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The resilience of rule compliance in a polarized society

Dominik Suri Simon Gächter Sebastian Kube Johannes Schultz
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Abstract:Democratic societies depend on citizens following rules even when those rules are
set by political opponents. Rising polarizationmay threaten this behavior. We test the impact
of polarizationon rule compliance in theUnitedStates across threepre-registeredwaves (May
and November 2024; April 2025; n = 8,340) using the “coins task”, which is a non-political,
generic rule-following task, where breaking the rule increases payoffs. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to follow rules set by the experimenter, a political co-partisan, a political
opponent, or a non-partisan US citizen. Rule compliance ranged from 52.3% to 57.8%, and
equivalence testing indicates no meaningful differences across waves or partisan rule-setter
identities. However, greater affective distance from partisan rule setters is associated with
lower compliance and weaker descriptive and normative beliefs about rule-following. These
findings suggest that rule compliance is resilient to the rule-setter’s identity. While affective
polarizationmay erode this behavior somewhat, substantial compliance remains: the human
tendency to follow rules, even when incentivized to break them, survives the “stress test” of
partisan rule-setting in highly polarized times.
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 Introduction

Rules in form of laws, norms, regulations, and guidelines steer social life inmyriad of ways by
placing demands on people’s behavior—“Do x!”, “Don’t do y !” (Posner, 2000; Gelfand, 2019;
Daston, 2022). They are “the grammar of society” (Bicchieri, 2006) and the foundation of so-
cial order (e.g., Hobbes, 1651/1996; Weber, 1922/1978; Elster, 1989; Kliemt, 2020). In this pa-
per, we ask whether compliance with rules depends not only on the substance of a rule and
the incentives to comply with it, but also on the identity of the authority imposing it.

Polarized contexts provide a stark and natural test case for the role of rule-setter identity
for rule compliance. Democratic societies rely on citizens following rules, even when those
rules are set by political opponents. Citizens may respond differently to rules issued by po-
litical opponents than to those set by co-partisans, even when the rules themselves are sub-
stantively identical. Beyond ideological disagreement, affective considerations—such as feel-
ings of social closeness to co-partisans andaversion towardpolitical opponents—may further
shape rule-following behavior because ideological and affective polarization are increasingly
salient and rising in Western democracies (see, e.g., Guriev & Papaioannou, 2022; Puryear et
al., 2024).

In this paper, we study the role of rule-setter identity for voluntary rule compliance in a
highly polarized society: the United States of America. To keep things simple, and to isolate
the role of rule-setter identity, we employ an experimental approach that allows us to focus
directly on the role of the political identity of the rule setter for voluntary compliance with
a non-political, decontextualized rule. We study compliance with an abstract rule because it
avoids the confound of rule-setter identity and rule content ofwhich there are infinitelymany
possibilities given the large number of rules that regulate social and political life.

In our setting, compliance with the rule is costly, thereby militating for breaking the rule.
Rule compliance is also anonymous and not enforced—making it voluntary—, and has no
consequences for the rule setter or anyone else. This setting implies that there are no conven-
tional reasons (ideological conformance, incentives, social preferences) to comply with the
rule. However, previous research in this setup (e.g., Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016, 2018;
Molleman et al., 2023; Gächter et al., 2025a; Suri et al., 2025) suggests that between 58% and
65% followed an abstract rule anyway. In these experiments, the rules were set by the exper-
imenter. Yet, as argued above, in many naturally-occurring situations, people are asked to
follow rules that are set by people who may or may not share their identity with the rule fol-
lower. Ideological and affective polarization provide a stark case for a potential identity con-
flict. Hence our question: Does the origin of an otherwise identical rule—whether set by a
co-partisan or a political opponent—affect rule compliance?

In our rule-following task—the “coins task” (Suri et al., 2025, described in detail in Sec-
tion 3.1)—participants are given 20 coins. Every second, one coin disappears, but partici-
pants can stop this disappearance at any time. A non-enforced rule instructs them to wait
for a corresponding signal before stopping. Control questions ensure that participants under-
stand that neither following nor breaking the rule produces external consequences for others;
it only affects their own payoff. Conceptually, the coins task builds on the traffic light task in-
troduced by Kimbrough and Vostroknutov (2016) and the simplified version by Gächter et al.
(2025a). These papers demonstrate that generic, non-political rule-following tasks like our
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coins task have desirable behavioral properties that make it an useful tool to investigate rule
compliance. Unlike in previous literature, where the experimenter sets the rule, in our exper-
iments the rule is set by a co-partisan, a political opponent, or a stranger where partisanship
is not disclosed. For reasons of comparability, we also have settings where the experimenter
sets the rule.

Our deliberately simplified setting allows us to isolate the importance of rule-setter iden-
tity for rule compliance in the context of intense ideological and affective polarization. Be-
yond studying the behavioral consequences of ideological and affective polarization, we be-
lieve our study also advances the emerging literature on rule-following, which suggests that,
in settings with no incentives to follow the rule and no negative consequences of rule break-
ing for others, people follow rules out of respect for the rule and conformity with social ex-
pectations (Gächter et al., 2025a). How does the respect for rules and conformity with social
expectations change when people don’t share the rule-setter’s political identity as compared
to when they do?What is the role of perceived social closeness to the rule setter for rule com-
pliance?

We ran our pre-registered rule-following study with 8,340 US Americans from across all
regions of the United States (average age 40.3 years, 49.2% males, between-subject design)
on the online platform Prolific Academic during a time when polarization was particularly
salient: the 2024 US presidential elections which took place on November 5, 2024. We con-
ducted our study in three main phases with different participants in each phase: the Pre-
election Phase (May 2024, n=1,727), the Election Phase (one week before, n=2,291, and one
week after the election, n=2,249), and the Post-Inauguration Phase (April 2025, n=2,073).

Wefind thatpolitical polarization ineachof thephases ispronounced:Asexpected,Demo-
crats overwhelmingly identify with liberal policy positions, while Republicans alignwith con-
servative positions. At the same time, participants report substantial affective polarization as
measured by people’s subjective distance from their political opponents, alongside relative
closeness to their co-partisans. These gaps remain consistent across all three phases, and the
difference in subjective closeness actually widens around the election.1

This polarized environment provides a useful setting for stress-testing how rule compli-
ance is influenced by the political identity of the rule setter for two reasons. First, individuals’
ideological commitments, voting behavior, andmoral values are highly structured along par-
tisan lines (see, e.g., Enke, 2020). Second, political opponents are perceived as a morally and
socially distinct out-group (Puryear et al., 2024), generating affective distance and, in some
cases, intra-group tensions. Together, these featuresmay create a formof “moralwiggle room”
(Dana et al., 2007), allowing individuals to justify violating a costly rulewhen it originates from
a political opponent, even if the rule itself is identical to one set by a co-partisan.2

Themanipulation of the rule-setter’s identity serves as ourmain treatment variable across
all three phases. In the CO-PARTISAN condition, the rule setter shares the participant’s party
preference (self-identified Democrat or Republican). In the POLITICAL OPPONENT condition,
the rule setter belongs to the opposing party. As a benchmark, we also include the standard
treatment employed in prior rule compliance studies (e.g., Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016,
2018; Karakostas & Zizzo, 2016; Desmet & Engel, 2021; Molleman et al., 2023; Bicchieri et al.,

1These findings are consistent with a large and growing literature on the polarization of US society (see, e.g.,
Huddy et al., 2015; Iyengar et al., 2019; Mason, 2023; Fasching et al., 2024).

2See Bicchieri et al. (2022) for the role of social proximity in norm erosion.
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2025; Gächter et al., 2025a; Hoyer et al., 2025; Suri et al., 2025), in which the EXPERIMENTER
sets the rule.3

Ourmain results on rule-following are as follows: First, rule-following rates when the rule
is set by the experimenter are 57.8% across the three phases and similar in each of them.
These rule-following rates are also comparable to those observed in related literature. For in-
stance, Kimbrough and Vostroknutov found rule-following of 62.5% (Kimbrough & Vostrok-
nutov, 2016) and 58.5% (Kimbrough&Vostroknutov, 2018).Molleman et al. (2023), Gächter et
al. (2025a) and Suri et al. (2025) report average rule-following rates of 58% to 65% in theirmost
comparable experiments. Kimbrough et al. (2024) conducted a rule-following experiment in
two waves one month apart with the same individuals and found individual rule-following
rates of 60.8% and 62.2%. Our result that rule-following rates are stable across phases is con-
sistent with their finding. Thus, our baseline, with the experimenter as rule setter, reveals re-
sults similar to those reported previously.

Rule-following rates are also stable over the three phases when the rule is set by a co-
partisan (average rule-following rate is 52.6%) andwhen the rule is set by a political opponent
(average is 52.3%). Using equivalence tests that assess the size of a null result (see, e.g., Lakens
et al., 2018), we show that these treatment differences are not only statistically insignificant
but also behaviorally small— suggesting that rule-following behavior is strikingly robust with
respect to both time and rule-setter identity.

A somewhat different picture emerges when we consider the subjective social closeness to
the rule setter (measured using the “Inclusion of the Other in the Self” task from social psy-
chology (Aron et al., 1992; Baader et al., 2024)). Herewe find significantly lower rule-following
rates when participants feel distant to the rule setter than when they feel close (50.3% vs.
55.7%); this holds irrespective of the political identity of the rule setter. Moreover, perceived
social distance is associated with lower general rule-following attitudes, and descriptive as
well as normative beliefs. These findings are consistent with research showing that social
closeness predicts behavioral outcomes in games of coordination (e.g., Gächter et al., 2022,
2025b). Furthermore, using random assignment to naturally-occurring groups, Tufano et al.
(mimeo) show that social closeness, measured the same way as we do here, also has a causal
impact on cooperation, which indicates that perceived social closeness likely has a causal in-
fluence on rule compliance as well.

Taken together, our results suggest that rule-following is negatively related to the social
distance to the rule setter. Nevertheless, overall compliance remains high in our stress-testing
environment of high polarization: even when participants interact with a political opponent
to whom they feel socially distant, rule compliance persists at around 48%. This suggests that
voluntary rule compliance is a remarkably resilient behavioral phenomenon.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the related liter-
ature and our contributions. This is followed by Section 3 which outlines the experimental
design and sampling procedures. We then present the results in Section 4. Section 5 provides
a concluding discussion.

3Note thatwe implementeda fourth treatment condition in theElectionandPost-inaugurationPhases—called
STRANGER—where we reveal the rule setter to be a fellowUS Prolific user but do not disclose her political identity.
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 Related literature and our contributions

Our paper contributes to four strands of literature. The first concerns experimental studies of
rule-following behavior, which typically use simple, abstract tasks to assess whether individ-
uals comply with prescribed rules (e.g., Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016, 2018; Karakostas &
Zizzo, 2016; Desmet & Engel, 2021; Molleman et al., 2023; Kimbrough et al., 2024; Bicchieri
et al., 2025; Gächter et al., 2025a; Hoyer et al., 2025; Suri et al., 2025). All previous studies use
rules set by the experimenter. Our main contribution is to examine the role of the rule set-
ter’s identity in a context where it is highly salient: partisan differences during the 2024 US
election cycle. Because, as we will show in Section 4.1, ideological and affective polarization
is very strong, having highly polarized partisan rule setters creates a strong “stress-testing”
environment (e.g., Smith, 1994; Croson&Gächter, 2010) for the robustness of rule-compliant
behavior.

Our experiments do not only observe whether rule-setter identity matters for rule com-
pliance but we also investigate how rule-setter identity is related to social expectations (nor-
mative and descriptive beliefs about rule compliance). In doing so, we build on Gächter et al.
(2025a) who developed the interdisciplinary CRISP framework that captures four motives in-
volved in rule conformity, all of which are supported by experimental evidence reported in
Gächter et al. (2025a): rule compliance (C) generally depends on intrinsic respect for rules
(R), extrinsic incentives (I ), conformity with social expectations (S), and social preferences
(P). Using CRISP language, we study rule compliance under stark conditions in which incen-
tives favor violating the rule (𝐼 < 0) and social preferences cannot play a role (𝑃 = 0), so that
only intrinsic respect for rules (R) and conformity with social expectations (S) can influence
behavior. We therefore elicit measures of R and S in our experiments.

