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ABSTRACT

Women are greatly underrepresented in positions of political leadership around the world. In seeking to explain this underrepresentation, some researchers have
pointed to people's tendencies to stereotype leaders as more similar to men than women as these tendencies can support the belief that women are unsuited to
leadership. This project aimed to test whether a subtle linguistic intervention was able to ameliorate this gender bias in political leadership stereotypes across
different languages and national contexts (country/region N = 42, language N = 30, sample N = 22,996). Specifically, this project examined whether gender-fair
language (e.g., the use of paired pronouns ‘he or she’) can reduce the tendency for people to stereotype political leaders as more similar to men than women. To
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increase the rigor with which these stereotypes were measured, this project complemented the dominant ‘cheap talk’ measure of personal stereotype content with an
incentivised community measure of this content. As expected, participants stereotyped political leaders as more similar to men than women; this pattern was stronger
on the incentivised measure of community stereotypes. Unexpectedly, there was no evidence that paired pronouns reduced this bias (there was weak exploratory
evidence that paired nouns increased participants' tendencies to stereotype political leaders as more similar to women). This project suggests that the ability of
gender-fair language interventions to ameliorate gender bias in the political leadership domain may be limited.

Political systems are almost universally led by men. Currently, only
one country in about every eight has elected a woman as Head of State or
Government, and across the world women make up only one in every
four parliamentarians (UN Women, 2021). Some researchers have sug-
gested that it may be possible to improve the representation of women in
politics and other positions of power by changing the stereotypes that
people hold about leaders (Eagly, Nater, Miller, Kaufmann, & Sczesny,
2020; Eagly & Wood, 2012; Ellemers, 2018). This claim rests on an
extensive body of evidence that people tend to stereotype leaders as
more similar to men than women and to believe that men are therefore
more suited to leadership than women (Conway, Pizzamiglio, & Mount,
1996; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 1983, 2001; Schein, 1973, 1975).
If the degree of gender bias in political leader stereotypes can be
reduced, the reasoning goes, women may be more likely to seek such
positions and those who do may be less likely to face gender-based
discrimination (e.g., Gaucher, Friesen, & Kay, 2011; Heilman, 2012;
Koch, D'Mello, & Sackett, 2015). This reasoning highlights the impor-
tance of identifying potential interventions and testing their ability to
causally affect gender bias in political leader stereotypes.

In this project, we aim to test whether a subtle linguistic intervention
is able to ameliorate gender bias in political leadership stereotypes
across a variety of languages and cultures. Specifically, we will examine
whether exposing people to feminised gender-fair language when asking
them to describe political leaders (e.g., by using the paired pronouns ‘he
or she’) can reduce their tendency to stereotype political leaders as more
similar to men than women. In the process, we aim to build on the
existing literature in three important ways. First, the existing work on
the impact of gender-fair language has primarily focused on the ability
of gender encoded language (e.g., the pronoun “she”) to increase the
salience of the relevant gender category (e.g., women) in working
memory. Little, if any, of this work has examined the impact of gender-
fair language on the content of people's stereotypes. By providing a
causal test of the impact of our gender-fair language intervention on
gendered leadership stereotypes we will inform a richer understanding
of the implications of people's everyday language for social cognition.

Second, much of the existing work on gender-fair language has
examined a relatively narrow set of languages (e.g., English) and con-
texts (e.g., the US and UK), raising questions of external validity. To
assess the extent to which the impact of gender-fair language on gender
bias in the political leader stereotype generalizes across different lan-
guages and national contexts, we will conduct the broadest test of a
gender-fair language intervention to date. Third, the psychological
literature has used two main approaches for measuring stereotypes: the
first aggregates first-order beliefs about the characteristics of social
groups and the second aggregates second-order beliefs about what a
community believes these characteristics to be (Kotzur et al., 2020). A
similar dichotomy can be observed in the measurement of social norms
in the economics literature (e.g., Huffman et al., 2025). To improve
robustness, we will measure stereotypes in the form of first-order per-
sonal beliefs as well as (incentivised) second-order community beliefs.
In this way, we aim to improve our understanding of the implications of
different methods of stereotype measurement for stereotype content.

Gendered leadership stereotypes
In this section, we will review the literature that supports our claim

that people tend to stereotype leaders as more similar to men than
women. Stereotypes are the beliefs that people hold about the attributes

that the members of social categories actually have or should ideally
have (Hilton & Von Hippel, 1996). Reflecting the salience of gender as a
social category, there is evidence that people have widely shared and
consensual stereotypes about the attributes of men and women (Eagly &
Wood, 2012; Hentschel, Heilman, & Peus, 2019). Importantly, there are
broad differences in the content of stereotypes about each gender
(although the strength of these patterns does vary around the world; e.
g., Nater, Miller, Eagly, & Sczesny, 2026). Specifically, people tend to
believe that women are more communal than men, exhibiting more
kindness, sympathy and sensitivity; they also tend to believe that men
are more agentic than women, exhibiting more independence, compet-
itiveness and determination (Bem, 1981; Eagly et al., 2020; Eagly &
Wood, 2012; Ellemers, 2018; Prentice & Carranza, 2002; Williams &
Best, 1982).

If we turn to the stereotypes of leaders, there is evidence that lead-
ership roles are associated with, and believed to require, the agentic
attributes that are more typically granted to men than women (e.g.,
Eagly & Karau, 2002; Froehlich, Olsson, Dorrough, & Martiny, 2020;
Heilman, 1983). For instance, Powell, Butterfield, and Parent (2002);
see also Powell & Butterfield, 1979, 1989) asked US undergraduate and
MBA students to rate a good manager on 10 communal attributes (e.g.,
affectionate, warm, tender) and 10 agentic attributes (e.g., independent,
forceful, dominant) and found that 55% of participants described
managers as more agentic than communal. A mere 4 % of participants
showed the reverse pattern, describing managers as more communal
than agentic. There is also evidence that US participants consider the
attribute “masculine” to be more characteristic of managers than the
attribute “feminine” (Gatton, Dubois, & Faley, 1999; see also Beggs &
Doolittle, 1993; Munoz Sastre, Fouquereau, Igier, Salvatore, & Mullet,
2000).

Consistent with the above findings, when researchers have measured
the stereotypes of men, women and leaders at the same time, they have
observed a greater degree of overlap between the stereotypes of leaders
and those of men than between the stereotypes of leaders and those of
women (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 1983). In one of the most
influential demonstrations of this phenomenon, Schein (1973), see also
Schein, 1975; Brenner, Tomkiewicz, & Schein, 1989) asked 300 US
middle managers to rate 92 attributes according to how characteristic
they were of women in general, men in general or successful middle
managers. Schein observed that the ratings that participants gave for
managers were more similar to the ratings that they gave to men
(relative to women) on 70% of the attributes. The ratings that partici-
pants gave for managers were only more similar to the ratings they gave
for women (relative to men) on 8 % of attributes. On the basis of these
findings, Schein concluded that when people ‘think manager’, they
‘think male’. In the intervening decades, Schein's think manager—think
male paradigm has been applied to leaders in a range of occupational
settings (e.g., business, military, education), and a meta-analysis of 40 of
these studies found that the stereotypes of leaders are, on average,
around two to three times more similar to the stereotypes of men than
the stereotypes of women (Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, & Ristikari, 2011).

Together, these findings provide a strong basis for expecting that
when people think of leaders in the political domain, they are likely to
think male (not female). Indeed, if anything, the association between the
stereotypes of leaders and men in the political domain may be especially
strong. The competitive nature of the political system and the role of the
media in mediating between political leaders and their public arguably
make a politician's ability to exercise agency by seizing and exercising
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power an essential competency (e.g., Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010; see also
Schneider & Bos, 2014). Further, the ability of a person to engage in
(verbal) combat and vigorous self-promotion and, ultimately, to domi-
nate their opponents is likely to be seen as central to the acquisition and
retention of political leadership positions (Lombard, Azpeitia, &
Cheryan, 2021). For all these reasons, people's stereotypes of political
leaders can be expected to be more similar to those of men than those of
women. This expectation provides the basis for our first hypothesis:

H1. :The positive association between people's stereotypes of men and
political leaders will be stronger than the association between their
stereotypes of women and political leaders.

Gender-fair language and gendered leadership stereotypes

In this project, we aim to test whether the use of gender-fair language
(i.e., a strategy of treating men and women symmetrically in language;
Sczesny, Formanowicz, & Moser, 2016) may ameliorate gender bias in
people's stereotypes of political leaders. Our expectation that gender-fair
language may reduce gender bias is based on evidence that, first, gender-
fair language can increase the cognitive accessibility of female exem-
plars and that, second, counter-stereotypical exemplars can reduce bias
in stereotypes. We will review both sets of evidence in turn.

Research that has examined the impact of gender-fair language has
grown out of a broader programme of work that has sought to under-
stand whether gender encoding in everyday language has consequences
for gender equality in society. The starting point for this work is the
observation that all languages encode for gender, whether through the
lexical meaning of words or grammatical structure (Sczesny et al., 2016;
Stahlberg, Braun, Irmen, & Sczesny, 2011). Although all languages
encode for gender, there are three general ways in which they can do so.
Specifically, some languages (i.e., neutral gender languages, like Chinese
and Hungarian) only encode gender in the lexical meaning of certain
nouns (e.g., the loving wife). Other languages (i.e., natural gender lan-
guages, like English and Swedish) additionally encode gender in the
lexical meaning of the corresponding personal pronouns (e.g., the loving
wife, she...). Finally, gendered languages (like Spanish and Hebrew)
encode gender grammatically in most nouns as well as in the articles,
pronouns and adjectives that accompany them (e.g., la esposa amorosa,
ella...).

The habitual encoding and decoding of gender in everyday
communication can be expected to increase the salience of gender in
working memory. When this encoding is asymmetrical, such that one
gender is encoded more frequently than another, it may contribute to
gender biases (Stahlberg et al., 2011; see also Sczesny et al., 2016). One
such asymmetry is the use of the masculine generic, which is when a
word with masculine lexical meaning is used to describe mixed gender
groups or people whose gender is unknown or irrelevant (Bodine, 1975;
Bubmann & Hellinger, 2003). In English, this can be seen in the use of
the noun “man” and pronoun “he” to refer to humankind (e.g., Darwin's
1871 book, The Decent of Man; Hegarty & Buechel, 2006). In gendered
languages, like Spanish, it can also be seen in the use of the masculine
plural to refer to any group that includes at least one man. There is
evidence that the masculine generic increases the salience of men and
male exemplars relative to women and female exemplars (Moulton,
Robinson, & Elias, 1978; Stahlberg, Sczesny, & Braun, 2001; Switzer,
1990; Wilson & Ng, 1988). For instance, Bailey, Dovidio, and
LaFrance (2022) found that using the masculine generic title Master
for a university leadership role (rather than the more neutral title Head)
increased the degree to which students associated the role with men
rather than women. It also increased their tendency to recall men (and
forget women) who had previously occupied the role. In a similar way,
Archer and Kam (2022) found that using the masculine generic title
Chairman (rather than the more neutral title Chair) increased people's
tendency to assume that the leader was a man and improved their
memory for male occupants.
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If an asymmetry in gender encoding is implicated in gender bias,
then it should be possible to lessen this bias by increasing symmetry.
There are two main ways in which language can counter asymmetrical
gender encoding and therefore be gender-fair: neutralisation and femi-
nisation. The former involves replacing gender encoded words with the
neutral gender version (e.g., replacing ‘Chairman’ with ‘Chair’). The
latter involves retaining the male encoded word and introducing the
female encoded version alongside it (e.g., replacing ‘Chairman’ with the
paired nouns ‘Chairman or Chairwoman’). There is evidence that people
who are exposed to neutralised or feminised gender-fair language show
less cognitive bias than those who are exposed to the masculine generic
form. In particular, people exposed to gender-fair language are more
likely to remember female exemplars or bring images of women to mind
(e.g., Archer & Kam, 2022; Bailey et al., 2022; Gastil, 1990).

Although both gender-fair strategies have been shown to lessen bias
relative to the masculine generic, there may be differences in their
effectiveness in some contexts. Indeed, the core concern of this paper is
people's tendency to associate the category of ‘leader’ with men rather
than women, even though this category is gender neutral in many lan-
guages, including English (Koenig et al., 2011). The tendency to asso-
ciate linguistically neutral social categories with men rather than
women is not restricted to the leader category, or other roles where men
are numerically dominant, but is also observed for a number of other
common categories, like ‘humans’ and ‘employees’ (e.g., Bailey,
LaFrance, & Dovidio, 2019; Hegarty & Parr, 2023). In cases like these,
feminisation may be more effective than neutralisation because it en-
courages people to cognitively activate the category of women alongside
the (more accessible) category of men. Evidence for this possibility is
provided by Lindqvist, Renstrom, & Gustafsson Sendén, 2019; see also
Khosroshahi, 1989; Switzer, 1990) who described a hypothetical job
applicant to English and Swedish speakers and asked them to choose the
photograph from a mixed gender array that best captured their mental
image of this applicant. When a feminisation strategy was used, such
that the applicant was described with paired pronouns (i.e., “he or she™),
participants were equally likely to select a photograph of a woman or a
man. When a neutralisation strategy was used, such that the applicant
was instead described with a neutral pronoun (i.e., “they”), participants
were much more likely to select a photograph of a man.

If these findings hold, such that feminised gender-fair language
(versus neutralised language) boosts the cognitive accessibility of
women when thinking about political leaders, then this may help to
reduce gender bias in the associated stereotype. This expectation draws
on work that shows that stereotypes are both reasonably stable and also
somewhat malleable (Allport, 1954; Blair, 2002; Katz & Braly, 1935, ).
Specifically, there is evidence that the content of the stereotypes that are
activated in people's working memory at any particular point in time can
be shaped by a variety of contextual factors, including a person's social
motives and aspects of their immediate social context (e.g., Blair, 2002;
Garcia-Marques, Santos, & Mackie, 2006; Haslam, Turner, Oakes,
McGarty, & Hayes, 1992; Smith & Zarate, 1992). Of particular rele-
vance for our current project, there is evidence that people who are
exposed to, or asked to imagine, counter-stereotypical exemplars show
less bias on both implicit and explicit stereotype measures than people
who are not (Blair, Ma, & Lenton, 2001; Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001;
Kurdi, Sanchez, Dasgupta, & Banaji, 2024; for a meta-analysis see
Forscher et al., 2019).

