-

ance was increased when comparing the NoNorm-Mismatch to the Norm-Mismatch treatment as

indicated by the positive and statistically significant coefficient of Norm. Between the NoNorm-

Inclusive and Norm-Inclusive treatment, we see a decrease in the linear index of norm compliance

by 1.050 + (−1.469) = −0.419, but this decrease is not statistically significant (p = 0.378, Wald-

test). The increase between the NoNorm-Match and Norm-Match treatment is not statistically

significant (1.050 + (−0.264) = 0.786, p = 0.167, Wald-test). Thus, in line with finding no direct

support, we find no indirect support for Hypothesis 3.

4.4 Compliance With the Honesty Norm in the Deception Game

Again, we start by describing and analyzing the men’s norm compliance in the deception game

(see Figure 8). 52.63% of the men complied with the norm in the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment. In

the NoNorm-Inclusive treatment, only 37.50% complied with the norm, whereas in the NoNorm-

Match treatment, this share was 46.67%. In the Norm-Mismatch treatment, 66.67% of the men

complied with the norm. In the Norm-Inclusive treatment, this share was 59.09%, whereas, in the

Norm-Match treatment, it was 66.67%. There were neither treatment differences across the gender

frames in the NoNorm treatments (p = 0.672, Jonckheere-Terpstra test) nor the Norm treatments

(p = 0.864, Jonckheere-Terpstra test).
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Dep. Var.: CompliancePD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.187 0.300 0.460 0.674 1.050∗

(0.258) (0.455) (0.486) (0.537) (0.597)
Match 0.034 0.000 0.022 0.166 0.334

(0.328) (0.456) (0.499) (0.492) (0.556)
Inclusive -0.519∗ -0.342 -0.181 -0.065 0.171

(0.309) (0.434) (0.453) (0.470) (0.516)
Norm × Match 0.087 0.180 -0.176 -0.264

(0.663) (0.705) (0.735) (0.766)
Norm × Inclusive -0.360 -0.570 -0.852 -1.469∗

(0.617) (0.638) (0.703) (0.779)
Constant 0.599∗∗ 0.541∗ 0.727 -1.051 -2.083

(0.265) (0.322) (1.042) (1.485) (2.127)
Pseudo R2 0.035 0.040 0.109 0.143 0.273
Observations 108 108 108 108 108
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Table 17 in Appendix D.

Table 7: Probit regressions on women’s compliance with the cooperation norm.

Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 8: Share of men who complied with the behavior described in the prescriptive honesty
norm statement in the deception game.
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The regressions in Table 8 report the probit regression results for our five specifications. We find no

support for Hypothesis 4 because the interaction terms between Norm and Match as well as Norm

and Inclusive are not statistically significant. When compared with the Norm-Match treatment, the

index in the Norm-Inclusive treatment is larger by 1.289− 0.176 = 1.113, but that difference is not

statistically significant (p = 0.124, Wald-test).

Result 4.1. (Men: Compliance with the honesty norm in the deception game)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 4 that for men compliance with the honesty norm in the

deception game increases the most if their self-reported gender matches the formulation of the

prescriptive norm statements and the least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct support

that when gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies between

these two extremes.

We can again investigate if making the norm salient under one gender frame increased norm

compliance whereas it did not under another. If this is the case and the differences are in line

with Inequality (1), we can consider this indirect support for Hypothesis 4. As the coefficient of

Norm is not statistically significant, the Norm treatment variation did not affect norm compliance

under the Mismatch gender frame. In the Inclusive gender frame, the Norm treatment increased

the linear index of norm compliance by 0.458 + 0.831 = 1.289, and this increase is statistically

significant (p = 0.018, Wald-test). In the Match gender frame, the Norm treatment increased the

linear index of norm compliance by 0.458 + (−0.282) = 0.176, but this increase is not statistically

significant (p = 0.751, Wald-test).

Thus, making the norm salient increased the men’s norm compliance in the Inclusive gender frame

whereas it did not in the other two frames. Considering the second comparison in Inequality (1),

this is partial and indirect support for Hypothesis 4.

As Figure 9 shows, in the NoNorm-Mismatch treatment, 47.06% of the women complied with

the norm, whereas this share was 36.84% in the NoNorm-Inclusive, and 64.71% in the NoNorm-

Match treatment. In the Norm treatment, 75.00% complied with the norm in the Norm-Mismatch

treatment, 60.87% in the Norm-Inclusive treatment, and 59.26% in the Norm-Match treatment.

There were no treatment differences across the gender frames neither in the NoNorm treatments

(p = 0.308, Jonckheere-Terpstra test) nor the Norm treatments (p = 0.364, Jonckheere-Terpstra

test).
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDec (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.480∗ 0.365 0.415 0.726 0.458

(0.247) (0.443) (0.442) (0.481) (0.631)
Match -0.080 -0.150 -0.105 0.058 -0.535

(0.305) (0.435) (0.457) (0.497) (0.621)
Inclusive -0.296 -0.385 -0.413 -0.406 -1.224∗∗

(0.305) (0.432) (0.445) (0.477) (0.553)
Norm × Match 0.150 -0.005 -0.247 -0.282

(0.611) (0.645) (0.683) (0.829)
Norm × Inclusive 0.184 0.195 0.127 0.831

(0.611) (0.618) (0.653) (0.847)
Constant 0.017 0.066 1.504 -1.180 -3.840∗∗

(0.244) (0.289) (0.993) (1.337) (1.619)
Pseudo R2 0.031 0.031 0.063 0.160 0.447
Observations 111 111 111 111 111
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Table 18 in Appendix D.

Table 8: Probit regressions on men’s compliance with the honesty norm.

Note: Markers indicate means and whiskers indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 9: Share of women who complied with the behavior described in the prescriptive honesty
norm statement in the deception game.

32



Consider Table 9. In our preferred specification in column 5, we do not find direct support for

Hypothesis 4, as the interaction terms are both statistically insignificant. Also, their difference is

not statistically significant (p = 0.714, Wald test).
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Result 4.2. (Women: Compliance with the honesty norm in the deception game)

We find no direct support for Hypothesis 4 that women’s compliance with the honesty norm in

the deception game increases the most if their self-reported gender matches the formulation of the

prescriptive norm statements and the least if there is a mismatch. We do not find direct support

that when gender-inclusive formulations are used, the increase in norm compliance lies between

these two extremes.

