
Instructions for:
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by Jean-Pierre Benoît, Ashley Perry, and Ernesto Reuben

This appendix contains the experimental instructions seen by participants.

Appendix E. Instructions

This section contains the screenshots of the instructions seen by participants in this study. We

separate the instructions out by participant role, writer or evaluator, and treatments. To save

space if a screen was seen in multiple treatments we only present it once and then where relevant

refer back to that screenshot.

E.1. Writers: Part 1

Before participating in the study, participants were required to provide their consent. Of 906

participants, only three did not consent. The study informed participants that this was a multi-

part study. They were informed of the £4 show-up fee and the possibility of a bonus payment.

We emphasized that they had to complete both parts of the study to receive any payment.

Below is a summary of the screenshots seen by all writers. The treatment variations were

assigned after Part 1 was completed. The screenshots show:

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1). Our primary variable of interest is

gender, but we collected a variety of measures to minimize the possibility that participants

thought they were participating in a gender-related study (de Quidt et al., 2019).

• The instructions with details of how they will be invited to Part 3 of the study (see Figure

E2).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E3). If participants did not select the

correct answers, they were informed of this, re-shown the instructions, and required to

correctly answer a slight variation of the question they had previously answered incorrectly.

Of the 903 participants who consented, this occurred for 22 participants. If they were

unable to answer correctly again, they were removed from the study. This happened to

only 3 of the 22 participants.

• The essay writing page with the image that was shown to all participants (see Figure E4).

The writing box could be expanded as needed by dragging and selecting the bottom-right

corner of the text entry box. Note that the timer in the screenshot indicates that the
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writer had 13 minutes 55 seconds remaining to complete the task; the timer started at 15

minutes for all participants.

• The screen where participants were asked to indicate the final grade they thought they

would receive (see Figure E5). They also had to indicate how sure they were about their

answer.

• Following Exley and Kessler (2022), the screen where participants indicate how they would

describe how well they performed on the task (see Figure E6).

• A screen with a series of questions related to their writing (see Figure E7).

• The screen where participants choose their alias. They saw a list of 10 names in random

order (see Figure E8). We asked for aliases at the end of Part 1 to mitigate experimenter

demand effects, such as thinking this was a study on gender (de Quidt et al., 2019). In

the example here, the list is of typical male names, which is the list participants saw if

they indicated that they were male in the demographic questionnaire.
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Figure E1. Writer Demographic questions.
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Figure E2. Writer instructions and payment information.
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Figure E3. Writer bonus understanding.

B-5



Figure E4. Writer essay writing page.
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Figure E5. Writer prior grade beliefs.
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Figure E6. Writer prior performance beliefs.
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Figure E7. Writer questions on writing.
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Figure E8. Writer gendered alias choice.

E.2. Writers: Part 3

Writers were invited to complete Part 3 of the study the week after completing Part 1. The

instructions presented to the participants in Part 3 of the study varied by treatment assignment.

Part 3: No-Feedback treatment

Below is a summary of the screenshots seen by writers in the No-Feedback treatment. They

show:

• The introduction, where participants were reminded of the task they completed in Part 1

and of the bonus payment structure (see Figure E9).

• The screen where participants were then shown their essay (see Figure E10).

• The screen where participants were again asked to estimate their final grade and indicate

how sure they were of their answer (see Figure E11).

• The screen where participants indicate again how they would describe how well they

performed on the task (see Figure E12).

• The final exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task

(see Figure E13).
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Figure E9. Writer instructions.
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Figure E10. Writer essay page.
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Figure E11. Writer posterior grade beliefs.
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Figure E12. Writer posterior performance beliefs.
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Figure E13. Writer exit questions.

Part 3: Feedback treatment

The Feedback treatment version of the study proceeded in a similar fashion to the No-Feedback

version, except that participants received their feedback. This means that the instructions were

slightly different and that additional exit questions were asked relating to the feedback.

