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Abstract

We test whether culture affects willingness to compete by combining the epidemi-
ological approach with a pre-registered online experiment. In a sample of 1,943 Nor-
wegians with parents born in 59 different countries, we find a smaller gender gap in
willingness to compete for individuals with parents born in more gender equal countries.
The difference is driven both by men with parents from more gender equal countries
wanting to compete less, and by women with the same ancestry wanting to compete
more. The results are robust to controlling for a large set of factors at the individual,
parental, and ancestry country level.
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I Introduction

Women are less willing to enter into competitions than men. This classic finding of
Niederle and Vesterlund (2007) has survived countless replications (see e.g., Niederle (2015);
Niederle and Vesterlund (2011) for reviews). The magnitude of the gender difference is also
considerable, for example, a recent review of competition experiments including findings
from 53 published papers shows 52 percent of the men and 34 percent of the women choose
to compete (Dariel et al., 2017). Competitiveness is consequential and has been shown to
explain part of the gender differences in educational choices and labor market outcomes
(Flory et al., 2015; Reuben et al., 2019; Buser et al., 2014). We study the effect of culture
on gender differences in competitiveness using the epidemiological approach (see Ferndndez

(2011) for a review of the approach in the economics literature).

Men and women differ in economic preferences and psychological attitudes (see Croson
and Gneezy (2009) for a review), but gender differences also vary by context. Falk and
Hermle (2018) describe two opposing theories with respect to individual gender differences
in preferences and personality and macro level gender equality. On the one hand, the social
role hypothesis predicts that gender differences diminish in more gender equal places as
the views of women’s and men’s roles and positions in society become more equal. On the
other hand, the resource hypothesis suggests that more resources reduce barriers for gender-
specific ambitions and goals, which in turn increases gender differences. In their recent
study of gender differences in preferences across the world, Falk and Hermle (2018) find
larger differences in preferences between men and women in more gender equal countries,

supporting the resource hypothesis.!

!There is also a literature in psychology arguing that there is a gender paradox in personality whereby
gender differences are larger in more egalitarian countries (e.g., Kaiser, 2018; Schwartz and Rubel-
Lifschitz, 2009; Stoet and Geary, 2018). The sociological literature highlights that the gender egalitari-
anism that has evolved in many western countries is one compatible with individualism, and hence, dif-
ferences may increase in areas of social life where inherent gender differences are believed to be strong
(England 2010; Charles 2011).



Previous research suggests that cultural factors may be important for competitiveness
as there are large variations in the gender differences found across space. The best-known
examples are from a series of seminal papers comparing selection into competition in a
Masai society in Tanzania to the ones in a Khasi society in India (Andersen et al., 2013;
Gneezy et al., 2009). The two societies are described as being on the opposite poles of the
gender spectrum with the Masai as particularly patriarchal and the Khasi are matrilineal
with respect to inheritance and Khasi women are usually heads of the households. In these
diverse settings, men compete more than women in the patriarchal Masai community and
women compete more than men in the matrilineal Khasi community. While the result is
generally interpreted as cultural differences affecting the gendered willingness to compete,
it is likely that there are other differences across these settingsas well, such as institutional
differences.? Several recent papers have shown that institutions matter for competitiveness
as well, for instance that women growing up under communism (Booth et al., 2018), before
and after reforms (Zhang, 2019), or in single-sex schools (Booth and Nolen, 2012), have
different competitive behavior than other women (but see Lee et al. (2014) for a null finding

of single-sex schools).

The gender difference in competitiveness does not always point in the direction of more
gender equal settings producing smaller differences in competitiveness, however. Cérdenas et
al. (2012) compare Sweden, which is ranked as country number 4 in the Global Gender Gap
Index in 2016 (GGI), and Colombia, ranked as country number 39 in the GGI. They find
that boys in Sweden are more willing to compete than girls but find no gender difference in
Colombia. Likewise, other single-country studies in gender equal countries such as Sweden

and Norway, have found gender differences in competitiveness: A study among adults in

2We follow the convention in economics and define institutions as societal level rules that affects pay-
offs for different actions (Lowes et al., 2017; North and Thomas, 1973) whereas culture refers to beliefs,
norms and preferences that individuals hold and which are transmitted within families (Alesina and Giu-
liano, 2015; Ferndndez, 2011; Guiso et al., 2006). Hence, a setting consists of both institutions and culture.



Sweden (Boschini et al., 2019) and one among children and their parents in Norway (Tun-
godden, 2018) find that males are more competitive than females. Further, studies in less
gender equal societies such as China (Zhang, 2019), Armenia (Khachatryan et al., 2015) and
the United Arab Emirates (Dariel et al., 2017), ranked as country number 99, 102 and 124
respectively on gender equality in the GGI, find no gender differences in competitiveness.
Furthermore, not even the relationship between gender differences in competitiveness and
matrilineality is universal, as shown by Lowes (2018), who finds no differences across matri-
lineal and patrilineal groups in the Democratic Republic of Congo. Hence, the direction of
the relationship between gender differences in competitive appetite and macro level gender

equality is unclear, as is to what extent such differences reflect effects of culture.

The epidemiological approach identifies the effect of culture by comparing outcomes of
individuals living in the same economic and institutional environment, but whose cultural
beliefs, norms, and preferences are potentially different due to different migration histories
(Ferndndez, 2011). By comparing Norwegians whose parents were born in different coun-
tries, we investigate cultural influences on gender differences in willingness to compete. In
particular, we follow for example, Fernandez and Fogli (2009) and use female labor force
participation in the parents’ country of birth as a proxy for ancestry culture. Ancestry cul-
ture thereby originates in the parental country of ancestry, is transported to Norway with
migration, and is reproduced within families via childhood socialization. As all individuals
in our sample face the same formal institutions, schools, and labor market, while differing in
their cultural heritage from their parents, ancestry culture is separated from the institutions
that caused it. Furthermore, by comparing women and men from the same countries and
investigating the differences in gender gaps, we control for other factors that parents pass on
to their children, such as human and economic capital. Comparing men and women of the
same ancestry also controls for differential selection of immigrant groups such as groups from

certain countries immigrating for specific reasons or during specific time periods. Finally, the
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approach controls for non-gendered differences in ancestry characteristics such as levels of
economic development and general attitudes and beliefs about for example, the importance

of work (Finseraas and Kotsadam, 2017).

We find that women are on average 34 percent less likely to choose to compete than men.
Large gender differences remain after controlling for confidence and risk preferences, implying
that the gender difference seems to be driven by preferences for competition. We also find
a smaller gender difference in competitiveness among people whose parents are from more
gender equal countries than among people whose parents are from less gender equal countries.
This difference is driven both by men with parents from more gender equal countries wanting
to compete less, and by women with the same ancestry wanting to compete more. The fact
that ancestry culture plays a different role across gender strongly suggests that the pattern
is driven by gender culture. The results do not seem to be driven by differential selection
into the study and we find no indications of differences in response rates across country
backgrounds. In addition, we find positive correlations between gender attitudes reported in
our survey and answers reported in the World Value Survey of the parents’ home country,
supporting that children have internalized attitudes from their parents ancestry country

through upbringing.

We contribute to previous literature on culture and gender differences in several ways.
First of all, by using the epidemiological approach we are more likely to identify the effects
of culture as individuals face the same institutions. Compared to lessons learned from cross-
country comparisons, a within country study of culture also ensures that all participants
face the same decision environment, the same level of payoffs, the same currency (which
means that no adjustments for purchasing power is necessary), read instructions in the
same language (no translations are necessary), the timing of the study is the same and

the background variables such as educational attainment are comparable because they are



from the same society (see Zhang (2019) for similar arguments). Second, our analysis is
pre-registered and well powered.®> While many lab experiments can be easily replicated,
our experiment is harder to replicate, which increases the importance of pre-registration
(Coffman and Niederle, 2015). Third, we use excellent quality data from administrative
registers with minimal attrition and reporting problems which enables us to investigate

issues of selection into the experiment to a much larger extent than previous studies.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows: Section II presents the experimental
design, data, hypotheses and empirical strategy. Section III presents the main experimental
results. Possible alternative explanations are discussed in Section IV before we conclude in

Section V.

II Experimental design and data

A) The experiment

We follow the classical design of the competition experiment by Niederle and Vesterlund
(2007), including several measures designed to parse out other differences between men and
women, such as risk preferences, altruism, feedback aversion, and confidence. Our experiment
consists of 3 parts where the participants solve as many tasks as possible for 90 seconds, in
addition to answering a survey. All subjects receive a show-up fee of 50 NOK, and in addition

one part of the experiment is randomly chosen for payment.

The task in our experiment is a counting task, counting the number of 1’s in 5x5 matrixes
consisting of zeroes and ones, as in Figure 1. This task has two advantages: First, it reduces
the possibilities of cheating in an online setting which would be easier with other commonly

used tasks such as adding and subtracting numbers. Secondly, men and women have been

3The American Economic Association’s registry for randomized controlled trials. Number AEARCTR-
0004153. The plan is linked to on the first page and will be added as an Appendix when submitting the

paper.



Part 1 — Piece rate

This is Part 1. Please count 1's in each table below and write in the answer in the line below the respective

table:

How many 1's are there?

Figure 1: Example of a task.

found to perform equally well at this task in previous online experiments (Lezzi et al., 2015).

In Part 1 of the experiment, participants earn 5 NOK (0.55 USD) for every task solved.
In Part 2, payment is based on performance so that the best player in a group of 4 receives
payment (if several people have equally high scores all of them win). The payment to the
winner in Part 2 is 20 NOK per task. The groups are composed by randomly drawing three
additional individuals from a pilot sample, which participants were informed of prior to

starting the experiment.*

After Part 2 is played, the respondents are asked to self-asses their relative position in the
group. The answer they give is incentivized by giving them 5 NOK if they answer correctly.

This is a classic design solution to assess the importance of gender differences in confidence.