Much of the work that has examined the impact of counter-
stereotypic exemplars has relied on strong and overt manipulations (e.
g., instructing participants to imagine a person who is inconsistent with
a given stereotype). A feminised gender-fair language intervention offers
a more subtle — and more practically useful — way of increasing the
cognitive accessibility of women in contexts where they may be counter-
stereotypical. Our aim, in this paper, is to test whether exposure to
feminised gender-fair language in the form of gender paired nouns or
pronouns (versus exposure to gender neutral language) reduces people's
tendency to stereotype political leaders as more similar to men than
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women. Based on the literature review above, we propose the following
additional hypotheses:

H2a. : Feminised (versus gender neutral) language will weaken the
positive association between people's stereotypes of men and political
leaders.

H2b. :Feminised (versus gender neutral) language will strengthen the
positive association between people's stereotypes of women and politi-
cal leaders.

Study overview

We tested our hypotheses by asking participants to describe the
stereotypes of political leaders, men and women. Importantly, when
asked to describe the political leader stereotype, participants were
randomly exposed to either feminised or neutralised language. Our
primary aim was to assess the causal impact of this linguistic interven-
tion on the association between people's stereotype of political leaders
and their stereotypes of men and women. As a secondary aim, we tested
the generalisability of our findings by collecting data from 30 different
languages,’ each of which was situated in a different national context (or
region, in the case of Macau). This allowed us to look beyond the
(predominantly English-speaking) countries that have been the site of
much of the cultural discourse around the use of gender-fair language
and, more recently, pronouns and the gender binary (Renstrom,
Lindqvist, Klysing, & Gustafsson Sendén, 2024). In our sampling of
languages, we ensured that we collected data from at least five lan-
guages within each of the three language gender groups (neutral, natural
and gendered). Targeting these three groups required some flexibility in
our operationalisation of a feminisation strategy because, unlike natural
gender and gendered languages, gender neutral languages do not usu-
ally encode gender in pronouns.” For this reason, in gender neutral
languages without gendered pronouns, participants were exposed to
gender paired nouns rather than pronouns.

Our third aim was to increase the robustness of our findings by
complementing the first-order measure of people's personal stereotype
content that is typical of the psychological literature with a second-order
incentivised measure of the community stereotype that is more typical of
the economics literature. The former approach (as exemplified by
Schein, 1973; see also Asbrock, 2010; Bye, Herrebrgden, Hjetland,
Royset, & Westby, 2014; Fiske, 2002) asks participants to rate their
personal endorsement of different attributes for the social groups of
interest. Because this approach does not incentivise truthful responding,
it is vulnerable to social desirability concerns and may be considered to
be a kind of ‘cheap talk’ (Crawford & Sobel, 1982). It has been suggested
that second-order measures of community beliefs may be less subject to
social desirability concerns (Kotzur et al., 2020), perhaps especially
when such measures are incentivised (Fallucchi, Fromell, & Nosenzo,
2026). We therefore adapted the Krupka-Weber incentivised norm
elicitation task, which has hitherto been exclusively used to measure
injunctive behavioural norms, for our own purposes (Krupka & Weber,
2013; see also Chang, Chen, & Krupka, 2019; Krupka, Leider, & Jiang,
2017). Specifically, the participant in each country whose estimate of
their country-sample's modal stereotype was closest to the actual mode
received a monetary prize. Any evidence of differences in the stereo-
types that are produced by the non-incentivised (first-order) and
incentivised (second-order) approaches is likely to advance the theory
and practice of stereotype measurement.

The stage 1 “in-principle acceptance” (IPA) manuscript, ethics

! There were two versions of the Chinese survey: simplified Chinese for
mainland participants and traditional Chinese for Macau participants.

2 In our sample, three of the gender neutral languages (Chinese, Japanese
and Vietnamese) have gendered pronouns (this is restricted to written forms of
Chinese and Japanese).
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documentation, translation and survey materials, data and analysis files
and the supplementary materials are available on OSF: https://osf.
io/gjv2f/overview?view_only=df334ebb0Oc7a4fa4802da9f739e7c047.

Method
Ethics information

This project was selected for execution by the Psychological Science
Accelerator (PSA). In line with PSA protocols, all labs were required to
obtain and document ethical approval from their local ethics boards. We
obtained informed consent from all participants.

Participants

Participants were 22,996 individuals recruited from labs spanning
30 languages in 42 countries or regions (minimum language-location N
= 240, after exclusions)® across the three gender groups that were part
of the PSA network.” Our sample was made up of participants from a
geographically and culturally diverse set of countries covering six con-
tinents. This included Western nations that are well represented in
psychological research (e.g., Australia, France, Germany, the United
Kingdom, the United States) as well as non-Western nations that are less
well represented (e.g., Armenia, Indonesia, Nigeria, Peru, Vietnam).

Participants were adults over the age of 18 who, if they were not born
in their country, had been resident in it since at least the age of 12.
Participants were excluded from the sample and the data analysis if they
(1) did not meet the above age and residence requirement, (2) failed
either of the two attention checks or (3) had missing data on more than
20% of survey items. As an additional data quality control, we also
excluded participants who provided identical responses to more than
50% of items as well as a small number of participants who did not
complete the survey in the intended language. The impact of these
exclusion criteria on our sample size is summarised in the Fig. 1
flowchart.

Participants were mostly women (N = 14,946; men N = 7557; non-
binary N = 242; prefer to self-describe N = 176; missing N = 75).° On
average, participants were M = 28.41 (SD = 12.31) years old. Most
participants were undergraduate university students (N = 15,847; full-
time N = 13,585; part-time N = 2262; non-students N = 7141;
missing N = 8). The majority of non-students were in employment,
either full-time (N = 4538) or part-time (N = 1167; missing N = 15);
almost half of students were employed, either full-time (N = 1759) or
part-time (N = 5482; missing N = 3).

Baseline compensation for completing the study was determined by
local lab rules. Reflecting the makeup of the PSA network and the norms
in psychology departments, many participants participated in exchange
for course credit although payment did occur in some labs (course credit
only N = 10,027; payment only N = 6419; neither N = 5951; both N =

3 Three countries did not achieve this minimum: Bosnia (N = 160), Tanzania
(N = 110) and Burkina Faso (N = 236). As Burkina Faso barely missed the
threshold, we retained this sample in our analysis. The results are unchanged if
we omit Burkina Faso (see supplementary materials).

4 In line with recent performance of the PSA network, most language-
locations had few difficulties in meeting this minimum sample size. Where
necessary, we topped up samples using paid crowd sourcing websites as
appropriate for the target language (e.g., Prolific or Qualtrics panels). For any
language-location requiring a top-up sample, we aimed to recruit at least 80
participants (after exclusions) with a similar demographic profile to those
collected through PSA labs. As Table 1 reveals, we exceeded this minimum in
11 of 17 countries.

5 The overrepresentation of women originates in the student and community
samples and is likely to reflect the overrepresentation of women in psychology
student populations and among investigators that collected community sam-
ples. Gender does not affect our findings (see supplementary materials).
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Initial respondents
n = 33,487

Passed attention checks
n = 24,845

Passed longstring check
n = 24,845

Years-in-country verified
n=23635

Age 18 or older
n = 23,556

Residence verified
n = 23,270

Correct survey language
n = 23,259

Final analytic sample
n = 22,996
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Failed attention checks
n = 8,642 (25.8%)

Longstring > 50% of survey
n=0(0%)

Yrs-in-country mismatch
n =1,210 (4.9%)

Age under 18
n =79 (0.3%)

Residence mismatch
n =286 (1.2%)

Wrong survey language
n=11(<0.1%)

Labs 7, 21, 43 excluded
n =263 (1.1%)

Notes. The longstring exclusion criterion was not pre-registered but proved to be redundant.
Labs 7, 21 and 43 did not formally start data collection and responses are test cases.

Fig. 1. Flowchart summarising the impact of the exclusion criteria on sample size.

Notes. The longstring exclusion criterion was not pre-registered but proved to be redundant. Labs 7, 21 and 43 did not formally start data collection and responses are

test cases.

424; missing N = 175). Participants additionally had the opportunity of
winning a monetary bonus on the basis of their performance on the
incentivised measure of stereotype content. The best performing
participant in each country received a prize of GBP100 (or Purchasing
Power Parity equivalent).® See Table 1 for country- or region-level
sample characteristics.

A Monte Carlo simulation showed that our minimum sample (N =
3600 participants across 15 languages in the 3 language groups) would
enable reliable inferences regarding the parameters of interest. Specif-
ically, we generated 1000 simulated data sets using the proposed design
and sample size and examined the extent to which the estimated

% In Thailand, the prize was a Starbucks voucher; in Iran, the prize value was
equal to GBP100 (PPP was inaccurate); in panel samples, the prize was typically
converted into redeemable points.
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parameters from models used to analyse these simulated data sets cor-
responded to the data-generating parameter values. The results revealed
a very high degree of correspondence between data-generating and
estimated values (average R > 0.99).

Design

The study used a 2 (feminised gender-fair language: present versus
absent; between) X 3 (stereotype: political leader, men, women; within)
mixed design. Participants were randomly allocated to experimental
condition. To control for order effects, participants were randomly
allocated to one of six possible stereotype presentation orders (this order
was retained across the two stereotype measures), where the first
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Table 1