Dep. Var.: ComplianceDec (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.404∗ 0.748∗ 0.769∗ 0.839∗∗ 0.829∗

(0.228) (0.400) (0.402) (0.413) (0.462)
Match -0.086 0.451 0.441 0.518 0.317

(0.275) (0.437) (0.444) (0.461) (0.554)
Inclusive -0.350 -0.262 -0.224 -0.358 0.069

(0.273) (0.424) (0.435) (0.461) (0.611)
Norm × Match -0.891 -0.844 -0.986 -0.650

(0.564) (0.576) (0.600) (0.693)
Norm × Inclusive -0.136 -0.182 -0.203 -0.943

(0.564) (0.568) (0.587) (0.732)
Constant 0.129 -0.074 0.219 -0.105 0.103

(0.237) (0.305) (0.769) (1.056) (1.204)
Pseudo R2 0.029 0.046 0.057 0.071 0.436
Observations 131 131 131 131 131
Demographics ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Language & Understanding ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

Attitudes & Beliefs ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Table 19 in Appendix D.

Table 9: Probit regressions on women’s compliance with the honesty norm.

One more time, we investigate if there is indirect support for Hypothesis 4 in line with Inequality

(1). We find mild evidence that women’s norm compliance was increased when comparing the

NoNorm-Mismatch to the Norm-Mismatch treatment as indicated by the coefficient of Norm. The

comparison of the NoNorm-Inclusive with the Norm-Inclusive treatment reveals a decrease in the

linear index of norm compliance by 0.829+(−0.943) = −0.114, but this decrease is not statistically

significant (p = 0.840, Wald-test). When comparing the NoNorm-Match to the Norm-Match treat-

ment, the linear index increased by 0.829 + (−0.650) = 0.179, but this increase is not statistically

significant (p = 0.732, Wald-test). This means that women’s norm compliance with the prescrip-

tive honesty norm increased in the Mismatch gender frame but not in the other two frames. Thus,

there is no indirect support for Hypothesis 4.

34



5 Discussion

Before discussing potential mechanisms and limitations, we start by briefly summarizing our re-

sults.

For men in the dictator game, we find indirect support for Hypothesis 2, as they are more likely

to comply with a norm if the norm statement matches their gender. In terms of our notational

framework, we find a marginally statistically greater difference in norm compliance between the

NoNorm-Match and the Norm-Match treatment than between the NoNorm-Inclusive and the

Norm-Inclusive treatment. We find no support for similar effects on men’s norm compliance in

the other two games. This is similar when considering the women’s norm compliance across the

three games. We will thus focus our discussion on the men’s norm compliance in the dictator

game. For completeness, we will also report our analysis for all considered mechanisms for men

here and provide the corresponding analysis for the women in all three games in Appendix D.

With our data, we can investigate several potential mechanisms behind the result that men’s norm

compliance increased more in the Match gender frame than in the other two gender frames.20

First, we look into excluded participants based on their appropriateness rating, second, the order

of games, and the selected sample.

Remember that we compared all participants from the NoNorm treatments to only those partic-

ipants in the Norm treatments who rated the respective prescriptive norm statement as “rather

appropriate,” thus rendering it a social norm for these participants. We did so to analyze whether

social norms made salient in a particular gender frame affect behavior differently. Naturally, some

participants rated the prescriptive norm statements as “rather inappropriate” and, in line with

our preregistration, we excluded them from our analytical sample. The analysis so far reports the

results in line with this (preregistered) exclusion criterion. However, this selection into the ana-

lytical sample might explain some of the observed effects. A potential mechanism that could ex-

plain some of our results is motivated reasoning (Kunda, 1990; Bénabou and Tirole, 2006; Gneezy

et al., 2020). Participants’ behavior and their ratings of the appropriateness of the norm statements

might thus not be independent. Recall that AppropriatenessG is a dummy that is one if a partici-

pant rendered the behavior described in the prescriptive norm statement relating to game G as
20Besides having controlled for beliefs in our regressions, we conducted Kruskal-Wallis-Tests to check for differences

in beliefs in the NoNorm and Norm treatments respectively and found no statistically significant patterns (the smallest
p-value was p = 0.1327). Thus, in line with Gorny et al. (2023), we do not find that strategic beliefs differed across our
treatments.
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“rather appropriate” to society and zero otherwise. Appropriatenessall is one if all AppropriatenessG

dummies are one and zero otherwise. Thus, the participants we included in our analytical sample

could have differed from those we excluded in a systematic way that correlates (at least partially)

with our treatments. We rerun the saturated specification for norm compliance across games and

for each game to investigate such a selection as a potential mechanism behind the treatment ef-

fects.

For the men in our raw sample, Table 10 reports the results from the Poisson regression for norm

compliance across games and the Probit regressions for norm compliance in each game control-

ling for the participants’ appropriateness rating. Our findings across games (column all) and in

the deception game (column Dec) only change slightly when compared to the results in the an-

alytical samples. Most importantly, in the dictator game (column DG), all coefficient signs are

unaffected, but the difference between the two interactions Norm×Match and Norm×Inclusive is

not statistically significant anymore (p = 0.193, Wald test).

Yet, the Norm treatment still only increases norm compliance in the Match gender frame (0.370 +

0.810 = 1.180, p = 0.068, Wald test) whereas it does not in the other two gender frames (0.370, p =

0.480, for the Mismatch treatment and 0.370−0.235 = 0.135, p = 0.797, for the Inclusive treatment,

Wald tests). In the deception game, the statistically significant increase in norm compliance when

comparing the Norm-Inclusive to the NoNorm-Inclusive treatment remains (0.613+0.671 = 1.284,

p = 0.021, Wald test). Only the coefficients for AppropriatenessPD and AppropriatenessDec are

positive and statistically significant. This indicates that for these two games, participants selected

into our analytical samples were indeed more likely on average to comply with the norm. The

change in the treatment coefficients suggests though, that this did not very strongly affect our

results (in the case of the prisoner’s dilemma it rather renders them a lower bound).

