
On the robustness of gender differences in
economic behavior
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Contents

1 Summary statistics 3
2 Priming (Part 1) 8
3 Performance in the real effort math task (Part 2, 3, and 4) 10
3.1 Performance Part 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
3.2 Performance Part 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
3.3 Performance Part 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
4 Beliefs (Part 3) 15
4.1 Non-parametric tests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
4.2 Regressions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
5 Competitiveness (Part 4) 18
5.1 Bar graphs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
5.2 Non-parametric tests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19
5.3 Regressions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
5.4 Cohen’s d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
6 Payoffs (Part 4) 23
6.1 Regressions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
7 Risk (Part 5) 25
7.1 Bar graphs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25
7.2 Non-parametric tests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26
7.3 Regressions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
7.4 Cohen’s d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
8 Altruism (Part 6) 30
8.1 Bar graphs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
8.2 Non-parametric tests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
8.3 Regressions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32
8.4 Cohen’s d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
9 Continuous gender measure (BEM) 35
9.1 Competitiveness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
9.2 Risk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37
9.3 Altruism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39
10 Controlling for the strength of the primining intervention 41
10.1 Competitiveness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41
10.2 Risk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
10.3 Altruism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43
11 Participants remembered at least 4 words 44
11.1 Competitiveness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44
11.2 Risk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45
11.3 Altruism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

1/88



12 Participants remembered less than 4 words 47
12.1 Competitiveness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47
12.2 Risk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48
12.3 Altruism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49
13 Gender congruent upbringing 50
13.1 Competitiveness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50
13.2 Risk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52
13.3 Altruism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54
14 Detailed literature summary 56
14.1 Competitiveness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56
14.2 Risk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56
14.3 Altruism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58
15 Additional information 62
15.1 Study sample . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62
15.2 Datasets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62
15.3 Instructions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

2/88



1 Summary statistics

Supplementary Table 1 Descriptives for the cisgender and transgender samples.

Gender

Total Cisgender Transgender p-value

(N=780) (N=425) (N=355)
Treatment 0.933
NEUTRAL 259 (33.2%) 143 (33.6%) 116 (32.7%)
FEMININE 263 (33.7%) 141 (33.2%) 122 (34.4%)
MASCULINE 258 (33.1%) 141 (33.2%) 117 (33.0%)

Age (years) 0.516
Mean (SD) 24.4 (6.60) 24.3 (6.52) 24.6 (6.71)

Height (cm) 0.002
Mean (SD) 170 (10.8) 171 (11.0) 169 (10.5)

Student status 0.830
Yes 368 (47.2%) 202 (47.5%) 166 (46.8%)
No 412 (52.8%) 223 (52.5%) 189 (53.2%)

Highest education 0.094
University degree 266 (34.1%) 159 (37.4%) 107 (30.1%)
High school diploma/A-levels 361 (46.3%) 189 (44.5%) 172 (48.5%)
Other 153 (19.6%) 77 (18.1%) 76 (21.4%)

Income: Less than 20,000 GBP 0.171
Yes 541 (69.4%) 286 (67.3%) 255 (71.8%)
No 239 (30.6%) 139 (32.7%) 100 (28.2%)

Religion 0.891
Non-religious 547 (70.1%) 295 (69.4%) 252 (71.0%)
Religious 201 (25.8%) 112 (26.4%) 89 (25.1%)
Not say 32 (4.1%) 18 (4.2%) 14 (3.9%)

Residence <0.001
Continental Europe 250 (32.1%) 169 (39.8%) 81 (22.8%)
United Kingdom 205 (26.3%) 101 (23.8%) 104 (29.3%)
United States 265 (34.0%) 133 (31.3%) 132 (37.2%)
Other 60 (7.7%) 22 (5.2%) 38 (10.7%)

BEM group: 0.002
Androgynous 188 (24.1%) 116 (27.3%) 72 (20.3%)
Feminine 222 (28.5%) 104 (24.5%) 118 (33.2%)
Masculine 151 (19.4%) 95 (22.4%) 56 (15.8%)
Undifferentiated 219 (28.1%) 110 (25.9%) 109 (30.7%)

BEM score: Feminine 0.730
Mean (SD) 41.8 (8.58) 41.8 (8.19) 41.7 (9.03)

BEM score: Masculine <0.001
Mean (SD) 33.9 (7.95) 35.0 (7.64) 32.5 (8.11)

TCS <0.001
Mean (SD) 3.67 (1.14) 4.47 (0.570) 2.71 (0.865)

STT <0.001
Mean (SD) 4.35 (4.59) 0.998 (1.47) 8.37 (3.76)

Note: The table summarizes the characteristics of the cisgender and transgender samples.
The education category other includes subjects that replied technical/community col-
lege, secondary education (e.g. GED/GCSE), no formal qualification, or don’t know/not
applicable. The religion category religious includes subjects that replied Buddhism,
Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, Paganism, Sikhism, or Spiritualism. The res-
idence category other includes subjects that replied Australia, Canada, Chile, Israel,
Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, or South Africa. The column p-value reports the p-values
of χ2-tests for categorical variables and the p-values of Wilcoxon-Mann Whitney tests
for numerical variables between the cisgender and transgender column.
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Supplementary Table 2 Descriptives by treatment for cismen.

Treatment

Total NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen
(N=214) (N=72) (N=71) (N=71)

Age (years) 0.042
Mean (SD) 24.1 (5.74) 25.8 (7.70) 24.1 (4.79) 22.5 (3.44)

Height (cm) 0.449
Mean (SD) 178 (9.08) 180 (10.2) 177 (7.95) 177 (8.77)

Student status 0.754
Yes 102 (47.7%) 32 (44.4%) 34 (47.9%) 36 (50.7%)
No 112 (52.3%) 40 (55.6%) 37 (52.1%) 35 (49.3%)

Highest education 0.237
University degree 72 (33.6%) 26 (36.1%) 27 (38.0%) 19 (26.8%)
High school diploma/A-levels 94 (43.9%) 27 (37.5%) 28 (39.4%) 39 (54.9%)
Other 48 (22.4%) 19 (26.4%) 16 (22.5%) 13 (18.3%)

Income: Less than 20,000 GBP 0.841
Yes 135 (63.1%) 47 (65.3%) 43 (60.6%) 45 (63.4%)
No 79 (36.9%) 25 (34.7%) 28 (39.4%) 26 (36.6%)

Religion 0.820
Non-religious 144 (67.3%) 48 (66.7%) 47 (66.2%) 49 (69.0%)
Religious 60 (28.0%) 21 (29.2%) 19 (26.8%) 20 (28.2%)
Not say 10 (4.7%) 3 (4.2%) 5 (7.0%) 2 (2.8%)

Residence 0.972
Continental Europe 95 (44.4%) 31 (43.1%) 30 (42.3%) 34 (47.9%)
United Kingdom 50 (23.4%) 17 (23.6%) 17 (23.9%) 16 (22.5%)
United States 65 (30.4%) 23 (31.9%) 23 (32.4%) 19 (26.8%)
Other 4 (1.9%) 1 (1.4%) 1 (1.4%) 2 (2.8%)

BEM group: 0.490
Androgynous 56 (26.2%) 19 (26.4%) 19 (26.8%) 18 (25.4%)
Feminine 40 (18.7%) 15 (20.8%) 11 (15.5%) 14 (19.7%)
Masculine 59 (27.6%) 22 (30.6%) 15 (21.1%) 22 (31.0%)
Undifferentiated 59 (27.6%) 16 (22.2%) 26 (36.6%) 17 (23.9%)

BEM score: Feminine 0.644
Mean (SD) 40.0 (8.55) 40.4 (8.52) 39.3 (9.13) 40.4 (8.03)

BEM score: Masculine 0.522
Mean (SD) 35.7 (7.68) 36.2 (6.93) 34.9 (7.71) 36.0 (8.41)

TCS 0.620
Mean (SD) 4.47 (0.591) 4.45 (0.541) 4.49 (0.590) 4.46 (0.645)

STT 0.001
Mean (SD) 0.986 (1.46) 1.18 (1.09) 0.535 (0.939) 1.24 (2.01)

Note: The table summarizes the characteristics of the cisgender and transgender samples. The educa-
tion category other includes subjects that replied technical/community college, secondary education (e.g.
GED/GCSE), no formal qualification, or don’t know/not applicable. The religion category religious includes
subjects that replied Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, Paganism, Sikhism, or Spiritualism.
The residence category other includes subjects that replied Australia, Canada, Chile, Israel, Japan, Mexico,
New Zealand, or South Africa. The column p-value reports the p-values of χ2-tests for categorical variables
and the p-values of the Kruskal Wallis test for numerical variables between the treatment columns.
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Supplementary Table 3 Descriptives by treatment for ciswomen.

Treatment

Total NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Ciswomen
(N=211) (N=71) (N=70) (N=70)

Age (years) 0.644
Mean (SD) 24.6 (7.23) 25.0 (7.83) 25.1 (7.79) 23.6 (5.90)

Height (cm) 0.541
Mean (SD) 164 (7.96) 164 (9.88) 164 (7.02) 165 (6.60)

Student status 0.813
Yes 100 (47.4%) 35 (49.3%) 34 (48.6%) 31 (44.3%)
No 111 (52.6%) 36 (50.7%) 36 (51.4%) 39 (55.7%)

Highest education 0.667
University degree 87 (41.2%) 32 (45.1%) 31 (44.3%) 24 (34.3%)
High school diploma/A-levels 95 (45.0%) 29 (40.8%) 31 (44.3%) 35 (50.0%)
Other 29 (13.7%) 10 (14.1%) 8 (11.4%) 11 (15.7%)

Income: Less than 20,000 GBP 0.253
Yes 151 (71.6%) 53 (74.6%) 53 (75.7%) 45 (64.3%)
No 60 (28.4%) 18 (25.4%) 17 (24.3%) 25 (35.7%)

Religion 0.990
Non-religious 151 (71.6%) 51 (71.8%) 50 (71.4%) 50 (71.4%)
Religious 52 (24.6%) 17 (23.9%) 17 (24.3%) 18 (25.7%)
Not say 8 (3.8%) 3 (4.2%) 3 (4.3%) 2 (2.9%)

Residence 0.589
Continental Europe 74 (35.1%) 28 (39.4%) 25 (35.7%) 21 (30.0%)
United Kingdom 51 (24.2%) 19 (26.8%) 15 (21.4%) 17 (24.3%)
United States 68 (32.2%) 21 (29.6%) 24 (34.3%) 23 (32.9%)
Other 18 (8.5%) 3 (4.2%) 6 (8.6%) 9 (12.9%)

BEM group: 0.187
Androgynous 60 (28.4%) 17 (23.9%) 28 (40.0%) 15 (21.4%)
Feminine 64 (30.3%) 23 (32.4%) 19 (27.1%) 22 (31.4%)
Masculine 36 (17.1%) 14 (19.7%) 11 (15.7%) 11 (15.7%)
Undifferentiated 51 (24.2%) 17 (23.9%) 12 (17.1%) 22 (31.4%)

BEM score: Feminine 0.212
Mean (SD) 43.5 (7.42) 43.3 (7.35) 44.7 (7.66) 42.6 (7.22)

BEM score: Masculine 0.099
Mean (SD) 34.3 (7.54) 33.9 (7.31) 35.9 (8.18) 33.2 (6.93)

TCS 0.878
Mean (SD) 4.48 (0.550) 4.55 (0.413) 4.47 (0.585) 4.42 (0.630)

STT 0.906
Mean (SD) 1.01 (1.49) 1.15 (2.07) 0.957 (1.04) 0.914 (1.14)

Note: The table summarizes the characteristics of the cisgender and transgender samples. The educa-
tion category other includes subjects that replied technical/community college, secondary education (e.g.
GED/GCSE), no formal qualification, or don’t know/not applicable. The religion category religious includes
subjects that replied Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, Paganism, Sikhism, or Spiritual-
ism. The residence category other includes subjects that replied Australia, Canada, Chile, Israel, Japan,
Mexico, New Zealand, or South Africa. The column p-value reports the p-values of χ2-tests for categorical
variables and the p-values of the Kruskal Wallis test for numerical variables between the treatment columns.
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Supplementary Table 4 Descriptives by treatment for transmen.