Sample demographics and sampling approaches in each Country or Region.
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Country / Region Language N Age (SD) Gender * Student ® Employed ® Sample Source ¢ Compensation ¢
Argentina Spanish 463 30.51 (11.26) Men N = 136 No N =197 No N =120 Student N =0 None N = 463
Women N = 322 FTN=134 FT N = 220 Community N = 105 Credit N =0
Alternate N =5 PTN =132 PTN =123 Panel N =0 Money N =0
Armenia Armenian 540 25.36 (9.44) Men N = 187 No N =210 No N = 262 None N =0
Women N = 348 FT N = 304 FT N =188 All Mixed Credit N = 540
Alternate N =5 PTN =34 PT N =89 Money N = 99
Australia English 431 26.93 (10.87) Men N = 126 No N =80 No N = 82 Student N = 332 None N =0
Women N = 289 FT N = 265 FTN =113 Community N = 0 Credit N = 332
Alternate N = 16 PTN =286 PT N = 236 Panel N = 99 Money N =0
Austria German 296 29.55 (9.94) Men N =133 NoN =135 No N =63 Student N = 60 None N =0
Women N = 155 FTN =118 FTN =111 Community N = 0 Credit N = 60
Alternate N =8 PTN =43 PTN =122 Panel N =176 Money N = 176
Brazil Portuguese 410 28.25 (11.68) Men N = 133 No N =94 NoN =172 None N = 410
Women N = 267 FTN =165 FTN =135 All Mixed Credit N =0
Alternate N = 10 PT N =151 PTN =103 Money N = 0
Burkina Faso French 236 28.25 (9.40) Men N = 125 No N =124 No N =160 None N = 0
Women N =111 FTN=79 FTN =43 All Mixed Credit N =0
Alternate N =0 PTN=33 PTN =33 Money N = 236
China Chinese (simplified) 386 22.00 (3.62) Men N =112 NoN=78 NoN =177 Student N = 137 None N = 137
Women N = 268 FT N = 284 FTN =101 Community N =0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 6 PTN =24 PT N =107 Panel N =0 Money N = 249
Colombia Spanish 684 30.32 (14.12) Men N = 240 No N = 254 No N = 328 Student N = 220 None N = 0
Women N = 435 FT N = 362 FT N =238 Community N = 0 Credit N = 584
Alternate N = 9 PTN =67 PTN =118 Panel N =0 Money N = 0
Czech Republic Czech 295 26.89 (9.07) Men N = 84 No N =60 NoN =095 Student N = 183 None N =112
Women N = 206 FT N =181 FTIN=78 Community N = 0 Credit N = 89
Alternate N = 9 PTN =54 PTN =122 Panel N=0 Money N = 94
Denmark Danish 371 46.78 (16.66) Men N = 193 No N = 316 No N = 107 Student N = 10 None N =10
Women N = 176 FT N =47 FT N =190 Community N =0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 2 PTN=8 PTN=71 Panel N = 361 Money N = 361
Finland Finnish 279 32.19 (11.47) Men N =77 NoN =79 No N =110 Student N = 246 None N =0
Women N = 174 FTN =174 FT N = 229 Community N = 0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 28 PTN =26 PTN =193 Panel N = 33 Money N = 279
France French 525 35.17 (17.27) Men N = 211 No N = 263 No N = 229 Student N = 200 None N = 249
Women N = 306 FT N =233 FT N =193 Community N = 0 Credit N = 200
Alternate N =8 PTN =29 PT N =103 Panel N = 76 Money N = 279
Germany German 1286 29.63 (11.01) Men N = 400 No N = 392 No N = 322 Student N = 541 None N = 308
Women N = 847 FT N =756 FT N =338 Community N = 308 Credit N = 681
Alternate N = 38 PTN =138 PT N =623 Panel N = 201 Money N = 201
Greece Greek 451 37.77 (12.13) Men N = 185 No N =338 No N =127 Student N =0 None N =172
Women N = 261 FTN=85 FT N = 250 Community N = 0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 4 PTN =28 PTN=73 Panel N = 279 Money N = 279
Hungary Hungarian 429 26.91 (10.94) Men N =107 NoN =51 NoN =129 Student N = 335 None N = 94
Women N = 319 FT N =313 FT N =111 Community N = 0 Credit N = 335
Alternate N = 3 PTN =65 PT N =189 Panel N =0 Money N =0
India Hindi 255 25.02 (7.67) Men N = 68 No N =56 No N =179 Student N = 0 None N =191
Women N = 183 FT N =181 FTN =45 Community N = 0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 4 PTN=18 PTN =31 Panel N = 64 Money N = 64
Indonesia Bahasa Indonesian 329 27.42 (8.31) Men N = 143 NoN =113 No N =127 Student N = 0 None N = 235
Women N = 184 FT N =169 FT N = 105 Community N = 0 Credit N = 0
Alternate N = 2 PTN =47 PTN =097 Panel N = 94 Money N = 94
Iran Persian (Farsi) 368 29.84 (9.58) Men N = 204 No N = 164 No N =125 Student N = 105 None N =0
Women N = 156 FT N = 146 FT N =103 Community N = 0 Credit N = 0
Alternate N = 8 PT N =58 PT N = 140 Panel N=0 Money N = 105
Italy Italian 867 32.28 (13.50) Men N = 375 No N = 384 No N = 404 Student N = 144 None N = 288
Women N = 479 FT N =415 FT N = 302 Community N = 60 Credit N = 267
Alternate N = 13 PTN =67 PT N = 160 Panel N = 312 Money N = 312
Japan Japanese 515 33.80 (13.85) Men N = 274 No N = 297 No N =154 Student N = 212 None N = 238
Women N = 240 FT N =189 FT N =150 Community N = 26 Credit N =0
Alternate N =1 PTN =29 PTN =211 Panel N = 255 Money N = 255
Macau Chinese (traditional) 248 25.38 (6.32) Men N = 72 No N =103 No N =47 None N = 0
Women N = 175 FTN =116 FT N =99 All Mixed Credit N =0
Alternate N =1 PTN =29 PT N =102 Money N = 248
Mexico Spanish 619 26.27 (11.62) Men N = 203 No N =153 No N = 386 None N = 619
Women N = 394 FT N =391 FTN =113 All Mixed Credit N =0
Alternate N =1 PTN=75 PTN =120 Money N = 0
Morocco Arabic 245 33.36 (11.29) Men N =114 No N =150 No N =89 Student N = 0 None N = 29
Women N = 107 FT N =66 FT N =105 Community N =0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 24 PTN =29 PTN =51 Panel N =178 Money N = 215
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Table 1 (continued)
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Netherlands Dutch 685 33.97 (17.15) Men N = 304 No N = 353 No N = 162 Student N = 199 None N =0
Women N = 376 FTN =315 FT N =187 Community N =0 Credit N = 199
Alternate N =5 PTN =16 PT N = 334 Panel N = 380 Money N = 486
Nigeria English 292 25.59 (6.89) Men N = 106 NoN =76 No N =182 Student N = 30 None N = 0
Women N = 107 FTN =177 FTN =52 Community N = 169 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 9 PTN =39 PT N =58 Panel N =0 Money N = 292
Norway Norwegian 617 33.66 (15.41) Men N = 149 No N =217 No N =107 Student N = 348 None N = 307
Women N = 463 FT N = 365 FT N =169 Community N = 195 Credit N = 236
Alternate N =5 PTN =33 PTN =335 Panel N =0 Money N = 74
Pakistan Urdu 299 22.70 (4.86) Men N =79 NoN = 34 No N = 231 Student N = 202 None N = 97
Women N = 201 FT N = 239 FTN=27 Community N = 97 Credit N = 202
Alternate N = 19 PTN =26 PTN =41 Panel N=0 Money N = 0
Peru Spanish 269 28.68 (12.97) Men N = 114 No N =107 No N =135 None N = 0
Women N = 151 FTN =111 FTN =58 All Mixed Credit N = 269
Alternate N =3 PTN =51 PTN=76 Money N =0
Poland Polish 1319 34.06 (16.14) Men N = 434 No N =523 No N = 444 Student N = 477 None N = 142
Women N = 871 FT N =413 FT N = 550 Community N = 0 Credit N = 576
Alternate N = 13 PT N = 382 PT N = 325 Panel N = 499 Money N = 599
Portugal Portuguese 397 28.96 (10.52) Men N = 183 No N =186 No N =161 Student N = 0 None N =0
Women N = 207 FT N =168 FT N =168 Community N = 0 Credit N =0
Alternate N =7 PTN =43 PTN =68 Panel N =110 Money N = 227
Romania Romanian 1272 23.56 (7.13) Men N = 352 No N =215 No N =793 Student N = 795 None N =0
Women N = 905 FT N =1035 FT N = 339 Community N =0 Credit N = 1204
Alternate N = 14 PTN =22 PT N = 140 Panel N = 0 Money N =0
Serbia Serbian 355 30.40 (12.73) Men N = 51 NoN =117 No N = 146 Student N = 198 None N = 156
Women N = 302 FT N = 225 FTN =124 Community N = 156 Credit N = 198
Alternate N = 2 PTN=12 PT N = 84 Panel N =0 Money N =0
Slovakia Slovak 490 27.34 (11.45) Men N = 125 No N =102 No N =177 Student N = 207 None N = 151
Women N = 354 FT N =336 FTN =120 Community N =0 Credit N = 207
Alternate N = 11 PTN =52 PT N =190 Panel N = 119 Money N = 119
South Korea Korean 236 29.44 (7.16) Men N = 100 No N =105 No N =88 Student N = 218 None N =0
Women N = 136 FTN =289 FT N =108 Community N =0 Credit N =0
Alternate N =0 PTN =42 PTN =40 Panel N = 18 Money N = 236
Spain Spanish 486 22.60 (6.80) Men N =111 No N =44 No N = 319 Student N = 343 None N =13
Women N = 369 FT N = 401 FT N =54 Community N =0 Credit N = 472
Alternate N = 6 PTN =41 PTN =113 Panel N = 0 Money N =0
Sweden Swedish 320 45.69 (12.11) Men N = 142 No N = 296 No N =60 Student N =0 None N =0
Women N =173 FTN=15 FT N =217 Community N =0 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 5 PTN=9 PTN =43 Panel N = 320 Money N = 320
Switzerland French 371 22.11 (5.65) Men N = 57 NoN =11 No N = 218 Student N = 355 None N =0
Women N = 310 FT N = 351 FTN=6 Community N =0 Credit N = 355
Alternate N = 4 PTN=9 PT N = 147 Panel N = 16 Money N = 16
Thailand Thai 283 29.84 (11.43) Men N = 97 No N =139 NoN =121 Student N = 88 None N = 161
Women N = 169 FT N =141 FT N =122 Community N = 20 Credit N =0
Alternate N = 17 PTN=3 PTN =40 Panel N = 122 Money N = 122
Turkey Turkish 2072 23.27 (6.25) Men N = 390 No N =186 No N = 1616 Student N = 1241 None N = 945
Women N = 1654 FT N = 1801 FT N =215 Community N = 0 Credit N = 1063
Alternate N = 28 PTN =85 PT N = 240 Panel N=0 Money N = 0
UK English 939 22.39 (7.05) Men N = 252 No N =108 No N = 426 Student N = 782 None N =0
Women N = 667 FT N =788 FTN=091 Community N = 0 Credit N = 562
Alternate N = 20 PTN=43 PT N = 422 Panel N = 60 Money N = 377
Us English 1353 23.37 (9.49) Men N = 488 No N =184 No N = 482 Student N = 1145 None N =10
Women N = 847 FT N =1127 FTN =199 Community N = 0 Credit N = 1145
Alternate N = 18 PTN =42 PTN =672 Panel N = 208 Money N = 208
Vietnam Vietnamese 413 22.16 (5.01) Men N =121 No N = 56 No N =163 Student N = 213 None N = 163
Women N = 282 FT N =315 FTN=77 Community N = 0 Credit N = 250
Alternate N = 10 PTN =42 PTN=173 Panel N =0 Money N =0

Notes: “alternate includes non-binary and self-described; ® FT = full-time, PT = part-time; ° N only reported for single source samples (mixed samples mainly consist of
community plus students; panel includes research panels as well as crowd sourcing sites like Prolific); ¢ N only reported for single compensation schemes (this excludes
N = 424 Austrian, Colombian, German and Portuguese participants who were awarded credit plus money).

presentation group was either men, women or political leaders; a dis-
tractor group ‘the elderly’ always followed the first gender group.”

Procedure.

7 Although we intended to randomly order the two stereotype measures,
translators anticipated that participants would find it more confusing to com-
plete the incentivised measure first rather than second. In the interests of data
quality, all participants completed the non-incentivised measure first.

We recruited participants to take part in a survey of people's per-

ceptions of social groups. We made the survey available online and it
was accessed either in the participating lab or remotely. Surveys were
translated into the appropriate language for each country (see Appendix
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A for the operationalisation of the gender-fair manipulation).® The
survey measured stereotype content (non-incentivised and incentivised)
and demographic variables. (For exploratory purposes, the survey also
administered a number of individual difference measures, including the
list measure; Blair & Imai, 2012).

Stereotype Content: Non-Incentivised. The first-order non-incen-
tivised stereotype measure was based on Schein's (1973) original think
manager — think male paradigm. Specifically, participants were told that
they will be presented with a series of descriptive terms that commonly
characterise people in general and asked to use this list to indicate what
they think various social groups are like. Participants were then pre-
sented with each of the four target groups in turn: women, men, political
leaders and the elderly (the latter group was a distractor that was
included to minimise the risks of contrast effects or reactance due to the
repeated measures design).’ The order of the presentation of the groups
‘women’, ‘men’ and ‘political leaders’, was randomised; the final group,
‘the elderly’, was always presented after the first gender group to ensure
that ratings of men and women were temporally separated. This ran-
domisation resulted in 6 presentation orders.

When eliciting the stereotypes of women, men and the elderly, En-
glish speaking participants were presented with the following in-
structions: “On this page, we would like you to rate [target group]. In making
your judgments, it may be helpful to imagine that you are about to meet a
person for the first time and the only thing you know in advance is that the
person is a [target group member]. Below, you will see 30 pairs of terms.
Please select the point between the words in each pair that best describes what
[target group] are like in general.”

When eliciting the stereotype of political leaders, the instructions
varied as a function of experimental condition. English speaking par-
ticipants in the control (feminised language absent) condition were
presented with the following instructions: “On this page, we would like
you to rate people who occupy political leadership positions. In making your
judgments, it may be helpful to imagine that you are about to meet a person
for the first time and the only thing you know in advance is that this person
occupies a position of political leadership. Below, you will see 30 pairs of
terms. Please select the point between the words in each pair that best de-
scribes what people who occupy political leadership positions are like in
general.” English speaking participants in the experimental (feminised
language present) condition were instead presented with text that en-
codes for male and female gender categories in the form of paired pro-
nouns: “On this page, we would like you to rate people who occupy political
leadership positions. In making your judgments, it may be helpful to imagine
that you are about to meet a person for the first time and the only thing you
know about him or her in advance is that he or she occupies a position of
political leadership. Below, you will see 30 pairs of terms. Please select the
point between the words in each pair that best describes what people who
occupy political leadership positions are like in general.” In gender neutral

8 The translations were overseen by a member of the PSA translation team.
For each language, the translation was accomplished by a team of five in-
dividuals (two individuals conducted forward translations, another two in-
dividuals conducted the back translation and a language expert coordinated
their work). In addition, the first author conducted independent checks of the
translation using Al translation tools and liaised with the translation team to
correct meaning as necessary.

° A pilot study of this approach revealed that about half of participants had
some insight into the goals of the study, but there was no evidence that high
versus low insight participants differed in terms of their stereotype responses (a
finding that we replicate; see robustness analysis).
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languages that lack gender encoding in pronouns, the pronouns in the
above text were replaced with the paired nouns “this man or this
woman”.'°

Participants were then presented with 30 semantic differentials.
These attributes were selected to tap into major facets of social evalu-
ation, including two communal dimensions of friendliness and morality
and four agentic dimensions of competence, assertiveness, dominance
and self-sufficiency. For each dimension, we surveyed the attributes that
had been used in previous stereotype research (Abele et al., 2016; Abele
& Hauke, 2020; Ashton & Lee, 2001; Carli, Alawa, Lee, Zhao, & Kim,
2016; Cuddy et al., 2015; Duehr & Bono, 2006; Epitropaki & Martin,
2005; Fiske, 2018; Hentschel et al., 2019; Imhoff, Koch, & Flade,
2018; Koch, Imhoff, Dotsch, Unkelbach, & Alves, 2016; Louvet,
Cambon, Milhabet, & Rohmer, 2019; Ma, Rosette, & Koval, 2022;
Oliveira, Garcia-Marques, Garcia-Marques, & Dotsch, 2020; Schneider &
Bos, 2014) and chose attributes that best met the criteria of being
frequently used, non-redundant, and capturing important aspects of the
stereotypes of men, women and leaders. We constructed 7-point se-
mantic differentials around these attributes (these are coded such that a
score of 1 is given for total endorsement of the attribute on the left pole
of the differential and 7 for total endorsement of the attribute on the
right pole). We then sought feedback from native speakers of four
culturally distant languages (German, Turkish, Arabic and Chinese)
about ease of translation and consistency of meaning (following guide-
lines of the International Test Commission, 2017). This feedback led to
some substitutions and amendments.

The attributes for friendliness were “caring—uncaring”,
“warm—cold”, “empathetic—unempathetic”, “kind—unkind”, “good-
natured—bad-natured”. The attributes for morality are “fair—unfair”,
“just—unjust”, “moral—immoral”, “ethical—unethical”’, “honoura-
ble—dishonourable”. The attributes for competence were ‘“capa-
ble—incapable”, “competent—incompetent”, “talented—untalented”,
“skilled—unskilled”, “accomplished—unaccomplished”. The attributes
for assertiveness were “strong—weak”, “confident—hesitant”, “deci-
sive—indecisive”, “assertive—unassertive”, “never-giving-up—giving-
up-easily”. The attributes for dominance were “dominant—submissive”,
“conceited—humble”,  “self-promoting—modest”,  “overbearing—
accommodating”, “feeling-superior—feeling-inferior”. The attributes for
self-sufficiency were “self-controlled—uncontrolled”, “self-reliant—-
other-reliant”, “mature—immature”, “independent—dependent”, “self-
sufficient—not self-sufficient”.!! In the survey, the semantic differen-
tials were divided into sets and presented across two survey pages.
Within each set, approximately half of the differentials had the positive
pole on the right, and the remainder had the positive pole on the left.
(For analysis, differentials with the positive pole on the left were
reversed so that higher scores indicated positive endorsement of each
dimension). The items on each survey page were presented in a random
order.