For the women in our raw sample, the regression results from including the norm ratings do not

differ systematically from what we report in our results section. The coefficients are reported in

Tables 21a and 21b in Appendix D.

In sum, we thus find only very mild evidence for motivated reasoning when it comes to our

hypotheses. The treatment coefficients only changed marginally and all retained their sign.

However, there are further explanations and limitations connected with our experiment.

Given that we already have a 2×3 design, we chose to not randomize the order of the three games
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Dep. Var.: Compliance all DG PD Dec
Appropriatenessall -0.076

(0.092)
AppropriatenessDG -0.289

(0.398)
AppropriatenessPD 0.831∗∗

(0.418)
AppropriatenessDec 0.994∗

(0.526)
Norm -0.128 0.370 -0.134 0.613

(0.148) (0.524) (0.701) (0.605)
Match -0.388∗∗ -1.364∗∗ -0.487 -0.618

(0.184) (0.654) (0.693) (0.640)
Inclusive -0.361∗∗ -0.454 0.069 -1.398∗∗

(0.182) (0.617) (0.546) (0.578)
Norm × Match 0.208 0.810 -0.391 -0.544

(0.217) (0.833) (1.038) (0.814)
Norm × Inclusive 0.077 -0.235 -1.615∗ 0.671

(0.217) (0.766) (0.868) (0.798)
Constant -0.267 2.070 -3.049 -5.389∗∗∗

(0.659) (1.426) (2.322) (2.040)
Pseudo R2 0.141 0.447 0.536 0.481
Observations 122 122 122 122
Demographics ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Language & Understanding ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Attitudes & Beliefs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: For the complete table with all coefficients, see Tables 20a and 20b in Appendix D.

Table 10: Poisson regressions on how many norms men complied with across games controlling
for whether they rated all norms rather appropriate or not (column all) and probit regressions on
men’s norm compliance in the individual games controlling for whether they rated the respective
norm rather appropriate or not (columns DG through Dec) using the saturated specification.

played. Randomization would add another layer of complexity to the analysis. However, this

choice comes at the cost that it remains a question for further research if the battery of games

influences the salience of the gender frames and the effect on the norms.

We ran our experiment with a rather small student sample. Students are relatively homogenous in

terms of education and age. Our results could therefore possibly be an upper bound of the effects

of gendered language on norm compliance since older people grew up before gender-inclusive

forms were introduced. In addition, students might be heavily exposed to gender-inclusive lan-

guage and the related discussion whereas, for the general population, this topic might be less

salient. Furthermore, due to our small sample size, effects need to be rather large to be picked up

by statistical tests.

Overall, our data suggest that selection into the analytical sample is the strongest driver of our
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results. Depending on self-reported gender and treatment, the participants’ rating of the prescrip-

tive social norm statements varies and reflects their norm compliance in the respective ensuing

game.

6 Conclusion

We report results from a controlled online experiment in which we made prescriptive norms

salient and systematically varied the grammatical gender used in the formulation of these pre-

scriptive norms and the experimental instructions. We hypothesized that a match between the

self-reported gender of participants and the gender used in the norm statement increases the par-

ticipants’ norm compliance.

In the dictator game, we find mild support for our hypothesis that men are more likely to comply

with a norm if the norm statement matches their gender. We find no support for similar effects on

norm compliance in the other two games. For women, we did not find evidence in favor of our

hypotheses.

We initially excluded participants from our analysis who did not consider our prescriptive norm

statements a social norm. Including them in our analysis and controlling for the participant’s

appropriateness ratings for the norm statements only slightly affected our result. There was

still some support for men’s compliance to be higher when the prescriptive norm statement was

framed with a matching, i.e. male, frame.

Due to the limitations we discussed, there is a need for further research on how to effectively com-

municate prescriptive norms. For gendered language in specific, we provide a first empirical basis

for an otherwise heated debate. How these effects vary over time, with the pool of participants,

and with the language spoken by them, are questions left for further research.
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A Interaction Terms and Effects

When analyzing the behavior within the three games played by the participants, we resort to
probit models. This is due to the binary nature of our dependent variables, i.e., they are one if a
participant complied to the respective prescriptive norm statement and zero otherwise. Since we
use interaction terms in four of our five specifications, there is an important difference between
interaction terms and effects, as pointed out by Ai and Norton (2003). To illustrate this here briefly
and to explain how we report our results, let us start by considering a linear model.

ComplianceG,i = β0 + β1Normi + β2Matchi + β3Inclusivei

+ β4Normi ×Matchi + β5Normi × Inclusivei

+ γXi + εi

where X is a vector of controls and γ a vector of coefficients of these controls. The interaction
effect of our Norm treatment variation and our Match treatment variation in this model would be

∂2ComplianceG,i

∂Normi∂Matchi
= β4.

Thus, the interaction effect would be identical to the interaction term.

This is different when our model is non-linear, like in our probit regressions.21

P (ComplianceG,i = 1) = Φ(β0 + β1Normi + β2Matchi + β3Inclusivei

+ β4Normi ×Matchi + β5Normi × Inclusivei

+ γXi)

The interaction effect is given by

∂2P (ComplianceG,i = 1)

∂Normi∂Matchi
= ϕ′(β0 + β1Normi + β2Matchi + β3Inclusivei

+ β4Normi ×Matchi + β5Normi × Inclusivei

+ γXi)[β1 + β4Matchi + β5Inclusivei][β2 + β4Normi]

+ϕ(β0 + β1Normi + β2Matchi + β3Inclusivei

+ β4Normi ×Matchi + β5Normi × Inclusivei

+ γXi)β4,

(2)

where ϕ is the pdf associated with the cdf Φ. This expression firstly depends on participant i’s
characteristics. Secondly, in most cases, it will also not be equal to β4. Thirdly, and most impor-

21Traditionally, we would denote the left-hand side with P (ComplianceG,i|Zi) with Zi being the complete vector of
control variables, but we suppress the conditional statement for better representation.
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tantly, the estimator of this term has standard errors that differ from those of β̂4. Thus, in these
models, there is a difference between the interaction term and the interaction effect and in the
inference, we can make use of it.