A secondcontribution is to the literatureon the replicability of experimental results. Repli-
cations are important to establish robust knowledge (e.g.,Maniadis et al., 2014; Camerer et al.,
2016; Dreber & Johannesson, 2025). Our experiments replicate elements of the CRISP frame-
work as reported in Gächter et al. (2025a)—most importantly the rate of rule compliance
(C) and social expectations (S). Our replications (i) use a slightly different population than
Gächter et al. (2025a) (who ran experiments on MTurk with US Americans) whereas our par-
ticipants are registered on the Prolific platform (but are US Americans as well); (ii) use the
abstract coins task, whereas Kimbrough and Vostroknutov (2016) and Gächter et al. (2025a)
used a more naturalistic traffic light task; (iii) are conducted in three separate waves around
politically turbulent time points in the 2024 US election cycle, thereby offering evidence on
the temporal replicability of our results; and (iv) most importantly for our research purposes,
use rule setters that are not the experimenter, unlike all previous research. We argue, there-
fore, that our “conceptual replication” (Dreber & Johannesson, 2025) makes a useful—and
to our knowledge a first—contribution about the robustness of basic rule compliance to the
fledgling literature on rule compliance. The fact that the partisan identity of the rule setter
does not matter for rule compliance (and for the associated social expectations) is an impor-
tant piece of evidence for the fundamental human tendency to comply with rules even in the
absence of incentives and of social-preference-based motives.

The third strand of literature to whichwe contribute is on the behavioral consequences of
polarization (see, e.g., Dimant & Kimbrough, 2024). Here, we add evidence on rule-following
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behavior. Most closely related to our paper are the studies by Iyengar and Westwood (2015),
Dimant (2024), Feldhaus et al. (2024), and Freundt and Herz (2024). They find that political
polarization affects delegation decisions, re-claiming decision rights, fairness preferences in
a dictator game, or scholarship selection. We complement these findings by showing that the
political identity of the rule setter has no effect on behavior in our context: compliance rates
do not differ significantly whether the rule originates from a co-partisan or a political oppo-
nent.

While all these studies primarily focus on ideological polarization, either using a Trump
lover/Trump hater or Democrats/Republican framing, we additionally explore to what extent
affective relations toward other members within a polarized society matters in our context.
Here we find that subjective distance to the rule setter actually decreases rule compliance.
Moreover, in these studies the participant’s behavior immediately affects co-partisans or op-
posingpartisans.We, however, focus onbehavior that only affects theparticipant’s ownpayoff
under a given rule, varying the partisanship of the rule setter.

The fourth and final strand of literature towhichwe contribute focuses onmeasures of af-
fective polarization. The standardmeasure of affective polarization is the “feeling thermome-
ter”, which was institutionalized by the American National Election Studies (ANES). This in-
strument asks respondents to rate their feelings towardDemocrats andRepublicansona scale
from 0 (cold) to 100 (warm). Using thismeasure, numerous studies have documented that af-
fective polarization in the US peaks around elections (see, e.g., Sood & Iyengar, 2016; Gidron
et al., 2020; Garzia & da Silva, 2022; Martin & Nai, 2024). However, this measure primarily
captures partisan dislike and does not directly target one of the core problems of affective
polarization: the perceived social distance between partisans. Because social distance is con-
sidered “a less obtrusive measure of partisan affect” (Iyengar et al., 2019, p. 132), we employ
the “Inclusion of Other in the Self” (IOS) scale from social psychology (Aron et al., 1992; Baa-
der et al., 2024). The IOS scale measures perceived social closeness toward both co-partisans
and political opponents, allowing us to capture heterogeneity in social distance that goes be-
yond ideological differences. In this way, the IOS scale complements existing measures and
provides a more nuanced proxy for affective polarization. Using this scale, we find that affec-
tive polarization ismost pronounced around elections, highlighting not only general partisan
animosity but also variation in the social distance people feel toward others.

 Experimental design and procedures

All experiments received approval from the Research Ethics Committee in the School of Eco-
nomics at theUniversityofNottingham(protocolsERCP-2024-029, ERCP-2024-037andERCP-
2025-040). Our hypotheses (see Section 4), experimental design, and procedures were pre-
registered on AsPredicted.org4. Detailed screenshots of our experiments are displayed in the
Supplementary Information (SI).

4As we explain in Section 3.5, we sampled our data in three phases and pre-registered each
one of them: Pre-election Phase (May 2024, https://aspredicted.org/2wvt-r3by.pdf), Election Phase
(November 2024, https://aspredicted.org/tsmz-wyq7.pdf) and Post-inauguration Phase (April 2025,
https://aspredicted.org/r64m-ksdk.pdf).
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Part 1
Below you can see the previously described decision-making situation using two examples.

The left image shows the starting position. The sign is "minus" and there are 20 coins.

The right image shows a randomly chosen later position. The sign is "plus" and there are 3 coins.

 

NextFigure 1: The coins task to measure rule compliance. The figure shows a screenshot of the
coins task at two different time points: The left image shows the starting position. The sign is
“minus” and there are 20 coins available. The right image shows the situation after 17 seconds
have passed. The sign is “plus” and there are 3 coins left. Within the coins task, the following
non-enforced rule is implemented: “Press the space bar after the sign has changed from ’minus’
to ’plus’.” The time change occurs after 12 seconds, which is not disclosed to the participants.

 The coins task to measure rule compliance

A main goal of our experiment is to have a clean behavioral measure of rule compliance. To
do so, we use the “coins task” (Suri et al., 2025). The coins task is inspired by Kimbrough and
Vostroknutov (2016) and is a more abstract task than the traffic light tasks, which they and
Gächter et al. (2025a) used, with the advantage that the costliness of complying with the rule
is very salient. The coins task works as follows: The participant is presented with 20 coins that
are displayed on her screen (see left panel of Figure 1). Every second, one coin disappears.
The participant can press the space bar on her keyboard at any time—i.e., when 20, 19, . . . ,
1, or 0 coins remain—to stop the coins from disappearing. Once the space bar is pressed, the
participant receives the monetary equivalent of £0.1 per remaining coin and must wait until
the remaining seconds have passed before she can continue. The participant is explicitly told
that she can press the space bar at any time, which means that she can get a maximum of 20
coins and a minimum of 0 coins.

Additionally, a sign is displayed on the decision screen: a “minus” symbol that changes to
a “plus” after 12 seconds (i.e., after 12 coins have disappeared). The participant only knows
that the sign will change after some time, but not the exact number of seconds. Furthermore,
following Kimbrough and Vostroknutov (2016), Gächter et al. (2025a), and Suri et al. (2025),
a rule regarding the sign change is implemented as follows: “There is a rule for this. The rule
is: Press the space bar after the sign has changed from ‘minus’ to ‘plus’.” Participants therefore
have a clear choice between stopping the disappearance of the coins immediately (break-
ing the rule) or waiting for the sign change before stopping the disappearance (following the
rule). Importantly, following or breaking the rule has nomonetary consequences beyond the
number of coins that the participant will have left on her screen.

Prior to starting the task, participants see a graphical representation of the process (see
Figure 1) and answer two comprehension questions, which must be answered correctly to
proceed.5 For eachof the two situations presented in Figure 1,we ask howmany coins thepar-

5In the conditions CO-PARTISAN and POLITICAL OPPONENT (see Section 3.4), we implemented a third com-
prehension question where the participant should indicate whether the rule was set by a US Prolific user who
identifies as a Democrat or Republican to increase the salience of our treatment manipulations.
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ticipant would receive if she pressed the space bar at that time point. With this approach, we
want to emphasize (without explicitly stating it) that rule-breaking carries no negative mon-
etary consequences; thusmaking the availability of the choice between breaking the rule and
following it salient. Participants play the coins task exactly once.

 Measuring political polarization

Two distinct social identities are political ideology (Iyengar et al., 2019; Huddy et al., 2015),
i.e., a set of beliefs and values about politics and the society (Mason, 2023), and partisanship,
i.e., a psychological attachment to a political party (Campbell et al., 1980). In the US context,
for many people, political ideology is either liberal or conservative and partisanship is with
either the Republican Party or the Democratic Party.

As these two identitiesbecomemoreentrenched,political polarizationemerges as apromi-
nent feature of political behavior. Political polarization can be divided into ideological po-
larization and affective polarization (Mason, 2023). The former describes an increase in the
extremes of liberalism and conservatism (Mason, 2023), while the latter involves an intensi-
fication of distrust, aversion and animosity toward the opposing party (Campbell et al., 1980;
Fasching et al., 2024), to a point where “partisans should be averse to entering into close in-
terpersonal relations with their opponents” (Iyengar et al., 2019, p. 132).

To investigate ideological polarization, we follow Balliet et al. (2018) and use the following
three items tomeasure political ideology: (i) agreementwith the statement “When it comes to
politics, I consider myself politically conservative.” (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree),
(ii) agreement with the statement “When it comes to politics, I considermyself politically lib-
eral.” (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree) and (iii) self-placement on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from “extremely left” (1) to “extremely right” (7). The first item is reverse-coded
to align it with the latter two. As proposed by Balliet et al. (2018), we then construct a compos-
ite political ideology index by averaging the three items, so that lower values consistently in-
dicatemore liberal political orientations that are typically attributed to the Democratic Party;
and higher values consistently indicate more conservative political orientations that are typ-
ically attributed to the Republican Party.

To assess affective polarization, we use the “Inclusion of Other in the Self” (IOS11) scale
(Baader et al., 2024) which provides a robust and validated measure of subjective closeness
toward someone else (Aron et al., 1992; Gächter et al., 2015; Baader et al., 2024)—in our case
to someone from the Republican Party or the Democratic Party.6 The IOS11 scale consists of
a pair of circles. The degree of overlap can be varied by the participant on an 11-point Lik-
ert scale from not overlapping (1) to overlapping almost completely (11). Hereby, one of the
circles represents the respondent, while the other one represents another group of people.

In our study, participants could determine the degree of overlap between the two circles
by moving a slider on the screen. They received the instructions that they should interpret
the degree of overlap as representing the relationship between themselves and “X”, with “X”
serving as a placeholder for US Prolific users who define themselves either as Republicans

6We deviate from the prominent workhorse measure for affective polarization, i.e., the feeling thermometer,
because Iyengar et al. (2019, p. 132) point out that “[a] less obtrusive measure of partisan affect is social distance,
the extent to which individuals feel comfortable interacting with out-groupmembers in various settings. If parti-
sanship is an important social identity in its own right, partisans should be averse to entering into close interper-
sonal relations with their opponents.”
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(R), Democrats (D) or Stranger (S, i.e., without disclosing party affiliation). Depending on the
phase (introduced below in Section 3.5), participants either rated their subjective closeness
toward both Democrats and Republicans (Pre-election Phase), or in addition to that also to-
ward a Stranger (Election andPost-inaugurationPhase). For an illustration, see Section SI-3.3.

For constructing a measure of affective polarization, we calculated the following differ-
ence in the responses of each participant by making use of their self-reported political party:
(IOS11 to co-partisan − IOS11 to political opponent), where co-partisan is someone who af-
filiates with the same political party as the participant, while political opponent is someone
who affiliates with the opposing political party. The resulting index ranges from 10 (maximal
subjective distance between someone from the same to the other party, i.e., I feel very close
to a co-partisan and very distant to a political opponent) to -10 (maximal subjective distance
between someone from the other to the sameparty, i.e., I feel very distant to a co-partisan and
very close to a political opponent).

 Eliciting social expectations and respect for rules

Social expectations are central for rule conformity (Cialdini &Goldstein, 2004; Bicchieri, 2006;
Bicchieri & Xiao, 2009; Charness et al., 2025). Consistent with this insight, social expectations
𝑆 also play a central role in the CRISP framework that Gächter et al. (2025a) developed to
explain rule compliance. To investigate the role of social expectations (S), we collect two dif-
ferent forms of beliefs: normative and descriptive beliefs about rule compliance. The former
reflects what participants believe is socially appropriate in the coins task, whereas the latter
captures expectations about how others actually behaved. For both instances, we follow the
wording in Gächter et al. (2025a). Specifically, we assess the second-order normative belief
of rule compliance (resp. rule violation), where we asked participants to first assume that a
US Prolific user had (not) followed the rule in the coins task and then to report how socially
appropriate she thinks other US Prolific users would view this. We incentivized the norma-
tive belief elicitation following the coordination-based approach inKrupka andWeber (2013).
The descriptive belief asked for the empirical expectation of howmany participants have fol-
lowed the rule.Here accuracywas incentivizedusing the quadratic scoring rule (Selten, 1998).
In addition to these beliefs, we also elicited the general rule-following attitude by asking the
participant what she thinks one should do in our coins task on a 4-point Likert scale (never
(1), rarely (2), often (3) or always (4) follow the rule). This is a proxy for respect for rules (R) in
the CRISP framework.