Stereotype Content: Incentivised. This measure of second-order
beliefs was in most respects the same as the non-incentivised measure
described above. Importantly, the order of presentation and the exper-
imental condition was retained across both measures so that participants
saw the experimental or control versions of the stimuli twice, in the
same order. In order to incentivise estimates of second-order beliefs, we

10 When implementing the feminised instructions, we followed the language's
convention for the ordering of the male- and female-encoded pronouns or
nouns. We did not randomise this ordering for reasons of experimental power.
However, it is possible that the unconventional ordering (e.g., she or he) would
provide a greater boost to the salience of the female category, and that the
conventional ordering is therefore a weaker test. The impact of using paired
pronouns versus nouns was analysed and is reported in the robustness analysis.

1 1n discussion with the translation teams, it was decided to replace “insuf-
ficient” with “not self-sufficient” and the pair “pushy—easy-going” with
“overbearing—accommodating”.
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adapted the Krupka-Weber task by making two changes to the non-
incentivised measure. First, participants were asked to estimate what
most other members of their community (i.e., those who were also
completing the study in their country) think the four social groups are
like (for a similar approach, see Kotzur, Friehs, Asbrock, & van Zalk,
2019; Kotzur et al., 2020).'? For example, when eliciting the stereo-
types of women, English speaking participants were presented with the
following instructions: “On this page, we would like you to rate what other
members of your community think women are like. In making your judg-
ments, it may be helpful to imagine that a member of your community is about
to meet a person for the first time and the only thing this member knows in
advance is that the person is a woman. Below, you will see 30 pairs of terms.
Please select the point between the words in each pair that best describes what
other members of your community think women are like in general.” Second,
participants were told that we would calculate the distance between
their responses and those actually provided by most other members of
their community and that the participant who was closest to the com-
munity response would receive a bonus of GBP100 (or PPP
equivalent). '

Finally, participants were asked to provide demographic information
about their gender (man, woman, not listed here: please specify if you
wish, and prefer not to say'®), age, country of residence (number of
years resided in their country of residence, if not born there), education
level and employment status. Participants were also asked to respond to
two attention check items: “In this survey, you were asked to rate four
social groups. Was one of these groups ‘Doctors’?” and “The following
question is an attention check. Please select the answer ‘very unhappy’
below.” Finally, participants were asked to respond to an open question
that asked what they thought the survey was investigating.'®

Methodological Deviations.

A number of translation and cultural issues emerged during the
translation stage. Contending with these led us, in consultation with the
editor, to deviate from the Stage 1 IPA in several ways. First, we always
presented the non-incentivised measure first, as some translators were
concerned about the ability of local populations to understand the
incentivised measure. Second, we changed the attributes “insufficient”,
“pushy” and “easy-going” to “not self-sufficient”, “overbearing” and
“accommodating” to ease translation. Third, in a small number of
countries, we replaced the reference to “community” in the incentivised
measure with the country's name to ease translation. Fourth, we calcu-
lated participants' incentivised stereotype accuracy using their average
distance from the mode (rather than the standard count of identical
scores) to increase metric precision and ease translation. Fifth, in Nigeria
and Tanzania, some labs limited their assessment of participant gender
to the gender binary for reasons of cultural sensitivity. Sixth, in the
gender neutral languages of Chinese, Japanese and Vietnamese, we used
the available gender pronoun pairs; in the gendered languages of Hindi,
Urdu and Arabic, we either relied on the gendered suffix pair or
gendered nouns. Finally, in Poland, we followed the local convention of
creating two surveys: one for male identifying participants and one for
female identifying participants.

12 In a small number of countries (e.g., Norway, Vietnam) there was no
satisfactory translation for “community” and participants were asked to think of
other members of their country.

3 To increase translation ease and more precisely capture accuracy we
replaced the count of the number of times participants selected the country's
mode with their average distance from it.

14 Some labs in Nigeria and Tanzania restricted this question to the gender
binary.

15 Local investigators coded these responses for the presence versus absence of
insight into the study purpose (insight was coded as present when participants
made any reference to stereotypes of men versus women). We test the impact of
insight in the robustness analysis.
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Results

We will begin by describing the content of participants' stereotypes
of women, men and political leaders as well as the correlations between
these stereotypes. We will then report the results of our a-priori hy-
pothesis testing for the non-incentivised (first-order/personal) and
incentivised (second-order/community) stereotype measures in turn.
Finally, we will report the results of analyses that explored the impor-
tance of the feminisation strategy operationalisation and checked the
robustness of the findings to different sampling strategies and partici-
pant insight.

Descriptive statistics

To understand the content of participants' stereotypes of women,
men and political leaders, we calculated participants' average endorse-
ment of the six attribute dimensions separately for each location and
stereotype measure. These means are depicted in Fig. 2. This figure re-
veals that participants tended to stereotype women (blue markers) as
more communal — friendly and moral — than men (red markers).
Participants also tended to stereotype men as more agentic than women,
although this was more evident on the dimensions of dominance and
assertiveness than those of competence and self-sufficiency. Of rele-
vance for H1, the pattern of endorsements for political leaders (black
markers) were more similar to the pattern for men than women.

The figure also reveals some degree of heterogeneity across loca-
tions. For instance, gender stereotypes appear to be weaker in some
regions (e.g., Burkina Faso, China) than others (e.g., Romania, UK). The
figure also suggests that incentivised (community) stereotypes may be
more extreme than non-incentivised (personal) stereotypes. In partic-
ular, there are larger differences in estimates of the community's
endorsement of the attribute dimensions (except self-sufficiency) for
each of the three groups.

Next, to examine the similarity of the stereotypes of political leaders,
women and men, we calculated the average correlations between
attribute endorsements separately for each location and stereotype
measure. These correlations are depicted in Fig. 3. An inspection of this
figure reveals that the correlations between political leaders and men
were consistently positive whereas those between political leaders and
women were mostly negative. This figure also provides further support
for the possibility that incentivised (community) stereotypes may be
more extreme than non-incentivised (personal) stereotypes, as the cor-
relations between the incentivised stereotypes were generally stronger
than those for non-incentivised stereotypes.'°

This figure further distinguishes between the stereotype correlations
that are obtained when the political leader stereotype is elicited using
gender neutral language (transparent centre markers) or feminised
language (black centre markers) and between languages that oper-
ationalised feminisation with paired pronouns (blue markers) or with
nouns (red markers).'” Visual inspection of the figure is suggestive of a
high degree of consistency in the stereotype associations whether or not
feminised language is used. Of relevance to H2, moving from neutral to
feminised elicitation weakens associations in some countries and

16 This conclusion is borne out by an analysis of the average sample-level
correlations between the personal endorsement of attributes and the differ-
ence between community and personal endorsement: women r = 0.08, men r =
0.60, politicians r = 0.71. This shows that (at least for men and politicians) the
stronger (weaker) the personal endorsement of an attribute, the more likely the
community endorsement was even stronger (weaker).

17 In 3 languages with gendered verbs, the operationalisation differed from
others in their gendered language group. In Arabic, feminisation was achieved
using gendered suffixes on the verb “to hold” (a position of leadership); in India
and Pakistan, the paired nouns were used instead. Appendix A lists all
operationalisations.
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Notes. Left-hand panel is non-incentivised (personal) content endorsement; right-hand panel is incentivised (community) content endorsement. Blue dots are
endorsements for women; red dots those for men and the black dots those for political leaders.

Fig. 2. Average country-level non-incentivised (left) and incentivised (right) stereotype content endorsement for women, men and political leaders.
Notes. Left-hand panel is non-incentivised (personal) content endorsement; right-hand panel is incentivised (community) content endorsement. Blue dots are en-
dorsements for women; red dots those for men and the black dots those for political leaders.

strengthens them in others. The picture appears to be similarly mixed for
the association between political leaders and men and between political
leaders and women.

A-Priori Hypothesis Tests

To test our a-priori hypotheses, we used a fixed-effects regression
approach with cluster-robust standard errors (McNeish & Kelley, 2019;
Antonakis, Bastardoz, & Ronkko, 2021; Certo, Withers, & Semadeni,
2017). The analysis was implemented via the fixest (Berge, 2021)
package in R (R Core Team, 2024). We clustered standard errors on
country to account for the non-independence of observations due to
participants having been recruited in country-specific batches.

We specified fixed effects to match the structure of each hypothesis.
The models that tested H1, which related to within participant associ-
ations, included fixed effects for participant and for attribute. The
participant fixed effect absorbed all between-country variation because
participants were perfectly nested within countries; a separate country
fixed effect was therefore not necessary. The models testing H2, which
related to the gender-fair language manipulation, included fixed effects
for country and for attribute. These models did not include participant
fixed effects because they would absorb all the variation of the between-
participants manipulation. In all models, the attribute fixed effects were
included to account for mean differences in how readily particular at-
tributes are endorsed (e.g., participants may on average endorse ‘kind’
more readily than ‘never gives up’).

We report the results of our a-priori hypothesis tests for the non-
incentivised measure of personal stereotype content and the incenti-
vised measure of community stereotype content in turn. The full results
are displayed in Table 2. Because the Stage 1 Monte Carlo, described
above, established parameter recovery rather than statistical power, we
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additionally report the minimum detectable effect (MDE) for each co-
efficient. This is the smallest coefficient the design would detect with
80% power at « = 0.05, given standard errors clustered by country.'®

Non-Incentivised Personal Stereotype Content. According to H1,
the association between people's stereotypes of political leaders and men
should be more positive than the association between their stereotypes
of political leaders and women. To test this expectation, we regressed
participants' personal endorsement of an attribute for the non-politician
group (i.e., men or women) onto (a) their personal endorsement of the
attribute for political leaders, (b) a variable representing the gender of
the non-politician group (effect-coded: men = 1, women = —1), and (c)
the two-way interaction between these variables. There was a significant
negative effect of non-politician group gender, such that men tended to
receive lower attribute endorsements than women did. There was also a
significant positive association of political leader rating, such that the
more an attribute was endorsed for politicians the more it was endorsed
for non-politicians. Importantly, however, this was conditioned by a
significant positive interaction with the non-politician group gender.
Consistent with H1, when people endorsed an attribute for political
leaders, they were significantly more likely to endorse that attribute for
men than they were to endorse that attribute for women.

According to H2a, when the political leader stereotype was elicited

18 A reviewer suggested re-running these analyses using a wild cluster boot-
strap to account for the possibility that the significance tests will over-reject the
null due to the relatively low number of countries being clustered over (42). We
therefore re-ran these analyses computing p-values using this approach and
found no difference in the statistical significance of any coefficient in either the
tests of hypotheses or exploratory analyses.
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Fig. 3. Average correlations between the stereotypes of political leaders and men or women.

Table 2
Regression coefficients from models testing a-priori hypotheses with non-incentivised and incentivised stereotypes.

Hypothesis Measure Effect b SE t B P MDE
Politician 0.101 0.007 13.98 0.120 < 0.001%** 0.021
Non-Incentivised Gender of Other —0.830 0.045 —18.52 —0.560 < 0.001 0.129
Hl Pol x Gender 0.161 0.008 19.76 0.192 < 0.001 0.023
Politician 0.103 0.008 12.68 0.125 < 0.001*** 0.023
Incentivised Gender of Other —0.832 0.050 —16.50 —0.526 < 0.001 0.145
Pol x Gender 0.207 0.011 18.66 0.250 < 0.001%** 0.032
Politician 0.207 0.009 22.07 0.251 < 0.001*** 0.027
Non-Incentivised Gender-Fair 0.017 0.011 1.52 0.012 0.135 0.032
Pol x Gender-Fair —0.003 0.002 —1.52 —0.004 0.137 0.006

H2a (men) .
Politician 0.232 0.009 25.82 0.287 < 0.001 0.026
Incentivised Gender-Fair 0.009 0.011 0.77 0.006 0.448 0.033
Pol x Gender-Fair —0.001 0.002 —0.55 —0.002 0.588 0.006
Politician 0.061 0.009 6.89 0.072 < 0.001%*** 0.025
Non-Incentivised Gender-Fair 0.006 0.010 0.62 0.004 0.536 0.029
H2b (women) Pol x Gender-Fair —0.001 0.002 —0.47 —0.001 0.641 0.006
Politician 0.035 0.011 3.27 0.042 0.002%* 0.031
Incentivised Gender-Fair 0.014 0.012 1.18 0.009 0.244 0.034
Pol x Gender-Fair —0.002 0.002 -0.93 —0.002 0.360 0.007

Notes. b is the unstandardized coefficient; B is the standardized coefficient; Gender of Other describes the gender of the non-politician group and is effect coded (men =
1, women = —1); Gender-fair describes the language elicitation manipulation and is effect coded (feminised = 1, gender neutral = —1); MDE, the minimum detectable
effect, is the smallest b detectable with 80% power at o = 0.05; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

using feminised (versus gender neutral) language, the association be-
tween people's stereotypes of men and political leaders should be less
positive. To test this hypothesis, we regressed participants' personal
endorsement of an attribute for men onto (a) their endorsement of the
attribute for political leaders, (b) a variable representing the gender-fair
language manipulation (effect-coded: feminised = 1, gender neutral =
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—1), and (c) the two-way interaction between these variables. There was
a significant positive association of the personal endorsement of an
attribute for political leaders with the endorsement of that same attri-
bute for men, replicating the finding reported above. There was no ev-
idence that eliciting the political leader stereotype with feminised
(versus gender neutral) language affected the extent to which
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participants tended to endorse the attributes for men. Importantly, and
contra H2a, the two-way interaction was not significant. This means that
there was no evidence that the strength of the association between the
endorsement of attributes for political leaders and men varied as a
function of the gender-fair language manipulation. This result was ob-
tained despite the design being well powered to detect an effect of this
kind (with 80% power it would have detected an interaction coefficient
of 0.006).

According to H2b, when the political leader stereotype was elicited
using feminised (versus gender neutral) language, the association be-
tween people's stereotypes of women and political leaders should be
more positive. To test this hypothesis, we regressed participants' per-
sonal endorsement of an attribute for women onto (a) their endorsement
of the attribute for political leaders, (b) a variable representing the
gender-fair language manipulation (effect-coded: feminised = 1, gender
neutral = —1), and (c) the two-way interaction between these variables.
There was a significant positive association of the personal endorsement
of an attribute for political leaders with the endorsement of that same
attribute for women (this association was substantially weaker than that
for men; see Table 2). There was no evidence that eliciting the political
leader stereotype with feminised (versus gender neutral) language
affected the extent to which participants endorsed the attributes for
women. Further, and contra H2b, the two-way interaction was not sig-
nificant. Thus, there was no evidence that the strength of the association
between the endorsement of attributes for political leaders and women
varied as a function of the gender-fair language manipulation.

