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Abstract 

In this thesis I investigate the impacts of unconscious gender bias on women in the 

workplace from the pespective of two types of bias: evaluation bias and backlash. I define 

evaluation bias as cases in which women are evaluated less favourably than men due to 

their gender. Similar to this, backlash is when women who behave in counter-stereotypical 

ways are evaluated less favourably, especially in terms of how likeable they are and how 

likely they are to be hired (Rudman & Phelan, 2008). In order to best understand the current 

state of the literature and calculate an estimate for the overall effect of bias, a meta-analysis 

was conducted for these two biases. This meta-analysis sampled a total of 151 papers which 

contributed a total of 203 studies or 822 independent effect sizes and an overall sample size 

of 86,661. Across all studies a small but robust effect of bias was found (g =-.10 [95%CI -.15, -

.04]). A multilevel meta-regression was conducted in order to identify moderators that 

contributed to larger effects of bias. Larger effects of bias were found when the evaluator 

was male; when the work context was male or gender neutral; if the counter-stereotypical 

behaviour of the target was dominant or aggressive; and if the target was being evaluated 

on dimensions of likeability, their likelihood of future career success, or how hireable they 

were. Notably the year of publication had no effect on the measure of bias, which shows 

that across all papers sampled in this analysis from 1970 to 2014, bias has not varied. 

Results from the meta-analysis were used to inform two subsequent intervention studies, 

which focused on a method to ameliorate the impact of bias that could be enacted from 

either the supply-side (the job candidate) or the demand-side (the evaluator). These 

interventions were designed to focus the evaluator’s attention on the match between the 

job candidate and the role that they were interviewing for. When manipulated from the 
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supply-side this match was made salient by the candidate using exact terms and phrasing 

taken from the key criteria in the job advertisement; from the demand-side a structured 

note-taking based around the key criteria was used. Results shows that the supply-side 

manipulation was successful in increasing the likability and leader desirability of the female 

candidate compared to the male candidate. Conditional process modelling showed that the 

manipulation increased perceived communality of the female target, which lead to better 

outcomes in terms of likeability, leader desirability, hireability, and future career success. 

The intervention for the demand-side was not successful, however it contributed insights 

into why demand-side intervention takeup rates in organisations is low. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction and Overview 

For almost as long as hiring discrimination has been acknowledged as a social issue of 

importance, behavioural scientists have been studying it. During the 1960s, when education 

and the labour-force were more male dominated and seen as more typically masculine 

domains (Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell & Ristikari, 2011), Goldberg (1968) published a study which 

found that the same essay would receive better or worse marks depending on the gender of 

the author. This example of a bias in evaluation, which is caused by the evaluator believing 

that the author was female, has since been adapted and replicated in a number of different 

forms, but most particularly into job selection processes in order to understand hiring 

discrimination. A recent addition to this literature is backlash in which the candidate 

behaves counter-stereotypically (Rudman, 1998). In a backlash paradigm, hiring 

discrimination for women remains, however the candidate faces the additional penalty of 

being unlikeable based on their counter-stereotypical behaviour.  

 Discriminatory practices in hiring and recruitment are an important problem to 

address given legal and ethical obligations for equal employment opportunity. In the current 

thesis, I meta-analyse the experimental research about gender evaluation bias and backlash 

to identify both the magnitude of this effect and the factors that mitigate and exacerbate it. 

Having established what the evidence says about the extent of the bias, I move into 

exploring interventions from the supply side (e.g., candidates’ behaviour) and demand side 

(e.g., organisational hiring practices) that can in principle reduce the magnitude of gender 

bias in hiring decisions in a male-dominated context. This thesis is organised as follows.  

In Chapter 2 I discuss the current state of gender equality globally. Emphasis is placed 

on educational attainment and labour force participation rates, which are in contrast with 
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horizontal and vertical gender occupational segregation. Key explanations for gender 

disparities are presented next, with special attention to hiring discrimination. The chapter 

concludes with a review of explanatory models of evaluation bias and backlash, which tend 

to focus on the match, or mismatch, between gender stereotypes and ideal worker 

stereotypes.  

 Chapter 3 is dedicated to discussing and evaluating the current recommendations 

and interventions to address gender biases in hiring processes. A review of supply-side and 

demand-side recommended interventions is provided. This is followed by an outline of the 

proposed approach in this thesis, namely a review of the current state of evaluation bias and 

backlash literature in the form of a meta-analysis, the results of which guide two 

interventions: one for the supply-side and one for the demand-side. 

 Chapter 4 is thus the first empirical chapter of this thesis. Here I present a meta-

analysis of gender evaluation bias and backlash experimental studies. The key questions 

addressed in this chapter are: (i) Is there evidence of gender bias in experimental studies 

about selection processes? (ii) what is the magnitude of the effect? And (iii) what critical 

variables modify the effect? I meta-analysed 203 studies with 822 individual effect sizes 

comprising 86,661 individuals across eight countries in order to answer the three research 

questions. I present an argument for the additional contribution of these findings beyond 

those provided in previous meta-analyses and explain how this study helped identify where 

efforts should be focused to try to reduce gender bias in selection process. 

Chapter 5 presents the first experiment in this thesis, and the focus is on the supply 

side, that is, the job applicant. Motivated by research about cognitive bias and evaluation 

bias paradigms, I manipulated the gender of the applicant (using video as the stimulus 
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medium) to explore how an interviewee uses attention cues in the form of the key selection 

criteria to emphasise match between the candidate and the role. The results indicate initial 

support for this type of intervention. 

Chapter 6 presents the last empirical study of the thesis and focuses on reducing 

evaluation bias from the supply side. More specifically, I experimentally manipulated the 

gender of the applicant and attention prompts set up in the form of guided note taking. The 

findings illustrate the complexity of selection processes and record keeping during 

interviews. 

Chapter 7 explains the key theoretical, methodological and practical implications of 

the current thesis. Here, I pay attention to the magnitude of the problem of gender 

evaluation bias in selection processes and the difficulties and opportunities presented by 

interventions to mitigate this type of bias. This manuscript closes with recommendations for 

future research and the key conclusions that can be derived from this work.   
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Chapter 2 Gender Equality 

Gender-imbalance in the workplace is an ongoing and complex issue. Globally, 

women make up 50% of the working-age population, yet they generate only 37% of gross 

domestic product (GDP), hold only 22% of ministerial and parliamentary roles, and only 25% 

of management positions (McKinsey & Company, 2017). Women’s contributions to GDP are 

systematically undervalued in economic analyses, which do not include the value of 

women’s unpaid work in the home (Waring, 1999).   

Evidence reviewed below shows that female participation in education and the 

labour force has increased over the last 50 years, but women’s progress into senior 

leadership and the wage gap have plateaued in recent years (McKinsey & Company, 2017). 

Both academics and practitioners have offered economic and moral cases for gender parity 

in leadership (e.g., Bohnet, 2016; Eagly & Carli, 2003; McKinsey & Company, 2017), and the 

value of gender equality in leadership appears clear. However, the solution to the current 

disparity is more complicated.  

This chapter will first summarise the evidence regarding the current state of gender 

equality in the workplace. This will be followed by a critical evaluation of the different 

explanations for the current state and the lack of progress in equality for women at work in 

recent times.  Explanations will be grouped into supply-side causes, which include women’s 

attitudes, abilities and other personal factors, and demand-side causes, which include 

judgements and evaluation and other social factors in work environments.  

Finally, this chapter will discuss a sub-category of demand-side causes, cognitive 

biases that influence judgements and evaluations at work and impact on perceptions of 

women at key moments of decision-making and evaluation in occupational contexts. These 
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biases, popularly referred to as unconscious bias, are not the full story of why women do not 

have workplace equality. However, the cumulative impacts of bias throughout a women’s 

career can produce significant disadvantages through systematic undervaluation and lost 

opportunities (Eagly & Carli, 2007). Two gender-specific biases, evaluation bias and backlash, 

are discussed, including current evidence for their impacts and underlying cognitive 

mechanisms. 

2.1 The Current State of Gender Equality 

 It is clear that the last 50 years have seen great progress towards gender equality. 

Education participation has reached parity in many parts of the world, as has labour force 

participation rates for many OECD countries. However, a closer look at horizontal and 

vertical segregation shows that while women are working more, the higher powered and 

higher paid workplaces and roles are still male dominated. 

2.1.1 Legal situation 

The UN International Labour Organisation (ILO) notes that the right to equal 

remuneration for women and men for work of equal value has been acknowledged in its 

treaties since 1919 (Oelz, Olney, & Tomei, 2013). More than 60 years ago the ILO proposed 

equal remuneration for equal work regardless of gender (ILO, 1951). At this time in Europe, 

only France and Germany had national legislation for gender pay equity (Soumeli & 

Nergaard, 2002). In the United States there was the Equal Pay Act of 1963; the United 

Kingdom introduced its Equal Pay Act in 1970. Pay equity did not become law in Australia 

until 1972 and was followed by the Sex Discrimination Act 1984 covering discrimination 

issues such as in partnerships, marriage, sexual harassment and education. Along with these 
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changes in legislation have come changes in access to education for women and increases in 

labour force participation. 

2.1.2 Education 

The greatest advances for women have been made in access and participation in 

education. Worldwide, the male-female differences in primary, secondary, and tertiary 

education enrolment have narrowed since World War II (Charles, 2011). This has likely come 

from a growing demand for educated workers, as well as from governmental policy and 

initiatives to promote educational access. By 2006, female rates of enrolment at the primary 

and secondary levels were approximately 95% globally, with gender parity reported at both 

levels for 59 of the 176 reporting countries (United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 2008). This is up from 39 reporting countries in 1999. 

At the tertiary level, women’s share of higher education enrolments passed the 50% 

mark in the late 1990s (see Figure 2.1). Global tertiary participation rates were up to 1.08 

favouring women in 2009, an effect especially driven by industrialised nations. 
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Figure 2.1 Global gender parity index for gross enrolment ratio in tertiary education 1970-

2009. Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. 

 

In Australia, the proportion of students attaining Year 12 qualifications has been 

consistently higher in women than men since 2001 (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 

2016). In 2015, 90.1% of all women aged 20-24 had obtained Year 12 qualifications 

compared to 86.3% of men. At the tertiary level, 39.6% of 25-29 year old women compared 

to 30.4% of similar-aged men had obtained a bachelor degree. As with high school, since 

2001, women in the 18-54-year age group have been consistently more likely than men to 

have attained a qualification at tertiary level.  

At the tertiary level, or at least at the bachelor’s degree level, women are also 

graduating at higher levels compared to men. The Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development (OECD, 2016) data shows that in 2014 there was a higher proportion of 
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female than male bachelor’s degree graduates in all member countries, with only 

Switzerland and Japan having a higher proportion of male to female graduates. The highest 

proportions for women (over 60%) were in Australia, New Zealand, Denmark, and Lithuania. 

These trends show major gender equality advances in terms of access to education in 

the OECD.  If having a bachelor degree can be taken as a proxy measurement of 

qualification, the evidence acts as a challenge to the assumption that there are not enough 

qualified women available to achieve demographic equality in the workplace. Despite this, 

there still remains imbalance in the gender participation rates across sectors. Figure 2.2 

shows the percentage of men and women graduating with bachelor’s degrees in each sector. 

For Australia, USA, and the OECD average, a similar pattern emerges. Women are graduating 

at higher levels in the education and caring sectors while men are dominating the science, 

technology, engineering, and maths (STEM) fields. 

 

Figure 2.2 Percentage of bachelor’s degrees obtained by men and women in OECD countries 

broken up by sector.  
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2.1.3 Labour force participation rates 

 The share of the labour force which is made up of women has increased in all of the 

world’s major geographic regions, reflecting both rising participation rates among women 

and declining rates among men (Charles, 2011). Whereas in 1978 women’s workforce 

participation rate was 43.4%1 , in 2018 the participation rate for women is 60.4% and 70.9% 

for men. Women also comprise 47% of all employees in Australia (Workplace Gender 

Equality Agency, 2018). Taking a closer look at that number, women are 36.7% of all full-time 

employees, 71.6% of all part-time, and 54.7% of all casual.  

 2.1.3.1 Labour force segregation – vertical and horizontal. 

Previous sections have described increases in women’s attainment with regard to 

education and labour force participation. While this is a good sign in terms of increased 

equality (and it should be noted that achieving male rates of employment may not be the 

gold standard ideal that women should strive for), there remains inequality with regard to 

the segregation of workplaces, both horizontal and vertical. Vertical segregation refers to 

the underrepresentation of women in senior management, on boards and in elite 

professional occupations. Horizontal segregation refers to uneven gender distributions 

across industries, workplaces and roles, which are less explicitly status-graded (see, for 

example, Figure 2.2, above).  

Horizontal segregation is present within industry at the tertiary education stage, with 

women predominantly studying education, humanities and service occupations and men 

                                                           
1 Participation rate is the sum of the employed and unemployed divided by total population from age 15 

onwards. 
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typically studying STEM (Figure 2.2). While these industries are not explicitly status graded, 

rates of pay within these fields show that male typical work is more highly valued, with 

employees in a female dominated field being paid an average of AUD$14,583-$20,931 less 

compared to any male dominated field (Workplace Gender Equality Agency [WGEA], 2016b). 

Women are also attaining far fewer leadership positions than men (vertical 

segregation). In Australia, 14.2% of chair positions are held by women, 23.6% of 

directorships, 15.4% of CEOs and 27.4% of key management personnel (WGEA, 2016b).  

 These forms of segregation reveal how persistent inequality can be despite 

promising changes in labour and education participation rates. Even within female 

dominated industries there is a disproportionately low number of women attaining senior 

positions. As can be seen in Table 2.1, in 2016 in Australia, while women made up 73.8% of 

employees in female-dominated industries, they were only 46.6% of key management 

personnel and 34.6% of CEOs. 

Table 2.1 Proportion of women in Australia at different levels of seniority by sector. Source: 

WGEA, 2016b. 

 % female employees % Key Management 

Personnel 

% Female CEOs 

Female-dominated 73.8% 46.6% 34.6% 

Mixed 54.9% 27.2% 12.9% 

Male-dominated 26.9% 18.7% 6.0% 

Female-dominated industries were defined here by WGEA as 60% women or more and 

include the Health Care and Social Assistance, Education and Training industries. 

 

This pattern of segregation is not unique to Australian industry; it is a global trend 

only weakly predicted by level of economic development (Charles, 2011). Perhaps counter-
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intuitively (although see, for example, Stoet & Geary, 2018), cultural modernity has been 

associated with higher levels of gender segregation (Blackburn, Jarman, & Brooks, 2000). 

Indeed, some of the higher levels of segregation can be found in more economically 

developed countries scoring higher on global gender equality indices (Charles, 2011; Stoet & 

Geary, 2018). 

 2.1.3.2 Wage gap. 

Women’s higher rates of educational achievement in several areas have not entirely 

paid off economically for them. The current full-time gender wage gap in Australia is 16.2% 

(WGEA, 2016a). The wage gap starts from graduation, with women earning an average of 

9.4% less than men. By retirement the average superannuation balance for women is 52.8% 

less than for men, with 60% of women aged 65-69 having no super at all and 40% of single 

women retiring into poverty (Australian Council of Trade Unions, 2016).  

2.1.4 Summary. 

To sum up, the evidence indicates that gender equality has a complicated story: 

while women have made great strides in workforce participation and educational 

attainment, they are still being paid less than men and are not getting promoted to higher 

valued roles (World Economic Forum, 2016). 

2.2 Reasons for Gender Inequality 

Several explanations have been offered for the persistent inequalities between men 

and women described above. These explanations draw on one of two kinds of causal 

mechanisms. One kind focuses on the supply side and refers to the internal characteristics 

and attributes of women who are the victims of discrimination, specifically their abilities and 
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skills for particular roles, such as leadership. The second kind focuses on the demand side 

and refers to causal mechanisms that are external to the women and include evaluations 

and judgement of others, including their biases, in occupational contexts. 

2.2.1 The Supply side: Internal factors. 

 2.2.1.1 Do men and women have different abilities? 

Gender differences in skills and abilities is such an extensively researched area that 

there now exists a large volume of meta-analyses of gender differences across a wide range 

of attributes. Examples include differences in mathematics performance (Hyde, Fennema, & 

Lamon, 1990); risk taking (Byrnes, Miller, & Schafer, 1999); personality (Feingold, 1994); 

verbal ability (Hyde & Linn, 1988); and scholastic achievement (Voyer & Voyer, 2014). For 

the most part, cognitive performance of the sexes overlaps to a large extent, meaning that 

there is more variance within than between genders (Hyde, 2005; Zell, Krizan & Teeter, 

2015). However, average differences are sometimes found. On average, men outperform 

women in spatial tasks (Linn & Peterson, 1985; Masters & Sanders, 1993; Voyer, Voyer, & 

Bryden, 1995), especially in mental rotation tasks (Peters et al., 1995; Vandenberg & Kuse, 

1978). Women outperform men in some verbal abilities, such as verbal fluency and verbal 

memory (Hyde & Linn, 1988; McGlone, 1980) as well as perceptual speed (Feingold, 1992; 

Hedges & Nowell, 1995). Meta-analyses of gender differences in performance in general 

fields, rather than of specific cognitive abilities, however, tend to find no gender differences 

or a female advantage. This is true in performance (Hyde, et al., 1990; Lindberg, Hyde, 

Petersen, & Linn, 2010); scholastic achievement (Voyer & Voyer, 2014) and leadership 

efficacy (Paustian-Underdahl, Slattery Walker, & Woehr, 2014). While some argument can 

be made that men and women have different abilities, these differences are only small 



13 

 

averages for highly specific tasks and cannot be the sole factor in explaining why large levels 

of vertical and horizontal segregation are present in most work sectors (O’Dea, Lagisz, 

Jennions & Nakagawa, 2018).  

 2.2.1.2. Primary caregivers. 

 “The ideal worker model here in Australia is full-time, available 24/7, no visible caring 

responsibilities and, as a result of that, preferably male. If you can fit into that model then it’s 

reasonably easy, but if you want something more flexible – to pick the kids up from school or be 

there when they get home – those jobs are not easily available." 

– Elizabeth Broderick (Patten, 2012). 

Until 1984 there was no legal employment protection for Australian women in the 

workplace, reflecting the social norms of the time, and there continues to be discussion and 

research regarding the impact of motherhood on gender imbalance in the workplace. These 

can be broken into two parts: the demands of the two roles of primary caregiver and 

successful worker, and the way that perceptions of women’s abilities in the workplace 

change when they are mothers (which will be discussed as part of ‘External causes’). 

The role of a primary caregiver can place additional demands on employees that can 

impact especially on a woman’s ability to work and threaten her work-life balance. Women 

often take on the primary caregiving role, not only of children but also with aging parents 

and other family members who require special care. So, while primary care giving is mostly 

parenting, it also involves caring for others who cannot fully care for themselves. The 

supports given to women in order to return to work in Australia currently include (this has 

been an area of political debate) 18 weeks’ paid leave at minimum wage to the primary 

carer. In 2016, 48.2% of reporting organisations provided additional leave and 38.4% offered 
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secondary carer’s leave (WGEA, 2016a). Upon returning to work, women face a new set of 

obstacles. Childcare costs in some countries, such as Australia, are a major disincentive for 

mothers who would otherwise seek to work (Durkin, 2018). In addition to childcare costs 

and the need for flexible work, limitations on time from additional household work or other 

caring responsibilities can all seriously impact on a woman’s choice and ability to return to 

work (Daley & McGannon, 2014). The career interruption by itself has been discussed as an 

explanation for women’s lower progression into more senior roles within organisations 

(Arun, Arun & Borooah, 2004; McIntosh, McQuaid, Munro & Dabir-Alai, 2012).  

Data from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey 

report that women do 13 more hours of unpaid work, such as housework and care, than 

men, who spend an additional 11 hours more on paid employment (HILDA, 2018). While this 

divide exists in childless domestic living arrangements, it is most apparent when there are 

children. After birth of the first child, women’s proportion of a couple’s time spent on paid 

employment drops to 14%. In the next five years, women’s portion of time at work is only at 

23% for the couple, and by 10 years it is only 30% (HILDA, 2018). These duties create 

additional burdens that can lead to greater limitations on a woman’s time and availability for 

workplace opportunities, training and networking. Outside of Australia, countries have 

addressed these imbalances with varying degrees of success. Swedish policy, for example, 

provides paid parental leave (at 0.8% of GDP), subsidised childcare (at 2% of GDP) and after-

school care, leaving parents only paying 11% of the costs of care (OECD, 2018). This may be a 

reason why labour force participation rates of women, including mothers, in Sweden are 

quite high at 73% and comparable to that of men (76%), although gender disparities in the 

time spent in paid work, unpaid work, and parental leave remain (OECD, 2018). 
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2.2.2 The demand side: External factors.  

 2.2.2.1 Gender stereotyping. 

A key demand-side cause of workplace gender inequality is gender stereotyping. 

Stereotypes are socially shared preconceptions about the skills and attributes of men and 

women. Typically, women are thought of as more ‘communal’, that they are more likely to 

be kind, sensitive and nurturing, especially to children (Deaux & Lewis, 1984). Applying this 

stereotype means that women would be considered better suited to caring jobs such as 

nursing or working with children, such as in childcare and teaching. In contrast, men are 

typically thought of as dominant, achievement oriented and being technically skilled (Deaux 

& Lewis, 1984). Therefore, according to the stereotype, men are more suited to careers such 

as business leadership or engineering. 

While gender stereotypes can track average population differences between the 

sexes (Jussim, Crawford, & Rubinstein, 2015), many studies indicate that they can impact 

both how individual women and men assess their own abilities and potential, and how they 

assess these in others. I focus here on studies with most external validity for organizational 

contexts.  

For example, a study of venture capital in Sweden showed how gender stereotypes 

influence perception and subsequent financial decisions about investment in entrepreneurs. 

In Sweden about one-third of businesses are owned and run by women. Despite this, 

women-owned businesses tend to receive only 13-18% of government funding compared to 

male-owned businesses (Malmstrom, Johansson, & Wincent, 2017). Data collected from 125 

venture applications from 99 male and 26 female entrepreneurs found that on average 

women were awarded 25% of the amount they applied for and 53% had their applications 
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dismissed, compared to men who received an average of 52% of what they asked for and 

only had 38% of applications dismissed. The authors showed that gender stereotypes 

appeared to contribute to these decisions, with similar characteristics in applicants 

perceived differently depending on whether they applied to a male or a female. For 

example, being young for a female was interpreted as being inexperienced, whereas young 

male applicants were seen as “young and promising”. Caution for men was interpreted as 

being sensible and level-headed but as insufficiently risk-taking in women.  

These kinds of gendered interpretations of behaviour have also been found in text 

analysis of letters of recommendation to academic science positions (Dutt, Pfaff, Bernstein, 

Dillard, & Block, 2016; Schmader, Whitead, & Wysocki, 2007). The text analysis found that 

men were more likely than women to have excellent rather than just good letters of 

recommendation (Dutt et al., 2016), with these letters containing more superlative 

adjectives and words related to ability (Schmader, et al., 2007). Further, when addressing 

the review materials for prestigious scientific grants in the Netherlands, van der Lee and 

Ellemers (2015) reported gender bias favouring male applicants with respect to evaluations 

of the quality of the researcher, while quality of the proposal evaluations were equal across 

genders. 

In these field studies, gender stereotypes influence perception, evaluation, and 

assessments of potential in subtle ways, but with real impacts. In the study of 

entrepreneurs, the outcomes were shared with the venture capitalists who had evaluated 

candidates. The authors report emotional reactions such as despair at being responsible for 

bias, denial of their part, being upset at the facts and relief that the unconscious bias had 
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been made visible (Malmstrom, et al., 2017). In this example, stereotyping is working in 

contradiction to the values of the evaluators. 

Stereotypes about parents can also influence decisions and assessments about men 

and women. Upon returning to work, many women report feeling that they are not taken as 

seriously for promotions or high-profile tasks (National Attrition and Re-engagement Study 

Report, 2014). The term ‘motherhood penalty’ describes the finding that working mothers 

are perceived to have lower commitment to their job, their organisation and their team 

(Heilman & Okimoto, 2008).  

An in-depth study by Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) found that mothers are often 

perceived to be less competent and committed to their job, are offered lower salaries and 

are viewed as less promotable than non-mothers (Correll, et al., 2007). They are also held to 

higher standards in terms of punctuality and performance. In contrast, fathers do not 

experience this penalty and, in some cases, parenthood can be a career advantage for men. 

Correll et al. (2007) found that fathers were evaluated as significantly more committed to 

their job than non-fathers; participants also recommended higher salaries for fathers and 

punctuality standards were significantly lower than for non-fathers.  

 2.2.2.2 Gender essentialism. 

The belief that men and women inherently have different abilities can also influence 

how women are perceived and responded to and how they perceive themselves. Gender 

essentialism sees gender differences as immutable, discrete, caused by biology and 

providing categorically useful information about each gender. It assumes that men and 

women possess a deep and underlying ‘essence’ that is responsible for phenomenal 

properties and category membership (Brescoll, Uhlmann, & Newman, 2013; Haslam, 
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Rothschild & Ernst, 2000; Morton, Postmes, Haslam, & Hornsey, 2009; Plaks, Levy, Dweck, & 

Stroessner, 2004).  

As with other lay theories, the impact of these beliefs can function independently of 

their objective reality. Essentialist beliefs correlate with prejudice and stereotyping (Bastian 

& Haslam, 2006; Demoulin, Leyens, & Yzerbyt, 2006) and influence perceptions of group 

differences, dispositional attributions, and justifications of social inequalities (Demoulin, et 

al., 2006). Gender essentialism can increase acceptance of gender inequality, increase men’s 

support for discriminatory practices and boost their self-esteem (Morton, et al., 2009; 

Skewes, Fine & Haslam, 2018).  

 2.2.2.3 Stereotype threat. 

Stereotype threat, another phenomenon investigated by social psychologists, refers 

to situations in which an individual from a stereotyped group is reminded of their 

membership in that category, and their behaviour changes to better confirm the stereotype. 

The most well-known example of this comes from a study in which women’s performance on 

a maths test varied compared to men’s depending on whether their gender was made 

salient prior to taking the maths test (Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999). More recently the 

true effects of stereotype threat have been brought into question with high rates of failed 

replication studies suggestive of a possible publication bias on the topic (Stoet & Geary, 

2012). At least six meta-analyses have been conducted on stereotype threat (Flore & 

Wicherts, 2015; Nguyen & Ryan, 2008; Picho, Rodrigues & Finnie, 2013; Stoet & Geary, 2012; 

Walton & Cohen, 2003; Walton & Spencer, 2009), all of which found small to medium 

significant effects prior to moderator analysis. While these findings show a robust effect of 

stereotype threat, the true size of this effect and which samples it holds true for are still 
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unclear, lending support to Stoet & Geary’s (2012) conclusion that stereotype threat might 

be a factor for some women in mathematical performance; however it is not the only factor 

and research into these other factors should not be overshadowed by the debate 

surrounding stereotype threat. 

 2.2.2.4 Differential opportunities. 

The extent to which employees encounter challenges in their jobs is one of the most 

important determinants of managerial development (Davies & Easterby-Smith, 1984; McCall 

et al., 1988) and career success (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Bray et al., 1974). Both male and 

female employees consider high-profile assignments one of the most important 

prerequisites for career development (Ragins, Townsend, & Mattis, 1998). However, men 

report greater access to information, attendance at external development programs and 

greater satisfaction with developmental experiences provided by supervisors than do 

women (Cianni & Romberger, 1995; National Attrition and Re-engagement Study report, 

2014).  

Research also suggests that women encounter fewer high-profile experiences in their 

jobs relative to men (Lyness & Schrader, 2006; Ohlott, Ruderman, & McCauley, 1994; 

Woodall, Edwards, & Welchman, 1997). This difference may result from managers’ task 

allocation: men are more likely to be awarded high profile projects than equally qualified 

women (Heilman & Chen, 2005). 

One of the most frequent arguments against affirmative action is that selection 

processes should be based on merit. This flawed argument overlooks many factors that 

disadvantage women and make them appear less meritorious. Women of equal merit are 

often overlooked for roles by being perceived as less competent based on their gender 
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(Eagly & Karau, 2002), and women are excluded from important informal networks in 

companies and miss out on opportunities for promotion and other forms of talent 

management such as secondments (Sabatini, 2008). 

A management team may believe they give everyone a fair go and therefore not 

examine the way their system operates, even when they are bypassing well qualified 

individuals. For example, a qualitative study by Rivera (2012) found that cultural fit was 

sometimes valued in organisations above the relevant skills. Specifically, “similarity was the 

most common mechanism employers used to assess applicants at the job interview stage” 

(Rivera, 2012, p. 1006) and “hirers at these elite firms favour people like themselves” 

(Rivera, 2012, p. 1000). One law firm partner reported that the company was “looking for 

cultural compatibility, someone who will fit in”. More than half of the 120 people 

interviewed rated the candidates’ ability to fit in culturally above analytical thinking and 

communication skills. 

When it comes to executive skills, women also encounter invisible barriers. According 

to the 2011 study by Bain and Company, men in senior jobs thought males were twice as 

good as female executives at problem solving – a fundamental criterion for management 

roles. This was not a question of a failure to deliver results – women were seen as being as 

effective as men in performance terms. But the style they used to go about their work was 

marked down (Sanders, Hrdlicka, Hellicar, Cottrell & Knox, 2011). Similarly, in what Castilla 

and Benard (2010) describe as a “paradox of meritocracy”, participants evaluating 

candidates for an organisation that emphasized meritocracy as a core value were found to 

preference male candidates. Findings such as these suggest that while the merit argument 

makes sense in the abstract, it does not necessarily operate this way in the real world. 
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  2.2.2.5 Prevalence of sexism. 

 Negative experiences at work such as sexism, gender harassment, and gender based-

discrimination can be a threat to women’s occupational wellbeing (Sojo, Wood, & Genat, 

2015) as well as supervisor and co-worker satisfaction (Topa Cantisano, Morales Dominguez, 

& Depolo, 2008).  An analysis of 88 studies found that gender-based harmful work 

experiences were as negative as job stressors and that the less intense but more frequent 

harmful experiences – such as a sexist organisational climate in which sexist jokes and 

comments were common – had a more negative impact on women’s occupational wellbeing 

than did high intensity less frequent harmful experiences (Sojo, Wood, & Genat, 2015).  

  2.2.2.6. Summary.  

As noted earlier, despite reaching and approaching gender parity in many developed 

countries in educational attainment and labour force participation, large disparities remain 

when it comes to the numbers of women in senior leadership and on boards of directors, 

especially in traditionally male industries types. As discussed below, a number of 

contributing factors have been offered for this situation. While some have argued that 

differences in ability or interests may help explain some of why men and women work in 

different roles and job types (e.g. Pinker, 2003), even so it is clear that hiring discrimination, 

specifically the unconscious biases that operate outside the awareness of an evaluator, also 

contributes to gender discrimination in hiring.  

2.2.3. Investigating unconscious gender discrimination. 

 Clearly women are often evaluated less favourably than men during job selection 

processes. These evaluations usually include hiring decisions, assessments of competence, or 

suggested starting salary. The term ‘evaluation bias’ is used to refer to all the factors, 
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including cognitive processes possibly below the level of consciousness, that contribute to 

these evaluations. Additionally, another factor which may affect hiring can be termed 

‘backlash’; this term describes a gendered bias in which women who are in some way 

counter-stereotypical are also evaluated less favourably than men. They are evaluated as 

less likeable, and less likely to be hired and are awarded lower starting salaries (Heilman & 

Okimoto, 2007; Lammers, Gordijn & Otten, 2009); Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 2001).  

 These two biases have been found to contribute to gendered hiring discrimination. 

As gender stereotypes influence both these unconscious biases, research into how these 

stereotypes influence thought is first presented. 

  2.2.3.1 Stereotype content.  

Research on stereotype content has given rise to a framework for understanding 

perceptions of individuals and groups. The core observation of stereotype content is that 

judgements of warmth and competence underlie the perceptions of others, driving the 

perceivers’ emotional and behavioural reactions (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008). It is suggested 

that these dimensions are universal because they assess questions about others that are 

both basic and adaptive, being an assessment of both interdependence and status (Cuddy, 

et al., 2008).  