To recognize this in our analysis we carry out the following steps. We use the inteff routine in
Stata (Norton et al., 2004). It calculates the z-scores of the above expression for each participant in
the sample and provides us with a mean z-score for the two-sided hypothesis that the interaction
effect is zero. We use the square of this test statistic to run a χ2 test. We report instances of
rejections at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively, using the subscript ⋆, ⋆ ⋆, and ⋆ ⋆ ⋆ in our
regression tables on the interaction term. For example, if the interaction term Norm×Match was
1.5 and it was significant at the 5% level, whereas the interaction effect was only significant at the
10% level, we would denote

Norm × Match 1.5∗∗⋆ .

Note that this is an abuse of notation as the subscript refers to the statistical significance of the
term in (2). We attach it to the interaction term as we expect the reader to search for information
on the interaction of treatment variations there.

As our interaction variables are dummies, we could alternatively compare the probabilities of
observing compliance between treatments. Consider the NoNorm-Match and Norm-Match treat-
ment. Abstracting from γXi, the linear index for the NoNorm-Match treatment is given by β2,
whereas the linear index for the Norm-Match treatment is given by β1+β2+β4. Their difference is
given by β1+β4, which we can test to be significantly different from zero. We do so throughout our
analysis to investigate whether the Norm treatment variation systematically affected compliance
in some gender frames, but not in others.

This procedure can also be applied to the Poisson regressions we ran for analyzing norm compli-
ance across games by replacing P (ComplianceG,i = 1) with

E(Complianceall,i) = exp (β0 + β1Normi + β2Matchi + β3Inclusivei

+ β4Normi ×Matchi + β5Normi × Inclusivei

+γXi + εi) .

B Prescriptive Norm Statements

The prescriptive norm statement used in the dictator game was the following.

A participant in the role of participant A should make a decision about the division
of the 20 ECU such that both participants receive the same share of the 20 ECU.
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The prescriptive norm statement used in the prisoner’s dilemma was the following.

A participant in the role of participant A should make a decision in which she sends
8 ECUs of her 10 ECUs to participant B.22

The prescriptive norm statement used in the deception game was the following.

A participant in the role of participant A should compose a message to participant
B, which contains the actually assigned number.

C Controls

We now introduce all the additional controls we used throughout our analysis. Age measures the
participants’ age in years. The variable Undergraduate is one if the participant was currently en-
rolled for a bachelor’s degree and zero otherwise. We asked participants for the current Semester
they are in, including bachelor semesters if the participant was in their masters. We asked partici-
pants about the subjects in which they major. We grouped those in majors related to Business and
Economics, Education, and Other, with the latter category serving as a baseline unless mentioned
otherwise. We asked a battery of 5 questions on participants’ attitudes toward language change
over time using a 7-point Likert scale. Language attitude is the mean reply with a high score indi-
cating a more liberal position toward language change than a low score. At the very end of the
experiment, we asked participants for the grammatical gender used throughout the experiment
and if they had any comments. The variable Remembered formulations is one if a participant remem-
bered the grammatical gender used correctly and zero otherwise. The variable Language comments
is one whenever a free-text comment referred to the instructions or norm gender frames and zero
otherwise. We also asked participants to rate the clarity of instructions on a 7-point Likert scale.
We refer to the resulting variable as Instructions clear. Before the beginning of Stage 2, participants
had to pass a short survey on the general understanding of the experiment. Before each indi-
vidual game, we also conducted control questions on the understanding of the game rules. Failed
attemptsG is the number of failed attempts to answer the control questions asked before the respec-
tive game G ∈ {DG,PD,Dec}. Failed attemptsall is the sum of failed attempts across all questions
asked in the experiment, including those for the questions of general understanding. Our risk
measure Risk is measured on an 11-point scale according to Dohmen et al. (2011) and Kantar Pub-
lic (2020). Our measure for reciprocity is measured on a 7-point scale according to (Dohmen et al.,
2009) to measure Positive reciprocity and Negative reciprocity. We only include reciprocity in the
regressions of the prisoner’s dilemma and when pooling all games because participants can only
reciprocate in the prisoner’s dilemma. To elicit the variables First-order beliefG and Second-order

22Emphasis is added to indicate that this statement is a translation from the female treatment.
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beliefG, we first provided a brief summary of each game G ∈ {DG,PD,Dec}. Subsequently, we
elicited beliefs relative to the prescriptive norm statements in the respective game. Specifically, we
phrased our belief elicitation around 50-50 sharing in the dictator game (giving 10 ECU from the
20 ECU endowment), unconditional cooperation in the prisoner’s dilemma, and complete honesty
(i.e., a true report for each possible outcome of the die roll) in the deception game. For first-order
beliefs, we asked participants about their belief on the share of participants taking the respective
action. In a second step, we asked for their belief about the average stated first-order belief among
the other participants in their session. Every participant whose stated belief was strictly within
ten percentage points off the true value received 2 ECU. If they were off by at least ten percent-
age points but less than twenty percentage points, they would receive 1 ECU. For the first and
second-order beliefs, participants could thus earn between 0 and 4 ECU. 23

D Tables

NoNorm Norm

Male Inclusive Female Male Inclusive Female

Age in years 26.000 24.829 23.861 23.861 23.552 24.920
(5.512) (3.120) (3.164) (3.315) (3.474) (7.315)

Woman 0.536 0.543 0.472 0.569 0.527 0.600
(0.508) (0.505) (0.506) (0.500) (0.504) (0.495)

Semester 8.406 8.229 6.806 7.034 7.309 7.320
(4.924) (4.222) (4.013) (4.357) (3.237) (4.177)

Undergraduate 0.469 0.371 0.556 0.690 0.691 0.700
(0.507) (0.490) (0.504) (0.467) (0.466) (0.463)

Observations 32 35 36 58 55 50
Note: Standard deviations in parentheses; for the Norm treatments, all observations which
are in at least one of the analytical samples are included.

Table 11: Descriptive statistics across treatments.