Treatment

Total NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Transmen
(N=215) (N=72) (N=72) (N=71)

Age (years) 0.775
Mean (SD) 24.3 (6.40) 25.1 (8.07) 24.0 (5.61) 23.7 (5.12)

Height (cm) 0.301
Mean (SD) 164 (8.52) 165 (10.4) 164 (7.32) 164 (7.64)

Student status 0.376
Yes 108 (50.2%) 34 (47.2%) 41 (56.9%) 33 (46.5%)
No 107 (49.8%) 38 (52.8%) 31 (43.1%) 38 (53.5%)

Highest education 0.891
University degree 63 (29.3%) 22 (30.6%) 19 (26.4%) 22 (31.0%)
High school diploma/A-levels 109 (50.7%) 37 (51.4%) 39 (54.2%) 33 (46.5%)
Other 43 (20.0%) 13 (18.1%) 14 (19.4%) 16 (22.5%)

Income: Less than 20,000 GBP 0.355
Yes 155 (72.1%) 48 (66.7%) 52 (72.2%) 55 (77.5%)
No 60 (27.9%) 24 (33.3%) 20 (27.8%) 16 (22.5%)

Religion 0.892
Non-religious 144 (67.0%) 47 (65.3%) 49 (68.1%) 48 (67.6%)
Religious 62 (28.8%) 23 (31.9%) 19 (26.4%) 20 (28.2%)
Not say 9 (4.2%) 2 (2.8%) 4 (5.6%) 3 (4.2%)

Residence 0.939
Continental Europe 47 (21.9%) 14 (19.4%) 17 (23.6%) 16 (22.5%)
United Kingdom 64 (29.8%) 22 (30.6%) 23 (31.9%) 19 (26.8%)
United States 85 (39.5%) 31 (43.1%) 25 (34.7%) 29 (40.8%)
Other 19 (8.8%) 5 (6.9%) 7 (9.7%) 7 (9.9%)

BEM group: 0.927
Androgynous 44 (20.5%) 17 (23.6%) 13 (18.1%) 14 (19.7%)
Feminine 69 (32.1%) 20 (27.8%) 24 (33.3%) 25 (35.2%)
Masculine 42 (19.5%) 16 (22.2%) 13 (18.1%) 13 (18.3%)
Undifferentiated 60 (27.9%) 19 (26.4%) 22 (30.6%) 19 (26.8%)

BEM score: Feminine 0.809
Mean (SD) 41.4 (8.90) 41.1 (8.18) 41.5 (9.47) 41.6 (9.13)

BEM score: Masculine 0.597
Mean (SD) 33.6 (7.43) 34.0 (7.42) 33.1 (6.98) 33.6 (7.95)

TCS 0.692
Mean (SD) 2.82 (0.868) 2.88 (0.946) 2.75 (0.857) 2.84 (0.800)

STT 0.910
Mean (SD) 9.26 (3.15) 9.29 (3.50) 9.21 (3.01) 9.27 (2.96)

Note: The table summarizes the characteristics of the cisgender and transgender samples. The educa-
tion category other includes subjects that replied technical/community college, secondary education (e.g.
GED/GCSE), no formal qualification, or don’t know/not applicable. The religion category religious includes
subjects that replied Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, Paganism, Sikhism, or Spiritual-
ism. The residence category other includes subjects that replied Australia, Canada, Chile, Israel, Japan,
Mexico, New Zealand, or South Africa. The column p-value reports the p-values of χ2-tests for categorical
variables and the p-values of the Kruskal Wallis test for numerical variables between the treatment columns.
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Supplementary Table 5 Descriptives by treatment for transwomen.

Treatment

Total NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Transwomen
(N=140) (N=44) (N=50) (N=46)

Age (years) 0.345
Mean (SD) 25.1 (7.15) 25.3 (5.91) 25.6 (9.01) 24.2 (5.89)

Height (cm) 0.864
Mean (SD) 175 (10.1) 176 (8.41) 174 (13.4) 175 (7.24)

Student status 0.939
Yes 58 (41.4%) 18 (40.9%) 20 (40.0%) 20 (43.5%)
No 82 (58.6%) 26 (59.1%) 30 (60.0%) 26 (56.5%)

Highest education 0.090
University degree 44 (31.4%) 13 (29.5%) 20 (40.0%) 11 (23.9%)
High school diploma/A-levels 63 (45.0%) 16 (36.4%) 20 (40.0%) 27 (58.7%)
Other 33 (23.6%) 15 (34.1%) 10 (20.0%) 8 (17.4%)

Income: Less than 20,000 GBP 0.070
Yes 100 (71.4%) 37 (84.1%) 34 (68.0%) 29 (63.0%)
No 40 (28.6%) 7 (15.9%) 16 (32.0%) 17 (37.0%)

Religion 0.664
Non-religious 108 (77.1%) 33 (75.0%) 39 (78.0%) 36 (78.3%)
Religious 27 (19.3%) 10 (22.7%) 10 (20.0%) 7 (15.2%)
Not say 5 (3.6%) 1 (2.3%) 1 (2.0%) 3 (6.5%)

Residence 0.257
Continental Europe 34 (24.3%) 11 (25.0%) 9 (18.0%) 14 (30.4%)
United Kingdom 40 (28.6%) 11 (25.0%) 17 (34.0%) 12 (26.1%)
United States 47 (33.6%) 13 (29.5%) 21 (42.0%) 13 (28.3%)
Other 19 (13.6%) 9 (20.5%) 3 (6.0%) 7 (15.2%)

BEM group: 0.333
Androgynous 28 (20.0%) 5 (11.4%) 12 (24.0%) 11 (23.9%)
Feminine 49 (35.0%) 19 (43.2%) 17 (34.0%) 13 (28.3%)
Masculine 14 (10.0%) 7 (15.9%) 3 (6.0%) 4 (8.7%)
Undifferentiated 49 (35.0%) 13 (29.5%) 18 (36.0%) 18 (39.1%)

BEM score: Feminine 0.973
Mean (SD) 42.3 (9.22) 42.8 (7.72) 41.3 (10.4) 42.8 (9.28)

BEM score: Masculine 0.996
Mean (SD) 30.9 (8.83) 31.0 (9.17) 30.8 (8.75) 30.9 (8.80)

TCS 0.745
Mean (SD) 2.54 (0.835) 2.54 (0.755) 2.55 (0.872) 2.52 (0.883)

STT 0.027
Mean (SD) 7.01 (4.19) 7.93 (4.05) 5.80 (4.35) 7.46 (3.91)

Note: The table summarizes the characteristics of the cisgender and transgender samples. The educa-
tion category other includes subjects that replied technical/community college, secondary education (e.g.
GED/GCSE), no formal qualification, or don’t know/not applicable. The religion category religious includes
subjects that replied Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, Paganism, Sikhism, or Spiritual-
ism. The residence category other includes subjects that replied Australia, Canada, Chile, Israel, Japan,
Mexico, New Zealand, or South Africa. The column p-value reports the p-values of χ2-tests for categorical
variables and the p-values of the Kruskal Wallis test for numerical variables between the treatment columns.
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2 Priming (Part 1)
Figure 1 presents the number of marked words split up by treatments and subject groups. We do not find any

differences in marked words within one priming condition across subject groups (KW; NEUTRAL: p = 0.349;
FEMININE: p = 0.874; MASCULINE: p = 0.112). For the different subject groups separately across priming
conditions, only the number of words marked by transmen didn’t differ across priming conditions (KW; cismen:
p < 0.000; ciswomen: p = 0.038; transmen: p = 0.123; transwomen: p = 0.014). Concerning gender differences,
we do not see significant variations (MWU; p = 0.675). The same is true for sex difference (MWU; p < 0.060). As
we did not pre-register to control for the number of words marked in our regressions, we do not add this variable in
the reported analysis. However, please note that all main results remain qualitatively the same when we account for
the heterogeneity in the number of marked words. The additional analyses are available on request.
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Supplementary Figure 1 Marked words in Part 1 by treatments and subject groups in alphabetical order (n = 780).
The bars show the average amount of marked words, and the error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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Supplementary Table 6 Words found in the priming task across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Priming across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen 7.806 7.141 7.718 <0.001
Ciswomen 7.634 7.329 7.029 0.038
Transmen 7.611 7.028 7.296 0.123
Transwomen 7.955 7.420 7.630 0.014

Panel B: Priming across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value

NEUTRAL 7.806 7.634 7.611 7.955 0.349
FEMININE 7.141 7.329 7.028 7.420 0.874
MASCULINE 7.718 7.029 7.296 7.630 0.112

Panel C: Priming across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value

Case 1 Cisgender 7.720 Transgender 7.741 0.816
Case 2 Cismen 7.806 Ciswomen 7.634 0.339
Case 3 Transmen 7.611 Transwomen 7.955 0.122
Case 4 Female 7.622 Male 7.862 0.091
Case 5 Feminine 7.757 Masculine 7.708 0.820

Panel D: Priming in NEUTRAL compared to the other treatments
NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value

Cismen 7.806 7.141 <0.001 7.718 0.345
Ciswomen 7.634 7.329 0.012 7.029 0.035
Transmen 7.611 7.028 0.040 7.296 0.207
Transwomen 7.955 7.420 0.004 7.630 0.100

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise.
For continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups
and Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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3 Performance in the real effort math task (Part 2, 3, and 4)
The following tables summarize the performance in the math task by treatment and subject groups for Part 2

(Table 7) and Part 3 (Table 8). By treatments, ciswomen and cismen have differences in performance in MASCULINE
in Part 2 (MWU; NEUTRAL: p = 0.080, FEMININE: p = 0.205, MASCULINE: p = 0.037) and across all
treatments in Part 3 (MWU; NEUTRAL: p = 0.004, Part 3 FEMININE: p = 0.010, Part 3 MASCULINE:
p = 0.028). Also, the paper1 (which set up the online version of this math task) does find gender differences in
performance. Thomas Buser states in a personal communication that women “perform significantly worse”. In their
paper, this is true for their first-round (our Part 2), where “women score 1.3 fewer correct answers” than men (male
average: 10.0). Moreover, in their second-round (our Part 4), males score on average 10.0, but women score 0.7
fewer correct answers.

Transgender participants show performance differences in NEUTRAL in Part 2 and 3 (MWU; Part 2: NEUTRAL:
p = 0.007, FEMININE: p = 0.555, MASCULINE: p = 0.181; Part 3: NEUTRAL: p = 0.015, FEMININE:
p = 0.600, MASCULINE: p = 0.053). Concerning sex differences, male participants always have a higher
performance than female ones in NEUTRAL and MASCULINE when facing piece-rate incentives (MWU; Part 2:
NEUTRAL: p = 0.003, FEMININE: p = 0.164, MASCULINE: p = 0.010). Interestingly, this is true when they
compete in Part 3 for all three treatments (MWU; NEUTRAL: p < 0.001, FEMININE: p = 0.014, MASCULINE:
p = 0.003).

However, performances do not differ by the individual’s gender (MWU; Part 2: NEUTRAL: p = 0.755,
FEMININE: p = 0.621, MASCULINE: p = 0.553; Part 3: NEUTRAL: p = 0.575, FEMININE: p = 0.161,
MASCULINE: p = 0.675). All differences vanish in Part 4, when we split up the data by those in the tournament
(see the respective p-values in Table 9 and Table 9). For the priming intervention, we have no evidence of priming
influencing the performance, independent of the part or subject group (KW; cismen: p > 0.478; ciswomen: p > 0.562;
transmen: p > 0.956; or transwomen: p > 0.170).

Please note that we can not exclude that the math task is not influenced by a participant’s gender and sex,
combinations of it, in addition to interactions with priming. However, we can control how performance heterogeneity
affects competitiveness by adding individual performances to our regressions measuring competitiveness. See Table 15
to Table 16.
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3.1 Performance Part 2

Supplementary Table 7 Performance in Part 2 across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Performance in Part 2 across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen 8.458 8.704 9.423 0.478
Ciswomen 7.535 7.929 8.014 0.719
Transmen 7.750 7.778 7.718 0.956
Transwomen 9.409 8.740 8.739 0.285

Panel B: Performance in Part 2 across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value

NEUTRAL 8.458 7.535 7.750 9.409 0.011
FEMININE 8.704 7.929 7.778 8.740 0.529
MASCULINE 9.423 8.014 7.718 8.739 0.062

Panel C: Performance in Part 2 across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value

Case 1 Cisgender 8.000 Transgender 8.379 0.405
Case 2 Cismen 8.458 Ciswomen 7.535 0.080
Case 3 Transmen 7.750 Transwomen 9.409 0.007
Case 4 Female 7.643 Male 8.819 0.003
Case 5 Feminine 8.252 Masculine 8.104 0.755

Panel D: Performance in Part 2 in NEUTRAL compared to the other treat-
ments

NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value

Cismen 8.458 8.704 0.797 9.423 0.231
Ciswomen 7.535 7.929 0.488 8.014 0.476
Transmen 7.750 7.778 0.832 7.718 0.932
Transwomen 9.409 8.740 0.125 8.739 0.255

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise.
For continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups
and Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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3.2 Performance Part 3

Supplementary Table 8 Performance in Part 3 across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Performance in Part 3 across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen 9.333 10.070 9.930 0.593
Ciswomen 7.423 7.957 8.271 0.562
Transmen 7.833 7.736 7.930 0.979
Transwomen 9.659 8.500 9.326 0.170

Panel B: Performance in Part 3 across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value

NEUTRAL 9.333 7.423 7.833 9.659 0.002
FEMININE 10.070 7.957 7.736 8.500 0.021
MASCULINE 9.930 8.271 7.930 9.326 0.024

Panel C: Performance in Part 3 across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value

Case 1 Cisgender 8.385 Transgender 8.526 0.612
Case 2 Cismen 9.333 Ciswomen 7.423 0.004
Case 3 Transmen 7.833 Transwomen 9.659 0.015
Case 4 Female 7.629 Male 9.457 <0.001
Case 5 Feminine 8.278 Masculine 8.583 0.575

Panel D: Performance in Part 3 in NEUTRAL compared to the other treat-
ments

NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value

Cismen 9.333 10.070 0.353 9.930 0.406
Ciswomen 7.423 7.957 0.396 8.271 0.325
Transmen 7.833 7.736 0.920 7.930 0.832
Transwomen 9.659 8.500 0.081 9.326 0.686

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise.
For continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups
and Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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3.3 Performance Part 4