In Part 3 the participants perform the same counting task, but now they are asked to

choose what type of payment they want: either piece-rate as in Part 1 or competitive pay-

4We conducted a pilot of 40 students at the University of Oslo in the beginning of April 2019. Partic-
ipants were recruited through the mailing list of OECONLAB of students who previously have agreed to
receive invitations to experiments.



ment as in Part 2. This choice constitutes our main dependent variable measuring willingness
to compete. After they make their decisions, the respondents start the counting task in Part
3. Importantly, in the case of competitive pay the respondents are competing against their
group’s (the same group as in Part 2) performance in Part 2. This assures that payment
is based on a setting where everyone competes, and therefore that the competition is with
everyone and not only the ones with a high willingness to compete. In the classic design,
competing with individuals that have already played is also the solution to control for altru-
ism, as the respondent’s choices will not affect the payoffs of the other players. However, in
the present experiment, the altruism component is always controlled for as the respondents

play against people that have already finished their experiment.

After completing Part 3, participants answer questions concerning how many correct
answers they believe they provided in Part 1, guess how many correct answers the other
participants have provided on average, and are asked about causal attribution. They also
receive information about how many correct answers they actually provided in each of Part

1, 2 and 3 before proceeding to Part 4.

Part 4 consists of answering questions about risk aversion, altruism, attitudes related to
gender equality, integration in the Norwegian society, survey measures of competitiveness
and a vignette experiment measuring discrimination. Respondents are then informed about
which part is selected for payment, and how much they will earn for participating. Finally,
the respondents are given the choice to be paid to their bank accounts or to donate the money
they have earned to a charity (The Red Cross, Doctors without borders, or UNICEF).®> The

complete questionnaire can be found in Appendix Section A.3.

Respondents were invited to participate in the survey in a text message. The text message

described that participating in the study was voluntary and that participants could earn

°In total 45 percent of the participants donated and they donated in total NOK 80 155 (approximately
9000 USD at the time of the experiment).



money by following a link and answering some questions. The link took the respondents to
a Qualtrics web page where more information about the study was provided. Consenting
participants continued to the study. A couple of days after the invitation was sent out, a
reminder text message was sent to people who had not yet answered the survey.® Data was

collected between May and August 2019.

B) Data and coding of main variables
Our main dependent variable measures the willingness to compete by the choice made in
Part 3. We code Compete to equal 1 if the respondent chose competitive remuneration and

zero if piece-rate is chosen.”

Our main measure of gender equality culture is the female labor force participation rates
(FLFP) in the country of ancestry in 2000, as reported in the World Development Indicators
online database.® This is a standard measure used in papers using the epidemiological
approach in economics (for a review see Ferndndez (2011)). We measure FLEP in 2000 to
have as complete coverage for our countries of ancestry as possible. We take the natural
log of FLFP to capture that a given percentage point difference in FLFP is likely more
important at lower levels of FLFP. As we show in Figure 2, log FLFP generally correlates
with other aspects of gender equality and the use of log FLFP also allows for comparisons
with other studies of ancestry culture in Norway (Finseraas and Kotsadam, 2017; Finseraas

et al., 2020).

As a complement, we also include a second measure, namely the World Economic Forums

SThe first text message read: ”The University of Oslo and the Frisch Centre invite you to a research
study. Contribute to research and earn 50-400 NOK. Read more about the research here (Link). Partic-
ipate here (Link).” The reminder read: ”We remind you about the invitation to participate in a research
study. Your response is important for the research. Participate here (Link)”.

"Unless otherwise stated, all our tests, hypotheses, and codings are as pre-registered.

8https://databank.worldbank.org/data/home, variable SL.TLF.ACTLFE.ZS. FLFP is the percent-
age of female population aged 15-64 who are currently employed or seeking work. The underlying data
is based mostly on labor force surveys. For Yugoslavia we take the average of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
and Croatia, which are the two former Yugoslavian countries in our sample. For Faroe Islands we use data
from Statistics Faroe Islands (https://statbank.hagstova.fo/pxweb/en/H2/H2__AM/)) for the year 2005.



Gender gap index (GGI) as a proxy of culture. The index is based on 14 different country
level indicators and is taken from the Global Gender Gap reports made by World Economic
Forum.? We use the values from the 2016 report. This measure is also popular in the
literature and has previously been used to study culture (Blau et al., 2020; Fryer Jr and
Levitt, 2010; Guiso et al., 2008; Kaiser, 2019; Nollenberger et al., 2016). GGI only exists
for 52 of our 59 ancestry countries. As seen in the upper left quadrant of Figure 2, the two
measures of culture correlate highly. In addition, log FLFP in 2000 is correlated with FLFP
in 1970, women in politics, and the gender attitudes reported in WVS. In Table 1 we show
the definition and coding of the gender attitudes scale and of the other variables that we use

from the survey.

9 0 0 20 30 40 50
FLFP 1970

log FLFP
°
log FLFP

35
°

0 10 20 30 40 0 1 2 3 4
Women in politics Gender attitudes scale (WVS)

Figure 2: The correlation between FLFP and a) GGI, b) FLFP 1970, ¢) Women in politics
and d) Gender attitudes scale (WVS)

9The 14 variables are divided into four overall areas of inequality: Economic participation and oppor-
tunity (Labour force participation; Wage equality for similar work; Estimated earned income; Legislators,
senior officials and managers); Educational attainment (Literacy rate; Enrollment in primary education;
Enrollment in secondary education; Enrollment in tertiary education); Health and survival (Sex ratio at
birth; Healthy life expectancy) and Political empowerment (Women in parliament; Women in ministerial
positions; Years with female head of state)
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C) Empirical strategy and hypotheses
We start by testing if there is a gender difference in the total sample by estimating the

following regression:

Compete; = fFemale; + xX; + € (1)

where 7 indexes individuals. The hypothesis is that (3 is negative (i.e., that women are less
likely than men to choose to compete). X; is a set of birth year fixed effects in the baseline
specification and we will present results with and without these controls. To make the models
fully saturated, we always partition the covariate space and add control variables as indicator
variables rather than using their multivalued codings (Athey and Imbens, 2017). If cells are
too small, with less than 5 percent of the observations, adjacent cells are combined. When
using interaction terms, we will retain the continuous coding of the variables and standardize
the variables for presentational purposes. If we have missing values on explanatory variables,
we will also show results where we code the variables as zero and include dummy variables
controlling for missing status so that we do not lose observations. We use robust standard

errors in all estimations.

We move on to investigate the extent to which the cross-ancestry country differences
explain variation in female and male competitiveness. In doing so, we first restrict the sample
to either the female or the male respondents, add our measure of gender equal culture, which

we will call Culture for short from here on, and estimate the following regression:

Compete;. = \Culture, + xX; + €. (2)
We add the subscript ¢ for country of ancestry. The measure of culture will be standard-

12



ized to have mean zero and standard deviation of 1. The error term, ¢;. is now clustered
at the country of ancestry level. The main specification is one without any controls and
where the cultural proxy used is log FLFP. The main hypothesis is that \ is statistically
significantly different from zero. Note that we treat it as an open question whether there is

a smaller or larger difference for individuals with a background in more equal countries.

We then test if the gender difference is moderated by our proxy for gender equal culture.
In doing so, we use the full sample, add country of ancestry fixed effects and an interaction

term between Female and our measure of Culture and estimate the following regression:

Compete;. = BFemale; + 6Country,. + A\Culture, x Female; + xX; + €;. (3)

Given that [ is negative, if we find that A is positive (negative) it shows that the gender
difference in competition is smaller (larger) for individuals whose parents come from a country

with higher gender equality.

D) The population and sample

Our study population is defined as people born in Norway between 1980 and 2000 with
at least one parent born outside of Norway in one of 59 different countries with the highest
number of individuals recorded in the Population Register in Norway.'® See Appendix Table

A.1 for a list of countries and sample sizes in our study.

We aimed at recruiting up to 40 participants from each country background: 20 women
and 20 men. We knew that the Population Register could provide a phone number for at
least 71 people from each of the 59 ancestry countries in our sample countries. Hence, we

were quite certain that we would not be able to have 20 individuals in each country-gender

10Restricting the study population to be born between 1980 and 2000 ensures that people in the sample
were not too different from each other at the same time as these age cohorts have a parent generation con-
sisting of a fair share of immigrants from a variation of ancestry countries, giving us enough Norwegians
with parents born outside Norway to recruit from.

13



cell. The invited sample consists of either all people from the 59 country backgrounds with
fewer than 200 people, or a random draw of 200 people from each of the countries with more

than 200 people.

Since the Population Register could provide a phone number for less than 200 people from
some of the country backgrounds, a potential concern is that the size of the samples from the
different countries were related to our main measure of Culture. To investigate this worry,
the distribution of the invited sample of individuals with parents from different countries
is shown in Figure 3, Panel A. We see that we have a random draw of 200 individuals
from 31 country backgrounds but for some country backgrounds, there are considerably
fewer individuals. Fortunately, we see in Panel B that in the invited sample the country

background sample sizes seem unrelated to our main measure of Culture.

Panel a Panel b
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Figure 3: Distribution of background country sample sizes and relation to FLFP in the
invited and final sample.

Once we knew how many individuals we had managed to recruit from the different coun-

tries we also oversampled individuals at the tails of the FLFP distribution. We chose this

14



strategy in order to increase power (List et al., 2011). More specifically, our pre-registered
decision rule was the following: if we would not get enough consenting participants from
a country with a FLFP higher than the median FLFP (i.e., FLFP above 57), we would
invite more individuals of the same gender from the three countries in the upper tail of the
FLFP distribution with most potential second generation respondents. These three country
backgrounds are Sweden, Denmark, and Vietnam. If we would not get enough consenting
participants from a country with a below-median FLFP (FLPF below 57), we would invite
more individuals of the same sex from the three countries in the lower tail of the FLFP
distribution with most potential second-generation respondents. These three countries are
Pakistan, Somalia, and Iran. In total we got 1,943 consenting respondents that completed at
least the competition experiment (Part 3). The distribution of background country sample
sizes in the final sample is illustrated in Panels C and D of Figure 3. We discuss and test

for differential response rates further in Section B).

III Main Experimental Results

In this section we present the basic experimental results. We start off with investigat-
ing gender differences in performance and competitiveness in Section A). In Section B) we
proceed to discuss the results related to our tests of the effects of gender equal culture on

competitiveness.

A) Gender difference in performance and willingness to compete

As expected, there is no gender difference in the performance (number of correct counts)
of men and women in the counting task. In the piece-rate task (Part 1), men on average
reported 8.73 correct answers and women reported 8.84 correct answers. In the tournament
task (Part 2), men on average reported 10.02 correct answers and women reported 10.18. As
can be seen from Table 2, these differences are not statistically significant. The distribution

of performance is also very similar across gender (see Appendix Figure A.1).
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Table 2: Gender differences in performance and competitiveness.