 Treatment conditions The political identity of the rule setter

Our experiment employs a between-subject design, consisting of three different origins of the
rule. The rule is set either by (i) the experimenter as, for example, in Kimbrough and Vostrok-
nutov (2016), Gächter et al. (2025a) or Suri et al. (2025); (ii) a US Prolific user who identifies
as a Democrat; or (iii) who identifies as a Republican. Specifically, we tell the participant the
following: “Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from theUSAwho defines themselves
as Democrat [Republican].”7 Wemake use of the origin of the rule as well as the participant’s

7Prior to Pre-election Phase, we ran a small pilot (n=291) to test for the duration and to ask participants if they
would set the rule mentioned in Section 3.1. Out of those, 24.8% of Democrats and 40% of Republicans indicated
that they would implement this rule.
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self-reported political party affiliation to define our pre-registered exogenous treatment con-
ditions as follows:

• EXPERIMENTER: No origin of the rule is disclosed.

• CO-PARTISAN: The rule is set by aUS Prolific userwho has the sameparty affiliation than
the participant (e.g. the participant is a Democrat and the rule is set by a Democrat).

• POLITICAL OPPONENT: The rule is set by a US Prolific user who has the opposing party
affiliation than the participant (e.g. the participant is a Democrat and the rule is set by
a Republican).

In addition to these three treatments, in some waves we also had an additional treatment
STRANGER where we provided the information that the rule setter is a US Prolific user but we
did not indicate her partisanship. With this treatment, we can distinguish the impact coming
from a common identity (being a US Prolific user) and a political identity (being a Democrat
or Republican). More details will be provided in Section 4.3 below.

 Procedures and timelines

The experiment was programmed using the o-Tree software (Chen et al., 2016). US partici-
pants were sampled on Prolific Academic in four waves, which differ with respect to the prox-
imity to the 2024USpresidential election (that took place onNovember 5, 2024):May 21, 2024
(Wave 1, referred to as Pre-electionPhase),October 29 andNovember 12, 2024 (Waves 2 and3,
referred to as ElectionPhase8) aswell as April 1, 2025 (Wave 4, referred to as Post-inauguration
Phase).

In each wave, we applied the following pre-registered selection criteria and implemented
a balancing quota for political party affiliation and gender: at least 18 years old, native English
speaker, citizen of the United States, currently living in the United States, not participated in
a similar study by the authors of this study before and submitting consent to participate. The
experiment was scheduled for 10 minutes.

After providing informed consent, participants conducted the coins task as outlined in
Section 3.1. We then elicited the general rule-following attitude, followed by the descriptive
and normative beliefs (see Section 3.3). Then, participants answered the “Inclusion of Other
in the Self” (IOS11) scale (Baader et al., 2024, see Section 3.2). The experiment concluded
with a brief socio-demographic questionnaire. Participants received a fixed participation fee
of £1.50 and a bonus payment of up to £2.00. For determining the bonus payment, either the
coins task or the belief elicitation was randomly selected and paid.

 Our participant pool

Wepre-registered a sample size of 600participants for each treatment condition andwave. Af-
ter applicationof our pre-registered exclusion criteria,we endupwith sample sizes of n=1,727
in the Pre-election Phase, n=4,540 in the Election Phase (consisting of Waves 2 and 3) and

8For the sake of clarity, we pool Wave 2 and 3 data as there are no significant differences between both waves,
neither w.r.t. political polarization measures and subjective closeness in general (see Table SI-2), nor do we find
substantial differences in rule compliance (see Table SI-4).
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Table 1:Overview of participants’ characteristic

Characteristic Pre-election Election Post-inauguration Full p-valuePhase Phase Phase sample
Sample size 1,727 4,540 2,073 8,340
Male 50% 49% 49% 49% 0.86
Democrat 51% 51% 53% 51% 0.24
Age: 18 to 34 34% 42% 43% 41% <0.001
Age: 35 to 54 46% 41% 40% 42% <0.001
Age: 55 and above 20% 16% 17% 17% 0.007
Northeast 19% 18% 19% 18% 0.60
Midwest 21% 19% 17% 19% 0.004
South 40% 43% 43% 42% 0.09
West 21% 20% 22% 21% 0.24

Notes: The table reports means for individual characteristics for the three phases and the full
sample. The p-values are obtained from Pearson’s chi-squared tests.

n=2,073 in the Post-inauguration Phase. Table 1 displays mean socio-demographic charac-
teristics of each sample. Gender and political party affiliation are balanced across phases, as
we invitedparticipants accordingly. The samplesmainly differwith regard to the age structure
of our participants, i.e., on average youngerUS citizens participated in the Election Phase and
Post-inauguration Phase, though there is still substantial variation. Furthermore, our partic-
ipant pool includes individuals from all four major US regions—Northeast, Midwest, South,
andWest—–in roughly representative percentages.9

 Results

In presenting our results, we will first examine in Section 4.1 the degree of political polariza-
tion in our Prolific sample of US citizens with respect to participants’ (i) political ideology
and (ii) subjective feelings of closeness toward both co-partisans and opposing partisans. As
we will show, there is a large ideological gap between Democrats and Republicans already
in the Pre-election Phase, and this gap remains stable across the Election Phase and Post-
inauguration Phase. Likewise, we see that participants feel substantially distant from oppos-
ing partisans, and this affective gap also remains stable across all three phases. Having estab-
lished a strong degree of ideological and affective polarization, in the next step we check in
Section 4.2 if our treatment manipulations affect rule-following behavior.

Despite the strong political polarization, we find that rule compliance does not differ sig-
nificantly across treatments. Regardless of whether the arbitrary rule is set by a co-partisan,
an opposing partisan or the experimenter, compliance with the rule is remarkably high in all
three treatments and remains stable across the three phases. This is not to say that the ori-
gin of the rule does not matter: we find in Section 4.3 that the subjective closeness to the rule
setter does make a difference. Participants who feel more distant from the rule setter are sig-
nificantlymore likely tobreak the rule thanwhen they feel close to the rule setter, independent

9US Census Bureau data (Decennial Census, 2020 DEC 118th Congressional District Summary File) indicates
that 17.4% of the US population lives in the region Northeast, 20.8% in Midwest, 38.1% in South, and 23.7% in
West.
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of whether we control for the rule-setter’s political orientation or not.
Consistent with this, we show in Section 4.4 that the same pattern exists in participants’

normative and descriptive beliefs about rule-following and rule-breaking, and her general
rule-following attitude. If the rule is set by a person that a participant reports feeling distant
from, that participant (i) is more likely to believe that the rule should not be followed; (ii)
expects fewer people to follow the rule; and (iii) is less likely to state that others consider rule-
following as socially appropriate and rule-violation as socially inappropriate.

Lastly, we further investigate the null effect of our treatment conditions where we reveal
the identity of the rule setter in Section 4.5. Using equivalence testing we show that the small
andnon-significant variations amongCO-PARTISAN, POLITICALOPPONENT, and STRANGER are
behaviorally negligible.

All data analyses were conducted using the R software version 4.2.2 (R Core Team, 2022).
Further figures and tables are displayed in Section SI-1 and Section SI-2 in the online Supple-
mentary Information for explanatory and exploratory purposes. Throughout the paper and
appendices, all reported p-values are based on two-sided hypothesis tests.

 Ideological and affective polarization

To assess ideological polarization, we look at the gap in ideological intensity between Demo-
crats and Republicans using the political ideology index by Balliet et al. (2018). Higher index
values consistently indicatemore conservative political orientations, while lower values con-
sistently indicate more liberal orientations. Internal consistency of the index is high, with a
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80, suggesting that these items reliably capture a common underlying
ideological dimension.

Figure 2 shows the distribution of ideological polarization in the Pre-election Phase (top
row, panel A), Election Phase (middle row, panel B) and Post-inauguration Phase (bottom
row, panel C), separately for self-identifiedDemocrats andRepublicans. As onewould expect,
Democrats consistently report lower (i.e.,more left-leaning, liberal) scores,whileRepublicans
report higher (i.e., more right-leaning, conservative) scores. The difference in scores between
Democrats and Republicans is significant in all three phases (Kruskal-Wallis tests, all p<.001).
For Democrats, the average ideology score increases slightly over time, from a mean of 2.35
(Pre-election Phase) to 2.45 (Election Phase) and 2.73 (Post-inauguration Phase). Among Re-
publicans, the average ideology score also shows a slight increase from 4.73 (Pre-election
Phase) to4.83 (ElectionPhase), followedbyamodestdecline to4.75 (Post-inaugurationPhase).

When examining the changes in ideological orientation across the three election phases
among Democrats, there is a significant shift over time (p<.001, Kruskal–Wallis test across all
3 phases). This shift is also confirmed when we test for differences in the distributions using
Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests (pairwise tests with Holm correction: Pre-election Phase vs. Elec-
tionPhase: p=.34, ElectionPhase vs. Post-inaugurationPhase: p=.006). Pairwise comparisons
using Wilcoxon ranksum tests with Holm correction show no significant change from Pre-
election Phase to Election Phase (+4.2%, p=.11), but a significant increase by 11.4% fromElec-
tion Phase to Post-inauguration Phase (p<.001). In contrast, Republicans showed no signifi-
cant change in ideological orientation across phases; neither when testing for changes across
all three phases jointly (p=.30, Kruskal–Wallis test) nor in pairwise comparisons (Wilcoxon
ranksum tests / Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests, both with Holm correction: Pre-election Phase
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Figure 2: Political polarization across phases. The figure shows the distribution of ideo-
logical intensity (left) and subjective closeness (right) across phases (repeated cross-section).
Ideological intensity is measured by the political ideology index (Balliet et al., 2018), where 1
means left/liberal and 7 means right/conservative. Subjective closeness is measured by the
IOS11 score (Baader et al., 2024), where 1 means subjectively very distant and 11 means sub-
jectively very close. Political ideology is shownseparately forDemocrats andRepublicans, and
subjective closeness is shown separately for co-partisans and opposing partisans. The dashed
lines represent the respective means.

vs. Election Phase: +2.1%, p=.49 / p=.45, Election Phase vs. Post-inauguration Phase: -1.6%,
p=.61 / p=.21), indicating ideological stability over time (see also the regression estimates in
Table SI-3). The same holds when looking at the mean differences between Democrats and
Republicans across phases: the ideological gap, on average, remains constant between Pre-
election Phase and Election Phase, but closes slightly in the months after the 2024 US presi-
dential election.

Result 1a: In all three phases, there is substantial ideological polarization, marked by
consistently distinct political ideology scores for Democrats (liberal) and Republicans
(conservative).

With respect to affective polarization—i.e., the gap in psychological closeness toward a
co-partisan and a political opponent—, we pre-registered that subjective closeness toward
co-partisans and subjective distance toward political opponents will become more extreme
with closer proximity to the US election (H2 in the pre-registration for phase 2).10 To test the

10Similarly, we also hypothesized and pre-registered a difference between Election Phase and the Post-
inauguration Phase (H2 in the pre-registration for phase 3).
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hypothesis, we use our data from the IOS11 scale (Baader et al., 2024). Recall that partici-
pants use a slider to indicate perceived closeness to members of the same or opposing po-
litical party, with circle overlap representing subjective connection. As shown in the top (D),
middle (E), andbottom(F) row inFigure 2, reported closeness to in-groupmembers increased
by 7.6% from the Pre-election Phase (mean of 7.04) to the Election Phase (7.58) and further by
3.0% after the inauguration (7.81), while out-group closeness showed a non-monotonic pat-
tern, declining by 6.5% from Pre-election Phase (2.77) to Election Phase (2.59), but rebound-
ing by +12.4% Post-inauguration Phase (2.91).

Statistical tests corroborate this temporal variation: For in-group closeness, a Kruskal–Wal-
lis test finds differences across the three phases (p<.001), with all pairwise comparisons be-
ing significant in both Wilcoxon and Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests with Holm corrections (all
p<.01). We find the same results separately for Democrats and Republicans (except for the
comparison of Election vs. Post-inauguration Phase for Republicans where the Kruskal–Wal-
lis and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests with Holm correction yield p>.28). This indicates a gradual
increase in in-group psychological attachment over the three phases.

