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A. A	Closer	Look	at	the	Decisions	Data	
Table A1 below reports the means and standard deviations (in brackets under the means) for 

all main decisions by gender pooling the data across all rounds as well as just for round one. The 
Comparison panel of the table shows the p-values from t-tests indicating statistical significance 
where relevant.  Mann-Whitney U tests produce similar results. 

 
Table A1 

Summary Statistics of Main Experiment Decisions 

Notes: Standard deviations in brackets under means. Significance levels: *10 percent, **5 percent, ***1 percent. 

  

Variable
All 

rounds
Round 

1
All 

rounds
Round 

1
All 

rounds
Round 

1
share choosing any positive incentive (carrot) 0.76 0.78 0.88 0.86 0.031** 0.281

[0.43] [0.42] [0.33] [0.35]
share choosing any competitive incentive 0.35 0.41 0.32 0.32 0.608 0.367

[0.48] [0.50] [0.47] [0.47]
share choosing competitive carrot incentive 0.38 0.45 0.31 0.33 0.343 0.266

[0.49] [0.50] [0.47] [0.47]
share choosing no incentive 0.14 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.073* 0.285

[0.35] [0.33] [0.24] [0.24]
Mean DM prediction for score for workers 11.45 11.47 10.80 10.51 0.133 0.127

[2.79] [2.88] [3.06] [3.30]
Mean competency rating (by worker gender) 2.64 2.50 2.57 2.78 0.530 0.055*

[1.09] [1.09] [0.99] [0.89]
Mean competency rating (by DM gender) 2.46 2.52 2.73 2.71 0.011*** 0.192

[1.04] [0.99] [1.04] [1.05]
Mean worker addition score 11.87 11.22 12.20 11.97 0.489 0.254

[4.76] [4.44] [4.50] [4.62]
Mean number of entered solutions 14.29 13.66 14.59 14.47 0.532 0.233

[4.74] [4.68] [4.49] [4.70]

Females Males
Comparison (t-

test p-value)
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B. Additional	Data	Analysis	

B‐1.		Incentive	choice	
 

Figure B1 confirms that carrot incentives are preferred in every round, and there is no 
significant difference in incentive selection across rounds. 
 

 
Figure B1: Percentage of DMs choosing given incentive type by round, 
for all sessions and treatments 

 
 
Table B1 shows the estimates from a logistic regression of the effect of DM gender on the 
probability of choosing a particular incentive type. Note that due to sample size, we were unable 
to fit the logistic model to estimate these effects for the choice of no incentive, and for either type 
of sticks. Furthermore, even for the incentives that were chosen with higher frequency, we have to 
limit the set of controls in order for the model to converge. Thus, we are cautious in interpreting 
the results. However, we see that, on average, the results from the logistic regressions support the 
findings from the linear probability model reported in Tables 3 and 4.  The key result is confirmed: 
female DMs are significantly less likely to select competitive incentives. 
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Table B1 
Determinants of incentive choice in the first round for some incentive categories (logistic 

model) 

Notes: Sample restricted to round 1 data. Coefficients estimated using a logistic model. 
Specifications include: Worker scores in Part 1 addition scores; DM controls: race, GPA, major, 
age, student status, marital status, English language proficiency; and Session fixed effects. 
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: *10 percent, **5 percent, ***1 
percent. 

 
Next we discuss several alternative specifications to the ones used in Tables 3 and 4.  Note that 

we focus on our main results pertaining to the probability of choosing competitive incentives, as 
well as self-reference carrots. In Table B2, when we pool the data across all rounds in Columns 1-
6, and split the sample up by treatment (GT in the odd columns, NGT in the even columns), we 
find that female DMs are significantly less likely to choose competition only in the GT.  Columns 
1 and 2 maintain the same set of controls as those in Tables 3 and 4. Columns 3 and 4 omit the 
potentially endogenous controls for risk preferences and for leadership and game experience. 
Columns 5 and 6 include all worker controls, even those that do not substantially vary across 
individuals, such as city and university.  Columns 7 and 8 consider the robustness of the difference-
in-difference result in the first round to the exclusion of risk preference controls and experience 
controls. Finally, we perform the same robustness check for the estimates of the probability of 
choosing self-reference carrots (Table 4). 

Outcome variable: Pr [Comp 
Carrot]

Pr [Self 
Carrot]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

female DM dummy -0.096 -0.414 -0.429***-0.459*** -0.342*** 0.255*
(0.085) (0.252) (0.120) (0.095) (0.123) (0.151)

DM Preferences
risk preference 0.059 0.028 -0.008 0.001

(0.113) (0.046) (0.043) (0.071)
loss aversion -0.014 0.106** 0.062 -0.043

(0.044) (0.053) (0.054) (0.041)
ambiguity aversion 0.022 -0.105 -0.080* 0.083*

(0.047) (0.065) (0.047) (0.047)
dictator transfer 0.295 -0.140*** -0.071* 0.116**

(0.188) (0.054) (0.039) (0.057)
ultimatum offer -0.084 0.093*** 0.057 -0.053**

(0.065) (0.030) (0.049) (0.027)
trust -0.018 -0.03 -0.040** 0.023

(0.017) (0.019) (0.016) (0.022)
reciprocity -0.099 -0.001 -0.009 0.029

(0.077) (0.024) (0.026) (0.031)
Dependent Var. Mean: 0.776 0.776 0.407 0.407 0.361 0.506
Observations 67 67 86 86 83 81
Pseudo R-squared 0.36 0.50 0.40 0.63 0.52 0.51

Pr [Carrot] Pr [Competitive]
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Table B2 

Determinants of the probability of choosing competitive incentives and self-reference carrots 

Notes: Coefficients estimated using a linear probability model. A more extensive set of worker resume characteristics 
include: scores in Part 1 addition score, worker major indicator, worker gpa range, city of residence, university, and 
student status; DM characteristics: Part 1 addition score, race, GPA, major, age, student status, university, city of 
residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, leadership experience, game 
experience, and risk and social preference measures (risk, loss, and ambiguity aversion, pure altruism, strategic 
altruism, trust, and reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, 
*** 1 percent. 

B‐2.		Mean differences in the impact of incentives by DM gender 
 

Table B3 decomposes the impact of incentives by the gender of the DM, using only data for 
the sessions where DM gender was observed by the workers. On average, workers with a female 
DM significantly outperform those with a male DM, both in the full sample and when we restrict 
the sample to the first round.  We further find that the effect stems from the interaction between 
having a female DM and particular kinds of incentives, namely self-reference carrots.  This effect 
can be partly attributed to the knowledge of the DM’s gender. For example, in the full sample, the 
scores under any incentive type, under carrots, under self-reference incentives, and under self-
reference carrots, are significantly higher with a female DM in the gender treatment (Mann-
Whitney U test p-values of 0.013, 0.023, 0.002, and 0.005, respectively), but not in the no-gender 
treatment (Mann-Whitney U test p-values of 0.469, 0.243, 0.346, and 0.114, respectively).  In the 
first round, the scores under any incentive type, under self-reference incentives, and under self-
reference carrots, are similarly significantly higher with a female DM only in the gender treatment 
(Mann-Whitney U test p-values of 0.087, 0.031, and 0.057, respectively).   We find similar 
differences between treatments for our effort measure, although the effects are only significant 
when we consider the full sample. 