M @) @)
Performance piece rate  Performance competition Compete

Female 0.11 0.16 -0.14%%*
(0.13) (0.13) (0.022)

Mean dep. var. for men 8.73 10.02 0.41

No. of observations 1943 1943 1943

R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.02

Notes: Robust SE in parentheses.

In Column 3 of Table 2 we show the gender difference in willingness to compete for
the whole sample. While 41 percent of the men choose to compete, only 27 percent of the
women do so. The difference is highly statistically significant and also large as women are 34
percent less likely to compete than men. There are also gender differences in our alternative
measures of competitiveness, and our behavioral measure of competitiveness is correlated

with these other measures, see Appendix Section A.2.

In Figure 4 we show the relationship between performance and competitiveness as well as
earnings from Part 3 for men and women. In the left side of the figure we see that willingness
to compete increases with performance for both men and women, but more so for men. In
the right side of the figure we show the relation between performance in Part 1 (piece-rate)
and earnings in Part 3 (choice between piece-rate and competition). On average, there is no
statistically significant difference in earnings between men and women in Part 3. However,

there are more men earning zero, and more men earning a lot.!!

1Tn Appendix Table A.4 we show some measures intended to capture the external relevance of compet-
itiveness in our sample. Previous studies have shown competitiveness to be correlated with earnings and
education (Flory et al., 2015; Reuben et al., 2019; Buser et al., 2014). As we show in Panel A, the corre-
lation between choosing to compete and labor market earnings in our data is relatively weak, perhaps due
to the young age of our sample. We see that competitiveness is correlated with higher earnings for women.
We also see in Panel B that competitiveness is positively, but very weakly correlated with years of edu-
cation for both women and men, but not statistically significantly so. Finally, we show in Panel C that
competitiveness is correlated with the probability of being enrolled in or having completed a STEM higher
education.
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Figure 4: Relationship between performance and competitiveness as well as earnings

B) The effects of culture on willingness to compete

We conjecture that gender equal culture affects willingness to compete. Column 1 of Table
3 shows that the main measure of Culture, log female labor force participation (FLFP) in
the country of ancestry, is positively correlated with willingness to compete for women. A
one standard deviation higher value of log FLFP (a standard deviation in FLFP corresponds
to around 24 percentage points) is statistically significantly correlated with a 2.1 percentage
points higher willingness to compete for women (p = .025). Column 2 shows that the
correlation is reversed for men. Men with parents from countries with more women working
are less likely to want to compete. The difference for men is statistically significant at the 10
percent level (p = .071). We thereby find support for our two main hypotheses which were

that gender equal culture is correlated with competitiveness for women and men.!?

12 Also, when adjusting for the fact that we are testing two hypotheses using the false discovery rate
method developed by Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) we see that the hypothesis with the lowest p-value
passes the test precisely as p =.025. This method minimizes the false non-discovery rate while only ad-
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Table 3: Gender difference in competition and FLFP.

M @ @) @
Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female S0.14%FFF 0. 14%F*
(0.015) (0.015)
Log FLFP 0.021%* -0.022%* -0.022%*
(0.0092)  (0.012) (0.012)
Female*Log FLFP 0.046*%**  0.044***
(0.012) (0.012)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.27 0.41 0.33 0.33
No. of observations 1067 876 1943 1943
R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.02
Sample Women Men All All
Country FE No No Yes No
Mean FLFP 57.78 57.78
SD FLFP 24.17 24.17

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Ro-
bust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.

In Column 3 we show that the gender difference is moderated by our proxy for gender
equal culture. In doing so, we use the full sample, add country of ancestry fixed effects, and
an interaction term between Female and log FLFP (note that the log FLFP coefficient itself
is subsumed by the fixed effects). We see that the gender gap in a country with the average
level of FLFP (log FLFP is standardized to have mean zero) is of 14 percentage points and
this gender gap reduces by more than 30 percent in countries with a one standard deviation
higher FLFP. In Column 4 we show that the results are similar if we estimate the relationship
without ancestry country fixed effects and instead include log FLFP. In Figure 5 we show the
results graphically in a binned scatterplot where each bin contains equally many individuals
and the superimposed regression lines are based on the full underlying individual level data.
In Columns 1 and 2 of Appendix Table A.5 we show that the gender difference, as well as the

culture effects, are very similar when we add year of birth fixed effects as additional control

justing the critical values based on other true hypotheses. The false discovery rate method developed by
Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) implies that the m p-values of the i hypotheses are ordered from low to
high and that the critical value of the p-value is then p(i) = a*i/m. In our case, with 2 hypotheses and a
significance level (a) of 0.05, the critical p-value would be 0.025 for the one with the lowest p-value (0.05*
1/2, which is the same as a Bonferroni correction). For the second hypothesis, the critical p-value is 0.05
(0.05*2/2).
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variables.!3

As we find a gender difference in the effect of ancestry culture on willingness to compete,

we are much more confident that the relationship is related to gendered culture. As high-

lighted in Finseraas and Kotsadam (2017), finding similar correlations for both sexes would

show that it is not, in fact, gendered culture that affects the outcome. It could still have

been culture, however, but it is the comparison across gender that controls for all factors

that affect men and women equally, such as non-gendered aspects of upbringing, parental

networks, and parental resources. Comparing men and women with ancestry from the same

countries further controls for omitted characteristics correlated with ancestry female labor

force participation and inherited outcomes, but uncorrelated with gender, such as work

ethics. In fact, the variation retained is by construction the part of ancestry female labor

force participation that affects women and men differently.
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Figure 5: Culture and willingness to compete for men and women

13 Appendix Tables A.2 and A.3 show that performance is correlated with FLFP but there is no differ-

ence in this effect by gender. These analyses were not pre-registered.
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Table 4: Competition and Gender index.

M @) @) @
Compete Compete Compete Compete
GGI 0.029%**  0.0027 0.0027
(0.0057)  (0.014) (0.014)
Female*GGI 0.31* 0.31*
(0.17) (0.17)
Female -0.36%F*  .0.36%**
(0.13) (0.12)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.28 0.41 0.34 0.34
No. of observations 989 828 1817 1817
R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.02
Sample Women Men All All
Country FE No No Yes No
Mean GGI 0.72 0.72
SD GGI 0.09 0.09

Notes: Gender index is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
Robust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.

Table 4 shows the results when using our complementary measure of Culture, namely the
Gender gap index (GGI). Column 1 shows a similar picture as our main measure of culture,
where women are more likely to choose to compete in more gender equal countries. However,
the reversed pattern for men is not observed and the interaction term is only statistically

significant at the 10 percent level.'4

C) Is parental ancestor culture internalized?

In order to investigate whether Norwegians with parents born outside Norway have in-
ternalized the attitudes from their parents’ home countries, we compare the responses given
to survey questions from the World Values Survey (WVS) for the 43 ancestry countries in-
cluded in both our study and WVS. We then investigate whether it matters if both or just

one parent is born abroad.!®

14 Appendix Figure A.2 displays country level gender differences in willingness to compete and our mea-
sures of Culture. We note that the gender difference is decreasing in both measures. Appendix Figure A.3
shows the values with country names as well, both with all countries and when only keeping countries with
at least 5 observations.

15We also pre-registered that we would investigate if culture affects gender discrimination using a vi-
gnette experiment based on Finseraas et al. (2016). This vignette experiment presents candidates with
different names (signalling gender) but with otherwise identical characteristics for a leadership position in
a bank. The respondents are then asked to evaluate how good they think the candidate fits the position
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In Column 1 of Table 5 we see that for most of the variables the answers given in our
survey correlate with the answers given in the WVS in the ancestor country (the gender
attitude scale, disagreeing that making parents proud is important, characteristics that they
want their own children to develop, and living with parents). There is however, no statisti-
cally significant correlation for feeling of control. As such gender attitudes, and several other

attitudes and reported behaviors, seem to be affected by gender equal culture.'6

A different way of testing whether gender attitudes are shaped by the home country
culture of parents is to investigate the relationship between the gender attitudes reported
in our survey and log FLFP. We show these results in Column 2 of Table 5. Log FLFP
is strongly correlated with most of the other variables. Perhaps most importantly, it is
correlated with the gender attitudes scale.!” We also confirm the results in Finseraas et
al. (2020) that ancestry country FLFP is not correlated with voting for second generation

immigrants in Norway.

Previous literature has found signs of stronger vertical transmission of for instance religion
in families with homogamous marriages, in other words where both partners share the same

cultural background (Bisin and Verdier, 2011). If indeed gender attitudes are transferred

ranging from 1=very poorly to 6=very good, which we call Score. As we see in Appendix Table A.8, how-
ever, there is no baseline discrimination as the female candidate (Ida in the vignette) is not given a lower
score than the male candidate. Neither is there any statistically significant relation between FLFP and Ida
in the total sample or for men and women separately.

16Tn order to interpret the magnitudes of these correlations we compare a standardized version of the
correlations in Table 5 with the correlation between these variables and gender as well as education. The
results are reported in Appendix Tables A.9 to A.11. We find that most correlations to ancestor country
are stronger than the correlation with gender (except for the gender equality scale and the importance of
hard work), see Appendix Table A.9, and also stronger than the correlation with standardized education
(except for living with parents and the importance of obedience), see Appendix Table A.11.

In Column 4 of Appendix Table A.5 we see that women on average report more gender equal atti-
tudes than men. For men, there is a positive correlation between gender attitudes and culture, implying
that men with parents from countries with higher female labour force participation have more gender
equal attitudes. For women, the coeflicient is very similar and the gender difference in the cultural ef-
fect on gender attitudes is not statistically significant. Furthermore, as we show in Table A.12, there is
no significant correlation between the gender equality scale and competitiveness (for neither sex) nor does
controlling for the scale weakens the effects of culture.
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Table 5: Correlations with variables included in the WVS.