23A complete list of descriptions and summary statistics of the variables is available from the authors upon request.
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Dep. Var.: Complianceall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.173 0.225 0.205 0.180 -0.272∗

(0.128) (0.169) (0.167) (0.181) (0.148)
Match -0.171 -0.228 -0.229 -0.254 -0.484∗∗∗

(0.143) (0.245) (0.248) (0.252) (0.178)
Inclusive -0.216 -0.088 -0.107 -0.165 -0.354∗∗

(0.162) (0.213) (0.216) (0.221) (0.168)
Norm × Match 0.085 0.038 0.050 0.330

(0.295) (0.320) (0.318) (0.226)
Norm × Inclusive -0.289 -0.262 -0.222 0.210

(0.329) (0.327) (0.316) (0.228)
Age -0.036 -0.043∗ -0.018

(0.024) (0.023) (0.019)
Semester 0.016 0.024 0.030∗∗

(0.018) (0.018) (0.014)
Business and Economics -0.209 -0.170 -0.148

(0.143) (0.146) (0.135)
Education -0.147 -0.147 0.144

(0.184) (0.183) (0.166)
Language attitude 0.099∗∗ -0.002

(0.050) (0.045)
Remembered formulations 0.002 -0.193

(0.155) (0.123)
Language comments 0.247 0.207

(0.181) (0.178)
Instructions clear 0.041 -0.050

(0.040) (0.035)
Failed attemptsall 0.015 0.026∗∗

(0.010) (0.011)
Pseudo R2 0.009 0.012 0.021 0.038 0.149
Observations 92 92 92 92 92
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 12a: Poisson regressions on the number of games in which men complied with the respective
norm (complete table with all coefficients, see Table 12b for the remaining coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: Complianceall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Risk aversion -0.025

(0.025)
Positive reciprocity 0.158∗

(0.096)
Negative reciprocity -0.061∗

(0.036)
First-order beliefDG 0.010∗∗∗

(0.003)
Second-order beliefDG -0.004

(0.004)
First-order beliefPD 0.010∗

(0.006)
Second-order beliefPD -0.003

(0.006)
First-order beliefDec 0.005

(0.006)
Second-order beliefDec 0.004

(0.007)
Constant 0.635∗∗∗ 0.611∗∗∗ 1.524∗∗∗ 1.045∗ -0.662

(0.112) (0.136) (0.558) (0.618) (0.875)
Pseudo R2 0.009 0.012 0.021 0.038 0.149
Observations 92 92 92 92 92
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 12b: Poisson regressions on the number of games in which men complied with the respective
norm (complete table with all coefficients, continued from Table 12a).
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Dep. Var.: Complianceall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.254∗∗ 0.226 0.232 0.252 0.293∗

(0.112) (0.174) (0.186) (0.184) (0.162)
Match 0.005 0.032 0.011 0.047 0.131

(0.130) (0.212) (0.227) (0.224) (0.192)
Inclusive -0.173 -0.249 -0.213 -0.244 -0.024

(0.138) (0.240) (0.245) (0.240) (0.242)
Norm × Match -0.056 -0.009 -0.093 -0.249

(0.258) (0.275) (0.277) (0.245)
Norm × Inclusive 0.151 0.139 0.158 -0.394

(0.279) (0.277) (0.279) (0.323)
Age -0.010 -0.003 -0.005

(0.012) (0.011) (0.009)
Semester 0.012 0.012 0.001

(0.017) (0.017) (0.015)
Business and Economics -0.317∗∗ -0.298∗ -0.197

(0.161) (0.160) (0.168)
Education -0.094 -0.086 -0.037

(0.134) (0.133) (0.142)
Language attitude 0.100∗∗ 0.054

(0.045) (0.046)
Remembered formulations 0.030 0.110

(0.131) (0.114)
Language comments 0.075 -0.022

(0.179) (0.165)
Instructions clear 0.025 -0.023

(0.043) (0.044)
Failed attemptsall 0.018 -0.039

(0.044) (0.044)
Pseudo R2 0.014 0.015 0.026 0.034 0.086
Observations 94 94 94 94 94
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 13a: Poisson regressions on the number of games in which women complied with the re-
spective norm (complete table with all coefficients, see Table 13b for the remaining coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: Complianceall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Risk aversion 0.007

(0.025)
Positive reciprocity 0.147∗

(0.088)
Negative reciprocity -0.118∗∗∗

(0.046)
First-order beliefDG 0.011∗∗∗

(0.004)
Second-order beliefDG -0.005

(0.004)
First-order beliefPD 0.004

(0.006)
Second-order beliefPD -0.005

(0.006)
First-order beliefDec 0.003

(0.003)
Second-order beliefDec 0.001

(0.004)
Constant 0.586∗∗∗ 0.601∗∗∗ 0.892∗∗ 0.112 -0.543

(0.118) (0.154) (0.430) (0.569) (0.833)
Pseudo R2 0.014 0.015 0.026 0.034 0.086
Observations 94 94 94 94 94
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 13b: Poisson regressions on the number of games in which women complied with the re-
spective norm (complete table with all coefficients, continued from Table 13a).
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDG (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.506∗∗ 0.593 0.603 0.519 0.793

(0.252) (0.464) (0.460) (0.497) (0.584)
Match -0.710∗∗ -0.959∗∗ -0.994∗∗ -1.274∗∗∗ -1.661∗∗

(0.308) (0.457) (0.468) (0.485) (0.700)
Inclusive -0.653∗∗ -0.336 -0.315 -0.450 -0.430

(0.315) (0.431) (0.435) (0.458) (0.605)
Norm × Match 0.379 0.387 0.463 0.517

(0.642) (0.668) (0.689) (0.883)
Norm × Inclusive -0.593 -0.533 -0.534 -0.515

(0.628) (0.634) (0.654) (0.821)
Age -0.047 -0.054 -0.132∗∗

(0.048) (0.050) (0.057)
Semester 0.003 0.005 0.082∗

(0.035) (0.035) (0.048)
Business and Economics -0.412 -0.461 -0.777∗

(0.312) (0.331) (0.415)
Education 0.138 0.039 1.055∗∗

(0.377) (0.410) (0.477)
Language attitude 0.247∗∗ 0.043

(0.116) (0.156)
Remembered formulations -0.260 -0.699∗

(0.308) (0.371)
Language comments 0.535 0.362

(0.508) (0.639)
Instructions clear 0.020 -0.112

(0.084) (0.108)
Risk aversion -0.068

(0.076)
First-order beliefDG 0.044∗∗∗

(0.012)
Second-order beliefDG 0.005

(0.011)
Constant 0.371 0.336 1.634 1.237 1.656

(0.250) (0.295) (1.164) (1.319) (1.416)
Pseudo R2 0.063 0.081 0.105 0.141 0.450
Observations 109 109 109 109 109
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: Only two men in the Norm-Match treatment failed the control question for this game.
Thus, in deviation to our previous description of the specifications we omit Failed attemptsDG

from the specifications reported in columns (4) and (5).