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

female DM dummy -0.346** -0.177 -0.271** -0.207 -0.359* -0.096
(0.145) (0.164) (0.134) (0.159) (0.192) (0.318)

female DM x treatment -1.031** -1.074** 1.020* 1.072**
(0.409) (0.400) (0.510) (0.515)

female DM x no treatment -0.362 -0.449* 0.062 0.218
(0.214) (0.249) (0.246) (0.298)

male DM x treatment -0.576 -0.615* 0.793 0.844*
(0.362) (0.334) (0.475) (0.476)

f-test p-value (treated vs. untreated female 
DM) [0.095] [0.085] [0.066] [0.092]

f-test p-value (treated female vs. treated 
male DM)

[0.008] [0.005] [0.198] [0.223]

Dependent Var. Mean: 0.267 0.388 0.267 0.388 0.267 0.388 0.362 0.362 0.521 0.521
Treatment gender no gender gender no gender gender no gender both both both both
More extensive worker controls NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO
DM dem. controls exclude experience NO NO YES YES NO NO  NO YES NO YES
DM pref. controls exclude risk pref. NO NO YES YES NO NO YES NO YES NO
Round  All All All All All All 1 1 1 1
Round FE YES YES YES YES YES YES N/A N/A N/A N/A
Session FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 90 85 90 85 90 85 94 94 94 94
R-squared 0.76 0.73 0.72 0.68 0.79 0.79 0.81 0.83 0.76 0.75

Pr [Competitive] Pr [Self Carrot]
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Table B3 

Average effect of each incentive type on effort (total number of entered sums) and performance (score) 

 

 

B‐3.	The	effect	of	multiple	rounds		
 

Recall that the 2016 sessions include a single round while 2015 sessions consist of three rounds 
of rotating DM decisions. Any differences in round-one decisions between the 2015 and 2016 
sessions could therefore be attributed to anticipation effects (and in later rounds, reciprocal 
behavior may cause further differences). For instance, round-one DMs in the 2015 sessions know 
that they will be workers in the following rounds, so they might be more likely to choose carrots, 
which are perceived as more “friendly” than sticks, relative to the sessions with only one round 
(the 2016 sessions). In this scenario, there may be a gender-specific effect if female DMs expect 
backlash in future rounds (for example, Paryevi, Bohnet and van Geen (2016) find male backlash 
against females in leadership positions). Nevertheless, we expect these round effects to be of 
second-order importance, since workers’ “punishment” of previous DMs can only take the form 
of future incentive selection or increased competition. Similarly, round-one workers know that 
they will serve as DMs in the future and might therefore be more likely to assign higher 
competency ratings in expectation of reciprocally high ratings for themselves. We expect these 

OUTCOME:

Average
Male 
DM

Female 
DM

Difference/
Significance

U Test 
p-value Average

Male 
DM

Female 
DM

Difference/
Significance

U Test 
p-value

Any round:
Overall 14.45 14.00 14.96 0.955** 0.02 12.05 11.59 12.57 0.988** 0.02
No incentive 14.08 12.58 14.83 2.250 0.22 11.75 10.50 12.38 1.875 0.44
Any incentive 14.49 14.00 14.96 0.045** 0.02 12.08 11.59 12.57 0.039** 0.02
   Competitive 15.23 15.11 15.35 0.769 0.80 12.50 12.59 12.40 0.813 0.91
   Self-Reference 14.06 13.58 14.33 0.071 0.26 11.83 11.18 12.74 0.015** 0.01
With Carrot 14.62 14.16 15.23 0.046** 0.01 12.19 11.73 12.80 0.045** 0.01
   Competitive 15.47 15.25 15.71 0.608 0.54 12.62 12.75 12.47 0.757 0.90
   Self-Reference 14.17 13.66 14.93 0.055** 0.01 11.97 11.26 13.01 0.009*** 0.00
With Stick 13.07 13.08 13.06 0.989 0.76 10.86 10.58 11.06 0.758 0.93
   Competitive 13.71 14.13 13.33 0.710 0.53 11.76 11.50 12.00 0.798 0.81
   Self-Reference 12.17 11.00 12.75 0.574 0.67 9.58 8.75 10.00 0.634 0.67
Round 1 Only:
Overall 14.12 13.48 14.78 1.301** 0.03 11.65 11.12 12.20 1.078** 0.05
No incentive 15.06 13.83 15.67 1.833 0.70 13.00 12.50 13.25 0.750 0.71
Any incentive 14.02 13.46 14.65 1.197** 0.04 11.51 11.03 12.05 1.02** 0.05
   Competitive 15.23 14.59 15.76 0.304 0.24 12.23 12.09 12.34 0.820 0.69
   Self-Reference 13.24 12.87 13.74 0.323 0.21 11.05 10.48 11.80 0.132* 0.05
With Carrot 14.14 13.62 14.75 0.123** 0.04 11.59 11.17 12.07 0.215* 0.08
   Competitive 15.56 14.89 16.12 0.311 0.21 12.39 12.36 12.42 0.955 0.82
   Self-Reference 13.28 13.00 13.67 0.458 0.28 11.10 10.60 11.79 0.195* 0.07
With Stick 12.88 11.75 13.89 0.399 0.47 10.76 9.50 11.89 0.277 0.26
   Competitive 13.00 12.50 13.40 0.790 0.71 11.11 10.25 11.80 0.621 0.54
   Self-Reference 12.75 11.00 14.50 0.440 0.56 10.38 8.75 12.00 0.379 0.47

SCORENUMBER OF ENTERED SUMS
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reciprocity considerations to be of second-order importance as well, because competency ratings 
do not affect payoffs.   

Still, we confirm that the existence of multiple rounds does not substantively affect the 
behavior of DM and workers in the first round of the experiment. The comparison of mean DM 
choice and rating across the two type of session reveals that subjects are not more “friendly” to 
their groupmates in the 2015 sessions.  In fact, carrots are chosen in the first round 87% of the time 
in the 2016 sessions, while only 76% of the time in the 2015 (multi-round) sessions, although the 
difference is not statistically significant (Mann-Whitney U test p-value of 0.142). Similarly, we 
find no differences in the likelihood of choosing any particular incentive type over the others in 
the first round in the 2015 sessions relative to the 2016 sessions. Separating by gender, we find 
that female DMs chose carrots 77% of the time in the first round of the 2015 sessions and 78% of 
the time in the 2016 sessions.  Female DMs chose competitive incentives 38% of the time in the 
first round of the 2015 sessions and 43% of the time in the 2016 sessions.  