Supplementary Table 9 Performance in Part 4 of competing subjects across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Performance in Part 4 of competing subjects across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen 9.500 10.321 9.312 0.765
Ciswomen 8.391 8.947 9.053 0.763
Transmen 9.000 8.211 8.474 0.839
Transwomen 9.429 8.333 9.167 0.670

Panel B: Performance in Part 4 of competing subjects across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value

NEUTRAL 9.500 8.391 9.000 9.429 0.705
FEMININE 10.321 8.947 8.211 8.333 0.389
MASCULINE 9.312 9.053 8.474 9.167 0.923

Panel C: Performance in Part 4 of competing subjects across groups within
NEUTRAL

Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value

Case 1 Cisgender 8.933 Transgender 9.176 0.651
Case 2 Cismen 9.500 Ciswomen 8.391 0.278
Case 3 Transmen 9.000 Transwomen 9.429 0.860
Case 4 Female 8.674 Male 9.472 0.358
Case 5 Feminine 8.784 Masculine 9.262 0.475

Panel D: Performance in Part 4 of competing subjects in NEUTRAL com-
pared to the other treatments

NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value

Cismen 9.500 10.321 0.556 9.312 0.965
Ciswomen 8.391 8.947 0.638 9.053 0.494
Transmen 9.000 8.211 0.563 8.474 0.671
Transwomen 9.429 8.333 0.360 9.167 0.797

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise.
For continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups
and Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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Supplementary Table 10 Performance in Part 4 of non-competing subjects across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Performance in Part 4 of non-competing subjects across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen 8.960 9.093 9.026 0.994
Ciswomen 7.979 9.098 8.725 0.341
Transmen 8.712 8.453 8.288 0.825
Transwomen 8.800 8.906 9.500 0.703

Panel B: Performance in Part 4 of non-competing subjects across subject
groups

Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value

NEUTRAL 8.960 7.979 8.712 8.800 0.577
FEMININE 9.093 9.098 8.453 8.906 0.929
MASCULINE 9.026 8.725 8.288 9.500 0.376

Panel C: Performance in Part 4 of non-competing subjects across groups
within NEUTRAL

Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value

Case 1 Cisgender 8.480 Transgender 8.744 0.874
Case 2 Cismen 8.960 Ciswomen 7.979 0.159
Case 3 Transmen 8.712 Transwomen 8.800 0.977
Case 4 Female 8.360 Male 8.900 0.292
Case 5 Feminine 8.295 Masculine 8.833 0.309

Panel D: Performance in Part 4 of non-competing subjects in NEUTRAL
compared to the other treatments

NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value

Cismen 8.960 9.093 0.914 9.026 0.960
Ciswomen 7.979 9.098 0.135 8.725 0.529
Transmen 8.712 8.453 0.921 8.288 0.606
Transwomen 8.800 8.906 0.843 9.500 0.445

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise.
For continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups
and Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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4 Beliefs (Part 3)

4.1 Non-parametric tests

Supplementary Table 11 Beliefs in Part 3 across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Beliefs in Part 3 across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value

Cismen 2.139 1.944 2.070 0.391
Ciswomen 2.606 2.500 2.571 0.793
Transmen 2.542 2.653 2.704 0.633
Transwomen 2.205 2.440 2.304 0.396

Panel B: Beliefs in Part 3 across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value

NEUTRAL 2.139 2.606 2.542 2.205 0.006
FEMININE 1.944 2.500 2.653 2.440 <0.001
MASCULINE 2.070 2.571 2.704 2.304 <0.001

Panel C: Beliefs in Part 3 across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value

Case 1 Cisgender 2.371 Transgender 2.414 0.746
Case 2 Cismen 2.139 Ciswomen 2.606 0.003
Case 3 Transmen 2.542 Transwomen 2.205 0.061
Case 4 Female 2.573 Male 2.164 0.001
Case 5 Feminine 2.452 Masculine 2.340 0.362

Panel D: Beliefs in Part 3 in NEUTRAL compared to the other treatments
NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value

Cismen 2.139 1.944 0.177 2.070 0.567
Ciswomen 2.606 2.500 0.496 2.571 0.772
Transmen 2.542 2.653 0.529 2.704 0.354
Transwomen 2.205 2.440 0.178 2.304 0.537

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise.
For continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups
and Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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4.2 Regressions

Supplementary Table 12 OLS regression for NEUTRAL.
Dependent variable: Beliefs in Part 3.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen 0.467 ** 0.586 ** 0.494 **

(0.155) (0.176) (0.156)
Transmen 0.403 * 0.511 ** -0.155

(0.159) (0.180) (0.322)
Transwomen 0.066 0.194 -0.551

(0.172) (0.173) (0.324)
Age 0.000

(0.009)
Height 0.005

(0.006)
Student status -0.169

(0.136)
Income: < 20,000 GBP -0.077

(0.135)
Religion: Religious 0.243

(0.135)
Religion: Not say 0.460

(0.313)
Residence: US -0.080

(0.152)
Residence: UK 0.097

(0.170)
Residence: Other -0.408 *

(0.202)
TCS -0.253 **

(0.093)
STT 0.020

(0.022)
Const. 2.139 *** 1.226 3.242 ***

(0.105) (1.195) (0.436)
N 259 259 259
Adj. R2 0.035 0.057 0.057

H0: Sex 0.001 0.001 0.000
H0: Gender 0.587 0.259 0.682

Note: The beliefs in Part 3 are the participants belief about
how their performance ranks within the group (1 = best
to 4 = worst). Standard errors in parentheses are het-
eroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the
right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman,
who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental
Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is
a cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. H0: Sex
reports the p-values of a joint coefficient test comparing
Male (Cismen and Transwomen) with Female (Ciswomen
and Transmen). H0: Gender reports the p-values of a joint
coefficient test comparing Masculine (Cismen and Trans-
men) with Feminine (Ciswomen and Transwomen).
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Supplementary Table 13 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Beliefs in Part 3.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen 0.467 ** 0.444 ** 0.484 **

(0.155) (0.162) (0.155)
Transmen 0.403 * 0.405 * 0.093

(0.159) (0.164) (0.229)
Transwomen 0.066 0.080 -0.291

(0.172) (0.174) (0.234)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.195 -0.187 -0.184

(0.149) (0.146) (0.148)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.068 -0.045 -0.067

(0.151) (0.148) (0.150)
FEMININE x Ciswomen 0.090 0.094 0.065

(0.218) (0.216) (0.217)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen 0.034 0.034 0.013

(0.220) (0.215) (0.219)
FEMININE x Transmen 0.306 0.309 0.273

(0.218) (0.216) (0.215)
MASCULINE x Transmen 0.231 0.210 0.222

(0.222) (0.220) (0.219)
FEMININE x Transwomen 0.431 0.421 0.434

(0.239) (0.238) (0.236)
MASCULINE x Transwomen 0.168 0.145 0.166

(0.242) (0.242) (0.241)
Const. 2.139 *** 2.547 *** 2.860 ***

(0.105) (0.693) (0.250)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 0.055 0.074 0.067

H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.192 0.201 0.213
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.651 0.762 0.654
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.504 0.553 0.454
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.830 0.943 0.736
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.483 0.443 0.568
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.317 0.309 0.331
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.207 0.211 0.178
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.597 0.601 0.599

Note: The beliefs in Part 3 are the participants belief about how their performance ranks within the
group (1 = best to 4 = worst). Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the
second last column from the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more
than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a
cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint
coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests
the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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5 Competitiveness (Part 4)

5.1 Bar graphs
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Supplementary Figure 2 Tournament entry rates in Part 4 by treatments and gender (n = 780). The bars show the
percentage of participants (between 0 and 100) who chose to compete rather than to perform under piece-rate
incentives. The error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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Supplementary Figure 3 Tournament entry rates in Part 4 by treatments and sex (n = 780). The bars show the
percentage of participants (between 0 and 100) who chose to compete rather than to perform under piece-rate
incentives. The error bars represent the standard error of the mean.

18/88



5.2 Non-parametric tests

Supplementary Table 14 Tournament entry rates across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Competitiveness across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value
Cismen 30.6% 39.4% 45.1% 0.198
Ciswomen 32.4% 27.1% 27.1% 0.729
Transmen 27.8% 26.4% 26.8% 0.981
Transwomen 31.8% 36.0% 26.1% 0.578

Panel B: Competitiveness across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value
NEUTRAL 30.6% 32.4% 27.8% 31.8% 0.939
FEMININE 39.4% 27.1% 26.4% 36.0% 0.264
MASCULINE 45.1% 27.1% 26.8% 26.1% 0.046

Panel C: Competitiveness across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value
Case 1 Cisgender 31.5% Transgender 29.3% 0.708
Case 2 Cismen 30.6% Ciswomen 32.4% 0.813
Case 3 Transmen 27.8% Transwomen 31.8% 0.643
Case 4 Female 30.1% Male 31.0% 0.867
Case 5 Feminine 32.2% Masculine 29.2% 0.601

Panel D: Competitiveness in NEUTRAL compared to the other treat-
ments

NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE
Subject groups p-value p-value
Cismen 30.6% 39.4% 0.265 45.1% 0.073
Ciswomen 32.4% 27.1% 0.495 27.1% 0.495
Transmen 27.8% 26.4% 0.851 26.8% 0.891
Transwomen 31.8% 36.0% 0.669 26.1% 0.549

Note: The column p-value reports the results of χ2 tests performed column-wise.
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5.3 Regressions

Supplementary Table 15 Probit regression for NEUTRAL. Dependent variable:
Competition.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Ciswomen 0.052 0.173 0.281 0.360 0.268

(0.220) (0.231) (0.254) (0.297) (0.254)
Transmen -0.081 0.013 0.106 0.114 0.516

(0.223) (0.231) (0.239) (0.292) (0.462)
Transwomen 0.036 0.108 0.084 -0.076 0.478

(0.252) (0.261) (0.265) (0.306) (0.472)
Perf. tournament 0.003 -0.064 * -0.054 -0.064 *

(0.025) (0.029) (0.030) (0.029)
Delta perf. 0.122 *** 0.096 * 0.103 ** 0.095 *

(0.035) (0.039) (0.038) (0.040)
Belief tournament -0.522 *** -0.516 *** -0.518 ***

(0.123) (0.127) (0.124)
Risk 0.124 0.137 0.130

(0.074) (0.077) (0.074)
Age 0.026 *

(0.012)
Height 0.007

(0.010)
Student status -0.073

(0.209)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.442

(0.232)
Religion: Religious 0.081

(0.207)
Religion: Not say 0.268

(0.485)
Residence: US 0.159

(0.254)
Residence: UK 0.421

(0.270)
Residence: Other 0.564

(0.391)
TCS 0.094

(0.139)
STT -0.033

(0.033)
Const. -0.508 ** -0.670 * 0.823 -1.618 0.419

(0.156) (0.272) (0.468) (2.000) (0.789)
N 259 259 259 259 259
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.001 0.059 0.129 0.168 0.132

H0: Sex 0.846 0.823 0.415 0.214 0.420
H0: Gender 0.614 0.437 0.470 0.656 0.527

Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tourna-
ment in Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta perf. is the difference in performance between
Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). Belief tournament is the participants’
belief of their performance rank within their group in Part 3, where the value 1
represents the rank with the highest performance. Standard errors in parentheses
are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the baseline
is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in
continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. ***
p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. H0: Sex reports the p-values of a joint coeffi-
cient test comparing Male (Cismen and Transwomen) with Female (Ciswomen and
Transmen). H0: Gender reports the p-values of a joint coefficient test comparing
Masculine (Cismen and Transmen) with Feminine (Ciswomen and Transwomen).
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Supplementary Table 16 Probit regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Competition.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Ciswomen 0.052 0.167 0.307 0.461 0.280

(0.220) (0.229) (0.255) (0.270) (0.255)
Transmen -0.081 0.008 0.127 0.189 0.634

(0.223) (0.230) (0.241) (0.270) (0.343)
Transwomen 0.036 0.122 0.078 0.079 0.635

(0.252) (0.262) (0.272) (0.287) (0.359)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.241 0.187 0.129 0.167 0.104

(0.218) (0.223) (0.227) (0.241) (0.231)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.385 0.473 * 0.428 0.544 * 0.423

(0.217) (0.225) (0.232) (0.246) (0.234)
FEMININE x Ciswomen -0.392 -0.339 -0.318 -0.383 -0.285

(0.313) (0.329) (0.360) (0.365) (0.360)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen -0.536 -0.678 * -0.645 -0.755 * -0.614

(0.312) (0.323) (0.342) (0.348) (0.343)
FEMININE x Transmen -0.282 -0.201 -0.107 -0.112 -0.052

(0.313) (0.325) (0.329) (0.340) (0.333)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.415 -0.543 -0.405 -0.475 -0.369

(0.313) (0.319) (0.327) (0.341) (0.333)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.126 -0.018 0.187 0.131 0.150

(0.347) (0.352) (0.357) (0.366) (0.360)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.552 -0.690 -0.573 -0.651 -0.583

(0.356) (0.366) (0.377) (0.393) (0.379)
Perf. tournament -0.008 -0.067 *** -0.066 *** -0.066 ***

(0.014) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
Delta perf. 0.136 *** 0.108 *** 0.114 *** 0.110 ***

(0.020) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)
Belief tournament -0.561 *** -0.557 *** -0.543 ***