Table 14: Probit regressions on men’s compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm (complete table
with all coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDG (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.365 0.189 0.327 0.322 -0.030

(0.227) (0.402) (0.415) (0.437) (0.458)
Match -0.244 -0.304 -0.196 -0.154 0.091

(0.280) (0.437) (0.455) (0.459) (0.442)
Inclusive -0.204 -0.443 -0.265 -0.480 -0.665

(0.273) (0.426) (0.444) (0.466) (0.518)
Norm × Match 0.096 -0.189 -0.247 -0.681

(0.567) (0.590) (0.615) (0.598)
Norm × Inclusive 0.413 0.258 0.366 0.474

(0.557) (0.572) (0.607) (0.692)
Age 0.054∗ 0.081∗∗ 0.107∗∗

(0.028) (0.039) (0.050)
Semester -0.042 -0.050 -0.071∗

(0.032) (0.037) (0.042)
Business and Economics -0.017 -0.025 -0.013

(0.326) (0.324) (0.350)
Education 0.586∗ 0.558∗ 0.589∗

(0.328) (0.328) (0.332)
Language attitude 0.137 0.231∗

(0.112) (0.123)
Remembered formulations 0.038 0.107

(0.259) (0.269)
Language comments 0.435 0.275

(0.489) (0.548)
Instructions clear -0.037 -0.134

(0.088) (0.107)
Failed attemptsDG -1.088 -1.662∗∗

(0.729) (0.826)
Risk aversion 0.082

(0.060)
First-order beliefDG 0.044∗∗∗

(0.011)
Second-order beliefDG -0.018

(0.011)
Constant 0.271 0.377 -0.915 -1.816 -3.904∗∗

(0.238) (0.313) (0.825) (1.264) (1.518)
Pseudo R2 0.020 0.024 0.080 0.103 0.335
Observations 133 133 133 133 133
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 15: Probit regressions on women’s compliance with the 50-50 sharing norm (complete table
with all coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: CompliancePD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm -0.124 0.242 0.291 0.436 -0.127

(0.264) (0.451) (0.467) (0.517) (0.776)
Match 0.025 0.143 0.201 0.391 -0.375

(0.325) (0.461) (0.511) (0.520) (0.808)
Inclusive -0.037 0.408 0.435 0.489 0.278

(0.318) (0.473) (0.509) (0.559) (0.592)
Norm × Match -0.275 -0.538 -0.881 -0.635

(0.653) (0.738) (0.735) (1.212)
Norm × Inclusive -0.847 -1.046 -1.189 -1.281

(0.654) (0.687) (0.736) (1.110)
Age -0.098∗∗ -0.131∗∗∗ -0.235∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.049) (0.067)
Semester 0.051 0.056 0.185∗∗∗

(0.038) (0.042) (0.052)
Business and Economics -0.465 -0.513 -1.462∗∗∗

(0.351) (0.381) (0.476)
Education -0.705∗ -0.955∗∗ -1.412∗∗

(0.387) (0.441) (0.559)
Language attitude 0.235∗ 0.667∗∗

(0.136) (0.276)
Remembered formulations 0.258 0.006

(0.320) (0.447)
Language comments 0.004 1.807∗∗

(0.496) (0.843)
Instructions clear 0.174∗∗ 0.095

(0.089) (0.133)
Failed attemptsPD 0.057 0.081∗

(0.065) (0.043)
Risk aversion 0.015

(0.113)
Positive reciprocity 0.550

(0.355)
Negative reciprocity -0.264

(0.166)
First-order beliefPD 0.059∗∗∗

(0.021)
Second-order beliefPD 0.012

(0.022)
Constant 0.647∗∗ 0.480 2.945∗∗ 1.952 -2.619

(0.264) (0.301) (1.165) (1.284) (2.919)
Pseudo R2 0.002 0.017 0.088 0.160 0.607
Observations 103 103 103 103 103
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 16: Probit regressions on men’s compliance with the cooperation norm (complete table with
all coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: CompliancePD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.187 0.300 0.460 0.674 1.050∗

(0.258) (0.455) (0.486) (0.537) (0.597)
Match 0.034 0.000 0.022 0.166 0.334

(0.328) (0.456) (0.499) (0.492) (0.556)
Inclusive -0.519∗ -0.342 -0.181 -0.065 0.171

(0.309) (0.434) (0.453) (0.470) (0.516)
Norm × Match 0.087 0.180 -0.176 -0.264

(0.663) (0.705) (0.735) (0.766)
Norm × Inclusive -0.360 -0.570 -0.852 -1.469∗

(0.617) (0.638) (0.703) (0.779)
Age 0.005 0.020 0.033

(0.031) (0.035) (0.045)
Semester 0.032 0.030 0.029

(0.037) (0.039) (0.040)
Business and Economics -1.060∗∗∗ -1.096∗∗∗ -1.067∗∗

(0.396) (0.387) (0.423)
Education -0.546 -0.633 -0.729

(0.393) (0.391) (0.446)
Language attitude 0.111 0.087

(0.117) (0.132)
Remembered formulations 0.371 0.728∗∗

(0.295) (0.316)
Language comments -0.173 -0.633

(0.418) (0.464)
Instructions clear 0.125 0.126

(0.102) (0.114)
Failed attemptsPD 0.095 0.115

(0.168) (0.219)
Risk aversion 0.025

(0.067)
Positive reciprocity 0.141

(0.232)
Negative reciprocity -0.423∗∗∗

(0.119)
First-order beliefPD 0.009

(0.011)
Second-order beliefPD 0.002

(0.011)
Constant 0.599∗∗ 0.541∗ 0.727 -1.051 -2.083

(0.265) (0.322) (1.042) (1.485) (2.127)
Pseudo R2 0.035 0.040 0.109 0.143 0.273
Observations 108 108 108 108 108
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 17: Probit regressions on women’s compliance with the cooperation norm (complete table
with all coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDec (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.480∗ 0.365 0.415 0.726 0.458