Correlation with WVS Correlation with
values in ancestor country log FLFP

Gender attitude scale  0.15%* 0.097**
Control 0.070 0.16%**
Making parents proud  0.35%** 0.25%**
Live with parents 0.89%** -0.13%%*
Voted NA 0.0088
Important to self:

Gender equality NA -0.019*
Religion 0.30*** -0.075%**
Competitiveness NA -0.023***
Hard work 0.11°%* -0.042%**
Obedience 0.19%** -0.015
Important to parents:

Gender equality NA 0.0012
Religion NA -0.16%**
Competitiveness NA -0.0020
Hard work NA -0.014
Obedience NA -0.024

Notes: The table presents regression results where we have used robust SE clus-
tered at the ancestry country level. NA means not applicable as the variable is
not in WVS.

from parents to children, we should expect that the effect of culture is stronger when both
parents are born abroad relative to one parent born in the ancestor country and the other in
Norway. This is also the case. In Table 6 we show the main culture effects separately by those
having one parent born abroad only (Column 1) and those with both parents born abroad
(Column 2). We see that there is no cultural effect for those with only one parent born
abroad while the effect is large for those with both parents born abroad. However, whether
the cultural effect is stronger for children who have two parents born abroad because people
who marry somebody from the same ancestry country are different from those who marry
somebody from the host country (for instance they might value the ancestry culture more)
or because the cultural effect becomes stronger when both parents transfer the same culture,
is not known. Irrespective of whether the difference between having one or two parents from
another country is driven entirely by selection or not, it shows that the effect of culture

on competitiveness is strong if both parents are born abroad. These regressions were not
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Table 6: Gender difference in competition and FLFP. Split by
one or both parents born abroad.

(1) (2) (3)

Compete Compete Compete

Female -0.14%%%  .0.098%**  -0.096***
(0.052) (0.022) (0.025)
Female*Log FLFP -0.0086 0.080***  0.079***
(0.079) (0.018) (0.019)
One parent born abroad 0.069
(0.042)
Female*One parent born abroad -0.065
(0.048)
Log FLFP*One parent born abroad -0.055
(0.055)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.35 0.32 0.34
No. of observations 1079 821 1900
R-squared 0.08 0.11 0.06
Sample: parents born abroad One Both All

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Ro-
bust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.

pre-registered.

IV Alternative explanations

Having established that there is a differential correlation between ancestry gender culture
and competitiveness for women and men we proceed in this section to investigate alternative
explanations behind these effects. In Section A) we investigate the role of other factors at
the individual and ancestor country level. In Section B) we investigate the potential role of

selection into the experiment.

A) General factors at the individual and country level

It is common to investigate whether the gender difference in competitiveness can be
explained by gender differences in risk attitudes or confidence. We see in Columns 1 and 2 of
Table 7 that there are gender differences in risk and confidence, where men are more willing

to take risk and are more confident than women.'* We see that there is no statistically

18Note that a positive coefficient on confidence implies less confidence as 1 refers to the respondent
believing to come first and 4 refers to the respondent believing to come fourth in the tournament.
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significant cultural effect on risk or confidence.

We also include additional variables which have been used by Apicella et al. (2017). In
Column 3 of Table 7 we include Guesspl and see that women guess that they will have
0.9 less correct answers compared to men’s guesses. In Column 4 we include a measure
of Ouverestimation. This is the ratio of Guesspl to actual performance. A value greater
than one means that one has overestimated own performance, a value less than one means
that one has underestimated own performance. While men seem to correctly guess their
performance, women underestimate their performance. In Column 5 we include a measure
of Overconfidence. This measure instead takes the ratio of Guesspl to the guess of the
performance of an average other. A value greater than one means that the person thinks she
did better than the average other, a value less than one means that the person thinks she did
worse than the average other. Here we see that men are slightly overconfident and women
underconfident.!® Finally, we include a test for differential causal attribution by adding the
variable C'ontrol. We see that both men and women seem to attribute a lot of the result
to controllable factors, but women less so than men. With respect to culture effects we see
that Femalex F'LF P is only statistically significantly correlated with Overcon fidence such

that women from more gender equal countries are less overconfident.

Table 8 shows how including additional control variables affects the gender difference
in competition. While performance is correlated with willingness to compete, the gender
difference is not related to performance as seen in Columns 1 and 2. Confidence explains
some of the gender gap, but a substantial gap still exists after controlling for participant’s
individual guesses of relative position (Column 3). As seen in Column 4, risk attitudes do
not affect the gender gap much. Column 5 includes all control variables, still leaving a

substantial gender gap in willingness to compete.

YPrevious studies have also found that women in Scandinavia are underconfident (e.g., Dahlbom et al.
(2011).
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Table 7: Gender and culture differences in other variables.

M @) @) @ ) ©)
Risk Confidence Guess pl  Overestimation Overconfidence  Control
Female -0.35%FF .23 %** -0.91FFF  _0.098** -0.066%** -0.32%%*
(0.066) (0.037) (0.20) (0.042) (0.014) (0.099)
Female*Log FLFP -0.053 0.0027 -0.025 0.013 -0.028%* 0.0059
(0.059) (0.038) (0.18) (0.044) (0.013) (0.097)
Mean dep. var. for men 6.34 2.07 8.02 0.99 1.04 7.48
No. of observations 1909 1976 1917 1901 1901 1918
R-squared 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.04
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. All regressions include country fixed effects.
Robust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.

Column 6 of Table 8 includes the same control variables when we estimate the effect of
Culture. We note that these controls may themselves also be affected by culture, which may
introduce a post-treatment bias. Regardless, the effect of culture increases when including
the controls.?? Hence, while individual differences explain part of the gender gap in com-
petitiveness (compare the female coefficient in column 1 and column 5) they do not reduce
the importance of culture (compare the Female*FLFP coefficient in column 6 to the one in

Table 3).

The gender difference in the effect of ancestry culture implies that the results are driven by
factors that affect women and men differently. As such, the result shows that gender culture
is important. Nonetheless, it is interesting to see how other factors at the country level
correlate with the gender gap and to see how the relationship between our main measure of
culture and gender differences in competitiveness holds up when we control for other factors
at the country level. To investigate this we add data on country level education, share of
women in politics, GDP per capita and share of different religions. These analyses were not

pre-registered.

20 Adding performance is inconsequential to the culture effect but adding confidence and risk both in-
creases the culture effect as seen in Appendix Table A.7. In Column 3 of Appendix Table A.5 we show
that the results are very similar when dummy variables for missing observations are included so as to not
lose observations.
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Table 8: Gender difference with individual level controls

M ) ) @ ) ©)
Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female S0.14%FF 0 L0.14%FF  _0.11FFF _0.13FFF L0 11FFF 0. 11FFF
(0.021)  (0.021)  (0.021)  (0.022)  (0.022)  (0.017)
Performance under piece rate 0.019%*** 0.0036 0.0024
(0.0038) (0.0063)  (0.0068)
Performance under competitive pay 0.022*** 0.0056 0.0061
(0.0037) (0.0054)  (0.0048)
Believe 2nd -0.217%%* -0.20%FF  _0.20%F*
(0.028) (0.029) (0.025)
Believe 3rd -0.347%%* -0.31%FFF 0. 31K
(0.029) (0.032) (0.030)
Believe 4th -0.34%** -0.32%F*  (.32%**
(0.037) (0.040)  (0.034)
Risk 0.020%**  0.015***  (0.018***
(0.0054)  (0.0054)  (0.0061)
Overestimation -0.036*%*  -0.042%*
(0.018) (0.025)
Overconfidence 0.028 0.031
(0.022)  (0.021)
Control -0.0044 -0.0064
(0.0051)  (0.0060)
Belief 0.0039 0.0045
(0.0038)  (0.0058)
Female*Log FLFP 0.059***
(0.019)
Mean dep. var. for men 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.34
No. of observations 1943 1943 1942 1906 1858 1858
R-squared 0.03 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.11 0.15
Country FE No No No No No Yes

Notes: Robust SE clustered in parentheses, clustered at the ancestry country level in Column 6. Log FLFP is standardized
with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
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In Panel A of Table 9 we show the results for interacting the country level variables
with gender (Female). The regressions still control for country fixed effects so the variables
themselves are subsumed by the fixed effects. We see that the share of Protestants and
Hindus, the average years of schooling, and the GDP per capita in year 2000 in the ancestry
country are correlated with smaller gender gaps in competitiveness. The share of Muslims
in the ancestry country is correlated with a larger gender gap. In Panel B we add these
variables to a specification where we include our main cultural variable (FLPF*Female). We
see that only the share of Hindus is statistically signifiant in this specification, while our
main cultural effect is very stable. Hence, it seems as if female labor force participation in
the parents country of birth is a meaningful proxy for culture even when other important

country level characteristics are controlled for.

B) Selection into the experiment

A concern in most lab experiments is that respondents may not be representative of
the overall population. In our case, selection into the experiment may also bias the results
if the selection is different for men and women from different countries. For instance, if
only highly educated women from countries with low FLFP participate while men of all
educational backgrounds from the same countries participate, educational attainment would

be a confounding factor for our conclusions.

As a first test of differential selection across culture, we test if response rates correlate with
our measure of Culture and whether it does so differently for men and women. Invitations to
equally many people from each country-gender group were sent out in the first week of the
experiment. The smallest group available to us, were women with parents from Afghanistan
(31 individuals). In the first week of the experiment, we therefore invited 31 people from each
ancestry country background. We create a variable, Response rate, for each group based on

the percentage that replies. Our pre-specified test is to regress the response rate on log FLFP
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Table 9: Other country level characteristics.

(a) Other country level characteristics as measures of culture.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female S0.14%FF 0 _0.14%FF  _0.14%F*  _0.15FF*F 0. 15%FF 0. 15%F* -0.14%%*
(0.018) (0.025) (0.019) (0.022) (0.020) (0.016) (0.023)
Female*Years of schooling  0.044**
(0.019)
Female*Women in politics 0.010
(0.020)
Female*GDP pc 2000 0.034*
(0.019)
Female*Catholics 0.0058
(0.018)
Female*Protestants 0.031%*
(0.015)
Female*Muslims -0.045%**
(0.013)
Female*Hindus 0.031%**
(0.012)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34
No. of observations 1761 1577 1857 1849 1849 1849 1849
R-squared 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
(b) Control for other country level characteristics.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female S0.15%FF  _0.15%FF  _0.14%F*  _0.15%*F 0. 15%FF  _0.15%FF  _0.14%**
(0.017) (0.020) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.016)
Female*Log FLFP 0.054** 0.075%* 0.038* 0.049%**  0.043** 0.042 0.051%**
(0.023) (0.033) (0.020) (0.013) (0.018) (0.065) (0.013)
Female*Years of schooling  0.0018
(0.028)
Female*Women in politics -0.019
(0.025)
Female*GDP pc 2000 0.013
(0.022)
Female*Catholics 0.00032
(0.017)
Female*Protestants 0.0084
(0.018)
Female*Muslims -0.0065
(0.060)
Female*Hindus 0.040%**
(0.0084)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34
No. of observations 1761 1577 1857 1849 1849 1849 1849
R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: All regressions control for ancestry country fixed effects. Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard
deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.
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Table 10: Response rates and FLFP.