Incentivised Community Stereotype Content. In order to test our
hypotheses with the incentivised (community) stereotype measure we
re-ran the models described above. We largely replicated our findings
for H1 (see Table 2). Specifically, there was a significant negative effect
of non-politician group gender, indicating that participants believed that
their community was less likely to endorse the attributes for men than
for women. There was also a significant positive association of political
leader rating, such that attributes that were endorsed for politicians
were more likely to be endorsed for non-politicians. Importantly, the
two-way interaction was positive and significant. In line with H1, when
people endorsed an attribute for political leaders, they were significantly
more likely to endorse that attribute for men than they were to endorse
that attribute for women. This interaction is significantly stronger than
that observed for the non-incentivised stereotypes (b = 0.02, SE = 0.003,
t=7.56,p < .001; tested via a three-way interaction with measure type
where incentivised = 1 and non-incentivised = —1).

We also replicated our findings of the impact of the gender-fair
language elicitation on the association between community stereo-
types of political leaders and men (H2a). Specifically, there was a sig-
nificant positive association of the community's endorsement of an
attribute for political leaders and their endorsement of that attribute for
men. Neither the main effect of the gender-fair manipulation nor its
interaction with the community's endorsement of attributes for political
leaders was significant. Finally, we replicated our findings about the
impact of the gender-fair language elicitation on the association be-
tween community stereotypes of political leaders and women (H2b).
Specifically, there was a significant — and weakly positive — associa-
tion of the community's endorsement of an attribute for political leaders
on their endorsement of that attribute for women. Neither the main
effect of the gender-fair manipulation nor its interaction with the com-
munity's endorsement of attributes for political leaders was significant.

Exploratory analyses

As we previously discussed, we were required to operationalise the
gender-fair manipulation in somewhat different ways in different lan-
guages. Specifically, for languages that did not have gender encoding in
pronouns (most, although not all, neutral gender languages in our
sample) we used the gendered noun pair in place of the gendered pro-
noun pair. We also used the gendered noun pair for two of the languages
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in our sample that have gendered encoding in verbs (Hindi and Urdu).
We were therefore interested in exploring whether this operationalisa-
tion mattered for the impact of the linguistic intervention. To test this
possibility, we ran the models testing H2a and H2b described above with
an additional variable that captured operationalization (effect coded:
pronouns = 1, nouns = —1) and the associated two-way and three-way
interactions. Because intervention operationalization varied by coun-
try/region, these models only included the attribute fixed effect. Full
results are reported in the supplementary materials.

We first ran these models for ratings of men. Operationalization had
no significant effects, either alone or as part of an interaction, on either
participants' personal endorsement or their estimates of community ste-
reotypes. There was thus no evidence that operationalising the gender-
fair manipulation with pronouns versus nouns affected ratings of men,
or the tendency to stereotype political leaders as similar to men. In
contrast, when we ran these models for participants' ratings of women,
operationalization positively interacted with gender-fair condition for
both personal endorsement (b = 0.03, SE = 0.01, t = 2.86, p = .007) and
estimates of community stereotypes (b = 0.03, SE = 0.01, t = 2.62, p =
.012). In both cases feminised (versus neutral) language was associated
with slightly higher ratings of women when the manipulation was
operationalised with pronouns, but slightly lower ratings when it was
operationalised with nouns. These results were further qualified by a
significant negative three-way interaction with political-leader attribute
ratings for both personal endorsement (b = —0.01, SE = 0.002, t = —2.43,
p = .020) and estimates of community stereotypes (b = —0.01, SE = 0.002,
t = —2.22, p = .032). These interactions are consistent with the possi-
bility that feminised (versus neutral) language was more likely to in-
crease people's tendencies to stereotype political leaders as similar to
women when the intervention was operationalised using nouns (versus
pronouns). It is, however, important to note that these effects were very
weak; additionally, because operationalization varies at the country
level, they may reflect country-level differences rather than the oper-
ationalization itself.

Robustness analyses

To evaluate the robustness of our findings to participant insight and
different sampling approaches, we ran four sets of follow-up analyses.
The first robustness check examined the impact of participant insight
into the study aims. Overall, 15% of participants were coded as having a
high degree of insight into the study aims (specifically, that we were
comparing stereotypes of men versus women). We re-ran all the analyses
above separately on participants with and without insight. The second
robustness check examined whether the results changed as a function of
participants' status as students, members of the local community, or
panel participants. As sample source information was encoded at the
laboratory level, this analysis focused on the 65% of observations that
were recruited by labs that targeted a single source: students (42%),
community members (5%) or paid panel participants (18%). This
approach enabled us to isolate the effect of sample source by removing
labs where the source was ambiguous. The remaining observations,
which were produced by labs that recruited from a mix of sources, were
dropped. The third robustness check compared findings for participants
who were recruited by labs that awarded participants exclusively with
course credit (44% of observations) or monetary compensation (28%);
labs using a mixed strategy were dropped from the analysis. The final
robustness check compared findings between participants who identi-
fied as women (65% of observations) versus men (33% of observations),
dropping the small number of participants who identified as non-binary
or preferred to self-describe.

The full results of these robustness analyses are reported in Table 3.
All three effects in the model used to test H1 were confirmed for all
participant groups for both stereotype measures. The results for H2a and
H2b were also largely unchanged. The politician X gender-fair interac-
tion was non-significant for every participant group on the incentivised
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Table 3
Unstandardised regression coefficients from subgroup robustness analyses.
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H1 H2a (Men) H2b (Women)
Measure Subgroup Politician Gender of Pol x Politician Gender Pol x Politician Gender Pol x
Rating Other Gender Rating Fair Fair Rating Fair Fair
Full sample 0.101%** —0.830%** 0.161%** 0.207*** 0.017 —0.003 0.061%** 0.006 —0.001
Insight 0.093*** —0.822%** —0.030 0.007 0.003 —0.000
No insight 0.024 —0.005* 0.004 —0.001
Students 0.025* —0.004 0.005 —0.001
Non- Community 0.106*** ¢ 0.147*** —0.006 0.002 0.061%** —0.004 0.002
L. Panel 0.104%** —0.613%** 0.131%** 0.016 —0.005 0.093*** 0.027 —0.005
Incentivised Course
credit 0.085%** —0.979%** 0.184%** 0.027 —0.007* 0.035%** 0.000 —0.001
Money 0.126%** —0.565%** 0.124%** 0.022 —0.004 0.109%** 0.003 —0.000
Male 0.102%%* 0.027 —0.008 0.082* 0.007 —0.002
Female 0.19 0.015 —0.002 0.04 0.001 —0.000
Full sample 0.103*** —0.832%** 0.207%** 0.009 —0.001 0.035%* 0.014 —0.002
Insight 0.0997%** —0.759%** 0.198%** 0.218%** —0.005 0.003 0.043** 0.012 —0.002
No insight 0.105%** —0.855%** 0.211%%* 0.235%** 0.011 —0.002 0.036%* 0.019 —0.003
Students 0.104%** —0.886%** 0.214%** 0.236%*** 0.011 —0.001 0.027* 0.017 —0.002
Community 0.111%%* —0.728%** 0.187%%* 0.233%** —0.010 0.003 0.040* 0.004 0.000
Incentivised Panel 0.107%%* 0.181%** 0.229 0.004 —0.003 0.074%** 0.009 —0.002
Course 0.082+* 0214+ 0.008 ~0.002 0.022 ~0.004
credit
Money 0.021 —0.004 0.005 —0.000
Male 0.010 —0.005 0.002 —0.001
Female 0.099%** —0.955%** 0.230%** 0.236%*** 0.008 0.000 0.021 —0.003
Notes. Gender of Other (men = 1, women = —1) and Gender-fair (feminised = 1, gender neutral = —1) are effect coded, so their interaction coefficients are half the

difference between the corresponding slopes.
*p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

(community) measure and seven of the nine groups on the non-
incentivised (personal) measure. The two exceptions were participants
without insight and participants compensated with course credit for
whom the interaction crossed the threshold for significance in the di-
rection predicted by H2a. However, these effects are very weak,do not
appear to be systematic, and are infrequent (the interaction only reaches
significance in two of the 20 analyses conducted). We're therefore in-
clined to treat them cautiously and interpret them as chance findings.
The three remaining departures from the full-sample results were
confined to effects that are not hypothesis relevant. Taken together,
these analyses suggest that our conclusions likely depend little on
participant insight, sample source, compensation method, or participant
gender.

Discussion

Our primary aim in this project was to test whether a subtle linguistic
intervention could reduce people's tendencies to stereotype political
leaders as more similar to men than women. Specifically, drawing on a
growing body of work that has suggested that the encoding of gender in
language has consequences for gender bias (e.g., Archer & Kam, 2022;
Lindqvist et al., 2019) we tested whether eliciting stereotypes of political
leaders with feminised language (“he or she”; “this man or this woman”)
rather than gender neutral language (“this person™) caused participants
to stereotype politicians as relatively more similar to women and less
similar to men.

To test the impact of our linguistic intervention on gender bias in
political leader stereotypes we recruited participants from 42
geographically and culturally diverse countries or regions covering six
continents. We accordingly administered the intervention in 30 different
languages. This included gendered languages (like Arabic and German)
that encode gender grammatically, natural gender languages (like Dutch
and English) that encode gender lexically in certain nouns as well as
pronouns and gender neutral or genderless languages (like Farsi and
Indonesian) that typically only encode for gender lexically in certain
nouns. Our sample, therefore, was able to test the impact of our lin-
guistic intervention in a much broader array of contexts than is typically
examined by the literature on gendered language and gender bias (this

19

existing literature has largely focused on a small number of locations
with gendered and natural gender languages, like German, English and
Swedish, that may differ in important linguistic and cultural ways from
others).

Across these many contexts and languages, the picture that was
produced by our analysis was one of broad consistency in the content
and associations between the stereotypes of political leaders, women
and men. Specifically, in line with H1 and the existing literature, we
found that there was more similarity in the stereotypes that people
endorsed for political leaders and men than for the stereotypes that they
endorsed for political leaders and women. The positive association be-
tween the stereotypes of political leaders and men was present in all
countries or regions in our sample; the weakly positive association be-
tween the stereotypes of political leaders and women was present in
most of them, but with much greater heterogeneity. This raises the
possibility that some cultures may have weaker stereotypes around these
social categories and thus see politicians, women and men as rather
similar.

In line with previous research and existing understandings about the
content of gender stereotypes, women were generally perceived to be
more communal — friendly and moral — than men. Moving to the
agentic domain, again confirming the existing literature, men were
generally perceived to be more dominant and, to a lesser degree, more
assertive; the findings for the agentic dimensions of competence and
self-sufficiently were more mixed. Thus, the masculine advantage was
strongest on dimensions like dominance. Importantly, it is in the absence
of communality and the presence of dominance that men were seen to be
more similar to political leaders. These findings are consistent with
previous findings that suggest that the seizure of power and dominance
of others is seen as a core political competency (e.g., Lombard et al.,
2021; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).

Unexpectedly, we did not find any evidence that a feminisation
strategy led participants to stereotype political leaders as less similar to
men and more similar to women. H2a and H2b were, therefore, not
supported. In other words, this subtle linguistic intervention appears to
hold very little promise as a mechanism for the reduction of gender bias
in the context of political leadership. Importantly, with some exceptions
that we will discuss below, this null result was robust to participant
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insight and sampling approach (i.e., students versus community, credit
versus payment). These findings are surprising in light of the growing
body of work that has shown that using a feminisation strategy when
asking participants to think of some social category (i.e., using paired
pronouns “he or she” when asking people to imagine an employee) in-
creases the likelihood that people will activate the social category of
women and female exemplars relative to a neutralisation strategy (e.g.,
using the neutral pronoun “they”). These findings are also inconsistent
with work that has shown that increasing the cognitive accessibility of
counter-stereotypical exemplars (here, female politicians) can shift the
content of people's stereotypes. Our findings are also inconsistent with
work that has shown that gender encoding in language can have a direct
effect on people's endorsement of gender stereotypes and support for
strategies that aim to improve gender equality in the political domain (e.
g., Pérez & Tavits, 2019).

We can think of at least three possible explanations for our null
findings. The first is the possibility that our feminisation strategy was too
subtle and did not activate the social category of women or female ex-
emplars in the working memory of participants who were thinking of
political leaders to a greater degree than the neutralisation strategy. Our
findings that H2a was supported among samples receiving course credit
(the educational context may increase sensitivity to the encoding of
gender in language) and that H2b received stronger support when
feminisation was operationalised through nouns rather than pronouns
could be seen as supporting this possibility. The second possibility is that
the feminisation strategy did indeed increase the salience of women and
female exemplars, but that this did not shift the content of people's
stereotypes. This could be because stereotype change requires that
people more actively engage with the counter-stereotype (as is typical in
most of the existing work; see Forscher et al., 2019) or because people
stereotype men and women in positions of political leadership in the
same way (for evidence that male and female political candidates may
be stereotyped identically see Takizawa, Iacoviello, Ryan, & Kulich,
2024). And third, it is of course possible that the fact that previous
work has focused on a relatively small number of cultural and linguistic
contexts limits the generalizability of these findings to a broader set of
contexts.

An additional aim of this project was to increase the rigor with which
we measured stereotypes by complementing the first-order measure of
personal stereotypes (dominant among psychologists) with an incenti-
vised second-order measure of community stereotypes (dominant
among economists). To do this, we adapted the Krupka-Weber measure,
which has hitherto been exclusively applied to injunctive behavioural
norms, to descriptive trait stereotypes. Although this measure was more
complicated than our personal stereotype endorsement measure
(requiring participants to estimate the community's estimate of the
community's endorsement of attributes), participants were able to
complete it. Additionally, it appeared that there were differences in the
stereotypes that emerged from the two measures. Specifically, partici-
pants seemed to perceive that the community held more extreme ste-
reotypes (i.e., both more positive and more negative) than they
themselves did. This is consistent with Kotzur et al.'s (2020) finding that
participants reported that their society held more negative stereotypes
on derogated dimensions than they themselves did.