Below is a summary of the screenshots seen by writers in the Feedback treatment. They show:

• The introduction, where participants were told they would receive feedback and reminded

of the task they completed in Part 1, their alias choice and of the bonus payment structure

(see Figure E14).

• The screen where participants were then shown their essay and feedback (see Figure E15).

• The screen where participants were again asked to estimate their final grade and indicate

how sure they were of their answer (see Figure E11).

• The screen where participants indicate again how they would describe how well they

performed on the task (see Figure E12).

• The screen where participants were then asked a series of questions about the feedback

they had received (see Figure E16).
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• The screen where participants were asked if they could identify the gender of the partici-

pant who provided them with feedback (see Figure E17)

• The final exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task

(see Figure E13).

Figure E14. Writer feedback instructions.
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Figure E15. Writer feedback page.
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Figure E16. Writer exit questions on feedback.

Figure E17. Writer exit question on gender of evaluator.

Part 3: Feedback-Compete treatment

The Feedback-Compete treatment version of the study proceeded in a very similar fashion to the

Feedback version, except that after reading their feedback, participants had a choice about their

bonus payment. This means that the instructions and the feedback page were slightly different.

Below is a summary of the screenshots seen by writers in the Feedback-Compete treatment.
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They show:

• The introduction, where participants were told they would receive feedback and of the

bonus payment choice (see Figure E18). They were reminded of the task they completed

in Part 1 and their alias choice.

• The screen where participants were then shown their essay, feedback, and make their

decision on the bonus payment scheme (see Figure E19).

• The screen where participants were again asked to estimate their final grade and indicate

how sure they were of their answer (see Figure E11).

• The screen where participants indicate again how they would describe how well they

performed on the task (see Figure E12).

• The screen where participants were then asked a series of questions about the feedback

they had received (see Figure E16).

• The screen where participants were asked if they could identify the gender of the partici-

pant who provided them with feedback (see Figure E17)

• The final exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task

(see Figure E13).
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Figure E18. Writer instructions with competition choice.
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Figure E19. Writer feedback with competition choice.

Part 3: Feedback-Compete-Hidden treatment

The Feedback-Compete-Hidden treatment version of the study proceeded the same as the Feedback-

Compete version, except that their gendered alias was not disclosed in the evaluation stage. This

means that their instructions and their feedback page did not contain their chosen alias.

Below is a summary of the screenshots seen by writers in the Feedback-Compete-Hidden treat-
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ment. They show:

• The introduction, where participants were told they would receive feedback and of the

bonus payment choice (see Figure E18). They were reminded of the task they completed

in Part 1, but not about their alias choice.

• The screen where participants were then shown their essay, feedback, and make their

decision on the bonus payment scheme (see Figure E21). Note their alias was not disclosed

as it had been in the previous treatment.

• The screen where participants were again asked to estimate their final grade and indicate

how sure they were of their answer (see Figure E11).

• The screen where participants indicate again how they would describe how well they

performed on the task (see Figure E12).

• The screen where participants were then asked a series of questions about the feedback

they had received (see Figure E16).

• The screen where participants were asked if they could identify the gender of the partici-

pant who provided them with feedback (see Figure E17)

• The final exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task

(see Figure E13).
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Figure E20. Writer instructions with competition choice and gendered alias not revealed.
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Figure E21. Writer feedback with competition choice and gendered alias not revealed.

Part 3: Feedback-Edit treatment

The Feedback-Edit treatment version of the study proceeded in the same fashion as to the

Feedback-Compete version, except that participants were given a choice to edit their essay and

have it re-evaluated. This means that the instructions and the feedback page were slightly
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different.

Below is a summary of the screenshots seen by writers in the Feedback-Compete-Edit treat-

ment. They show:

• The introduction, where participants were told they would receive feedback and of the

edit choice (see Figure E22). They were reminded of the task they completed in Part 1

and their alias choice.

• The screen where participants were then shown their essay, feedback, and make their

decision to edit their essay or not (see Figure E23).