(0.071) (0.072) (0.071)
Risk 0.150 *** 0.153 *** 0.153 ***

(0.045) (0.046) (0.045)
Const. -0.508 ** -0.587 ** 0.865 ** -1.757 -0.072

(0.156) (0.200) (0.310) (1.255) (0.480)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – – – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – – – Yes
N 780 780 780 780 780
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.013 0.082 0.161 0.178 0.167

H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.266 0.402 0.579 0.478 0.656
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.074 0.034 0.063 0.021 0.068
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.495 0.508 0.432 0.374 0.452
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.495 0.374 0.368 0.387 0.426
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.851 0.953 0.928 0.821 0.832
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.891 0.761 0.922 0.779 0.828
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.669 0.541 0.274 0.310 0.386
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.549 0.449 0.627 0.724 0.591

Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta perf.
is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). Belief tournament is the participants’
belief of their performance rank within their group in Part 3, where the value 1 represents the rank with the highest performance.
Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the baseline is a non-
student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the
right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint
coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the treatment
(FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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5.4 Cohen’s d

Supplementary Table 17 Cohen’s d analysis: Competitiveness

|Cohen’s d| Cohen’s d CI.95-Lower CI.95-Upper t-statistic p-value
Within NEUTRAL
Female vs. Male 0.021 -0.021 -0.266 0.224 -0.169 0.866
Feminine vs. Masculine 0.065 0.065 -0.180 0.310 0.526 0.599
Cismen vs. Ciswomen 0.040 -0.040 -0.367 0.288 -0.237 0.813
Cismen vs. Transmen 0.061 0.061 -0.266 0.388 0.367 0.714
Cismen vs. Transwomen 0.027 -0.027 -0.402 0.348 -0.147 0.883
Ciswomen vs. Transmen 0.101 0.101 -0.228 0.429 0.603 0.548
Ciswomen vs. Transwomen 0.012 0.012 -0.364 0.388 0.066 0.947
Transmen vs. Transwomen 0.089 -0.089 -0.464 0.287 -0.478 0.633

Between treatments
NEUTRAL vs. FEMININE 0.031 -0.031 -0.203 0.141 -0.354 0.723

Cismen 0.187 -0.187 -0.516 0.143 -1.118 0.265
Ciswomen 0.115 0.115 -0.216 0.445 0.683 0.496
Transmen 0.031 0.031 -0.296 0.358 0.188 0.852
Transwomen 0.088 -0.088 -0.493 0.318 -0.428 0.669

NEUTRAL vs. MASCULINE 0.028 -0.028 -0.200 0.145 -0.315 0.753
Cismen 0.303 -0.303 -0.633 0.030 -1.811 0.072
Ciswomen 0.115 0.115 -0.216 0.445 0.683 0.496
Transmen 0.023 0.023 -0.305 0.351 0.137 0.892
Transwomen 0.127 0.127 -0.288 0.540 0.601 0.549
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6 Payoffs (Part 4)
6.1 Regressions

Supplementary Table 18 OLS regression for NEUTRAL.
Dependent variable: Payoff in Part 4.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.156 1.315 -0.267

(1.183) (1.326) (1.177)
Transmen 0.951 2.316 3.377

(1.256) (1.358) (2.170)
Transwomen -1.071 -0.560 1.571

(1.244) (1.278) (2.215)
Age -0.040

(0.047)
Height 0.113 **

(0.041)
Student status 3.479 ***

(1.017)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.402

(0.922)
Religion: Religious -2.336 *

(0.953)
Religion: Not say -3.673 **

(1.247)
Residence: US 1.421

(1.212)
Residence: UK 1.468

(1.176)
Residence: Other -1.269

(1.576)
TCS 1.036

(0.634)
STT -0.099

(0.153)
Const. 5.389 *** -15.595 * 0.895

(0.851) (7.668) (2.853)
N 259 259 259
Adj. R2 -0.003 0.073 -0.002

H0: Sex 0.289 0.056 0.366
H0: Gender 0.215 0.381 0.234

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedas-
ticity robust. In the second last column from the right,
the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who
earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Eu-
rope. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a
cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. H0: Sex
reports the p-values of a joint coefficient test comparing
Male (Cismen and Transwomen) with Female (Ciswomen
and Transmen). H0: Gender reports the p-values of a
joint coefficient test comparing Masculine (Cismen and
Transmen) with Feminine (Ciswomen and Transwomen).
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Supplementary Table 19 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Payoff in Part 4.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.156 0.922 -0.225

(1.183) (1.245) (1.178)
Transmen 0.951 1.785 1.993

(1.256) (1.279) (1.614)
Transwomen -1.071 -0.976 0.193

(1.244) (1.250) (1.643)
Treatment: FEMININE 2.660 2.622 2.632

(1.516) (1.483) (1.525)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.442 0.354 0.435

(1.331) (1.343) (1.328)
FEMININE x Ciswomen -2.293 -2.286 -2.207

(1.925) (1.892) (1.931)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen -1.096 -1.243 -1.003

(1.700) (1.717) (1.692)
FEMININE x Transmen -4.501 * -4.672 * -4.383 *

(1.905) (1.868) (1.909)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.818 -0.744 -0.781

(1.859) (1.850) (1.849)
FEMININE x Transwomen -1.689 -1.536 -1.664

(2.111) (2.116) (2.108)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.075 -0.088 -0.054

(1.813) (1.770) (1.827)
Const. 5.389 *** -8.821 2.454

(0.851) (5.310) (1.658)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 0.003 0.034 0.005

H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.080 0.077 0.085
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.740 0.792 0.743
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.757 0.773 0.719
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.536 0.411 0.589
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.111 0.070 0.129
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.772 0.760 0.788
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.509 0.472 0.514
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.766 0.822 0.762

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that
the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the
treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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7 Risk (Part 5)

7.1 Bar graphs
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Supplementary Figure 4 Investment into the risky lottery in Part 5 by treatments and gender (n = 780). The bars
show the average investment rate, and the error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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Supplementary Figure 5 Investment into the risky lottery in Part 5 by treatments and sex (n = 780). The bars
show the average investment rate, and the error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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7.2 Non-parametric tests

Supplementary Table 20 Investment into the risky lottery across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Risk across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value
Cismen 1.814 2.021 2.208 0.119
Ciswomen 1.690 1.852 1.972 0.446
Transmen 1.673 1.816 1.655 0.660
Transwomen 2.244 1.840 2.227 0.357

Panel B: Risk across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value
NEUTRAL 1.814 1.690 1.673 2.244 0.194
FEMININE 2.021 1.852 1.816 1.840 0.715
MASCULINE 2.208 1.972 1.655 2.227 0.030

Panel C: Risk across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value
Case 1 Cisgender 1.753 Transgender 1.890 0.461
Case 2 Cismen 1.814 Ciswomen 1.690 0.704
Case 3 Transmen 1.673 Transwomen 2.244 0.048
Case 4 Female 1.681 Male 1.977 0.130
Case 5 Feminine 1.902 Masculine 1.743 0.355

Panel D: Risk in NEUTRAL compared to the other treatments
NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value
Cismen 1.814 2.021 0.262 2.208 0.038
Ciswomen 1.690 1.852 0.550 1.972 0.208
Transmen 1.673 1.816 0.479 1.655 0.881
Transwomen 2.244 1.840 0.206 2.227 0.927

Note: The column p-value reports the results of the tests performed column-wise. For
continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups and Kruskal-
Wallis tests for more than two groups.

26/88



7.3 Regressions

Supplementary Table 21 OLS regression for NEUTRAL.
Dependent variable: Risk.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.124 -0.164 -0.109

(0.179) (0.218) (0.177)
Transmen -0.141 -0.221 -0.295

(0.177) (0.212) (0.396)
Transwomen 0.430 0.316 0.216

(0.245) (0.258) (0.412)
Age -0.008

(0.010)
Height -0.001

(0.008)
Student status 0.064

(0.161)
Income: < 20,000 GBP -0.125

(0.162)
Religion: Religious -0.045

(0.160)
Religion: Not say -0.502

(0.414)
Residence: US 0.052

(0.202)
Residence: UK 0.145

(0.194)
Residence: Other 0.618 *

(0.309)
TCS -0.143

(0.105)
STT -0.009

(0.029)
Const. 1.814 *** 2.273 2.463 ***

(0.133) (1.565) (0.499)
N 259 259 259
Adj. R2 0.022 0.018 0.024

H0: Sex 0.020 0.042 0.037
H0: Gender 0.132 0.228 0.183

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedas-
ticity robust. In the second last column from the right,
the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who
earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Eu-
rope. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a
cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. H0: Sex
reports the p-values of a joint coefficient test comparing
Male (Cismen and Transwomen) with Female (Ciswomen
and Transmen). H0: Gender reports the p-values of a
joint coefficient test comparing Masculine (Cismen and
Transmen) with Feminine (Ciswomen and Transwomen).
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Supplementary Table 22 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Risk.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.124 -0.123 -0.124

(0.179) (0.195) (0.179)
Transmen -0.141 -0.154 -0.273

(0.177) (0.189) (0.286)
Transwomen 0.430 0.387 0.325

(0.245) (0.248) (0.324)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.207 0.210 0.218

(0.192) (0.193) (0.192)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.394 * 0.386 * 0.393 *

(0.191) (0.193) (0.191)
FEMININE x Ciswomen -0.045 -0.048 -0.052

(0.263) (0.263) (0.263)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen -0.112 -0.118 -0.106

(0.256) (0.259) (0.255)
FEMININE x Transmen -0.064 -0.074 -0.073

(0.255) (0.257) (0.255)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.412 -0.409 -0.410

(0.252) (0.253) (0.252)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.611 -0.593 -0.585

(0.319) (0.320) (0.322)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.412 -0.380 -0.403

(0.348) (0.350) (0.349)
Const. 1.814 *** 1.605 1.762 ***

(0.133) (0.913) (0.308)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 0.018 0.013 0.017

H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.282 0.278 0.257
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.039 0.046 0.040
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.368 0.370 0.356
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.097 0.125 0.092
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.395 0.426 0.388
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.915 0.889 0.918
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.113 0.132 0.156
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.951 0.984 0.975

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that
the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the
treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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7.4 Cohen’s d

Supplementary Table 23 Cohen’s d analysis: Risk

|Cohen’s d| Cohen’s d CI.95-Lower CI.95-Upper t-statistic p-value
Within NEUTRAL

Female vs. Male 0.268 -0.268 -0.515 -0.020 -2.156 0.032
Feminine vs. Masculine 0.143 0.143 -0.103 0.388 1.150 0.251
Cismen vs. Ciswomen 0.117 0.117 -0.212 0.445 0.698 0.486
Cismen vs. Transmen 0.134 0.134 -0.194 0.461 0.804 0.423
Cismen vs. Transwomen 0.354 -0.354 -0.735 0.030 -1.908 0.059
Ciswomen vs. Transmen 0.017 0.017 -0.310 0.345 0.104 0.917
Ciswomen vs. Transwomen 0.484 -0.484 -0.871 -0.092 -2.596 0.011
Transmen vs. Transwomen 0.504 -0.504 -0.891 -0.111 -2.712 0.008

Between treatments
NEUTRAL vs. FEMININE 0.065 -0.065 -0.236 0.107 -0.740 0.459
Cismen 0.182 -0.182 -0.510 0.148 -1.086 0.279
Ciswomen 0.153 -0.153 -0.484 0.179 -0.909 0.365
Transmen 0.143 -0.143 -0.470 0.185 -0.857 0.393
Transwomen 0.335 0.335 -0.077 0.744 1.626 0.107

NEUTRAL vs. MASCULINE 0.161 -0.161 -0.334 0.012 -1.833 0.067
Cismen 0.348 -0.348 -0.680 -0.014 -2.080 0.039
Ciswomen 0.282 -0.282 -0.614 0.053 -1.673 0.097
Transmen 0.018 0.018 -0.310 0.346 0.107 0.915
Transwomen 0.013 0.013 -0.400 0.426 0.062 0.951
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8 Altruism (Part 6)

8.1 Bar graphs
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Supplementary Figure 6 Donation in Part 6 by treatments and gender (n = 780). The average donations are
indicated by the bars and the error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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Supplementary Figure 7 Donation in Part 6 by treatments and sex (n = 780). The average donations are indicated
by the bars and the error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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8.2 Non-parametric tests

Supplementary Table 24 Donations across treatments and subject groups.