This project has many of the strengths of many-lab projects of this
kind. Specifically, by assembling a large research team to answer a
question of shared interest, we were able to conduct a highly powered
test of our hypotheses. Additionally, we were able to exploit the varia-
tion associated with the large number of contexts (e.g., different lan-
guage gender groups) and sampling approaches (e.g., student versus
paid samples) to better understand the robustness in our findings and,
hence, the likelihood that they would replicate in the future. This
approach is also able to shine a light on heterogeneity that can inform
future research. For instance, we observed a greater degree of cross-
national consistency in participants' tendency to see political leaders
as similar to men than in the tendency to see political leaders as (not)
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similar to women. This may suggest that the position of women in so-
ciety shows greater geographical and cultural variation than the position
of men.

Our findings point to several other avenues for future research. For
instance, it is possible that increasing the salience of a feminisation
strategy (e.g., reversing the typical order to pronouns to “she or he”)
could increase the likelihood that it affects gender bias. It is also possible
that our linguistic intervention would shape gender bias outside of the
political leadership domain — that is, for broader social categories that
are less elaborated (e.g., employees, managers or leaders). It is also
possible that the feminisation strategy could have consequences for
outcomes other than stereotype content. For instance, a feminisation
strategy could increase the likelihood that women see a political career
as an option for women, increasing their motivation to pursue it, even if
it doesn't change their stereotypes.

Turning to our use of non-incentivised first-order and incentivised
second-order measures it would be worth understanding whether the
variation in stereotype content that we observed reflects the shift from
personal endorsement to community endorsement or from non-
incentivisation to incentivisation (or indeed both). Research that com-
pares the stereotypes that emerge from non-incentivised and incenti-
vised estimates of the community's beliefs is needed to resolve this. It is
also important to understand whether these stereotype measures are
differentially able to predict different kinds of outcomes. Finally, the fact
that we did not randomise the order of the stereotype measures raises
the possibility that the differences that we observed across the two
measures reflects an order or learning effect. Although the specific
pattern of findings (i.e., such that stereotypes were more extreme for the
incentivised measure) does not obviously align with this possibility, it
would be important to explore this in future work.

In sum, this project supports our expectation that stereotypes about
political leaders play a role in the underrepresentation of women in
politics. Specifically, in most of the countries and regions that we
studied, participants believed that political leaders lacked the positive,
communal, attributes that are characteristic of women and had (some
of) the agentic characteristics that are more characteristic of men.
Encouraging participants to encode for gender symmetrically when
eliciting these stereotypes did not appear to change these beliefs. This
suggests that subtle and limited linguistic interventions are unlikely to
be the solution to persistent gender bias, especially when this may be
reinforced more widely in a language's grammatical and lexical
structure.
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tigation, Writing — review & editing. Miige Cavdan: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Trawin Chaleeraktrakoon:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Abdelilah
Charyate: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Jennifer Chavanovanich: Funding acquisition, Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing — review & editing. Mohammed Cherradi: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Peilian Chi: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Phatthanakit Chobthamkit:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Shalini
Choudhary: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Cagla Cinar:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Heather M. Claypool:
Investigation, Supervision, Writing — review & editing. Sharon Coen:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. W. Matthew Collins: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Nadia Sarai Corral-Frias: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Cleno Couto: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Mioara Cristea: Investigation, Methodol-
ogy, Writing — review & editing. Wilson Cyrus-Lai: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Anna Dalla Rosa: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Trac Vu Dang: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Maria Giovanna Devetag:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Bojana M. Dini¢: Investiga-
tion, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Terence D. Dores Cruz:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Andrei
Dumbrava: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Julia Dykla-
Bien: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Clare Ellen Edge:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Sina Eftekhari: Investigation,
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Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Youssef El Mottaleb:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Christian T. Elbaek: Investi-
gation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Cécile Emery:
Funding acquisition, Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Simona
Epure: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Thomas R. Evans: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Zuzanna
Farny: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Shameem Fatima: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Mario
Muhammad Noer Fauzan: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — re-
view & editing. Katharina Fellnhofer: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Tommaso Feraco: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Angela Fernandez-Canseco: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Ludovic Ferrand: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Paulo Roberto dos Santos Ferreira: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Silvia Filippi: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Sam Fluit: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Raquel
Meister Ko Freitag: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Martha
Frias-Armenta: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Althea Fri-
sanco: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Katalin
Fiizér: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Linda
Isis Garcia-Estrada: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Karla
Alejandra Garduno-Realivazquez: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Agata Gasiorowska: Investigation, Supervision, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Janet Geipel: Funding acquisition, Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Sophie Gerdel: Investigation,
Writing — review&editing.Isabella Giammusso: Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing — review & editing. Vaitsa Giannouli: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Konstantinos Giannoulis:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Fenne J.J. Gijzen: Investi-
gation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Magali Ginet:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Lola Girerd: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Ilka Helene Gleibs: Inves-
tigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Hendrik God-
bersen: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Taylor Gogan:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Leticia Horbach Goncalves:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Amélie Gourdon-Kanhu-
kamwe: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Franca Grafe:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Hedy Greijdanus: Investi-
gation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Rashmi Gupta:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Hande Guzel:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Pascal Gygax: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Constantinos Hadjichristidis: Funding
acquisition, Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Soufiane Haffou:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Marius Duhovi¢ Hafstad:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Mina Hagen: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Peter Halama: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Emma Halfmann: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Paul H.P. Hanel: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Eric M. Hansen: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review
& editing. Adriana Hanulikova: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Samantha M. Harris: Investigation, Methodology, Writing —
review & editing. Claire M. Hart: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Levke Henningsen: Funding acquisition, Investigation, Writing
- review & editing. Pentti Henttonen: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Gabriela Hofer: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Caan Hollenbach: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Xiaoya Huang: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Joevarian Hudiyana: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Kotomi Ideishi: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review
& editing. Izabella Ilea: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review
& editing. Hirotaka Imada: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — re-
view & editing. Moritz Ingendahl: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Natalia C. Irrazabal: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Chris Isloi: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Izuchukwu
Lawrence G. Ndukaihe: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Lea
Jakob: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Kigobe
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Janeth: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Hansori Jang:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Candela I.
Jantus: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Juan Rafael Juarez:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Nina M. Junker: Investiga-
tion, Writing — review & editing. Pavol Ka¢mar: Investigation, Writing
- review & editing. Asahi Kanisawa: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Alper Karababa: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Muhammed Enes Karacoskun: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Gizem Karadeniz: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Karlijn Massar: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Ahmed Khaoudi: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review
& editing. Ji Hye Kim: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Mikyoung Kim: Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
SeungMin Kim: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & edit-
ing. Andrew Kloeden: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Nadine Knab: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Michal Kohiit: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Biisra Kok: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Marta Kowal: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Tomas Kra-
tochvil: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Clara
Kulich: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Eva Kundtova
Klocova: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Bahtim Kiitiik: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Anna O. Kuzminska: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Duc
Anh La: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Kelly Ka Lai Lam:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Claus Lamm: Investigation,
Writing - review & editing. Jose M. Leon-Pérez: Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing — review & editing. Badolo Bawala Léopold: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Savannah C. Lewis: Project
administration, Software, Writing — review & editing. Claire Linares:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Delila Lisica: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Zhiyu Liu: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Morgana Lizzio-Wilson: Funding acquisi-
tion, Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Wilson Lopez-Lopez:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Winnifred R. Louis: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Jackson G. Lu: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Jessica Mesmer-Magnus: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Behrooz Mahmoodi-Bakhtiari: Investiga-
tion, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Annette Malapally:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Klara Malinakova: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Winfrida Saimon Malingumu:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Nihal Mamatoglu: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Nguyen Duc Manh: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Diego Manriquez-Robles:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Efisio Manunta: Investiga-
tion, Writing — review & editing. Joao Mariano: Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing — review & editing. Chloé Marie: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Marco Marozzi: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Magdalena A. Marszatek: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Edurne Martinez-Moreno: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Delphine Martinot: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Marcel Marton¢ik: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Yuya Maruo: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Katarina Masi¢
Ponli¢: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Buffie McCue-
Quinn: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Anahita Mehdine-
jad: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ezgi Mehmetoglu
Comert: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Zde-
nek Meier: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ewout H. Meijer:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Ethan Mei-
moun: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Yuliana
G. Melkumyan: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & edit-
ing. Julie Mellul: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Irem Metin-Orta: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Linaja Mikalonis: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Alberto
Mirisola: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Katarina MiSeti¢:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Michal Misiak:
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Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Maria Montefinese: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Nicole Moore: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Mahmoud Moradi:Investigation,Writing
-review & editing. Eva Moreno-Bella: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Lamya Mouhssine: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Annakarina Mundorf: Investigation, Writing — re-
view & editing. Houdaifa Nadif: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Joaquin Navajas: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Eduardo Navarrete: Investigation, Writing - review & editing. Brett H.
Neely: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Thuc Hien T.
Nguyen: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Thi
Loan Nguyen: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Elena-Gabriela Balint: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Milica Ninkovi¢: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. J.
Lukas Thiirmer: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Lukas
Novak: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Annika Niibold:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Armelle Nugier: Investiga-
tion, Writing - review & editing. Ellen K. Nyhus: Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing — review & editing. Boglarka Nyul: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Brian A. O'Shea: Investiga-
tion, Writing — review & editing. William G. Obenauer: Investigation,
Writing - review & editing. Chisom E. Ogbonnaya: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Oluyinka Ojedokun: Investigation, Writing
- review & editing. Josefine Ostergaard R. Pedersen: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Begum Otken: Investigation,
Writing - review & editing. Tobias Otterbring: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Nestor Motemba Ouoba: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Fatih Ozdemir: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Asil Ali Ozdogru: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Gokece Ozkilicer: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Mariola
Paruzel-Czachura: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Freya L.
Pedersen: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ivana Pedovi¢:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Mehmet
Peker: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Sofia Pelica: Inves-
tigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Narumol Petchthip:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Aino Petter-
son: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Stefan
Pfattheicher: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ivana Pite-
rova: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ekaterina Pronizius:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Oara Prundeanu: Investi-
gation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Katarzyna Pypno-
Blajda: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Alain
Quiamzade: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Jannes Luka
Rebel: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Sandrine Reders-
dorff: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Sara Redlingshofer:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Sylwiusz Retowski: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Andres Felipe Reyes: Investiga-
tion, Writing — review & editing. Azalea Reyes-Aguilar: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Gianni Ribeiro: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Gabriela Ri¢afova: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing - review & editing. Céline Robert: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. S. Craig Roberts: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Marta A. Roczniewska: Investigation, Methodology, Writing —
review & editing. Jan Philipp Roer: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Anette Rohmann: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Erika J. Rosenberger: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Robert M. Ross: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Leopold
Helmut Otto Roth: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Susana
Ruiz-Fernandez: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Shawn M.
Russell: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Shaho Sabbar:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Fatima Zahra
Sahli: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Guro R. Sanden:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Costanza Scaffidi Abbate:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Sarina J. Schafer: Investi-
gation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Kathleen Schmidt:
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Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Julia Schnepf: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Sebastian L. Schorch: Investigation,
Writing - review & editing. Sofia Schwartz-Salazar: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Karolina Aleksandra Sci-
gala: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ingvild Miiller Selje-
seth: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Esra
Cansu Sen-Giimiistas: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Amir
Sepehri: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Astghik Serobyan:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Shaul Shalvi:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Anna Siegler: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Michal Silberg: Investiga-
tion, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Slavka Silberg: Inves-
tigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Emina Sinanovi¢:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Samuel Lilja-
harju: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Lea
Skewes: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Adam
R. Smith: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Caglar Solak: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Fatih Sonmez:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Agnieszka Sorokowska:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Piotr Sorokowski: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Jakub Srol: Investigation, Meth-
odology, Writing - review & editing. Franziska A. Stanke:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Andreas Stenling: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Ian D. Stephen: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Julia Stern: Investigation, Writing — review
& editing. Daniel Storage: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Anna M. Studzinska: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Jihyun Suh: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Caterina Suitner: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Barnabas Szaszi: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Alicja
Jadwiga Szmidka: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ewa
Szumowska: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Olivia B.
Szwinge: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Susanne Tafvelin:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Ruri Taki-
zawa: Funding acquisition, Investigation, Methodology, Writing — re-
view & editing. Hande Tasa: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.
Theodosios Tasios: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Peter Tavel: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Julian
Tejada: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ahmet Temel:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Passagorn Tevichapong:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Yukari Jessica
Tham: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Marija
Todosijevi¢: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Natalia L.
Tome: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Fernando Tonini:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Mathilde H. Tgnnesen:
Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. SergioC.
Torres:Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Panagiota Trag-
antzopoulou: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
Bastien Trémoliere: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Jarno
Tuominen: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Jil
Ullenboom: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Ozden Melis
Ulug: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Andreea Ursu: Inves-
tigation, Writing — review & editing. Anna Elisabeth van ’t Veer:
Project administration, Writing — review & editing. David C. Vaidis:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Suzanne van Gils: Investi-
gation, Writing — review & editing. Leigh Ann Vaughn: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Marta Vercillo: Investigation, Methodol-
ogy, Writing — review & editing. Michelangelo Vianello: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Maria Elena Villarreal
Gonzalez: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Orsolya Vincze:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Vivian dos Santos Miranda:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Susanne Vogel: Investiga-
tion, Writing — review & editing. Tomas Vojtisek: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Ulrica von Thiele Schwarz: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Marek Vranka: Investiga-
tion, Writing — review & editing. Bich-Phuong Vu: Investigation,
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Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Radostaw B.Walczak:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Guilherme Welter Wendt:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Rahmadina Syarafina
Wibowo: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review & editing.
James S. Williams: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Mirella
Wojciechowska: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Pujith Niel
Wood: Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Deborah J. Wu:
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Qingyang Wu: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Mariel Pauliina Wuolio: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Ziqian Xia: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Tao Yang: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Chunhui Yang: Investigation, Writing —
review & editing. Jane Jingyao Yang: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Jinquan Ye: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Niyayesh Yousefi-Gerakouhi: Investigation, Writing — review
& editing. Umran Yiice-Selvi: Investigation, Methodology, Writing —
review & editing. Whinda Yustisia: Investigation, Methodology,
Writing — review & editing. Daniela Victoria Zaharia: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing — review & editing. Inesa Zayets: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Agata Zdun-Ryzewska: Investigation,
Writing — review & editing. Przemyslaw Zdybek: Investigation, Writing
— review & editing. Xian Zhao: Investigation, Writing — review & edit-
ing. Wang Zheng: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — review &
editing. Janis H. Zickfeld: Investigation, Methodology, Writing — re-
view & editing. Radka Zidkova: Investigation, Writing — review &
editing. Artur Ziétkowski: Investigation, Writing — review & editing.