• The screen where participants who chose to edit were given 5 minutes to do this (see

Figure E24). Their original essay had been piped into a text box which they could make

amendments to. Note that the timer means that this participant had 4 minutes and 45

seconds left to edit their essay.

• The screen where participants who did not edit were again asked to estimate their final

grade and indicate how sure they were of their answer (see Figure E11). For participants

who did edit, we asked them a slightly different question about their final grade compared

to those who did not edit, we asked what “...final grade you think you will receive” (see

Figure E25).

• The screen where participants indicate again how they would describe how well they

performed on the task (see Figure E12).

• The screen where participants were then asked a series of questions about the feedback

they had received (see Figure E16).

• The screen where participants were asked if they could identify the gender of the partici-

pant who provided them with feedback (see Figure E17)

• The final exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task

(see Figure E13).
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Figure E22. Writer instructions with edit choice.
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Figure E23. Writer feedback with edit choice.
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Figure E24. Writer screen if they chose to edit.
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Figure E25. Writer posterior grade belief if they chose to edit.

E.3. Evaluators: Part 2

Before participating in the study, participants were required to provide their consent. Of 1685

participants, only one did not consent and two had a malfunction which meant no grade data

was collected as they did not see the study materials and so were dropped, leaving us with

1682 participants who consented. Participants were informed of the £4 show-up fee and the

possibility of a bonus payment. The exact instructions seen by the participants in Part 2 of the

study varied by treatment assignment.

Part 2: No-Feedback treatment

Below is a summary of of the screenshots seen by evaluators in the No-Feedback treatment.

They show:

• The instructions with details of the essay grading task and their bonus payment (see

Figure E26).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E27). If participants did not select

the correct answers, they were informed of this, re-shown the instructions, and required

to correctly answer a slight variation of the question they had previously answered incor-

rectly. Of the 1682 participants who consented across all treatments, this occurred for 38

participants. If they were unable to answer correctly again, they were removed from the
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study. This happened to only 5 of the 35 participants.

• The treatment specific instructions and understanding question, where they were told

they would provide a grade report i.e. feedback that would not be shared with the writer

(see Figure E28). As before if participants did not select the correct answer, they had

another similar question to answer. This occurred for 5 participants with 1 unable to

answer correctly and so removed from the study.

• An example of an essay evaluation screen, where the essay and alias are disclosed and

the grade is chosen (see Figure E29). Participants could download the grading criteria by

clicking on the underlined blue text below the essay. The participant could go back and

forth between the ten essays they graded and amend their grades if they desired. After

the tenth essay, they were shown a page which informed them that if they proceeded

to the next page, they could no longer amend their grades. The order of the essay was

randomized to avoid any possible ordering effects impacting the grades.

• The screen to write the grade report, where they were shown the essay again, reminded of

the grade they had previously chosen (see Figure E30). The essay was assigned at random

from the group of 10 essays they had previously seen.

• An exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task (see

Figure E31).

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1).
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Figure E26. Evaluator instructions.

B-31



Figure E27. Evaluator understanding questions.
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Figure E28. Evaluator Baseline instructions.
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Figure E29. Evaluator essay evaluation page.
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Figure E30. Evaluator essay report page.
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Figure E31. Evaluator exit questions.

Part 2: Feedback treatment

The Feedback treatment version of this study proceeded in a similar fashion to the No-Feedback

version, except that participants were asked to provide feedback to be shared with a particular

writer.

Below is a summary of of the screenshots seen by evaluators in the No-Feedback treatment.

They show:

• The instructions with details of the essay grading task and their bonus payment (see

Figure E26).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E27). As mentioned in the Part 2:

No-Feedback treatment participants who initially answered incorrectly had multiple

attempts to get this correct before being removed from the study.

• The treatment specific instructions and understanding question, where they were told

they would provide feedback feedback (see Figure E32). As before if participants did not

select the correct answer, they had a another similar question to answer. This occurred

for 4 participants, all were able to answer correctly and so no one was removed.