M @ ® @
Response rate  Response rate  Response rate  Response rate
Log FLFP -0.0010 0.0078 0.0078
(0.012) (0.0082) (0.0082)
Female*Log FLFP -0.0096 -0.0088
(0.019) (0.018)
Female 0.016 0.017
(0.027) (0.026)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.10
No. of observations 1243 1015 2258 2258
R-squared 0.00 0.03 0.34 0.04
Sample Women Men All All
Country FE No No Yes No
Mean FLFP 56.56 56.56
SD FLFP 24.74 24.74

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered at the
ancestry country level in parentheses.

for men and women separately and we also regress it on Female, country fixed effects, and
Female*FLFP for the full sample. As seen in Table 10, response rates are not significantly

correlated with FLFP.2!, which reduces our concern of differential selection across culture.

We also kept track of how easy it was to get the respondents to answer among those
that answered. Assuming that there is a correlation between hard to reach respondents
and non-respondents in their competitive behavior this may teach us something about the
selection problem (Heffetz and Rabin, 2013; Heffetz and Reeves, 2019). Around 70 percent
of our sample participated only after a reminder had been sent out a couple of days after the
first invitation. In Table 11 we show that there is a gender gap and a culture effect in both
the sample of early responders and the sample of late responders. Furthermore, both effects
are larger for the late responders. As late responders might be a better proxy for the effects
among non-responders, this implies that the effects may be even larger than those presented

here.

21Having very few individuals from some countries will introduce noise in our measures and our main
results are even stronger if we only keep countries that have at least 5 men and 5 women in the sample, as
seen in Table A.6. This analysis was not pre-registered.
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Table 11: Effects for individuals answering before and after a reminder.

M @) @) @) ) ©)
Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female -0.17FF  _0.075* -0.075* -0.16%%%  _0.080***  -0.074**
(0.026) (0.039) (0.039) (0.021) (0.030) (0.030)
After reminder 0.076** 0.078***
(0.036) (0.027)
After reminder*Female -0.091* -0.092%*
(0.047) (0.040)
Female*Log FLFP 0.049***  (0.042** 0.0065
(0.017) (0.016) (0.016)
After reminder*Female*Log FLFP 0.054**
(0.025)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.43 0.36 0.41 0.34 0.32 0.33
No. of observations 1361 582 1943 1361 582 1943
R-squared 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.06
Sample Late Early All Late Early All
Country FE No No No Yes Yes Yes
Mean FLFP 57.64 58.10 57.78
SD FLFP 24.65 23.00 24.17

Notes: Late refers to having answered after the reminder is sent and FEarly refers to having answered before the reminder
was sent out. Robust SE in parentheses, clustered at the ancestry country level in columns 4-6. Log FLFP is standardized

with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1.

To further investigate selection issues we merge our survey data with information available

from Norwegian administrative registers. In Table 12 we show descriptive statistics of our

sample as well as the population living in Norway of the same ages and with parents born in

the same countries. We see that our sample seems to have slightly higher education, as do

their parents, compared to the population at whole. Our sample have lower earnings, which

is probably driven by a lifecycle bias whereby individuals that stay in school longer have

lower earnings at young ages. The samples are fairly similar on demographic characteristics.

We also test for selection effects by using the entire population in our age groups from

the 59 countries in the registry data and for each variable X in Table 12 we run regressions

of the type:
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Table 12: Comparison of experimental sample with
the population.

(1) (2)

Experimental sample Population
Mean SD Mean SD

Education 15.34 2.69 14.62 2.93
Mother education 13.84 3.85 13.43 3.75
Father education 14.03 3.48 13.60 3.51
Earnings 200917 259057 219344 254131
Mother earnings 405767 300623 366541 314854
Father earnings 538374 462426 462569 549544
Married 0.11 0.31 0.12 0.33
Divorced 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.12
Widow 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
Single 0.88 0.33 0.86 0.35
Number of siblings 2.27 1.51 2.17 1.52
Household size 2.64 1.57 2.61 1.46
Birthyear 1993.15 5.65 1991.75 5.79
N 1942 136426

Notes: The experimental sample consists of the participants in our ex-
periment and the population refers to all people living in Norway of the
same ages and with parents born in the same countries.

Xies = aSamples, + fFemale; + 6Culture. + YCulture. x Samples + kFemale; x Samples+

uCulture, x Female; + N\Culture. x Female; * Samples + xY 0B; + €.,

(4)

where Sample refers to our experimental sample and YoB is a set of year of birth fixed
effects. As log FLFP is standardized, a gives us the difference between our sample and the
total population sample for men from the country with average FLFP. k shows whether this
difference is different for women. Both of these coefficients are interesting and important for
external validity. The regression result will also tell us if there is differential selection for
men, ¢, and the added differential selection for women A. Both of these are important for
the internal validity of the estimates and we are most worried about A being statistically

significantly different as this would imply that there is differential selection across culture of
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women as compared to men even when country fixed effects are controlled for.

In Table 13 we see that v, i.e. the coefficient for Culture*Sample, is not statistically
significant for any variable. A, i.e., the coefficient for Culture*Female*Sample, is only statis-
tically significantly different for one variable, Divorced. It is, however, very close to zero and
one significant coefficient out of twelve does not make us concerned. Taken at face value, the
result implies that women are more likely to be included in our sample if they are divorced
and are from countries with higher gender equality. In any case, we show in Column 1 of
Appendix Table A.13 that our results are robust to controlling for all the variables in Table

12, also when interacted with female (Column 2 of Table A.13).

While controlling for these other factors may lead to a post treatment bias, as culture
is likely to affect these variables as well, the stability of the results reduces the concern
that other important factors are correlated with the gender difference in behavior and cross
country differences in gender culture. In particular, we were worried about socioeconomic
status affecting the behavior of women and men differently and we pre-registered that we
would test if parents earnings constitute a threat for our analysis. Almas et al. (2015)
find that kids in Norway from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are less willing to compete.
They furthermore find that this interacts with gender so that the gender difference is largest
among kids with a higher socioeconomic background. In particular, it is the boys from the
lower SES families that compete less in their study.?? In our sample there is no interaction

between sex and parental earnings to predict competitiveness, which reduces our concern

22We pre-registered that we would investigate if the pattern we observe is consistent with the expla-
nation in Almas et al. (2015) by asking: - Is there a correlation between FLFP and SES (measured as
parents earnings in the most recent year for which we have data)? - Is the gender difference in competi-
tion negatively correlated with FLFP? - Is the gender difference driven more by men than by women? If
the answers to these three questions were all yes, we would face a problem in differentiating our cultural
argument from the argument in Almas et al. (2015). We would then also control for parental earnings
in additional regressions, despite problems of post treatment bias. The answers to the questions are not
yes, and the result hold up well when controlling for earnings as well as other variables. We also note that
there is no interaction between sex and parental earnings to predict competitiveness in our sample.
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that socioeconomic status affects the behavior of men and women differently.

With respect to external validity we see that our sample is generally positively selected
also when we control for birth year fixed effects. With such controls they are also posi-
tively selected with respect to earnings. Women are generally less selected than men (Fe-
male*Sample), which is not surprising given that women have a higher response rate. Overall,
we conclude that differential selection into the experiment is unlikely to be the driver of our

results.
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Table 13: Tests of differential selection.

(a) Selection tests using demographic variables.

) @ ® @ ®) ©
Married Divorced Widow Single Nr siblings HH size
Sample 0.036***  -0.00066 -0.000040 -0.035%** (. 15%+* 0.046
(0.0096) (0.0021) (0.000024) (0.0095) (0.050) (0.051)
Female 0.037F%%  0.0087***  0.00023*%**  -0.046***  0.0059 0.060***
(0.0031) (0.00059) (0.000079) (0.0033) (0.011) (0.014)
Log FLFP -0.035**  -0.0052***  -0.000020 0.040** -0.40%*** -0.16%**
(0.015) (0.0015) (0.000018) (0.016) (0.097) (0.043)
Log FLFP*Sample 0.0094 0.00092 0.0000073 -0.010 0.039 -0.038
(0.0073) (0.0029) (0.000031) (0.0066) (0.053) (0.060)
Female*Log FLFP -0.0083**  -0.0026***  0.000062 0.011** -0.058***  -0.012
(0.0038) (0.00087) (0.000068) (0.0043) (0.015) (0.019)
Female*Sample -0.041%%*  0.00054 -0.00021***  0.040***  -0.076 -0.12%
(0.011) (0.0033) (0.000073) (0.011) (0.052) (0.062)
Log FLFP*Female*Sample  0.0016 0.0086** -0.000068 -0.010 0.031 -0.053
(0.0079) (0.0033) (0.000066) (0.0080) (0.056) (0.054)
Mean dep. var. in sample  0.12 0.02 0.00 0.86 2.17 2.61
No. of observations 138285 138285 138285 138285 138315 119728
R-squared 0.17 0.03 0.00 0.21 0.08 0.11
(b) Selection tests using education and earnings.
(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6)
Education Mother  Father Earnings Mother Father
Sample 1.03%** 0.34 0.48%* 15855.0%* 36651.5 78816.0%*
(0.12) (0.31) (0.24) (7855.9) (22307.7) (32448.8)
Female 0.87#** -0.0080 -0.0045 -41571.2*¥**  -56.1 3063.9
(0.020) (0.013)  (0.017)  (3750.9) (1323.5) (2927.9)
Log FLFP 0.26%** 1.17%%* 0.82%4%  3063.1 68033.6%*F*  85114.9%**
(0.062) (0.28) (0.21) (4359.4) (12124.2) (15727.6)
Log FLFP*Sample -0.21 0.036 -0.14 -862.7 13869.0 4628.0
(0.14) (0.23)  (0.18)  (5228.9) (15015.2)  (21056.2)
Female*Log FLFP -0.057***  -0.015 -0.0019 -882.2 1547.7 4497.8%*
(0.017) (0.014)  (0.017)  (5566.4) (1201.6) (2257.6)
Female*Sample -0.43%%* -0.020 -0.16 15961.6* -7712.4 -34071.4**
(0.15) (0.16) (0.12) (9350.8) (14788.9) (16575.7)
Log FLFP*Female*Sample 0.16 -0.11 -0.13 3695.2 -7260.6 -14397.1
(0.14) (0.13) (0.11) (5868.9) (12080.1) (10956.1)
Mean dep. var. in sample 14.63 13.44 13.61 219168.11 367105.61 463660.11
No. of observations 122456 121122 118855 138316 131386 130599
R-squared 0.08 0.10 0.05 0.31 0.07 0.05

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation
of 1. Robust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.
All regressions control for year of birth fixed effects.
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V  Conclusion

It is well known that women are less willing to enter into competitions than men (Niederle,
2015; Niederle and Vesterlund, 2011) but less is known about where these differences originate
from and what role culture plays in shaping these differences. There are differences in
the gender gap across contexts, but these differences do not follow a consistent pattern.
Furthermore, even if there are differences across places it is not clear if those differences
come from differences in preferences and beliefs (what we label culture) or from differences

in reward systems and incentives due to different institutions or endowments.