(0.247) (0.443) (0.442) (0.481) (0.631)
Match -0.080 -0.150 -0.105 0.058 -0.535

(0.305) (0.435) (0.457) (0.497) (0.621)
Inclusive -0.296 -0.385 -0.413 -0.406 -1.224∗∗

(0.305) (0.432) (0.445) (0.477) (0.553)
Norm × Match 0.150 -0.005 -0.247 -0.282

(0.611) (0.645) (0.683) (0.829)
Norm × Inclusive 0.184 0.195 0.127 0.831

(0.611) (0.618) (0.653) (0.847)
Age -0.039 -0.035 0.013

(0.040) (0.043) (0.048)
Semester -0.010 0.012 0.008

(0.033) (0.035) (0.044)
Business and Economics -0.565∗ -0.399 -0.382

(0.302) (0.333) (0.437)
Education -0.584 -0.669∗ -0.218

(0.362) (0.386) (0.427)
Language attitude 0.206∗ 0.272∗

(0.118) (0.144)
Remembered formulations 0.241 0.081

(0.313) (0.389)
Language comments 1.602∗∗∗ 2.597∗∗

(0.605) (1.040)
Instructions clear 0.220∗∗ 0.163

(0.090) (0.114)
Failed attemptsDec 0.279∗ 0.204

(0.164) (0.214)
Risk aversion 0.005

(0.072)
First-order beliefDec 0.041∗∗∗

(0.013)
Second-order beliefDec -0.005

(0.014)
Constant 0.017 0.066 1.504 -1.180 -3.840∗∗

(0.244) (0.289) (0.993) (1.337) (1.619)
Pseudo R2 0.031 0.031 0.063 0.160 0.447
Observations 111 111 111 111 111
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 18: Probit regressions on men’s compliance with the honesty norm (complete table with all
coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: ComplianceDec (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Norm 0.404∗ 0.748∗ 0.769∗ 0.839∗∗ 0.829∗

(0.228) (0.400) (0.402) (0.413) (0.462)
Match -0.086 0.451 0.441 0.518 0.317

(0.275) (0.437) (0.444) (0.461) (0.554)
Inclusive -0.350 -0.262 -0.224 -0.358 0.069

(0.273) (0.424) (0.435) (0.461) (0.611)
Norm × Match -0.891 -0.844 -0.986 -0.650

(0.564) (0.576) (0.600) (0.693)
Norm × Inclusive -0.136 -0.182 -0.203 -0.943

(0.564) (0.568) (0.587) (0.732)
Age -0.013 -0.014 -0.057∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.022) (0.022)
Semester 0.018 0.028 -0.004

(0.029) (0.029) (0.041)
Business and Economics -0.305 -0.355 -0.828∗

(0.352) (0.369) (0.502)
Education -0.046 -0.090 -0.500

(0.337) (0.347) (0.480)
Language attitude 0.120 0.057

(0.102) (0.131)
Remembered formulations 0.172 0.479

(0.261) (0.312)
Language comments -0.130 0.008

(0.459) (0.400)
Instructions clear -0.055 -0.126

(0.084) (0.106)
Failed attemptsDec 0.105 -0.077

(0.169) (0.198)
Risk aversion -0.080

(0.065)
First-order beliefDec 0.038∗∗∗

(0.008)
Second-order beliefDec 0.003

(0.009)
Constant 0.129 -0.074 0.219 -0.105 0.103

(0.237) (0.305) (0.769) (1.056) (1.204)
Pseudo R2 0.029 0.046 0.057 0.071 0.436
Observations 131 131 131 131 131
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01

Table 19: Probit regressions on women’s compliance with the honesty norm (complete table with
all coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: Compliance all DG PD Dec
Appropriatenessall -0.076

(0.092)
AppropriatenessDG -0.289

(0.398)
AppropriatenessPD 0.831∗∗

(0.418)
AppropriatenessDec 0.994∗

(0.526)
Norm -0.128 0.370 -0.134 0.613

(0.148) (0.524) (0.701) (0.605)
Match -0.388∗∗ -1.364∗∗ -0.487 -0.618

(0.184) (0.654) (0.693) (0.640)
Inclusive -0.361∗∗ -0.454 0.069 -1.398∗∗

(0.182) (0.617) (0.546) (0.578)
Norm × Match 0.208 0.810 -0.391 -0.544

(0.217) (0.833) (1.038) (0.814)
Norm × Inclusive 0.077 -0.235 -1.615∗ 0.671

(0.217) (0.766) (0.868) (0.798)
Age -0.031∗ -0.112∗∗ -0.169∗∗∗ 0.028

(0.016) (0.048) (0.053) (0.049)
Semester 0.022∗ 0.042 0.152∗∗∗ 0.000

(0.013) (0.043) (0.047) (0.045)
Business and Economics -0.191∗ -0.759∗ -0.751 -0.435

(0.112) (0.404) (0.510) (0.437)
Education -0.022 0.506 -1.170∗∗ -0.092

(0.141) (0.437) (0.583) (0.426)
Language attitude 0.039 0.005 0.448∗∗ 0.336∗∗

(0.039) (0.146) (0.199) (0.146)
Remembered formulations -0.033 -0.531 0.155 0.159

(0.099) (0.341) (0.392) (0.393)
Language comments 0.043 0.119 0.307 2.409∗∗

(0.157) (0.626) (0.624) (0.947)
Instructions clear -0.025 -0.125 0.050 0.141

(0.032) (0.100) (0.102) (0.114)
Pseudo R2 0.141 0.447 0.536 0.481
Observations 122 122 122 122
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: Since there were only few participants who failed the control question for the dictator
game, we omit Failed attemptsDG from the specification reported in column DG.