Panel A: Donations across treatments
Treatment

Subject groups NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE p-value
Cismen 2.685 2.265 2.423 0.582
Ciswomen 2.803 3.161 2.864 0.478
Transmen 2.762 2.822 2.792 0.999
Transwomen 2.615 2.556 2.525 0.999

Panel B: Donations across subject groups
Subject groups

Treatment Cismen Ciswomen Transmen Transwomen p-value
NEUTRAL 2.685 2.803 2.762 2.615 0.933
FEMININE 2.265 3.161 2.822 2.556 0.073
MASCULINE 2.423 2.864 2.792 2.525 0.540

Panel C: Donations across groups within NEUTRAL
Group 1 Group 2

Subjects Subjects p-value
Case 1 Cisgender 2.743 Transgender 2.706 0.871
Case 2 Cismen 2.685 Ciswomen 2.803 0.759
Case 3 Transmen 2.762 Transwomen 2.615 0.583
Case 4 Female 2.782 Male 2.658 0.564
Case 5 Feminine 2.731 Masculine 2.723 0.914

Panel D: Donations in NEUTRAL compared to the other treatments
NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE

Subject groups p-value p-value
Cismen 2.685 2.265 0.322 2.423 0.454
Ciswomen 2.803 3.161 0.260 2.864 0.863
Transmen 2.762 2.822 0.982 2.792 0.977
Transwomen 2.615 2.556 0.948 2.525 0.987

Note: The columns p-value report the results of the tests performed column-wise. For
continuous variables, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests for two groups and Kruskal-
Wallis tests for more than two groups.
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8.3 Regressions

Supplementary Table 25 OLS regression for NEUTRAL.
Dependent variable: Donations.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen 0.118 0.188 0.128

(0.335) (0.403) (0.337)
Transmen 0.077 0.239 -0.162

(0.343) (0.387) (0.646)
Transwomen -0.070 0.103 -0.324

(0.378) (0.409) (0.647)
Age 0.040 *

(0.016)
Height 0.002

(0.013)
Student status 0.713 **

(0.274)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.025

(0.279)
Religion: Religious 0.800 **

(0.274)
Religion: Not say 0.701

(0.736)
Residence: US -0.789 *

(0.324)
Residence: UK -0.470

(0.335)
Residence: Other -0.391

(0.538)
TCS -0.091

(0.199)
STT 0.012

(0.046)
Const. 2.685 *** 1.123 3.077 ***

(0.244) (2.413) (0.909)
N 259 259 259
Adj. R2 -0.011 0.044 -0.018

H0: Sex 0.600 0.600 0.580
H0: Gender 0.955 0.920 0.948

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedastic-
ity robust. In the second last column from the right, the
baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns
more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. In
the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman.
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. H0: Sex reports the
p-values of a joint coefficient test comparing Male (Cismen
and Transwomen) with Female (Ciswomen and Transmen).
H0: Gender reports the p-values of a joint coefficient test
comparing Masculine (Cismen and Transmen) with Femi-
nine (Ciswomen and Transwomen).
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Supplementary Table 26 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Donations.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen 0.118 0.175 0.128

(0.335) (0.358) (0.336)
Transmen 0.077 0.208 -0.036

(0.343) (0.351) (0.465)
Transwomen -0.070 -0.004 -0.222

(0.378) (0.386) (0.477)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.420 -0.377 -0.419

(0.338) (0.343) (0.338)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.262 -0.229 -0.261

(0.340) (0.346) (0.340)
FEMININE x Ciswomen 0.778 0.745 0.767

(0.468) (0.471) (0.469)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen 0.323 0.355 0.308

(0.468) (0.470) (0.468)
FEMININE x Transmen 0.480 0.410 0.465

(0.468) (0.458) (0.468)
MASCULINE x Transmen 0.292 0.270 0.287

(0.474) (0.466) (0.474)
FEMININE x Transwomen 0.361 0.444 0.350

(0.530) (0.533) (0.529)
MASCULINE x Transwomen 0.172 0.191 0.166

(0.543) (0.547) (0.545)
Const. 2.685 *** 1.806 3.117 ***

(0.244) (1.435) (0.516)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 -0.000 0.023 -0.002

H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.214 0.272 0.216
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.441 0.509 0.444
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.270 0.256 0.282
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.848 0.693 0.882
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.854 0.914 0.886
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.926 0.895 0.937
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.885 0.870 0.867
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.832 0.930 0.825

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that
the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the
treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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8.4 Cohen’s d

Supplementary Table 27 Cohen’s d analysis: Altruism

|Cohen’s d| Cohen’s d CI.95-Lower CI.95-Upper t-statistic p-value
Within NEUTRAL

Female vs. Male 0.062 0.062 -0.183 0.307 0.502 0.616
Feminine vs. Masculine 0.004 0.004 -0.241 0.249 0.031 0.975
Cismen vs. Ciswomen 0.059 -0.059 -0.387 0.269 -0.355 0.723
Cismen vs. Transmen 0.038 -0.038 -0.364 0.289 -0.226 0.821
Cismen vs. Transwomen 0.035 0.035 -0.340 0.410 0.188 0.851
Ciswomen vs. Transmen 0.021 0.021 -0.307 0.348 0.124 0.902
Ciswomen vs. Transwomen 0.098 0.098 -0.279 0.474 0.526 0.600
Transmen vs. Transwomen 0.074 0.074 -0.302 0.449 0.399 0.691

Between treatments
NEUTRAL vs. FEMININE 0.008 0.008 -0.164 0.180 0.091 0.928
Cismen 0.210 0.210 -0.121 0.538 1.253 0.212
Ciswomen 0.188 -0.188 -0.518 0.145 -1.113 0.267
Transmen 0.031 -0.031 -0.358 0.296 -0.186 0.853
Transwomen 0.030 0.030 -0.375 0.435 0.145 0.885

NEUTRAL vs. MASCULINE 0.033 0.033 -0.140 0.205 0.371 0.711
Cismen 0.130 0.130 -0.199 0.458 0.776 0.439
Ciswomen 0.032 -0.032 -0.363 0.298 -0.193 0.847
Transmen 0.016 -0.016 -0.343 0.312 -0.093 0.926
Transwomen 0.045 0.045 -0.369 0.458 0.214 0.831
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9 Continuous gender measure (BEM)
9.1 Competitiveness

Supplementary Table 28 Probit regression for NEUTRAL. Dependent variable:
Competition. Gender is measured on a continuous scale.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
BEM score: Feminine 0.010 0.014 0.016 0.017 0.016

(0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012)
BEM score: Masculine 0.022 0.019 0.015 0.016 0.015

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013)
Perf. tournament 0.004 -0.064 * -0.057 -0.063 *

(0.024) (0.028) (0.029) (0.029)
Delta perf. 0.121 *** 0.097 * 0.108 ** 0.097 *

(0.034) (0.038) (0.038) (0.039)
Belief tournament -0.500 *** -0.484 *** -0.501 ***

(0.123) (0.126) (0.122)
Risk 0.129 0.131 0.129

(0.077) (0.079) (0.077)
Age 0.023

(0.012)
Height -0.000

(0.009)
Student status -0.114

(0.204)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.464 *

(0.231)
Religion: Religious -0.001

(0.212)
Religion: Not say 0.227

(0.471)
Residence: US 0.094

(0.255)
Residence: UK 0.391

(0.260)
Residence: Other 0.495

(0.380)
TCS -0.012

(0.096)
STT -0.011

(0.022)
Const. -1.677 ** -1.847 ** -0.315 -1.493 -0.224

(0.585) (0.651) (0.803) (1.759) (0.889)
N 259 259 259 259 259
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.018 0.074 0.139 0.175 0.140

Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in
Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta perf. is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament)
and Part 2 (piece-rate). Belief tournament is the participants’ belief of their performance rank
within their group in Part 3, where the value 1 represents the rank with the highest performance.
Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the
right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious person, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Supplementary Table 29 Probit regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Competition.
Gender is measured on a continuous scale.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
BEM score: Feminine 0.010 0.014 0.017 0.013 0.017

(0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
BEM score: Masculine 0.022 0.018 0.014 0.014 0.012

(0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
FEMININE x BEM score: Masculine 0.002 0.003 -0.001 0.000 -0.001

(0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
MASCULINE x BEM score: Masculine 0.001 0.004 0.003 0.007 0.004

(0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
FEMININE x BEM score: Feminine -0.017 -0.018 -0.026 -0.022 -0.027

(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016)
MASCULINE x BEM score: Feminine -0.015 -0.021 -0.029 -0.029 -0.031

(0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.652 0.706 1.148 0.972 1.219

(0.729) (0.750) (0.797) (0.832) (0.820)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.671 0.771 1.166 1.061 1.210

(0.783) (0.810) (0.884) (0.913) (0.895)
Perf. tournament -0.003 -0.067 *** -0.065 *** -0.068 ***

(0.013) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017)
Delta perf. 0.132 *** 0.106 *** 0.112 *** 0.107 ***

(0.019) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)
Belief tournament -0.557 *** -0.552 *** -0.551 ***

(0.071) (0.071) (0.071)
Risk 0.151 *** 0.152 *** 0.153 ***

(0.045) (0.046) (0.045)
Const. -1.677 ** -1.794 ** -0.241 -1.998 -0.521

(0.585) (0.628) (0.719) (1.227) (0.767)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – – – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – – – Yes
N 780 780 780 780 780
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.016 0.085 0.163 0.179 0.166
H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Feminine 0.361 0.338 0.135 0.213 0.115
H0: MASCULINE on BEM score: Feminine 0.381 0.329 0.160 0.206 0.145
H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Masculine 0.347 0.324 0.127 0.203 0.108
H0: MASCULINE on BEM score: Masculine 0.370 0.315 0.149 0.191 0.135
Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta perf.
is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). Belief tournament is the participants’
belief of their performance rank within their group in Part 3, where the value 1 represents the rank with the highest performance.
Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the baseline is a non-
student, non-religious person, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p
< 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example,
“H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Feminine” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (BEM score:
Feminine).
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9.2 Risk

Supplementary Table 30 OLS regression for NEUTRAL.
Dependent variable: Risk. Gender is measured on a

continuous scale.

(1) (2) (3)
BEM score: Feminine -0.009 -0.008 -0.009

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
BEM score: Masculine 0.006 0.006 0.010

(0.009) (0.010) (0.009)
Age -0.008

(0.009)
Height 0.005

(0.007)
Student status 0.045

(0.160)
Income: < 20,000 GBP -0.091

(0.161)
Religion: Religious -0.067

(0.167)
Religion: Not say -0.518

(0.419)
Residence: US 0.091

(0.204)
Residence: UK 0.167

(0.190)
Residence: Other 0.769 *

(0.302)
TCS -0.173 *

(0.078)
STT -0.019

(0.018)
Const. 2.011 *** 1.262 2.577 ***

(0.440) (1.339) (0.568)
N 259 259 259
Adj. R2 -0.002 0.004 0.012
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedastic-
ity robust. In the second last column from the right, the
baseline is a non-student, non-religious person, who earns
more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. ***
p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.

37/88



Supplementary Table 31 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Risk. Gender is
measured on a continuous scale.

(1) (2) (3)
BEM score: Feminine -0.009 -0.009 -0.010

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
BEM score: Masculine 0.006 0.005 0.005

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
FEMININE x BEM score: Masculine -0.000 -0.000 -0.001

(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
MASCULINE x BEM score: Masculine -0.001 -0.000 -0.001

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
FEMININE x BEM score: Feminine 0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
MASCULINE x BEM score: Feminine 0.017 0.016 0.017

(0.012) (0.012) (0.013)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.045 0.044 0.061

(0.596) (0.600) (0.602)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.489 -0.503 -0.485

(0.635) (0.640) (0.637)
Const. 2.011 *** 0.739 1.953 ***

(0.440) (0.861) (0.482)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 -0.001 -0.001 -0.003
H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Feminine 0.938 0.939 0.917
H0: MASCULINE on BEM score: Feminine 0.452 0.441 0.457
H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Masculine 0.940 0.941 0.919
H0: MASCULINE on BEM score: Masculine 0.435 0.426 0.440
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious person, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the
p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE
on BEM score: Feminine” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (BEM
score: Feminine).

38/88



9.3 Altruism

Supplementary Table 32 OLS regression for
NEUTRAL. Dependent variable: Donations.
Gender is measured on a continuous scale.

(1) (2) (3)
BEM score: Feminine 0.023 0.018 0.023

(0.015) (0.015) (0.016)
BEM score: Masculine 0.002 -0.014 0.003

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
Age 0.040 *

(0.017)
Height -0.002

(0.010)
Student status 0.710 *

(0.278)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.051

(0.275)
Religion: Religious 0.797 **

(0.279)
Religion: Not say 0.608

(0.722)
Residence: US -0.831 **

(0.309)
Residence: UK -0.480

(0.330)
Residence: Other -0.401

(0.499)
TCS -0.031

(0.133)
STT -0.002

(0.031)
Const. 1.713 * 1.573 1.808

(0.774) (1.963) (0.919)
N 259 259 259
Adj. R2 0.001 0.054 -0.007
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedas-
ticity robust. In the second last column from the right,
the baseline is a non-student, non-religious person, who
earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Eu-
rope. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Supplementary Table 33 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Donations.
Gender is measured on a continuous scale.