 Furthermore, we find that workers on average actually rate their DM significantly lower in the 
first round of the 2015 sessions as compared to the 2016 sessions (mean ratings of 2.41 and 2.79, 
respectively, Mann-Whitney U test p-value of 0.005). Separating by gender, female workers in the 
GT in the first round of the 2015 sessions give an average rating of 2.53 to their DMs (as compared 
to male workers’ average rating of 2.48), and in the 2016 sessions, female workers give an average 
rating of 2.70 (as compared to male workers’ average rating of 2.48). Thus, we can rule out any 
bias from anticipation of future interactions. Still, we include session fixed effects in all regression 
specifications, in order to control for any remaining session differences. 

The presence of multiple rounds does not significantly affect performance in round 1 (Mann-
Whitney U test p-value of 0.192). There is also no significant difference in resume scores (Mann-
Whitney U test p-value of 0.716). In a linear regression, controlling for individual characteristics 
such as gender, race, GPA, as well as incentive choice by the DM, we find no significant effect of 
the existence of multiple rounds on resume score or round 1 performance either. We have also 
considered potential differences between the one round and multiple round treatments when it 
comes to the effect of incentive selection on performance. Linear regressions suggest no 
differences across treatments when it comes to the response of round 1 performance to the DM 
selection of positive incentives or withholding of incentives.  These estimates are available upon 
request. 

Next we looked whether there was a difference in the types of incentive selection by DM in 
the multiple and one round treatments. In round 1, DMs were less likely to provide carrots in the 
multiple round treatments (Mann-Whitney U test p-value of 0.0003). Although in the multiple 
round treatments more DM’s chose to withhold incentives, this is borderline insignificant (Mann-
Whitney U test p-value of 0.118). In linear regressions the relative preference for carrots in the 
one round treatment is robust to controlling for resume characteristics but disappears once session 
effects are taken into account. There is no significant difference in the preference for withholding 
incentives.  

These findings suggest we can pool the data across treatments when it comes to the analysis 
of performance in round 1 and the sensitivity of workers to incentive selection but that the analysis 
of DM decisions requires additional controls.  
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B‐4.	Robustness	checks	for	incentive	choice	regressions	
 
Recall that some sessions consisted of third repeated rounds of interaction.  If strategic 
considerations were to play a major role in the selection of incentives by the DMs, we would expect 
different choices to be made in the third round, where no further interactions can be anticipated.  
Note that we have a greatly reduced sample for this analysis, and still the results reported in Table 
B4 below confirm the overall results we show in Table 3 in the paper. If anything women are even 
more significantly likely to choose the no incentive option and less likely to choose the carrot option 
for their workers in the third round.  Directionally, women are similarly less likely to choose the 
competitive option, especially in the known gender treatment. 
 

Table B4 
Determinants of incentive choice in the third round, aggregated incentive categories 

 
Notes: Coefficients estimated using a linear probability (fixed effects OLS) model; round 3 data only. Robust standard 
errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 
  

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

female DM dummy 0.259** 0.237** -0.306** -0.255* 0.0403 0.0251
(0.117) (0.113) (0.138) (0.136) (0.143) (0.161)

treatment (gender known = 1) 0.148 0.238 -0.0317 -0.142 -0.120 -0.257
(0.194) (0.176) (0.211) (0.199) (0.231) (0.244)

female DM x treatment 0.462* -0.378 -0.237
(0.237) (0.282) (0.343)

female DM x no treatment 0.0914 -0.0372 -0.0353
(0.0940) (0.194) (0.223)

male DM x treatment 0.103 0.0615 -0.313
(0.108) (0.213) (0.270)

dm_losschoice 0.0677** 0.0604* -0.0943** -0.0834** -0.0432 -0.0462
(0.0305) (0.0324) (0.0378) (0.0390) (0.0536) (0.0561)

dm_riskchoice -0.00411 -0.00408 -0.000173 -0.000219 0.0260 0.0260
(0.0346) (0.0355) (0.0351) (0.0367) (0.0674) (0.0676)

dm_ambchoice 0.0177 0.0191 -0.0209 -0.0229 -0.0148 -0.0142
(0.0269) (0.0254) (0.0341) (0.0300) (0.0436) (0.0433)

dm_pure_altruism 0.0560* 0.0539* -0.0391 -0.0359 -0.0816** -0.0825**
(0.0283) (0.0298) (0.0261) (0.0282) (0.0341) (0.0349)

dm_str_altruism -0.000625 -0.00301 0.0178 0.0214 0.00528 0.00429
(0.0133) (0.0139) (0.0228) (0.0251) (0.0472) (0.0483)

ult_accept_switch_amount -0.0243 -0.0224 0.0563 0.0534 -0.00472 -0.00391
(0.0272) (0.0259) (0.0371) (0.0369) (0.0569) (0.0577)

dm_trust -0.00181 -0.00137 -0.00140 -0.00207 -0.0396 -0.0395
(0.0113) (0.0123) (0.0176) (0.0183) (0.0239) (0.0241)

dm_recipr 0.0151 0.0153 -0.0148 -0.0152 0.0701** 0.0702**
(0.0210) (0.0220) (0.0248) (0.0270) (0.0316) (0.0321)

Observations 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
R-squared 0.211 0.414 0.456 0.199 0.380 0.438 0.084 0.303 0.306

Pr [No Added Incentive] Pr [Carrot] Pr [Competitive]
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  Next we also run the analysis of DM choice on the full sample of data.  Table B5 parallels the analysis 
in Table 3 and Table B6 parallels the analysis in Table 4. 

 
Table B5 

Determinants of incentive choice in the full sample, aggregated incentive categories 

 
Notes: Coefficients estimated using a linear probability (fixed effects OLS) model. Specifications include: Worker resume 
characteristics observable to the DM and relevant to incentive selection: Part 1 addition scores, worker major indicator, 
and worker GPA range; DM characteristics: race, Part 1 addition score, GPA, major, age, student status, university, city 
of residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, leadership experience, game 
experience; and Session fixed effects. In specifications where the full sample is used, round fixed effects are included. 
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 

 
 
 

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

female DM dummy 0.063 -0.0334 -0.157**
(0.055) (0.077) (0.078)

treatment (gender known = 1) 0.105 -0.258 0.149
(0.132) (0.164) (0.308)

female DM x treatment 0.181 -0.301* -0.179*
(0.128) (0.167) (0.107)

female DM x no treatment 0.020 0.001 -0.002
(0.063) (0.106) (0.306)

male DM x treatment 0.075 -0.234 0.134
(0.133) (0.174) (0.313)

f-test p-value (treated vs. untreated female DM) [0.277] [0.092] [0.580]
f-test p-value (treated female vs. treated male DM) [0.216] [0.493] [0.199]