Gender stereotypes map very well onto these dimensions with the distinct categories 

of agency and communality (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). Agency is often taken to be the defining 

characteristic of the male stereotype and communality as the defining characteristic of the 

female stereotype (Deaux & Lewis, 1984). Agentic traits include achievement-orientation 

(e.g., competent, ambitious, task-focused), inclination to take charge (e.g., assertive), 

autonomy (e.g., independent, decisive) and rationality (e.g., analytical, logical) (Heilman, 
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2012). Communal traits, in contrast, centre on concern for others (e.g., kind, nurturing), 

affiliative tendencies (e.g., warm, collaborative), deference (e.g., respectful, self-effacing) 

and emotional sensitivity (e.g., perceptive, intuitive) (Prentice & Carranza, 2002).  

Beliefs that men are typically more agentic, and women are more communal are 

remarkably consistent over time, across populations (Schein, 2001), and cross-culturally 

(Williams & Best, 1990), or at least in Western and independent cultures (Cuddy, et al., 

2015). In addition, these beliefs can be stable in the presence of conflicting information, 

such as in confirmation bias. For example, communal stereotypes are still applied to women 

who take on masculine behaviours, such as working in a traditionally male role (Heilman, 

Block, & Martell, 1995; Schein, 2001). As the following paragraphs show, stereotypes are 

widely shared, automatically activated, and impactful. 

The descriptive aspect of stereotypes provides information about what social groups 

are like, while the prescriptive aspect of stereotypes reflects norms as to how those group 

members should behave. For instance, not only are women perceived as communal but they 

should be communal. Heilman and Okimoto (2007) found evidence of this effect, whereby a 

perceived deficit in nurturing and sensitive communal attributes led to lower levels of 

perceived likability for women compared to men with similar deficiencies. In addition to 

these prescriptive norms, there are proscriptive norms or ‘should nots’ (Prentice & Carranza, 

2002).  

For example, Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan and Nauts (2012) had participants rate 

gendered attributes for their typicality for each gender. Using these ratings, a detailed list 

showed that generally it is the positive communal traits that make up female gender 

prescriptions, including being warm, interested in children and sensitive to others. Positive 
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agentic traits made up the male prescriptions, these include attributes such as being career 

oriented, assertive and independent. In contrast, Rudman et al. (2012) found that it is the 

negative sides of agency and communality that form the proscriptions for men and women, 

respectively: male proscriptive traits are negative communal traits such as being emotional, 

naïve or weak, while female proscriptive traits are negative agentic traits such as being 

aggressive, intimidating and dominating.  

Stereotypes thus contain information not only about what men and women are 

typically like but also about how we expect them to behave and how we believe they should 

not behave. Stereotypes often operate below the level of consciousness. There is some 

evidence that implicit stereotyping can be a useful predictor of discriminatory behaviour 

independent of explicit attitudes (Devine, 1989; Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002; 

Rudman & Glick, 2001; but see Oswald, Mitchell, Blanton, Jaccard & Tetlock, 2013 for an 

alternative perspective). Undeclared gender stereotypes are also central to the theory 

behind two biases that have been intensively studied in a workplace context: evaluation bias 

and gender backlash. As summarised below, these biases have been shown to influence not 

only job interviews but also a whole range of workplace outcomes. 

  2.2.3.2 Evaluation bias and backlash. 

Evaluation bias, a term from Alice Eagly and colleagues’ meta-analysis ‘Gender and 

the evaluation of leaders’ (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992), describes situations in which 

the evaluations made of two equal individuals differ based on gender. Research into 

evaluation bias is commonly measured using the Goldberg paradigm (1968). As noted 

earlier, in this classic study, students were asked to grade one of two essays which were 

identical but for one detail, the name of the author. Students marked the same essay with a 
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higher grade if they believed it had been written by a male author. Those who believed it 

had been written by a female author gave it a lower grade. Since this original experiment, 

the paradigm has been replicated and modified into different contexts such as CVs (e.g., 

Desrumaux, De Bosscher, & Leoni, 2009; Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner, 2008), job 

interviews (e.g., Rudman, 1998), and performance evaluations (e.g., Remland, Jacobson, & 

Jones, 1983).  

The paradigm has been used to study different types of outcomes, evaluations, 

judgments and decisions about the individuals, such as hiring or promotion decisions, 

competency evaluations and estimates of career success. The studies have also been applied 

in different settings, for example, male-dominated workplaces such as engineering or 

female-dominated work such as nursing, and to different roles such as CEOs, police officers, 

and secretaries. The experimental paradigm has, in addition, been applied to different 

targets, such as those which have tested names on CVs which suggest dominant versus 

minority ethnicities rather than genders (Hosoda, Stone & Stone-Romero, 2003) as well as 

gender-typical and counter-stereotypical individuals. 

Backlash is similar to evaluation bias but with the additional co-variable of gender 

typicality. Backlash describes the social penalties (i.e., likeability, friendliness) and economic 

penalties (i.e., how much they should earn, whether they should be hired) that women face 

when they behave counter-stereotypically.  

Backlash creates an interesting counterpoint to evaluation bias because, in response 

to evaluation bias, women might emphasise masculine behaviours or attributes that are 

associated with competence and a higher likelihood of being hired. But because of these 

masculine behaviours, they will still be penalised, not in terms of perceived competence but 
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in regard to likeability instead. For example, a woman applying for a job might behave in a 

self-promoting and confident way, which is considered typically masculine behaviour. The 

counter-stereotypical behaviour may help improve evaluations of competence for this 

female applicant. However, this process is to her detriment, due to more negative 

perceptions of how likeable and friendly she is now seen to be (Rudman, 1998). Being less 

likeable, for women, leads to the same negative outcomes: a lower likelihood of being hired, 

promoted, or receiving other benefits.  

This finding that either masculine or feminine typical behaviour leads to women not 

being hired is commonly referred to as the double-bind dilemma (Jamieson, 1995; Catalyst, 

2007): that being equal to men is not enough, but whether you show it or not, you are 

damned if you do, damned if you don’t (Jamieson, 1995; Catalyst, 2007). These two biases 

together potentially explain a number of outcomes in the workplace that contribute to 

gender inequality, making them a useful starting point for understanding underlying factors 

and thus how to intervene in order to obtain greater equality at work. It should be noted, 

however, that the content of gender stereotypes is moderated by race. For example, 

Rosette, Koval, Ma & Livingston (2018) highlight how the effects for the agentic biases that 

hinder women’s progression to leadership positions intersect with the gendered stereotypes 

of African American and Asian American women. A thorough understanding of these biases 

therefore requires approaches that take into account interesecting group memberships.   

How and why evaluation bias and backlash operate have been investigated in two 

lines of research. The first describes how gender stereotyping and concepts of the ideal 

worker interact to create these biases. Various theories have developed and extended on 

one another: Heilman’s (1983) lack of fit model and role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 
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2002) and, with regard to backlash, the Status Incongruity Hypothesis and the dominance 

penalty (Rudman et al., 2012). The second line of research investigates how these biases 

operate in contrast to individual values. The underlying processes of these biases can be 

explained through a dual-process theory, the prejudice habit model (Devine, 1989; Forscher 

& Devine, 2017). The remainder of this chapter will detail both these perspectives. 

 2.2.3.2.1 Heilman’s lack of fit model and role incongruity. 

Descriptive gender stereotypes may be particularly problematic when applied to the 

context of work, since the attributes needed for success in many workplace roles are 

typically perceived to better match with male stereotypes (Koenig, et al., 2011).  

In scenarios such as hiring decisions, the perceived attributes of the individual 

candidate are weighed against the perceived job requirements to determine fit for the role. 

If there is good fit then the expectation is that the individual will succeed in the role and 

therefore be evaluated more favourably, making them more likely to be selected, promoted, 

and offered development opportunities and other rewards (Heilman, 1983). For this reason, 

there can be a perceived lack of fit between women’s communal stereotype and 

stereotypically masculine fields, such as STEM, or stereotypical male roles such as leadership 

where evaluations of competence are linked to stereotypically masculine traits such as 

agency and decisiveness. 

Research has shown that when participants are asked to identify the attributes of 

men or of women in general, and of successful managers, that the attributes listed for 

successful managers are more congruent with those listed for men than for women (Schein, 

1973; 1975). This result holds even when the participants are asked to list attributes of male 

and female managers as well as successful managers (Heilman, Block, Martell, & Simon, 
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1989). This ‘think leader, think male’ research has had remarkably robust findings. Good 

leaders are more frequently described as having agentic and masculine attributes (Kunkel, 

Dennis, & Waters, 2003; Powell & Butterfield, 1979). A recent meta-analysis investigating 

the strength of the associations between male and female stereotypes and successful 

manager stereotypes measured the intra-class correlation for women-leaders at .25 whereas 

for male-leaders it was .62 (Koenig, et al., 2011). However, this analysis also found that the 

similarities between the female stereotype and manager stereotype, while not becoming 

androgynous, have become greater over time. 

The perceived lack of fit between the female stereotype and traditionally male job 

requirements makes it more likely that women will be perceived as less suited to many such 

roles. Biases might be of attention, such as confirmation bias (Nickerson, 1998), where 

stereotype-based expectations mean different attention or credence is given to inconsistent 

information; biases in interpretation, where stereotypes lead to different interpretations of 

behaviour when performed by different social groups (Kunda, Sinclair & Griffin, 1997) and 

different causal explanations of those behaviours (Swim & Sanna, 1996); and biases of recall, 

in which people recall more stereotype-consistent than inconsistent information about 

others (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). 

Alice Eagly and Steven Karau (2002)’s role congruity theory extends on this initial 

explanation for evaluation bias. Role congruity theory posits that women occupying or 

applying for positions of power and leadership are perceived more negatively than men. 

Unlike Heilman’s (1983) lack of fit model, which describes a lack of fit between the role of 

worker and female gender-role attributes, this theory is exclusive to leadership roles. Bias 

against women ensues from the incongruity between the female gender role and associated 
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stereotypes and perceived leadership role requirements (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly, Wood 

& Johannesen-Schmidt, 2004). The role congruity perspective proposes that bias against 

female leaders arises in two forms, both the product of stereotypes. The first is that women 

are viewed as less qualified than men for leadership. This perspective considers hiring and 

promotion scenarios where women’s attributes are not given the same weight as men’s. This 

is the product of descriptive norms and therefore is explained in much the same way as the 

lack of fit model. A crucial moderator to this form of bias is the gender typicality of the 

leadership role. Leadership is generally perceived as masculine (Heilman, 1983; Schein, 

1975). However, masculinity is not defined exclusively by the job itself but also by industry, 

professional specialties, and function and level within an organisation. According to the 

model, a greater perceived mismatch between leader prototypes and female gender 

stereotypes is related to more negative attitudes toward women in authority and bias 

toward female leaders. The extent to which the leadership role is described in masculine 

terms is identified as a key moderator in this theory. This means that the degree of the 

mismatch correlates with the degree of evaluation bias. 

The second form of bias according to role congruity theory is that evaluations of the 

behaviour of women who occupy leadership roles will be less favourable than the equivalent 

behaviours of men. This is because the behaviours required to be seen as successful in the 

leadership role are undesirable in women and therefore are explained instead through 

proscriptive norms, which are also used to explain backlash. 

The kinds of proscriptive behaviours that have been tested across the literature for a 

backlash effect are broad and vary greatly. In the workplace context, backlash against 

women can come from autocratic (Eagly & Carli, 2003) or transactional leadership styles 
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(Braun, Peus, & Frey, 2012). Having a task-oriented approach to work rather than 

relationship-oriented (Hoyt, Simon, & Reid, 2009) provoked backlash as did expressing 

emotions such as anger (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008). In job interviews, what the interviewees 

say, how they say it and their non-verbal communication, can all produce backlash. A 

woman who takes credit for past success and emphasises her skills and abilities rather than 

being modest in this context is seen as ‘pushy’ and unlikeable (Rudman, 1998). If she talks 

directly and with confidence (Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008), or has a high level of 

eye contact while speaking, with few vocal hesitations and calm hand gestures, this is seen 

as evidence she is unlikeable (Carli, LaFleur & Loeber, 1995).  

Some studies have shown that a woman’s success in a male-dominated field is 

enough of a violation of norms that she will experience backlash (Parkhouse & Williams, 

1986). Violations of proscriptive gender norms can go beyond the constructs of agency and 

communality to any attributes typically associated with one gender. Research on this area 

has included masculine appearance in women (e.g., short hair, strong facial features and 

large nose), male hobbies or high school jobs listed on a CV (e.g., plays soccer and worked in 

retail sports store) and even an independently rated ‘masculine’ scented CV has led to 

backlash against women (Sczensy & Stahlberg, 2002). 

A small number of studies have also found backlash against men. For example, men 

who behaved modestly or sought flexible work were perceived as weak and uncertain 

(Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Rudman, 2010; Rudman & Mescher, 2013). 

2.2.3.2.2 Status Incongruity Hypothesis and the dominance penalty. 

The Status Incongruity Hypothesis, proposed by Rudman, et al. (2012), posits that 

backlash against women is a system justifying mechanism that reinforces a gender hierarchy. 
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This hypothesis is based on the idea that backlash comes about from the violation of 

proscribed gender rules, and that these proscriptive qualities have a status differential 

across gender lines. To take their example, men should not be weak because weakness is 

low status, and women should not be dominant because this is high status. However, as can 

be seen from the contexts described above, it is not just the negative components of agency 

that can prompt backlash but rather any display of agency. In relation to this, the authors 

argue that women who possess or pursue power are in effect status incongruent, but 

particularly when this behaviour violates status expectations.  

Given that agency is high status, female agency is discrepant with women’s low 

ascribed status, and this status incongruity elicits backlash. In showing any kind of masculine 

competency, agentic women undermine the presumed differences between the genders and 

discredit the system in which men have more access to power and resources for ostensibly 

legitimate reasons. That is, agentic women should incur penalties because they threaten the 

gender hierarchy. As a result, women’s perceived status violations (rather than gender role 

violations) should account for backlash effects. Stemming from this, dominance is the 

strongest gender proscription. In cases where men and women show agency, it is to a higher 

degree and more likely to be perceived as domineering behaviour in the female actor than in 

the male.  

The interpretation of agentic behaviour as dominance was found to mediate ratings 

of likeability (Rudman et al., 2012). This finding produces an interesting extension to role 

congruity theory, as it finds that leadership alone is not always sufficient to provoke backlash 

because female leaders can lower their status by adopting democratic and inclusive 

leadership styles to be evaluated more favourably (Eagly et al., 1992; Rudman & Glick, 2001). 
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By contrast, female agency in the absence of leadership can elicit backlash, which Rudman 

and colleagues interpret as evidence that status incongruency is driving the backlash rather 

than occupational role incongruency. Further, Rudman et al. (2012) propose that the 

dominance penalty is driven by motivation rather than cognition. However, this does not 

explain the paradoxical finding that people who value equality and disavow prejudice can 

still act with bias (Rudman & Glick, 2001). This paradox is better explained through dual 

process theories of thought. 

  2.2.3.2.3. Dual process theories. 

Dual-process theories are used to explain a number of phenomena within decision-

making, judgment and social cognition (see Evans & Stanovich, 2013). Following Evans and 

Stanovich’s (2013) terminology, Type 1 describes an intuitive style of thought that has been 

characterised as being fast, autonomous and automatic, whereas Type 2 processes are more 

reflective and require working memory (see Table 2.2 for full list of characteristics).  

 

Table 2.2 Attributes associated with Type 1 and Type 2 processes (from Evans & Stanovich, 

2013) 

Type 1 processes (intuitive) Type 2 processes (reflective) 

Defining features 

Does not require working memory Requires working memory 

Autonomous Cognitive decoupling mental simulation 

Typical correlates 

Fast Slow 

High capacity Capacity limited 

Parallel Serial 

Non-conscious Conscious 
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Biased responses Normative responses 

Contextualised Abstract 

Automatic Controlled 

Associative Rule-based 

Experience-based decision making Consequential decision making 

Independent of cognitive ability Correlated with cognitive ability 

System 1 (old mind) System 2 (new mind) 

Evolved early Evolved late 

Similar to animal cognition Distinctively human 

Implicit knowledge Explicit knowledge 

Basic emotions Complex emotions 

 

Type 2 processes are those requiring working memory and executive function and 

therefore are involved in all higher cognitive functions. These processes are typically slow, 

sequential and effortful. Stanovich (2011) describes Type 2 processing in two forms: the 

reflective mind and the algorithmic mind. The reflective mind encapsulates how individual 

differences and dispositions can impact on thought. Goals, attitudes and values have all 

been shown to influence higher cognitive processes (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999). For 

example, having sexist attitudes could mean an individual is more likely to use confirmation 

bias and their thinking is guided to preference men. In contrast, if a hiring manager has a 

goal of meeting hiring quotas, then the decision-making process would likely be shaped 

around a strategy that focuses on making sure enough qualified female candidates are being 

hired to meet this quota.  The algorithmic mind, in contrast, refers to the computational 

processes involved in higher level cognition. These could be cognitive ability, such as fluid 

intelligence, or situational cognitive capacity from factors such as cognitive load or time 

restrictions. The most valuable part of these two processes however is how they interact and 

engage one another to create complex thought. 
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It is the interplay between Type 1 and Type 2 processes that best describes the 

thought processes involved in bias. The biased judgements that arise from evaluation bias 

and/or backlash are likely the result of highly learned, fast activated stereotype-based 

responses to a situation or stimulus, often when there is ambiguity or a limited amount of 

information where stereotypes are able to fill in the gaps. By the dual process theory 

definition, they are not perfectly automatic (Devine & Monteith, 1999), however they do 

share many similar features. These stereotypes are activated as quickly as 300-600 

milliseconds from presentation of a stimulus (Bartholow, Dicter, & Sestir, 2006). They are 

acquired from the social environment from an early age and sometimes only from a single 

exposure (Olsson, Ebert, Banaji & Phelps, 2005). They are also resistant to instructions to act 

without bias (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 1994; Monteith, Sherman, & Devine, 

1998). Because of these characteristics, Forscher and Devine (2017) have begun referring to 

prejudice as a habit, something that occurs effortlessly and frequently and is difficult for an 

individual to change. 

From the perspective of the Type 2 processes and control, that prejudice is expressed 

behaviourally is due to the limited capacity of working memory to override biasing effects of 

Type 1 processes in complex social environments. Simply having the personal value that one 

should not behave with prejudice is not sufficient to limit its effects. Instead, a systematic, 

conscious effort is required (as will be discussed in Chapter 3).  

2.3 Summary 

Evaluation bias and gender backlash are the focus of this thesis. Were these biases 

present in decisions about a person throughout their career, they could potentially have long 

term effects on career outcomes. They have been well researched, making them well suited 
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for meta-analysis; and they can potentially operate in conflict with the values of the decision 

maker, meaning that the decision makers can believe in gender equality but still make 

biased decisions. If the bias is in conflict with the decision maker’s values, then a well-

designed, low effort intervention might be a good way to implement change and improve 

outcomes for gender in the workplace.  

This chapter has reviewed the current state of gender equality in the workplace as it 

exists in Australia and internationally. Despite factors such as educational attainment and 

labour force participation reaching and approaching parity in many countries, large 

disparities remain when it comes to numbers of women in senior leadership and on boards 

and in traditionally male job types. While there are no doubt many reasons why we have not 

seen gender equality reaching these areas while change has been made elsewhere, this 

chapter posits that gender bias, including gender evaluation bias and backlash, are likely 

important contributing factors. These biases arise from stereotyping processes which guide 

perceptions of male and female abilities in occupational contexts. A number of theories 

suggest that how likely an individual is to ‘fit’ within a workplace is determined by evaluating 

the individual’s competencies, yet also by comparing the gender stereotype of the individual 

with the stereotype of the role. 

Evaluation bias and backlash are relevant processes in the context of job evaluations 

and hiring decisions; in these types of contexts, there is a wealth of information, and 

priorities and goals can dominate the limited capacity of Type 2 processes, thus, making 

biased responses an easy occurrence. The aim of this thesis is to better understand these 

biases, and then to test a pair of interventions aimed at ameliorating the impacts of bias on 

the perceptions of women.  
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Chapter 3 discusses the difficulties of designing an effective intervention to deal with 

bias. These limitations, along with the results of the meta-analysis in Chapter 4, are used to 

create two targeted interventions, one from the perspective of the candidate (i.e., supply 

side) and one from the evaluator (i.e., demand side).   

In Chapter 4 all past research into evaluation bias and backlash is utilised to conduct 

a meta-analysis that can identify key predictors contributing to higher levels of bias. Because 

evaluation bias and backlash have been studied over many years in a wide range of forms 

and contexts, have examined many types of behaviour, and have used a range of outcome 

measures, it is possible to identify which contexts lead to the greatest risks of bias and 

backlash. Understanding the effects of ‘moderators’ such as gendered work context, 

gendered behaviours, and gender of the evaluator, is invaluable in developing the targeted 

interventions presented in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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Chapter 3: Interventions to Address Gender Biases in Hiring 

Evaluation bias and backlash are two forms of unconscious bias that could potentially 

have subtle yet persistent effects on women’s careers. While there is a large amount of 

research into these biases and the conditions under which they exist, research into 

interventions for reducing these particular biases is more limited. This chapter discusses 

these current interventions by dividing them into those that are recommended and 

researched for the supply side – the applicant – and interventions recommended for the 

demand side – the organisation, hiring managers and evaluators. This chapter concludes 

with two proposed interventions, one for the supply side (Chapter 5) and one for the 

demand side (Chapter 6). 

Studies of how to reduce cognitive bias and increase effective diversity and inclusion 

in organisations will ultimately require the review and study of more diverse interventions 

that include system and cultural changes in combination with training of individuals. 

However, before we progress to those more complex forms of intervention, we first need to 

understand what individual interventions lead to reduction in bias. The recommendations 

arising from academic research reviewed in this chapter, which specifically addresses the 

impacts of backlash and evaluation bias, always compare women and men of equal 

competence and experience who are applying for the same job. 

3.1 Supply-side interventions: ‘Fixing women’  

This group of empirical papers tends to focus on how and what gendered information 

is presented to evaluators. This could be in terms of appearance (Cann, Siegfried & Pearce, 

1981; Forsythe, 1990; Heilman, & Saruwatari, 1979; Rudman, 1998; Schein, 2001; Sczesny & 

Kuhnen, 2004; Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum & Goldstein, 1991), how to talk (Rudman, 1998; Wiley 
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& Eskilson, 1985), what to talk about (Heilman & Okimoto, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 2001), 

how to talk about it (Glick, Zion & Nelson, 1988; Heilman, 1984; Heilman, Martell & Simon, 

1988; Hodgins & Kalin, 1985; Rudman, 1998) and what not to talk about (Brescoll & 

Uhlmann, 2008; Fuegen, Biernat, Haines & Deaux, 2004; Heilman & Okimoto, 2008).  

Recommendations for women arising out of this research have covered two broad 

categories – those recommendations that target the presentation of CVs and those 

concerning how women should act and present themselves during job selection processes 

(e.g., interviews), including negotiations. Recommendations regarding the former are 

complicated and confusing at best. A CV can often be the first contact with a candidate, and 

CVs typically have a lot of very relevant information. A systematic review by Isaac, Lee, and 

Carnes (2009) lists recommendations including: providing job-relevant individuating 

information (e.g., being helpful and sensitive to the needs of subordinates); balancing 

gender stereotypic, counter-stereotypic, and neutral individuating information; whether to 

disclose parental and marital status and employment discontinuities; and whether to be 

ambiguous or explicit about your gender.  

These recommendations, however, are both difficult to apply or based on outdated 

research. For example, the recommendation that candidates applying for male sex-typed 

jobs provide clear evidence of job-related competence is based on dated research (e.g., 

Heilman, 1983; Heilman, Martell, & Simon, 1988; Muchinsky & Harris, 1977; Renwick & Tosi, 

1978). More recent research has found that showing competence in a male field can 

produce a backlash effect against women (e.g., Desrumaux, et al., 2009; Heilman & Okimoto, 

2007; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkin, 2004). Similarly, knowing how to balance 

stereotyped information requires not only an understanding of stereotypes but also the 
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contexts in which they play out. For example, Heilman and Okimoto (2007) found that the 

backlash effect was mitigated for women applying for male sex-type roles if they also 

provided information that they were communal. Vignettes in this study presented evidence 

that the candidates had both agency and communality through statements such as “tough, 

yet understanding and concerned about others”. However, it is unclear whether this balance 

of stereotype information improved all of the outcomes associated with backlash as the 

study did not measure competence and hireability ratings.  

A more interesting recommendation is having a gender ambiguous name. Futoran 

and Wyer (1986) found that judgements made about candidates with an ambiguous gender 

were unrelated to inferences made about their gender. This means that women who have 

an androgynous name or who are able to adapt their name to be ambiguous also have a 

greater chance of mitigating the effects of gender bias on their CV. Of course, this 

recommendation is no longer helpful as soon as they have an interview and their gender 

becomes clear. 

A review paper by Isaac et al. (2009) presents recommendations for the job interview 

context that include: provide evidence of communal job-relevant behaviours; indicate 

evidence of competency without appearing self-promoting during the interview; do not 

show anger; do not dress in a feminine way or wear a perfume that is feminine, rather strive 

for an attractive and gender neutral appearance; do not discuss parenthood status and hide 

visible pregnancies with clothing; and avoid tentative speech patterns. However, even this 

highly specific advice comes with caveats. For example, attractiveness is more advantageous 

for men (Marlowe, Schneider, & Nelson, 1996), and highly attractive women have a 
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disadvantage applying for male sex-typed jobs, whereas less-attractive women have a 

disadvantage applying for female sex-typed jobs (Heilman & Saruwatari, 1979).  

Other key moments in women’s careers where backlash and evaluation bias might be 

present are during promotion decisions, pay rises, and opportunity and task allocations. 

However, women are not necessarily present for these decisions and are therefore unable to 

directly influence outcomes. Moreover, if women actively advocate for themselves or their 

needs, they may be subjected to backlash.  

Backlash and negotiation are a small part of a much larger area of research into 

gender and negotiation. As this thesis focuses on interventions specifically for job interviews, 

this section will be limited to recommendations provided to women to avoid backlash in 

negotiation. For example, women are encouraged to bring in objective data about pay into 

negotiations and refer to a more senior individual’s suggestion that they initiate a 

negotiation (Bowles, Babccock, & Lai, 2007; WGEA, 2013). However, simply initiating a 

negotiation has been found to be enough to cause backlash (Bowles et al., 2007). 

The negotiation style a woman uses can also cause backlash (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012). 

Taking on a problem-solving rather than competitive style of negotiation can minimise 

backlash. By negotiating on behalf of someone else a communal element is introduced 

which can act to hedge the assertiveness of negotiation and minimise backlash (Amanatullah 

& Morris, 2010); while this helps for negotiation contexts in which a woman can negotiate 

for her team, this would be less helpful for pay rise and promotion conversations.  

Bowles and Babcock (2008) found that justifying a higher compensation request in 

terms of an outside offer significantly enhanced the legitimacy of the female candidate’s 

compensation request, compared to a simple ask and a self-worth ask (“I deserve it”). 
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Explaining it in terms of an outside offer in cooperative (“I want to stay”) terms made the 

candidate’s compensation request appear significantly less demanding.  

The recommendations arising from this research can sometimes be found in popular 

books such as Lean In (Sandberg, 2013) and The Confidence Code (Kay & Shipman, 2014), 

marketed as giving motivated women the practical advice about how to change in order to 

succeed. However, a criticism – often acknowledged – of these approaches is the undue 

pressure they place on women to try not to trigger bias in others (Babcock & Laschever, 

2003; Sandberg, 2013).  

Women have to be able to anticipate and control how they are being perceived in 

relation to their gender stereotype throughout the interaction in addition to representing 

themselves as a worthy job applicant, interviewee or negotiator. Clearly, organisations and 

evaluators also need to participate in debiasing strategies in order to select the best job 

candidates and make optimal decisions. 

3.2 Demand-side interventions: Fixing selection practices 

Interventions and recommendations to organisations for addressing evaluation bias 

and backlash are a small part of a much larger literature of anti-bias and anti-prejudice 

research. For the most part, these interventions are less specifically tied to evaluation bias 

and backlash, but instead have a more general focus on either how to reduce bias in 

individuals or ‘debiasing’ processes.  

The research on interventions for individuals focuses on moderators commonly 

known to impact on the relationship between Type 1 and Type 2 processes, such as 

attention, cognitive load, and priming. Similarly, interventions for organisations target their 

processes.  An example of the former would be, for example, publicising successful counter-
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stereotypical women in the workplace, while the latter might include providing adequate 

time and limiting distractions for evaluators during interviews. Organisations also offer anti-

bias training and equity directives, and debiasing processes include techniques such as blind 

CV selection and structured interview practices, although blind CV selection practices have 

limited efficacy once candidates progress in the selection process, and structured interviews 

remain unpopular due to the difficulty of implementing them in workplaces (Stratemeyer et 

al., 2018). 

 CV de-identification or blind recruitment involves disguising the gender (or other 

demographic information) of the applicants by removing any references to gender in the CV, 

including names and pronouns. Without gender of the applicant being salient, evaluations 

are likely not being made with a gender stereotype in mind, thus removing the effects of 

evaluation bias and backlash. This intervention is often justified by the documented success 

story of blind orchestra auditions. Goldin and Rouse (2000) reported the on the five most 

prestigious orchestras in the United States implementing the use of screens between 1952 

and 1970 to ‘blind’ the judges to the gender of those auditioning. The authors found an 

increase in the proportion of female new hires from fewer than 10% before 1970 to 

between 20% and 60% by the late 1980s. This led to the total proportions of women in these 

orchestras increasing from 10% to between 20% and 30% by the 1990s. Goldin and Rouse 

(2000) also note that this upward trend continued even when some orchestras stopped 

using blind auditions, suggesting that having higher numbers of women in the orchestra has 

changed perceptions that top level musicians are necessarily male. 

An adaptation of this intervention, CV de-identification, has been tested in a range of 

audit and field studies across multiple countries, including France, Netherlands, Sweden, 
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Germany and Australia (Behaghel, Crepon & Le Barbanchon, 2012; Bøg & Kranendonk, 2012; 

Edin & Lagerstrom, 2006; Hiscox, et al., 2017; Kraus, Rinne & Zimmerman, 2012; 

Stratemeyer et al., 2018). Across all of these studies, largely public service samples, authors 

found that when de-identified a higher proportion of women were contacted for an 

interview (Behaghel, Crepon & Le Barbanchon, 2012; Edin & Lagerstrom, 2006). However, it 

was not clear whether CV de-identification also led to higher proportions of women being 

offered jobs (Behanghel, et al., 2012; Edin & Langerstrom, 2006; Stratemeyer et al., 2018); it 

is therefore not clear if effects were reversed at interview or at least no longer continued 

once the applicants were identified.  

In some other contexts CV de-identification is also not clearly successful, for example 

for jobs where only a single sex usually applied (Behanghel et al., 2012; Stratemeyer et al., 

2018). In fact, in some studies (Hiscox et al., 2017; Krause, et al., 2012), CV de-identification 

was found to reduce the numbers of women being selected for interviews. This is possibly 

due to Rivera and Tilcsik (2016) finding that ancillary details in CVs can signal class, gender 

and social-economic status; or that these interventions are superseding existing positive 

discrimination processes such as targeted recruitment or quotas. 

As well as CV de-identification, structuring of interviews has been examined in 

considerable detail in the HR management and psychological assessment literature, 

producing a substantial body of research using large samples which demonstrates how 

structuring of interviews improves validity and reliability of the process. This literature does 

not focus on specific forms of bias, such as evaluation bias and backlash, but the general 

findings demonstrate how interviews can be conducted to ensure that only relevant job 

relevant information about the applicant is considered.  
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Job interviews have been part of the selection process for the last 100 years, (Macan, 

2009; Ryan & Ployhart, 2014) and their use is widespread and ubiquitous (Huffcutt, 

Culbertson, & Weyhrauch, 2013). This has occurred despite now considerable evidence that 

interviews (without structuring interventions, to be discussed later) are little better than 

random selection (Hunter & Hunter, 1984). Specific biases that have been found to affect 

interviews include biases against obesity (Agerstrom, & Rooth, 2011), physical 

unattractiveness (Hosoda, Stone-Romero, & Coates, 2003), disability (Hayes & Macan, 1997), 

and ethnicity (Rakic, Steffens, & Mummendey, 2011).  