(1) (2) (3)
BEM score: Feminine 0.023 0.022 0.023

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
BEM score: Masculine 0.002 -0.006 0.004

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
FEMININE x BEM score: Masculine -0.003 0.003 -0.002

(0.023) (0.023) (0.023)
MASCULINE x BEM score: Masculine 0.002 0.002 0.001

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
FEMININE x BEM score: Feminine 0.013 0.009 0.015

(0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
MASCULINE x BEM score: Feminine 0.019 0.018 0.021

(0.021) (0.020) (0.021)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.484 -0.446 -0.603

(1.012) (1.007) (1.012)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.927 -0.841 -0.976

(1.067) (1.052) (1.076)
Const. 1.713 * 2.827 * 2.100 *

(0.774) (1.351) (0.821)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 0.013 0.034 0.014
H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Feminine 0.638 0.660 0.556
H0: MASCULINE on BEM score: Feminine 0.389 0.428 0.368
H0: FEMININE on BEM score: Masculine 0.627 0.656 0.545
H0: MASCULINE on BEM score: Masculine 0.381 0.420 0.359
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious person, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report
the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMI-
NINE on BEM score: Feminine” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group
(BEM score: Feminine).
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10 Controlling for the strength of the primining intervention
10.1 Competitiveness

Supplementary Table 34 Probit regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Competition.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Ciswomen -0.080 0.015 0.177 0.305 0.167

(0.190) (0.201) (0.221) (0.237) (0.222)
Transmen -0.094 -0.021 0.126 0.170 0.616 *

(0.188) (0.197) (0.201) (0.229) (0.313)
Transwomen -0.140 -0.051 -0.021 -0.020 0.509

(0.216) (0.224) (0.233) (0.243) (0.324)
Rem. feminine words 0.028 0.009 0.009 0.018 0.006

(0.039) (0.038) (0.037) (0.039) (0.038)
Rem. masculine words 0.042 0.054 0.047 0.070 0.048

(0.044) (0.045) (0.046) (0.048) (0.046)
Rem. feminine words x Ciswomen -0.058 -0.038 -0.042 -0.055 -0.040

(0.053) (0.054) (0.057) (0.058) (0.057)
Rem. masculine words x Ciswomen -0.063 -0.088 -0.087 -0.108 -0.086

(0.061) (0.062) (0.063) (0.064) (0.062)
Rem. feminine words x Transmen -0.063 -0.043 -0.036 -0.039 -0.024

(0.053) (0.052) (0.052) (0.053) (0.052)
Rem. masculine words x Transmen -0.085 -0.106 -0.082 -0.095 -0.072

(0.058) (0.058) (0.061) (0.065) (0.061)
Rem. feminine words x Transwomen 0.021 0.038 0.056 0.041 0.056

(0.060) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059)
Rem. masculine words x Transwomen -0.068 -0.092 -0.091 -0.109 -0.091

(0.068) (0.069) (0.074) (0.075) (0.072)
Const. -0.394 ** -0.463 * 0.954 ** -1.462 0.014

(0.131) (0.183) (0.293) (1.248) (0.468)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – – – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – – – Yes
N 780 780 780 780 780
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.013 0.081 0.160 0.176 0.167
H0: Rem. feminine words on Cismen 0.472 0.819 0.830 0.663 0.880
H0: Rem. masculine words on Cismen 0.337 0.242 0.317 0.145 0.312
H0: Rem. feminine words on Ciswomen 0.415 0.446 0.402 0.364 0.395
H0: Rem. masculine words on Ciswomen 0.600 0.402 0.352 0.388 0.373
H0: Rem. feminine words on Transmen 0.322 0.349 0.476 0.588 0.638
H0: Rem. masculine words on Transmen 0.273 0.198 0.415 0.571 0.587
H0: Rem. feminine words on Transwomen 0.279 0.315 0.177 0.223 0.203
H0: Rem. masculine words on Transwomen 0.613 0.462 0.420 0.469 0.429
Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and 0 otherwise.
Delta perf. is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). In the second last
column from the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in
continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example,
“H0: Rem. feminine words on Ciswomen” tests the effect of Rem. feminine words on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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10.2 Risk

Supplementary Table 35 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Risk.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.063 -0.052 -0.065

(0.155) (0.170) (0.156)
Transmen -0.163 -0.164 -0.309

(0.147) (0.161) (0.265)
Transwomen 0.270 0.235 0.162

(0.205) (0.205) (0.290)
Rem. feminine words 0.058 0.062 0.060

(0.037) (0.037) (0.037)
Rem. masculine words 0.101 * 0.103 * 0.100 *

(0.041) (0.041) (0.041)
Rem. feminine words x Ciswomen -0.031 -0.036 -0.031

(0.046) (0.046) (0.046)
Rem. masculine words x Ciswomen -0.064 -0.070 -0.062

(0.052) (0.052) (0.052)
Rem. feminine words x Transmen -0.019 -0.026 -0.022

(0.046) (0.046) (0.046)
Rem. masculine words x Transmen -0.092 -0.099 * -0.092

(0.049) (0.049) (0.049)
Rem. feminine words x Transwomen -0.082 -0.084 -0.079

(0.056) (0.056) (0.056)
Rem. masculine words x Transwomen -0.056 -0.054 -0.057

(0.061) (0.062) (0.061)
Const. 1.798 *** 1.552 1.752 ***

(0.110) (0.906) (0.300)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 0.019 0.015 0.019
H0: Rem. feminine words on Cismen 0.114 0.092 0.104
H0: Rem. masculine words on Cismen 0.014 0.012 0.014
H0: Rem. feminine words on Ciswomen 0.334 0.362 0.314
H0: Rem. masculine words on Ciswomen 0.259 0.319 0.244
H0: Rem. feminine words on Transmen 0.158 0.196 0.166
H0: Rem. masculine words on Transmen 0.755 0.867 0.766
H0: Rem. feminine words on Transwomen 0.558 0.587 0.640
H0: Rem. masculine words on Transwomen 0.330 0.285 0.353
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the
right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives
in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001; **
p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the
coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: Rem. feminine words on Ciswomen” tests the effect of
Rem. feminine words on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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10.3 Altruism

Supplementary Table 36 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Donations.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen 0.007 0.025 0.012

(0.285) (0.303) (0.285)
Transmen 0.122 0.230 -0.014

(0.284) (0.298) (0.420)
Transwomen -0.225 -0.164 -0.403

(0.324) (0.324) (0.438)
Rem. feminine words -0.112 -0.115 -0.113

(0.062) (0.065) (0.062)
Rem. masculine words -0.054 -0.063 -0.055

(0.071) (0.073) (0.071)
Rem. feminine words x Ciswomen 0.212 ** 0.218 ** 0.211 **

(0.080) (0.082) (0.080)
Rem. masculine words x Ciswomen 0.100 0.123 0.098

(0.090) (0.092) (0.090)
Rem. feminine words x Transmen 0.117 0.113 0.115

(0.080) (0.081) (0.081)
Rem. masculine words x Transmen 0.032 0.041 0.030

(0.090) (0.090) (0.090)
Rem. feminine words x Transwomen 0.141 0.164 0.139

(0.096) (0.097) (0.096)
Rem. masculine words x Transwomen 0.084 0.093 0.085

(0.102) (0.102) (0.103)
Const. 2.695 *** 1.848 3.150 ***

(0.202) (1.396) (0.506)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 780 780 780
Adj. R2 0.005 0.030 0.004
H0: Rem. feminine words on Cismen 0.072 0.076 0.071
H0: Rem. masculine words on Cismen 0.450 0.390 0.441
H0: Rem. feminine words on Ciswomen 0.049 0.041 0.051
H0: Rem. masculine words on Ciswomen 0.412 0.279 0.433
H0: Rem. feminine words on Transmen 0.921 0.975 0.971
H0: Rem. masculine words on Transmen 0.697 0.684 0.659
H0: Rem. feminine words on Transwomen 0.693 0.492 0.717
H0: Rem. masculine words on Transwomen 0.685 0.673 0.681
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the
right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives
in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001; **
p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the
coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: Rem. feminine words on Ciswomen” tests the effect of
Rem. feminine words on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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11 Participants remembered at least 4 words
11.1 Competitiveness

Supplementary Table 37 Probit regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Competition. The
participants remembered at least 4 words in Part 1.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Ciswomen 0.047 0.066 0.197 0.357 0.158

(0.317) (0.330) (0.344) (0.363) (0.346)
Transmen 0.065 0.117 0.220 0.286 0.554

(0.318) (0.329) (0.320) (0.378) (0.435)
Transwomen 0.122 0.223 0.208 0.264 0.650

(0.377) (0.392) (0.416) (0.413) (0.516)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.361 0.189 0.158 0.212 0.136

(0.306) (0.309) (0.302) (0.326) (0.305)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.331 0.351 0.272 0.434 0.247

(0.312) (0.325) (0.325) (0.349) (0.327)
FEMININE x Ciswomen -0.378 -0.139 -0.094 -0.112 -0.055

(0.404) (0.421) (0.446) (0.465) (0.448)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen -0.413 -0.455 -0.383 -0.471 -0.327

(0.412) (0.432) (0.449) (0.459) (0.450)
FEMININE x Transmen -0.558 -0.375 -0.284 -0.314 -0.222

(0.405) (0.415) (0.409) (0.431) (0.409)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.592 -0.660 -0.469 -0.496 -0.406

(0.414) (0.428) (0.434) (0.461) (0.441)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.128 -0.021 0.139 0.053 0.132

(0.466) (0.476) (0.494) (0.492) (0.507)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.533 -0.707 -0.651 -0.779 -0.638

(0.479) (0.499) (0.521) (0.534) (0.533)
Perf. tournament 0.006 -0.056 ** -0.059 ** -0.061 **

(0.017) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)
Delta perf. 0.147 *** 0.114 *** 0.129 *** 0.118 ***

(0.024) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)
Belief tournament -0.602 *** -0.612 *** -0.604 ***

(0.088) (0.091) (0.089)
Risk 0.165 ** 0.166 ** 0.164 **

(0.054) (0.055) (0.054)
Const. -0.595 * -0.759 * 0.790 -2.259 -0.228

(0.251) (0.305) (0.439) (1.839) (0.594)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – – – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – – – Yes
N 546 546 546 546 546
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.017 0.104 0.189 0.231 0.200
H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.232 0.546 0.631 0.530 0.682
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.283 0.274 0.419 0.215 0.463
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.947 0.853 0.822 0.732 0.778
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.758 0.710 0.704 0.902 0.786
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.452 0.496 0.661 0.731 0.766
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.332 0.275 0.513 0.841 0.604
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.502 0.640 0.430 0.480 0.481
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.574 0.336 0.327 0.373 0.317
Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta
perf. is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). Standard errors in parentheses are
heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who
earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p
< 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum
equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group
(Ciswomen).
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11.2 Risk

Supplementary Table 38 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Risk. The
participants remembered at least 4 words in Part 1.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.148 -0.142 -0.154

(0.284) (0.297) (0.285)
Transmen -0.192 -0.217 -0.430

(0.293) (0.306) (0.414)
Transwomen 0.083 0.069 -0.107

(0.333) (0.338) (0.411)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.228 0.260 0.247

(0.294) (0.291) (0.294)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.525 0.577 0.517

(0.299) (0.300) (0.299)
FEMININE x Ciswomen -0.094 -0.120 -0.096

(0.361) (0.358) (0.362)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen -0.364 -0.417 -0.340

(0.362) (0.361) (0.363)
FEMININE x Transmen -0.081 -0.116 -0.093

(0.364) (0.362) (0.365)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.469 -0.535 -0.459

(0.369) (0.370) (0.370)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.289 -0.349 -0.262

(0.415) (0.418) (0.411)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.229 -0.236 -0.216

(0.436) (0.440) (0.433)
Const. 1.883 *** 1.775 1.844 ***

(0.240) (1.280) (0.416)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 546 546 546
Adj. R2 0.014 0.008 0.015
H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.437 0.373 0.402
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.080 0.055 0.084
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.524 0.514 0.475
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.432 0.452 0.390
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.494 0.512 0.481
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.798 0.854 0.790
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.836 0.764 0.956
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.353 0.291 0.338
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that
the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the
treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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11.3 Altruism

Supplementary Table 39 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Donations. The
participants remembered at least 4 words in Part 1.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen 0.327 0.389 0.342

(0.469) (0.500) (0.472)
Transmen 0.487 0.579 0.099

(0.497) (0.526) (0.651)
Transwomen -0.243 -0.116 -0.670

(0.541) (0.555) (0.669)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.349 -0.360 -0.335

(0.477) (0.490) (0.478)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.079 -0.135 -0.082

(0.484) (0.499) (0.484)
FEMININE x Ciswomen 0.745 0.769 0.726

(0.604) (0.609) (0.605)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen 0.093 0.204 0.080

(0.612) (0.618) (0.613)
FEMININE x Transmen 0.178 0.189 0.141

(0.619) (0.618) (0.619)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.253 -0.149 -0.256

(0.632) (0.639) (0.632)
FEMININE x Transwomen 0.591 0.669 0.603

(0.704) (0.716) (0.705)
MASCULINE x Transwomen 0.204 0.199 0.218

(0.701) (0.718) (0.704)
Const. 2.528 *** 1.844 3.301 ***

(0.384) (1.901) (0.675)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 546 546 546
Adj. R2 0.004 0.015 0.004
H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.465 0.462 0.485
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.870 0.786 0.866
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.286 0.266 0.293
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.971 0.853 0.996
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.665 0.652 0.625
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.415 0.475 0.407
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.640 0.556 0.606
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.805 0.902 0.790
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that
the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the
treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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12 Participants remembered less than 4 words
12.1 Competitiveness

Supplementary Table 40 Probit regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Competition.
The participants remembered less than 4 words in Part 1.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Ciswomen 0.176 0.327 0.481 0.450 0.444

(0.340) (0.352) (0.417) (0.453) (0.408)
Transmen -0.254 -0.235 -0.094 -0.184 0.671

(0.348) (0.362) (0.401) (0.421) (0.594)
Transwomen -0.021 0.047 -0.051 -0.307 0.653

(0.351) (0.362) (0.363) (0.384) (0.572)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.075 0.122 -0.034 -0.241 -0.076

(0.380) (0.425) (0.440) (0.475) (0.451)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.616 0.746 * 0.729 * 0.870 * 0.705 *