DM Preferences
risk preference -0.028 -0.030 0.025 0.027 -0.001 -0.002

(0.027) (0.027) (0.030) (0.029) (0.037) (0.037)
loss aversion 0.005 0.003 -0.010 -0.009 0.027 0.026

(0.018) (0.018) (0.023) (0.023) (0.028) (0.028)
ambiguity aversion 0.018 0.019 -0.026 -0.027 -0.033 -0.033

(0.019) (0.019) (0.022) (0.022) (0.028) (0.028)
dictator transfer 0.0001 0.000 0.004 0.004 -0.031 -0.030

(0.009) (0.009) (0.014) (0.014) (0.026) (0.026)
ultimatum offer -0.017 -0.016 -0.017 -0.017 -0.010 -0.010

(0.016) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022) (0.028) (0.028)
ultimatum acceptance cutoff -0.011 -0.010 0.014 0.013 0.021 0.021

(0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
trust -0.006 -0.006 0.004 0.004 -0.020 -0.020

(0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.015) (0.015)
reciprocity -0.009 -0.009 0.021 0.021 0.042** 0.042**

(0.011) (0.011) (0.016) (0.016) (0.019) (0.019)
Dependent Var. Mean: 0.09 0.09 0.83 0.83 0.33 0.33
Observations 175 175 175 175 175 175
R-squared 0.30 0.31 0.38 0.38 0.43 0.43

Pr [No Added Incentive] Pr [Carrot] Pr [Competitive]
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Table B6 

Determinants of incentive choice in the full sample, separate incentive categories 

 
Notes: Coefficients estimated using a linear probability (fixed effects OLS) model; all rounds. Specifications include: 
Worker resume characteristics observable to the DM and relevant to incentive selection: Part 1 addition scores, worker 
major indicator, and worker GPA range; DM characteristics: Part 1 addition score, race, GPA, major, age, student status, 
university, city of residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, leadership 
experience, game experience; DM risk and social preferences (risk preference, loss aversion, ambiguity aversion, dictator 
transfer, strategic altruism, trust, and reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, 
** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
female DM dummy -0.133 -0.058 0.063 0.065

(0.089) (0.054) (0.094) (0.042)
treatment (gender known = 1) 0.0488 0.0673 -0.261 0.0756

(0.279) (0.100) (0.335) (0.085)
female DM x treatment -0.141 -0.105 0.133 0.130

(0.126) (0.087) (0.124) (0.096)
female DM x no treatment -0.0305 0.0273 -0.321 0.115*

(0.272) (0.114) (0.312) (0.059)
male DM x treatment 0.132 0.0314 -0.352 0.113

(0.284) (0.120) (0.312) (0.092)
f-test p-value (treated vs. untreated 
female DM) [0.695] [0.277] [0.158] [0.872]
f-test p-value (treated female vs. 
treated male DM) [0.136] [0.939] [0.809] [0.694]
Dependent Var. Mean: 0.27 0.27 0.05 0.05 0.55 0.55 0.03 0.03

Worker resume controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
DM demographic controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
DM risk and social preferences YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Session FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 175 175 175 175 175 175 175 175
R-squared 0.42 0.44 0.39 0.41 0.38 0.41 0.41 0.42

Pr [Comp Carrot] Pr [Comp Stick] Pr [Self Carrot] Pr [Self Stick]
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B‐5.	Robustness	checks	for	DM	rating	regressions	
 

Table B7 replicates the findings in Table 7 for the full sample of data (all rounds). The results 
are robust to this check. 

 
Table B7 

Workers’ rating of DM competency by treatment and choice of incentive 

 
Notes: Omitted category in all specifications: different incentive & male DM. DM resume controls include Part 1 addition 
score, GPA range, age bracket, student status (Bachelors or Masters), major, city of residence, and university. Worker 
characteristics include Part 1 addition score, gender, race, age, GPA, major, student status, university, city of residence, marital 
status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, game experience and social preference measures (pure 
altruism, strategic altruism, trust, and reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 
5 percent, *** 1 percent. 

 
Next, we turn to the question of whether perceived or actual quality (positive impact of the 

chosen incentive) influences DM ratings. Because workers rate competency of the DM before they 
perform the addition task, we cannot directly control for score in the rating regressions of Tables 
6 and 7. However, because the DM observes part 1 scores of both workers, we can interact 
incentive choices with these baseline scores, as well as the difference in these scores, in order to 
gauge the differential effect of incentives according to relative worker ability on subsequent 
performance.  We can then run a counterfactual estimation, where we force all choices to be no 
added incentive.  The difference between the predicted values from these two regressions serves 
as a proxy for the value added by incentives (in other words, the “quality” of incentive choice). 
Results in Tables 6 and 7 do not change with the inclusion of this quality control variable (see 
Tables B8 and B9, respectively). Furthermore, the predicted quality of the choice does not 
significantly affect the competency rating in any of the specifications. 
 

 

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
comp. 
carrot

comp. 
stick

self. 
carrot

self. 
stick

comp. 
carrot

comp. 
stick

self. 
carrot

self. 
stick

   incentive & female DM (A) -0.363 -1.314* 0.666* 0.094 -0.547 0.489* -0.683
(0.394) (0.716) (0.345) (0.293) (0.436) (0.286) (0.529)

   incentive & male DM (B) -0.088 1.071*** -1.335 0.149 -0.5 0.176
(0.383) (0.335) (0.994) (0.312) (0.522) (0.269)

   different incentive & female DM (C) -0.449* -0.346 -0.201 -0.476** 0.031 -0.024 -0.240 0.073
(0.259) (0.214) (0.356) (0.208) (0.225) (0.198) (0.301) (0.197)

f-test p-value (A vs B) 0.527 0.078 0.881 0.944 0.195

f-test p-value (A vs C) 0.832 0.178 0.001 0.832 0.198 0.014 0.170

f-test p-value (B vs C) 0.332 0.000 0.392 0.716 0.350 0.120

Dependent Variable Mean: 2.63 2.63 2.63 2.63 2.59 2.59 2.59 2.59
Treatment (DM gender shown?) YES YES YES YES NO NO NO NO
DM resume controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Worker characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Round, Session FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Round ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL
Observations 182 182 182 182 170 170 170 170
R-squared 0.32 0.33 0.42 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.35

DM Competency Rating (0 - Not at all competent; 4 - Extremely competent)
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Table B8 
Workers’ rating of DM competency in the first round by treatment and worker gender, conditional on incentive 

choice and predicted incentive “quality” 

 
Notes: Omitted category in specifications 3, 5, 8, and 10: DM male & male worker. DM resume controls include Part 1 
addition score, GPA range, age bracket, student status (Bachelors or Masters), major, city of residence, and university. 
Worker characteristics include Part 1 addition score, gender, race, age, GPA, major, student status, university, city of 
residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, game experience and social preference 
measures (pure altruism, strategic altruism, trust, and reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses.  Significance levels: 
* 10 percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 