In contrast, the out-group closeness is most pronounced around the time of the Election
Phase. TheKruskal–Wallis test on the differences across the three phases yields significant dif-
ferences (p<.001), and the pairwise comparisons show a significant decline fromPre-election
Phase to Election Phase and increase again from Election Phase to Post-inauguration Phase
(Wilcoxon and Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests with Holm corrections, all p<.001, with the excep-
tion of p<.01 for Pre-election Phase vs. Election Phase in the Kologorov-Smirnov test). The
same pattern is visible for both Democrats and Republicans separately (Wilcoxon and Kol-
mogorov–Smirnov tests withHolm corrections, all p<.026, with the exception of p=.07 for Pre-
election Phase vs. Election Phase in the Kologorov-Smirnov test for Republicans).

Lookingmore closely at the difference in psychological closeness toward co-partisansmi-
nus political opponents, Figure SI-1 displays the respective histograms. Average affective po-
larization significantly increases from the Pre-election Phase (mean of 4.28) to the Election
Phase (4.98), but shrinks toward the Post-inauguration Phase (4.9); though the decrease is not
statistically significant (Kologorov-Smirnov tests withHolm correction: Pre-election Phase vs.
Election Phase: p<.001, Election Phase vs. Post-inauguration Phase: p=.591). Regression esti-
mates further confirm these findings (see Table SI-3) that affective polarizationwasmost pro-
nounced around the time of the election, primarily driven by heightened in-group bonding
and temporarily increased out-group distancing.

Result 1b: In all three phases, there is substantial affective polarization, marked in
particular by a predominantly strong subjective distance to opposing partisans and a
closeness to co-partisans.

Overall, our data suggest very stable partisan self-identification over time across three key
phases of the 2024 US presidential election cycle. There is strong polarization between co-
partisans and political opponents, both in terms of ideological polarization and affective po-
larization. In the next subsections, we examine whether this polarized setting influences rule
compliance in our coins task.
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Figure 3: Rule compliance depending on identity of rule setter across phases. The figure
shows the share of rule followers across the different treatment conditions and phases (re-
peated cross-section). A disaggregated overview of each wave is displayed in Table SI-4.

 Rule compliance given party affiliation of the rule setter

To test whether rule-following is affected by our treatmentmanipulations of revealing the US
party affiliation of the rule setter, we use data from our coins task. Recall that in this task, the
rule is to prevent the displayed coins from disappearing by pressing the space bar only after
a corresponding signal is given (see Figure 1). We therefore code rule-following as 1 if a par-
ticipant stops the coins after the signal, and 0 if the space bar is pressed prior to the signal.
Between treatments, we varied if the rule was set by the experimenter (EXPERIMENTER), a co-
partisan (CO-PARTISAN) or an political opponent (POLITICAL OPPONENT). We pre-registered
that we expect rule compliance rates to be lowest when the rule is set by an opposing parti-
san, highest when it is set by a co-partisan, and in between these two rates when it is set by
the experimenter (H1 in our pre-registrations: compliance(POLITICAL OPPONENT) ≤ compli-
ance(EXPERIMENTER) ≤ compliance(CO-PARTISAN)).

Figure 3 shows the rule compliance rates across the three rule-setter conditions andacross
the three election phases. Contrary to the hypothesized ordering, the observed compliance
rates are only partially consistent with our directional expectations. In each phase, rule com-
pliance in CO-PARTISAN and POLITICAL OPPONENT are of comparable size, while rule compli-
ance is always highest in EXPERIMENTER. However, Pearson’s chi-squared tests that compare
rule compliance rates for a given phase across the three treatment conditions are only sig-
nificant in the Election Phase (p<.01 in Election Phase, p=.099 in Pre-election Phase, p=.12 in
Post-inaugurationPhase). In that phase, thepairwise Fisher’s exact testswithHolmcorrection
showa significant difference only for the difference betweenEXPERIMENTER andCO-PARTISAN
(p=.034), but not for the other two comparisons (EXPERIMENTER vs. POLITICAL OPPONENT:
p=.069, CO-PARTISAN vs. POLITICAL OPPONENT: p=.62).11 In fact, all pairwise comparisons of

11Corresponding linear probability regression estimates yield qualitatively same results, even after including
control variables (see Table SI-8). In that case, also the comparison between EXPERIMENTER and POLITICAL OPPO-
NENT becomes significant.
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CO-PARTISAN vs. POLITICAL OPPONENT are insignificant, even when using non-adjusted Pear-
son’s chi-squared test (Pre-electionPhase p=1, Election Phase p=.67, Post-inaugurationPhase
p=.28).12

Taken together, rule compliance rates suggest that, despite the strong ideological polar-
ization, the rules are followedevenwhen those rules are set bypolitical opponents. Even in the
weeks directly surrounding the elections—when political ideologymight be expected tomat-
ter most and ideological polarization might be most salient—rule compliance is high across
all our treatments. Indeed, we found no significant differences across the three phases for a
given treatment condition (Pearson’s chi-squared test, p=.39 in EXPERIMENTER, p=.06 in CO-
PARTISAN, p=.49 in POLITICAL OPPONENT). Across all three phases, the average rule compli-
ance rates are 57.8% in EXPERIMENTER, 52.6% in CO-PARTISAN, and 52.3% in POLITICAL OP-
PONENT.13 Moreover, zooming in more closely on differences in rule compliance between
Democrats andRepublicans,wefind—except for a coupleof instances—similar rule-following
rates between participants of both party affiliations (see Table SI-6).

Result 2: Rule-following rates are high and robust: Irrespective of phase and rule-
setting treatment, and despite the strong ideological polarization, 54.4% decide to fol-
low the rule in the coins task.

When it comes to the political identity of the rule setter per se, rule-following rates are
remarkably robust and stable.14 A second factor of partisan affect is affective polarization,
which—aswehave shown inSection4.1—ispronounced ineachof thephases aswell. Thus, in
the next section we turn to ourmeasure of affective polarization, i.e., psychological closeness
toward co-partisans and political opponent. As wewill show, this actually seems tomatter for
rule-following behavior.

 Rule compliance given subjective closeness toward the rule setter

Turning to the social proximity toward co-partisans and political opponents, amore nuanced
pattern of rule compliance emerges. We again use data from our coins task, but now check
whether the subjective distance to the rule settermatters for rule-following behavior. We pre-
registered thatwe expected rule compliance to decrease if the rule setter is perceived to be so-
cially more distant (H3 in our pre-registrations for the Election Phase and Post-inauguration
Phase, resp. secondary analysis in the Pre-electionPhase). To test this hypothesis, wefirst split
our groups into aCLOSEandaDISTANT subgroupbyconducting (pre-registered)median splits
according to the respective group’s distribution of IOS11 scores (randomly allocating ties into
either of the two, in a replicable manner).15 Then, we compare rule compliance between the
resulting CLOSE and DISTANT subgroups.

Table 2 lists the corresponding rule compliance rates separately for each phase. Across
the full sample, individuals in the CLOSE subgroup consistently exhibited higher compliance

12An overview of all (pairwise) comparisons is displayed in Table SI-5 and the insignificant difference between
POLITICAL OPPONENT and CO-PARTISAN is discussed further in Section 4.5.

13Note that the difference in rule conformity of 5.2 to 5.5 percentage points between the treatment condition
EXPERIMENTER and the conditions CO-PARTISAN respectively POLITICAL OPPONENT in the pooled sample are sta-
tistically significant (Pearson’s chi-squared test, both p<.001). We discuss this further in Section 4.5.

14In Tables SI-8 and SI-9, we see that this also holds true when controlling for other factors that might poten-
tially affect rule-following rates, since the coefficients for CO-PARTISAN and POLITICAL OPPONENT in the estimated
regression models are virtually indistinguishable.

15The replicationpackagewill provide comprehensive details regarding this procedure for the interested reader.
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Table 2: Rule compliance w.r.t. subjective closeness to rule setter across phases

Pre-election Election Post-inauguration
Phase Phase Phase

CLOSE 52.54% 54.68% 60.94%
DISTANT 47.39% 50.67% 51.51%
CO-PARTISAN CLOSE 58.70% 54.85% 58.33%
CO-PARTISAN DISTANT 42.67% 49.28% 55.20%
POLITICAL OPPONENT CLOSE 53.92% 56.08% 56.29%
POLITICAL OPPONENT DISTANT 44.83% 49.14% 49.28%
STRANGER CLOSE - 56.17% 63.11%
STRANGER DISTANT - 51.66% 49.33%

Notes: The table reports mean rule compliance w.r.t. close and distant subjective closeness,
usingMedian splits, across the different phases (repeated cross-section) and sub-groups. The
STRANGER treatment condition was not implemented in the Pre-election Phase. A disaggre-
gated overivew of each wave is displayed in Table SI-4.

than those in the DISTANT subgroup, with differences becoming more pronounced over time
(Pre-election Phase: 52.5% vs. 47.4%, Post-inauguration Phase: 60.9% vs. 51.5%).16 Pearson’s
chi-squared tests indicate that these differences are statistically significant during the Elec-
tion Phase (p=.02) and Post-inauguration Phase (p<.001), but insignificant in the Pre-election
Phase (p=.094).17

Disaggregation by treatment reveals that this affective compliance gap holds across all
rule-setter identities. This is clearly visible in Figure 4, which again shows rule compliance
rates, but now pooled over all three phases. Compliance is consistently higher among CLOSE
participants compared to theirDISTANT counterparts—whether the rulewas set by a co-parti-
san (CO-PARTISAN, close vs. distant: p<.001), anopposingpartisan (POLITICALOPPONENT, close
vs. distant: p<.001), or an anonymous stranger (STRANGER, close vs. distant: p=.002).

The latter treatment STRANGERwas only conducted in the Election Phase and Post-inaug-
urationPhase. It follows theexact sameprocedures asCO-PARTISANandPOLITICALOPPONENT.
Theonly change is that,when the rule setter ismentioned in the instructions, subjects areonly
informed that the rule was set by a US Prolific user, but they are not informed whether this
user identifies herself as Democrat or Republican.18 Correspondingly, the IOS11 score was
also elicited toward a Prolific user for whom no political identification was provided. Using
this score to compare rule compliance between close and distant STRANGER thus allows us
to see the mere impact of subjective distance toward the rule setter, devoid of any concerns
about political ideology.

Regression analyses further corroborate how psychological closeness is correlated with
16Since we did only ask subjects for their social distance toward other Prolific users, but not toward the experi-

menter, we do not have IOS11 scores toward the rule setter in EXPERIMENTER. The analyses and numbers reported
in this subsection thus exclude data from treatment EXPERIMENTER.

17An overview of all (pairwise) comparisons is displayed in Table SI-7.
18See also Table SI-1 for a detailed overview of all conditions and Section SI-3.1 for the exact wording.
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Figure 4: Pooled rule compliance and subjective closeness. The figure shows the share of
rule followers across the different levels of subjective closeness as displayed in Table 2. Rule
compliance is pooled across all phases.

rule compliance. Table 3 presents the estimation results for linear probability models where
the dependent variable is rule compliance, and the key independent variable is subjective
closeness to the rule setter. In both specifications in Columns 1 and 2, subjective closeness
has a positive and statistically significant effect on rule compliance: a one-unit increase in
perceived closeness (11-point Likert scale) is associated with an increase of one percentage
point in the probability of complyingwith the rule (p<.001). This effect holds both in the base-
line specification (Column 1), where we control for the phase and subjects’ political ideology,
and when adding further control variables in Column 2, like gender and age. This suggests
that the observed relationship between rule compliance and closeness to the rule setter is
also robust to standard individual-level controls. Themagnitude of the effect is substantively
meaningful, given that the closeness scale is bounded and given themodest overall variation
in rule compliance rates. These results alignwith our descriptive findings and reinforce the in-
terpretation that affective proximity to the rule setter correlates with greater behavioral align-
ment to the given rule (see also the linear probability models displayed in Table SI-9 which
use dummy variables for the close-distant classifications in Table 2).

Result 3: Social distance toward the rule setter is significantly correlated with lower
rule compliance, irrespective of phase and political ideology.