Structured job interviews are an intervention proposed to address problems of 

interview validity and reliability. Structure can be any enhancement intended to increase the 

psychometric properties by increasing standarization (Campion, Palmer & Campion, 1997). 

The enhancements to interview structure can be either along the content or the evaluation 

dimension. The content dimension consists of basing questions on a job analysis; asking the 

same questions of each applicant; limiting prompting, follow-up and elaboration from the 

interviewers; specific questions; longer interviews and a larger number of questions; 

controlling ancillary information; and not allowing questions from the applicant until after 

the interview (Levashina, Hartwell, Morgeson & Campion, 2014). The evaluation dimension 

includes rating each answer or using multiple scales; anchoring rating scales; note taking; 

using multiple interviewers; using the same interviewers across all applicants; not discussing 

applicants or answers between interviews; providing interviewer training; and using 

statistical prediction. Evidence is well enough established for structured interviews that a 

review in 2014 was able to summarize the consistently strong findings from twelve different 

published meta-analyses (Levashina, et al., 2014). That structured interviews have high 

validity and reliability is good reason to assume that they would also reduce interview bias. 
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Research into whether structured interviews ameliorate bias however, is less developed. 

Most commonly studies cited as evidence in support of this do not compare biases arising 

from structured interviews against unstructured interviews (e.g., McCarthy, van Iddekinge & 

Campion, 2010; McFarland, Ryan, Sacco, & Kriska, 2004; Levashina et al., 2014). Without 

clear comparison between structured and unstructured interviews, the lack of bias cannot 

necessarily be attributed to the interview format.   

Despite the evidence, at least in terms of validity and reliability, take up of structured 

interviewing has been limited and slow, with organisations often listing the high effort costs 

of implementing such measures (Stratemeyer, et al., 2018). In addressing a suitable aspect 

of structured interviewing to test as an intervention for evaluation bias and backlash, many 

components of structured interviews already exist within the methodology of most studies 

(e.g., using measurement scales, addressing the same question to both candidates, 

controlling information). Additionally, as established in the meta-analysis in Chapter 4, bias 

still exists even when these measures are present. 

 3.3 Summary and the present thesis 

The evidence about biases and how to reduce them is highly relevant to the topic of 

gender evaluation bias and backlash literature. More specifically, the evidence appears to 

indicate that there is an evaluation bias against women in selection processes, and that this 

bias is in part due to the associations the evaluator has between the gender of the candidate 

and the stereotype of the job. Therefore, there is scope to define interventions that refocus 

the evaluators’ attention on what is important during a selection process, that is, do the 

competencies of the evaluated individual match the competencies required to perform 

effectively in the job we are selecting candidates for? Chapters 5 and 6 test interventions 
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which manipulate the participants’ focus on the match between candidate and job. Chapter 

5 takes a supply-side intervention and Chapter 6, a demand-side. 

To be able to evaluate these interventions I first need to identify the conditions 

under which the evaluation of women in selection processes is most negative, so that I can 

evaluate the efficacy of the interventions in a context where they are required. 

I now turn to the empirical components of the thesis, starting with a meta-analysis of 

evaluation bias and backlash. This is followed by two experimental studies, one that 

examines a supply intervention, and one that addresses a demand-side intervention. The 

specific research questions to be addressed: 

 1. What is the current effect of bias research? Is there an effect of bias? What size? 

2. Moderators? 

3. How do we fix it? 
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Chapter 4: Meta-analysis of Studies into Gender Evaluation Bias and Backlash 

How unconscious gender bias impacts on evaluations and decisions has been a topic 

of broad interest since at least the 1960s and has been relevant to and researched within 

many different disciplines since then (Isaac, et al., 2009). In this chapter, I conduct a meta 

analysis of experimental studies of gender evaluation bias and backlash. 

 Several meta-analyses and systematic reviews exist on this topic (e.g., Davison & 

Burke, 2000; Eagly, et al., 1992; Isaac, et al., 2009; Koch, D’Mello, & Sackett, 2015; Williams 

& Tiedens, 2016). However, the meta-analysis differs to previous work in scope, analytic 

techniques, and coding. Past analyses have tended to have a narrower focus for inclusion 

criteria, looking only at hiring bias (Davison & Burke, 2000), bias against women leaders 

(Eagly et al., 1992), or backlash (Williams & Tiedens, 2016).  By applying a broader scope and 

including more studies than have previously been analysed together, the current meta-

analysis enables larger trends to be investigated across different contexts. This broader 

scope also creates a larger amount of variance across studies, which allows for a greater 

number of moderators to be analysed. Hypothesis-based coding of moderators to explain 

the variance allows for statistical measurement of the degree of impact provided by the 

identified moderators.  

Finally, I applied a multilevel meta-analytic regression approach. Here we move away 

from the approach of previous meta-analyses that presented summary effect sizes in 

different possible combinations of contexts (e.g., male evaluator for candidates applying for 

integrated gender type role). Instead I use a multi-level meta-regression approach where 

simultaneous comparisons of effect sizes, controlling for the effects of all other moderators, 

is possible. Using this approach, I can establish conclusions about what constitute the 
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greatest threats to equal evaluations. This has the advantage of enabling the identification of 

both key variables for which we have robust findings as well as phenomena yet to be 

explored. This will point to useful sites and targets for future intervention and lead into 

Studies 2 and 3 of this thesis. 

4.1 Experimental studies of unconscious gender bias in the workplace 

 Unconscious gender biases are psychological processes that have been studied across 

a wide range of fields and contexts. For example, within organisations, gender bias is studied 

to determine whether recruiters are making biased decisions that impact on the gender 

balance of an incoming workforce (e.g., Halim & Heilman, 2013). It has been studied within 

education in terms of how professors might evaluate essays (e.g., Goldberg, 1968), how 

students might rate their professors (e.g., Mengel, Sauermann & Zölitz, 2017), or how the 

efficacy of sports coaches is evaluated (e.g., Parkhouse & Williams, 1986). As an academic 

field of research, bias is a topic that spans many disciplines: education, management, 

psychology, and economics. A literature search on the topic finds papers from a vast array of 

specialty journals including Academy of Medicine and Journal of Sport Management, as well 

as more mainstream psychological journals, such as Journal of Personality & Social 

Psychology and Journal of Applied Psychology. 

Evidence of unconscious gender bias has been demonstrated in the context of 

controlled experimental laboratory studies. Typically, these studies feature a description of a 

job and a hypothetical job candidate, with the gender of the candidate manipulated to vary 

across two groups, while all other candidate attributes are identical. Differences in candidate 

evaluations between the two conditions are then attributed to the gender of the candidate – 

evaluation bias. This experimental paradigm has been expanded to explore other contextual 
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factors and outcomes in evaluation bias. Common examples include: types of job (e.g., 

stereotypically male or stereotypically female); types of evaluation or decision (e.g., hiring, 

promotion, evaluation of competence); context of the evaluation (e.g., job application, job 

interview, performance review of existing candidate); and parental status of the candidate.  

Field studies of gender bias have also been subject to meta-analysis (Bowen, Swim, & 

Jacobs, 2000; Roth, Purvis, & Bobko, 2012). Neither of these studies found a significant 

effect of bias. These studies differ from the experimental laboratory studies in two key ways. 

Firstly, data collected is from actual employee evaluations and therefore capture elements 

such as motivation that are not able to be created in the lab. Field studies, however, lack the 

same experimental controls available to lab studies, meaning that the use of candidates who 

differ only by gender is not possible. Candidates vary more than just in terms of their gender 

which means that any differences in ratings between male and female candidates can not be 

necessarily concluded as due to gender. 

Backlash, which is related to evaluation bias, is the social and economic penalties of 

being counter-stereotypical (Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2010). From a procedural and 

methodological perspective, backlash studies follow much the same pattern as evaluation 

bias studies. By adding a key piece of information about the candidate, perceptions of 

agency or competence may increase; employment outcomes and decisions may also show 

evidence of penalties. For instance, in situations where both men and women are described 

as showing agency and being in command of a situation, the female target might be 

perceived as equally or more competent for the job than the male applicant, yet be rated 

down in terms of hireability or be offered a lower starting salary. For this reason, the 

addition of backlash studies to a meta-analysis of evaluation bias allows for a more complex 
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picture of bias against women in the workplace. By comparing effect sizes of these two 

biases, we can understand better what the experimental studies tell us about the conditions 

under which women are more likely to experience negative evaluative assessment during 

personnel selection processes. 

 4.2 What we know from previous meta-analyses 

 Meta-analysis as an analytic technique is a useful tool for the summation of a topic 

area, as well as for determining trends within a field from a macro level. By combining 

statistics with a subject review, meta-analyses can identify consistency in trends across 

research and can indicate directions for future research. However, there are also limitations: 

in particular, different methodologies can lead to vastly different interpretations of large 

datasets within a research subject area. The large number of lab studies covering 

unconscious gender bias has led to a range of meta-analyses on the topic, each contributing 

new understandings to bias and its moderators. 

The earliest meta-analysis to sample lab studies of gender bias (Olian, Schwab & 

Haberfeld, 1988) found 20 papers meeting their inclusion criterion: participants making 

hiring decisions about targets based on hypothetical resumes (or similar materials). A key 

area of interest in their meta-analysis was to investigate and compare the effects of gender 

on hiring decisions compared to qualification factors, which included achievements, 

educational background, and GPA, among others. ‘Qualification’ as a moderator is unique to 

this meta-analysis; all others have specifically selected papers in which equivalently qualified 

targets were evaluated, perhaps because qualification has been found to have a far greater 

impact on hiring decisions than does gender (Olian et al., 1988).  
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Indeed, in this meta-analysis the authors concluded that applicant qualification 

accounted for 35% of the variance across studies, whereas 4% of the variance was due to 

gender – still more than if qualification alone was a predictor. However, confidence intervals 

suggest that these effect sizes were non-significant for both gender [95%CI -.24,1.06] and 

qualification d [95%CI -.03, 2.95] and that there was a high level of unexplained variance 

using just these moderators. Subgroup analyses found no effect of job gender context (i.e., 

traditional male job vs. traditional female jobs) nor of sample type (i.e., undergraduates vs. 

professionals) for biases against women.  

Davison and Burke (2000) conducted their meta-analysis on a sample of 49 published 

and unpublished papers. The larger sample of studies allowed for the introduction of 

additional moderators to the analysis: thus, the authors identified salience of gender 

(measured by between- vs. within- design), job gender context, rater gender, and additional 

candidate information of job-relevant and irrelevant information. An overall effect of target 

gender was not reported. However, for between-subjects and within-subjects designs, small 

but significant target gender effects were found for hiring decisions (between: M = .07 

[95%CI .03, .12]; within: M = .09 [95%CI .07, .12]. The effect size of bias against women was 

increased when selecting for male stereotypical jobs (M = .17 [95%CI .11, .23]), while a 

female-preference was apparent in female stereotypical roles (M = -.13 [95%CI -.21, -.05]). 

Bias against women was also present for both male and female raters. Rather than any 

same-sex preference in the effect size for bias against women, the effect size for female 

raters’ bias was not significantly different than that for men (Women M = .17 [95%CI .10, 

.25] vs. Men M = .12 [95%CI .07, .17]). 
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Rather than looking at hiring decisions, Eagly et al., (1992) ran a meta-analysis of 61 

studies examining evaluations of men and women occupying leadership roles. The 

dependent measure in these studies was a ratings difference score between male and 

female leaders who were experimentally identical. They found a small significant overall 

effect (d = .05 [95%CI .02, .08]) of bias in evaluations of female leaders. The authors also 

tested for the moderating effect of gender typicality or role. The effect size for the 

comparison between male and female targets who were in a leadership role in a typical male 

industry, such as business or manufacturing, was similar to that of the overall effect size (d = 

.04 [95% .01, .08]; in a more feminine industry, such as education, there was no significant 

difference in the comparison of male and female leaders (d = -.02 [95%CI -.16, .12]). Typically 

masculine leadership styles also lead to significant bias against female compared to male 

leaders; these included autocratic (d = .30 [95%CI .19, .41]) or task oriented leadership (d = 

.08 [95%CI -.01, .18]), whereas when the leaders used a more feminine style of leadership 

such as democratic (d = -.02 [95%CI -.12, .08]) no bias was observed. The kinds of evaluations 

that were tested in the analysis were competence (d = .09 [95%CI .05, .12] favouring males), 

satisfaction with the leader (d=.10 [95%CI .05, .16] in favour of male leaders), and leadership 

style (d=-.03 [95%CI -.07,.01] no gender preference). 

Williams and Tiedens (2016) ran a meta-analysis of 63 papers specifically on the 

backlash effect. Describing the counter-stereotypical behaviour as ‘dominance’, the authors 

included forms of assertive behaviour to measure the effects of counter-stereotypical 

behaviour on likeability, competence and ‘downstream outcomes’ such as hiring decisions. 

Dominant and assertive behaviours lead to more negative assessments or dislike of women 

compared to men, an overall small effect (d = .-19 [95%CI -.34,-.04]). No effect was found for 
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evaluations of competence (d = .02 [95%CI -.14, .18]). The most pronounced effect of 

dominance was reducing perceptions of hireability (d = .-58 [95%CI -.81, -.35]). 

By far the largest published meta-analysis to date is that of Koch, et al., (2015) who 

collected a sample of 113 papers, comprising 136 independent effect sizes. While noting the 

effect of backlash, dominant behaviours were not coded for in their analysis. The overall 

effect of bias against women reported was small (d = .08 [95%CI .06, .11]). 

 4.3 The current meta-analysis 

 The current meta-analysis differs from past analyses in three important ways: scope, 

method of analysis, and moderators. Each of the previous meta-analyses had tightly defined 

contexts for inclusion. Olian et al. (1988) and Davison and Burke (2000) investigated bias in 

hiring decisions only. Eagly et al. (1992) examined bias in three types of evaluations made 

about leaders. Williams and Tiedens (2016) only sampled backlash studies. Koch et al. (2015) 

analysed the largest sample of papers but restricted effect sizes to outcomes about 

hireability, competence, salary, and promotion.  

 Thus, the first aim of the current meta-analysis was to obtain an overall measure of 

bias against women across all available literature. While an overall effect has not been 

reported in previous meta-analyses, those reporting an overall effect show a small but 

pervasive effect of bias against women. Based on the findings of previous meta-analyses, a 

small bias against women was expected to be observed with a broader (both temporally and 

in scope) selection of studies.  

The second aim of this study is to identify the key predictors of bias against women. 

Past studies have used hypothesis testing to determine whether particular moderators are 

significant predictors of bias against women. By using multilevel meta-regression techniques, 



54 

 

the current meta-analysis can show which moderators are the strongest predictors of bias. 

Commonly included moderators are: year of publication, between- vs. within-group design, 

type of sample (e.g., undergraduates vs. workers), published vs. unpublished source, leader 

vs. non-leader, job gender context, and gender of the evaluator. Considering Koch et al.’s 

(2015) recent publication, moderators of individual vs. comparative evaluations (i.e., studies 

where participants only evaluated one CV or individual target versus studies where 

participants have to evaluate more than one candidate) and motivation vs. no-motivation 

(i.e., studies where evaluators were experimentally manipulated to feel accountable) have 

also been included. These two variables are included here to elaborate on some of the 

context provided by Koch et al. (2015). 

Inclusion of the backlash literature in meta-analysis allows examination of the extent 

to which different kinds of counter-stereotypical behaviour evoke backlash. Williams and 

Tiedens (2016) provide a detailed account of how dominant behaviours lead to bias. 

However, the current meta-analysis also investigated whether other forms of counter-

stereotypical behaviour have similar effects, for example, counter-stereotypical hobbies, 

knowledge, work experience or appearance (Glick, et al., 1988; Reinhard, et al., 2011; 

Sczesny & Kuhnen, 2004) or ‘masculine’ autocratic or transactional leadership styles (Braun, 

et al., 2012; Eagly & Carli, 2003).  

The current meta-analysis also included a broader range of outcome measures than 

other analyses. Eagly et al. (1992) used three outcomes: competence, social skills and 

wanting to work with the candidate. Koch et al. (2015) only collected competence and hiring 

related outcomes. The current analysis attempted to include all the outcome variables 

identified in the primary studies and to summarise them so that they are as close to how 
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they were defined and measured in the original studies as possible. This approach led to a 

total of 10 outcome variables that looked at: work competence; stereotyped assessments 

(agency, communality, weakness, dominance); different forms of liking; competence that 

might inform a hiring decision; how much to invest in the career progression of the 

individual; and whether there would likely be pay-off from the hiring with a successful career 

from that individual. 

 4.4 Moderators 

 Gender bias is a highly varying construct, both in how it occurs in the real world and 

how it has been studied methodologically.  For this reason, the inclusion of moderators in 

the analysis is important in explaining how and why it varies. 

 4.4.1 Year of publication.  

One reason to conduct this new meta-analysis is the number of new papers that have 

joined the body of research into gender bias over time. With papers continuing to be 

published after each meta-analysis, new data points become available which can enhance 

the robustness of meta-analytic effect size findings. Treating publication year as a moderator 

allows for the investigation of how bias against women might have changed over time. At a 

macro level, there is good reason to assume that bias might have weakened over time: many 

social, cultural, legal and historical factors have changed (Charles, 2011; Sojo, Wood, Wood, 

& Wheeler, 2016). In this meta-analysis, sampled papers span almost 40 years, from 1977 

until 2015.  

Across these 40 years, many countries have voted in their first female head of 

government (e.g., Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Chile, France, Germany, Iceland, New Zealand, 

and United Kingdom). Countries that have not had female heads of government have at 
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least experienced visible women in positions of greater power in this time (e.g., USA 

Secretaries of State). Proportions of female managers have also increased over these 40 

years, although in countries such as the US, UK, Canada and Australia progress has been 

stalling in the last decade (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017; Charles, 2011; Scarborough, 

2018; WGEA, 2017). Organisations report increasing valuing of feminization in leadership 

across this time, acknowledging democratic, team-oriented and participatory leadership 

(Powell, Butterfield, & Parent, 2002) in many fields.  

These kinds of historical changes are also likely to reflect and to alter attitudes about 

gender in the workplace. Such attitudinal change has been reflected in a meta-analysis by 

Koenig and colleagues (2011) who found that over time thoughts about male and female 

leaders had shifted. Specifically, the association between characteristics that are typically 

valued in managers and the characteristics that are stereotypically viewed as female have 

increased significantly since 1979. This means that the definition of what makes a good 

manager has changed to include more of the female stereotype.  

These changes do not necessarily mean that women applying for management roles 

no longer face unconscious bias. Recognition of women in these roles is not the same as 

being evaluated equally or experiencing equal treatment. Attitudes have certainly changed 

about where women fit in the workplace, but much has also remained the same. Koenig et 

al. (2011) did find over time that leadership and female stereotypes shared more 

commonalities, but overall effect sizes were still much greater for the ‘think-manager, think-

male’ paradigm (ICC=.62) than for ‘think-female’ (ICC=.25).  

Conversely, bias may have not changed, or better refined methodologies might result 

in  finding increased levels of bias against women. For example, Eagly et al. (1992) found that 
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anti-female bias was larger in more recent studies. However, when this finding was re-

analysed as meta-regression, it was explained by methodological changes.  

Trends in how studies have been conducted over time have not only led to additional 

moderators but have also helped refine methodology. These studies changed in terms of the 

kinds of information and amounts of information being provided (e.g., gendered information 

in backlash studies), and outcome measures have increased from single-item measures to 

the more reliable multi-item. For this reason, measurement error is likely reduced over time. 

4.4.2 Context: job gender context and leadership. 

 4.4.2.1 Job gender context.  

Gendered work context refers to the gender stereotype or the dominant gender 

working in the occupation and is a central component of the theory around evaluation bias. 

Heilman’s (1983) lack of fit model, on which most evaluation bias research is based, 

proposed that it is the perceived incongruity, or lack of fit, between the gender stereotype of 

the applicant and the role stereotype that leads to biased evaluations. For this theory, the 

general ‘worker’ stereotype was implicitly male, so women being evaluated as workers 

would always be at a disadvantage. When the workplace context is manipulated to that 

which is typically feminine, masculine, or for a leadership job, this is likely to change the fit 

between stereotypes and decrease or increase the lack of fit respectively.  

Past analyses have found that bias against women is greatest in male-dominated 

work (Davison & Burke, 2000; Eagly et al., 1992). Koch et al. (2015) also replicated this 

finding for male-dominated work (d = .13 [90%CI .10, .16]), while for integrated gender work 

environments the bias is non-significant (d = .02 [90%CI -.08, .05]). In female-dominated 

work there was a small, non-significant pro-female preference (d = -.02 [90% -.02, .06]). 
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Davison and Burke (2000) also found a female preference in female-dominated jobs, but 

Eagly et al. (1992), with a target sample made up only of leaders, did not replicate this, 

possibly because leadership is stereotypically male. The current meta-analysis was expected 

to replicate these findings to show that bias against women is greatest in male dominated 

contexts. In addition, because this analysis has a larger sample size of neutral or integrated 

work context (k = 349 effect sizes across 70 independent studies; see Table 4.1) compared to 

previous analysis (e.g., Koch et al., 2015, k = 28), the current study has greater scope to 

identify any true effect of bias against women in these contexts. 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) compared backlash against women when they were in 

the high-status role of CEO compared to being in a trainee role. Eagly et. al. (1992) sampled 

effect sizes exclusively from studies about leadership roles, so no comparisons between the 

effect of leadership vs. non-leadership roles could be made. Finally, Koch et. al. (2015) coded 

leadership positions as male-dominated jobs.  

As discussed in chapter 2, vertical and horizontal segregation do not necessarily 

change in lockstep, and attitudes about each are likely to be evolving differently as well. 

While Koenig et al., (2011) found that the association between females and leadership was  

increasing, this varied depending on the leader domain. Judicial roles (g=1.80) and roles such 

as boat captain, farm manager or park manager (g=1.93) were associated with stronger 

masculinity, followed by political arts (g=1.08 and 1.07 respectively) and business roles 

(g=.84), then by educational roles (g=.49). For this reason, it is important to treat leadership 

and job context independently to determine how they impact on gender bias. 
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Table 4.1:  

Characteristics of sampled studies included in the meta-analysis and number of effect sizes 

Characteristics  K -effect sizes 

(%) 

K – number of 

papers (%) 

N 

Year of Publication 1970-1984 158 (18.1) 37 (24.5) 25,927 

 1985-1994 114 (13.0) 25 (16.6) 12,147 

 1995-2004 166 (19.0) 32 (21.1) 12,636 

 2005-2014 434 (49.8) 57 (37.7) 35,952 

Publication Published 793 (90.9) 138 (91.4) 76,220 

 Unpublished or 

dissertation 

79 (9.1) 13 (8.6) 10,440 

Gender Context Female 108 (12.4) 27 (14.3) 7,113 

 Neutral 349 (40.0) 70 (37) 33,677 

 Male 415 (47.6) 92 (48.7) 45,871 

Leadership Leader 516 (59.2) 88 (54.3) 59,272 

 Non- leader 356 (40.8) 74 (45.7) 27,389 

Gender of Evaluator Female 161 (18.5) 48 (23.8) 15,138 

 Male 218 (25.0) 59 (29.2) 17,009 

 Mixed 439 (56.5) 95 (47) 54,514 

Evaluator work 

experience 

Undergraduates 619 (71.0) 104 (68.9) 57,044 

 Working adults 253 (29.0) 47 (31.1) 29,617 

Motivation Motivation 50 (5.7) 8 (5.2) 12,116 

 No motivation 822 (94.3) 146 (94.8) 74,545 

Medium Confederate 31 (3.6) 6 (3.8) 2,296 

 Paper 541 (62.0) 111 (71.2) 60,904 

 Paper 2 77 (8.8) 12 (7.7) 4,075 

 Video 223 (25.6) 27 (17.3) 19,386 

Individual Individual 816 (93.6) 139 (90.8) 79,613 

 Comparative 56 (6.4) 14 (9.2) 7,048 

Between Between 788 (90.4) 137 (89) 69,170 

 Within 84 (9.6) 17 (11) 17,491 

Manipulation  Agentic  159 (18.2) 35 (15.9) 10,994 

 Dominant  20 (2.3) 5 (2.3) 1,432 

 Communal  120 (13.8) 31 (14.1) 11,429 

 No success  22 (2.5) 6 (2.7) 1,139 

 Evaluation bias 376 (43.1) 109 (49.5) 55,987 

 Success 35 (4.0) 8 (3.6) 1,777 

 Submissive 21 (2.4) 5 (2.3) 1,084 

 Masculine 35 (4.0) 10 (4.5) 1,608 

 Feminine 29 (3.3) 11 (5) 1,211 

Outcome type Agency 88 (10.1) 35 (10.6) 9,846 

 Dominance 47 (5.4) 14 (4.2) 3,425 

 Future career 

success 

72 (8.3) 26 (7.9) 5,015 

 Hireability 203 (23.3) 68 (20.6) 19,843 
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 Leader desirability 46 (5.3) 20 (6.1) 7,461 

 Likeability 54 (6.2) 25 (7.6) 6,386 

 Reward 

recommendation 

66 (7.6) 26 (7.9) 5,076 

 Social competence 96 (11) 35 (10.6) 8,413 

 Task competence 190 (21.8) 76 (23) 20,202 

 Weakness 10 (1.1) 5 (1.5) 994 

Note: N is total sample size calculated from the sum of all samples in each effect size. Where 

papers are providing multiple effect sizes, samples have been counted more than once. Total 

papers will not necessarily sum to 151 because papers have addressed multiple moderators. 

   

  4.4.3 Evaluators: gender and experience. 

  4.4.3.1 Gender of the evaluator.  

The question of whether bias against women is stronger in male raters has been 

present across most, if not all, past meta-analyses of gender bias. It is a question that has 

not found a consistent answer across studies. Theoretically, there exists good explanation 

for either outcome: either gender bias is an acculturated phenomenon that exists in both 

genders, or it could be that decision makers have a demographic similarity bias, whereby 

they show a preference for those who belong to the same demographic group. Thus, women 

could show less bias against women due to their demographic similarity (e.g., Bosak & 

Sczesny, 2011; Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007). Nevertheless, demographic similarity bias has 

been shown to be more prevalent in race rather than age or gender (e.g., Goldberg, 2003). 

Alternatively, a cultural factor that might explain a higher level of bias in men, other than 

demographic similarity, might be that men are less likely than women or other minority 

groups to have been supervised by a female leader in the past (Stainback & Tomaskovic-
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Deveny, 2009). By increased exposure to female leadership other groups may have reduced 

their unconscious bias compared to men.  

Davison and Burke (2000) did not find a significant difference between male and 

female evaluators in their bias against women, although effect sizes were trending towards 

that pattern. Eagly et al. (1992) found that male evaluators displayed a larger preference for 

male leaders than did female subjects or mixed groups of subjects. Koch et al. (2015) found 

that female evaluators had a non-significant, small degree of bias against women, which was 

just under the overall sample effect (d = .04, [90%CI -.02, .10] with overall sample effect size 

of d=.05 [90%CI .06, .11]), whereas male evaluators exhibited a larger pro-male bias (d = .21 

[90%CI .16, .27]).  

It is also possible that there is no true effect of evaluator gender on the magnitude of 

bias against women, as has been reported in several papers (e.g., Bongiorno, Bain & David, 

2014; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008). Koch et al. (2015) found that in male dominated jobs the 

female evaluator’s bias was near-zero (d = 0.01 [90%CI -.09, .11]), and male evaluator bias 

higher (d = .30 [90%CI .22, .38]). Strangely, however, in female dominated jobs the degree of 

female bias against women was greatest of all contexts (d = .32 [90%CI .19, .45]) and male 

bias was reduced (d = .18 [90%CI .01, .35]).  Past findings about gender of evaluator on bias 

against women trend towards showing greater biases in men, but when divided by context 

the picture is murkier. Given the current analysis uses a different sample and a larger 

selection of papers, analysis over how gender of evaluator operates independent of context 

will shine some light on this question. 
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 4.4.3.2 Participant work experience.  

Experience in the workplace might have an influence on how participants evaluate 

candidates. Undergraduate samples have limited or no-experience in the workplace and may 

therefore be more likely to rely on stereotypes. In contrast, samples taken from the 

workplace have had more opportunity to interact with both genders at work; their 

evaluations are more likely to be derived from experience with selection processes, 

performance evaluations and day-to-day behaviours that are relevant for the job, in addition 

to stereotypes.  

Eagly et al. (1992) measured the source of participant population at a high level of 

detail: high school students, college undergraduates, business or management graduate 

students, other graduate students, managers, non-managerial or mixed employee sample, 

and other or mixed. Highest levels of bias were found in high school students (d = 1.19 

[95%CI 1.01, 1.37]), non-business graduate students (d = .35 [95%CI .01,.69]), and non-

managerial employee samples (d = .43 [95%CI .25, .62]). All other samples had non-

significant bias against subjects.  

A limitation of these findings is that they come from a small number of effect sizes: 

by dividing sample types into simpler groups a more robust result is achieved. Koch et al. 

(2015) divided participant type into undergraduates (k = 81), working adults (k = 15), and 

experienced professional samples (k = 34). Results from their analysis strongly support the 

notion that more workplace experience reduces bias. The undergraduate sample had higher 

levels of bias against women (d = .13 [90%CI .10, .16]) than the working adults (d = .05 

[90%CI -.01, .12]) and experienced professionals (d = .03 [90%CI -.01, .07]). Effectively, it was 

only among undergraduate groups that the meta-analysis identified a significant bias. This 



63 

 

continued into divisions of workplace context. In the male dominated jobs, undergraduates 

and working adults showed similar degrees of bias against women (d = .19 [90% CI .15, .24] 

and d = .19 [90%CI .10, .29], respectively) while there was no evidence of bias among 

experienced professionals (d = .04 [90%CI -.01, .08]).  

These results are good indication that day-to-day exposure to women in the 

workplace and more experience with HR management processes might reduce stereotyping 

and, with it, bias against women, but also that the distinction between working adults and 

experienced professionals is an important one. Interestingly, in female dominated jobs, 

experienced professionals showed a pro-female bias (d = -.32 [90%CI -.58, -.07]) but 

undergraduates did not (d = .02, [90%CI -.05, .09]). However, sample sizes were much 

smaller in this work context (undergraduate k = 20; working adults k = 1; experienced 

professionals k = 5; Koch et al., 2015). In the current meta-analysis, job gender context will 

be controlled for when measuring the effects of participant work experience. However, 

based on the results of Koch et al. (2015) and Eagly et al. (1992), there is good reason to 

expect that bias will be greater in samples with less workplace experience, such as 

undergraduates, and therefore less potential exposure to individuating examples of 

successful female employees in the industry or the systematic evaluation process expected 

in HR management. 

4.4.4 The evaluation process. 

 4.4.4.1 Motivation.  

Motivation is a common moderator in studies of gender bias, but how it is used or 

conceptualised varies across studies. Accountability, for example, is often called upon as a 

valuable motivational tool to mitigate the effects of bias (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). By making 
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individuals accountable, whether via the need to justify a decision or through processes such 

as organisational audits and transparency, people are more likely to use Type 2 processes 

such as investing time in information processing, paying greater attention to more 

information and processing it at a deeper level (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). Motivation was 

included as a meta-analytic moderator only by Koch et. al. (2015). The only significant effect 

of motivation was in the male-dominated job sub-category where bias against women was 

reduced from a mean effect size of d = .15 [90%CI .12, .18] (k = 68) to d = .01 [90%CI -.07, 

.09] (k = 15) when evaluators were motivated.  

The way motivation is operationalised in the primary studies and the conceptual 

coding of motivation in Koch et al.’s (2015) analysis might limit the potential findings around 

motivation. Koch et. al. (2015) found only a small number of papers which fit their different 

conceptual categories for motivation: accountability (k = 4); belief in true consequences of 

decisions beyond the research study (k = 16); and decision being made for a meritocratic 

organisation (k = 5). While only a small number of effect sizes were included in this final 

category, recent research suggests that there can be a paradoxical impact of making a 

decision for a meritocratic organisation (Castilla & Benard, 2010).  