 
 
  

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
DM gender (1 = Female) -0.366** -0.315 -0.515 -0.206 0.107 -0.034

(0.154) (0.215) (0.330) (0.154) (0.189) (0.304)
   DM female & worker male -0.469* -1.067** 0.276 -0.078

-0.261 (0.416) (0.271) (0.379)
   DM female & worker female 0.049 0.047 0.483 0.469

-0.282 (0.408) (0.321) (0.470)
   DM male & worker female 0.193 -0.142 0.526* 0.454

-0.26 (0.366) (0.286) (0.431)
DM choice:
   competitive carrot 1.322*** 1.316*** 0.575 0.661 1.099** 1.091** 1.611** 1.646**

(0.436) (0.426) (0.739) (0.697) (0.468) (0.476) (0.736) (0.748)
   competitive stick -0.007 -0.041 -1.749 -2.025 0.502 0.445 0.979 1.028

(0.815) (0.839) (1.332) (1.328) (0.547) (0.562) (0.836) (0.865)
   self-reference carrot 1.545*** 1.535*** 0.837 0.896 1.266*** 1.245*** 1.618** 1.649**

(0.322) (0.314) (0.538) (0.587) (0.445) (0.453) (0.766) (0.773)
   self-reference stick -0.500 -0.465 -2.154* -1.994* -0.050 -0.134 1.511 1.555

(0.978) (0.970) (1.243) (1.152) (0.695) (0.733) (1.248) (1.273)
incentive "quality" 0.030 -0.338 -0.353 -0.208 -0.265 0.032 -0.036 -0.053 0.142 0.143

(0.130) (0.287) (0.288) (0.441) (0.388) (0.105) (0.146) (0.147) (0.220) (0.225)
Dependent Variable Mean: 2.64 2.64 2.64 2.57 2.57 2.60 2.59 2.59 2.71 2.71
Treatment (DM gender shown?) YES YES YES YES YES NO NO NO NO NO
DM resume controls NO YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES
Worker characteristics NO YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES
Session FE NO YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES
Round FE NO YES YES N/A N/A NO YES YES N/A N/A
Round All All All 1 1 All All All 1 1
Observations 184 178 178 93 93 170 168 168 90 90
R-squared 0.03 0.48 0.49 0.75 0.79 0.01 0.42 0.42 0.73 0.73

DM competency rating (0 - not at all competent; 4 - very competent)
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Table B9 
Workers’ rating of DM competency in the first round by treatment and choice 

of incentive 

 
Notes: Omitted category in all specifications: different incentive & male DM. DM resume controls include Part 1 addition 
score, GPA range, age bracket, student status (Bachelors or Masters), major, city of residence, and university. Worker 
characteristics include Part 1 addition score, gender, race, age, GPA, major, student status, university, city of residence, 
marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, game experience and social preference measures 
(pure altruism, strategic altruism, trust, and reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 
percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 

B‐6.	Impact	of	incentives	on	effort	and	performance	
 

Table B10 documents the effect of different incentive types in round 1 on worker effort 
(Columns 1-5) and performance (Columns 6-10), controlling for the same set of worker 
characteristics as in Tables 8 and 9. The omitted incentive category in the fixed effects OLS 
regressions is no incentives. Column 1 shows that neither carrots nor sticks significantly increase 
effort relative to no incentives, but an f-test reveals that carrots have a significant positive effect 
on effort relative to sticks (p-value of 0.023). Column 2 further shows that neither competitive nor 
self-reference incentives significantly increase effort relative to no incentives, but an f-test reveals 
that competition significantly increases total number of entered solutions relative to the self-
reference incentive (p-value of 0.005). Column 3 breaks up incentive choices into four different 
types, showing that competitive carrots significantly outperform all other incentives in terms of 
increased effort (f-test for joint significance of the three other incentive schemes relative to 
competitive carrots gives a p-value of 0.036). Columns 6-8 show that, on average, score is even 

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
comp. 
carrot

comp. 
stick

self. 
carrot self. stick

comp. 
carrot

comp. 
stick

self. 
carrot self. stick

incentive & female DM (A) -0.084 -2.229 0.518 0.321 -0.376 0.621 0.795
(0.981) (1.351) (0.574) (0.431) (0.907) (0.434) (0.983)

incentive & male DM (B) -0.333 1.136* -2.669** 0.707 -0.985 0.171
(0.650) (0.565) (1.283) (0.529) (0.873) (0.588)

different incentive & female DM (C) -0.489 -0.358 0.019 -0.429 0.687 -0.002 0.115 0.089
(0.382) (0.329) (0.556) (0.308) (0.667) (0.290) (0.414) (0.327)

f-test p-value (A vs B) 0.746 N/A 0.115 N/A 0.42 0.65 0.487 N/A

f-test p-value (A vs C) 0.662 0.177 0.376 N/A 0.590 0.661 0.255 0.492

f-test p-value (B vs C) 0.798 0.284 0.053 0.078 0.968 0.266 0.910 N/A

incentive "quality" 0.250 0.119 0.472 0.099 0.222 0.111 0.227 0.266
(0.443) (0.308) (0.324) (0.328) (0.208) (0.167) (0.143) (0.167)

Dependent Variable Mean: 2.57 2.57 2.57 2.57 2.71 2.71 2.71 2.71
Treatment (DM gender shown?) YES YES YES YES NO NO NO NO
DM resume controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Worker characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Session FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Round 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Observations 93 93 93 93 90 90 90 90
R-squared 0.68 0.69 0.71 0.72 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.67

DM Competency Rating (0 - Not at all competent; 4 - Extremely competent)
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less affected by incentive choice: all incentive types are not statistically different from the no 
incentive option or from each other.  

 
 

Table B10 
Impact of incentives on worker effort and performance in the addition task 

Notes: Round 1 data only. Coefficients from fixed effects OLS regressions. Omitted category for incentive choices is no added 
incentive.  DM resume controls include Part 1 addition score, GPA range, age bracket, student status (Bachelors or Masters), 
major, city of residence, and university. Worker characteristics include Part 1 addition score, gender, race, age, GPA, major, 
student status, university, city of residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, game 
experience, and risk and social preference measures (risk, loss, and ambiguity aversion, pure altruism, strategic altruism, trust, 
and reciprocity); Session fixed effects. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, 
*** 1 percent. 