(0.338) (0.335) (0.348) (0.400) (0.351)
FEMININE x Ciswomen -0.590 -0.771 -0.844 -0.699 -0.721

(0.606) (0.655) (0.740) (0.800) (0.745)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen -0.882 -1.096 * -1.124 -1.140 -1.050

(0.545) (0.551) (0.606) (0.687) (0.612)
FEMININE x Transmen 0.421 0.431 0.554 0.639 0.631

(0.603) (0.681) (0.672) (0.708) (0.689)
MASCULINE x Transmen 0.006 -0.116 -0.029 0.177 -0.002

(0.552) (0.543) (0.543) (0.616) (0.561)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.338 -0.200 0.095 0.643 -0.206

(0.617) (0.641) (0.630) (0.637) (0.647)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.668 -0.857 -0.583 -0.741 -0.598

(0.616) (0.618) (0.616) (0.636) (0.628)
Perf. tournament -0.038 -0.097 *** -0.109 *** -0.088 **

(0.024) (0.029) (0.033) (0.030)
Delta perf. 0.118 ** 0.105 ** 0.107 ** 0.104 **

(0.036) (0.038) (0.041) (0.039)
Belief tournament -0.493 *** -0.531 *** -0.467 ***

(0.129) (0.148) (0.132)
Risk 0.172 0.179 0.169

(0.092) (0.099) (0.093)
Const. -0.452 * -0.273 0.975 0.666 0.490

(0.204) (0.291) (0.509) (2.158) (0.944)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – – – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – – – Yes
N 234 234 234 234 234
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.032 0.076 0.147 0.214 0.160
H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.840 0.750 0.931 0.551 0.849
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.061 0.029 0.036 0.024 0.043
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.262 0.167 0.080 0.073 0.114
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.523 0.409 0.375 0.563 0.440
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.278 0.232 0.273 0.432 0.252
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.143 0.144 0.115 0.032 0.118
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.579 0.873 0.910 0.483 0.627
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.918 0.829 0.787 0.822 0.844
Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta
perf. is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). Belief tournament is the partici-
pants’ belief of their performance rank within their group in Part 3, where the value 1 represents the rank with the highest
performance. Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the
baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. In the last
column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the
p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the
effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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12.2 Risk

Supplementary Table 41 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Risk. The
participants remembered less than 4 words in Part 1.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.170 -0.141 -0.188

(0.247) (0.268) (0.252)
Transmen -0.128 -0.107 0.161

(0.196) (0.216) (0.435)
Transwomen 0.755 * 0.651 1.044 *

(0.370) (0.392) (0.510)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.032 -0.053 -0.054

(0.262) (0.283) (0.265)
Treatment: MASCULINE 0.026 0.036 0.014

(0.236) (0.249) (0.234)
FEMININE x Ciswomen 0.220 0.258 0.275

(0.472) (0.482) (0.479)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen 0.588 0.471 0.621

(0.395) (0.409) (0.397)
FEMININE x Transmen 0.101 0.167 0.117

(0.406) (0.429) (0.411)
MASCULINE x Transmen -0.349 -0.461 -0.345

(0.322) (0.340) (0.324)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.837 -0.734 -0.909

(0.507) (0.536) (0.499)
MASCULINE x Transwomen -0.449 -0.337 -0.462

(0.676) (0.662) (0.671)
Const. 1.768 *** 2.141 1.537 **

(0.157) (1.294) (0.542)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 234 234 234
Adj. R2 0.032 0.029 0.027
H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.902 0.851 0.840
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.913 0.886 0.951
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.633 0.597 0.580
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.054 0.121 0.049
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.826 0.730 0.843
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.142 0.072 0.145
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.047 0.081 0.024
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.505 0.624 0.478

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the
baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. In the
last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0
report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on
Ciswomen” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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12.3 Altruism

Supplementary Table 42 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Donations. The
participants remembered less than 4 words in Part 1.

(1) (2) (3)
Ciswomen -0.095 0.081 -0.126

(0.547) (0.625) (0.554)
Transmen -0.505 -0.169 -0.034

(0.479) (0.482) (0.695)
Transwomen 0.155 0.193 0.628

(0.539) (0.557) (0.705)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.252 -0.076 -0.287

(0.500) (0.545) (0.506)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.421 0.009 -0.440

(0.519) (0.559) (0.520)
FEMININE x Ciswomen 0.360 0.231 0.449

(0.849) (0.879) (0.867)
MASCULINE x Ciswomen 0.578 0.133 0.632

(0.818) (0.873) (0.820)
FEMININE x Transmen 0.675 0.462 0.700

(0.810) (0.797) (0.807)
MASCULINE x Transmen 1.335 0.723 1.342

(0.775) (0.765) (0.775)
FEMININE x Transwomen -0.055 -0.093 -0.171

(0.828) (0.857) (0.816)
MASCULINE x Transwomen 0.416 0.291 0.394

(1.016) (0.969) (1.014)
Const. 2.791 *** 0.629 2.396 **

(0.322) (2.381) (0.915)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 234 234 234
Adj. R2 -0.033 0.006 -0.039
H0: FEMININE on Cismen 0.614 0.889 0.571
H0: MASCULINE on Cismen 0.418 0.987 0.399
H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen 0.875 0.825 0.817
H0: MASCULINE on Ciswomen 0.804 0.831 0.762
H0: FEMININE on Transmen 0.508 0.514 0.515
H0: MASCULINE on Transmen 0.114 0.184 0.118
H0: FEMININE on Transwomen 0.642 0.796 0.480
H0: MASCULINE on Transwomen 0.995 0.710 0.959
Note: Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from
the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious cisman, who earns more than 20K GBP, and
lives in continental Europe. In the last column from the right, the baseline is a cisman. *** p < 0.001;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that
the coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on Ciswomen” tests the effect of the
treatment (FEMININE) on the subject group (Ciswomen).
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13 Gender congruent upbringing
13.1 Competitiveness

Supplementary Table 43 Probit regression for NEUTRAL. Dependent variable: Competition. Only
transgender participants are considered.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Gender congruent upbringing 0.054 0.004 -0.118 -0.279 -0.187

(0.295) (0.301) (0.353) (0.427) (0.375)
Perf. tournament 0.017 -0.103 -0.095 -0.100

(0.039) (0.056) (0.062) (0.058)
Delta perf. 0.101 0.060 0.033 0.056

(0.056) (0.066) (0.080) (0.068)
Belief tournament -0.819 *** -0.958 *** -0.793 ***

(0.220) (0.272) (0.228)
Risk 0.252 * 0.298 * 0.269 *

(0.111) (0.127) (0.108)
Age 0.022

(0.018)
Height -0.001

(0.012)
Student status -0.292

(0.356)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.230

(0.422)
Religion: Religious 0.327

(0.361)
Religion: Not say 6.768 ***

(0.499)
Residence: US 0.027

(0.501)
Residence: UK 0.104

(0.450)
Residence: Other 0.226

(0.519)
TCS 0.168

(0.200)
STT -0.028

(0.042)
Const. -0.557 *** -0.735 * 1.713 1.172 1.385

(0.141) (0.349) (0.938) (2.643) (1.063)
N 116 116 116 116 116
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.000 0.048 0.196 0.306 0.202

Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and
0 otherwise. Delta perf. is the difference in performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-
rate). Belief tournament is the participants’ belief of their performance rank within their group in Part
3, where the value 1 represents the rank with the highest performance. Gender congruent upbringing
is a binary variable equal to 1 if the way the participant’s parents treated the participant matches
the reported gender of the participant or the parents treated their child neutrally. Standard errors in
parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last column from the right, the baseline is a
non-student, non-religious person, who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. ***
p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Supplementary Table 44 Probit regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Competition.
Only transgender participants are considered.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Gender congruent upbringing 0.054 0.005 -0.108 -0.120 -0.279

(0.295) (0.318) (0.344) (0.381) (0.358)
Treatment: FEMININE 0.035 0.056 0.182 0.204 0.143

(0.197) (0.209) (0.217) (0.217) (0.221)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.099 -0.161 -0.083 -0.081 -0.056

(0.207) (0.212) (0.233) (0.248) (0.237)
FEMININE x Gender congruent upbringing -0.028 0.021 -0.102 -0.087 0.056

(0.408) (0.431) (0.471) (0.505) (0.482)
MASCULINE x Gender congruent upbringing 0.035 0.075 0.155 0.192 0.161

(0.402) (0.421) (0.450) (0.490) (0.468)
Perf. tournament -0.022 -0.114 *** -0.117 *** -0.111 ***

(0.022) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030)
Delta perf. 0.162 *** 0.132 *** 0.141 *** 0.135 ***

(0.032) (0.036) (0.038) (0.035)
Belief tournament -0.727 *** -0.730 *** -0.705 ***

(0.112) (0.120) (0.114)
Risk 0.196 ** 0.222 ** 0.194 **

(0.065) (0.069) (0.065)
Const. -0.557 *** -0.430 1.669 *** -0.365 1.139 *

(0.141) (0.229) (0.482) (1.433) (0.549)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – – – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – – – Yes
N 355 355 355 355 355
Pseudo R2 (McFadden) 0.001 0.079 0.198 0.233 0.209
H0: FEMININE on GCU 0.983 0.833 0.840 0.778 0.624
H0: MASCULINE on GCU 0.852 0.809 0.852 0.781 0.791

Note: Competition is a binary variable equal to 1 if the participant enters the tournament in Part 4 and 0 otherwise. Delta perf. is the difference in
performance between Part 3 (tournament) and Part 2 (piece-rate). Belief tournament is the participants’ belief of their performance rank within their
group in Part 3, where the value 1 represents the rank with the highest performance. Gender congruent upbringing is a binary variable equal to 1 if
the way the participant’s parents treated the participant matches the reported gender of the participant or the parents treated their child neutrally.
Standard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the coefficients’
sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on GCU” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the group of participants that were brought up
gender congruently (Gender congruent upbringing=1).
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13.2 Risk

Supplementary Table 45 OLS regression for NEUTRAL. Dependent variable: Risk. Only
transgender participants are considered.

(1) (2) (3)
Gender congruent upbringing -0.529 * -0.485 * -0.445

(0.236) (0.236) (0.285)
Age -0.006

(0.016)
Height 0.000

(0.014)
Student status 0.121

(0.260)
Income: < 20,000 GBP -0.008

(0.266)
Religion: Religious 0.244

(0.228)
Religion: Not say -0.597

(0.559)
Residence: US -0.091

(0.341)
Residence: UK 0.026

(0.312)
Residence: Other 0.845 *

(0.425)
TCS -0.066

(0.150)
STT -0.019

(0.037)
Const. 2.008 *** 1.894 2.343 ***

(0.126) (2.359) (0.415)
N 116 116 116
Adj. R2 0.027 0.032 0.019

Note: Gender congruent upbringing is a binary variable equal to 1 if the
way the participant’s parents treated the participant matches the reported
gender of the participant or the parents treated their child neutrally. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last
column from the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious person,
who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. *** p <
0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Supplementary Table 46 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Risk. Only
transgender participants are considered.

(1) (2) (3)
Gender congruent upbringing -0.529 * -0.535 * -0.588 *

(0.236) (0.236) (0.255)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.229 -0.201 -0.239

(0.166) (0.163) (0.169)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.144 -0.116 -0.138

(0.184) (0.184) (0.184)
FEMININE x Gender congruent upbringing 0.726 * 0.737 * 0.773 *

(0.323) (0.321) (0.335)
MASCULINE x Gender congruent upbringing 0.583 0.556 0.582

(0.333) (0.334) (0.335)
Const. 2.008 *** 0.453 1.825 ***

(0.126) (1.201) (0.238)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 355 355 355
Adj. R2 0.001 0.014 -0.001
H0: FEMININE on GCU 0.074 0.055 0.063
H0: MASCULINE on GCU 0.116 0.115 0.115

Note: Gender congruent upbringing is a binary variable equal to 1 if the way the participant’s parents treated the
participant matches the reported gender of the participant or the parents treated their child neutrally. Standard errors in
parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the
coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on GCU” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the
group of participants that were brought up gender congruently (Gender congruent upbringing=1).
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13.3 Altruism

Supplementary Table 47 OLS regression for NEUTRAL. Dependent variable: Donations. Only
transgender participants are considered.

(1) (2) (3)
Gender congruent upbringing 0.141 0.019 0.248

(0.428) (0.423) (0.486)
Age 0.056 *

(0.024)
Height -0.012

(0.016)
Student status 0.917 *

(0.392)
Income: < 20,000 GBP 0.540

(0.419)
Religion: Religious 1.100 **

(0.362)
Religion: Not say 1.344

(1.498)
Residence: US -0.735

(0.538)
Residence: UK -0.335

(0.553)
Residence: Other -0.303

(0.663)
TCS -0.174

(0.259)
STT 0.013

(0.054)
Const. 2.675 *** 2.480 3.013 ***

(0.214) (2.900) (0.668)
N 116 116 116
Adj. R2 -0.008 0.087 -0.021

Note: Gender congruent upbringing is a binary variable equal to 1 if the
way the participant’s parents treated the participant matches the reported
gender of the participant or the parents treated their child neutrally. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. In the second last
column from the right, the baseline is a non-student, non-religious person,
who earns more than 20K GBP, and lives in continental Europe. *** p <
0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Supplementary Table 48 OLS regression for all treatments. Dependent variable: Donations. Only
transgender participants are considered.