These findings provide strong support for the pre-registered hypothesis that perceived
social distance is correlatedwith lower compliancewith arbitrary rules, reinforcing the role of
affective polarization in shaping behavioral responses to political out-groups and even non-
partisan actors. However, as can be seen in the estimation results of Column (3) in Table 3,
subjective closeness to the rule setter turns insignificant once we control for general rule-
following attitude, and normative and descriptive beliefs about rule-following behavior in the
coins task. In the next subsection, we will thus examine these beliefs in detail.
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Table 3: Impact of subjective closeness to rule setter on rule compliance

Dependent variable: Rule compliance
(1) (2) (3)

Constant (Election Phase) 0.45∗∗∗ 0.48∗∗∗ −0.11∗∗∗
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03)

Subjective closeness to rule setter 0.01∗∗∗ 0.01∗∗∗ −0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Pre-election Phase −0.02 −0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Post-inauguration Phase 0.03 0.03 −0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Political ideology 0.01 0.01 −0.003
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

General rule-following attitude 0.12∗∗∗
(0.01)

Normative belief (rule compliance) −0.002
(0.01)

Normative belief (rule violation) −0.05∗∗∗
(0.01)

Descriptive belief 0.005∗∗∗
(0.0003)

Control variables No Yes Yes
Observations 5,869 5,858 5,858
Adjusted R2 0.01 0.01 0.21

Notes: The table reports coefficient estimates from linear probability models. The dependent
variable is rule compliance. No data from the EXPERIMENTER condition is used due to non-
existence of subjective closeness measures to the rule setter in this condition. Control vari-
ables include political party affiliation, gender, age andUS regions dummies. The full estima-
tion results are in Table SI-9. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Levels of significance:
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

 Respect for rules and social expectations about rule compliance

According to the CRISP framework (Gächter et al., 2025a), respect for rules (R) and social ex-
pectations (S, i.e., normative and descriptive beliefs) are the only motives that can explain
rule compliance in our setting (because 𝐼 < 0 and𝑃 is mute). We therefore expected and pre-
registered (as the only secondary analysis in the pre-registrations for all three phases) that
the likelihood to follow the rule in our study will, ceteris paribus, be higher for (i) people who
think that others should follow rules in decision-making situations like this one (general rule-
following attitude); (ii) people who think that others think one should follow the rule in our
study (normative belief); and (iii) people who expectmore others to have followed the rule in
our study (descriptive belief). Model (3) in Table 3 evaluates these hypotheses.
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The results strongly support the predictive power of R- and S-based mechanisms for rule
compliance (C). A general rule-following attitude (a proxy for R)—that is, whether partici-
pants personally believe that one should follow the rule in this task (see, e.g., Bašić & Verrina,
2024)—is significantly positively associated with rule compliance (p<.001). The same holds
true for descriptive beliefs (p<.001), capturing descriptive social expectations about others’
compliance rates. Stronger social normative beliefs about the appropriateness of violating
the rule—i.e., participants’ beliefs about how others view the social appropriateness of a rule
violation—are associated with significantly lower compliance rates (p<.001).

Result 4a: Consistent with the CRISP framework, respect for rules (internalized
norms) and conformity with perceived social expectations are both correlated with
rule compliance—although in our setting incentives suggest breaking the rule and so-
cial preferences are muted.

Can these results on the impact and importance of beliefs be alignedwith the previous re-
sult on the subjective distance toward the rule setter? The potential answer can be seen in Fig-
ure 5, where general rule-following attitude and social expectations (normative and descrip-
tive beliefs) are shown separately for situations where the rule setter is the EXPERIMENTER, a
politically identified or non-identified Prolific user who is perceived as CLOSE or a user who is
perceived to beDISTANT according to themedian split on the respective IOS11 scores (see the
previous section for details). Participants reporting greater psychological distance from the
rule setter not only exhibit significantly lower compliance, they also exhibit reduced descrip-
tive and normative beliefs about rule-following in the coins task. It seems that the (initially)
vague norms in the coins task enable self-serving belief distortion about rule compliance,
which is most pronounced if the rule setter is perceived to be socially distant.

In linewith this, additional non-parametric analyses reveal that these beliefmeasures sys-
tematically varywith theperceived social distance to the rule setter. For general rule-following
attitudes (Kruskal-Wallis test, p<.001), we observe no difference between participants who
are assigned a close rule setter and those governed by the experimenter (mean score of 3.28
for EXPERIMENTER and 3.3 for CLOSE, Wilcoxon ranksum test with Holm correction, p=.66),
but both groups display significantly stronger pro-rule attitudes than those exposed to dis-
tant rule setters (mean of 3.05, EXPERIMENTER vs. DISTANT, p<.001, and CLOSE vs. DISTANT,
p<.001). The same pattern is also visible in the descriptive beliefs (Kruskal-Wallis test: p<.001;
with Wilcoxon ranksum test with Holm correction on pairwise comparisons yielding p=.2 for
EXPERIMENTER vs. CLOSE, and p<.001 for both pairwise comparisons with DISTANT), and like-
wise in both types of normative beliefs: participants report stronger perceived compliance
norms and weaker perceived rule-violation norms when rule setters are CLOSE compared to
DISTANT. These differences are statistically significant across all three groups (in both cases
Kruskal-Wallis p<.001; respective pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon ranksum tests with
Holm correction all p<.001, except for rule violation where EXPERIMENTER vs. DISTANT gives
p=.14).

Result 4b: General rule-following attitudes and social expectations (descriptive and
normative beliefs) about rule compliance are significantly shaped by social distance
toward the rule setter, in particularwhen the rule setter is perceived as psychologically
distant.
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Figure 5: Beliefs across levels of subjective closeness. The figure shows the general rule-
following attitude (A), descriptive (B) and normative (C and D) beliefs. The red dot in A) and
B) represents the mean. A disaggregated overview of each wave, also w.r.t. our treatment ma-
nipulation, is displayed in Figures SI-2 to SI-9.

It seems plausible that these differences in beliefs then translate into lower rule compli-
ance rates in DISTANT compared to CLOSE, as we saw in the previous section. Taken together,
our results thus suggest that psychological closeness does not only shape rule compliance
directly, but also indirectly by influencing the beliefs individuals hold about the rule-setting
context. In terms of the CRISP framework, this supports a possible mechanism in which per-
ceived social distance weakens norm internalization (intrinsic respect for rules) and the con-
formity with social expectations about others’ compliance.

 The role of the rule-setter’s identity Re-assessing the null results

We now turn to a final, exploratory, analysis that focuses on the general effect of revealing the
identity of the rule setter. As shown before in Section 4.2, we find no significant differences in
rule compliance between the CO-PARTISAN and POLITICAL OPPONENT conditions, neither in
any phase nor for the pooled sample. Herewe investigate hownoisy the estimated null effects
are, since statistically insignificant estimatesmay reflect large but noisy treatment differences
(andhence type-II errors) and the true effectmaybepositive or negative. Thequestion is, how
big these possible effects are and whether we should care about these effects once we under-
stand their potential effect sizes. For this assessment, we use “equivalence testing” (explained
below).
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Figure 6: Differences in rule compliance across treatment conditions. Panel (A) shows
mean rule compliance for each treatment condition. Panel (B) presents the 90% confidence
intervals for pairwise differences between rule-setter identities. “Identity revealed” represents
the pooled data for the CO-PARTISAN, POLITICAL OPPONENT, and STRANGER conditions. In
panel (B), the reddotted lines indicate themaximumregionofpractical equivalence fordiffer-
ences definedby the “experimenter-induceddemand effect”. P-values are based on two-sided
Wald tests and are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Holm method. A disaggre-
gated overview by wave is displayed in Figure SI-10.

For our analysis (and for expositional ease) we pool observations across survey phases
and display rule compliance rates for all exogenously manipulated treatment conditions in
Figure 6A. The column labeled “Identity revealed” reports the mean compliance rate across
the three conditions in which the identity of the rule setter was disclosed (i.e., all except EX-
PERIMENTER). This pooled compliance rate is 53.13%, which is 4.65 percentage points lower
than in theEXPERIMENTER condition (57.78%). This difference is statistically significant (Pear-
son’s chi-squared test, p<.001) and the 90% confidence interval is [0.026, 0.067]. By contrast,
we observe no statistically significant differences in compliance among the conditions CO-
PARTISAN, POLITICAL OPPONENT, and STRANGER (see the difference estimates and associated
p-values in Figure 6B). We refer to the 4.65-percentage-point compliance gap between the
EXPERIMENTER condition and the identity-revealed conditions as the “experimenter-induced
demand effect”.

To understand the “experimenter-induced demand effect”, consider the nature of “de-
mand effects” in our context. An “experimenter demand effect” refers “to changes in behavior
by experimental subjects due to cues about what constitutes appropriate behavior (behavior
‘demanded’ from them)” (Zizzo, 2010, p. 75; see also de Quidt et al., 2018; Fleming and Zizzo,
2015). Notice that a rule is a demandbecause it asks for a certain behavior, in our case, waiting
for the “plus”-sign to appear. Therefore, rule compliance couldbe seenas ademandeffect that
satisfies the request of the rule setter. As Figure 6A shows, this demand is satisfiedmore often
when the rule setter is the experimenter than when the rule setter is a co-partisan, a political
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opponent, or anotherUS citizenwhose partisanship is not revealed. The average difference of
4.65 percentage points (with an upper bound in the 90%confidence interval of 6.7 percentage
points) is therefore an experimenter-induced demand effect: the rate of rule compliance that
can be attributed to the fact that an experimenter sets the rule.

We will use the experimenter-induced rule compliance rate in the following as a bench-
mark—the smallest effect size of interest (SESOI, Lakens et al., 2018)—to interpret our null
results regarding the differences in rule compliance across rule-setter identities. We believe
that, in the context of our study, the statistically significant experimenter-induced demand
effect is a meaningful and natural SESOI against which tomeasure the noisiness—and hence
the potentially true effect sizes—of rule-setter identity for rule compliance.

We evaluate our null results using “equivalence testing” (e.g., Lakens et al., 2018; Fitzger-
ald, 2024) where, as argued above, we use themaximal experimenter-induced demand effect
of 6.7 percentage points as the SESOI in our analysis. Equivalence testing requires to do two
one-sided tests (TOSTs) that check whether the observed values of the corresponding 90%
confidence interval are significantly different from the SESOI benchmark (0.067 in our case),
which implies a region of practical equivalence (ROPE), indicated by the red dashed lines in
Figure 6B.19 If the 90% confidence interval lies fully within ROPE we declare the effect as be-
haviorally negligible.

The results of this approach are presented in Figure 6B. Focusing first on the primary com-
parisonof interest—CO-PARTISANvs. POLITICALOPPONENT—the estimateddifference in com-
pliance is small (0.3 percentage points), and its 90% confidence interval lies entirely within
ROPE set by the experimenter-induced demand effect. Accordingly, the TOSTs indicate sta-
tistical equivalence in compliance between these two conditions.

The same pattern holds for the remaining pairwise comparisons among the identity-re-
vealed conditions. In all cases, estimated differences are small (<2.8 percentage points), their
90% confidence intervals fall fully within ROPE and the corresponding TOSTs indicate statis-
tical equivalence. Taken together, these results suggest that while revealing the rule setter’s
identity reduces compliance relative to the EXPERIMENTER condition, the specific type of re-
vealed identitydoesnotmeaningfully affect compliancebehavior—provided that amaximum
difference in rule compliance of 6.7 percentage points is considered “too small” to be of in-
terest.

At first glance, a difference of 6.7 percentage points may appear behaviorally meaningful.
However, we argue that variation of this magnitude is modest in the context of existing evi-
dence derived from theCRISP framework, for two reasons. First, rule compliance in situations
comparable to the EXPERIMENTER condition varies across studies, ranging from 58% to 65%
in the literature (Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016, 2018; Molleman et al., 2023; Kimbrough
et al., 2024; Gächter et al., 2025a; Suri et al., 2025). This 7–percentage-point spread mirrors
the equivalence bound used here.

Second, a closer examination of rule compliance as summarized in Gächter et al. (2025a,
Table 1) reveals considerable heterogeneity. Estimated compliance rates are 22% and 23% in
situations in which no one disapproves of rule violations and no one complies with the rule,
respectively—both significantly different from zero. This implies that unconditional respect

19See, e.g., Lakens et al. (2018) and Fitzgerald (2024) for good explanations and applications in economics, and
psychology, respectively.
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for rules (R in theCRISP framework) explains almost a quarter of rule compliance rates.More-
over, regarding the effect of conformity with social expectations (S in the CRISP framework),
the authors report differences of 20 to 23 percentage points between the lowest and highest
quintiles of conditional compliance rates. Against this backdrop, differences on the order of
6.7 percentage points appear behaviorally rather small. Hence, we conclude that the null ef-
fects of the role of political identity in rule compliance are also behaviorally negligible.