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
DM choice:
carrot -0.889 -0.838

(1.333) (1.345)
stick -2.683* -1.894

(1.547) (1.453)
competitive 0.444 -0.356

(1.452) (1.436)
self-reference -1.63 -1.145

(1.299) (1.323)
competitive carrot 0.575 0.34 -5.116 -0.276 -0.131 -4.006

(1.468) (1.583) (4.144) (1.458) (1.600) (4.882)
competitive stick -1.38 -2.043 -4.415 -1.465 -1.687 -3.487

(1.640) (1.674) (4.618) (1.504) (1.600) (5.104)
self-reference carrot -1.522 -1.583 -7.135* -1.084 -0.955 -5.764

(1.291) (1.501) (4.060) (1.326) (1.531) (4.823)
self-reference stick -3.11 -4.591* -5.756 -1.982 -2.32 -4.684

(2.017) (2.451) (4.221) (1.711) (2.050) (4.673)

   comp. carrot x loss aversion 0.425 -0.104
(0.536) (0.531)

   comp. stick x loss aversion 1.384* 0.800
(0.743) (0.644)

   self-ref. carrot x loss aversion 0.071 -0.101
(0.484) (0.513)

   self-ref. stick x loss aversion 0.829 0.133
(0.563) (0.565)

   comp. carrot x reciprocity 1.169* 0.777
(0.686) (0.788)

   comp. stick x reciprocity 0.672 0.469
(0.766) (0.845)

   self-ref. carrot x reciprocity 1.149* 0.96
(0.678) (0.789)

   self-ref. stick x reciprocity 0.485 0.521
(0.682) (0.746)

worker female -0.184 -0.157 -0.143 -0.248 -0.185 -0.176 -0.181 -0.148 -0.183 -0.127
(0.540) (0.500) (0.502) (0.522) (0.519) (0.509) (0.496) (0.496) (0.514) (0.538)

worker part 1 addition score 0.749*** 0.729*** 0.746*** 188 188 0.784*** 0.777*** 0.774*** 0.778*** 0.769***
(0.092) (0.094) (0.099) 0.705 0.726 (0.071) (0.073) (0.075) (0.078) (0.073)

Observations 188 188 188 188 188 188 188 188 188 188
R-squared 0.67 0.69 0.69 0.70 0.72 0.70 0.70 0.71 0.71 0.72

Total number entered [Dep. Var. Mean = 14.13] Score  [Dep. Var. Mean = 11.65]

Incentive interactions with worker preferences:
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The rest of the table decomposes the effects of incentives along two dimensions: loss aversion 

and reciprocity.  Hannan, Hoffman, and Moser (2005) find that loss aversion caused employees to 
expend more effort under a penalty contract (stick) than under an economically equivalent bonus 
contract (carrot). Column 4 of Table B10 presents evidence of a similar pattern in our experiment. 
In particular, workers who are relatively more loss averse enter significantly more solutions under 
either type of stick incentive relative to the no incentive option. Furthermore, f-tests that compare 
coefficients on the interaction terms imply that an increase in loss aversion is associated with a 
greater increase in effort under competitive sticks relative to self-reference carrots (p-value of 
0.080). Column 9 shows that the effects on score are not statistically significant. However, an f-
test finds that greater loss aversion implies higher score under competitive sticks relative to self-
reference carrots (f-test p-value of 0.093).   

Hannan, Hoffman, and Moser (2005) also find that reciprocity predicts higher effort under the 
bonus contract relative to the penalty contract.  The evidence reported in Column 5 of Table B10 
is consistent with this finding: workers who exhibit a higher degree of reciprocity are more likely 
to respond to either type of carrot incentives by exerting higher effort relative to no incentives. 
Moreover, an increase in reciprocity is associated with a significant increase in effort under both 
carrot types relative to both kinds of sticks (f-test p-value of 0.010). Note that these results are 
somewhat weaker when we consider the final score as the outcome variable in Column 10. Still, 
we find that carrot incentives jointly significantly increase performance over both sticks as 
reciprocity increases (f-test p-value of 0.037). 

Tables B11 and B12 reproduce the results from Tables 8 and 9, changing the outcome variable 
to effort (total number of entered solutions). Columns 1 and 4 of Table B11 show the average 
effect of own gender and DM gender on total number of entered solutions, before we introduce 
controls for the gender treatment and the no gender treatment, respectively.  In the gender 
treatment, female workers enter significantly fewer solutions than males. Workers with female 
DMs enter marginally more solutions than workers with male DMs.  This is not the case in the 
sessions where gender was not observable (Column 4). Columns 2 and 3 show that gender 
differences in baseline task performance, as well as the differential effect of incentives, may at 
least partially explain this effect.  Column 2 does not find a significant effect of any of the 
individual incentive types relative to the no added incentive baseline in the full sample, but Column 
3 shows that all individual incentives lower effort relative to none in the first round (though note 
that the sample size is quite small).  Workers under sticks exert significantly lower effort across 
all rounds and in the first round relative to workers under carrots. 

Table B12 decomposes the effects of incentives by the gender of the DM.  The relevant 
comparison here is (A) and (B): how a given incentive affects number of entered sums under 
female vs. male DM.  In general, the f-tests find that the knowledge of the DM’s gender does not 
significantly impact worker effort under any incentive type (consistent with Table 9 for score). 
Unfortunately, power limitations prohibit us from making this comparison for competitive sticks.  
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Table B11 
Impact of DM gender and incentive choice on worker effort 

 
Notes: DM resume controls include Part 1 addition score, GPA range, age bracket, student status 
(Bachelors or Masters), major, city of residence, and university. Worker characteristics include Part 1 
addition score, gender, race, age, GPA, major, student status, university, city of residence, marital status, 
English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, game experience, and risk and social 
preference measures (risk, loss, and ambiguity aversion, pure altruism, strategic altruism, trust, and 
reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 
percent. 

 
  

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
DM gender (1 = Female) 1.172* 0.985 0.583 0.742 -0.465 2.028

(0.610) (0.666) (0.672) (0.733) (0.710) (1.923)
worker female -1.460** -0.622 -1.347* 0.869 -0.136 -0.571

(0.616) (0.551) (0.725) (0.735) (0.726) (1.414)
DM choice:
   competitive carrot 1.031 -2.697** 0.839 (0.191)

(1.175) (1.169) (2.022) (3.861)
   competitive stick -1.316 -7.636*** -1.145 (1.094)

(1.864) (2.679) (2.194) (3.951)
   self-reference carrot -0.064 -2.874*** -0.685 (3.563)

(1.098) (1.027) (1.813) (3.772)
   self-reference stick 0.787 -6.617** -1.158 -4.743

(1.971) (2.930) (2.126) (3.820)
f-test p-value (carrots vs. sticks) [0.094] [0.018] [0.145] [0.131]

worker part 1 addition score 0.857*** 0.856*** 0.606*** 0.568***
(0.073) (0.095) (0.123) (0.183)

Dependent Variable Mean: 14.10 14.06 14.05 14.83 14.79 14.23
Treatment (DM gender shown?) YES YES YES NO NO NO
DM resume controls NO YES YES NO YES YES
Worker characteristics NO YES YES NO YES YES
Session FE NO YES YES NO YES YES
Round FE NO YES N/A NO YES N/A
Round All All 1 All All 1
Observations 197 181 93 178 168 89
R-squared 0.04 0.75 0.94 0.01 0.68 0.78

Effort (Number of entered solutions)
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Table B12 
Impact of different incentives on worker effort by gender of the DM 

 
Notes: DM resume controls include Part 1 addition score, GPA range, age bracket, student status (Bachelors or Masters), 
major, city of residence, and university. Worker characteristics include Part 1 addition score, gender, race, age, GPA, major, 
student status, university, city of residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income bracket, citizenship, game 
experience, and risk and social preference measures (risk, loss, and ambiguity aversion, pure altruism, strategic altruism, trust, 
and reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 

 
 
 
Table B13 below shows that female workers get lower scores on the baseline (Part 1) addition task 
than male workers. The effect does not seem to vary by treatment. 