Castilla and Benard (2010) found that participants showed a bias in favour of men 

when the organisational culture was described as one that promoted meritocracy and 

equity. For this reason, the inclusion of meritocracy motivations might be limiting the true 

effect of motivation in the Koch et al. (2015) analysis and should be kept separate or 

excluded for this analysis. Thus, in the present analysis meritocracy is not be included in the 

conceptual definition of motivation.  
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 4.4.4.2 Methodological factors.  

Methodological factors of the studies are important to include in any meta-analysis 

as significant results can be used to improve future studies. They are also important to 

include as control variables when measuring overall effects. 

  4.4.4.2.1 The medium of manipulation.  

A classic problem in social psychology is whether results from lab studies can be 

generalised to the real world. The description of an individual and a job might not have the 

same impact on a participant relative to the impact when interacting with a confederate. 

The advantage of using a ‘paper person’ is that the description restricts and therefore 

controls the information being used to form the evaluations, leading to more precise 

conclusions. The use of pictures, video, or a confederate, allows for the addition of 

information which can increase the elaboration of the target, which can reduce the impacts 

of stereotyping (Kunda, Sherman-Williams, 1993; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) or introduce more 

noise. The medium utilised for conveying information – the ‘medium of manipulation’ – has 

been included in past meta-analyses (i.e., Eagly et al., 1992; Koch et al., 2015). Koch et al. 

(2015) found that the effect of bias against women in male jobs was reduced when there 

was more individuating information provided, that is, when one detailed piece of 

information was provided about the candidates (d = .09 [90%CI .05, .12]) than when there 

was only limited or vague information provided about candidates (d = .45 [90% CI .33, .56]). 

The suggestion is that more pieces of information allowed for greater elaboration and 

therefore less reliance on stereotyping. 

 In the present meta-analysis, medium of manipulation is divided into four categories 

representing the degree of exposure participants have to the target. They are, from the least 
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to the most exposure: ‘paper people’ or targets that exist only in the description that you 

read off the paper (e.g., Becker, Glick, Ilic & Bohner, 2011; Cuadrado, Morales & Recio, 2008; 

Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard, 2008); ‘paper +’, which are paper people type 

descriptions but also include additional information in the form of a photograph or scent, 

thus elaborating on the person (e.g., Braun, et al., 2012; Marlow, et al., 1996; Sczesny, 

Spreemann & Stahlberg, 2006); ‘video’, when there is a video or audio tape of an interaction 

with the candidate, usually in addition to the reading materials (e.g., Cellar, Sidle, Goudy & 

O’Brien, 2001; Copeland, Driskell & Salas, 1995; Steffens, Schult & Ebert, 2009); and 

‘confederate’, where the participant has an actual interaction with the target in real time 

(e.g., Lee & Alvares, 1977; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Sczesny & Stahlberg, 2002). 

  4.4.4.2.2 Individual vs. comparative evaluation.  

The number of candidates evaluated by the participants has the potential to 

moderate the effect of gender bias. If the participant is evaluating a single candidate on 

various outcomes there is no specified other individual to anchor evaluations. In the absence 

of any actual contrast group, a hypothetical standard might be used as comparison. 

However, the characteristics of this hypothetical comparison are unknown to the researcher 

and might differ for each target. This variable is conceptually similar to between and within-

subjects designs. The choice to create a distinct variable for whether the target was 

evaluated in relation to a specified reference group was based on a number of papers 

sampled for this analysis that defined a reference group but did not have the same control 

parameters around it (i.e., the comparison group did not have to be an opposite gender 

target who was identical to the target in all relevant characteristics). 
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Koch et al.’s (2015) work was the only previous meta-analysis to include this 

moderator. In the male-dominated work environment comparative evaluations were almost 

significantly more biased against female targets (d = .19 [90%CI .13, .25]) than were 

individual evaluations (d = .12 [90%CI .09, .15]). This finding is unlikely to be replicated in the 

current meta-analysis, given the analysis averages across contexts, and findings from Koch et 

al. (2015) were only significant for male dominated work environments. 

  4.4.4.2.3 Between- vs. within-subjects design.  

Many papers in the current meta-analysis have included within-subjects design. In 

this meta-analysis we will only include papers in which gender is the within-subjects variable. 

That is, the participant is providing data on the equivalent male and female candidates (i.e., 

not a male leader and a female non-leader, but male and female leaders or male and female 

non-leaders). This study design has the potential to influence the results and has been found 

to in a previous meta-analysis (Olian et al., 1988). Using within-subjects designs makes 

gender more salient and conscious, which can lead to effects that are influenced by social 

desirability. However, the majority of meta-analyses found it to be non-significant (e.g., 

Davison and Burke, 2000; Eagly et al., 1992; Koch et al., 2015). Nevertheless, given the 

differences observed across previous meta-analysis, I will incorporate this variable in the 

current study.   

  4.4.4.2.4 Gender-typicality manipulation.  

Laurie Rudman, who is responsible for the term ‘backlash’, defines it as the social and 

economic penalties that women face for counter-stereotypical behaviour. What is 

considered counter-stereotypical behaviour, however, has been interpreted in many ways 

by researchers. The manipulations used in Rudman’s experiments predominantly define 
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stereotypical and counter-stereotypical behaviours through the social psychological 

constructs of agency and communality (Rudman & Phelan, 2008). Modest versus self-

promoting behaviour in a job interview is an early example of such manipulations of 

behaviour (Rudman, 1998).  

According to the theory, agency is a prescriptive male behaviour and communality a 

prescriptive female behaviour (Rudman et al., 2012). However, the negative aspects of 

agency, termed dominance, are female proscriptive behaviours. These behaviours involve 

the assertion of status over other individuals which women, as lower status than men, are 

not socially permitted to do (Rudman et al., 2012). In fact, negative reactions to women’s 

behaviour extend beyond status, with research finding that women succeeding at male 

typical tasks (Reinhard, et al., 2008), succeeding in male typical work roles (Heilman et al., 

2004), or failing at male typical work roles (Hmurovic, 2011) all lead to higher penalties for 

this behaviour when compared to men. Comparing agency behaviours against other 

behaviours tested – such as dominance, success or general masculinity – will help extend the 

theory in relation to what kinds of behaviours lead to bias in the evaluation of women. The 

comparisons run in this analysis will also help identify which behaviours are especially strong 

predictors of bias beyond what is typical in male vs. female evaluations, that is, the classic 

gender evaluation bias paradigm. 

  4.4.4.2.5 Outcome type.  

As discussed in the previous section, the type of outcome measures included is a key 

difference between the current and past meta-analyses. Eagly et al. (1992) included three 

measures of evaluation: competence, social skills and desire to work with the candidate. 

Davison and Burke (2000) and Olian et al. (1988) focused on hiring decisions, and Koch et al. 
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(2015) only sampled effect sizes relating to competence and hiring outcome measures. The 

current meta-analysis, however, sought to investigate bias on all outcomes commonly used 

in research of gender evaluation bias and backlash. More recent research has investigated 

how gender norms and likeability mediate hiring decisions (Rudman et al., 2012), showing 

that biased decisions about candidates might come from biased assessments of their 

likeability or gender typicality. For this reason, the inclusion of these outcome types can help 

illuminate where higher levels of bias are falling in order to determine what impact these 

assessments might have on final decisions.  

 4.4.4.3 Summary. 

To sum up, the current meta-analysis is a systematic study of primary empirical 

experiments that assess gender evaluation bias and backlash. In this study, the aim is to 

identify the magnitude of the effect of gender evaluation bias and the way in which such 

effect is modified by a range of substantive and methodological variables. This study will 

help identify the conditions under which gender evaluation bias is more salient and 

therefore areas where bias mitigation interventions might be more effective.  

4.5. Method 

 4.5.1 Identification of studies and criteria for inclusion 

I performed extensive electronic searching using the keywords gender, sex, women, 

men, female, and male, in combination with leadership style, agentic, communal, counter-

stereotype*, leader, leadership, backlash, and prescriptive to identify published articles, 

conference papers, working papers, and doctoral dissertations. The computer-based 

searches were conducted using the following seven databases: Education Resources 

Information Centre (ERIC), PsycINFO, SocINDEX, CINAHL, Business Source Complete, 
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PubMed, and ProQuest Digital Dissertations. I also searched reference lists from previous 

meta-analyses (e.g., Davison & Burke, 2000; Eagly et al., 1992) and key research and review 

papers (e.g., Rudman & Phelan, 2008). Citation searches were conducted on key contributing 

authors to the topic. Our search was limited to studies that were available in English. These 

searches produced 58,434 papers and dissertations. Papers were then filtered for relevance 

based on title, abstract and availability. They were then assessed for eligibility based on an 

established set of inclusion criteria. 

Papers included in the meta-analysis had to satisfy the following inclusion criteria: a) 

only experimental studies on non-clinical samples were used; b) participants in those 

experiments were presented with descriptions or scenarios of one or more targets whose 

gender was clearly specified; c) participants were required to rate the targets on evaluative 

dimensions or employment decisions; d) all characteristics of the target other than their sex 

was represented identically for both males and females, except in the case of a backlash 

manipulation, in which one independent variable was a description of attributes, behaviours 

or roles of the targets that were either stereotypically masculine or feminine; e) the studies 

reported statistics that could be converted into an effect size. In cases where incomplete 

data or insufficient data to calculate an effect size was reported, emails were sent to the 

corresponding author. In the interest of reducing publication bias, emails were sent to all 

authors who had published a contributing study in the previous 10 years to request 

unpublished data. After filtering for relevance, this process led to 151 papers with 203 

independent studies and 822 independent effect sizes (N=86,661) – to date the largest 

sample of papers ever meta-analysed in the area of experimental research on gender 

evaluation bias. 
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 4.5.2 Coding Procedures. 

An initial 20 key papers were used to inform most of the coding. These were papers 

identified from within the backlash literature as either recent contributions or at a more 

advanced stage in theoretical development. From these papers, key variables that would 

inform the coding and the analysis of the full dataset were determined by one of the 

supervisors and myself. Following this, I coded the remaining papers and a second coder was 

trained to cross code a randomly selected 20% of the full list of papers. 

 4.5.2.1 Year of publication.   

Date of publication was coded to evaluate the question of whether bias changed over 

time. Table 2 shows the number of papers published at 10-year intervals. The majority, 

49.8%, of effect sizes (N = 35,952) come from the most recent decade, which is due to a 

higher number of papers with relevant statistics available in this time (37.7%) but also a 

higher number of papers with multiple studies and outcomes. 

 4.5.2.2 Publication vs. unpublished or dissertation.  

Dissertations and unpublished data collected via email were all coded as 

unpublished. If dissertations were also published, data was collected from the published 

version and the paper coded as a publication. Any unpublished data that was later published 

during the coding of this analysis was updated to a publication. Unpublished papers and 

dissertations were coded ‘0’ and published as ‘1’ for the analysis. 

 4.5.2.3 Gender-typicality of work environment: female vs. neutral vs. male. 

 Gender typicality of work was divided into three categories: male, female, and 

neutral occupations. Many of the study designs in the sampled papers considered this a key 
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aspect of their design and tested it. All studies were compared with previous research and 

government reports that contained classifications of actual and perceived gender 

representation in occupational sectors (e.g., Bouazzaoui & Mullet, 2012; European 

Commission’s Expert Group on Gender and Employment, 2009; Johnson, Podratz, Dipboye, 

& Gibbons, 2010) in order to allocate them to one of the three categories. Female-typical 

work environments were run as the reference category for the analysis. 

 4.5.2.4 Leadership: Leader vs. non-leader. 

 Leadership context was coded as either leader or non-leader and was coded based 

on the description and title of the job role. Where information was not provided, it was 

assumed that the position was a non-leadership role. Leadership was coded as ‘1’ in the 

analysis and non-leadership roles were ‘0’. 

 4.5.2.5 Evaluator factors. 

  4.5.2.5.1 Gender of evaluator: female vs. male vs. mixed.  

The gender of the evaluator was coded in two different ways. Across studies, results 

were either reported with the gender of evaluator kept separate or analysed together. For 

this reason, each effect size was coded as either data from ‘male’ evaluators, ‘female’ 

evaluators, or ‘mixed’ evaluators. Where possible, authors who reported mixed gender 

results were contacted to provide separate gender data. However, as many studies were 

more than 10 years old, this was not possible in most cases. The mixed evaluator category 

therefore represents experimental conditions where there are both male and female 

participants. If there is any evaluator bias driven by gender, this will likely be attenuated in 

how it compares with the mixed samples category.  
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  4.5.2.5.2 Evaluator work experience: undergraduates vs. working  

    adults.  

The categories of undergraduates vs. working adults were initially further divided to 

include masters of business administration students (MBAs). However, this category was too 

small for analysis and was therefore grouped in with working adults. This decision was based 

on the fact that most MBA students are required to have a degree of work experience and 

are often working while studying for the MBA, making them far more demographically 

similar to other working adults than typical undergraduates. The category of working adults 

also included people working at the time they were given the survey, people who were 

employed in the same field for which they were evaluating candidates, human resources 

representatives and similar others. There was good conceptual reasoning to have 

experienced professionals, employed in the same field as a separate category, however the 

sample size was too small to statistically justify this. For the analysis, working adults were 

coded as ‘0’ and undergraduates as ‘1’. 

  4.5.2.5.3 Motivation.  

The motivation to make a careful decision was coded based on the instructions that 

were given to the participants: either they would be made accountable for their decision or 

these were real people that they were evaluating and the consequences of their decision 

would impact on these individuals. These definitions of the motivators were taken directly 

from Koch et al.’s (2015) work. Only eight papers were identified with a motivation 

manipulation data, the majority of which represented participants who believed they were 

evaluating real people. Therefore, as with Koch et al. (2015), the motivators were combined 
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into a single category for analysis. Motivation was coded so that the motivated category was 

‘1’ and not motivated was ‘0’. 

  4.5.2.5.4.Medium: confederate, paper, paper +, video.  

The medium by which the target was presented to participants was coded into one of 

four options. The first and most frequent form of manipulation was the use of paper people. 

In these cases, a hypothetical individual was described or a hypothetical CV was provided 

about an individual, and participants were asked to assess this person based on a number of 

attributes. This was the form of presentation for 541 (62%) of all effect sizes within the 

analysis.  

Separate but similar was the “paper +” category. This was primarily for cases in which 

a paper person description was accompanied by additional information such as a photo, to 

increase both degree of exposure to the target as a person and also provide individuating 

information allowing for a more elaborate perspective of the person. In these categories, 

however, the additional piece of information often featured highly gendered information as 

part of a manipulation, so the information processing that might have been expected to 

lower the bias was potentially more likely to increase it, based on the stereotype content.  

Videos or audiotaped interactions were the second most common presentation form 

of the target information material, with 223 (25.6%) of effect sizes. Finally, “confederate” 

covered any in-person interaction between the target and the participant (k = 31 or 3.6% of 

effect sizes).  

As the lowest level of exposure of the candidate, the simple paper description of the 

candidate was used as the reference category in the analysis. 
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  4.5.2.5.5 Individual vs. comparison evaluation.  

Similar to within-subject design, comparative evaluations required a second 

evaluative target to act as a reference category for the evaluation score given to each target. 

The comparison group could be the equivalent male or any other described individual. 

Individual evaluations referenced no other applicants or typical employees for the target to 

be evaluated against. Individual assessment was coded ‘1’ for the analysis and comparative 

was coded ‘0’. 

  4.5.2.5.6 Between- vs. within-subjects design..  

Design was coded based on whether an effect size was calculated from data of a non-

independent sample. This meant that for each effect size that was coded as within-subjects 

the sample evaluated both the identical male and female target. Some papers included in 

the meta-analysis used a mixed design with within- and between-subject manipulations. 

When these studies used the within-subjects part of the design to manipulate a variable 

other than the gender of the target, yet manipulated the gender of the target in the 

between-subject component, these studies were coded as between-subjects. The between-

subjects design was coded ‘1’ for the analysis and within-subjects was coded ‘0’. 

 4.5.2.6 Target factors. 

  4.5.2.6.1 Gender-typicality manipulation.  

Counter-stereotypical behaviours were coded into nine categories (agency, 

communality, dominant, submissive, masculine, feminine, success, and no success, and 

evaluation bias). The behaviours were frequently paired within the primary studies (i.e., 

agency vs. communality; dominant vs. submissive; masculine vs. feminine; success vs. no-
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success) as the definitions of these categories are well detailed across gender stereotype 

literature; however, this was not always the case. The final category, labelled evaluation 

bias, represented any effect size where no behavioural manipulation was present (i.e., only 

the gender of the target was manipulated). Evaluation bias studies made up 43.1% of all 

collected effect sizes, 47% of papers and 52,104 of the total sample size. This is likely due to 

the more recent research interest in behaviour and leadership styles on how women are 

perceived in the workplace. 

Behaviours coded as agentic were defined by the social psychological definition of 

agency. Typically, this definition encompasses independent, assertive, decisive and confident 

behaviours in which the actor can be seen to be expressing their agency. For example, 

Rudman (1998) described job interviews in which candidates were self-promoting or modest 

(the communal contrast to agency). Behaviours that were coded as communal were also 

defined as friendly, nurturing and likeable. Manipulations of leadership styles such as 

autocratic and transactional were coded as agentic, and democratic or transformational 

styles were coded as communal (see Appendix B for more). 

Behaviours that were coded as dominant were similar to agency but with an 

additional anti-social aspect. Unlike the definition used in Williams and Tiedens (2016), this 

definition does not include assertiveness but rather focuses on types of behaviour that are 

intimidating, controlling or aggressive. For example, Rudman et al., (2012) asked participants 

to evaluate individuals who provided ‘brutally honest’ feedback. Submissive behaviours also 

had an anti-social element additional to communal type behaviour. Here the behaviours 

were weak, unassertive, or overly polite, which can also negatively impact on the social 

dynamic of a workplace. 
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Behaviours that were coded as masculine or feminine did not fit into the classic 

definitions of agency or communality, yet captured gender-typicality in various forms. 

Examples of masculinity included listing soccer as a hobby on a CV or masculine appearance 

(e.g., clothing, scent, short hair; Glick, et al., 1988; Sczensy et al., 2006). The feminine 

contrasts were interest in jewellery or interior design and feminine appearance (e.g., long 

hair, delicate features; Sczesny & Kuhnen, 2004). 

Manipulations of success vs. no-success were coded for cases in which a study 

described an employee or job candidate as having high prior performance in their area of 

work (e.g., Desrumaux, et al., 2009; Heilman et al., 2004) versus average performance, 

absence of high performance or mistakes (e.g., Hmurovic, 2011).  

Evaluation bias was treated as the reference category for the analysis. This means 

that all effect sizes reported in the meta-analysis for this moderator are comparative to that 

of the evaluation bias category. 

  4.5.2.6.2 Evaluated characteristic.  

Characteristics evaluated in the targets were coded into 10 categories: agency, 

dominance, future career success, hireability, leader desirability, likeability, reward 

recommendation, social competence, task competence, and weakness. As described in the 

previous section, agency evaluations coded behaviour such as being independent, decisive, 

active, and ambitious. Evaluations coded as dominant were attributes such as being 

intimidating, arrogant, controlling and ruthless. Weakness evaluations were those best 

described as passive, deferential or submissive. Evaluations coded as ‘likeability’ came from 

outcome measures that asked about the candidates’ likely workplace popularity, whether 
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they would want to be friends with, and whether they would like to be colleagues with the 

target.  

Leadership desirability evaluations are outcomes that assessed how much 

participants would like to work for the candidate, their willingness to take orders and loyalty 

(e.g., Braun et al., 2012; Weinberg, Reveles & Jackson, 1984). This category is similar to 

likability but conceptually distinct in that it can cover assessments of what a participant 

could gain in, for example, experience and prestige from working under the target that is not 

present in a likeability evaluation. Evaluations that fitted into the task competence coding 

involved any kind of judgements of performance on a task, at a previous role or an 

estimation of their potential competence in the role that they were applying for. Some of 

the collected papers included competence as part of an agency outcome.  Where possible, in 

the current meta-analysis they were kept separate, as competence in the work place does 

not necessarily include other aspects of agency (e.g., competitiveness). Evaluations coded as 

social competence included assessments of interpersonal sensitivity, warmth, and helpful 

behaviours.  

The final three evaluation categories are much more strongly related to hiring 

outcomes and decisions about work. Hireability evaluations asked questions such as, would 

you hire the target, would hiring the target be a good decision, would you recommend the 

target to be hired? This is the closest to a behavioural measure that these studies tend to 

elicit, yet this is the kind of decision that doing the task in real life would involve. Reward 

recommendation incorporated additional workplace decisions, such as the starting salary, 

allocation of bonus pay, promotions, getting put on the ‘fast track’, or the allocation to 

higher profile projects. All these outcomes are the kinds of decisions that are made about 
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high performers or top workers that employers really want to get behind and invest in. 

Finally, in judgements of future career success, there were questions that asked participants 

to make estimations or projections as to the likelihood that the candidate would be a top 

performer in the future. Social competence was the reference category in the meta-analysis 

for this moderator. 

  4.5.3 Meta-analytic techniques. 

The design of the analysis took moderators that existed both within studies and 

between studies. Every study contributed at least one effect size, which was represented as 

a difference score measured on a dependent variable, as the difference between an identical 

male versus a female target. In most cases, studies contributed multiple effect sizes due to 

multiple moderators and multiple outcomes present within the study design. For example, 

many studies measured the difference between male and female targets on more than one 

outcome variable such as both hireability and social skills. Effect sizes were reduced to 

independent units of analysis. Table 4.1 shows the total number of effect sizes, papers and 

sample sizes for each moderator.  

The effect sizes for each independent unit were then converted into Hedges’ g to 

represent a standardised magnitude of difference in evaluation between the male and 

female target. Hedges’ g was the preferred effect size estimate because it is more robust in 

cases of small sample sizes or unbalanced designs (Hedges, 1981). The scale of the effect size 

is also similar to that of Cohen’s d, meaning that comparisons between effect sizes from this 

analysis and previous analyses using this effect size are possible, while not perfectly 

comparable. 
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 4.5.4 Multilevel meta-regression technique  

Multilevel analysis was conducted using Restricted Maximum Likelihood (REML) in 

Genstat v.16 (VSN International, 2017). REML is a general algorithm used for estimating 

variance parameters in linear mixed models. In the case of a meta-regression, a random 

effect for study is included along with the set of moderators of interest. 

In the first set of analyses, an unconditional model (without moderators) was used to 

estimate the meta-analytic relationships between bias effect sizes across all conditions. This 

is the intercepts-only model and equivalent to a random effects model in meta-analysis 

(Hox, Moerbeek & Van de Schoot, 2017). This model also measures whether there is 

significant between study or outcome variance at level-2 to justify multilevel meta-

regression.  

The second analysis, a meta-regression, incorporated within and between study 

variables. For this model, effect sizes were weighted using the relative sample size of each 

study. The variables included in the analysis of this conditional model were entered as 

dummy variables. For example, to compare the relative magnitude of the difference scores 

across each moderator, a reference category was removed, and the remaining dummy 

variables were used to capture the remaining variance of the moderator.  

The only level-1 moderator was the evaluation outcome measures. This is because 

these effect sizes were nested within any potential group comparison, with multiple effect 

sizes often calculated for each manipulation group in a study (e.g., separate effect sizes for 

measures of likeability, social competence or hireability would be nested within a unit of 

analysis comparing matched male versus female candidates). Outcome measures were 

dummy coded and the evaluation of social competence was selected to be the reference 
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category. This decision was based on the a priori conceptual assumption that, as the most 

female stereotypical variable (Rudman & Glick, 2001), it was the least likely outcome to 

show bias against women. The rest of the moderator variables were level-2 variables. 

The model provides an intercept coefficient for the reference group and regression 

coefficients for the dummy coded groups. If a coefficient is significant, this means that the 

specific dummy-represented group (e.g., competence) has a significantly different 

association with the construct of interest than does the reference group. In addition, the 

sign of the regression coefficient indicates whether the specific dummy-coded group has a 

significantly lower degree of bias against women (if the sign is positive) or higher degree of 

bias against women (if the sign is negative) with the magnitude of bias than does the 

reference group. 

The third analysis (model 2) was a conditional model in which all level-1 and level-2 

moderators were modelled using both dummy and continuous variables. By entering all 

moderators into the single regression equation, it was possible to determine which 

moderators had a significant impact on bias against women while controlling for all other 

variables.  

In both sets of multilevel models, null model likelihood ratio tests (LR χ2) were used 

to assess if model 1 and model 2 predicted the dependent variables better than would be 

expected by chance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Aikaike’s Information Criterion, AIC, was 

used to compare the models, with a lower AIC indicating better fit (Hox, et al., 2017).   

4.6 Results 

Table 4.2 shows the models for moderators predicting levels of bias against women 

in the sample of meta-analysed studies. The baseline model or intercepts-only model shows 
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the overall effect size for bias against women when not controlling for moderators to be 

small, (g =-.10 [95%CI -.15, -.04]). Level-2 variance was statistically significant χ2(198) = 

1871.35, p<.001. The intra-class correlation was ICC=.40, which suggests that 40% of the 

variance in the effect sizes is happening at level 2, that is at the study level. The significant 

variance and high ICC together provide sufficient evidence to proceed with a multilevel 

meta-regression. 

Model 1 is the analysis of the baseline model with all the level-1 moderators, that is 

the outcome measures or attributes along which the targets were evaluated, included in the 

analysis. The intercept for this model is small but significant, g=-.10 (95%CI -.14, -.06). This 

means that there is a consistent biased evaluation against women in the analysed studies 

when controlling for type of evaluated attribute. This model used social competence as a 

reference category for all the outcome measures. This means that interpretation of all effect 

sizes is in relation the degree of bias for this outcome. Many predictors in Model 1 were 

significant, namely: future career success, hireability, likeability and task competence. The 

highest levels of bias were for evaluations of future career success (g=-.19 [95%CI -.35, -.03]), 

hiring (g=-.18, [95%CI -.29, -.06]) and likeability (g=-.18, [95%CI -.32, -.04]). All these effect 

sizes were small and negative, meaning that compared to evaluations of social competence, 

individuals showed stronger levels of bias against women in these variables. 
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Table 4.2: Meta regression for variables predicting bias against women 

  Baseline model Model 1 Model 2 

Variable  Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) 

Unit of analysis 

Intercept  -.10 (.02)** -.10 (.02)** -.10 (.03)** 

Outcome type Agency  -.07 (.06) -.06 (.06) 

 Dominance  -.11 (.08) -.10 (.08)** 

 Future Career Success  -.19 (.08)** -.19 (.07)** 

 Hireability  -.18 (.06)*** -.18 (.06)** 

 Leader desirability  -.12 (.07) -.12 (.07)* 

 Likeability  -.18 (.07)** -.18 (.07)** 

 Reward 

recommendation 

 -.09 (.08) -.10 (.08) 

 Social competence  Reference Reference 

 Task competence  -.11 (.06)** -.11 (.05)** 

 Weakness  .17 (.15) .17 (.14) 

     

 

Year Year   -.00 (.00) 

Publication Published   -.13 (.08) 

Gender 

context 

Neutral Context   -.19 (.06)*** 

 Male Context   -.25 (.06)*** 

Leadership  Leadership Context   -.01 (.05) 

Gender of 

evaluator 

Mixed Evaluator   -.01 (.06) 

 Male Evaluator   -.14 (.05)*** 

Evaluator 

work 

experience 

Undergraduate   -.09 (.05)* 

Motivation Motivated   -.06 (.11) 

     

Medium of 

manipulation 

Paper +   .09 (.10) 

 Video   .06 (.06) 

 Confederate   .05 (.13) 

Individual vs 

comparative 

evaluation 

Individual assessment   -.06 (.06) 

Between vs 

within 

Between design   .03 (.07) 

Manipulation 

type 

Agentic   -.11 (.06)* 

 Communal   .10 (.07) 

 Success   -.18 (.13) 
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 No Success   -.23 (.15) 

 Masculinity   -.11 (.12) 

 Femininity   .05 (.14) 

 Dominance   -.30 (.15)** 

 Submissive   -.06 (.16) 

     

σ2  3.74 3.71 3.53 

Τ  .23 .23 .23 

AIC  -221.43 -188.42 -131.15 

η2     

logLik  -225.43 -192.42 -135.15 

LogLik df  869 860 838 

LR χ2   33.01** 90.28** 

df of LR χ2   9 31 

LR p-value   <.001 <.001 

Note: Negative effect sizes indicate when female candidates were rated lower than male 

candidates. Standard errors in parentheses. *p<.1, **p <.05, ***p<.005 

 

Weakness evaluation was the only evaluation that had a positive direction (g=.17, 

[95%CI -.12, .47]); however, this means that women were perceived to be higher in 

weakness traits which is not a positive perception. The null model likelihood ratio test 

indicated that Model 1 explained a substantial amount of variance in effect sizes compared 

to the baseline intercepts only model LR χ2 (9) = 9.22, p<.001. This is consistent with the 

AICModel 1=-188.42 being higher than the null model AICnull = -221.43.  

Model 2 analysed the full model that incorporated all the predictors of interest. The 

intercept for this model remained significant (g=-.10, [95%CI -.04, -.16]), as did all the 

evaluation type predictors from Model 1. The likelihood ratio test comparing models 1 and 2 

indicated that model 2 explained a substantial amount of the variance compared with model 

1 (see table 4.3).  The AIC of Model 2 (AIC = -131.15) was still higher than the null model (AIC 

= -221.43).   
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Table 4.3: Significance test for comparison between Model 1 and Model 2 

LR χ2    57.27 

df of LR χ2   22 

LR P-value    <0.001 

 

Not all the level-2 moderators were significant predictors of the degree of gender 

bias against the targets. Year of publication was not significant (g=.00 [95%CI .00, .00]), 

showing that across this sample, ranging from 1970-2014, after controlling for all other 

moderators, bias against women has neither increased nor decreased over time. 

Comparisons between published and unpublished studies showed no change in effect sizes, 

which suggests that these results are not due to publication bias. Motivation of the sample 

did not impact on effect size, nor did individual vs comparative assessments, or between- or 

within-subjects’ designs. 

4.6.1 Context: Gender-typicality of work environment. 

Leadership vs non-leadership role evaluations did not have a significant impact on 

bias. Job gender context was found to be a predictor of bias against the female target. 

Specifically, targets being evaluated in a gender-neutral context (g = -.19 [95%CI -.31, -.08] or 

male context (g = -.25 [95%CI -.36, -.14] received significantly more bias compared to target 

in female job contexts. 

4.6.2 Evaluators  

 4.6.2.1 Gender of evaluator.  
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Male evaluators showed higher levels of bias against the female target than female 

evaluators (g = -.14, [95%CI -.22, -.05]). Studies that reported mixed participant responses 

did not have a different level of bias compared to female samples. 

4.6.2.2 Participant work experience.  

Undergraduate samples were not significantly more biased compared to working 

adult samples. However, the size of the confidence intervals suggests that the effect size was 

mostly negative (g = -.09 [-.20, .01]). 

 4.6.3 Methodological factors 

 4.6.3.1 Medium of manipulation.  

Compared to use of paper-based descriptions of targets, the use of a confederate in 

the interaction (g = .05, [95%CI -.20, .30]), a photograph of the candidate (g = .09, [95%CI -

.09, .27]), or a videoed interaction (g = .06, [95%CI -.06, .19]) did not impact the effect size of 

bias against female targets. 

4.6.3.2 Manipulation type. 

Compared to evaluation bias, dominance was the only manipulation that was 

associated with higher levels of bias against women. This effect was the largest found in the 

meta-analysis (g = -.30, [95% -.58, -.01]). Agentic manipulations, while non-significant, 

produced an effect size with confidence intervals that were predominantly negative (g = -.11 

[95% -.23, .01]). This shows that, across studies, agentic manipulations prominently found 

bias against women. 
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4.7 Discussion 

This meta-analysis set out to capture a broad picture of unconscious gender bias. 

Where past analyses have focused on performance evaluations and hiring decisions, 

leadership and counter-stereotypical gender behaviour, this analysis cast a wider net to 

capture biases that women face across all these decisions and contexts. Also unique to this 

analysis was the use of multilevel meta-regression to find areas in which the greatest risk of 

bias is present.  