 Discussion and conclusion

In this study, we tested the resilience of rule compliance in a highly polarized society: the
United States of America. Because ideological and affective polarization is very high in the
US as a whole and also among our participants, our setting of partisan rule setters during
the 2024 US election cycle is a particularly strong stress test for the resilience of rule compli-
ance. Surprisingly, the strong polarization we observe among our participants did not trans-
late into lower rule compliance even when the rule originates from an opposing partisan.20

Instead, and although the level of rule compliance was very high in general, it was subjective
social closeness, rather than political ideology per se, that predicted rule compliance: individ-
uals were more likely to break rules set by those they feel distant from. In terms of the CRISP
framework (Gächter et al., 2025a), this relationship seemed to be mediated by general atti-
tudes about the respect for rules (R), and conformity with social expectations (S, i.e., norma-
tive and descriptive beliefs) about others’ compliance with the rule, all of which deteriorated
as subjective social distance to the rule setter increased.

Our findings contribute to the growing literature on the consequences of political polar-
ization by highlighting a critical distinction: while ideological polarization may be pervasive,
its behavioral consequences seem to be limited when explicitly stated rules are in place (at
least in our context). Participants followed arbitrary rules at similarly high rates across rule
setters—whether the rule setter was a political co-partisan, a political opponent, politically
neutral or the experimenter. This might seem surprising in view of recent findings (Iyen-
gar & Westwood, 2015; Dimant, 2024; Feldhaus et al., 2024; Freundt & Herz, 2024), which
show that political identity meaningfully shapes cooperative and trusting behavior. In our
view, these differencesmight be due to three potential reasons. First, some studies use Trump
lover/Trumphater as the cue forpolitical ideology (Dimant, 2024; Feldhaus et al., 2024),which
arguably might be perceived as an affective rather than an ideological cue; and for the for-
mer, we do observe behavioral effects, too. Second, while in some studies the co-partisan or
political opponent is directly affected by the participant’s actions (Iyengar &Westwood, 2015;
Dimant, 2024; Feldhaus et al., 2024), the rule-following behavior of a participant in our design
has no immediate impact on the co-partisan or opposing-party individual. Third, in view of
the findings on the importance of rules (see, e.g., Kimbrough & Vostroknutov, 2016; Gächter
et al., 2025a), another potential explanation lies in our study’s framing: unlike “restrictions”,
“suggestions” or “requests” in other experiments, we explicitly refer to a “rule”, which may
trigger different, stronger internalized norms of compliance.

In contrast, affective polarization appears farmore consequential than the ideological di-
20Recall that in our coins task, participants can freely choose whether to comply with an arbitrary rule, and that

control questions are used to ensure that any rule breaking is understood to entail no negative consequences.
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vide. Rule compliance was found to drop significantly in our study when participants per-
ceived the rule setter as socially distant, regardless of their political identity. Moreover, we
found that the decline in compliance was accompanied by shifts in beliefs: participants who
felt distant from the rule setter were less likely to believe that the rule should be followed, less
likely to think that others follow the rule, and less likely to perceive social pressure to com-
ply. It seems that these belief distortionsmight have facilitatedmotivated reasoning and self-
serving behavior. Strikingly, these dynamics were also observed in our STRANGER condition,
indicating that even non-political affective distance undermines rule compliance.

The link between affective polarization and rule compliance is technically correlational:
our experiment is not designed to identify a causal effect of social closeness on rule compli-
ance. Nonetheless, several considerationsmake a causal interpretation plausible. First, social
closeness typically reflects relationships that form and stabilize over longer horizons (e.g.,
Gächter et al., 2015), whereas the experimental interaction is very brief. It is therefore un-
likely that behavior in the coins taskmaterially reshapes the underlying relationship. Second,
reverse causality is implausible. A single instance of rule-breaking in the coins task lasting a
few moments—even if attributed to a salient out-group characteristic like partisanship—is
unlikely to systematically increase perceived social distance toward the counterpart. Third,
prior research documents robust associations between social closeness and behavior in co-
operation settings (e.g., Gächter et al., 2015, 2022). Fourth, and most importantly, Tufano et
al. (mimeo) leverage random assignment to naturally occurring groups find a causal effect
of social closeness on cooperation. Taken together, these points suggest that perceived social
closeness is more likely to affect rule compliance than the reverse.

The significant impact of affective polarization is concerning, not only due to increasing
dislike of opposing social and political actors, but particularly given that our data reveal sub-
stantial heterogeneity in subjective distance even toward co-partisans. The emergence of this
heterogeneitymay be linked to the observation that, within strongly polarized societies—like
the US population in our study—individuals initially face diminishing social repercussions
for the expression of negative attitudes directed at political opponents (Iyengar &Westwood,
2015). This erosion of social constraints may then extend to the expression of negative at-
titudes even toward co-partisans, contributing to the observed heterogeneity in subjective
distance within political groups. Intra-party dynamics, such as divisive primary debates or
personalized attacks, could amplify these effects. As political discourse becomes more per-
sonalized and affectively charged, rather than ideologically grounded, the risks of affective
polarization may become increasingly severe. Ultimately, affective polarization may pose a
greater threat to democratic societies than the ideological divide.

Our findings suggest at least three important directions for future research. A first promis-
ingavenuewouldbe toexplore the causalmechanismsunderlyingaffectivepolarization, such
as how different types of political discourse (e.g., ideological vs. affective) influence subjec-
tive closeness towardothers and, consequently, rule compliancebehavior; orwhetherpolicies
designed to strengthen national identity could foster greater citizen compliance with rules by
mitigating affective polarization, even with rules originating from political opponents.

A second avenue would be to explore, for a given degree of affective polarization, the po-
tential of behavioral interventions to dampen thenegative effect of affective distance—be it in
the form of behavioral nudges (e.g., like in Dimant, 2024, who studies a default nudge and an
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information nudge) or strong institutions (like in Robbett & Matthews, 2023, where punish-
mentmechanisms are shown to foster cooperation inmixed-party groups, that are otherwise
less cooperative than homogeneous groups).

The third avenuewould be to explore procedural detailsmore intensely.Whilewe deliber-
ately focused on the legitimacy of a given rule with respect to the rule-setter’s identity to have
a clean behavioral measure of rule compliance without introducing potential confounds due
to participant’s preferences, future studies might explore the interplay between the process
of rule formation and the identity of individuals involved in passing those rules. In our set-
ting, participants may find it difficult to understand why a co-partisan or political opponent
would implement such an arbitrary rule, as rules in political discourse are typically perceived
as serving some underlying interest. For example, a rule could introduce positive (or neg-
ative) externalities associated with compliance (or non-compliance), such as a donation to
the rule setter’s preferred political party. Along these lines, corresponding experiments might
also check to what extent the exact framing does affect observed behavioral results (e.g., is a
“law” equally effective as a “rule”), or test the scope of setting up clear rules in strategic situa-
tions like cooperative and trusting environments that were used in the closely related studies
on political polarization and behavior.
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SI- Supplementary Figures
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A) Affective polarization during Wave 1 (May 21, 2024)
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B) Affective polarization during Wave 2 (October 29, 2024)

5.03

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

−10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6 8 10
Affective polarization

C) Affective polarization during Wave 3 (November 12, 2024)
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D) Affective polarization during Wave 4 (April 1, 2025)

Figure SI-1: Affective polarization across phases.The figure shows the distribution of affec-
tive polarization across phases. Affective polarization is measured by subtracting the IOS11
score toward the political opponent from the co-partisan score. Negative values indicate a
higher subjective closeness to someone from the opposing party compared to someone from
the same party. The dashed line represents themean.Mean affective polarization for Election
Phase, i.e., combining Wave 2 and 3, is 4.98.
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General rule−following attitude: What should people do?

Figure SI-2: General rule-following attitude w.r.t. subjective closeness across waves. The
figure shows the general rule-following attitude for EXPERIMENTER,CLOSE andDISTANTacross
waves. The exact wording of the general rule-following attitude is displayed in Section SI-3.2.
The red dot indicates the mean.

Wave 3 Wave 4

Wave 1 Wave 2

Experi−
menter

Co−
partisan

Political
Opponent

Stranger Experi−
menter

Co−
partisan

Political
Opponent

Stranger

Never
follow

the rule

Rarely
follow

the rule

Often
follow

the rule

Always
follow

the rule

Never
follow

the rule

Rarely
follow

the rule

Often
follow

the rule

Always
follow

the rule

General rule−following attitude: What should people do?

Figure SI-3: General rule-following attitudew.r.t. treatment conditions acrosswaves.The
figure shows the general rule-following attitude for EXPERIMENTER, CO-PARTISAN, POLITICAL
OPPONENT and STRANGER across waves. The exact wording of the general rule-following atti-
tude is displayed in Section SI-3.2. The red dot indicates the mean.
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Figure SI-4: Descriptive belief w.r.t. subjective closeness across waves. The figure shows
the descriptive belief for EXPERIMENTER, CLOSE andDISTANT acrosswaves. The exact wording
of the descriptive belief is displayed in Section SI-3.2. The red dot indicates the mean.
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Figure SI-5: Descriptive belief w.r.t. treatment conditions across waves. The figure shows
the descriptive belief for EXPERIMENTER, CO-PARTISAN, POLITICAL OPPONENT and STRANGER
across waves. The exact wording of the descriptive belief is displayed in Section SI-3.2. The
red dot indicates the mean.

Page 4 of 28



Wave 3 Wave 4

Wave 1 Wave 2

Experimenter Close Distant Experimenter Close Distant

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Normative belief (rule compliance): How would others view rule compliance?

Figure SI-6: Normative belief (rule compliance) w.r.t. subjective closeness across waves.
The figure shows the normative belief (rule compliance) for EXPERIMENTER, CLOSE and DIS-
TANT across waves. The exact wording of the normative belief (rule compliance) is displayed
in Section SI-3.2. The red dot indicates the mean.
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Figure SI-7: Normative belief (rule compliance)w.r.t. treatment conditions acrosswaves.
Thefigure shows thenormative belief (rule compliance) for EXPERIMENTER, CO-PARTISAN, PO-
LITICAL OPPONENT and STRANGER across waves. The exact wording of the normative belief
(rule compliance) is displayed in Section SI-3.2. The red dot indicates the mean.
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Figure SI-8: Normative belief (rule violation) w.r.t. subjective closeness across waves.
The figure shows the normative belief (rule violation) for EXPERIMENTER, CLOSE and DISTANT
across waves. The exact wording of the normative belief (rule violation) is displayed in Sec-
tion SI-3.2. The red dot indicates the mean.
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Figure SI-9: Normative belief (rule violation) w.r.t. treatment conditions across waves.
The figure shows the normative belief (rule violation) for EXPERIMENTER, CO-PARTISAN, PO-
LITICAL OPPONENT and STRANGER across waves. The exact wording of the normative belief
(rule violation) is displayed in Section SI-3.2. The red dot indicates the mean.
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Figure SI-10: 90% confidence intervals for pairwise differences between rule-setter iden-
tities separated by wave. The figure shows the 90% confidence intervals for pairwise differ-
ences between rule-setter identities separated bywave. The reddotted lines indicate themax-
imum region of practical equivalence for differences defined by the “experimenter-induced
demandeffect”. P-values arebasedon two-sidedWald tests andare adjusted formultiple com-
parisons using the Holmmethod.
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SI- Supplementary Tables

Table SI-1: Setting overview

Setting Description

EXPERIMENTER Rule is (implicitly) set by the experimenter.

STRANGER Rule is set by aUSProlific userwithout revealing their po-
litical party affiliation.

CO-PARTISAN Rule is set by someone from the same party (e.g. if the
participant is a Democrat and the rule is set by a Demo-
crat).

POLITICAL OPPONENT Rule is set by someone from theopposingparty (e.g. if the
participant is a Democrat and the rule is set by a Repub-
lican).

CLOSE Rule is set by a Prolific user from the US who has a high
subjective closeness to the participant.

DISTANT Rule is set by a Prolific user from the US who has a low
subjective closeness to the participant.

CO-PARTISAN CLOSE Rule is set by someone from the same party who has a
high subjective closeness to the participant.

CO-PARTISAN DISTANT Rule is set by someone from the samepartywhohas a low
subjective closeness to the participant.

POLITICAL OPPONENT CLOSE Rule is set by someone from the opposing party who has
a high subjective closeness to the participant.