In a pre-registered competition experiment with a large sample of Norwegian born indi-
viduals we find that the gender gap in willingness to compete is lower for individuals with
parents born in more gender equal countries. The lower gender gap is driven by both gen-
ders behaving differently and the results are stronger if both parents are born abroad. We
also find positive correlations between gender attitudes reported in this survey and answers
reported to the same questions in parents’ home country, suggesting that cultural differences
transferred from parents to children through upbringing matters for gender attitudes. Our
results are not only driven by general factors that affect competitiveness, such as risk aver-
sion and confidence. Nor do the results seem to be driven by other ancestry level factors not
related to gender equality, such as levels of education or GDP per capita. By connecting
data from the experiment to data from Norwegian administrative registers, we can inves-
tigate selection effects to a much larger extent than other studies. While the participants
in our experiment seem to be positively selected as compared to the respective population
in Norway, such selection effects do not seem consequential for our results as there is little
differential selection across gender in combination with culture. Our results are also robust
when controlling for a host of variables at the individual level including parental education

and earnings.
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Our results strongly suggest that culture matters for the gender differences in competitive
preferences. This is not to say that institutions are not important, they are. We know
from previous studies that institutions and policies do matter (Booth et al., 2018; Zhang,
2019), and that rules such as affirmative action and preferential treatment may reduce the
differences (Balafoutas and Sutter, 2012; Niederle et al., 2013; Sutter et al., 2016). Our
results rather imply that policy changes are likely to have long lasting effects as differences
seem to propagate across generations. It is furthermore likely that institutions and culture

interact in creating gender differences (Alesina and Giuliano, 2015; Bisin and Verdier, 2017).

We find these differences along cultural lines in Norway, one of the most gender equal
countries in the world. Whether the effects of culture are different in other countries is an
important and interesting question that we leave for future research. In particular, we urge
future research to investigate the effects of culture in other settings using well-powered and
pre-registered experiments so that we can build up a credible evidence base on the role of

both culture and institutions for gender differences in competitive appetite.
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A.1 Tables and Figures discussed in the paper
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Figure A.1: Distribution of performance
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Table A.1: Completed answers.

Background country Completed answers
Men ‘Women Total
Afghanistan 4 5 9
Algeria 7 6 13
Argentina 8 4 12
Australia 3 13 16
Austria 5 5 10
Bangladesh 6 4 10
Belgium 8 7 15
Bosnia and Herzegovina 5 13 18
Brazil 7 12 19
Canada 9 9 18
Chile 4 10 14
China 8 5 13
Colombia 6 6 12
Croatia 4 3 7
Denmark 133 130 263
Eritrea 4 7 11
Ethiopia 5 11 16
Faeroe Islands 4 6 10
Finland 9 8 17
France 11 15 26
Gambia, The 2 3 5
Germany 9 9 18
Ghana 2 7 9
HongKong 2 7 9
Hungary 4 5 9
Iceland 8 13 21
India 6 7 13
Iran, Islamic Rep. 26 45 71
Iraq 6 10 16
Ireland 5 10 15
Israel 1 6 7
Italy 10 7 17
Japan 4 4 8
Kenya 4 9 13
Korea, Rep. 9 10 19
Lebanon 1 8 9
Madagascar 3 8 11
Morocco 8 12 20
Netherlands 10 13 23
Pakistan 110 110 220
Peru 4 2 6
Philippines 6 6 12
Poland 13 13 26
Portugal 4 7 11
Romania 11 5 16
Russian Federation 6 15 21
Somalia 24 33 57
South Africa 5 6 11
Spain 5 11 16
Sri Lanka 10 9 19
Sweden 174 213 387
Switzerland 8 13 21
Syrian Arab Republic 4 4 8
Thailand 5 10 15
Turkey 8 6 14
United Kingdom 8 13 21
United States 9 8 17
Vietnam 88 101 189
Yugoslavia 4 10 14
Total 876 1067 1943
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Table A.2: Performance under competitive pay (Part 2) and FLFP.

M @) @) @)
Performance Performance Performance Performance
Female 0.17 0.15
(0.12) (0.12)
Log FLFP 0.23%* 0.32%** 0.32%**
(0.10) (0.12) (0.12)
Female*Log FLFP -0.062 -0.088
(0.10) (0.100)
Mean dep. var. in sample 10.14 9.99 10.07 10.07
No. of observations 1086 891 1977 1977
R-squared 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01
Sample Women Men All All
Country FE No No Yes No
Mean FLFP 57.50 57.50
SD FLFP 24.29 24.29

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered
at the ancestry country level in parentheses.

Table A.3: Performance under piece-rate (Part 1) and FLFP.

M @) ) @)
Performance Performance Performance Performance
Female 0.073 0.076
(0.11) (0.10)
Log FLFP 0.25%*%* 0.22* 0.22*
(0.089) (0.13) (0.13)
Female*Log FLFP 0.031 0.030
(0.11) (0.10)
Mean dep. var. in sample 8.79 8.71 8.76 8.76
No. of observations 1086 891 1977 1977
R-squared 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01
Sample Women Men All All
Country FE No No Yes No
Mean FLFP 57.50 57.50
SD FLFP 24.29 24.29

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered
at the ancestry country level in parentheses.
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Table A.4: External relevance of competitiveness in our sample.

(a) Competitiveness and labor market earnings.

(1) (2) (3) (4) () (6) (7)
Earnings Earnings FEarnings FEarnings FEarnings Earnings Earnings
Compete 17.3* 25.5 4.11 29.9% 1.87 26.7* 0.30
(9.85) (15.8) (12.7) (16.9) (13.4) (14.4) (13.5)
Mean dep. var. in sample 200.92 181.26 224.84 187.08 234.39 184.57 232.65
No. of observations 1942 1066 876 982 821 969 815
R-squared 0.47 0.43 0.53 0.43 0.54 0.45 0.53
Sample All Women Men Women Men Women Men
Controls No No No p. edu p. edu +earnings -+earnings
(b) Competitiveness and years of education.
(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6) (7)
Education Education Education Education Education Education Education
Compete 0.18 0.22 0.32% 0.21 0.27 0.28
(0.12) (0.16) (0.18) (0.16) (0.18) (0.18)
Mean dep. var. in sample 15.34 15.51 15.13 15.58 15.17 15.16
No. of observations 1890 1040 850 980 818 812
R-squared 0.19 0.23 0.17 0.26 0.22 0.22
Sample All Women Men Women Men Women Men
Controls No No No p. edu p. edu +earnings +earnings
(c) Competitiveness and STEM education.
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Stem Stem Stem Stem Stem Stem Stem
Compete 0.065%**  0.059** 0.063**  0.052**  0.057** 0.082** 0.082*
(0.017) (0.023)  (0.027)  (0.023)  (0.027) (0.035) (0.045)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.14 0.10 0.18 0.10 0.18 0.17 0.33
No. of observations 1890 1040 850 980 818 617 452
R-squared 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.06
Sample All Women Men Women Men Women high edu  Men high edu
Controls No No No p- stem p. stem p. stem p- stem

Notes: Earnings are measured in 2017 and divided by 1000 for presentational purposes. All regres-
sions control for year of birth fixed effects. Panels A and B have the same control variables. Columns
4 and 5 control for parents’ education. Columns 6 and 7 control for parents’ education and parents
earnings in 2017. In Panel C we instead control for parents having stem education in Columns 4

and 5 and in Columns 6 and 7 we limit the sample to people having higher education. Robust SE in
parentheses.
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Table A.5: Auxiliary regressions: Controlling for year of birth, adding miss-
ing observations, and correlation with gender equality.

) @) @) (@)
Compete Compete Compete Gender Equality
Female S0.14%%F 0. 14%FF 0. 110 0.35%**
(0.022) (0.015) (0.016) (0.043)
Log FLFP 0.094***
(0.029)
Female*Log FLFP 0.045%**  (0.052%** 0.0023
(0.012) (0.016) (0.052)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.41 0.33 0.33 3.09
No. of observations 1943 1943 1943 1890
R-squared 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.07
Sample All All Including missing All
Country FE No Yes Yes No
Year of birth FE Yes Yes No
Other controls No No Yes

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered at
the ancestry country level in parentheses. The regressions in Columns 1 and 2 control for year of birth
fixed effects. In Column 3 we replace missing observations with zero and add dummy variables for miss-

ing observations.