This analysis found a small but robust effect of bias (g =-.10 [95%CI -.15, -.04]) against 

women across the sampled studies. This is consistent with many of the previous meta-

analyses. Bias against women was found in all evaluative categories and was significantly 

greater compared to social competence. The types of evaluations which had the highest 

levels of bias were hireability, future career success, and likeability. These are the social and 

economic penalties that are described in the backlash literature. In the current meta-

analysis, we observed these negative effects after controlling for all the manipulations of the 

target attributes used in the backlash paradigm. Further, these are likely to be some of the 

most important assessments that determine the final decision of which candidate gets hired. 

When hiring a person with whom they have to work then, a decision maker probably would 

prefer to choose someone he or she likes if choosing between two equally qualified people. 

Similarly, future career success is an estimate of the future value of a candidate, and thus 

there is greater value in selecting a candidate who is perceived to have more career 

potential.  

 One finding that has been inconsistent across the previous meta-analyses is how the 

gender of the evaluator impacts on bias against women. In the current meta-analysis, there 
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was a small but significant male preference found among male evaluators. However, this 

does not necessarily mean that it is a male-only effect. Many of the papers sampled in this 

analysis reported male and female participant data as a single effect size (k = 439 or 95 

different studies), possibly due to the authors finding no significant participant gender 

effect. If this is the case, then a limitation of the meta-analysis is that data in the male 

evaluator category is a biased sample of papers in which male evaluators were found to have 

higher levels of bias against women. A more reliable indication of whether the gender of the 

participant has an impact on bias would require future research to report sufficient data on 

these non-significant effects that can be sampled by meta-analysts. This interpretation is 

consistent with the fact that when the percentage of female participants was used as the 

predictor, this variable was not a significant predictor of the magnitude of the effect. 

 Another important finding in the analysis is the null result of year on degree of bias. 

This thesis has laid out many of the legal, social and historical actions with the purpose of 

increasing female participation in the workforce. Further, there is social psychological 

evidence that the gendered stereotype of a worker or leader is reducing over time (Koenig et 

al., 2011). This result indicates that while this progress is being made, unconscious 

stereotypes about female abilities persist. The null effect of year was controlled for by 

methodology and publication status, making it unlikely that refined study techniques are 

responsible for this null effect. This shows that while improvements in some areas might 

suggest that progress is being made, bias can still impact decision making and evaluations 

and needs to continue to be addressed in all workplaces that value gender equality. 

The gender make-up of a role or workplace certainly has an impact on the magnitude 

of bias against women. Koch et al. (2015) found that most moderators were only significant 
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in the male dominated domain. However, the present analysis shows that gender-neutral 

work contexts also need to be mindful of bias. Quite possibly, work in general continues to 

be perceived as a masculine domain; therefore women’s mere participation in work 

activities can generate backlash, unless the job they are performing is stereotypically 

feminine, such as support clerical jobs, nursing or other care provider jobs (Judd & Oswald, 

1997).  

 Dominant behaviour in women was found to be predictors of higher levels of bias. 

This reflects the double standard that women face in that they cannot simply ‘man-up’ in 

order to be perceived as more appropriate for a job.  Rather, this behaviour creates new 

avenues of discrimination that lead to the same result of not being a preferred hire. Agentic 

behaviour was not a significant predictor of higher levels of bias, however examination of 

the standard error and confidence shows that this effect was significant in most of the 

studies that were coded to this category. This finding suggests that while agency is 

commonly associated with bias and backlash, this finding is not robust. Further exploration 

into this category is necessary to determine why this is the case. 

4.8 Limitations 

A common limitation for meta-analyses is that they can only reflect the quality of the 

papers contained within. The low response rate to requests for statistics and the number of 

older studies that were not available, combined with the more recent studies being largely 

provided by a small group of high publishing authors, may have skewed findings. However, 

the large number of contributing studies, papers and effect sizes (e.g., the smallest effect 

size weakness had 10 independent effect sizes from five separate papers, n=994) should 

protect against these kinds of bias. 
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The individual difference variables of rater’s gender, work experience, and 

motivation are unlikely to cover the full range of individual factors that impact on 

differences in evaluation bias and backlash. Instead, they reflect the moderators that were 

present in the studies sampled for the meta-analysis. 

Another consideration is that experimental manipulations are frequently reused by 

authors and their colleagues. With a higher cost stimulus such as video, there is the 

possibility that a higher effect size may come from one or two particularly strong 

experimental manipulations, which have then been reused in the majority of the studies. 

This is a consideration for future meta-analyses and other primary studies that can be 

conducted in the future where the robustness of this effect can be tested using alternative 

operationalisations. 

Parental status is often discussed as a common consideration for why women aren’t 

being hired and promoted equally to men (e.g., WGEA, 2017). The focus of the current 

analysis looked at the effects of stereotypes of women in general, and the subgroup of 

motherhood was somewhat outside the scope of the present study. My review of this 

literature indicated that these studies tend to have an outcome about commitment to the 

job that does not appear in any of the backlash and evaluation bias studies. While the 

backlash effect is explained by likeability, motherhood bias tends to hinge on job 

commitment (Lips & Lawson, 2009), and so would make a better solo meta-analysis. 

This meta-analysis made use of multilevel regression to find key areas in which the 

greatest risks for bias against women are present. This was not to minimise the effects of 

bias in other contexts but rather to establish where efforts might be best focused for 

creating and improving new interventions in order to improve outcomes. For example, the 
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current analysis suggests that behaving with dominance is still a big problem for women and 

that working in or trying to gain access to roles outside the ‘pink ghetto’ of female-typical 

roles may be especially difficult. These findings guided the development of two interventions 

to try to mitigate bias in the evaluation of a job candidate: one intervention designed for the 

candidate (i.e., supply side) and the other for the interviewer (i.e., demand side). 
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Chapter 5: Study 2 – A Supply-Side Intervention to Mitigate Gender Evaluation Bias 

in Selection Interviews 

5.1 Introduction   

The primary studies summarised in the meta-analysis in Chapter 4 found gender 

evaluation bias to be consistently present in experimental simulations of CV evaluations, job-

interviews, employee evaluations, and promotion decisions. This points to the potential 

benefit of interventions. Despite extensive research into the different contexts in which 

gender evaluation bias and backlash occur and the many processes influencing the effect 

(see Chapter 2), intervention studies have been less successful, especially in application to 

modern workplace demands.  

One of the key strengths of the meta-analysis presented in Study 1 is that it pinpoints 

characteristics that contribute substantially to bias against women. The following two 

studies use these findings to construct an experimental manipulation in which biased 

evaluations are likely to appear and then test two interventions to reduce gender bias in 

selection processes, neither of which have been previously tested: one actionable by the 

interviewee (i.e., supply side intervention) and one by the interviewer (i.e., demand side 

intervention).   

Job interviews are the key focus of the interventions tested in the following two 

chapters. Job interviews usually provide a first impression meeting of a candidate, there is a 

large amount of free-flowing information that may enjoy both greater recency and vividness 

in interviewers’ memory, thus making them more susceptible to bias than CV selection. Job 

interviews also involve the processing of a large amount of both relevant and irrelevant job 
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information, some of which may trigger stereotyping, and as such are an ideal target for 

testing interventions to mitigate cognitive bias.  

More specifically, in Study 2 I test a supply-side interview strategy in which the 

applicant frames responses to interview questions with direct reference to key selection 

criteria. Study 3 develops a demand-side intervention to be implemented by the interviewer 

in the form of a manipulation that modifies and structures note-taking during the interview 

to focus on relevant job criteria. 

Central to all theory explaining evaluation bias is the importance of the lack of fit 

between job stereotype and the stereotyped candidate, which leads to negative evaluations 

and outcomes (Heilman, 1983). In the case of backlash, the lack of fit is instead between the 

candidate and the gender stereotype (Rudman & Phelan, 2008). The stereotyping processes 

of bias are likely to be Type 1 processes, the effects tend to be automatic, occurring outside 

an individual’s awareness of the individual (Evans & Stanovich, 2013). Type 2 is a more 

elaborative evaluation process that, at least where the evaluator is motivated to reach an 

accurate impression rather than confirm an intuition, is more likely to evaluate the person 

rather than the stereotype. For this reason, increasing the influence of Type 2 processes is a 

potentially promising intervention for evaluation bias and backlash.  

Recommendations for reducing bias through accuracy-increasing Type 2 processes 

often include taking more time, slowing down and reducing distractions (Kennett & Fine, 

2008; Sczesny & Kuhnen, 2004). This ideal however does not address the reality of most 

workplaces, in which evaluations are often made in contexts of time pressure and 

distraction. Individuals may also be sceptical of the possibility of gender bias in their 

judgments (Uhlmann & Cohen, 2005). 
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 The two studies in this thesis therefore consider these limitations, and instead test 

interventions designed to operate where conditions are not optimal for the operation of 

Type 2 processes. Type 1 processes are contextualised and associated (Evans & Stanovich, 

2013), the interventions embed this understanding into the structure of the responses to 

interview questions.  

In Study 2, the intervention occurs from the supply-side. Here, the candidate uses the 

exact terms from the key criteria in the job description consistently throughout in 

responding to interview questions, thereby capturing and keeping attention focused on the 

association or match between the candidate and the role.  

Following the findings of the meta-analysis, the gender bias mitigation interventions 

in Study 2 and Study 3 are implemented in a laboratory experiment, in a scenario where the 

targets to be evaluated are applying for a senior role within a male-dominated occupation 

(i.e., financial markets) and are displaying agentic behaviours during the interview (e.g., 

confidence in speech and self-promotion). These are conditions that, based on the meta-

analysis in Study 1, should generate evaluation bias against the female candidate relative to 

the male counterpart. Agentic behaviour was not found to be significant in the meta-analysis 

but given how unusual and inappropriate dominant behaviour would be in a job interview, 

agency seemed a more appropriate context to investigate. 

The current study tests the supply-side intervention by comparing two different 

scripts. In the control script the agentic male or female applicant demonstrates high 

competence and is well matched for the job; in the manipulation script the same competent 

and agentic candidate makes direct use of keywords and language from the key selection 

criteria throughout the duration of the interview. By repeatedly exposing the participants to 
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the key selection criteria, the match between candidate and job requirements is 

continuously re-emphasised. By making the match between candidate capabilities and job 

requirement more salient, the intervention should remove ambiguity where stereotype 

information can be relied upon. Focus on the match between the candidate and the job 

should encourage evaluations to be made based on the key criteria rather than stereotypes, 

therefore it is expected that the female candidates will not be rated lower compared to men 

on outcomes of likeability, hireability, future career success and leader desirability.  

In order to further explore how the intervention impacts on stereotyping processes, 

the mediation of stereotype prescriptive and proscriptive behaviour on the evaluations is 

also investigated. Communality has already been established as a mediator of backlash: 

agentic females are seen as less communal, which leads to lower likeability and lower 

hireability (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). Dominance, a proscribed behaviour for women, has 

also been found to be a mediator. Rudman et al., (2012) found that highly agentic women 

were perceived as more dominant; this made them less likeable and less likely to be hired. 

That study did not find any evidence of communality as a mediator, however it also did not 

take into consideration the intercorrelation between these stereotypes which, while 

conceptually distinct, were found to be correlated in both studies of the present thesis. 

Therefore, treating these as parallel mediators allows for the examination of the unique 

contributions of each stereotype in the mediation of backlash. The effect of gender 

stereotyping on future career success and leadership desirability has not previously been 

tested in this way, however these outcomes in the meta-analysis were also found to have 

higher levels of bias against women and therefore were explored in the same conditional 

models. 
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Hypothesis 1: The female candidate who employs a strategy that focuses 

interviewers on their specific skills and attributes and how these match the relevant job 

requirements will be rated as more likeable and more hireable than female and male 

candidates who do not employ this strategy. 

Hypothesis 2: The impact of the attention focusing strategies on ratings of a 

candidate’s likeability and hireability will be mediated (using conditional model analysis) by 

gender prescriptions and proscriptions. Specifically, the female candidates in the 

manipulation condition will be rated lower on dominance-type adjectives, and higher on 

communal adjectives. These gender ratings will explain differences in hiring decisions. 

5.2 Method 

 5.2.1 Participants 

In this study, 166 Finance Masters and 3rd year Finance students (44.5% female) aged 

between 18-35 (M=22.06, SD=2.62) were recruited for a 2x2 between-subjects study from a 

large research-focused Australian university2.  Students were targeted through 

announcements at the start of selected Finance subjects, via circulated links from professors 

and through leaflets handed out in classrooms. After following the link, participants were 

screened to ensure that only students in the relevant programs participated. Given the study 

material was set in a financial market setting, it was important that participants had 

familiarity with that environment. Participants received between AUD$40-50 for their time. 

                                                           
2 The initial number of students recruited was 253 due to a 2x2x2 design. This incorporated an additional 

manipulation of the femininity of the female candidate. The aim of this manipulation was to investigate how 

the interview technique might vary for feminine women and for non-feminine women. This manipulation was 

removed because it did not fit with the narrative structure of this thesis. 
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The sample was ethnically diverse, predominantly identifying as Chinese (n = 40), 

Australian/Caucasian (n = 27), Asian (n = 20), and Chinese Malay (n = 8). For 69% of the 

participants, main daily language was English and 40% listed English as their first language. 

5.2.2 Stimulus materials and procedure 

I presented participants with a job description, a CV of the applicant and a video of 

the applicant interviewing for the role. Even though the meta-analysis indicated a lower 

degree of bias when a video medium is used, the job interview was presented through video 

to increase ecological validity, as is the trend in more recent gender evaluation bias studies 

(Bowles & Babcock, 2012; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 

2010; Phelan, Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2008; Steffens, Schult & Ebert, 2009). 

The job description was for a Financial Markets director position at Westpac 

Institutional Bank, one of the Australian major banks. The job description (see Appendix E) 

was modelled on previous job descriptions for similar roles at Westpac and, with permission, 

reproduced with their logo for Studies 2 and 3. The job description listed six key 

competencies and five core competencies that were used to form the manipulation within 

the job interview. The resume was identical for all four conditions, except for the gender and 

name of the applicant: Daniel Mullens and Sarah Mullens. Names were selected from the 

Births Deaths and Marriages Victoria website (2018) as popular names in Victoria, Australia 

in the 1980s when the hypothetical candidates would have been born. The resume showed 

high competency for the job and relevant experience, based on consultations with five 

senior managers working in training or human resources at an institutional bank.  

The role of the candidate in the video interviews was performed by one male and 

one female actor, each performing a manipulation and control script. The selected actors 
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(from a pool of four potential actors) had previously been evaluated by 75 independent 

raters and matched on scales from 0 to 100 in the dimensions of attractiveness (Female 

mean: 60.94 [18.67] vs Male mean: 50.26 [23.92], t[34]=1.48, p=.15), believability as 

someone who might work in finance (Female mean: 54.94 [11.74] vs Male mean: 61.63 

[23.40], t[34]=1.48, p=.15), work as a manager (Female mean: 61.76 [13.34] vs Male mean: 

54.00 [19.21], t[34]=1.39, p=.17) and age (t[35]=-.17, p=.87). Actors were instructed to 

perform the scripts identically to one another, and were dressed in neat, professional 

clothing appropriate for the role.  

The two scripts differed exclusively in relation to whether candidates addressed the 

selection criteria by using the same words as they were presented in the job description. 

This was the case for candidates in the experimental condition, while candidates in the 

control condition had a paraphrased version addressing the selection criteria. This was done 

to control as much as possible for the actual competency of the candidates and to 

manipulate only the way the candidates referred to the selection criteria. For example, a key 

criteria listed was “communicate and translate risk appetite and axes emanating from the 

trading desk to the sales/distribution effort in the form of client-facing tailored product and 

trade proposals”. Here the manipulation response included “… good communication 

between our departments [trading and sales] means that I can translate risk and ultimately 

provide better product”, whereas the control response was “… relationships between our 

departments means that I can convey risk and ultimately provide better product”.  

The experiment proceeded as follows: Participants were presented with a job 

description and resume of either the male or the female target, which were identical except 
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for the names and gender of the participants. After reviewing the job description and 

resume, participants watched a 4-minute interview with the male or female target. 

After watching the video, participants were asked to evaluate the candidate and 

make decisions about their appropriateness for the financial markets job. A table with 

selection criteria and marked full scripts for both conditions are in Appendix B. 

5.2.3 Measures 

The outcome measures for this study were all taken from those found to be most 

common in the meta-analysis described in the previous chapter. It is notable that in the 

majority of these cases, use of a single item was standard practice. All were measured on a 

7-point Likert scale with a high value indicating more of what was being evaluated. To keep 

the length of the experiment within reasonable bounds, most variables were evaluated with 

single item measures. Outcomes measured included hireability – “I would hire this 

applicant”, future career success – “How likely is it that they would be successful in this 

role?”, leadership desireability – “I would like to work for this applicant”, competence – “how 

professional was the behaviour of the applicant?” Likeability was measured by the single 

item asking the participant the extent to which they agreed with the statement “I would like 

to be friends with this applicant”. 

Gender prescriptive and proscriptive behaviour was measured using 20 adjectives 

taken from the scale created by Rudman et al. (2012). The 20 traits from Rudman et al.’s 

(2012) lists that were most workplace relevant were selected for the study. Six traits were 

used to evaluate Male prescriptions (α=.75): career-oriented, leadership ability, assertive, 

ambitious, intelligent, and competitive. The five traits used for Female prescriptions were 

(α= .80): warm, enthusiastic, cooperative, humble, and friendly. The three traits used to 
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measure Male proscriptions (α= .61) were: weak, emotional, and indecisive. The five traits 

that were used for Female proscriptions (α=.76) were: dominating, intimidating, arrogant, 

controlling, and cold towards others. The decision to include a smaller number of weakness 

adjectives was because terms commonly used to measure weakness are not appropriate to 

the work environment (e.g., gullible, naïve, emotional).  

Participants provided their age, gender, and perception of the candidate’s 

attractiveness to be used as control variables. Attractiveness was measured on a 7-point 

scale by the single item “How attractive was the job applicant?”. The attractiveness of the 

candidate has occasionally been addressed as an aspect of backlash and evaluation bias. 

Attractiveness tends to improve most evaluations of male candidates (Hosoda, Stone-

Romero & Coats, 2006; Johnson, et al., 2010). For women, the effect of their attractiveness 

can vary depending on the job that they are applying for. For example, attractiveness 

improves evaluation and interview outcomes if the woman is applying for a lower status or 

typically feminine job (Johnson et al., 2010). For this reason, the attractiveness of the 

candidates is an important control variable. 

As a manipulation check, participants were asked to identify the gender of the 

candidate being interviewed and whether the participant directly addressed the key criteria.  

 

5.3 Results 

To test the efficacy of the manipulated intervention for male and female candidates, 

a series of analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) were run with each outcome (e.g., hiring, 

likability, competence). Moderated parallel mediation (Hayes, 2017) was then used to 

explore which gender stereotypes mediated the relationship between the experimental 
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manipulations and outcomes of hireability, future career success, and leader desirability. All 

participants correctly identified the gender of the target. Responses to the question of 

whether the candidate responded to the key criteria did not vary across group (t(162)=.199, 

p=.85), however this is likely due to the question not accurately capturing the nature of the 

manipulation. 

5.3.1 Control check 

To check that attractiveness of the applicant was consistently controlled across the 

manipulated conditions, an ANOVA was conducted with target gender, script manipulation 

and participant gender as fixed factors. Despite the piloting, target gender and participant 

gender both had significant main effects on the attractiveness evaluations. There were no 

significant interactions, meaning that differences in attractiveness ratings were not due to 

attraction to the opposite sex. The female target (M=5.30, SD=.93) was evaluated as 

significantly more attractive than the male candidate (M=4.82, SD=1.09; t[162]=3.01, p <.01). 

Female participants evaluated targets overall as more attractive (M=5.25, SD=.92) than the 

male participants (M=4.91, SD=1.11; t[161]=2.07, p<.05). Table 5.1 shows that attractiveness 

correlates with all of the outcome measures except for hiring decision and all of the gender 

stereotype adjectives except for weakness. Since attractiveness could have a significant 

impact on assessments of the candidates across manipulation conditions, it was therefore 

included as a control variable across all analyses. Table 5.1 indicated that the gender and age 

of participant did not correlate with any outcomes, nor gender prescriptive and proscriptive 

stereotypes (i.e., agency, communality, dominance and weakness), therefore, they are less 

likely to have a significant impact on subsequent analyses. Attractiveness, age and gender of 

evaluator, are included as planned co-variates in all subsequent analyses.  
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Table 5.1: Correlations, means and standard deviations between manipulation, control, outcome and gender stereotype variables. 
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Target gender -0.01          

Participant gender 0.07 -0.02          

Participant age -0.06 -0.06 -0.09          

Attractiveness -0.02 -0.23 0.16 -0.02          

Likeability  0.01 -0.03 0.04 -0.08 0.24         

Leader desirability 0.08 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 0.29 0.58        

Future career success 0.13 -0.18 -0.02 -0.09 0.47 0.32 0.47       

Hireability -0.00 -0.12 0.07 -0.04 0.31 0.32 0.55 0.52      

Agency 0.07 -0.20 0.07 -0.07 0.21 0.24 0.29 0.47 0.31     

Communality 0.02 -0.24 0.01 -0.14 0.34 0.65 0.69 0.39 0.47 0.32    

Weakness -0.04 0.02 -0.02 0.10 -0.03 -0.08 -0.08 -0.31 -0.12 -0.32 0.05   

Dominance 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.13 -0.17 -0.34 -0.39 -0.20 -0.22 0.10 -0.48 0.24  

M 22.06 5.05 4.49 5.17 6.16 5.77 5.86 4.60 2.40 4.25 

SD 2.62 1.04 1.43 1.28 0.74 1.05 0.68 0.91 0.94 1.07 

Note. N=162-166. All correlations reported in bold are significant.  Target gender: female =0, male =1. Participant gender: female =0, male = 1. 
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5.3.2 Descriptive statistics and correlations 

Means for the outcome variables were all above the midpoint, with the hiring 

decision (M = 5.77; SD = 1.05) and assessment of future career success (M = 6.16; SD = .74) 

having the highest means. This shows that all candidates were considered appropriate and 

qualified for the job; subsequent analyses will be about how distinctions between good and 

very good candidates are made. This reflects past research where experience and 

qualifications explain the largest portion of the variance in candidate assessments (Olian, et 

al., 1988). 

Intercorrelations were found between most of the adjective scales. Agency and 

communality were positively correlated (r=.32) as were dominance and weakness (r=.24). 

These findings could be indicative of a halo effect of the targets, or that in the workplace 

context, gender is irrelevant for assessment compared to valence. With the exception of 

future career success and hireability, communality correlated the highest with most of the 

outcome measures (r=.65 to r= .76), suggesting that for most of these measures, warmth 

was the most important consideration in making these assessments. 

With the exceptions of future career success and the hiring decisions, outcome 

measures correlated with one another consistently at a medium level, ranging from r= .52 to 

r=.68. This is likely due to a relational component to each item. Future career success and 

hiring also correlated with the other outcome measures, though these were mostly lower 

than the other intercorrelations.  
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A series of 2x2 between-subjects ANCOVA were performed on outcome measures asking 

if the participant would like to be friends with, work with, work for, and hire the applicant, 

as well as ratings of how friendly they seem and the likelihood of their future career success. 

Independent variables were the target gender (male vs female) and the version of script 

used (key criteria framed vs. control). Control variables in each analysis were the 

attractiveness of the candidate and gender of the participant. Each analysis was followed by 

a set of three planned comparisons to test for the following: 

1. A backlash effect would occur in the control condition, which would be shown by 

more favourable ratings for the male target than the female target, both of whom 

were behaving with agency during the job interview. 

2. The manipulation would improve ratings for the female target, shown by more 

favourable ratings in the manipulation condition compared with the control 

condition. 

3. The manipulation would produce more equal ratings for the male and female 

candidates. 
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Table 5.2: Group means and standard deviations for adjective scales and outcome 

measures. 

Target gender Male  Female 

Script  Control Manipulation Overall  Control Manipulation overall 

 n=41 n=41 n=82  n=39 n=42 n=81 

Likeability 4.67 (1.32) 4.21 (1.55) 4.44 (1.45)  4.27 (1.32) 4.79 (1.46) 4.54 (1.41) 

Leader 

desirability 

5.24 (1.14) 4.88 (1.40) 5.06 (1.28)  4.88 (1.22) 5.67 (1.20) 5.28 (1.27) 

Future career 

success 

6.02 (.75) 6.02 (.72) 6.02 (.73)  6.10 (.78) 6.48 (.63) 6.29 (.73) 

Hireability 5.79 (.90) 5.50 (1.25) 5.64 (1.09)  5.75 (1.06) 6.02 (.92) 5.89 (.99) 

Agency 5.78 (.74) 5.69 (.66) 5.73 (.70)  5.85 (.65) 6.13 (.59) 6.00 (.63) 

Communality 4.48 (.78) 4.27 (.91) 4.38 (.85)  4.65 (.81) 4.97 (.97) 4.80 (.89) 

Weakness 2.25 (.91) 2.58 (1.14) 2.42 (1.03)  2.64 (.78) 2.15 (.81) 2.39 (.83) 

Dominance 4.09 (1.13) 4.55 (.87) 4.32 (1.03)  4.34 (1.06) 4.01 (1.16) 4.17 (1.12) 

Note. Means for each measure in the experimental conditions appear in the cells with standard 

deviations in parenthesis. 

 

 5.3.2.1 Likeability  

For this outcome, attractiveness was a significant covariate, F(1,157)=20.92, p<.001, 

partial η2=.12. There were no other significant covariates and no significant main effects 

(script: F[1,157]=.09, p=.77; target gender: F[1,157]=.24, p=.62). An interaction between 

target gender and framing script used by the target was found F(1,157)=4.59, p<.05, partial 

η2=.03. Figure 1 graphs this interaction, it shows that after adjustment by covariates, the 

mean response of evaluators to candidate likeability changes from more favourable ratings 
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for the male candidate in the control condition, to more favourable ratings for the female 

candidate in the manipulation condition. The estimated marginal means and variances were 

taken to calculate the three planned comparisons. All three of the planned comparisons 

were non-significant. The contrast between male and female targets in the control 

condition, which tests for backlash (Bonett’s d =.41; 95%CI -.03, .86), was non-significant. 

The different between female targets in the control and manipulation conditions was not 

significant (Bonett’s d= -.38; 95%CI -.82, .06). The contrast between the male and female 

target in the manipulation condition was minimal and non-significant, suggestive of an 

absence of bias towards either gender in this condition (Bonett’s d = -.26; 95%CI -.70, .18).  

 

Figure 5.1: Interaction graph of estimated marginal means and 95% confidence interval bars for 

responses to ‘I would like to be friends with this candidate’. Controls were for gender of participant, 

age, and attraction. 
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5.3.2.2 Leadership desirability  

Attractiveness was a significant covariate, F(1,157)=14.48, p<.001, partial η2=.08. No 

significant main effects were found for leader desirability (script: F[1,157]=2.51, p=.12; 

target gender: F[1,157] = .09, p=.76). There was a significant interaction between target 

gender and framing used in interview script, F(1,157)=8.46, p<.01, partial η2=.05. Figure 5.2 

shows the interaction of means taking all control variables into account. Means adjusted for 

covariates were taken and used to run three planned comparisons. The contrast between 

control condition male and female targets in ratings of leader desirability was non-

significant (Bonett’s d =.40, 95%CI -.04, .85) and did not indicate backlash against the female 

candidate. There was a significant improvement in leader desirability for the female 

candidate when in the manipulation condition rather than the control (Bonett’s d = .70, 

95%CI .25, 1.15). A significant contrast was also found between the male and female 

candidate in the manipulation condition (Bonett’s d = -.50, 95%CI -.94, -.06). Figure 5.2 

shows these contrasts, that female ratings of leader desirability are greater in the 

manipulation than control condition and are greater compared to male targets in the 

manipulation condition. This interaction appears largely driven by the improved leadership 

desirability of the female candidate in the manipulated condition. There was no difference 

between control and manipulated script for male targets (Bonett’s d = .20, 95%CI -.23, .64). 
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Figure 5.2: Interaction graph of estimated marginal means and 95% confidence interval bars for 

leader desirability. Controls were for gender of participant, age, and attraction. 

 

5.3.2.3 Future career success  

Overall, means for both candidates across the conditions were very high for this 

assessment: the median and modal response was 6 and responses were positively skewed. 

No interaction was found between script framing and target gender, F(1,157)=2.22, p=.14. 

Nor were there any significant main effects of target gender F(1,157)=3.44, p=.07, and script 

F(1,157)=3.64, p=.06. Attractiveness was a significant covariate F(1,157)= 6.36, p<.05. 

 5.3.2.4 Hireability  

No significant interaction was found between target gender and script framing, 

F(1,157)=2.78, p=.10. No significant main effects or covariates were found (script: 

F(1,157)=.001, p=.97; target gender F(1,157)=1.45, p=.23) 
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 5.3.2.5 Agency  

There was a significant interaction between target gender and script framing, 

F(1,157)=4.27, p<.05, partial η2=.04. Figure 3 shows the interaction of means taking all 

control variables into account. Target gender did not have a significant main effect 

F(1,157)=3.70, p=.06, nor did script F(1,157)=.52, p=.47, but attractiveness was a significant 

control F(1,157)=4.12, p<.05, partial η2=.04. Adjusted means were used to run planned 

comparisons testing gender differences in the control condition, mean differences for the 

female target in each condition, and gender differences in the manipulation condition. 

There was no difference in agency between the control male and control female targets 

(Bonett’s d =.02, 95%CI -.43, .45). Agency did not significantly increase for female targets 

between the control and the manipulation condition (Bonett’s d = -.43, 95%CI -.88, .01). A 

significant contrast was also found between the male and female candidate in the 

manipulation condition (Bonett’s d = -.63, 95%CI -1.07, -.19), where the female target 

appeared more agentic.   
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Figure 5.3: Interaction graph of estimated marginal means and 95% confidence interval bars for 

agency. Controls were for gender of participant, age, and attraction. 

 

 5.3.2.6 Communality  

Target gender had a significant main effect (F(1,157)=6.08, p<.05, partial η2=.04) on 

the communality adjective scale. However, there was a significant interaction between 

target gender and script framing, F(1,157)=4.45, p<.05, partial η2=.04 (see Figure 4). From 

the planned comparisons of the adjusted means, no significant difference was found 

between the male and female targets in the control condition (Bonett’s d =-.07, 95%CI -.51, 

.38). Communality did not significantly increase for female targets between the control and 

the manipulation condition (Bonett’s d = .38, 95%CI -.06, .83). A significant difference was 

found between the male and female targets in the manipulation condition (Bonett’s d =.72, 
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95%CI .28, 1.16). Attractiveness was a significant control used throughout this analysis 

F(1,157)=16.14, p<.01, partial η2=.09. 

 

 

Figure 5.4: Interaction graph of estimated marginal means and 95% confidence interval bars 

for communality. Controls were for gender of participant, age, and attraction. 

 

 5.3.2.7 Weakness  

None of the targets were perceived to be especially weak with weakness evaluations 

for all targets averaging well below the midpoint of the 7-point scale (see Table 2). No 

significant main effects for gender (F(1,157)=.09, p=.77) or script (F(1,157)=.62, p=.43) were 

found and none of the controls were significant. There was a significant interaction between 

target gender and script framing, F(1,157)=7.49, p<.01, partial η2=.05. There were no 

significant main effects nor controls. Estimated marginal means were used to run a series of 
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contrasts to describe the interaction effect (see Figure 5). A significant difference was found 

between male and female targets in the control condition (Bonett’s d = -.47, 95%CI -.92, 

.03), whereby the male candidate was seen as more weak. The female target was seen as 

significantly weaker in the manipulation condition compared to the control condition 

(Bonett’s d = -.55, 95%CI -.99, -.10). There was no significant difference between the two 

genders in the manipulation condition (Bonett’s d = -.38, 95%CI -.81, .06). 

 

Figure 5.5: Interaction graph of estimated marginal means and 95% confidence 

intervals for weakness. Controls were for gender of participant, age, and attraction. 