Table 20a: Poisson regressions on how many norms men complied to across games controlling
for whether they rated all norms rather appropriate or not (column 1) and probit regressions on
men’s norm compliance in the individual games controlling for whether they rated the respective
norm rather appropriate or not (columns 2 to 4) using the saturated specification (complete table
with all coefficients, see Table 20b for the remaining coefficients).

58



Dep. Var.: Compliance all DG PD Dec
Failed attemptsall 0.034∗∗∗

(0.011)
Failed attemptsPD 0.169

(0.291)
Failed attemptsDec 0.295

(0.195)
Risk Aversion -0.025 -0.116 -0.062 0.008

(0.020) (0.071) (0.084) (0.071)
Positive reciprocity 0.110∗ 0.674∗∗

(0.066) (0.275)
Negative reciprocity -0.029 -0.360∗∗

(0.031) (0.170)
First-order beliefDG 0.006∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.012)
Second-order beliefDG -0.000 0.009

(0.004) (0.011)
First-order beliefPD 0.013∗∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.013)
Second-order beliefPD -0.005 0.015

(0.005) (0.017)
First-order beliefDec 0.006 0.044∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.014)
Second-order beliefDec 0.001 -0.005

(0.006) (0.014)
Constant -0.267 2.070 -3.049 -5.389∗∗∗

(0.659) (1.426) (2.322) (2.040)
Pseudo R2 0.141 0.447 0.536 0.481
Observations 122 122 122 122
Robust standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: Since there were only few participants who failed the control question for the dictator
game, we omit Failed attemptsDG from the specification reported in column DG.

Table 20b: Poisson regressions on how many norms men complied to across games controlling
for whether they rated all norms rather appropriate or not (column 1) and probit regressions on
men’s norm compliance in the individual games controlling for whether they rated the respective
norm rather appropriate or not (columns 2 to 4) using the saturated specification (complete table
with all coefficients, continued from Table 20a).
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Dep. Var.: Compliance all DG PD Dec
Appropriatenessall 0.127

(0.078)
AppropriatenessDG -0.224

(0.347)
AppropriatenessPD 0.669∗∗

(0.265)
AppropriatenessDec -0.466

(0.354)
Norm 0.209 0.053 0.688 0.754∗

(0.152) (0.426) (0.473) (0.452)
Match 0.136 0.014 0.705 0.315

(0.181) (0.434) (0.580) (0.554)
Inclusive 0.040 -0.617 0.116 -0.016

(0.237) (0.487) (0.490) (0.615)
Norm × Match -0.242 -0.745 -0.668 -0.673

(0.202) (0.565) (0.666) (0.682)
Norm × Inclusive -0.370 0.336 -0.891 -0.557

(0.276) (0.644) (0.643) (0.713)
Age 0.005 0.074∗ -0.001 -0.058∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.040) (0.025) (0.022)
Semester -0.003 -0.057 0.036 -0.012

(0.011) (0.037) (0.031) (0.039)
Business and Economics -0.142 0.001 -0.562∗ -0.591

(0.135) (0.339) (0.331) (0.419)
Education -0.021 0.518 -0.196 -0.309

(0.106) (0.323) (0.341) (0.401)
Language attitude 0.027 0.249∗∗ -0.024 0.040

(0.037) (0.119) (0.110) (0.127)
Remembered formulations 0.171∗ 0.159 0.554∗∗ 0.346

(0.088) (0.260) (0.254) (0.295)
Language comments 0.065 0.343 -0.142 0.219

(0.167) (0.507) (0.461) (0.431)
Instructions clear -0.032 -0.097 0.068 -0.129

(0.034) (0.095) (0.091) (0.104)
Pseudo R2 0.094 0.324 0.236 0.448
Observations 147 147 147 147
vce(robust) standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: Since there were only few participants who failed the control question for the dictator
game, we omit Failed attemptsDG from the specification reported in column DG.

Table 21a: Poisson regressions on how many norms women complied to across games controlling
for whether they rated all norms rather appropriate or not (column 1) and probit regressions on
women’s norm compliance in the individual games controlling for whether they rated the respec-
tive norm rather appropriate or not (columns 2 to 4) using the saturated specification (complete
table with all coefficients, see Table 21b for the remaining coefficients).
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Dep. Var.: Compliance all DG PD Dec
Failed attemptsall -0.059∗∗∗

(0.020)
Failed attemptsPD -0.173∗∗

(0.082)
Failed attemptsDec -0.103

(0.197)
Risk Aversion 0.008 0.056 0.028 -0.099

(0.017) (0.057) (0.053) (0.063)
Positive reciprocity 0.080 0.048

(0.082) (0.204)
Negative reciprocity -0.121∗∗∗ -0.367∗∗∗

(0.036) (0.091)
First-order beliefDG 0.012∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.010)
Second-order beliefDG -0.008∗∗∗ -0.015

(0.003) (0.010)
First-order beliefPD 0.005 0.016∗

(0.004) (0.010)
Second-order beliefPD -0.006 -0.005

(0.004) (0.010)
First-order beliefDec 0.002 0.040∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.008)
Second-order beliefDec 0.005 0.005

(0.003) (0.009)
Constant -0.424 -3.395∗∗ -0.917 0.443

(0.740) (1.531) (1.670) (1.098)
Pseudo R2 0.094 0.324 0.236 0.448
Observations 147 147 147 147
vce(robust) standard errors in parentheses, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

p-values for interaction effects based on Ai and Norton (2003), ⋆ 0.10 ⋆⋆ 0.05 ⋆⋆⋆ 0.01
Note: Since there were only few participants who failed the control question for the dictator
game, we omit Failed attemptsDG from the specification reported in column DG.

Table 21b: Poisson regressions on how many norms women complied to across games controlling
for whether they rated all norms rather appropriate or not (column 1) and probit regressions on
women’s norm compliance in the individual games controlling for whether they rated the respec-
tive norm rather appropriate or not (columns 2 to 4) using the saturated specification (complete
table with all coefficients, continued from Table 21a).
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