Gender difference in willingness to compete
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L
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Figure A.2: Country level gender difference in willingness to compete and our two mea-

sures of culture: Log FLFP and Gender index.
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Table A.6: Competition
women and 5 men.

and FLFP. Sample restricted to countries with at least 5

(1) (2) (3) (4) ()
Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete
Log FLFP 0.026***  -0.022* -0.022%*
(0.0085)  (0.013) (0.013)

Female*Log FLFP

0.050%%*%  0.048%%*  0,056%+*
(0.012)  (0.011)  (0.018)

Female S0.14%%FF 0. 14%FF _0.11%F*
(0.015) (0.014) (0.017)
Performance under piece rate 0.0054
(0.0052)
Performance under competitive pay 0.0048
(0.0053)
Believe 2nd -0.22%%*
(0.024)
Believe 3rd -0.347%%*
(0.029)
Believe 4th -0.33%%*
(0.040)
Risk 0.017**
(0.0066)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.27 0.41 0.34 0.34 0.34
No. of observations 935 800 1735 1735 1706
R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.14
Sample Women Men All All All
Country FE No No Yes No Yes
Mean FLFP 58.04 58.04 58.25
SD FLFP 24.66 24.66 24.58

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered at the an-
cestry country level in parentheses.
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Table A.7: Competition and FLFP. Adding controls.

M @ ® @ ®
Compete Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female*Log FLFP 0.047***  0.047***%  0.047*¥F*  0.049%F*  (.052%**
(0.012) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.017)
Female SO0 7 SN O O N O O i O 0 = ol B O Y Rk
(0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.017)
Performance under piece rate 0.0075 0.0048 0.0054
(0.0052) (0.0052) (0.0054)
Performance under competitive pay — 0.017*** 0.0069 0.0056
(0.0055) (0.0052) (0.0051)
Believe 2nd -0.22%FF (. 21%KF -0.217%%*
(0.027) (0.026) (0.023)
Believe 3rd -0.34%FF  _(0.32%%* -0.32%**
(0.031) (0.030) (0.030)
Believe 4th -0.34%FF (0. 31%KF -0.317%%*
(0.040) (0.040) (0.039)
Risk 0.021***  0.015**
(0.0065)  (0.0063)
Mean dep. var. in sample 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34
No. of observations 1943 1942 1942 1906 1905
R-squared 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.07 0.14
Sample All All All All All
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean FLFP 57.78 57.79 57.79 57.96 57.97
SD FLFP 24.17 24.17 24.17 24.09 24.09

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust SE clustered at the an-

cestry country level in parentheses.

Table A.8: Vignette to test discrimination of female

leaders.
O @ ® @
Score Score Score Score
Ida 0.035 0.036 0.049 0.018
(0.052) (0.052) (0.070) (0.078)
Log FLFP 0.074*  0.067 0.080
(0.038) (0.054) (0.054)
Ida*Log FLFP -0.034  -0.0066 -0.065
(0.054) (0.075)  (0.078)
Mean dep. var. in sample 4.41 4.41 4.48 4.32
No. of observations 1915 1915 1048 867
R-squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sample All All Women Men

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of
1. Robust SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.
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Figure A.3: Gender differences and country names

Table A.9: Standardized variables.

(1) (2) (3)

(4) (5) (6)

(7)

GE Proud Live with p Control Obedience Religion  Work
Gender equality 0.12%*
(0.051)
Making parents proud 0.21%%*
(0.028)
Live with parents 0.28%**
(0.043)
Control 0.029
(0.034)
Obedience 0.074%**
(0.017)
Religion 0.28%**
(0.061)
Hard work 0.038**
(0.017)
Mean dep. var. 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
No. of observations 1408 1411 1377 1422 1703 1703 1703
R-squared 0.01 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.00

Notes: The outcome variables and independent variables are standardized. DOES NOT INCLUDE YEAR AND
GENDER FE. SHOULD IT?
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Table A.10: Correlation with female as comparison.

DR @) @ ) ©) @)
GE Proud Live with p Control Obedience Religion  Work
Female 0.51*** -0.084  -0.0097 0.12%* -0.082 -0.077 -0.18%+*
(0.059)  (0.061) (0.052) (0.063)  (0.054) (0.082)  (0.035)
Mean dep. var. -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
No. of observations 1407 1410 1376 1421 1706 1706 1706
R-squared 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01

Notes: The outcome variables are standardized. DOES NOT INCLUDE YEAR AND GENDER FE. SHOULD IT?

It obviously includes gender here.

Table A.11: Correlation with standardized education as comparison.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
GE Proud Live with p Control Obedience Religion  Work
Standardized Education  0.097***  0.027 -0.38%** 0.033 -0.11%%* 0.018 -0.018
(0.023) (0.037)  (0.030) (0.022)  (0.015) (0.035) (0.018)
Mean dep. var. 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00
No. of observations 1374 1377 1344 1388 1659 1659 1659
R-squared 0.01 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

Notes: The outcome variables and independent variables are standardized. DOES NOT INCLUDE YEAR AND GEN-

DER FE. SHOULD IT?

Table A.12: Gender equality scale and competitiveness.

M @) ) @
Compete Compete Compete Compete
Female SO QTR Q1T 0. 1T
(0.025) (0.026) (0.020) (0.020)
Female*Log FLFP 0.046***  0.054***
(0.017) (0.016)
Gender equality scale (GE) 0.0079 0.022 0.0070 0.024
(0.014) (0.016) (0.014) (0.017)
Female*GE -0.032%* -0.035*
(0.018) (0.019)
GE*Log FLFP -0.0080
(0.012)
Female*GE*Log FLFP 0.028
(0.020)
Mean dep. var. 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43
No. of observations 1407 1407 1407 1407
R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07

Notes: Log FLFP is standardized with mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Robust

SE clustered at the ancestry country level in parentheses.
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Table A.13: Adding control vari-
ables from administrative regis-

ters.
&) @
Compete Compete
Female -0.14%** -0.12%%*
(0.017) (0.020)
Education 0.027*** 0.023
(0.010) (0.018)
Female*Log FLFP 0.035%* 0.049%**
(0.018) (0.014)
Mother education 0.0011 0.0050
(0.011) (0.025)
Father education -0.0042 0.013
(0.012) (0.018)
Earnings 0.025 -0.00042
(0.018) (0.028)
Mother earnings 0.018 0.026
(0.019) (0.034)
Father earnings 0.0096 -0.0091
(0.013) (0.022)
Married 0.012 0.12
(0.065) (0.084)
Divorced -0.19%** -0.26*
(0.053) (0.15)
Widow 0 0
O ©
Single 0 0
O ©
Number of siblings 0.0061 -0.011
(0.016) (0.017)
Household size 0.0024 -0.018
(0.011) (0.021)
Birthyear 0.0029 0.012
(0.019) (0.026)
Female*Married -0.20%**
(0.070)
Female*Divorced 0.076
(0.23)
Female*Widow 0
O
Female*Single 0
©
Female*Education 0.0023
(0.025)
Female*Mother education -0.011
(0.034)
Female*Father education -0.030
(0.027)
Female*Earnings 0.043
(0.027)
Female*Mother earnings -0.016
(0.036)
Female*Father earnings 0.042
(0.027)
Female*Number of siblings 0.033
(0.022)
Female*Household size 0.035
(0.025)
Female*Birthyear -0.022
(0.029)
No. of observations 1778 1778
R-squared 0.07 0.08

Notes: All continuous control variables are
standardized to have mean zero and a stan-

dard deviation of 1.
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A.2 Other measures of competitiveness

Table A.14 shows gender differences in competitive appetite using alternative measures of
competitiveness. Column 1 shows the results for ”Personal development motives” (PDM),
which is a four item scale from Bonte et al. (2017). The items are: "I can improve my
competence by competing”, ”Competition allows me to judge my level of competence”, "1
use competition as a way to prove something to myself” and ”Competition allows me to
measure my own success”. Answers are given on a scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 7
(completely agree). We use the mean of these four questions, Cronbach’s o = 0.845. As
illustrated in Column 1, the PDM reveals a gender difference as well. Column 2 controls for
our main measure of willingness to compete and though the two concepts are correlated, the
gender difference in our behavioral measure remains. Column 3 shows that C'ompete is also
correlated with a gender difference measured using a self-reported competitiveness scale. This
measure includes four questions with answers given on a scale from 1 (completely disagree) to
7 (completely agree): “I like situations where I compete against others”, “I enjoy competing
against others”, “I find competitive situations unpleasant”, and “When I try to reach a goal
I prefer to compete against others instead of trying to reach the goal on my own”. We reverse
code the answers to the question “I find competitive situations unpleasant” and we create
a mean score of the four questions, Cronbach’s a = 0.838. Column 4 shows that also this

index measures something beyond the behavioral measure of willingness to compete.
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Table A.14: Gender differences in other measures of competition.

(1) (2)

(3)

(4)

PDM PDM Competition index Competition index
Female -0.66***  0.61%**  -0.79*** -0.73%**
(0.068) (0.069) (0.063) (0.063)
Compete 0.34*** 0.42%**
(0.072) (0.067)
Mean dep. var. for men 4.62 4.62 5.14 4.73
No. of observations 1909 1905 1910 1906
R-squared 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.09

Notes: Robust SE in parentheses.

A.3 The complete questionnaire, translated from Nor-

wegian

**=new page

** Welcome to this study within social science! This study consists of 4 parts, and in the
3 first parts you will do a task on time (90 sec) that consists of counting the numb of ones
and zeros in tables. The last part is several questions about you and your opinions. You
will be paid kr 50-400 for participating. Try to complete the entire survey without being
disturbed, it will take approx. 20 minutes. Before we start with the survey itself, we will

inform you about how we take care of your privacy. ** Information about your privacy:

e This is a research study conducted by The Ragnar Frisch Centre for Economic Research,
and financed by the Norwegian Research Council. Contact director Sverre Kittelsen

(sverre.kittelsen@frisch.uio.no, phone 91843889) if you have questions or comments.

e The Data Protection Officer at the Frisch Centre, Erik Hernaes (erik.hernas@frisch.uio.no,

phone 91132437) has evaluated the project.

e The purpose of collecting information about you is to use it in a research project. The
information we collect, will only be used for research purposes. We can only collect

information about you to this study if you consent to it.
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e The basis of the lawfulness is this project is Personopplysningsloven §8 Artikkel 6 1.e)
og 6.3.b) i Personvernforordningen og Personopplysningsloven §8 jfr. Artikkel 6.1.a) i

Personvernforordningen.

e We will not give the personal data that we collect to anyone else. It is voluntary to
participate in this study, and you can withdraw from the study as long as the study is

ongoing without stating a reason.

e To invite you to participate in this study, we have used your phone number. To be
able to pay you for participating, we will ask you to provide us your name, address,
and bank account. When the survey is answered, and you have received your payment,
all this information will be deleted. You will also get the possibility of donating your

payment to charity if you prefer not to provide us with this information.

e To make the survey as short as possible, we would like to use information about you
that already exists in public registers at Statistics Norway. To be able to collect this
information about you from Statistics Norway, we need your personal identification
number. If you consent to it, we will be able to collect the following information about
you from Statistics Norway: gender, age, municipality of residence, country of birth,
municipality of birth, country background, citizenship, pensionable income , trygder ,
family conditions (number of siblings, parity, gender of siblings, number of children,
gender of children, number of people in household, marital status, family type) and
highest completed education, and parents’ country of birth, pensionable income and
highest completed education. When Statistics Norway has linked this information
together, your personal identification number will be deleted. The dataset we receive

from Statistics Norway will not include your personal identification number.

e All personal data will be deleted, at the latest at the project completion 31.12.2024.
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You have the right to ask for access to, correction of or deletion of personal data that

we have collected about you.