 5.3.2.8 Dominance  

There was a significant interaction between target gender and script framing, 

F(1,157)=5.03, p<.05, partial η2=.03, neither factor had a significant main effect on 

dominance (script: F(1,157)=.04, p=.85; target gender: F(1,157)=.13, p=.72). Attractiveness 

was a significant control F(1,157)=5.02, p<.05, partial η2=.03. Estimated marginal means 

were used to run a series of contrasts to describe the interaction (see Figure 6). No 
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significant difference was found between male and female targets in the control condition 

(Bonett’s d = .29, 95%CI -.15, .74). Dominance did not change significantly between the 

control and the manipulation condition for the female target (Bonett’s d = .32, 95%CI -.12, 

.76). There was a significant difference between male and female targets in the 

manipulation condition (Bonett’s d = -.41, 95%CI -.84, .03), where the male target was 

perceived as more dominant than the female target. 

 

Figure 5.6: Interaction graph of estimated marginal means and 95% confidence 

intervals for weakness. Controls were for gender of participant, age, and attraction. 

 

5.3.3 Conditional Process Modelling 

One key contribution of this thesis was the capacity to test whether the impact of 

the gender of the target and the experimental manipulation on the employment decisions 

were mediated by the gender prescriptions and proscriptions theorised by Rudman, et al., 

(2012). I therefore ran four parallel moderated mediation models to test whether the effect 
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of the two factors, gender of the target (male vs female) and script type (key criteria frame 

vs control), on employment evaluations (i.e., likeability, leader desirability, future career 

success) and hiring decision was mediated by gender stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012). I 

used Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (Model 7) with 10,000 bias corrected bootstrap samples 

to test each model. Gender was the predictor (Female = 0; Male =1) and script the 

moderator (Control =0; Manipulation =1). Rudman et al.’s (2012) four adjective scales were 

run as parallel mediators and the outcome measures were likeability, leader desirability, 

future career success, and hireability.  

Three cases with missing data on relevant outcomes were deleted from the analysis. 

All mediators, outcome variables and the covariates attractiveness, and gender were z-

transformed. Figure 5.7 shows the conceptual model. Confidence intervals were set at 95%.   

 

Figure 5.7: Conceptual model of moderated parallel mediation. The two manipulated factors are the 

IV and moderator and mediation by Rudman’s gender stereotypes. 
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  5.3.3.1 Effect of the moderator on the mediators. 

 Replicating the results of the ANCOVAs, script was found to be a significant 

moderator in the effect of target gender on agency, communality, weakness, and 

dominance (Tables 5.3-5.7). Analysis of the moderation effect indicated that the relationship 

between target gender and agency was significant in the manipulation condition (β =-.63, SE 

= .22, 95% CI [-1.06, .21]) but not for the control (β = .01, SE =.22, 95% CI [-.42, .45]). The 

negative direction of the effect shows that female targets were seen as more agentic in the 

manipulation condition. The relationship between gender and communality was significant 

in the manipulation condition (β = -.67, SE = .21, 95% CI [-1.08, -.27]) showing that female 

targets in this condition were seen as more communal than the male. This was not 

significant in the control condition (β = -.05, SE = .21, 95% CI [-.48, .36]). The relationship 

between target gender and weakness was significant in the control condition (β = -.47, SE = 

.22, 95% CI [-.91, -.03] but not in the manipulation condition (β = .41, SE = .22, 95% CI [-.03, 

.84]. This means that female targets were seen to be weaker than the male targets in the 

control condition but there were no gender differences in the manipulation condition. 

Finally, the relationship between gender and dominance was significant in the manipulation 

condition (β = .44, SE = .22, 95% CI [.01, .86]) but not in the control condition (β = -.29, SE = 

.22, 95% CI [-.72, .15]. This indicated that the manipulation condition increased the 

perceived dominance of the male target.  

Likeability: A direct effect of target gender on likeability, which controls for the effect 

of all mediators, was found to be non-significant (β = .18, SE = .12, 95% CI [-.06, .42]). A 

significant conditional model for the effect of gender on likeability was found when the 
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mediator variable was communality. In the manipulation condition the indirect effect was 

significant (β = -.42, SE = .14, 95% CI [-.72, -.17]). However, the indirect effect was not 

significant in the control condition (β = -.04, SE = .13, 95% CI [-.29, .19]. The Index of 

Moderated Mediation, a test of equality of the conditional indirect effect for dichotomous 

moderators (Hayes, 2015) was significant (β = -.38, SE =.18, 95% CI -.73, -.06]). This means 

that the moderated mediation or the indirect effect of gender on the likeability of the job 

candidate through communality is negatively moderated by condition. The sign of the 

indirect effect indicates that the female target was evaluated as more communal than the 

male candidate in the manipulation condition, which in turn led to her being evaluated as 

more likeable. 

Leader desirability: Results showed that the direct effect of target gender on leader 

desirability was not significant (β = .22, SE = .12, 95% CI [-.02, .45]). The Index of Moderated 

Mediation indicated that there was only a significant moderated mediation for the 

communality mediator (β = -.41, SE =.18, 95% CI -.80, -.05]). Probing this conditional effect, 

in the manipulation condition, the mediation of communality in the effect of target gender 

on leader desirability was significant (β = -.45, SE =.14, 95% CI -.75, -.18]). The same 

mediation was not significant for the control condition (β = -.04, SE =.12, 95% CI -.28, .21]). 

In other words, in the manipulation condition, the female candidate was evaluated as more 

communal than the male candidate, which improved her evaluations as a desirable leader, 

but this was not the case for the control condition. 

Future career success: Results showed no significant direct effect of gender on 

evaluation of candidate future career success (β = -.12, SE =.14, 95% CI -.39, .15]). The index 

of moderated mediation showed significant moderation indirect effects by three of the 
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mediators in the model: agency (β = -.22, SE =.11, 95% CI -.47, -.01]), communality (β = -.14, 

SE =.08, 95% CI -.33, -.01]), and weakness (β = -.18, SE =.10, 95% CI -.39, -.03]). Agency was a 

significant mediator for the manipulation group (β =-.21, SE=.08 [95%CI -.38, -.07]) but not 

for the control (β = .00, SE=.79 [95%CI -.15, .17]). Communality also had a significant but 

smaller mediation effect for the manipulation group (β =-.17, SE=.07 [95%CI -.33, -.05]) but 

not the control (β = -.01, SE=.05 [95%CI -.12, .09]). This means that in the manipulation 

group female candidates were perceived as more agentic and more communal and 

therefore more likely to have future career success. The index of moderated mediation 

suggested a significant moderated mediation of target gender on future career success by 

weakness, but probing the moderation of this model showed that both the manipulated and 

control script groups included bootstrapped confidence intervals that included zero: The 

control group did have a small, positive mediation through weakness (β = .10, SE=.06 [95%CI 

.01, .22]) and the manipulation had a small negative mediation (β =-.08, SE=.06 [95%CI -.23, 

.00]). If interpreted as significant, this moderated mediation indicated that in the control 

group male candidates were perceived as weaker and therefore less likely to have future 

career success, whereas in the manipulation condition the female candidates were 

perceived weaker and less likely to succeed. This finding, while small and not quite 

significant, is in opposition to the other moderated mediation results that show that the 

manipulation condition advantages the female candidate. 

Hireability: No direct effect of gender on hireability of the candidate was found (β 

=.00, SE = .15 [95%CI -.29, .29]). A significant conditional model for the effect of target 

gender on hireability was found when the mediator variable was communality. The indirect 

effect of target gender on hiring, mediated by communality, was significant when the script 

was manipulated (β =-.27, SE = .12 [95%CI -.54, -.07]) but not in the control condition (β =-
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.02, SE=.08, [95%CI -.20, .14]). The Index of Moderated Mediation was significant (β = -.25, 

SE =.14, 95% CI -.55, -.02]). This means that the moderated mediation or the indirect effect 

of gender on hireability through communality is negatively moderated by condition. That is, 

being in the manipulation condition increased the female candidate communality ratings, 

which led to her being evaluated as more hireable. 

 

5.4 Discussion 

This study set out to test a supply-side intervention, focused on the behaviour of the 

interviewee to mitigate the negative effects of gender bias that women may experience in 

job interviews. A framing strategy highlighting the match between key selection criteria and 

the candidate was tested. Results indicate that this manipulation was successful in 

improving perceptions of the female candidate, which influenced hiring decisions, liking of 

the candidate, and judgments of her future career success. 

Overall, both candidates were evaluated to be highly competent, suitable for the job 

and likely to have continued success throughout their careers. This is the expected situation 

at the job interview level where only individuals who are sufficiently competent should have 

been shortlisted.  

Despite the candidate’s highly agentic behaviour during the job interview, no 

backlash effect against the female applicant was found. The manipulated script increased 

positive evaluations for the female applicant on leader desirability. A series of conditional 

modelling analyses revealed that the improvement in outcomes for applicants that could be 

attributed to the script was due to increases in the perception of communality in the 
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individual. For the outcome of future career success, agency and weakness were also found 

to be mediators. 

The absence of a backlash effect on female candidates was a surprising result given 

the experiment was set up, using findings from the meta-analysis, in a context in which 

higher levels of bias against women might be expected. There are a number of reasons for 

why this effect did not replicate in this instance. Agency as a manipulation, while having a 

larger effect size, was not significant in the meta-analysis in Study 1 and therefore not 

robust. The applicants were recognised to be highly competent, as well as highly agentic. 

They were established in their career, had much experience in similar roles, and 

demonstrated knowledge in the interview. Participants might therefore have believed that 

the self-promotion by both candidates in the interview was therefore justified. Participants 

in this experiment were all students, which might have made this competence more salient 

than counter-stereotypical behaviour in promoting their competence. A previous study, 

which investigated the backlash effect with an Australian University sample, has also failed 

to find a backlash effect against competent women (Bongiorno, et al., 2014), suggesting a 

possible sample effect.  

Despite no backlash effect being present, there was still preliminary evidence that 

the interview strategy that had applicants framing job interview responses with key criteria 

improved the evaluations of candidates. 

Female candidates who used this interview strategy were more likeable and more 

desirable leaders, compared with the male candidate and the female candidate in the 

control condition. While there was no significant disadvantage to female candidates relative 

to men, the manipulation did increase these ratings to small effect. Additional significant 
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interaction effects of the independent variables on the gender stereotypical attributes of 

agency and communality suggest that this intervention might improve other outcomes as 

well. This is promising preliminary evidence for how women might be able to improve their 

own outcomes in job interviews. 

A consistent finding across the mediation analyses was that communality was a 

primary influential factor to improving ratings on outcomes. This suggests that when 

evaluating highly competent candidates, attributes such as communality and likeability can 

be more influential and have the potential to be the deciding factor when competence and 

experience are similarly high between applicants. 

For the outcome of future career success, mediation was also significant for agency 

and weakness, such that more agentic and less weak applicants were evaluated as having a 

greater likelihood to succeed. While a candidate’s future might not be immediately relevant 

for a current position, employers are likely to rely on estimates of a candidate’s continued 

success and potential when making employment decisions. Moreover, future career success 

was identified as an outcome that tends to show higher levels of bias against women in the 

meta-analysis. Taken together, this is a new and important contribution to the backlash 

literature, which thus far has not included discussions about the impact of judgements 

about potential in how women are disadvantaged. A more detailed analysis of the role of 

this variable is necessary to determine how it fits with the overall narrative of a backlash 

effect. 
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Table 5.3: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of likeability the candidate. 

  Consequent              

  M1: agency  M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance Y: likeability 

Antecedent coeff SE p  coeff SE p  coeff SE p  coeff SE p  coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 .01 .22 .95 a2 -.06 .21 .82 a3 -.47 .22 .04 a4 -.29 .22 .19 c' .29 .12 .02 

W: script .42 .22 .05 .40 .20 .06 -.55 .22 .01 -.31 .22 .15  
X*W -.65 .30 .03 -.63 .29 .03 .88 .31 .01 .72 .30 .02  
M1: agency b1 .01 .08 .93 

M2: communal b2 .62 .08 .00 

M3: weakness b3 -.10 .07 .15 

M4: dominance b4 -.02 .08 .83 

Age -.09 .08 .26 -.15 .07 .04 .12 .08 .13 .15 .08 .05 .04 .06 .54 

Attractive .16 .08 .05 .29 .08 .00 -.02 .08 .84 -.18 .08 .03 .17 .06 .04 

participant gender -.06 .16 .70 .07 .15 .62 .02 .16 .88 -.24 .16 .12 -.01 .12 .92 

Constant iM1 -.03 .18 .89 iM2 -.06 .17 .73 iM3 .28 .18 .13 iM4 .26 .18 .16 iy -.14 .11 .20 

  R2 =.10  R2=.18   R2=.06   R2=.10   R2=.47  

  F(6,156)=2.88, p<.05 F(6,156)=5.89, p<.01 F(6,156)=1.77, p=.11 F(6,156)=2.75, p<.05 

F(8,154)=16.95, 

p<.001 
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Table 5.4: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of leader desirability. 

    consequent                 

 M1: agency M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance Y: work for

Antecedent   coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 .01 .22 .95 a2 -.05 .21 .82 a3 -.47 .22 .04 a4 -.29 .22 .19 c' -.22 .11 .04

W: script .42 .22 .05 .40 .20 .06 -.55 .22 .01 -.31 .22 .15    
X*W  -.65 .30 .03  -.63 .29 .03  .88 .31 .01 .72 .30 .02    
M1: agency                 b1 .13 .07 .08

M2: communal                b2 .58 .08 .00

M3: weakness                 b3 -.03 .07 .62

M4: dominance                b4 -.10 .08 .17

Age  -.09 .08 .26  -.15 .07 .04  .12 .08 .13 .15 .08 .05 .02 .06 .77

Attractive  .16 .08 .05  .29 .08 .00  -.02 .08 .84 -.18 .08 .03 .08 .06 .21

participant gender -.06 .16 .70 .07 .15 .62 .02 .16 .88 -.24 .16 .12 .23 .12 .06

Constant iM1 -.03 .18 .89 iM2 -.06 .17 .73 iM3 .28 .18 .13 iM4 .26 .18 .16 iy -.22 .11 .04

    R2 =.10  R2=.20  R2=.06  R2=.10     R2=.50  

    F(6,156)=2.88, p<.05 F(6,156)=6.50, p<.01 F(6,156)=1.77, p=.11 F(6,156)=2.75, p<.05 

F(8,154)=18.99, 

p<.001 
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Table 5.5: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of future career success 

    consequent                       

  M1: agency   M2: communal  M3: weakness  M4: dominance 

Y: Future Career 

Success 

Antecedent   coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 .01 .22 .95 a2 -.05 .21 .82 a3 -.47 .22 .04 a4 -.29 .22 .19 c' -.12 .14 .38 

W: script  .42 .22 .05  .40 .20 .06  -.55 .22 .01  -.31 .22 .15     
X*W  -.65 .30 .03  -.63 .29 .03  .88 .31 .01  .72 .30 .02     
M1: agency                b1 .33 .08 .00 

M2: communal                 b2 .25 .09 .01 

M3: weakness                b3 -.21 .08 .01 

M4: dominance                 b4 -.04 .09 .67 

Age  -.09 .08 .26  -.15 .07 .04  .12 .08 .13  .15 .08 .05  -.01 .07 .87 

Attractive .16 .08 .05 .29 .08 .00 -.02 .08 .84 -.18 .08 .03 .06 .07 .41 

Participant gender -.06 .16 .70  .07 .15 .62  .02 .16 .88  -.24 .16 .12  .12 .13 .36 

Constant iM1 -.03 .18 .89 iM2 -.06 .17 .73 iM3 .28 .18 .13 iM4 .26 .18 .16 Iy -.01 .12 .95 

    R2 = .10     R2 = .18 R2 = .06   R2 = .10   R2 = .36  

    F(6,156)=2.88, p<.05 F(6,156)=5.89, p<.001 F(6,156)=1.77, p=.11 F(6,156)=2.75, p<.05 F(8,154)=11.02, p<.001 
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Table 5.6: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of hiring 

  consequent                   

  M1: agency  M2: communal  M3: weakness M4: dominance  Y:hire  
Antecedent coeff SE p   coeff SE p   coeff SE P   coeff SE p   coeff. se p 

X: target 

gender a1 .01 .22 .95 a2 -.05 .21 .82 a3 -.47 .22 .04 a4 -.29 .22 .19 c' .00 .15 .98 

W: script .42 .22 .05 .40 .20 .06 -.55 .22 .01 -.31 .22 .15    
X*W -.65 .30 .03  -.63 .29 .03  .88 .31 .01 .72 .30 .02    
M1: agency                b1 .18 .09 .05 

M2: communal                b2 .40 .10 .00 

M3: weakness                b3 -.08 .08 .33 

M4: 

dominance                b4 -.04 .09 .63 

Age -.09 .08 .26 -.15 .07 .04 .12 .08 .13 .15 .08 .05 .05 .07 .48 

Attractive .16 .08 .05  .29 .08 .00  -.02 .08 .84 -.18 .08 .03 -.03 .08 .70 

Participant gender -.06 .16 .70 .07 .15 .62 .02 .16 .88 -.24 .16 .12 -.12 .14 .41 

Constant iM1 -.03 .18 .89 iM2 -.06 .17 .73 iM3 .28 .18 .13 iM4 .26 .18 .16 iy .06 .13 .62 

  R2 =.10      R2 =.18   R2 =.06 R2 =.10 R2 =.26    

  F(6,156)=2.88, p<.05 F(6,156)=5.89, p<.001 F(6,156)=1.77, p=.11 F(6,156)=2.75, p<.05 F(8,154)=6.73, p<.001
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Table 5.7: Direct and indirect effects for the conditional models and outcome measures likeability, leader desirability, future career success and hireability. 

Outcome Moderator Direct effect Indirect effect   

  β [95%CI] M1: agency M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance 

Likeability  .18 [-.06, .42]    

 Control .00 [-.06, .08] -.04 [-.29, .19] .04 [-.02, .14] -.00 [-.07, .06] 

 Manipulation -.08 [-.22, .02] -.42 [-.72, -.17] -.04 [-.13, .02] .00 [-.07, .08]

 Difference -.08 [-.26, .02] -.38 [-.73, -.06] -.08 [-.24, .04] .00 [-.11, .13]

Leader desirability  .22 [-.02, .45]    

 Control .00 [-.07, .07] -.04 [-.28, .21] .02 [-.03, .11] .02 [-.04, .09]

 Manipulation -.08 [-.19, .01] -.45 [-.75, -.18] -.02 [-.10, .03] -.03 [-.13, .04] 

 Difference -.08 [-.21, .01] -.41 [-.80, -.05] -.04 [-.20, .06] -.05 [-.20, .08] 

Future career 

success 

 -.12 [-.39, .15]    

 Control .00 [-.15, .17] -.01 [-.11, .08] .10 [.01, .22] .01 [-.05, .08]

 Manipulation -.21 [-.39, -.07] -.16 [-.32, -.04] -.08 [-.23, .00] -.02 [-.11, .06] 

 Difference -.22 [-.47, -.01] -.14 [-.33, -.01] -.18 [-.39, -.03] -.03 [-.18, .06] 

Hireability  .02 [-.27, .31]    

 Control .00 [-.09, .10] -.03 [-.21, .13] .04 [-.03, .14] .01 [-.07, .07]

 Manipulation -.11, [-.29, .02] -.30 [-.60, -.09] -.04 [-.13, .03] -.01 [-.11, .08] 

 Difference -.11 [-.32, .02] -.27 [-.61, -.04] -.08 [-.25, .06] -.02 [-.16, .13] 
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Chapter 6: Study 3 – A Demand-Side Intervention to Mitigate Gender Evaluation Bias in 

Selection Interviews 

6.1 Introduction 

In chapter 5 I tested an intervention for evaluation bias and backlash that operates 

on the supply-side. This intervention was a strategy that used exact words from the key 

criteria in the job description to direct the evaluator’s attention and focus repeatedly 

towards the match between the candidate and the requirements of the job. The study found 

that this intervention increased evaluations of likeability and interest in hiring of the female 

targets, outcomes which were mediated via perceptions of communality.  

In Study 3, I present a demand-side strategy, also aimed at redirecting focus and 

attention towards the match between the candidate and the role. More specifically, it is a 

modification of the interview process that also has the intention of focusing the evaluator’s 

attention on the match between the selection criteria and the skills set shown by the 

candidate. 

Despite extensive findings that job interviews tend to produce low inter- and intra-

rater reliability (Conway, Jako, & Goodman, 1995), low validity (Levashina, et al., 2014; 

McDaniel et al., 1994; Weisner & Cronshaw, 1988), and high susceptibility to bias and non-

job relevant information and cues (Burnett & Motowildo, 1998; Levashina, et al., 2014), job 

interviews remain a commonly-used component of most hiring processes.  

Importantly, structured interviews improve on the problems of validity described 

above (Campion, Campion, & Hudson, 1994). Structured interviews often involve training 

interviewers, use of standardised questions, and standardised evaluation sheets containing 

numerical scores for predetermined competencies. However, use of structured interviews 
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remains low with recruiters; HR staff cite cost-effectiveness and reduced effort as key 

reasons for preferring unstructured interviews (van der Zee, Bakker, & Bakker, 2002). 

The previous chapter addressed the supply-side perspective, or how a job candidate 

might be able to use an interview strategy to decrease the bias coming from the decision-

maker. The current study investigates a manipulation from the perspective of the decision 

maker in terms of how they might minimize their own bias while evaluating a candidate. 

This study proposes an intervention which utilises both the note taking component 

and the job analysis component.  

Evaluators who use structured note taking will be more likely to focus on the 

association between the candidate’s specific skills and attributes job key criteria. For this 

reason: 

Hypothesis 1: Participants in the structured note taking condition will rate female 

candidates as more likeable and more hireable than the evaluators who do not employ the 

strategy.  

Hypothesis 2: The impact of the structured note taking on ratings of a candidate’s 

likeability and hireability will be mediated (using conditional model analysis) by the gender 

prescriptions and proscriptions. Specifically, female candidates in the manipulation condition 

will be rated lower on dominance-type adjectives, and higher on communal adjectives. 

These gender ratings will explain differences in hiring decisions. 

Future career success and leadership desirability will be explored as outcomes across 

these conditions. 
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6.2 Method 

 6.2.1 Participants 

Research Now, an online market research company recruited 107 workers in the 

Finance sector (51.4% female) for participation in this study. Aged between 19 – 64 (M = 

41.29, SD = 11.89), all participants were on a mailing list owned by the recruiter and were 

compensated for their participation. The sample was predominantly white (n = 80), and 

listed English as their first language (n = 98). 

The sample included company owners (n = 9), partners and senior executives (n = 

18), middle managers (n = 18), junior managers (n = 11), and other professional staff (n = 

42). A small number of participants worked in trading (n = 9). Some were currently working 

as managers (n = 51), the majority of whom managed between 1 – 5 employees (n = 25) or 6 

– 10 employees (n = 11); 31 participants had spent 10 or more years in their current role, 19 

had spent between 5 – 10 years in their current role, 38 had between 1 – 5 years, and 7 had 

less than a year. 

 6.2.2 Materials and procedure 

Participants were presented with the same stimulus material (job description and 

resume) used in Study 2 and the video interview for the male and female target in the 

control condition was used. Accompanying the video was an interview note taking protocol 

(see Appendix H). This was presented on the same screen next to the video so that 

participants could fill it in while they were watching the interview. In the structured note 

taking condition, participants were provided with six boxes for notes, one for each of the key 

criteria from the job description and a final box for general notes. In the control condition, a 

single box was provided for note taking that participants could use as they saw fit. To 
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encourage both groups to take notes, participants in both conditions were told to “please 

take some time to take detailed notes during the interview”. At least one of the text boxes 

provided was used by 68.2% of participants; these numbers were similar across 

manipulation group.  

6.2.3 Measures 

The measures used in this study were the same as those used in Study 2. 

Reward recommendation was added as an outcome to this study. As identified in the 

meta-analysis, reward recommendation in the form of a question about salary, task 

allocation, promotion and bonus pay is a common outcome measure in backlash and 

evaluation bias studies (for example, Allen & Rush, 2001; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Butler & 

Skattebo, 2004; Heilman & Chen, 2005). It was added for this study with a working sample, 

where participants are more likely to be aware of industry standards. Reward 

recommendation was measured by asking participants what they would offer the applicant 

as a starting annual salary. Responses were recorded on a 23-point scale (1=$1 - $9,999 per 

year; 23=$200,000 or more per year). 

6.3 Results 

To test the efficacy of the intervention for male and female candidates, a series of 

analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were run with each outcome (i.e., hiring, likability, leader 

desirability, future career success, and recommended salary) and mediator (i.e., agency, 

communality, weakness, dominance). Moderated parallel mediation (Hayes, 2017) was then 

used to explore which gender stereotypes mediated evaluations on outcomes of likeability, 

hireability, future career success, salary, and leader desirability. 
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6.3.1 Manipulation and control checks 

To check that attractiveness of the applicant was consistently controlled across the 

manipulated conditions, an ANOVA was conducted with target gender, script manipulation 

and participant gender as fixed factors. Despite the piloting, target gender had a significant 

effect on the attractiveness evaluations, F(1, 99) = 8.25, p<.01. 

Table 6.1 shows significant correlations between participant age and gender with 

several outcome variables: gender positively with hireability, and age negatively correlated 

with likeability and leader desirability, as well as the gender stereotypes communality and 

weakness. These correlations support their use as control variables throughout subsequent 

analyses. 

The objective of the manipulation was to determine whether structuring note taking 

during an employment interview would affect perceptions of the applicant. However, across 

conditions the use of note taking varied between no or non-serious note taking (n = 6-10) to 

a single word (n = 35), sentence or detailed note taking (n = 72). A new variable was created 

to code for whether participants used the note taking option (0=poor quality note taking; 

1=good quality). Table 1 shows a significant positive correlation between note taking quality 

and agency, which means that those who were taking notes perceived higher agency in the 

job candidates. This also means that note taking quality may influence findings and the 

decision was made to run the note quality as a new factor in the analysis, thus making the 

analyses 2x2x2 ANCOVAS. All participants correctly identified the gender of their target. 

6.3.2 Descriptive statistics and correlations 

As in the previous study, mean evaluations of the candidates trended above the 

midpoint on all variables except weakness (Table 6.1). Agency was high (M = 5.45, SD = .93) 
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supporting the intended condition of high agency candidates interviewing for a traditionally 

male dominated role. The new outcome variable, salary, was normally distributed and had a 

mean (M=13.38, SD=4.35), median and mode of 13 which represented a salary of $100,000-

$109,000. Salary correlated positively with other outcome measures, namely hireability 

(r=.29) and future career success (r=.28) as well as agency (r=.47) and negatively with 

weakness (r=-.33). It did not correlate with communality, likeability or leader desirability. 

Intercorrelations between the variables followed a similar pattern to those observed 

in the previous study, but there were a few differences. In the previous sample, 

attractiveness correlated with most variables; for this sample, attractiveness was positively 

correlated with leader desirability, hireability, and communality. In this study, the participant 

age, which with a working sample had a higher mean (M=41.29, SD=11.89) and wider range 

than the previous (M=22.06, SD=2.62), negatively correlated with evaluations of the 

candidate’s likeability and leader desirability and positively with recommended salary; older 

participants liked the candidate less and found them a less desirable leader but awarded a 

larger starting salary. Communality and weakness were also negatively correlated with 

participant age. In the previous sample the outcome of future career success correlated with 

all mediator variables, however in this sample the only significant correlation was with 

weakness. Dominance, which in the previous study was significantly negatively correlated 

with all outcome measures, did not correlate with any of the outcome measures. 
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Table 6.1: Correlations, means and standard deviations between manipulation, control, outcome and gender stereotype variables. 
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Notes quality .11               

Target gender .05 .05              

Participant gender -.13 -.11 -.07             

Participant age .03 .03 .05 -.09            

Attractiveness .01 -.17 -.28 .11 -.15           

Likeability .19 .03 -.01 -.07 -.32 .19          

Leader desirability .11 .11 .02 -.05 -.22 .21 .53         

Hireability -.04 .15 -.03 .19 -.04 .30 .40 .57        

Future career 

success 

.05 -.05 -.10 .08 -.06 .17 .20 .37 .39       

Salary -.11 .15 .00 -.03 .24 .09 -.10 .12 .28 .29      

Agency -.01 .25 -.02 .12 .14 .14 .20 .42 .19 .66 .33     

Communality .07 .16 -.15 .01 -.21 .27 .55 .64 .19 .56 .06 .47    

Weakness .07 -.11 .07 -.13 -.23 .04 .21 -.02 -.31 -.17 -.33 -.33 .16   

Dominance -.02 -.02 .13 -.10 .06 -.13 -.06 -.10 -.12 -.12 -.03 .15 -.20 .36  

α            .91 .80 .77 .82 

M     41.29 5.07 4.11 4.57 5.93 5.36 13.38 5.45 4.55 2.95 4.12 

SD     11.89 1.04 1.38 1.44 1.00 1.12 4.35 .93 1.00 1.29 1.14 

N=104-107. All Correlations reported in bold are significant.  Target gender: female =0, male =1. Participant gender: female =0, male = 1. Note taking: no 

structure = 0, structured = 1. Note taking 0=poor quality, 1=good quality 
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A series of 2x2x2 between-subjects ANCOVA were performed on outcome measures, asking 

if the participant was likeable, a desirable leader, and hireable and about their likely future 

career success and a recommended starting salary. Analyses were also run for the four 

gender stereotype categories: agency, communality, weakness, and dominance. 

Independent variables were the target gender (male vs. female), the version of note taking 

structure used (structured vs. general) and note taking quality (absent vs. present). Control 

variables in each analysis were the attractiveness of the candidate and the age and gender 

of the participant. Each analysis was followed up by a set of three planned comparisons to 

test for the following: 

1. A backlash effect would occur in the control condition, which would be shown in 

more favourable ratings for the male target than the female target, both of whom 

were behaving with agency during the job interview. 

2. The manipulation would improve ratings for the female target, shown by more 

favourable ratings in the manipulation condition than the control. 

3. The manipulation would produce more equal ratings for the candidates. 

Table 6.2 shows the means and standard deviations for each outcome measure across the 

four conditions. 

   6.3.2.1 Likeability 

  For outcome likeability the participant’s age was a significant control, F(1,93) = 

10.23, p<.05, partial η2= .10. No significant interaction was found between target gender 

and note structure, F(1, 93) = .03, p=.87, indicating no support for the planned comparisons 

listed above. A significant interaction was found between gender and note quality, F(1,93) = 

5.47, p<.05, partial η2=.06. The estimated marginal means from this analysis were taken to 
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perform post-hoc contrasts using the Bonferonni correction of 99% confidence intervals. No 

contrasts were found to be significant under this condition. Observation of the means 

suggested that the poor note taking group might find the female target more likeable than 

the male target (Bonnet’s delta=.62, [99%CI -.28, 1.51]), and the satisfactory note takers 

might find the male target more likeable than the female target (Bonnet’s delta=.33 [99%CI -

.29, .96]), but these contrasts were not significant. 

  6.3.2.2 Leadership desirability  

 Attractiveness of the target was a significant control in the 3-way ANCOVA, 

F(1,93)=5.70, p<.05, partial η2=.06. No support was found for a significant interaction 

between gender and structured note-taking, F(1,93) = .28, p=.60. 

  6.3.2.3 Hireability  

 For the hireability outcome, target attractiveness, (F(1,93) = 10.78, p<.01, partial η2= 

.10) and participant gender, (F(1,93)=4.32, p<.05, partial η2=.04) were both significant 

predictors. No significant interaction was found between the target gender and note-taking 

structure, F(1,93)=.35, p=.56. A significant main effect of note quality was found, 

F(1,93)=6.78, p<.05, partial η2=.07. The estimated marginal means from this analysis were 

taken to perform post-hoc contrasts using the Bonferonni correction by using 99% 

confidence intervals. One contrast was significant: those who took notes found the male 

target more hireable (Bonnet’s d = .90 [99%CI .08, 1.72]). 
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  6.3.2.4 Future career success  

 None of the controls were significant in the ANCOVA of future career success. The 

interaction between gender and note-taking structure was also non-significant, F(1, 

93)=1.05, p=.31. 