 
  

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
comp. 
carrot

comp. 
stick

self. 
carrot self. stick

comp. 
carrot

comp. 
stick

self. 
carrot self. stick

   incentive & female DM (A) 1.479 -5.204** -0.211 4.387* -2.257 -1.839 -1.864
(1.387) (2.417) (0.944) (2.216) (3.688) (2.567) (3.065)

   incentive & male DM (B) -0.113 -0.289 -4.341* 2.884 4.515 -4.421
(1.361) (1.056) (2.549) (2.409) (3.286) (2.727)

   different incentive & female DM (C) 0.376 0.613 2.522* 0.424 1.700 2.962* 0.711 2.754
(1.001) (0.681) (1.325) (0.781) (2.715) (1.744) (2.192) (1.859)

f-test p-value (A vs B) [0.218] N/A [0.939] N/A [0.561] [0.193] [0.410]

f-test p-value (A vs C) [0.393] [0.017] [0.047] [0.297] [0.145] [0.252] [0.161]

f-test p-value (B vs C) [0.670] [0.064] [0.067] [0.624] [0.622] [0.060]

Dependent Variable Mean: 14.05 14.05 14.05 14.05 14.23 14.23 14.23 14.23
Treatment (DM gender shown?) YES YES YES YES NO NO NO NO
DM resume controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Worker characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Session FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Round 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Observations 93 93 93 93 89 89 89 89
R-squared 0.91 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.77 0.75 0.77 0.75

Effort (Number of entered solutions)
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Table B13 
Impact of worker gender on Part 1 addition score, by treatment 

 
Notes: Round 1 data only. Worker demographic characteristics include race, age, GPA, major, 
student status, university, city of residence, marital status, English language proficiency, income 
bracket, citizenship, game experience. Worker preference controls include risk and social 
preference measures (risk, loss, and ambiguity aversion, pure altruism, strategic altruism, trust, and 
reciprocity). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, 
*** 1 percent. 

 

B‐7.		Predicted impact of incentives 
 

In this section, we ask whether DMs who choose to incentivize perceive their selected incentive 
method to be a useful mechanism in boosting performance. Table B14 shows how incentive 
choices in the first round are paired with DM’s expectations of improvement in performance 
relative to the baseline score in part 1. Note that the interpretation of the estimates relies on the 
assumption that learning effects do not vary across different incentive types. Recall that for 
incentive selection to be a profit maximizing strategy the total increase in points should exceed 
two, expectations are approaching this number for those that select sticks. However, relative to no 
incentives, DMs who choose carrot incentives expect a larger improvement in score relative to the 
baseline (Columns 1 and 2), with in total an increase of about four addition points.  There is also 
no significant difference in expectations between competitive and non-competitive incentive 
schemes. The analysis of expectations across all three rounds produces qualitatively similar results. 
When we use data for all rounds, we find that DMs who choose self-reference incentives expect a 
greater improvement in score relative to those who choose competitive incentives, on average. 
These estimates are available upon request.  
 
  

Outcome variable:

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
worker female -1.700* -1.577 -1.984** -2.469** -1.146 -2.000**

(0.919) (1.046) (0.916) (1.055) (1.212) (0.995)
gender revealed treatment 0.838 0.840

(1.765) (1.863)
worker female x treatment 0.631 0.668

(1.315) (1.366)
treatment gender no gender both gender no gender both
Worker dem. characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES
Worker preference controls NO NO NO YES YES YES
Session FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 98 92 190 98 92 190
R-squared 0.37 0.37 0.24 0.46 0.44 0.26

Score in Part 1 (Number correctly solved additions)
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Table B14 
Impact of incentives on DM’s expectations of performance improvement relative to the baseline 

score in part 1 

 
Notes: Round 1 data only.  Coefficients from OLS regressions with session fixed effects. Controls for 
DM characteristics include race, GPA, major, age, student status, university, city of residence, income 
bracket, leadership experience, and preferences (risk aversion, loss aversion, ambiguity aversion, trust, 
reciprocity, pure altruism and strategic altruism). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance 
levels: * 10 percent, ** 5 percent, *** 1 percent. 
 

  

Outcome variable:

Dependent Var. Mean:
(1) (2) (3)

competitive carrot 1.900
+

(1.190)
self-reference carrot 2.259*

(1.350)
competitive stick 0.938

(1.746)
self-reference stick 0.950

(1.239)
any carrot 2.124*

(1.261)
any stick 0.977

(1.364)
f-test p-value (carrots vs. sticks) [0.111] [0.108]

any competitive 1.762
(1.206)

any self-reference 2.116
(1.302)

f-test p-value (compet. vs. self-ref) [0.430]

DM gender 0.605 0.640 0.599
(0.657) (0.632) (0.637)

Observations 98 98 98
R-squared 0.30 0.29 0.28

Average Predicted Increase in Score Relative to Baseline

[1.33]



Online Appendix 

20 
 

C. Sample On-Screen Instructions (Gender Treatment) 
 
[Note that oral instructions that replicated the wording of the on-screen instructions were 
also given at appropriate points during the experiment.] 
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Part 1: The Resume 



Online Appendix 

22 
 

 
[Note that in the No Gender Treatment, question 5 in the above screen was omitted.] 
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[Note that the actual number of correctly solved addition questions would appear instead 
of 0 on the screen above in the actual experiment.] 
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Part 2: Decision-Makers and Workers 
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[Note that all subjects see the above screen.] 
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[Note that all subjects see the above screen.] 
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[Note that all subjects see the above screen.] 
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[Note that all subjects see the above screen.] 
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[Note that all subjects see the above screen.] 
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[Note that only workers see the above screen. In this case, it is for Worker B, but an 
identical screen would be shown to Worker A.] 
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[Note that only the DM sees the above screen.] 
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[Note that only the DM sees the above screen.] 
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[Note that only workers see the above screen. In this case, it is for Worker A, but an 
identical screen would be shown to Worker B. The information about the DM’s gender 
is shown to the workers because this is the Gender Treatment.] 
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[Note that only workers see the above screen. Note that the screen above shows the case 
where the DM had chosen option 2 (worker gets 50 additional points if s/he scores higher 
than the other worker in the subsequent addition task).] 
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[Note that only workers see the above screen.] 
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[Note that only workers see the above screen.] 