You have the right to complaint to the Norwegian Data Protection Agency in case you

think your personal data is not treated in accordance with GDPR.

You can disregard answering single questions.

We will send out maximum one reminder.

** Declaration of Consent

I consent to

participating in this questionnaire.

that the specified information about me can be collected from Statistics Norway.

that the collected information can be used in this research project.

that I can withdraw from this study as long as it is ongoing.
I consent (1) I do not want to participate in this study (2)

** Instructions Thanks for participating in this study! This study consists of 4 parts, and
you will be paid for one of the four parts. In addition, all will regardless get kr 50 as thanks
for participating. The rules for payment are different in the 4 parts, and we will explain you
the rules before each part starts. When you have completed all 4 parts, the computer will

randomly select which part you will be paid for. **

Rules for Part 1 — the piece-rate part In Part 1 we will ask you solve a series of problems
by counting the number of ones (1) in tables consisting of zeros (0) and ones (1) as in the
table below. You will be given 90 seconds to count 1’s in as many tables as possible. After

the 90 seconds are up you will automatically continue to the next page.
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In Part 1, you get kr 5 per table you solve correctly in the 90 seconds. Your payment
does not decrease if you provide an incorrect answer to a table. Now click the arrow to get

started with Part 1.

** Part 1 — the piece-rate part Please count the number of 1s in each table below and

provide the answer. How many 1s are there?
** Rules for Part 2 — The Tournament part

In Part 2 you will be given 90 seconds to count the ones in a series of tables with zeros
(0) and ones (1). In Part 2 your payment depends on how many tables you provide correct
answers for relative to that of three other persons participating in this study. You will not
receive any information about the three others, and they will not receive any information
about you. If you solve most correct answers, you will be paid kr 20 for each correct answer.
If you are not best, your payment from Part 2 will be kr 0.

Now click to on the arrow to get started with Part 2.

kok
Part 2 — Tournament part.

This is Part 2.

Please count the number of 1s in each table below and provide the answer. How many

1s are there?

** Providing a correct answer to the question below will be rewarded with a payment of
kr 5 in addition to what you already have earned in Part 2. How do you think you did in

Part 27
e [ won (1)
e | came second (2)
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e | came third (3)
e [ came last (4)
** Rules for Part 3: Chosen payment

In Part 3 you also will be given 90 seconds to count ones in a series of tables with zeros
(0) and ones (1). But in Part 3 you can choose which form of payment from the two forms
of payment from Part 1 and Part 2 you want to apply for you in Part 3. Piece-rate: You
will be paid kr 5 for each correct answer you provide Tournament: If you solve more tables
than the others in your group did in Part 2, you will be paid kr 20 for each correct answer
you have given. If you are not best, your payment from Part 3 will be kr 0. How do you

want to be paid for Part 37
e Piece-rate (kr 5 per correct answer) (1)
e Tournament (kr 20 per correct answer if you win, otherwise kr 0) (2)

** Part 3 This is Part 3. Please count the number of 1s in each table below and provide

the answer. How many 1s are there?

** How many problems do you think you solved correctly in Part 1 (the piece-rate part)?
** What do you think is the average number of correct problems solved in Part 1 among

those participating in this survey?
** Now you will get to know how many correct answers you managed in Part 1, 2 and 3:
Correct answers in Part 1: Correct answers in Part 2: Correct answers in Part 3:

** To what extent do you think your result in Part 1 is due to controllable (i.e., effort)
versus uncontrollable (i.e., chance and difficulty) factors? Please answer on a scale from 1 to
10 where 1= due to factors that I have no control over, and 10=due to factors that I could

control.
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e Part 1 — Piece-rate (1)
e Part 2 - Tournament (2)
e Part 3 — Chosen payment (3)

** Part 4 I this part, we ask you to answer several questions. If this payment is selected
to be the task you will be paid for, you will be paid an amount between kr 25 and kr 50 for
answering these questions. ** Now we want you to take the perspective of an employee in a
Norwegian bank and consider an applicant for a vacant position as the department manager
in your department. You will be shown a job advertisement and a description of an applicant

which you shall evaluate.

** DEPARTMENT MANAGER The department is going to appoint a new department
manager. The department manager is the link between the bank’s management and the
employees. For some, this position will be demanding(, and its suits a person who likes to
compete). The position requires high skills. As department manager, one is responsible not
just for oneself, but also for the other employees in the department. A potential candidate
- Ida Hansen/Martin Hansen Ida Hansen/Martin Hansen is educated within the field of
economics and administration and was among the top 20% best in her (study) cohort. Has
been the leader of a youth organization(, and likes to compete). Comes from a middle-
sized city in the eastern part of Norway, and has a sister, dad is an engineer, and mother
is a teacher. Ida/Martin’s motivation for applying the position is that working within the
banking sector is both meaningful and important. Ida Hansen/ Martin Hansen would very
much like to become a squad leader. Indicate how well suited you think she/ he is for the

job: (1=very badly, 6=very well)

Indicate how well suited you think others think she/ he is for the job: (1=very badly,

6=very well) ** Here is a list of qualities that children can be encouraged to learn at home.
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Which, if any, do you consider to be especially important? Please choose up to five! In-
dependence Feeling of responsibility Imagination Tolerance and respect for other people
Thrift, saving money and things Determination, perseverance Religious faith Unselfishness

Obedience Politeness Gender equality Competitiveness Hard work

** Here is a list of qualities that children can be encouraged to learn at home. Which, if

any, did you parents emphasize in your childhood? Please choose up to five!

Independence Feeling of responsibility Imagination Tolerance and respect for other people
Thrift, saving money and things Determination, perseverance Religious faith Unselfishness

Obedience Politeness Gender equality Competitiveness Hard work

** Below follows some claims. For each claim, please mark on the scale what fits for you

from 1 (does not apply at all) to 7 (fully applies).

I enjoy competing against others I find competitive situations unpleasant I like situations
where I compete against others When I try to reach a goal, I prefer to compete against others
instead of trying to reach the goal on my own I can improve my competence by competing
Competition allows me to judge my level of competence I use competition as a way to prove

something to myself Competition allows me to measure my own success

** Have you been a leader in an organization (for instance in a job, recreational activity,

sports, culture or politics)?
e Yes (1)
e No (2)
*x
What language do you normally speak at home?

e Only Norwegian (1)
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e Norwegian and other language (3)

e Other language (2)

Do you live with your parents?

e Yes (1)

e No (2)

Which language do you normally speak with your parents?
e Only Norwegian (1)

e Norwegian and other language (3)

e Other language (2)

Did you vote at the last parliamentary election?
e Yes (1)

e No (2)

** Some people feel they have completely free choice and control over their lives, while
other people feel that what they do has no real effect on what happens to them. Please use
this scale where 1 means "no choice at all” and 10 means ”a great deal of choice” to indicate

how much freedom of choice and control you feel you have over the way your life turns out.

k%

How do you see yourself: Are you a person who is generally willing to take risks, or do
you try to avoid taking risks? “Not willing to take risk at all” (1), “very willing to take risk”

(10).

Kk
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Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to
be very careful in dealing with people? Most people can be trusted (1), Need to be very

careful (2)
*x
Imagine the following situation: Du unexpectedly receive 10 000 kroner.

How much of this would you give to a charity? (values between 0 and 10 000 kroner is

allowed)

Kk

If Part 4 is the randomly selected part that you will be paid for, you will receive kr 25

for having answered the questions in Part 4.
Do you want to negotiation for a higher pay? If yes, press “I want to negotiate”
** How much do want to be paid for Part 47

k%

Ok, you get kr for Part 4.
*x
What do you think of the performance of others who participate?

What do you believe is the average number of correct answers provided by women par-

ticipating in this survey (including yourself if you are a woman) in Part 17

What do you believe is the average number of correct answers provided by men partici-

pating in this survey (including yourself if you are a man) in Part 17

Kk
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For each of the following statements below, please indicate how strongly you agree or
disagree with each. Do you strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), agree (3), strongly agree (4)

or don’t know (5)?

Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pay On the whole, men make better
political leaders than women do. A university education is more important for a boy than
for a girl. On the whole, men make better business executives than women do. One of my

main goals in life has been to make my parents proud

k%

You have now almost completed the survey. The only thing remaining, is that you will

get to know which part the computer has randomly selected for your payment.
You will be paid for Part _. Your payment for participating in this study will be kr 50
plus what you earned in Part _. In Part _ you earned kr _. In total you earned kr.

*3%k

In order to pay you for participating in the study, we need your name, address and bank
account. This will be given to the accounting department, but they will not see any of your
answers. All your personal data will be stored on a secure server which only researcher
working on this project have access to. When payment is completed, we will delete name,
address and bank account numbers. Payments will be paid out when we are finished data

collection, in about 3 weeks time.
Payment. How do you want your payment?
e [ wish to be paid for participating (1)

e [ wish to donate my payment to a charity (2)

k%
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If you do not want to report your name, address and bank account number (or feel
generous), you can choose to donate your payment to a charity. You can choose between the

Red Cross, Doctors without borders or Unicef.
Thanks for participating!
*%
Please provide your payment information here:

Name Adress Postal code City Bank account (11 digits). Please make sure you bank

account is correct, otherwise we are not able to pay you.

Thanks for participating!

k%

Do you have any comments to the survey?

k%
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