Funding

‘Ministero dell’Universita e della Ricerca’ (MUR) under the grant:
‘PRIN 2022 PNRR23, MUR code: P2022M9EKK’ ANR SCOPIL 23-CE28-
0012 APVV-23-0421 Austrian Science Fund (FWF) [https://dx.doi.org/
10.55776/STA121]. Avec le soutien financier de la Cité du Genre, inldEx
Université Paris Cité, France 2030, ANR-18-IDEX-0001 Basque Gov-
ernment Research Groups Grant (IT1598-22 and IT1797-26). Basque
Government grant to Research Groups (“LOTUNEAK: Human Bonds for
Change” Consolidated Group; IT1797-26) AND University of the Basque
Country UPV/EHU Call for the recruitment of doctor research personnel
(POSTUPV24/26). Being Human Incubator Czech Ministry of Education,
Youth and Sports for specific research (IGA_FF_2024_001). Depart-
mental grant number DALL_BIRD23_02. DFG-project no. 502774891-
ORA project UNTOUCH Einstein Foundation: ERU-2023-782 European
Research Council Consolidator Grant (ERC-2016-COG Grant 725128)
European Research Council Consolidator Grant 865931 awarded to SS
and Dutch Research Council Vidi Grant Vi.Vidi.195.137 FCT, LP.
(UIDB/03125/2020) French National Research Agency (ANR), grant
number ANR-23-CE28-0012 Fulbright-Agencia Nacional de Inves-
tigacion y Desarrollo (N° 56220079). Fundacao para a Ciéncia e a Tec-
nologia (FCT), LP. (reference: UIDB/03125/2025, DOI: 10.54499/
UIDB/03125/2025). Funding from la Cité du Genre, IdEx Université
Paris Cité, ANR-18-IDEX-0001. Funding from the Centre for Integrative
Business Psychology, Aarhus University Hankuk University of Foreign
Studies Research Fund of 2026. HORIZON EUROPE Framework Pro-
gramme (Grant ERC-CoG-865931 awarded to Shaul Shalvi), the Dutch
Research Council (Nederlandse Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk
Onderzoek; Grant Vi.Vidi.195.137 awarded to Shaul Shalvi). IDN Being
Human Lab (The University of Wroctaw ) Italian Ministry for Univer-
sities and Research (MUR) PRIN-PNRR grant# P2022M9EKK la Cité du
Genre, inldEx Université Paris Cité, France 2030, ANR-18-IDEX-0001 la
Cité du Genre, inIdEx Université Paris Cité, France 2030, ANR-18-IDEX-
0001. Masaryk University Specific Research Grant MUNI/A/1622/2024
Ministry of Science, Technological Development and Innovations of the
Republic of Serbia (Contract No. 451-03-137/2025-03/ 200165).
Popularization of science and scientific publications in the sphere of
psychology and social policy, conducted at the University of Nis — Fac-
ulty of Philosophy (No. 423/1-3-01). National Science Center (OPUS:



K. Peters et al.

2024/55/B/HS6/01797 and SONATA BIS: 2024/54/E/HS6/00233)
Norwegian Research Council (Grants #301010 #288083) Programme
Johannes Amos Comenius under the Ministry of Education, Youth and
Sports of the Czech Republic from the project “Research of Excellence on
Digital Technologies and Wellbeing CZ.02.01.01,/00/22_008/0004583
which is co-financed by the European Union. Research Council at Uni-
versity of Macau [MYRG-GRG2024-00269-FSS] Research Laboratory of
Applied Sociology SCOPIL-ANR-23-CE28-0012 Slovak Research and
Development Agency under the Contract no. APVV-23-0548. Subsidy for
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the development of research institutions (the Department of Interdisci-
plinary Research Team on Internet and Society, Faculty of Social
Studies, Masaryk University); “Research of Excellence on Digital Tech-
nologies and Wellbeing CZ.02.01.01/00/22_008/0004583”, which is
co-financed by the European Union. The Murata Science Foundation
Research Grant (M23B.A007) University of Economics HCM City (UEH
University) and Western Sydney University Joint Research Program.
University of the Basque Country (UPV/EHU) PIF 21/78, the Vice-
Rectorate for Scientific and Social Development and Transfer, the

The precise operationalisation was agreed through discussion between the first author and the translation team. Most languages utilised 2 paired pronouns (although
Serbia had 3 pairs and Vietnam had 1 pair). Most neutral gender (or genderless) languages utilised 1 noun pair. Chinese, Japanese and Vietnamese were the exceptions,
as they had paired pronouns (if only in written Chinese and Japanese). Polish participants completed a version of the survey that aligned with their gender identity

(masculine or feminine).

Language Country / Region Operation- Neutral Feminised
alisation
Arabic Morocco 1 verb pair Cll GalaiY) i dlie ga i Aadiall sda 3 Do aalia o slanty (3 (alasY) aui lia ga i dadiall s b
all Ga 5 8 Sl laal die Balipulmaliapsledy Ao elds e ol Ja3 adall (30 056 5 cldSal laa) vie A8
S am e 8 0 55 5003 Lo bAlliecls s e Gl a3 (ad 138 (f g Uisnsa ad a3 630 dam gl e 8 0 55 50 05V Lo gt
L8 Ll L Jindy Gt (il 3 0 98 Liuss 48 503 Gl Uaie Jaii 5f Janly (it
Armenian Armenia 1 noun pair
Wju Epnud uunpnud Gup quwhwwnb) nGlwdwnp  Wu Epnud ulnpnud Bup quwhwunt) nEywydwp
pwnwpwlwl ww2wnuukp qpuntgunn pwnwpwlwl wwwnuukp qpuntgunn
Jwpnyuwlg. Qtn nwunnnnipjntlubpp wubintu dwpnyuwug. Qtn nwwnnnipnlultpp wubintu
Ywpnn E oqub|, np wwuwnytpwgltp, pb Jwpnn £ ogquby, np wwwnytpwgltp, pb
hwunhwnid Gp nyjw dwpnniu wnwghu hwunhwntd Gp nyjw) innwdwnpnniu Ywd Yungp
wlgqwu W Jdhwy pwup, np Lwhuwwbu ghunbp wnwehu wugwu W Jhwy pwup, np bwhiwwbu
hp dwuhU wyu E, np wyn Jwpnp pwunwpwywl  ghwnbp hp dwuhU wjl £, np bw punwpwywl
ntywywp wywawnu E qpwntguncd. nGYwywp wywwnl £ qpunbguncd.
Bahasa Indonesian Indonesia 1 noun pair
Pada halaman ini, kami ingin meminta Anda Pada halaman ini, kami ingin meminta Anda
menilai seperti apa orang yang menempati menilai orang yang menempati sebuah jabatan
sebuah jabatan kepemimpinan politik kepemimpinan politik secara umum. Dalam
secara umum. Dalam membuat penilaian, membuat penilaian, mungkin akan berguna jika
mungkin akan berguna jika Anda Anda membayangkan akan bertemu seseorang
membayangkan Anda akan bertemu seseorang  untuk pertama kalinya dan satu-satunya hal yang
untuk pertama kalinya dan satu-satunya hal Anda ketahui tentang orang tersebut adalah ia
yang Anda ketahui adalah orang tersebut (laki-laki atau perempuan) menempati sebuah
menempati sebuah jabatan kepemimpinan jabatan kepemimpinan politik.
politik.
Bosnian Bosnia 2 pronoun
pairs Na ovoj stranici zamolili bismo Vas da ocijenite ~ Na ovoj stranici zeljeli bismo da ocijenite ljude na
ljude na politickim liderskim pozicijama. politickim liderskim pozicijama. Prilikom Vaseg
Prilikom davanja Vasih procjena, moze biti procjenjivanja, moze biti korisno da zamislite da
korisno da pokusate zamisliti situaciju u kojoj éete upoznati neku osobu prvi put, pri ¢emu je
se pripremate za susret s osobom o kojoj jedino  jedina stvar koju unaprijed znate o njemu ili njoj je
znate da je ta osoba na politickoj liderskoj da on ili ona na politickoj liderskoj poziciji.
poziciji.
Chinese (simplified) China 2 pronoun
pairs AX—IH , RNALEHEEBAMERSE X —0T , RNFLEHEEBGARSFIRSHA
HINBITIFSY . TEMETIMTE , RINAREED #1779, MR |, RHgREEE5—1
BE—NPARLE , MEELEANENHE—E ARAE , TSt LR ERE—E R
BREXMTABEBAASRS. EfthS B EBAMSRS.
Chinese (traditional) Macau 2 pronoun
pairs mE—EY , HMNFLCHREBCARENE T8 8T, ANFEEHEEARERBENA
MINEITEES . TEMUHHIERRS  RIGERABEED 175190, EHNHIER |, RIGRBEAEE—@
BER—EAVRRE , MEEEAENE—& APRRE , MIEH et =R RERRE—E AT
ARBEBAREBUARERES. st EBUA RS,
Czech Czech Republic 2 pronoun
pairs Na této strance bychom Vas chtéli pozadat o Na této strance bychom Vas chtéli pozadat o
hodnoceni lidi, ktefi zastavaji vedouci pozici  hodnoceni lidi, ktefi zastavaji vedouci pozici v
v politice. Behem posuzovani miize byt politice. Béhem posuzovani miize byt uzitecné
uzite¢né predstavit si, Ze se s néjakou osobou predstavit si, Ze se s néjakou osobou setkavate
setkavate poprvé a ze jediné, co o ni predem poprvé a Ze jediné, co o ni nebo o ném predem vite,
vite, je, Ze tato osoba je ¢lovék na vedouci je, ze on nebo ona zastava vedouci pozici v
pozici v politice. politice.
Danish Denmark 2 pronoun
pairs Pa denne side vil vi bede dig om at vurdere P& denne side vil vi bede dig om at vurdere

personer, der besidder en politisk
lederstilling. Nér du skal lave din vurdering,
kan det vere brugbart at forestille sig, at du
skal mgde en person for fgrste gang, og den
eneste ting, du ved om vedkommende pa
forhand, er, at denne person besidder en
politisk lederstilling.

24

personer, der besidder en politisk lederstilling.
Nar du skal lave din vurdering, kan det vaere
brugbart at forestille sig, at du skal mgde en person
for fgrste gang, og den eneste ting, du ved om ham
eller hende pé forhénd, er, at han eller hun
besidder en politisk lederstilling.
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Dutch Netherlands 2 pronoun
pairs Op deze pagina willen we dat je mensen die Op deze pagina willen we dat je mensen die
politieke leiderschapsposities bekleden politieke leiderschapsposities bekleden
beoordeelt. Bij het beoordelen kan het helpen beoordeelt. Bij het beoordelen kan het helpen om je
om je voor te stellen dat je op het punt staatom  voor te stellen dat je op het punt staat om een
een persoon voor het eerst te ontmoeten en dat  persoon voor het eerst te ontmoeten en dat het
het enige wat je van tevoren weet is dat deze enige wat je van tevoren over hem of haar weet is
persoon iemand is die een politieke dat hij of zij een politieke leiderschapspositie
leiderschapspositie bekleedt. bekleedt.
English Australia, Nigeria, 2 pronoun
Tanzania, UK, US pairs On this page, we would like you to rate people  On this page, we would like you to rate people who
who occupy political leadership positions. occupy political leadership positions. In making
In making your judgments, it may be helpfulto  your judgments, it may be helpful to imagine that
imagine that you are about to meet a person for ~ you are about to meet a person for the first time and
the first time and the only thing you know in the only thing you know about him or her in
advance is that this person occupies a advance is that he or she occupies a position of
position of political leadership. political leadership.
Finnish Finland 1 noun pair
Télla sivulla pyyddmme sinua arvioimaan Télla sivulla pyyddmme sinua arvioimaan
poliittisissa johtotehtavissa olevia poliittisissa johtotehtavissa olevia henkiloita.
henkiloita. Arvioita tehdessasi voi olla Arvioita tehdessasi voi olla hyodyllista kuvitella,
hyodyllista kuvitella, etté olet juuri tapaamassa  etta olet juuri tapaamassa henkiloa ensimmaista
henkiloa ensimmaista kertaa, ja ainoa asia, kertaa, ja ainoa asia, jonka tiedat etukéteen, on se,
jonka tiedét etukéteen, on se, ettd tima henkild  ettd tAma mies tai nainen toimii poliittisessa
toimii poliittisessa johtotehtavassa. johtotehtavassa.
French Burkina Faso, France, 2 pronoun
Switzerland pairs Sur cette page, nous aimerions que vous Sur cette page, nous aimerions que vous évaluiez les
évaluiez les personnes occupant des personnes occupant des fonctions de direction
fonctions de direction en politique. En en politique. En formulant votre jugement, il peut
formulant votre jugement, il peut étre utile étre utile d'imaginer que vous étes sur le point de
d'imaginer que vous étes sur le point de rencontrer quelqu'un pour la premiere fois et que la
rencontrer une personne pour la premiere fois seule chose que vous savez de lui ou d'elle a I'avance
et que la seule chose que vous savez a l'avance  est. qu'il ou elle occupe une fonction de direction
est. que cette personne est. une personne en politique.
occupant une fonction de direction en
politique.
German Austria, Germany 2 pronoun
pairs Auf dieser Seite mochten wir Sie bitten, dass Auf dieser Seite mochten wir Sie bitten, dass Sie
Sie Personen in politischen Personen in politischen Fiihrungspositionen
Fithrungspositionen bewerten. Bei Ihren bewerten. Bei Ihren Bewertungen kann es hilfreich
Bewertungen kann es hilfreich sein, sich sein, sich vorzustellen, dass Sie eine Person zum
vorzustellen, dass Sie eine Person zum ersten ersten Mal treffen, und das Einzige, was Sie im
Mal treffen, und das Einzige, was Sie im Voraus ~ Voraus iiber ihn oder sie wissen, ist, dass er oder sie
wissen, ist, dass diese Person in einer in einer politischen Fiithrungsposition ist.
politischen Fiihrungsposition ist.
Greek Greece 1 pronoun
pairs e authv T celida, B OEAape va aEloloyoeTe e authv T celida, B O ape va aEloloyioeTe
Gtopa wov £xovr BEon oTY oM TIK e€ovsia.  ATopa TToV £xovv BEeN 6TNY oM TIKT) eEovain. [N
TNo v SroepopdpuidceTe T kpion cog, propei va Vo SIpopPpIGETE THY KPioT) 6aG, Pmopei v 6ag povei
oG davei ypAcipo vo pavtacteite 6T1 TpoOkerTar  xprcipo v havtacTteite OTL TPOKEITAL VX
V& GOVOVTIOETE KATO10 GTORO Yo TPWTH Ppopd GOVAVTAGETE KATTO10 ATOHO Y10t TPWTTH Hopd KAl TO
Kat To pOvo mov yrmpilete ek TV TpoTépuv eivar  pdYo ToL YYopILeTe ek TV TPOTEPWY eivan OTI ekeivog
611 w6 TO ATopo ExEl BEoM GTNY TOMTIKN f exeivn €xel B€6n oY TOMTIKT E€0VGIL.
eoveia.
Hindi India 1 noun pair
59 UN3 W, §H 9164 & i ST 39 AN T qeidichd 59 YUG WX, BH 164 & ohi 31T 3 AT AT Heldieh &
R S ISR AqAa P UGl R A &1 o 7 AoHIafe Aqaa & ual W A §1 oo akv
AR R THY, TG HeAUAT BT TgHIh § Tl e e T, TG heluT el UgTIch gt Tkl § ohf oa
ﬁmmﬁﬁwﬁqﬁ?ﬁwnﬁﬁmﬁésﬁ? HRAT TARAT & Tge TR Al T8 & 3R 3T UTe 376 AR
g § SMTURY chel I8 AT & hf U8 TFhdl Gah & Ugel § had 3a-il STHHR & i ag GIW a1 Fgfem
Totafe Aqaa @t sAfer 7 81 Iotafe Aqaa @ gufafd g1
Hungarian Hungary 1 noun pair
Ezen az oldalon arra kérjiik, hogy jellemezze a Ezen az oldalon arra kérjiik, hogy jellemezze a
politikai vezet6 poziciokat betoltd politikai vezet6 poziciokat betolto személyeket.
személyeket. Az értékelések meghozataldhoz Az értékelések meghozatalahoz hasznos lehet, ha
hasznos lehet, ha elképzeli, hogy most elképzeli, hogy most taldlkozik eldszor egy
talalkozik el6szor egy személlyel, és az személlyel, és az egyetlen dolog, amit elére tud, az
egyetlen dolog, amit elére tud réla, az az, hogy  az, hogy az a né vagy férfi politikai vezetd
az illet6 egy politikai vezet6 pozicidt tolt be.  poziciot tolt be.
Italian Italy 2 pronoun
pairs In questa pagina, vorremmo che valutasse le In questa pagina, vorremmo che valutasse le