POLITICAL OPPONENT DISTANT Rule is set by someone from the opposing party who has
a low subjective closeness to the participant.

STRANGER CLOSE Rule is set by a stranger who has a high subjective close-
ness to the participant.

STRANGER DISTANT Rule is set by a stranger and who has a low subjective
closeness to the participant.

Notes: We did not exogenously manipulate subjective closeness toward the rule setter, thus
our exogenous treatmentmanipulations are EXPERIMENTER, STRANGER, CO-PARTISAN andPO-
LITICAL OPPONENT.
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Table SI-2: Sample characteristics with difference tests in means for Election Phase, which
consists of Wave 2 (October 29, 2024) andWave 3 (November 12, 2024), separated by political
party affiliation

Democrats Republicans

Wave 2 Wave 3 p-value Wave 2 Wave 3 p-value

Male 0.485 0.494 0.714 0.495 0.491 0.879(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500)

Age 41.21 39.33 0.001 40.34 38.29 <0.001(13.52) (13.62) (13.43) (13.88)

Political ideology 2.424 2.483 0.333 4.780 4.872 0.167(1.419) (1.458) (1.568) (1.528)

Affective polarization 4.784 4.844 0.641 5.103 5.210 0.453(2.913) (3.200) (3.316) (3.407)

Subjective closeness

IOS11 to Democrat 7.267 7.362 0.369 2.700 2.671 0.710(2.516) (2.541) (1.894) (1.887)

IOS11 to Republican 2.483 2.518 0.656 7.804 7.881 0.490(1.841) (1.956) (2.630) (2.641)

IOS11 to Stranger 6.042 6.123 0.465 6.374 6.597 0.061(2.634) (2.684) (2.804) (2.840)

US regions

West 0.236 0.215 0.244 0.191 0.164 0.108(0.425) (0.411) (0.394) (0.371)

Midwest 0.207 0.182 0.153 0.181 0.192 0.516(0.405) (0.386) (0.385) (0.394)

South 0.374 0.412 0.067 0.475 0.461 0.512(0.484) (0.492) (0.500) (0.499)

Northeast 0.183 0.190 0.681 0.153 0.183 0.065(0.387) (0.393) (0.360) (0.387)

Notes: The table reportsmeans and standard deviations (in parentheses) for individual characteristics
for Wave 2 and Wave 3 separated by political party affiliation. p-values are derived from two-sided
Welch two sample t-tests for continuous variables and Pearson’s chi-square tests for binary variables.
Political ideology follows the 3-item index of Balliet et al. (2018). Affective polarization is the difference
between the IOS11 score toward a co-partisan less the IOS11 score toward someone from the opposing
party. The IOS11 score measures subjective closeness toward someone else and its implementation
follows Baader et al. (2024).

Page 9 of 28



Table SI-3: Impact of proximity to 2024 US presidential election on political polarization

Dependent variable: Political Polarization

Ideological polarization Affective polarization

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

Constant (Election Phase) 5.19∗∗∗ 4.39∗∗∗ 4.81∗∗∗ 4.98∗∗∗ 2.44∗∗∗ 4.54∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.20) (0.14)

Pre-election Phase 0.01 0.06 −0.01 −0.71∗∗∗ −0.69∗∗∗ −0.73∗∗∗
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Post-inauguration Phase −0.16∗∗∗ −0.17∗∗∗ −0.18∗∗∗ −0.08 −0.02 −0.09
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Affective polarization 0.09∗∗∗

(0.01)

Ideological polarization 0.42∗∗∗

(0.03)

Democrat 0.72∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗ −0.47∗∗∗ −0.19∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.07) (0.07)

Age 0.003∗ 0.004∗∗ 0.01∗∗∗ 0.01∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Male −0.15∗∗∗ −0.16∗∗∗ −0.08 −0.18∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.07) (0.07)

Northeast −0.07 −0.04 0.30∗∗ 0.29∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.11) (0.11)

South −0.11∗∗ −0.09∗ 0.31∗∗∗ 0.25∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.09) (0.09)

Midwest 0.03 0.05 0.23∗ 0.24∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.11) (0.11)

Observations 8,010 7,991 7,991 8,340 7,991 8,321
Adjusted R2 0.002 0.10 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.01

Notes: The table reports coefficient estimates from linear regression models. The dependent
variable is ideological polarization (Columns 1-3) and affective polarization (Columns 4-6).
For comparability, we reverse-coded the 3-item political ideology index from Balliet et al.
(2018) for Democrats, such that the value 7 captures the extreme positions, i.e., left/liberal
for Democrats and right/conservative for Republicans. Affective polarization is the difference
between the IOS11 score toward a co-partisan less the IOS11 score toward someone from the
opposing party. The IOS11 score measures subjective closeness toward someone else and its
implementation follows Baader et al. (2024). Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Lev-
els of significance: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table SI-4: Rule compliance overview

Pre-
election
Phase
(Wave
1)

Wave
2

Wave
3

Election
Phase
(Waves
2 & 3)

Post-
inaug-
uration
Phase
(Wave
4)

Pooled

EXPERIMENTER 55.69% 56.94% 59.03% 57.96% 59.73% 57.78%

STRANGER - 51.32% 56.48% 53.89% 57.30% 54.98%

CO-PARTISAN 50.26% 50.68% 53.04% 51.85% 56.97% 52.60%

POLITICAL OPPONENT 50.18% 53.57% 52.06% 52.82% 53.42% 52.28%

CLOSE 52.54% 53.05% 56.35% 54.68% 60.94% 55.68%

DISTANT 47.39% 50.38% 50.96% 50.67% 51.51% 50.33%

CO-PARTISAN CLOSE 58.70% 54.85% 55.13% 54.85% 58.33% 56.73%

CO-PARTISAN DISTANT 42.67% 47.28% 51.28% 49.28% 55.20% 48.66%

POLITICAL OPPONENT CLOSE 53.92% 55.86% 56.29% 56.08% 56.29% 55.55%

POLITICAL OPPONENT DISTANT 44.83% 51.11% 47.06% 49.14% 49.28% 48.14%

STRANGER CLOSE - 53.43% 58.87% 56.17% 63.11% 58.64%

STRANGER DISTANT - 49.32% 54.09% 51.66% 49.33% 51.00%

Notes: The table reports mean rule compliance across settings, phases and waves (repeated
cross-section).
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Table SI-5:Overview of pairwise comparisons of rule compliance w.r.t. our treatments

Pre-election Phase
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p=.099
Experimenter Experimenter
Co-partisan p=.199 Co-partisan
Political Opponent p=.199 p=1 Political Opponent

Election Phase
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p=.007
Experimenter Experimenter
Co-partisan p=.01 Co-partisan
Political Opponent p=.031 p=.645 Political Opponent

Post-inauguration Phase
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p=.123
Experimenter Experimenter
Co-partisan p=.516 Co-partisan
Political Opponent p=.132 p=.516 Political Opponent

Pooled across all phases
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p<.001
Experimenter Experimenter
Co-partisan p<.001 Co-partisan
Political Opponent p<.001 p=.834 Political Opponent

Experimenter
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across phases: p=.394
Pre-election Phase Pre-election Phase
Election Phase p=.761 Election Phase
Post-inauguration Phase p=.538 p=.761 Post-inauguration

Phase

Co-partisan
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across phases: p=.066
Pre-election Phase Pre-election Phase
Election Phase p=.543 Election Phase
Post-inauguration Phase p=.086 p=.11 Post-inauguration

Phase

Political Opponent
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across phases: p=.497
Pre-election Phase Pre-election Phase
Election Phase p=.898 Election Phase
Post-inauguration Phase p=.898 p=.898 Post-inauguration

Phase

Notes: Pairwise comparisons between treatment conditions or phases are conducted using
Fisher’s exact test with Holm correction for multiple hypotheses.
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Table SI-6: Overview of pairwise comparisons of rule compliance between Democrats and
Republicans

Wave/Phase Treatment Democrats Republicans p-value

Wave 1/Pre-election EXPERIMENTER 54.48% 56.99% 0.601

Wave 1/Pre-election CO-PARTISAN 52.01% 48.42% 0.433

Wave 1/Pre-election POLITICAL OPPONENT 49.11% 51.24% 0.674

Wave 1/Pre-election pooled 51.93% 52.18% 0.955

Wave 2 EXPERIMENTER 55.89% 58.06% 0.659

Wave 2 CO-PARTISAN 47.08% 54.24% 0.099

Wave 2 POLITICAL OPPONENT 51.58% 55.64% 0.380

Wave 2 STRANGER 49.48% 53.19% 0.422

Wave 2 pooled 51.03% 55.26% 0.047

Wave 3 EXPERIMENTER 61.01% 57.04% 0.388

Wave 3 CO-PARTISAN 53.45% 52.63% 0.910

Wave 3 POLITICAL OPPONENT 50.69% 53.53% 0.559

Wave 3 STRANGER 51.07% 61.84% 0.013

Wave 3 pooled 54.01% 56.29% 0.297

Election EXPERIMENTER 58.36% 57.55% 0.830

Election CO-PARTISAN 50.26% 53.45% 0.304

Election POLITICAL OPPONENT 51.13% 54.60% 0.272

Election STRANGER 50.26% 57.52% 0.017

Election pooled 52.51% 55.77% 0.030

Wave 4/Post-inauguration EXPERIMENTER 59.48% 60.00% 0.975

Wave 4/Post-inauguration CO-PARTISAN 63.27% 49.58% 0.002

Wave 4/Post-inauguration POLITICAL OPPONENT 52.98% 53.91% 0.904

Wave 4/Post-inauguration STRANGER 57.80% 56.75% 0.874

Wave 4/Post-inauguration pooled 58.41% 55.16% 0.148

pooled EXPERIMENTER 57.60% 57.97% 0.895

pooled CO-PARTISAN 53.81% 51.32% 0.253

pooled POLITICAL OPPONENT 51.07% 53.55% 0.263

pooled STRANGER 52.77% 57.28% 0.071

pooled pooled 53.90% 54.88% 0.383

Notes: Pairwise comparisons are conducted using Pearson’s chi-square tests.
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Table SI-7:Overview of pairwise comparisons of rule compliance w.r.t. subjective closeness

Pre-election Phase
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p=.022
Experimenter Experimenter
Close p=.273 Close
Distant p=.019 p=.171 Distant

Election Phase
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p<.001
Experimenter Experimenter
Close p=.08 Close
Distant p<.001 p=.042 Distant

Post-inauguration Phase
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p<.001
Experimenter Experimenter
Close p=.681 Close
Distant p=.007 p<.001 Distant

Pooled across all phases
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across treatments: p<.001
Experimenter Experimenter
Close p=.126 Close
Distant p<.001 p<.001 Distant

Close
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across phases: p=.003
Pre-election Phase Pre-election Phase
Election Phase p=.355 Election Phase
Post-inauguration Phase p=.006 p=.008 Post-inauguration

Phase

Distant
Pearson’s chi-square test for differences across phases: p=.313
Pre-election Phase Pre-election Phase
Election Phase p=.436 Election Phase
Post-inauguration Phase p=.436 p=.699 Post-inauguration

Phase

Notes: Pairwise comparisons between settings or phases are conducted using Fisher’s exact
test with Holm correction for multiple hypotheses.
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Table SI-8: Impact of rule setters on rule compliance separated by phases

Dependent variable: Rule compliance

Pre-election Phase Election Phase
Post-inauguration

Phase

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

Constant (Experimenter) 0.56∗∗∗ 0.64∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.62∗∗∗ 0.60∗∗∗ 0.54∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.07) (0.01) (0.04) (0.02) (0.06)

Co-partisan −0.05 −0.04 −0.06∗∗ −0.06∗∗ −0.03 −0.03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Political Opponent −0.06 −0.05 −0.05∗ −0.05∗ −0.06∗ −0.08∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Stranger −0.04 −0.03 −0.02 −0.04
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Affective Polarization 0.01 0.004 −0.003
(0.004) (0.002) (0.003)

Political Ideology −0.01 0.004 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Democrat −0.03 −0.02 0.05
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03)

Age −0.0001 −0.001 0.0003
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Male −0.03 −0.03∗ −0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Northeast −0.04 −0.02 0.05
(0.04) (0.02) (0.03)

South −0.05 −0.01 0.01
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03)

Midwest −0.04 −0.01 −0.02
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04)