  6.3.2.5 Salary  

 Participant age was a significant control in the ANCOVA for salary estimates, 

F(1,93)=5.06, p<.05, partial η2=.05. None of the hypotheses was supported and none of the 

planned contrasts could be performed because the interaction between gender and note-

taking structure was non-significant, F(1,93)=.29, p=.59. 

  6.3.2.6 Agency  

 The attractiveness of the candidate was found to be a significant control in the 

analysis of the candidate’s perceived agency, F(1,93)=4.20, p<.05, partial η2=.04. The 

interaction between gender and note-taking structure was not significant, F(1,93) = 1.29, 

p=.26. There was, however, an interaction between gender and quality of the note-taking in 

assessments of target agency, F(1,93)=7.16, p<.01, partial η2=.07. Follow up contrasts were 

run with 99% confidence intervals to accommodate the Bonferroni correction. The only 

significant contrast was found for the male target: those who took notes found the male 

target to be more agentic (Bonnet’s delta = 1.24, [99%CI .40, 2.07]). 

  6.3.2.7 Communality  

 Attractiveness of the target was a significant control for the ANCOVA for outcome 

communality, F(1,93)=7.33, p<.01., partial η2=.07. The interaction between gender and 

note-taking structure was not significant, F(1,93) = .12, p=.74. 



Table 6.2: Group means and standard deviations for adjective scales and outcome measures. 

Gender Female Male 

Script  No structure Structured No structure Structured 

 No notes notes No notes notes No notes notes No notes notes 

n 10 18 9 17 10 15 6 22 

Likeability 4.40 (1.96) 3.61 (1.42) 4.67 (1.12) 4.24 (1.44) 3.30 (1.25) 4.13 (1.36) 3.83 (.75) 4.50 (1.19) 

Leader desirability 4.70 (1.70) 4.39 (1.54) 4.67 (1.41) 4.53 (1.42) 3.60 (1.08) 4.80 (1.42) 4.50 (.55) 4.95 (1.56) 

Hireability 5.50 (1.51) 5.44 (1.10) 5.22 (1.20) 5.35 (1.06) 5.20 (.79) 5.40 (1.06) 4.17 (.41) 5.64 (1.18) 

Future career 

success 

6.30 (.48) 5.72 (1.49) 6.33 (.50) 6.06 (.75) 5.80 (.79) 5.87 (.92) 5.33 (.82) 5.95 (1.17) 

Salary 14.11 (4.11) 13.83 (4.57) 10.78 (4.63) 12.94 (4.21) 13.80 (4.16) 13.86 (4.06) 10.33 (5.50) 13.68 (4.17) 

         

Agency 5.53 (.82) 5.43 (1.09) 5.30 (1.08) 5.55 (.84) 5.03 (.83) 5.74 (.78) 4.28 (.37) 5.72 (.89) 

Communality 4.60 (.83) 4.64 (1.07) 4.71 (1.09) 4.81 (1.01) 3.86 (.74) 4.61 (1.03) 4.07 (.68) 4.60 (1.10) 

Weakness 2.97 (.58) 2.67 (1.25) 3.37 (1.25) 2.71 (1.14) 2.90 (.90) 3.00 (1.77) 3.50 (.91) 3.02 (1.58) 

Dominance 4.14 (.81) 3.78 (1.27) 4.27 (.77) 3.93 (.86) 4.28 (1.29) 4.49 (1.23) 3.77 (.66) 4.23 (1.44) 
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  6.3.2.8 Weakness  

 Participant age was a significant control for the ANCOVA on perceived weakness of 

the candidate, F(1,93) = 6.37, p<.05. The interaction between gender and note-taking 

structure was not significant, F(1,93) = .15, p=.70. 

  6.3.2.9 Dominance  

 None of the controls was significant in the ANCOVA of perceived target dominance. 

The interaction between gender and note-taking structure was also non-significant F(1, 

93)=1.02, p=.32. 

 6.3.3 Conditional model analysis 

To test whether the effect of the two factors, gender (male vs female) and script 

type (key criteria frame vs control), on employment evaluations (leader desirability, work 

with, future career success) and hiring decision is mediated by gender stereotypes, four 

parallel moderated mediation models using Hayes’ (2017) PROCESS macro (Model 9) with 

10,000 bias corrected bootstrap samples were run. Gender was the predictor (Female = 0; 

Male =1) and note-taking structure (no structure =0; structured =1). Rudman’s four 

adjective scales were run as parallel mediators and the outcome measures were leadership 

desirability, desire to work with the candidate, future career success, and hireability.  

Three cases with missing data on relevant outcomes were deleted from the analysis; 

a further two cases were deleted due to missing data for the salary outcome. All mediators, 

outcome variables and the covariates attractiveness, participant age and gender were z-

transformed. Figure 6.1 shows the conceptual model. Confidence intervals were 95%.  
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Figure 6.1: Conceptual model of moderated parallel mediation. The two manipulated factors 

are the IV and moderator and mediation by Rudman’s gender stereotypes. 

 

  6.3.3.1 Likeability   

Results showed that the direct effect of target gender on leader desirability was not 

significant (β = .12, SE = .17, 95% CI [-.23, .46]). PROCESS output revealed no significant 

indirect effects. Table 6.3 shows that communality, while not influenced by the study 

design, was positively associated with likeability (β = .45, SE = .13, p<.001). This is consistent 

with previous findings that higher communality is associated with higher likeability. 

 6.3.3.2 Leader desirability  

Results showed that the direct effect of target gender on leader desirability was not 

significant (β = .29, SE = .16, 95% CI [-.02, .61]).  Inspection of the bootstrapped confidence 

intervals in the PROCESS output revealed no significant indirect effects. Table 6.4 shows 

communality was positively associated with leader desirability (β = .60, SE = .12, p<.001). 
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This is consistent with the previous study that found higher communality is associated with 

greater leader desirability. 

 6.3.3.3 Hireability  

The direct effect of target gender on hireability was not significant (β = .18, SE = .14, 

95% CI [-.11, .46]). The Index of Moderated Mediation indicated that there was only a 

significant moderated mediation for the note quality moderator on the agency mediator (β 

= .57, SE =.23, 95% CI .16, 1.05]). Probing this conditional effect, when the note quality was 

poor, the mediation of target gender on hireability by agency was significant (β = -.50, SE 

=.21, 95% CI -.92, -.11]), but it was not significant when the note quality was satisfactory (β = 

.07, SE =.15, 95% CI -.22, .40]). This means that those who took no notes within the 

structured note-taking condition evaluated female candidates as more agentic and 

therefore more hireable. It should be noted, however, that this effect has a sample size of 

15. 

Communality was not a significant mediator between target gender and hireability 

but it did have a positive association with hireability (β = .25, SE = .11, p<.001). 

 6.3.3.4 Future career success 

Results showed no direct effect of target gender on future career success (β = -.05, 

SE = .20, 95% CI [-.44, .34]).  Inspection of the bootstrapped confidence intervals in the 

PROCESS output found no evidence of indirect effects. Table 6.6 shows weakness was 

negatively associated with future career success (β = -.54, SE = .14, p<.001) while 

communality was positively associated (β = .30, SE = .15, p<.05). 
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 6.3.3.5 Salary  

There was no evidence of a direct effect of target gender on salary recommendation 

(β = .03, SE = .19, 95% CI [-.35, .41]). Inspection of the bootstrapped confidence intervals in 

the PROCESS output found no evidence of indirect effects. Table 6.7 shows that weakness, 

while not influenced by the study design, was negatively related to recommended starting 

salary (β = -.05, SE = .20, p<.001). This means that weakness was associated with lower 

recommended salaries. 

6.4 Discussion 

This study tested whether a demand-side intervention focused on structuring an 

interview improves perceptions and employment decisions made about a highly agentic 

female candidate. The meta-analysis found that situations involving high agency women 

tend to (but are non-significantly) more prone to bias, as are male typical work 

environments. Specifically, this study investigated whether structured note-taking regarding 

the key criteria of the job could focus the evaluators on the match between the candidate 

and the role, rather than being guided by stereotypes. 

The manipulation was not successful. From the responses in the notes it was clear 

that many participants in each condition did not properly engage with note taking. 

However, the creation of a variable corresponding to the quality of notes allowed for 

exploration into how this impacted on the study; it showed significant effects on the 

outcomes likeability, hireability and agency. 

A potential reason for the lack of significant results in this study might also be due to 

the low sample size. In order for the ANCOVA analysis to detect a main or interaction effect 
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of medium effect size with statistical power of .80, the minimum total sample size should 

have been 128 (G*Power3; Faul, Erfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Given this minimum 

sample size was not obtained during recruitment it is possible that the null findings around 

the note-taking manipulation are due to a lack of power. 

Workers in the finance industry made up the sample of this study. However, 

familiarity with conducting job interviews was not measured. This is a limitation of the study 

given hiring and interview experience, not just financial work experience, may be important 

covariates. 

It is important to address the reason why uptake of structured interviewing is low; 

however, this intervention minimized the effort involved in using structured interviews 

when there may be more complex reasons for the low uptake. Work by Devine et al., (2012) 

on the breaking the prejudice habit emphasises the importance of motivation as one of 

three components (also, awareness of bias and effort) which need to all be in effect in order 

to reduce bias (see also Kennett & Fine, 2008). This intervention addressed the problems of 

effort required in using structured interviews, however no measures or control for 

awareness or motivation was used. Future research will need to take this into account 

before conclusions can be drawn about the efficacy of structured note-taking. This is 

because it is unclear whether motivation is low in real world contexts and therefore will 

need to be included in interventions to remove bias from job interviews, or whether 

motivation may have been insufficient in this sample and therefore future studies will need 

to find a way to replicate the motivation experienced in real samples.  
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While not significantly influenced by the manipulation, communality was found to be 

consistently important in evaluations across outcomes. Agency was also important for 

hireability and lack of weakness for future career success and salary.
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Table 6.3: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of candidate likeability. 

  Consequent              

  M1: agency  M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance Y: likeability 

Antecedent coeff SE p coeff SE p coeff SE p Coeff SE p coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 -.48 .35 .17 a2 -.46 .34 .18 a3 -.05 .35 .88 -.03 .37 .93   

W: note 

structure  .04 .25 .89  .17 .24 .48  .11 .25 .66 .11 .26 .68    

Z: note quality  .14 .26 .60  .15 .25 .55  -.38 .26 .15 -.36 .28 .19    

X*W  -.41 .37 .27  -.24 .36 .51  .12 .37 .75 -.36 .39 .36    

X*Z  1.02 .38 .01  .46 .37 .22  .09 .38 .81 .51 .40 .21    

M1: agency               b1 .04 .13 .75 

M2: communal               b2 .45 .13 .00 

M3: weakness               b3 .12 .13 .34 

M4: dominance               b4 .01 .12 .96 

Age  .20 .09 .03  -.14 .09 .11  -.24 .09 .01 .02 .10 .80 -.20 .09 .03 

Attractive  .22 .10 .03  .26 .10 .01  -.05 .10 .63 -.15 .10 .14 .04 .09 .65 

participant gender .27 .19 .15  .01 .18 .94  -.19 .19 .31 -.12 .19 .54 -.17 .17 .33 

Constant iM1 -.57 .38 .14 iM2 -.14 .37 .72 iM3 .41 .38 .28 iM4 .29 .40 .48 iy .19 .29 .51 

  R2 =.21  R2=.18   R2=.11   R2=.07   R2=.32  

  F (8,95)=3.17, p<.001 F(8,95)=2.66, p<.01 F(8,95)=1.46, p=.18 F(8,95)=.88, p=.53 

F(8,95)=5.64, 

p<.001 
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Table 6.4: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of leader desirability. 

  Consequent              

M1: agency M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance 

Y: leader 

desirability 

Antecedent coeff SE p coeff SE p coeff SE p Coeff SE p coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 -.48 .35 .17 a2 -.46 .34 .18 a3 -.05 .35 .88 -.03 .37 .93   

W: note 

structure  .04 .25 .89  .17 .24 .48  .11 .25 .66 .11 .26 .68    

Z: note quality  .14 .26 .60  .15 .25 .55  -.38 .26 .15 -.36 .28 .19    

X*W  -.41 .37 .27  -.24 .36 .51  .12 .37 .75 -.36 .39 .36    

X*Z  1.02 .38 .01  .46 .37 .22  .09 .38 .81 .51 .40 .21    

M1: agency               b1 .12 .12 .34 

M2: communal               b2 .60 .12 .00 

M3: weakness               b3 -.14 .12 .21 

M4: dominance               b4 .05 .11 .64 

Age  .20 .09 .03  -.14 .09 .11  -.24 .09 .01 .02 .10 .80 -.16 .08 .41 

Attractive  .22 .10 .03  .26 .10 .01  -.05 .10 .63 -.15 .10 .14 .07 .08 .41 

participant gender .27 .19 .15  .01 .18 .94  -.19 .19 .31 -.12 .19 .54 -.21 .15 .18 

Constant iM1 -.57 .38 .14 iM2 -.14 .37 .72 iM3 .41 .38 .28 iM4 .29 .40 .48 iy .18 .26 .49 

  R2 =.21  R2=.18   R2=.11   R2=.07   R2=.45  

F (8,95)=3.17, p<.001 F(8,95)=2.66, p<.01 F(8,95)=1.46, p=.18 F(8,95)=.88, p=.53 

F(8,95)=9.80, 

p<.001 
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Table 6.5: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of candidate hireablity. 

  Consequent              

  M1: agency  M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance Y: hireability 

Antecedent coeff SE p coeff SE p coeff SE p Coeff SE p coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 -.48 .35 .17 a2 -.46 .34 .18 a3 -.05 .35 .88 -.03 .37 .93   

W: note 

structure  .04 .25 .89  .17 .24 .48  .11 .25 .66 .11 .26 .68    

Z: note quality  .14 .26 .60  .15 .25 .55  -.38 .26 .15 -.36 .28 .19    

X*W  -.41 .37 .27  -.24 .36 .51  .12 .37 .75 -.36 .39 .36    

X*Z  1.02 .38 .01  .46 .37 .22  .09 .38 .81 .51 .40 .21    

M1: agency               b1 .56 .11 .00 

M2: communal               b2 .25 .11 .02 

M3: weakness               b3 .04 .10 .70 

M4: dominance               b4 -.15 .10 .12 

Age  .20 .09 .03  -.14 .09 .11  -.24 .09 .01 .02 .10 .80 -.02 .07 .77 

Attractive  .22 .10 .03  .26 .10 .01  -.05 .10 .63 -.15 .10 .14 .14 .08 .06 

participant gender .27 .19 .15  .01 .18 .94  -.19 .19 .31 -.12 .19 .54 .19 .14 .18 

Constant iM1 -.57 .38 .14 iM2 -.14 .37 .72 iM3 .41 .38 .28 iM4 .29 .40 .48 iy -.37 .24 .12 

  R2 =.21  R2=.18   R2=.11   R2=.07   R2=.56  

  F (8,95)=3.17, p<.001 F(8,95)=2.66, p<.01 F(8,95)=1.46, p=.18 F(8,95)=.88, p=.53 

F(8,95)=14.95, 

p<.001 
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Table 6.6: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of Future career success. 

  Consequent              

M1: agency M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance 

Y: future career 

success 

Antecedent coeff SE p coeff SE p coeff SE p Coeff SE p coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 -.48 .35 .17 a2 -.46 .34 .18 a3 -.05 .35 .88 -.03 .37 .93   

W: note 

structure  .04 .25 .89  .17 .24 .48  .11 .25 .66 .11 .26 .68    

Z: note quality  .14 .26 .60  .15 .25 .55  -.38 .26 .15 -.36 .28 .19    

X*W  -.41 .37 .27  -.24 .36 .51  .12 .37 .75 -.36 .39 .36    

X*Z  1.02 .38 .01  .46 .37 .22  .09 .38 .81 .51 .40 .21    

M1: agency               b1 -.20 .15 .19 

M2: communal               b2 .30 .15 .04 

M3: weakness               b3 -.54 .14 .00 

M4: dominance               b4 .15 .13 .25 

Age  .20 .09 .03  -.14 .09 .11  -.24 .09 .01 .02 .10 .80 -.08 .10 .43 

Attractive  .22 .10 .03  .26 .10 .01  -.05 .10 .63 -.15 .10 .14 .10 .10 .32 

participant gender .27 .19 .15  .01 .18 .94  -.19 .19 .31 -.12 .19 .54 .08 .19 .67 

Constant iM1 -.57 .38 .14 iM2 -.14 .37 .72 iM3 .41 .38 .28 iM4 .29 .40 .48 iy -.12 .32 .71 

  R2 =.21  R2=.18   R2=.11   R2=.07   R2=.19  

  F (8,95)=3.17, p<.001 F(8,95)=2.66, p<.01 F(8,95)=1.46, p=.18 F(8,95)=.88, p=.53 F(8,95)=2.83, p<.05 
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Table 6.7: Parallel moderated mediation model (with covariates) for the prediction of salary. 

  Consequent              

  M1: agency  M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance Y: salary 

Antecedent coeff SE p coeff SE p coeff SE p Coeff SE p coeff. SE p 

X: target gender a1 -.42 .36 .25 a2 -.44 .36 .22 a3 -.15 .38 .68 -.08 .40 .84   

W: note 

structure  .09 .25 .74  .25 .25 .32  .10 .26 .70 .11 .28 .69    

Z: note quality  .20 .27 .45  .24 .27 .36  -.47 .28 .10 -.41 .30 .17    

X*W  -.41 .38 .28  -.21 .38 .59  .32 .40 .42 -.29 .42 .49    

X*Z  .93 .39 .02  .32 .39 .42  .01 .41 .98 .49 .43 .26    

M1: agency               b1 .10 .14 .50 

M2: communal               b2 .04 .13 .77 

M3: weakness               b3 -37 .13 .00 

M4: dominance               b4 -.02 .12 .84 

Age  .23 .09 .02  -.13 .09 .17  -.28 .10 .01 .03 .10 .77 .14 .10 .17 

Attractive  .24 .10 .02  .33 .10 .00  .02 .10 .85 -.12 .11 .27 .08 .10 .43 

participant gender .23 .19 .22  .07 .19 .74  -.28 .20 .17 -.17 .21 .43 -.15 .19 .42 

Constant iM1 -.53 .39 .18 iM2 -.03 .39 .94 iM3 .67 .41 .10 iM4 .42 .43 .33 iy .22 .31 .49 

  R2 =.22  R2=.22   R2=.15   R2=.05   R2=.24  

  F (8,93)=3.20, p<.001 F(8,93)=3.37, p<.01 F(8,93)=2.11, p<.05. F(8,93)=.64, p=.74 

F(8,93)=3.65, 

p<.001 
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Table 6.8: Direct and indirect effects for the conditional models and outcome measures likeability, leader desirability, future career success, hireability and 

salary. 

Outcome Moderator 1 Moderator 2 Direct effect Indirect effect    

 Note structure Note quality β [95%CI] M1: agency  M2: communal M3: weakness M4: dominance 

Likeability  .12 [-.23, .46]    

 No structure No notes  -.02 [-.18, .17] -.21 [-.57, .04] -.01 [-.13, .09] .00 [-.11, .07] 

 No structure Notes taken  .02 [-.12, .26] .00 [-.27, .33] .00 [-.09, .14] .00 [-.15, .13] 

 Structured No notes  -.04 [-.31, .22] -.32 [-.82, -.01] .01 [-.13, .13] .00 [-.13, .12] 

 Structured Notes taken  .01 [-.08, .11] -.11 [-.40, .13] .02 [-.06, .16] .00 [-.08, .08] 

 Difference Mod 1: Note structure  -.02 [-.23, .11] -.11 [-.55, .21] .01 [-.11, .15] .00 [-.12, .14] 

 Difference Mod 2: Note quality  .04 [-.24, .35] .21 [-.08, .65] .01 [-.09, .18] .00 [-.14, .15] 

Leader desirability  .29 [-.02, .61]    

 No structure No notes  -.06 [-.24, .08] -.28 [-.69, .07] .01 [-.12, .13] .00 [-.12, .10] 

 No structure Notes taken  .06 [-.05, .32] .00 [-.37, .41] -.01 [-.14, .11] .02 [-.12, .21] 

 Structured No notes  -.10 [-.39, .11] -.43 [-.97, -.01] -.01 [-.18, .12] -.02 [-.21, .12] 

 Structured Notes taken  .02 [-.06, .15] -.15 [-.49, .17] -.02 [-.16, .08] .01 [-.08, .11] 

 Difference Mod 1: Note structure  -.05 [-.28, .06] -.15 [-.65, .29] -.02 [-.19, .12] -.02 [-.19, .13] 

 Difference Mod 2: Note quality  .12 [-.11, .46] .28 [-.13, .78] -.01 [-.17, .13] .02 [-.13, .24] 

Future career 

success 

 -.05 [-.44, .34]    

 No structure No notes  .10 [-.14, .49] -.14 [-.47, .03] .03 [-.30, .40] -.01 [-.21, .16] 

 No structure Notes taken  -.11 [-.43, .17] .00 [-.22, .23] -.02 [-.37, .35] .07 [-.10, .38] 

 Structured No notes  .18 [-.21, .68] -.21 [-.64, .01] -.04 [-.50, .34] -.06 [-.39, .09] 

 Structured Notes taken  -.03 [-.20, .15] -.07 [-.32, .09] -.09 [-.45, .20] .02 [-.13, .19] 

 Difference Mod 1: Note structure  .08 [-.14, .42] -.07 [-.39, .16] -.06 [-.55, .30] -.05 [-.37, .11] 

 Difference Mod 2: Note quality  -.20 [-.72, .26] .14 [-.06, .50] -.05 [-.47, .36] .08 [-.10, .45] 

Hireability  .18 [-.11, .46]    

 No structure No notes  -.27 [-.64, .12] -.12 [-.38, .02] .00 [-.08, .05] .01 [-.13, .11] 

 No structure Notes taken  .30 [-.04, .75] .00 [-.19, .18] .00 [-.07, .08] -.07 [-.25, .03] 

 Structured No notes  -.50 [-.92, -.11] -.18 [-.51, .01] .00 [-.09, .07] .06 [-.06, .22] 

 Structured Notes taken  .07 [-.22, .40] -.06 [-.25, .07] .01 [-.06, .08] -.02 [-.13, .09] 

 Difference Mod 1: Note structure  -.23 [-.69, .16] -.06 [-.31, .14] .00 [-.08, .09] .05 [-.06, .25] 
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 Difference Mod 2: Note quality  .57 [.16, 1.05] .12 [-.05, .40] .00 [-.07, .11] -.08 [-.24, .04] 

Salary  .03 [-.35, .41]    

 No structure No notes  -.04 [-.26, .11] -.02 [-.20, .12] .06 [-.21, .31] .00 [-.13, .10] 

 No structure Notes taken  .05 [-.11, .26] .00 [-.12, .09] .05 [-.20, .28] -.01 [-.17, .12] 

 Structured No notes  -.08 [-.38, .16] -.03 [-.24, .19] -.06 [-.38, .23] .01 [-.15, .15] 

 Structured Notes taken  .01 [-.08, .13] -.01 [-.13, .12] -.07 [-.33, .16] .00 [-.12, .08] 

 Difference Mod 1: Note structure  -.04 [-.25, .11] -.01 [-.13, .14] -.12 [-.42, .18] .01 [-.13, .15] 

 Difference Mod 2: Note quality  .09 [-.19, .42] .01 [-.12, .18] .00 [-.30, .29] -.01 [-.19, .16] 
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Chapter 7: General Discussion 

Workplace gender inequality continues to be a pervasive and protracted problem in 

Australia and many other countries (World Economic Forum, 2016). The factors contributing 

to gender inequalities in Australian workplaces are no doubt multi-faceted and complex (see 

discussion in Chapter 2). In this thesis, I focused specifically on two biases commonly 

thought to play a contributory role: evaluation bias and backlash.  

A meta-analysis was conducted to investigate the effects of bias and backlash and 

the associated moderators. Key findings from the meta-analysis were then used to develop 

scenarios to test two interventions intended to improve outcomes for women in job 

interviews by reducing backlash. In the following section, I present a summary of the key 

findings before discussing the theoretical, methodological and practical implications of this 

thesis, as well as limitations, recommendations for future research and conclusions. 

7.1 What is the overall effect of bias? 

Evaluation bias and backlash have been extensively researched in psychology and 

management and have been the subject of five different meta-analyses (Davison & Burke, 

2000; Olian et al., 1988; Eagly et al., 1992; Koch et al., 2015; Williams & Tiedens, 2016). 

However, the present meta-analysis used a broader perspective than past analyses. This 

meant that there was a wider search for papers, a larger sample and a larger selection of 

moderators. Results showed a small but robust effect of gender bias across the sample. This 

means that there is strong support of bias and that it is likely present across all sampled 

scenarios. It is, however, a small effect and therefore in real world interactions, where 

candidates are less matched, qualities such as experience may have a stronger effect. This 

effect size was comparable to that found by Koch et al. (2015), whose meta-analysis used 
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the most similar inclusion criteria to the present meta-analysis. However, the analysis in the 

current thesis had a far greater final sample size coming from an additional 686 

independent effects sizes, to that In Koch et al. (2015), that were used to estimate a total 

effect size, thus improving on the accuracy of the estimate provided by Koch et al. (2015).  

7.2 What are the moderators? 

The present meta-analysis included a greater number of outcome measures than 

those contained in previous meta-analyses, some of which have focused only on hireability 

(Davison & Burke, 2000; Olian et al., 1988) or those directly associated employment 

outcomes (Koch et al., 2015).  Inclusion criteria in the present meta-analysis incorporated all 

outcomes measured in relevant papers and allowed for a deeper understanding of which 

types of evaluations made about women were associated with higher levels of bias.  

Evaluations with the largest bias were likeability, future career success, and 

hireability. Likeability has been analysed in two of the previous meta-analyses. Eagly et al. 

(1992) measured satisfaction with leaders and found an effect of d = .10 [95%CI .05, .16]; 

Williams and Tiedens (2016), who sampled only backlash papers, found a far larger effect of 

d = -.51 [95%CI -.73, -.30]. In the present thesis, future career success was the outcome with 

the highest effect size measured for bias against women. This is notable particularly 

because, while it has been measured in past evaluation bias and backlash discussions, the 

implications of this outcome are rarely the focus of discussion. Future career success is an 

estimate of a candidate’s potential future and therefore likely to be one of the most 

influential components of a workplace selection decision. 

When I analysed moderators beyond the outcome measures, I found bias to be 

significantly present in male-dominated and gender-neutral work contexts, where previous 
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meta-analyses have only found evidence of bias in male contexts (Davison & Burke, 2000; 

Eagly et al., 1992; Koch et al., 2015): the finding regarding neutral contexts is unique. The 

implication of this finding is that while bias against women is greatest in male workplaces, it 

cannot be assumed to be absent in neutral and mixed gender workplaces. It is also notable 

that in this analysis, which controlled for all other variables, leadership was not found to be 

a context in which there was greater bias against women. This finding extends those of 

Eagly et al. (1992), whose meta-analysis sampled only leadership examples of evaluation 

bias. Bias against female leaders in those studies may be explained by other factors such as 

counter-stereotypical behaviour or a gendered work environment. 

There is no consensus across previous meta-analyses on whether male evaluators 

evaluate female targets with more bias than do female evaluators. In the present analysis, 

male evaluators were found to have higher levels of bias against women. However, a 

limitation of reporting styles in previous research meant that many of the sampled studies 

did not report separate effects sizes for the male and female participants and instead 

reported mixed samples. It is possible that effect sizes were reported in this way only when 

no gender difference was found and therefore this effect size may be influenced by a 

reporting trend rather than a real effect.   

This is the second meta-analysis of backlash research after Williams and Tiedens 

(2016). The analyses differed in how counter-stereotypical behaviour was conceptualised 

and coded; despite this, the strong effect of bias against women who behave in a 

dominating way was consistent across the two analyses. 

Remarkably, year of publication was found to have no relationship with bias. This 

suggests that there has been no change in reported bias between 1970 and 2014, implying 
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the possibility that in the workforce/hiring decisions biased evaluations and backlash against 

women compared to men appear to occur to the same extent today as they did almost 50 

years ago. This is despite numerous social changes and a change in the stereotyped 

perceptions of work and gender (Koenig, et al., 2012).  

7.3 How can bias be fixed? 

The finding that there has been no change in evaluation bias and backlash suggests 

that even with changing attitudes there is a real need for effective interventions to reduce 

the impacts of these biases. While the onus for change should exist with the evaluator and 

organisation, especially when meritocracy is valued, it is the candidates who are the targets 

of these biases who have the greatest motivation for change, as well as autonomy over 

whether or not they intervene to manage how they are evaluated. For this reason, I chose 

to explore both supply and demand side interventions to these biases.  

Recommendations for women generated from previous research tend to focus on 

how women need to change themselves and how they present in order to be evaluated 

equally to similarly qualified men. Recommendations for evaluators and organisations have 

been well researched and explored, however, uptake is low and unpopular (Stratemeyer et 

al., 2018). The interventions devised in the current thesis did not work to change the 

stereotype of the individual being evaluated, instead I focused on how the information was 

processed.  

Understanding that the goal of the job interview is to determine quality of the match 

between the candidate and the role, the interventions manipulated attention to the match 

between candidate and the role to which they were applying. The supply-side intervention 

did this by testing an interview strategy in which a candidate for a finance role used exact 
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words from the key criteria throughout the interview. This intervention was designed to 

increase the attention of the evaluators on the match between the candidate and the role. 

It was hypothesised that using this strategy would increase hireability and likeability 

outcomes for the female candidates. The results revealed that this intervention significantly 

increased perceptions of leadership desirability and likeability of the female candidate 

compared to male candidates who also used this strategy.  

The findings also revealed significant interactions in the stereotype traits of agency, 

communality, weakness and dominance. Specifically, female candidates were perceived to 

have higher agency and communality and less dominance than male candidates when using 

the interview responses strategy, but this was not found for the male candidate. For 

weakness, the finding in the control condition, in which the female candidate was perceived 

as weaker than the male candidate, did not occur in the manipulation condition. 

Conditional process modelling tested how the changes in perceptions of agency, 

communality, dominance and weakness for each manipulation group impacted on the 

outcomes likeabilty, leadership desirability, hireability, and future career success. In the case 

of likeability, hireability, and leadership desirability, the manipulation increased perceptions 

of the female candidate’s communality, which in turn increased her likeability, hireability 

and leader desirability. In the case of future career success, increased perception of agency 

in the female candidate by the manipulation was the strongest mediator of future career 

success, followed by increased communality and lower weakness. 

Study 3 tested a demand-side intervention by using structured note taking to focus 

attention on the match between the candidate and the role that they were being evaluated 

for. No noteworthy significant results came from this study. However, it was observed that 
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despite providing reminders and encouraging the use of note taking, the take-up of this 

strategy was low. There was a significant finding that the more serious note takers slightly 

favoured the male candidate. If this finding is replicated in future research it may have 

implications on whether note taking is operating in contrast to the hypothesis, as a 

mechanism to bolster biased evaluations. 

7.4 Theoretical implications: 

Heilman’s (1983) lack of fit model and Eagly and Karau (2002)’s role incongruity 

theory explain unconscious gender bias as based on the notion that, when job candidates 

are evaluated, there is a component of the evaluation that is based on the match between 

the attributes of the candidate and the qualifications required for the job. Additionally, 

evaluators appear to also weight in information about the match between the stereotype 

they have of the job candidate and the qualifications the evaluators think are required for 

the job.  

The first theoretical implication of this thesis is the difference between immediate 

competence judgements versus judgements of what will happen in the future. More 

specifically, the findings of the meta-analysis indicate that gender evaluation bias was 

stronger when individuals had to make predictions about the capacity of the candidate to 

succeed in the future than when they only have to rate current competence or hireability. 

The fact that the effect of the experimental manipulation on future career success in Study 

2 was mediated by judgements of agency, communality and weakness indicates that this 

type of future judgement might be informed by evaluations of stereotyped attributes of the 

candidates. Perhaps the fact that it is a future judgement, further away from the evidence in 
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front of the evaluator, gives the judge license to rely on their own stereotypes about the 

kind of individuals they think typically succeed in the roles they are selecting people for. 