(1) (2) (3)
Gender congruent upbringing 0.141 0.069 0.229

(0.428) (0.410) (0.449)
Treatment: FEMININE -0.046 -0.004 -0.074

(0.293) (0.284) (0.293)
Treatment: MASCULINE -0.337 -0.343 -0.355

(0.304) (0.301) (0.305)
FEMININE x Gender congruent upbringing 0.213 0.203 0.197

(0.587) (0.551) (0.598)
MASCULINE x Gender congruent upbringing 1.029 1.158 * 1.038

(0.568) (0.547) (0.568)
Const. 2.675 *** 2.464 3.038 ***

(0.214) (1.690) (0.395)
Controls (Age, Height, Student status, Income, Religion, Residence) – Yes –
Controls (TCS, STT) – – Yes
N 355 355 355
Adj. R2 0.013 0.076 0.012
H0: FEMININE on GCU 0.742 0.677 0.812
H0: MASCULINE on GCU 0.150 0.076 0.155

Note: Gender congruent upbringing is a binary variable equal to 1 if the way the participant’s parents treated the
participant matches the reported gender of the participant or the parents treated their child neutrally. Standard errors in
parentheses are heteroskedasticity robust. Rows starting with H0 report the p-values of a joint coefficient test that the
coefficients’ sum equals 0. For example, “H0: FEMININE on GCU” tests the effect of the treatment (FEMININE) on the
group of participants that were brought up gender congruently (Gender congruent upbringing=1).
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14 Detailed literature summary
14.1 Competitiveness

Differences in competitiveness have become an essential explanation for labor market outcomes like variations in
wages2, and different demands in wage negotiations3. Pinning down the causes and consequences of the willingness
to compete is important as it correlates with several relevant choices and characteristics for education and labor
market outcomes4. For example, subjects who are more competitive have been found to be more likely to choose
competitive educational programs1,5–7, to have a higher income8–10 and to become entrepreneurs11. But what role
does one of the main human characteristics - being a man or a woman - play for competitiveness?

During the last decades, an impressive amount of scientific evidence showed that women are generally less
competitive than men12–18. This gender gap in competitiveness (henceforth GGC) is robust when using different
scientific methods. Studies report that men are more likely to compete when using classical lab18, lab-in-the-field19,
field20, and online experiments1. The findings also replicate when using subjects from different age groups like
children16, students18, and non-students21.

Recently some evidence has been collected on the lack of a GGC in certain circumstances. For example, for
the matriarchy of Masai in Kenya, adult women are reported to be even more competitive than men19. Similarly,
children living in the Khasi matrilineal society in northeast India are equally competitive21. Without the need to
go afar, it has been shown that the type of school children attend influences competitiveness with female students
from girl’s schools being as competitive as boys22. Moreover, for children from families with lower socioeconomic
backgrounds, no GGC is reported15. Also, cultural differences play a role in competitiveness, as shown by23. They
found that children are equally competitive in Columbia, but boys in Sweden are more competitive than girls. These
mentioned studies suggest that women’s lower willingness to compete is not something that they are born with,
but rather a behavioral preference that can be influenced by different factors and can thus be addressed to nurture
rather than nature.

Support for this perspective is provided by research showing that the GGC can be closed or reversed when
using interventions, which do not influence participants’ biological makeup. For example, some studies change the
institutional environment to resemble different affirmative action policies and obtain gender balance in competitive
environments18,24–26. Others use the easy-to-implement intervention of priming (27 and28) which encourages
women to enter competitions more often. Moreover, giving feedback about relative performance29 and the earnings
implications related to competition avoidance30 successfully increases women’s entry rates, as well as when more
experienced people advise strong-performing women to compete31. Besides, when the price of the competition
benefits not the participants themselves, but their offspring, again no GGC has been observed32.

However, it is also plausible that biological factors like genes and hormones may lead to different decisions of
women and men and are also a primary driver of behavior. Thus, a new and still developing field of research focuses
on competitiveness from a more elementary perspective by taking hormones into account. Up to now, there is only
one study by33, which causally analyses the effect of estrogen and progestin (by administrating oral contraceptives)
on competitiveness. The authors find no impact of the two hormones on the willingness to compete. All other
studies use self-reported hormonal measures by asking female participants about their menstrual cycle day and
taking hormonal contraceptives to infer their hormonal level. Using self-reports is noisy (for a detailed discussion
why this is the case see,34) and leads to mixed findings whether hormones play a role for competitiveness or not8,35.

The existing evidence already provides results on what factors correlate with competitive behavior and how
differences in competitiveness between men and women can be closed. However, this paper will be the first to test
the robustness of the GGC when priming subjects with a specific gender identity. Moreover, we contribute to the
literature by investigating the willingness to compete of transgender subjects. To the best of our knowledge, no
economic experiments have been done using transgender participants. According to our review of the literature,
considering the behavior of LGBTQ+ individuals is extremely rare in experimental economics. We only found one
paper on homosexuality and competitiveness by8. These aspects point out our study’s potential to expand the
knowledge in the domain of competitive behavior.

14.2 Risk
Risk-taking is considered a fundamental determinant of individual behavior in different domains like health36,37,

stock market participation38, saving decisions39, occupational and self-employment choices40, personal and household
finance41,42, education43 and environmental decision making44. One strand of the literature in Behavioral Economics
reports seemingly strong evidence for women preferring to take less risk compared to men45. This difference in
risk-taking is robust when using different experimental methods to measure risk, such as lotteries46, investment
games47 or card games48. It is also reported for subjects varying from children23, to students49, to non-students50.
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Moreover, the difference is not influenced by conducting the experiment in the lab or in other environments like on
online platforms50.

Another strand of the literature does not support that risk-taking differs by gender. Those papers mainly
concentrate on different underlying methodologies than those used by the studies mentioned above. First, they claim
that it is important to clearly distinguish between differences on the individual level (categorical differences between
men and women) and patterns that appear only at the aggregate level (such as, e.g., statistically detectable different
means)51. Second, using quantitative measures of substantive differences that are not yet that common in economic
studies (such as Cohen’s d) or measures of substantive overlap (like, e.g., the Index of Similarity) also results in not
having a substantially large gender gap in risk-taking51,52.52, e.g., claims that standardized differences in means
across gender mostly amount to less than one standard deviation, and that the degree of overlap in distributions
of risk-taking behavior of men and women is generally exceeding 80%. On-average differences between (cis-) men
and women in behavior are smaller than sex differences in, e.g., height or throwing ability53 and pale next to the
effects of aspects such as cultural manipulations or gender priming (e.g.,52). These papers align with the so-called
gender similarities hypothesis from the psychological literature which argues that males and females are similar on
most, but not all, psychological dimensions53.54 claims that one explanation for gender differences in risk-taking
still being such a prominently repeated finding is that science is biased towards these results because of, e.g., exiting
stereotypes or confirmation bias for existing publications.

Several studies analyze gender differences in risk preferences for sub-populations of managers49,55,56 and find
that females are similar or even less risk-averse than men. The reasons could be a selection or social learning and
adaptive behavior to the job demands. To disentangle these different factors,57 uses an online experiment with
scientists. They vary the salience of either the private or the professional identity of the subjects. They report that
priming the professional identity reduces the gender gap in risk-taking. Besides, the gender gap decreases with
increasing age as female senior scientists choose riskier options in the treatment where the profession is made salient.

Also, attempts to explore the connection between biological factors and risk-taking are taken for the domain
of risky behavior. First, studies are exploring the causal effect of hormones on behavior.1 For example,58 test for
administered testosterone or estrogen affecting women’s risk-taking. No effect of either testosterone or estrogen on
risk-taking could be detected. In line, the study by59 and60 find no effect of testosterone on risk aversion.33 take a
comparative approach and administer an oral contraceptive or not. Again, no connection between hormones and
behavior is reported. Second, studies test for the correlation between the variation in risk-taking and genes. On the
one hand, for example,61 find no relationship between the dopamine and the serotonin gene and risk-taking. On the
other hand, studies using, for example, the twin methodology and genome-wide association techniques (GWAS)
report genetic foundations for the willingness to take risk62–64. Third, a recent study by65 showed that the intake
of a small dose of Acetaminophen, a very popular pain killer, increases risk-taking.

Several researchers prime subjects and study the effect on risk-taking66–70. The study closest to our research
is71 which finds that making the subject’s gender salient with a short questionnaire does not impact risk preferences.
Also,72 report an effect of gender priming through questions and stereotypical pictures only on male risk preferences.73
prime financial professionals with their professional salience, which leads to a decrease in risk-taking in a high
stakes investment game. With a similar subject pool,74 find that individuals primed with a bust scenario are more
risk-averse compared to those primed with a boom scenario.75 test the robustness of the results of74 with an Amazon
Mechanical Turk subject pool. They report no evidence of priming influencing risk-taking.76 primed individuals
who were exposed to violence by asking them to either recall happy, fearful or neutral moments. They find that
remembering frightening experiences leads to a higher preference for certainty.

The only related study we are aware of that investigates the risk-taking behavior of LGBTQ+ individuals is8. It
analyzes risk preferences by asking the subjects about their risk perception (survey question). It finds no significant
differences between homosexual and heterosexual men and homosexual and heterosexual women.

14.3 Altruism
To what extend someone is pro-social, i.e., altruistic, is argued to explain behavior in the labor market, how

individuals vote, if they take up volunteer work or not, and how willing someone is to give to a charity77. Altruistic
behavior is typically measured with a dictator game, where participants are asked how much they want to transfer
to an anonymous other participant78,79, or how much they wish to donate to a charity80. It is a robust finding
that participants in experiments transfer quite a substantial part of their endowment in dictator games, thus act
altruisticly81. The literature reports mixed findings on the external validity of those experiments. One strand of the

1For our literature review, we summarize only studies that concentrate on pharmacological testosterone administration with
double-blind placebo-controlled designs, which allows us to interpret results causally.
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literature finds that individuals behave in donation experiments similar as in naturally occurring decision situations
on charitable giving82,83. Other research contradicts these findings, as recently summarized by84.

Concerning the level of altruism exhibited by men and women, a wide range of studies shows that women are
generally more generous in dictator games. See, e.g.,77 for an up-to-date meta-analysis of the existing literature on
gender differences in charitable giving. These authors report that the magnitude of the gender differences in altruism
is sensible to the experimental context. For example, the difference is more prominent if the dictator decides to
donate to a charity than giving to an anonymous recipient. However, the difference is more minor if the dictator
chooses between giving all or nothing compared to deciding on a continuous scale.

Turning to studies attempting to link hormones to altruism causally,60 and85 found no impact of administered
testosterone on dictators’ giving.58 used another approach and administered testosterone, estrogen, or a placebo to
the experimental participants. Again, no connection between either hormone or altruism is reported. Moreover,
administering an oral contraceptive containing synthetic progesterone as the main ingredient suggests no hormonal
impact on altruism levels. However, there is evidence that the underlying genes influence altruism. See for example86
who used twins for their study.

Multiple studies explore if different priming influences altruistic behavior. For example, subsequent donations
are affected by religious primes87–90, by reminding subjects of secular, moral institutions88, and by priming with
subtle cues of observability91–93.94 report an increased gender gap in altruism when making gender more salient by
requiring participants to specify their gender before the dictator game and informing them about the gender of the
recipient. Again, we have found no published studies of altruism of LGBTQ+ individuals in economics.
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15 Additional information
15.1 Study sample

We recruited a total of 798 participants. Please note that due to a technical problem on how the participant’s
performance was shown to them on their screen, we exclude n = 3 cisgender and n = 6 transgender observations.
We tested with our debriefing questionnaire whether the participants had an idea about the aim of the study, the
study topic, etc. Eight cisgender and one transgender participant(s) wrote to think that s/he were primed. These
n = 9 observations are also excluded from our analysis. Thus, the final number of subjects by subject groups and
treatment is 780 as summarized in Table 49.

To have comparable transgender and cisgender observations, we first collected the major part of the transgender
observations, including their main demographic characteristics (age, student status, education, income, religious
affiliation, and residence) of the transgender participants. We then used Prolific’s sorting tool to recruit a similar
cisgender sample based on those criteria.

Supplementary Table 49 Distribution of subject groups across treatments

Treatment
NEUTRAL FEMININE MASCULINE Total

Cismen 72 71 71 214
Ciswomen 71 70 70 211
Transmen 72 72 71 215
Transwomen 44 50 46 140
Total 259 263 258 780

15.2 Datasets
gender_data.csv S1 is the main data set. The file contains n=798 observations and 103 variables. Details on the
variables can be found in the second dataset S2 (codebook.csv).

codebook.csv This S2 file provides the details on the variables of the main data set S1. Each row includes the expla-
nations for one of the 103 variables. Additionally, the third column summarizes the response options the subjects had.

The collected data and additional material is available at OSF using https://osf.io/tyzjh/?view_only=66a8ab
ca5f6a4aeead68f6fef19a0ee9

15.3 Instructions
The following pages contain screenshots of the online study conducted on the platform Prolific. Please note

that one participant was randomly allocated to just one treatment. Thus, one participant saw one out of the three
different treatment pages. In addition, depending on the choice made in Part 4, the system showed one of two
options pages. A blue headline marks the varying screens. All other pages were identical.
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