• An example of an essay evaluation screen, where the essay and alias are disclosed and

the grade is chosen (see Figure E29). Participants could download the grading criteria by
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clicking on the underlined blue text below the essay. The participant could go back and

forth between the ten essays they graded and amend their grades if they desired. After

the tenth essay, they were shown a page which informed them that if they proceeded

to the next page, they could no longer amend their grades. The order of the essay was

randomized to avoid any possible ordering effects impacting the grades.

• The screen to write the feedback, where they were shown the essay again, reminded of the

grade they had previously chosen (see Figure E33). The essay was assigned at random

from the group of 10 essays they had previously seen.

• A screen with a series of questions about the feedback they wrote (see Figure E34).

• An exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task (see

Figure E31).

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1).

Figure E32. Evaluator feedback instruction page.
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Figure E33. Evaluator essay feedback page.
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Figure E34. Evaluator questions on feedback.

Part 2: Feedback-Compete treatment

The Feedback-Compete treatment version of this study continues the same as the Feedback

version, except that participants were informed that the writer to whom they provide feedback

will have the option to switch their bonus payment to a lottery.

Below is a summary of of the screenshots seen by evaluators in the No-Feedback treatment.

They show:

• The instructions with details of the essay grading task and their bonus payment (see

Figure E26).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E27). As mentioned in the Part 2:

No-Feedback treatment participants who initially answered incorrectly had multiple

attempts to get this correct, which if they failed meant they were removed from the study.

• The treatment specific instructions and understanding questions, where they were told

they would provide feedback feedback and informed about the writer’s choice (see Figure

E35). As before if participants did not select the correct answers, they had a second set

of similar questions to answer. This occurred for 33 participants with 9 unable to answer
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correctly and so were removed.

• An example of an essay evaluation screen, where the essay and alias are disclosed and

the grade is chosen (see Figure E29). Participants could download the grading criteria by

clicking on the underlined blue text below the essay. The participant could go back and

forth between the ten essays they graded and amend their grades if they desired. After

the tenth essay, they were shown a page which informed them that if they proceeded

to the next page, they could no longer amend their grades. The order of the essay was

randomized to avoid any possible ordering effects impacting the grades.

• The screen to write the feedback, where they were shown the essay again, reminded of the

grade they had previously chosen (see Figure E33). The essay was assigned at random

from the group of 10 essays they had previously seen.

• A screen with a series of questions about the feedback they wrote and their guess of the

choice the writer would make (see Figure E36).

• An exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task (see

Figure E31).

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1).
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Figure E35. Evaluator feedback instruction page with competition choice.
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Figure E36. Evaluator questions on feedback with competition choice.

Part 2: Feedback-Compete-Hidden treatment

The Feedback-Compete-Hidden treatment version of this study proceeded exactly the same as

the Feedback-Compete version, except that participants were not shown the alias of the essay

writer.

Below is a summary of of the screenshots seen by evaluators in the No-Feedback treatment.

They show:

• The instructions with details of the essay grading task and their bonus payment (see

Figure E26).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E27). As mentioned in the Part 2:

No-Feedback treatment participants who initially answered incorrectly had multiple

attempts to get this correct, which if they failed meant they were removed from the study.

• The treatment specific instructions and understanding questions, where they were told

they would provide feedback feedback and informed about the writer’s choice (see Figure

E35). As before if participants did not select the correct answers, they had a second set

of similar questions to answer. This occurred for 33 participants with 12 unable to answer
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correctly and so were removed.

• An example of an essay evaluation screen, where the essay is disclosed but not the alias,

also the grade is chosen (see Figure E37). Participants could download the grading criteria

by clicking on the underlined blue text below the essay. The participant could go back and

forth between the ten essays they graded and amend their grades if they desired. After

the tenth essay, they were shown a page which informed them that if they proceeded

to the next page, they could no longer amend their grades. The order of the essay was

randomized to avoid any possible ordering effects impacting the grades.