Observations 1,727 1,664 4,540 4,362 2,073 1,965
Adjusted R2 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.003

Notes: The table reports coefficient estimates from linear probability models. The depen-
dent variable is rule compliance. Columns 1-2 display data from the Pre-election Phase.
Columns 3-4 display data from the Election Phase. Columns 5-6 display data from the Post-
inauguration Phase. Political ideology follows the 3-item index of Balliet et al. (2018). Affective
polarization is the difference between the IOS11 score toward a co-partisan less the IOS11
score toward someone from the opposing party. Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
Levels of significance: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table SI-9: Impact of rule setters on rule compliance with phase dummies

Dependent variable: Rule compliance

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

Constant 0.58∗∗∗ 0.59∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.60∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.61∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)

Co-partisan −0.05∗∗∗ −0.05∗∗

(0.01) (0.02)

Political Opponent −0.06∗∗∗ −0.06∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.02)

Stranger −0.04∗ −0.03
(0.02) (0.02)

Close −0.02 −0.02
(0.01) (0.01)

Distant −0.08∗∗∗ −0.08∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01)

Co-partisan Close −0.01 −0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Co-partisan Distant −0.09∗∗∗ −0.09∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)

Political Opponent Close −0.02 −0.02
(0.02) (0.02)

Political Opponent Distant −0.10∗∗∗ −0.10∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)

Stranger Close −0.0001 0.004
(0.02) (0.02)

Stranger Distant −0.07∗∗∗ −0.07∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)

Pre-election Phase −0.02 −0.02 −0.03 −0.02 −0.02 −0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Post-inauguration Phase 0.03∗ 0.03∗ 0.03∗ 0.03∗ 0.02 0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

< to be continued on the next page >
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Table SI-9: Impact of rule setters on rule compliance with phase dummies (continued from
previous page)

Dependent variable: Rule compliance

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

Affective Polarization 0.002 0.002 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Political Ideology 0.004 0.003 0.003
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Democrat −0.004 −0.003 −0.002
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Age −0.0004 −0.0004 −0.0004
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Male −0.03∗∗ −0.03∗∗ −0.03∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Northeast −0.002 −0.001 −0.002
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

South −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Midwest −0.02 −0.02 −0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Observations 8,340 7,991 8,340 7,991 8,340 7,991
Adjusted R2 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.01

Notes: The table reports coefficient estimates from linear probability models. The depen-
dent variable is rule compliance. Political ideology follows the 3-item index of Balliet et al.
(2018). Affective polarization is the difference between the IOS11 score toward a co-partisan
less the IOS11 score toward someone from the opposing party. Robust standard errors are
in parentheses. Levels of significance: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table SI-10: Impact of subjective closeness to rule setter on rule compliance

Dependent variable: Rule compliance

(1) (2) (3)

Constant (Election Phase) 0.45∗∗∗ 0.48∗∗∗ −0.11∗∗∗
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03)

Subjective closeness to rule setter 0.01∗∗∗ 0.01∗∗∗ −0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Pre-election Phase −0.02 −0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Post-inauguration Phase 0.03 0.03 −0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Political ideology 0.01 0.01 −0.003
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

General rule-following attitude 0.12∗∗∗

(0.01)

Normative belief (rule compliance) −0.002
(0.01)

Normative belief (rule violation) −0.05∗∗∗
(0.01)

Descriptive belief 0.005∗∗∗

(0.0003)

Democrat 0.003 0.04∗

(0.02) (0.02)

Male −0.03∗ 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Age −0.0003 −0.001∗∗
(0.0005) (0.0004)

Northeast −0.003 −0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Midwest −0.02 −0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

South −0.003 −0.02
(0.02) (0.02)

Observations 5,869 5,858 5,858
Adjusted R2 0.01 0.01 0.21

Notes: The table reports coefficient estimates from linear probability models. The dependent
variable is rule compliance. No data from the EXPERIMENTER condition is used due to non-
existence of subjective closeness measures to the rule setter in this condition. Political ideol-
ogy follows the 3-item index of Balliet et al. (2018). Subjective closeness to the rule setter is
implemented via the IOS11 score (Baader et al., 2024). Information about the beliefs is dis-
played in Section SI-1 and Section SI-3.2. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Levels of
significance: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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SI- Experimental Instructions

This section presents the experimental instructions as original screenshots shown to partici-
pants. Each frame indicates a new screen. Where appropriate, we add comments *** in italic
text between asterisks ***. These comments were not shown to participants. Prior to the in-
structions shown below, we asked participants for their Prolific ID, to provide informed con-
sent and checked whether they can use the space bar on a physical keyboard for conducting
the coins task. After asking the participant for the reasoning behind their choice, we provided
information on the payment as well as the completion code to be entered into Prolific.

Introduction
Thank you for participating in this study!

This study consists of 2 parts followed by a brief questionnaire.

In each of the two parts, you have the chance to earn a bonus payment of up to £2.00. For your final bonus payment, one part will be
randomly selected. Your bonus payment is then determined based on your decisions in that particular part. That means that you will
earn only one bonus payment. Additionally, you receive a participation fee of £1.50 for completing all stages of the study.

Within this study, you need to use the space bar on your physical keyboard. Therefore, we want to make sure that it is working for
you:

Press the space bar to continue.

SI- The coins task

Part 1
You are in the following decision-making situation:

At the beginning you have 20 coins at your disposal displayed on your screen. Every second, one coin disappears. As soon as you
press the space bar, the coins no longer disappear. You will then receive the remaining coins. You can press the space bar at any time,
which means you can get a maximum of 20 coins and a minimum of 0 coins. You decide when to press the space bar.

For your bonus payment at the end of the study, the remaining coins will be converted into real money. One coin is worth 10 pence.

In addition, a sign will be displayed on your screen. After some time, the sign will change from “minus” to “plus”.

There is a rule for this. The rule is: Press the space bar after the sign has changed from “minus” to “plus”.

You will make this decision exactly 1 time.

Next

Part 1
Remember: The rule is: Press the space bar after the sign has changed from “minus” to “plus”.

Next

*** The content above was only shown in the Experimenter condition. ***
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Part 1
Remember: The rule is: Press the space bar after the sign has changed from “minus” to “plus”.

Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the USA who defines themselves as Democrat.

Next

*** The content above was only shown in the Democrat condition. ***

Part 1
Remember: The rule is: Press the space bar after the sign has changed from “minus” to “plus”.

Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the USA who defines themselves as Republican.

Next

*** The content above was only shown in the Republican condition. ***

Part 1
Remember: The rule is: Press the space bar after the sign has changed from “minus” to “plus”.

Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the USA.

Next

*** The content above was only shown in the Stranger condition. This condition was not part of
Wave 1. ***

Part 1
Below you can see the previously described decision-making situation using two examples.

The left image shows the starting position. The sign is “minus” and there are 20 coins.

The right image shows a randomly chosen later position. The sign is “plus” and there are 3 coins.

 

Next
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Part 1
In the following, you will be asked to answer some short comprehension questions. We use these questions to check whether all
participants have understood the decision-making situation.

Show instructions again

How many coins would you get if you pressed the space bar now?

How many coins would you get if you pressed the space bar now?

Who chose the rule?

Republican
Democrat

*** In the content above, the third question was only shown in the Democrat and Republican
conditions. ***
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You have answered the comprehension questions correctly.

Press the space bar to start with the decision-making situation.

Remember: The rule is to press the space bar after the sign has changed from “minus” to “plus”.

Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the USA who defines themselves as Democrat.

*** In the content above, the sentence “Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the
USA who defines themselves as Democrat.” was only shown in the Democrat conditions. In the
Republican condition, the sentence was “Note: The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the
USAwho defines themselves as Republican.”. In the Stranger condition, the sentence was “Note:
The rule was chosen by a Prolific user from the USA.”. ***

*** In the content above, 12 seconds have already passed and the sign just changed. The partic-
ipant has not pressed the space bar yet. ***
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You have pressed the space bar. You will proceed as soon as the remaining time for the decision-making situation has expired.

......

*** In the content above, 15 seconds have already passed. The sign change occurred after 12
seconds and the participant pressed the space bar directly after the sign change, thus no further
coins disappear. A visual feedback indicates that the remaining seconds still continue to pass.
***

SI- Belief elicitation

Part 2
We now want to ask you some questions regarding the decision-making situation in Part 1.

Next

Part 2
What do you think people should do in decision-making situations like this one?

Never follow rule
Rarely follow rule
Often follow rule
Always follow rule

Next
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Part 2
The following two questions will ask how socially appropriate certain behavior is. By socially appropriate, we mean behavior that you
think most other Prolific users from the USA would agree is the “correct” thing to do. Another way to think about what we mean is
that if someone were to behave in a socially inappropriate way, then other people might be angry at them.

Your answers can influence your bonus payment. In order to earn this bonus payment, you need to identify for each of the two
questions the answer that was given the most often by Prolific users from the USA who have participated in a similar study before.
They faced the same decision-making situation with the same instructions including the same rule. For each correct answer, you can
earn £0.50 as bonus payment.

Assume that a Prolific user from the USA had followed the rule in Part 1. How do you think most of the other Prolific users from the
USA mentioned above would view this?

very socially inappropriate
somewhat socially inappropriate
somewhat socially appropriate
very socially appropriate

Assume that a Prolific user from the USA had not followed the rule in Part 1. How do you think most of the other Prolific users from
the USA mentioned above would view this?

very socially inappropriate
somewhat socially inappropriate
somewhat socially appropriate
very socially appropriate

Next

Part 2
There were other Prolific users from the USA who have participated in a similar decision-making situation as described in Part 1. They
had faced the same decision-making situation with the same instructions including the same rule. What do you think, how many out
of these have followed the rule?

Your answer can influence your bonus payment. You can earn up to a £1.00 as a bonus payment the closer your answer is to the
correct result. You can earn a maximum of £1.00 and a minimum of £0.00.

What do you think, how many have followed the rule?

 0.0%

Note: For a higher precision of the slider, first click on it and then move the slider with your right and left arrow keys. The next button
appears once you have clicked on the slider.

Show details on the calculation of the bonus payment
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SI- IOS

Questionnaire
Once you move the slider below, a pair of circles will appear in the box. The position of the slider will determine the extent to which
the circles overlap. You should interpret the degree of overlap as representing the relationship between you and “R”. “R” serves as a
placeholder for Prolific users from the USA who define themselves as Republicans.

Please position the slider so that the circles indicate to what extent you and “R” are connected.

Note: The next button appears once you have clicked on the slider.

Next

*** In the content above, the slider has been already clicked. ***

Questionnaire
Once you move the slider below, a pair of circles will appear in the box. The position of the slider will determine the extent to which
the circles overlap. You should interpret the degree of overlap as representing the relationship between you and “D”. “D” serves as a
placeholder for Prolific users from the USA who define themselves as Democrats.

Please position the slider so that the circles indicate to what extent you and “D” are connected.

Note: The next button appears once you have clicked on the slider.

Next

*** In the content above, the slider has been already clicked. ***
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Questionnaire
Once you move the slider below, a pair of circles will appear in the box. The position of the slider will determine the extent to which
the circles overlap. You should interpret the degree of overlap as representing the relationship between you and “S”. “S” serves as a
placeholder for Prolific users from the USA.

Please position the slider so that the circles indicate to what extent you and “S” are connected.

Note: The next button appears once you have clicked on the slider.

Next

*** In the content above, the slider has been already clicked. This question was not part of Wave
1. ***

SI- Questionnaire

Questionnaire
Attention Check Question

Recall the decision-making situation from the beginning. Which sign change should occur after some time?

from ? to !
from 0 to 1
from - to +
from < to >

Next
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Questionnaire
Socio-Demographic Information

How old are you (in years)?

Which gender do you identify with?

Female
Male
Other
Prefer not to answer

In which state do you live?

--------

Are you generally an impatient person, or someone who always shows great patience? (0 = very impatient, 10 = very patient)

0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  Prefer not to answer

Which political party do you identify with?

Democrats
Republicans
Other
Prefer not to answer

How would you describe your political orientation? (1 = extremely left, 7 = extremely right)

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  Prefer not to answer

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following two statements:

When it comes to politics, I consider myself politically conservative. (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree)

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  Prefer not to answer

When it comes to politics, I consider myself politically liberal. (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree)

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  Prefer not to answer

Next

*** In the content above, the question on patience was not part of Wave 1. ***

Questionnaire
Why did you decide to follow the rule in the decision-making situation in Part 1?

Next
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