 

  



Online Appendix 

40 
 

Part 3: Risk-Preference Elicitation  

[Note that all decisions below are individual decisions.] 
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Part 4: Social-Preference Elicitation  

[Note that all decisions below are individual decisions.]
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[Note that Game 1 here is a trust game.] 
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[Note that Game 2 here is an ultimatum game.] 
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[Note that Game 3 here is a dictator game.] 
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Final Payoffs and Information  
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D. Post‐Experiment	Questionnaire	
 
[Note that this questionnaire was computerized.] 
 
Thank you for your participation in this experiment.  You will now be asked a short 
series of questions regarding your demographic information and your strategy in the 
experiment.  We ask you to answer all questions as truthfully as possible. Your answers 
will help us tremendously! Feel free to leave any of the answers blank if you prefer not 
to answer.  
 
Please remember that all information collected during the experiment will be kept 
private and that you decisions will remain anonymous to other participants and the 
experimenters.   
 
After completing this brief survey, you will be privately paid your experimental earnings 
and will be free to go.   
 
Please do not hesitate to speak to the experimenter should you have any questions 
regarding the experiment or your experience as a participant.  

 
1. Gender:         Male      

Female 
 

2. Age:       
 _________________ 

 

3. Marital status:  

 Now married 
 Widowed 
 Divorced 
 Separated 
 Never married 

4. Which of the following best describe(s) your race (check all that apply)? 

 Asian 
 Black 
 Arabic or North African 
 Hispanic  
 White 
 Other (please specify) _________________ 

 
 

5. Country of birth:      
 _________________ More questions on the next page! 
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6. Country of citizenship:    
 _________________ 

 
 

7. Primary language:     
 _________________ 
 

8. Please rate your English language proficiency: 
 
 Elementary 
 Intermediate  
 Advanced 
 Fluent 
 Native or bilingual      

 
9.  Are you currently a student?         Yes   

   No 
 

1) If yes, what is your student status?   Bachelors student  
Masters student 

2) If yes, what is (are) your field(s) of study? 
  ____________________________ 

 
10. What is (was) your undergraduate grade average? 

 ____________________________ 

11. What is your family’s total household income?  

 Under €20,000 
  €20,000 to €45,000 
  €45,000 to €65,000 
    €65,000 to €90,000 
    €90,000 to €125,000 
 €125,000 to €200,000 
 €200,000 or more 
 

12. From the list of experiences below, please select all that apply.  
 
 I do not have any past leadership experience. 
 I have been a leader of a group of others as part of my educational activities 
at school or university.  

More questions on the next page! 
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 I have been a leader of a group of others as part of my extracurricular activities 
(such as sports, student organizations, etc.) 
 I have been a leader of a group of others as part of my work or internship 
experiences. 
 

Please, give specific examples of your leadership experiences below (if 
any):  
 
_________________________________________________________
_________ 
 
_________________________________________________________
_________ 
 

13. From each of the three lists below, please select the leadership style that would 
best describe your own personal approach to leading: 
1: Participatory styles: 
 Autocratic (make most decisions without consulting with others) 
 Democratic (make most decisions after taking into account the opinions of 
others) 
 Laissez-faire (minimize leader’s involvement in decision decision-making) 
 
2: Motivational styles: 
 Transactional (motivate others by creating clear structures of reward and 
punishment) 
 Transformational (motivate others by developing a vision for the future, 
building trust, and continually injecting enthusiasm and energy) 
 
3: Implementation styles: 
 Visionary (improve the performance of others by communicating where the 
group is going, but not how it will get there) 
 Coaching (improve the performance of others by showing them how to reach 
their goals) 
 Affliative (improve the performance of others by emphasizing teamwork and 
connecting with others) 
 Pacesetting (improve the performance of others by setting high expectations) 
 Commanding (improve the performance of others by criticizing failures and 
withholding praise)  
 
 

14. Overall, how effective has your own personal leadership style has been in 
creating a productive environment for others? 

More questions on the next page! 
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 Not at all effective 
 Somewhat ineffective 
 Somewhat effective 
 Very effective 
 Not applicable (I do not have any past leadership experience) 
 

15. Please answer the following question about your choices as a Decision-maker 
(DM). Recall that you had to choose one of the following 5 options: 

1. Worker does not get or lose any points 
2. Worker A gets 50 additional points if worker A’s total addition score in 

Part 2 is greater than that of worker B 
3. Worker A gets 50 additional points if worker A’s total addition score in 

Part 2 is greater than his/her own score in Part 1 
4. Worker A loses 50 points if worker A’s total addition score in Part 2 is 

lower than that of worker B 
5. Worker A loses 50 points if worker A’s total addition score in Part 2 is 

lower than his/her own score in Part 1 
 
What were the most important determinant(s) of your choice? 
 Keeping my DM points. 
 Doubting that workers would try harder even if they got extra points for effort. 
 Encouraging workers to try harder by rewarding their effort. 
 Encouraging workers to try harder by punishing them if they did not make 
effort. 
 Ensuring a fair payoff distribution between myself and the workers. 
 Punishing workers that do not do their share, even if it may be costly to me. 
 Rewarding workers who do more than their share, even if it is costly to me. 
 Other (please, specify): 
____________________________________________ 

 
 

16. Please answer the following questions about your actions as a Worker. Recall 
that you had to solve an addition task after learning about the choice made by 
the DM that affected your payoffs. 
 
(1) How important was the DM’s choice in your effort in the addition task? 

 
 Not at all important 
 Somewhat unimportant 
 Somewhat important 
 Very important More questions on the next page! 
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(2) In the case(s) when your DM chose the options that increased your payoff if 

you improved your performance, your effort in the subsequent addition task 
 
 Decreased (tried less hard in Part 2) 
 Was unaffected (tried about the same as in Part 1) 
 Increase (tried harder in Part 2) 
 Not applicable (my DMs did not choose such options) 
 
 

 
(3) In the case(s) when your DM chose the options that decreased your payoff if 

you underperformed, your effort in the subsequent addition task 
 
 Decreased (tried less hard in Part 2) 
 Was unaffected (tried about the same as in Part 1) 
 Increase (tried harder in Part 2) 
 Not applicable (my DMs did not choose such options) 
 

 
17. Have you ever previously had experience with any of the following games, either 

through your participation in other experiments or in your courses at university 
(check all that apply): 
 
 Dictator game 
 Ultimatum game 
 Public goods game 
 Trust game 
 

 
 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS 
STUDY! 

 