• The screen to write the feedback, where they were shown the essay again, reminded of the

grade they had previously chosen (see Figure E38). Note that unlike in Feedback-Compete

the alias was not disclosed. The essay was assigned at random from the group of 10 essays

they had previously seen.

• A screen with a series of questions about the feedback they wrote and their guess of the

choice the writer would make, unlike the other treatments the alias was not disclosed (see

Figure E39).

• An exit questionnaire on gender discrimination, gender performance on the task, and

guessing the gender of the writer (see Figure E40).

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1).
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Figure E37. Evaluator essay evaluation page with gendered alias not revealed.
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Figure E38. Evaluator essay feedback page with gendered alias not revealed.
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Figure E39. Evaluator questions on feedback with competition choice and gendered alias
not revealed.
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Figure E40. Evaluator exit questions with gendered alias not revealed.

Part 2: Feedback-Edit treatment

The Feedback-Edit treatment version of this study proceeded the same as the Feedback version,

except that participants were informed that the writer they provide feedback to will have choice

to edit their essay and have it re-evaluated.

Below is a summary of of the screenshots seen by evaluators in the No-Feedback treatment.

They show:

• The instructions with details of the essay grading task and their bonus payment (see

Figure E26).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E27). As mentioned in the Part 2:

No-Feedback treatment participants who initially answered incorrectly had multiple

attempts to get this correct, which if they failed meant they were removed from the study.

• The treatment specific instructions and understanding questions, where they were told

they would provide feedback feedback and informed about the writer’s choice (see Figure
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E41). As before if participants did not select the correct answers, they had a second set

of similar questions to answer. This occurred for 17 participants with 4 unable to answer

correctly and so were removed.

• An example of an essay evaluation screen, where the essay and alias are disclosed and

the grade is chosen (see Figure E29). Participants could download the grading criteria by

clicking on the underlined blue text below the essay. The participant could go back and

forth between the ten essays they graded and amend their grades if they desired. After

the tenth essay, they were shown a page which informed them that if they proceeded

to the next page, they could no longer amend their grades. The order of the essay was

randomized to avoid any possible ordering effects impacting the grades.

• The screen to write the feedback, where they were shown the essay again, reminded of the

grade they had previously chosen (see Figure E33). The essay was assigned at random

from the group of 10 essays they had previously seen.

• A screen with a series of questions about the feedback they wrote and their guess of the

choice the writer would make (see Figure E42).

• An exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task (see

Figure E31).

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1).
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Figure E41. Evaluator feedback instruction page with edit choice.
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Figure E42. Evaluator questions on feedback with edit choice.

E.4. Evaluators: Re-evaluation of essays in Feedback-Edit treatment

Before entering the study, participants had to consent to participate in the study. All 200

participants consented. Participants were informed of the £3 show-up fee and the possibility of

a bonus payment.

Below is a summary of of the screenshots seen by evaluators in the re-evaluation of essays

from the Feedback-Edit treatment. They show:

• The instructions with details of the essay grading task and their bonus payment (see

Figure E26).

• The first set of understanding questions (see Figure E27). As mentioned in the Part 2:

No-Feedback treatment participants who initially answered incorrectly had multiple

attempts to get this correct before being removed from the study. All 200 participants

correctly answered the first round of understanding questions.

• An example of an essay evaluation screen, where the essay and alias are disclosed and

the grade is chosen (see Figure E29). Participants could download the grading criteria by

clicking on the underlined blue text below the essay. The participant could go back and

forth between the ten essays they graded and amend their grades if they desired. After
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the tenth essay, they were shown a page which informed them that if they proceeded

to the next page, they could no longer amend their grades. The order of the essay was

randomized to avoid any possible ordering effects impacting the grades.

• An exit questionnaire on gender discrimination and gender performance on the task (see

Figure E31).

• A series of demographic questions (see Figure E1).
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