persone che ricoprono posizioni di
leadership politica. Nel formulare i suoi
giudizi, potrebbe esserle utile immaginare che
sta per incontrare una persona per la prima
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persone che ricoprono posizioni di leadership
politica. Nel formulare i suoi giudizi, potrebbe
esserle utile immaginare che sta per incontrare una
persona per la prima volta e 'unica cosa che sa di lui
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volta e l'unica cosa che sa di questa persona o di lei prima di incontrarla e che lui o lei ricopre
prima di incontrarla & che ricopre una una posizione di leadership politica.
posizione di leadership politica.
Japanese Japan 2 pronoun
pairs COR—=T T, BUAKNY —4—DIBIcH ZOR—I T}, BUANYY —4—DIBICH B A
BAICOVWTEHMBEL TWEEE T, Hlz ICOWTEHEL TWEE 9, FlEITSIE
TSRS, IBHTERSAZBEL. ZDAIC I, FIHTERSAZRKEL, BELEELZIIOW
DVTEHFICADN 2 TVBDIE, EDADB  TEHEHICHD > TVBDIE, B EIFHEDBOR
BN —F—DIBICHIATHZI WS ) —H4—DIFICHBIATHZ WS LT
BB TI Db LhiEtA. BTz evuhs LhEtA.
Korean South Korea 1 noun pair
Ol HO|XK|MME Bl XKITAHES BItstA B ol HO|XK|ME x| XIZAHES Botst7Al Eulch
LIC Ol AbErE XS BH mH, Ol ALRFo CHa & Of AbRrofl CHa &1 Qe RSt HEJ HYH &2
D UE fYUst HEI Yxl XIZREH= M2 7t o MRl XIEAi2s Me tESCiH HEol =
Yo, TEto] 20| 2 4 A&Lch ol & # l&Lch
Norwegian Norway 2 pronoun
pairs P4 denne siden vil vi at du skal vurdere P4 denne siden vil vi at du skal vurdere personer
personer som har politiske lederstillinger. som har politiske lederstillinger. Nar du gjer
Nar du gjgr dine vurderinger, kan det veare dine vurderinger, kan det vaere nyttig & forestille
nyttig at du forestiller deg. at du skal mgte en seg at du skal mgte en person for fgrste gang, og det
person for fgrste gang og det eneste du vet pa eneste du vet om ham eller henne pa forhand er at
forhand er at denne personen har en politisk  han eller hun har en politisk lederstilling.
lederstilling.
Persian (Farsi) Iran 1 noun pair
e cualic 48 (53] il 44 4S sl doe Lad l cdsdia ol 1) b a3e cualiadS (50 il 434S sl sielad ) caadia gl 5o
Qb 3l o slmd cpl alail o 2w il eaiiSe JUandl ) (il g 48 250 dda 3l o gl ol pladl 3 20 il caiiSe Jlad)
Sl s Gt 5 1) 538l ) FAS S ) peaialally 4 i e 5 S B b il ) ) s 8l ) i4SauS
5 plie et (A8 Cand o ailase o A8 s e a1 i 5 pllie i (31 48 o) ihase 03 Gl L 2 s )
e JUdi | s LS e Jlid)
Polish (Version for female- Poland 2 pronoun
identifying participants) pairs Na tej stronie chcieliby$my, abys ocenila osoby  Na tej stronie chcielibySmy, abys ocenita osoby
zajmujace stanowiska przywodcze w zajmujace stanowiska przywddcze w polityce .
polityce. Dokonujac swoich ocen, mozesz Dokonujac swoich ocen, mozesz wyobrazi¢ sobie,
wyobrazi¢ sobie, ze masz spotkac kogos poraz  ze masz spotkacgo lub ja po raz pierwszy, a jedyna
pierwszy, a jedyna rzecz, jaka wiesz o tej rzecz, jaka wiesz o nim lub o niej, to to, ze zajmuje
osobie, to to, ze zajmuje stanowisko stanowisko przywodcze w polityce.
przywodcze w polityce.
Portuguese Portugal, Brazil 2 pronoun
pairs Nesta pagina, gostariamos que avaliasse as Nesta pagina, gostarfamos que avaliasse as pessoas
pessoas que ocupam cargos de lideranca que ocupam cargos de lideranca politica. Para
politica. Para fazer as suas avaliacoes, pode ser  fazer as suas avaliacoes, pode ser util imaginar que
atil imaginar que estd prestes a conhecer uma esta prestes a conhecer uma pessoa pela primeira
pessoa pela primeira vez e que a tnica coisa vez e que a Unica coisa que sabe de antemao sobre
que sabe de antemao é que essa pessoa ocupa ele ou ela é que ele ou ela ocupa um cargo de
um cargo de lideranca politica. lideranca politica.
Romanian Romania 2 pronoun
pairs Pe aceasta pagind, am dori sa evaluati Pe aceasta pagind, am dori sa evaluati persoanele
persoanele care ocupa functii politice de care ocupa functii politice de conducere. In
conducere. In evaluirile dumneavoastra, evaluarile dumneavoastra, poate fi util sa va
poate fi util sa va imaginati ca sunteti pe calesa ~ imaginati ca sunteti pe cale sa intalniti o persoana
intalniti o persoana pentru prima data si pentru prima data si singurul lucru pe care 1l stiti
singurul lucru pe care il stiti in prealabil este cd ~ despre el sau ea. in prealabil este ca el sau ea.
aceasta persoana ocupa o pozitie politica de  ocupa o pozitie politica de conducere.
conducere.
Serbian Serbia 3 pronoun
pairs Na ovoj stranici zamolili bismo Vas da ocenite ~ Na ovoj stranici zamolili bismo Vas da ocenite ljude
ljude koji zauzimaju pozicije politickog koji zauzimaju pozicije politickog vodstva.
vodstva. Prilikom davanja Vasih procena, Prilikom davanja Vasih procena, moze biti korisno
moze biti korisno da zamislite da treba da se da zamislite da treba da se sretnete s nekom osobom
sretnete s nekom osobom i da je jedina stvar ida je jedina stvar koju unapred znate o toj osobi je
koju unapred znate o toj osobi je da je ta da je ta zauzima poziciju politickog vodstva.
zauzima poziciju politickog vodstva.
Slovak Slovakia 2 pronoun
pairs Na tejto stranke by sme chceli, aby ste Na tejto stranke by sme chceli, aby ste ohodnotili
ohodnotili Pudi zastavajiicich vediice Pudi zastavajtcich vedice politické pozicie. Pri
politické pozicie. Pri posudzovani vam moze posudzovani vam moze pomoc( predstava, ze sa
pomoct predstava, ze sa chystate prvykrat chystate prvykrat stretndf s nejakou osobou a
stretnif s nejakou osobou a jediné, ¢o vopred jediné, ¢o o nom ¢i nej vopred viete, je, ze on alebo
viete, je, Ze je to osoba zastavajiica vedicu ona zastava vedicu politickd poziciu.
politicki poziciu.
Spanish Argentina, Colombia, 2 pronoun
Mexico, Peru, Spain pairs En esta pagina, nos gustaria que evalde a las En esta pagina, nos gustaria que evalie a las

personas que ocupan cargos de liderazgo
politico. Al hacer sus juicios, puede resultarle
atil imaginar que esta a punto de conocer a una
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personas que ocupan cargos de liderazgo
politico. Al hacer sus juicios, puede resultarle ttil
imaginar que esta a punto de conocer a una persona
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persona por primera vez y lo tinico que sabe de  por primera vez y lo tnico que sabe de él o ella de
antemano es que esta persona ocupa un cargo  antemano es que €l o ella ocupa un cargo de
de liderazgo politico. liderazgo politico.
Swedish Sweden 2 pronoun
pairs P4 den har sidan skulle vi vilja att du bedomer  Pa den hér sidan skulle vi vilja att du bedémer
personer som har politiska ledarroller. Nar personer som har politiska ledarroller. Nér du
du gor dina bedomningar kan det vara gor dina bedomningar kan det vara hjalpsamt att
hjalpsamt att forestélla dig att du ska traffa en  forestélla dig att du ska tréffa en person for forsta
person for forsta gangen och det enda du vet i gangen och det enda du vet om honom eller henne i
forvég &r att den har personen har en politisk ~ forvég ar att han eller hon har en politisk
ledarroll. ledarroll.
Thai Thailand 1 noun pair
gotsairiusspimabimadsanoiudsslont  uwind sdesnnstismsatudniagiimionisiiios
umsdodule frgauiuauinist auddsamy  oroiludssirduinisbialtipeaneunts duad
fuyanaaunttsuasousn uasioidioafinug 50 wazdafyinpuiendeimdeaud Ao yanatu
aroniirdeyaratidu gersmimendgummi  gersadunigimienisifias
Turkish Turkey 1 noun pair
Bu sayfada sizden siyasi liderlik konumunda  Bu sayfada sizden siyasi liderlik konumunda
bulunan kisileri derecelendirmenizi istiyoruz. ~ bulunan Kkisileri derecelendirmenizi istiyoruz.
Karar verirken, biriyle ilk kez tanismak iizere Karar verirken, biriyle ilk kez tanismak tizere
oldugunuzu ve 6nceden bildiginiz tek seyin bu.  oldugunuzu ve dnceden bildiginiz tek seyin bu.
kisinin siyasi liderlik konumunda bulunan kisinin erkek veya kadin siyasi liderlik
biri oldugunu diigiinmeniz yardimc: olabilir. konumunda bulunan biri oldugunu diigiinmeniz
yardimeci olabilir.
Urdu Pakistan 1 noun pair
S0 sue SSEE b QIS n e sic e man G sa S 3 a3 S OS5 O O S G s e g ke
Dy iy S lad il S a0 SO Dsaimends S ek o S 0sye SOE i
PR PRSENPEREY. SIS ERPR AP PR SIS SXPRE N P/ Py PYSNTESLN. PS5 EYA AN PG SHPT LSRR
o5 rS sl Cipa u Ao ST g o s/ s WG G S S0 Gl b ge ol g Sl sl o
e U ey SO b padd Lo U g de SO ule G e a5 b e a5 aS el
Vietnamese Vietnam 1 pronoun
pair Tai trang nay, chiing t6i mudn ban danh gid v&  Tai trang nay, chiing t6i muén ban danh gia vé

nhitng nguoi nim giit vi tri lanh dao trong

hé théng chinh tri. Khi dwa ra ddnh gia ctia

minh, c6 thé hitu ich khi twéng twong ring ban
4 = A e 1A by s a g A

sap gap mot ngwdi lan dau tién va diéu duy

nhét ban biét trudc 12 ngwdi nay nam giit vi

tri 1anh dao trong hé théng chinh tri.

nhitng ngwoi nim gitt vi tri lanh dao trong hé
théng chinh tri. Khi dwa ra danh gia ctia minh, c6
thé hitu ich khi twéng twong ring ban sflp gdp mot
ngudi 1an diu tién va didu duy nhét ban biét truge
vé& anh 4y hoic ¢6 Ay 12 nguwdi nim giit vi tri lanh
dao trong hé théng chinh tri.
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