 

The thesis findings are also relevant to the demographic similarity hypothesis 

(Gorman, 2005; Westphal & Zajac, 1995). More specifically, the meta-analysis indicated that 

men were more likely to favour male candidates than were female evaluators. This can be a 

reflection of a motivated cognition, whereby men are more prone to see members of their 

same social group as more competent than women in occupational contexts. This finding is 

compounded by the fact that women were evaluated more negatively in neutral and male 

dominated work environments. That is, all other things being equal, women are still being 

evaluated as not fitting work that is not stereotypically feminine. This highlights how 

pervasive and informative gender stereotypes can be.   

 

Backlash interventions have focused on how to alter a perceived stereotype (e.g., 

Fuegen et al., 2004; Heilman & Okimoto, 2008; Isaac et al., 2009). The studies in the present 

thesis stepped away from impression management and examined how to refocus the 

evaluator on the main purpose of the interview: the perceived match between role and 

applicant. The stereotype being presented is not the only way to manage backlash effects, 

and future interventions could look into the cognitive process involved, such as goals and 

attention. Alternatively, they could reduce attentional load and the impact of bias by 

providing selection committees with blinded spreadsheets providing information about each 

selection criteria, to use for shortlisting purposes. 
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Future career success has not been a focus in discussions of backlash. However, this 

is an estimation of a candidate’s future potential and therefore is likely to be influential in 

decisions made about them. The meta-analysis brought it into focus as it was the highest 

effect size across all other outcomes. In Study 2 it was shown to be mediated by the 

stereotypes agency, communality and weakness. This finding has interesting implications 

both practically and theoretically. On the practical level, many hiring decisions, but also 

decisions about opportunities, task allocation and mentoring are likely to be based on 

thoughts about a candidate’s potential rather than just present competence. Candidates 

missing out on these opportunities miss building up the experience and qualifications 

required to develop skills and advance their careers. On a theoretical level, this finding 

shows that future judgements are associated with a wider range of stereotype content. The 

two candidates were equally competent and therefore hiring decisions appeared to be more 

based on how much the evaluator liked them. In estimates about the future, there is either 

more ambiguity and therefore more reliance on stereotype content (Heilman & Haynes, 

2006; Nieva & Gutek, 1980), or these traits are perceived to matter more for enduring 

competence. 

7.5 Methodological implications 

Reporting of primary research in meta-analysis has gotten better but it is still pretty 

elusive, which limits the capacity to evaluate the moderating impact of certain variables. 

One big issue I encountered was that the organisational and social psychological literatures 

do not often read or reference one another. While research that was included in the meta-

analysis came from both, integrating it through coding for moderators was complex due to 

lack of consistency.  
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Use of a multilevel meta-regression approach in the meta-analysis allowed for a 

different understanding of the moderators involved to that offered by previous meta-

analyses. By treating the data as multilevel, moderators could be taken from the within-

study up to the between-paper level and considered together in a single analysis. Meta-

regression allowed for a comparison of moderators, allowing the identification of the 

strongest predictors of bias, and through controlling for the effects of other moderators, 

surprising null effects were found. 

Experimental manipulations require cognitive capacity and motivation to elaborate 

information. The sample was appropriate in Study 3 and most likely had the cognitive 

capacity, yet the record of their note-taking indicated they lacked motivation to follow what 

they were asked to do. This severely limited the capacity to properly test the intervention. It 

also has practical implications, discussed below. 

7.6. Practical implications  

Gender evaluation bias has not changed over time. Even if the effect is small, it is 

quite pervasive and becomes larger when people are asked to make future judgements, 

when it is made by men about women and when the candidates are in a neutral or male 

dominated work environment. These findings point to bias hot spots that can be addressed 

in organisational contexts. By making sure there are gender diverse evaluation panels in CV 

selection and interviews and by auditing assessments in selection and promotion processes 

to make sure that judgements about potential, instead of actual performance, do not 

disadvantage female candidates.  

Structured interviews continue to be a challenge. The results of Study 3 show that 

people do not comply with instructions that require further cognitive effort they perceive as 
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unnecessary unless they are highly motivated to do so. Research from the field also shows 

low adherence to structured interviews. Perhaps it is time for HR practitioners to more 

heavily rely on other sources of information about candidates such as structure and 

objective job-relevant tasks to evaluate candidates’ suitability for the job. 

7.7 Limitations and future research 

A number of limitations were present in Studies 2 and 3, pointing to future research 

that can provide a more detailed perspective both of how framing effects might be used to 

reduce backlash and the role of career potential in these judgments. For example, the role 

of attractiveness was influential in evaluations and often found to have a larger effect than 

target gender or script framing. Replication with different actors, samples, and in different 

contexts is required in order to generalise these effects.  

An interesting direction for future research would be to explore how these effects 

play out when the competence of the candidates is less strong. Results from the meta-

analysis show that conditions of low or moderate success lead to some of the stronger 

levels of bias against female applicants. It is possible that in this particular study, it is easier 

to not be biased against women when they appear highly competent, yet when this is less 

clear bias might become stronger. High competence may also have caused ceiling effects on 

some variables, leading to less variance for the mediation analysis to explain. 

Across the two experiments, the actors used in the stimulus material were tested for 

equivalence on key variables, but the experimental materials were not pilot tested. In the 

case of study 3, piloting might have led to the detection of inadequate note-taking in some 

participants, allowing for greater hypothesis-based exploration. 



160 

 

A common limitation of these kinds of studies is that, unlike situations where the 

decision is consequential, participants are not motivated to make a good decision. The low 

uptake of the note-taking in study 3 is likely the result of low motivation among participants. 

However, this lack of motivation should not be confused with motivation in real world 

evaluations and decisions. Motivation was tested as a moderator in the present analysis as 

well as that by Koch et al., (2015). Conceptual distinctions between these forms of 

motivation were made but due to a limited sample of papers, no clear conclusions were 

able to be made about the different ways in which participants or evaluators can be 

motivated. What is becoming increasingly clear however, is the importance of motivation 

(here motivation to act without bias) in relation to bias reduction (Devine, Forscher, Austin, 

& Cox, 2012).  

The studies of this thesis provided a perspective of evaluation bias and backlash in 

which several important factors relating to bias remained unexplored. For example, 

gendered stereotypes can intersect with stereotypes of different ethnic and racial groups; 

sexuality and gender diversity; disability; and primary carer or parenting stereotypes. It is 

vital that future studies analyse these compound stereotypes in combination with cognitive 

biases such as evaluation bias and backlash. 

Further, a common factor in discussions of bias that was not examined in this thesis 

is that of individual biases. An individual’s sexist attitudes, explicit gender stereotyping or 

implicit associations could all play a moderating role in evaluation bias and backlash. The 

exclusion of prejudice as an individual difference variable in the meta-analysis reflected a 

trend in the research. An early backlash study by Rudman and Glick (2001) tested the 

backlash effect against implicit and explicit stereotyping as well as individual attitudes about 
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gender and gender roles, to find that only implicit stereotyping correlated with backlash, 

however, individual differences have not often been explored (for an exception, see Skewes 

et al., 2018). Nevertheless, research that does not explore the contributions of individual 

differences to gender bias is nonetheless valuable. For example, recent research has 

highlighted that individual level bias is a secondary factor compared to the group norms and 

institutional practices that drive bias in organisational contexts (Vuletich & Payne, 2019). 

Gender bias is still pervasive and larger in male dominated environments, when 

males are the evaluators and when the judgement is about future career success/potential. 

The way female candidates answer the questions during an interview to match their 

language as much as possible to the job description might increase their perceived match 

with the role, leading to more positive employment outcomes. Structured interviews, as 

discussed, hold out promise as a useful tool to increase validity in job selection assessments. 

However, the low compliance with its format points to its limitation as a solution, and the 

need to explore alternative ways to assess job candidates.  

 

 

  



162 

 

References 

 

Agerström, J., & Rooth, D. O. (2011). The role of automatic obesity stereotypes in real hiring 

discrimination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(4), 790-805. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021594  

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016). 4.125.0 - Gender Indicators, Australia, Feb 2016. 

Retrieved from 

http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/4125.0~Feb%202

016~Main%20Features~Education~100 

Amanatullah, E. T., & Morris, M. W. (2010). Negotiating gender roles: Gender differences in 

assertive negotiating are mediated by women’s fear of backlash and attenuated 

when negotiating on behalf of others. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 98(2), 256-267. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017094  

Arun, S.W., Arun, T.G., & Borooah, V.K. (2004). The effect of career breaks on the working 

lives of women. Feminist Economics, 10(1), 65-84. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1354570042000198236  

Australian Council of Trade Unions (2016). The gender pay gap over the life cycle. Retrieved 

from https://www.actu.org.au/media/886499/the-gender-pay-gap-over-the-life-

cycle-h2.pdf 

Babcock, L., & Laschever, S. (2003). Women don’t ask: negotiation and the gender divide. 

Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 



163 

 

Bain & Company, Chief Executive Women. (2011). What stops women from reaching the 

top? Confronting the tough issues. Retrieved from 

https://www.asx.com.au/documents/about/bain-and-company-chief-executive-

women-research.pdf 

 Bartholow, B.D., Dickter C.L., & Sestir, M.A. (2006). Stereotype activation and control of 

race bias: Cognitive control of inhibition and its impairment by alcohol. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 272-287. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.90.2.272  

Bastian, B., & Haslam, N. (2006). Psychological essentialism and stereotype endorsement. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(2), 228-235. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.003  

Becker, J. C., Glick, P., Ilic, M., & Bohner, G. (2011). Damned if she does, damned if she 

doesn't: Consequences of accepting versus confronting patronizing help for the 

female target and male actor. European Journal of Social Psychology, 41(6), 761-773. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.823  

Behaghel, L., Crépon, B., & Le Barbanchon, T. (2012). Do anonymous resumes make the field 

more even? Evidence from a randomized field experiment. Retrieved 26 February 

2017, from http://www.sole-jole.org/12101.pdf 

Berlew, D.E., & Hall, D.T. (1966). The socialization of managers: Effects of expectations on 

performance.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 207-223. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2391245  



164 

 

Bhavnani, R. (2009). Do electoral quotas work after they are withdrawn? Evidence from a 

natural experiment in India. American Political Science Review, 103, 23-35. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409090029 

Blackburn, R.M., Jarman, J., & Brooks, B. (2000). The puzzle of gender segregation and 

inequality: A cross-national analysis. European Sociological Review, 16(2), 119-135. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/16.2.119  

Bøg, M. & Kranendonk, E. (2012). Labor market discrimination of minorities? Yes, but not in 

job offers. Eramus School of Economics. Retrieved 26 February 2017, from 

http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/33332/.  

Bohnet, I. (2016). What Works: Gender Equality by Design. Cambridge: Harvard University 

Press. 

Bongiorno, R., Bain, P., & David, B. (2014). If you’re going to be a leader, at least act like it! 

Prejudice towards women who are tentative in leader roles. British Journal of Social 

Psychology, 53, 217-234. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12032  

Bosak, J., & Sczesny, S. (2011). Gender bias in leader selection? Evidence from a hiring 

simulation study. Sex Roles, 65(3-4), 234-242. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-

0012-7  

Bouazzaoui, B., & Mullet, E. (2012). Perception of Occupational Gender-typing: Contrasting 

French from Maghrebi Origin’s and French from European Origin’s Viewpoints. 

Review of European Studies, 4(5). https://doi.org/10.5539/res.v4n5p64  



165 

 

Bowles, H.R., & Babcock, L. (2012). How can women escape the compensation negotiation 

dilemma? Relational accounts are one answer. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37, 

80-96. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312455524 

Bowles, H.R., & Babcock, L. (2008). When doesn’t it hurt her to ask? Framing and 

justification reduce the social risks of initiating compensation negotiations. In 2008: 

International Association for Conflict Management (ICAM) 21st Annual Conference 

Paper 

Bowles, H.R., & Babcock, L. (2012). How can women escape the compensation negotiation 

dilemma? Relational accounts are one answer. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37, 

80-96. http://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312455524 

Bowles, H. R., Babcock, L., & Lai, L. (2007). Social incentives for gender differences in the 

propensity to initiate negotiations: Sometimes it does hurt to ask. Organizational 

Behavior and human decision Processes, 103(1), 84-103. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.001  

Bowen, C., Swim, J.K., & Jacombs, R.R. (2000). Evaluating gender biases on actual job 

performance of real people: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 

30, 219402215. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.tb02432.x  

Braun, S., Peus, C., & Frey, D. (2012). Is beauty beastly? Gender-specific effects of leader 

attractiveness and leadership style on followers’ trust and loyalty. Zeitschrift für 

Psychologie, 220, 98–108. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000101 

Bray, D.W., Campbell, R.J., & Grant, D.L. (1974). Formative years in business: A long-term 

AT&T study of managerial lives. New York: Wiley-Interscience 



166 

 

Brescoll, V.L., & Uhlmann, E.L. (2008). Can an angry woman get ahead? Status conferral, 

gender, and expression of emotion in the workplace. Psychological Science, 19(3), 

268-275. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02079.x  

Brescoll, V.L., Uhlmann, E.L., & Newman, G.E. (2013). The effects of system-justifying 

motives on endorsement of essentialist explanations for gender differences. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 105, 892-908. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034701  

Broderick, E. in Patten, S. (2012, May 28). Senior women urged to talk about pathways to 

success. Australian Financial Review, Retrieved from 

https://www.afr.com/leadership/senior-women-urged-to-talk-about-pathways-to-success-

20180528-h10mka 

Burnett, J.R., & Motowildo, S.J. (1998). Relations between different sources of information 

in the structured selection interview. Personnel Psychology, 51(4), 963-983. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1998.tb00747.x   

Byrnes, J.P., Miller, D.C., & Schafer, W.D. (1999). Gender differences in risk taking: a meta-

analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 125(3) 367-383. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.125.3.367  

Campion, M.A., Campion, J.E., & Hudson Jr, J.P. (1994). Structured interviewing: A note on 

incremental validity and alternative question types. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

79(6), 998-1002. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.998  

Campion, M. A., Palmer, D. K., & Campion, J. E. (1997). A review of structure in the selection 

interview. Personnel Psychology, 50(3), 655-702. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

6570.1997.tb00709.x  



167 

 

Cann, A., Siegfried, W. D., & Pearce, L. (1981). Forced attention to specific applicant 

qualifications: Impact on physical attractiveness and sex of applicant 

biases. Personnel Psychology, 34(1), 65-75. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

6570.1981.tb02178.x  

Carli, L.L., LaFleur, S.J., & Loeber, C.C. (1995). Nonverbal, behaviour, gender and influence. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68(6), 1030-1041. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.68.6.1030  

Castilla, E.J., & Benard, S. (2010) The paradox of meritocracy in organizations. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 55(4), 543-676. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2010.55.4.543  

Catalyst (2007).  2007 Catalyst census of women board directors of The Fortune 500. 

Retrieved from: https://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/2007-catalyst-census-women-

board-directors-fortune-500 

Cellar, D. F., Sidle, S., Goudy, K., & O'brien, D. (2001). Effects of leader style, leader sex, and 

subordinate personality on leader evaluations and future subordinate 

motivation. Journal of business and psychology, 16(1), 61-72. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1007887721571  

Charles, M. (2011). A world of difference: International trends in women’s economic status. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 37, 355-371. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102548  

Cianni, M., & Romberger, B. (1995). Perceived racial, ethnic, and gender differences in 

access to developmental experiences. Group & Organization Management, 20(4), 

440-459. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601195204004  



168 

 

Conway, J.M., Jako, R.A., & Goodman, D.F. (1995). A meta-analysis of interrater and internal 

consistency reliability of selection interviews. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(5), 

565-579. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.5.565  

Copeland, C. L., Driskell, J. E., & Salas, E. (1995). Gender and reactions to dominance. Journal 

of Social Behavior and Personality, 10(4), 53. 

Correll, S.J., Benard, S., & Paik, I. (2007). Getting a job: Is there a motherhood penalty? 

American Journal of Sociology, 112(5), 1297-1338. https://doi.org/10.1086/511799  

Cuadrado, I., Morales, J. F., & Recio, P. (2008). Women's access to managerial positions: An 

experimental study of leadership styles and gender. The Spanish Journal of 

Psychology, 11(1), 55-65. https://doi.org/10.1017/s113874160000411x  

Cuddy, A.J., Fiske, S.T., & Glick, P. (2008). Warmth and competence as universal dimensions 

of social perception: The stereotype content model and the BIAS map. Advances in 

Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 61-149. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-

2601(07)00002-0  

Cuddy, A. J., Wolf, E. B., Glick, P., Crotty, S., Chong, J., & Norton, M. I. (2015). Men as cultural 

ideals: Cultural values moderate gender stereotype content. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 109(4), 622-635. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000027  

Daley, J. & McGannon, C. (2014, March). Submission to the productivity commission inquiry 

on childcare and early childhood learning. Grattan Institute.  

Davies, J., & Easterby-Smith, M (1984). Learning and developing from managerial work 

experiences. Journal of Management Studies, 21(2), 169-182. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1984.tb00230.x  



169 

 

Davison, H.K., & Burke, M.J. (2000). Sex discrimination in simulated employment contexts: A 

meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 56, 225-248. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1711  

Deaux, K., & Lewis, L. L. (1984). Structure of gender stereotypes: Interrelationships among 

components and gender label. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46(5), 

991-1004. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.46.5.991  

Deci, E.L., Koestner, R., & Ryan, R.M. (1999). A meta-analytic review of experiments 

examining the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. Psychological 

Bulletin, 125(6), 627-668. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.125.6.627  

Den Hartog, D.N., House, R.J., Hanges, P.J., & Ruiz-Quintanilla, S.A. (1999). Culture specific 

and cross-culturally generalizable implicit leadership theories: Are attributes of 

charismatic/transformational leadership universally endorsed? Leadership Quarterly 

19(2), 219-256. https://doi.org/10.1037/t15043-000  

Demoulin, S., Leyens, J.P., & Yzerbyt, V. (2006). Lay theories of essentialism. Group 

Processes and Intergroup Relations, 9, 25-42. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206059856  

Desrumaux, P., De Bosscher, S., & Léoni, V. (2009). Effects of facial attractiveness, gender, 

and competence of applicants on job recruitment. Swiss Journal of Psychology, 68(1), 

33-42. https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-0185.68.1.33  

Devine, P. G. (1989). Stereotypes and prejudice: Their automatic and controlled 

components. Journal of personality and social psychology, 56(1), 5-18. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.56.1.5  



170 

 

Devine, P.G., Froscher, P.S., Austin, A.J., & Cox, W.T. (2012). Long-term reduction in implicit 

race bias: A prejudice habit-breaking intervention. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 48(6), 1267-1278. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003  

Devine, P.G., & Monteith, M.J. (1999). Automaticity and control in stereotyping. In S. 

Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in social psychology (pp.339-360). 

New York, NY, US: Guilford Press. 

Dovidio, J. F., Kawakami, K., & Gaertner, S. L. (2002). Implicit and explicit prejudice and 

interracial interaction. Journal of personality and social psychology, 82(1), 62-68. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.82.1.62  

Dutt, K., Pfaff, D. L., Bernstein, A. F., Dillard, J. S., & Block, C. J. (2016). Gender differences in 

recommendation letters for postdoctoral fellowships in geoscience. Nature 

Geoscience, 9(11), 805-808. https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2819  

Durkin, P. (2018, October 15). Working women have to pay to work after childcare costs. 

Australian Financial Review. Retrieved from 

https://www.afr.com/leadership/working-women-have-to-pay-to-work-after-

childcare-costs-20181015-h16n0l 

Eagly, A.H., & Carli, L.L. (2003). The female leadership advantage: An evaluation of the 

evidence. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(6), 807-834. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.004  

Eagly, A.H., & Carli, L.L. (2007). Through the labyrinth: The truth about how women become 

leaders. Brighton, MA, US: Harvard Business Press. 



171 

 

Eagly, A.H., Makhijani, M.G., & Klonsky, B.G, (1992). Gender and the evaluation of leaders: A 

meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 111(1), 3-22. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.111.1.3 

Eagly, A. H., Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C., & van Engen, M. (2003). Transformational, 

transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: A meta-analysis comparing women 

and men. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 569-591. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.129.4.569  

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders. 

Psychological Review, 109, 573-598. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-295x.109.3.573  

Eagly, A.H., & Steffen, V.J. (1984). Gender stereotypes stem from the distribution of women 

and men into social roles. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46(4), 735-

754. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.46.4.735  

Eagly, A. H., Wood, W., & Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C. (2004). Social role theory of sex 

differences and similarities: Implications for the partner preference of women and 

men. Psychology of gender, 2nd edition, ed. AH Eagly, A. Beall & RJ Sternberg, 26995. 

Edin, K., & Lagerström, J. (2006). Blind dates: quasi-experimental evidence on discrimination. 

Institute for Labour Market Policy Evaluation. Retrieved 26 February 2017, from 

http://www.ifau.se/globalassets/pdf/se/wp06-04.pdf. 

Evans, J.S.B., & Stanovich, K.E. (2013). Dual-process theories of higher cognition: Advancing 

the debate. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8(3), 223-241. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612460685  



172 

 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical 

power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior 

Research Methods, 39, 175-191. https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146  

Feingold, A. (1992). Good-looking people are not what we think. Psychological Bulletin, 111, 

304-341. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.111.2.304  

Feingold, A. (1994). Gender differences in personality: A meta-analysis. Psychological 

Bulletin, 116(3), 429-456. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.116.3.429  

Ferrand, G., Pesando, L. M., & Nowacka, (2014, December). Unpaid care work: The missing 

link in the analysis of gender gaps in labour outcomes. OECD Development Centre. 

Retrieved from: https://www.oecd.org/dev/development-

gender/Unpaid_care_work.pdf 

Fiske, S.T., & Neuberg, S.L. (1990). A continuum of impression formation, from category-

based to individuating processes: Influences of information and motivation on 

attention and interpretation. In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 23, 1-

74, https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60317-2  

Flore, P.C., & Wicherts, J. M. (2015). Does stereotype threat influence performance of girls 

in stereotypes domains? A meta-analysis. Journal of School Psychology, 53, 25-44. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2014.10.002  

Forscher, P.S., & Devine, P.G. (2017). Breaking the prejudice habit: Automacity and control 

in the context of a long-term goal. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/g26sd  



173 

 

Forsythe, S. M. (1990). Effect of applicant's clothing on interviewer's decision to hire. Journal 

of Applied Social Psychology, 20(19), 1579-1595. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-

1816.1990.tb01494.x  

Fuegen, K., Biernat, M., Haines, E., & Deaux, K. (2004). Mothers and fathers in the 

workplace: How gender and parental status influence judgments of job-related 

competence. Journal of Social Issues, 60(4), 737-754. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-

4537.2004.00383.x  

Futoran, G. C., & Wyer Jr, R. S. (1986). The effects of traits and gender stereotypes on 

occupational suitability judgments and the recall of judgment-relevant 

information. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 22(5), 475-503. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(86)90046-6  

Glick, P., & Fiske, S.T. (2001). An ambivalent alliance: Hostile and benevolent sexism as 

complementary justifications for gender inequality, American Psychologist, 56(2), 

109-118. https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066x.56.2.109  

Glick, P., Zion, C., & Nelson, C. (1988). What mediates sex discrimination in hiring 

decisions?. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55(2), 178-186. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.55.2.178  

Goldberg, P. (1968). Are women prejudiced against women? Society, 5(5), 28–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03180445  

Goldin, C., & Rouse, C. (2000). Orchestrating impartiality: The impact of “blind” auditions on 

female musicians. American Economic Review, 90, 715-741. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715  



174 

 

Gorman, E.H. (2005). Gender stereotypes, same-gender preferences, and organizational 

variation in the hiring of women: Evidence from law firms. American Sociological 

Review, 70(4), 702-728. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240507000408 

Greenwald, A.G., McGhee, D.E., & Schwartz, J.L. (1998). Measuring individual differences in 

implicit cognition: The Implicit Association Test. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 74(6), 1464- 1480. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015575 

Halim, M. L., & Heilman, M. E. (2013). Sex bias in evaluating nontraditional job applicants: 

reactions to women and men's interrupted college attendance. Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 43(11), 2330-2340. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12182 

Haslam, N., Rothschild, L., & Ernst, D. (2000). Essentialist beliefs about social categories. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 39 113-127. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/014466600164363  

Hayes, A. (2017). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis, 

Second Edition (2nd ed.). New York: Guilford Publications. 

Hayes, T. L., & Macan, T. H. (1997). Comparison of the factors influencing interviewer hiring 

decisions for applicants with and those without disabilities. Journal of Business and 

Psychology, 11(3), 357-371. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02195899  

Hedges, L. V., & Nowell, A. (1995). Sex differences in mental test scores, variability, and 

numbers of high-scoring individuals. Science, 269(5220), 41-45. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7604277  

Heilman, M.E. (1983). Sex bias in work settings: The lack of fit model. Research in 

Organizational Behavior, 5, 269-298. 



175 

 

Heilman, M.E. (2012). Gender stereotypes and workplace bias. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 32, 113-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2012.11.003  

Heilman, M. E., Block, C. J., & Martell, R. F. (1995). Sex stereotypes: Do they influence 

perceptions of managers?. Journal of Social behavior and Personality, 10(4), 237. 

Heilman, M.E., Block, C.J., Martell, R.F., & Simon, M.C. (1989). Has anything changed? 

Current characterizations of men, women, and managers. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 74(6), 935-942. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.6.935  

Heilman, M.E., & Chen, J.J. (2005). Same behaviour, different consequences: Reactions to 

men’s and women’s altruistic citizenship behaviour. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

90(3), 431-441. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.431  

Heilman, M.E., & Haynes, M.C. (2006). Subjectivity in the appraisal process: A facilitator of 

gender bias in work settings. In E. Borgida & S. T. Fiske (Eds.), Psychological science in 

court: Beyond common knowledge.  Mahwah, NJ: Larry Erlbaum Associates. 

Heilman, M. E., Hornstein, H. A., Cage, J. H., & Herschlag, J. K. (1984). Reactions to 

prescribed leader behavior as a function of role perspective: The case of the Vroom-

Yetton model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 50-60. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.50  

Heilman, M. E., Martell, R. F., & Simon, M. C. (1988). The vagaries of sex bias: Conditions 

regulating the undervaluation, equivalation, and overvaluation of female job 

applicants. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 41(1), 98-110. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(88)90049-0  



176 

 

Heilman, M. E., & Okimoto, T. G. (2007). Why are women penalized for success at male 

tasks?: the implied communality deficit. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 81-92. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.81  

Heilman, M.E., & Okimoto, T.G. (2008). Motherhood: A potential source of bias in 

employment decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(1), 189-198. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.189  

Heilman, M. E., & Saruwatari, L. R. (1979). When beauty is beastly: The effects of 

appearance and sex on evaluations of job applicants for managerial and 

nonmanagerial jobs. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 23(3), 360-

372. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(79)90003-5  

Heilman, M. E., Wallen, A. S., Fuchs, D., & Tamkins, M. M. (2004). Penalties for success: 

reactions to women who succeed at male gender-typed tasks. Journal of applied 

psychology, 89(3), 416-427. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.3.416  

Hedges, L. V. (1981). Distribution theory for Glass's estimator of effect size and related 

estimators. journal of Educational Statistics, 6(2), 107-128. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986006002107  

Hedges, L.V., & Nowell, A. (1995). Sex differences in mental test scores, variability, and 

numbers of high-scoring individuals. Science, 269, 41-45. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7604277  

Heyman, G.D., & Giles, J.W. (2006). Gender and psychological essentialism. Enfance, 58(3), 

293-310. https://doi.org/10.3917/enf.583.0293  



177 

 

Hiscox, M.J., Oliver, T., Ridgway, M., Arcos-Holzinger, L., Warren, A., & Willis, A. (2017). 

Going blind to see more clearly: unconscious bias in Australian Public Service 

shortlisting processes. Behavioural Economics Team of the Australian Government 

(BETA). Retrieved from https://pmc.gov.au/sites/default/files/publications/BETA-

report-going-blind-to-see-more%20clearly.pdf 

Hmurovic, J. L. (2011). Faulted when female? Gender-biased evalutive judgments and 

attributional rationalization in response to leader failure. (Doctoral disseration or 

master’s thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Hodgins, D. C., & Kalin, R. (1985). Reducing sex bias in judgements of occupational suitability 

by the provision of sextyped personality information. Canadian Journal of 

Behavioural Science/Revue canadienne des sciences du comportement, 17(4), 346-

358. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0080044  

Hosoda, M., Stone, D. L., & Stone-Romero, E. F. (2003). The Interactive Effects of Race, 

Gender, and Job Type on Job Suitability Ratings and Selection Decisions 1. Journal of 

Applied Social Psychology, 33(1), 145-178. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-

1816.2003.tb02077.x  

Hosoda, M., Stone-Romero, E. F., & Coats, G. (2003). The effects of physical attractiveness 

on job-related outcomes: A meta-analysis of experimental studies. Personnel 

Psychology, 56(2), 431-462. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00157.x  

Hosoda, M., Stone-Romero, E.F., & Coats, G. (2006). The effects of physical attractiveness on 

job-related outcomes: A meta-analysis of experimental studies. Personnel 

Psychology, 56(4), 431-462. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00157.x  



178 

 

Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (2018). The household, income and 

labour dynamics in Australia survey: Selected findings from waves 1 to 16. Retrieved 

from 

https://melbourneinstitute.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/2874177/H

ILDA-report_Low-Res_10.10.18.pdf 

Hox, J. J., Moerbeek, M., & Van de Schoot, R. (2017). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and 

applications. Routledge. 

Hoyt, C. L., Simon, S., & Reid, L. (2009). Choosing the best (wo) man for the job: The effects 

of mortality salience, sex, and gender stereotypes on leader evaluations. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 20(2), 233-246. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.01.016  

Huffcutt, A. I., & Arthur, W. (1994). Hunter and Hunter (1984) revisited: Interview validity 

for entry-level jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(2), 184-190. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.79.2.184  

Huffcutt, A. I., Culbertson, S. S., & Weyhrauch, W. S. (2013). Employment interview 

reliability: New meta-analytic estimates by structure and format. International 

Journal of Selection and Assessment, 21(3), 264-276. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12036  

Huffcut, A.I., & Roth, P.L. (1998). Racial group differences in employment interview 

evaluations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 179-189. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.83.2.179  

Huffcut, A.I., Roth, P.L., & McDaniel, M.A. (1996). A meta-analytic investigation of cognitive 

ability in employment interview evaluations: Moderating characteristics and 



179 

 

implications for incremental validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 459-473. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.81.5.459  

Hunter, J. E., & Hunter, R. F. (1984). Validity and utility of alternative predictors of job 

performance. Psychological bulletin, 96(1), 72-98. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.96.1.72  

Hyde, J.S., Fennema, E., & Lamon, S.J. (1990). Gender differences in mathematics 

performance: a meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 107, 139-155. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.107.2.139  

Hyde, J.S., & Linn, M.C. (1988). Gender differences in verbal ability: A meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 104, 53-69. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.104.1.53  

Hyde, J.S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psychologist, 60(6), 581-592. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.6.581 

International Labour Organization (1951). C100 – Equal Remuneration Convention. 

http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0::NO::P12100_ILO_

CODE:C100  

Isaac, C., Lee, B., & Carnes, M. (2009). Interventions that affect gender bias in hiring: a 

systematic review. Academic medicine: journal of the Association of American 

Medical Colleges, 84(10), 1440–1446. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/acm.0b013e3181b6ba00 

Jamieson, K.J. (1995). Beyond the double bind: Women and leadership. New York: Oxford 

University Press 



180 

 

Johnson, S. K., Murphy, S. E., Zewdie, S., & Reichard, R. J. (2008). The strong, sensitive type: 

Effects of gender stereotypes and leadership prototypes on the evaluation of male 

and female leaders. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 106(1), 

39-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.12.002  

Johnson, S. K., Podratz, K. E., Dipboye, R. L., & Gibbons, E. (2010). Physical Attractiveness 

Biases in Ratings of Employment Suitability: Tracking Down the “Beauty is Beastly” 

Effect. The Journal of Social Psychology, 150(3), 301–318. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540903365414 

Judge, T.A, & Piccolo, R.F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: a meta-

analysis of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 755-768. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.755  

Jussim, L., Crawford, J.T., & Rubinstein, R.S. (2015). Stereotype (in)accuracy in perceptions of 

groups and individuals. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 24(6), 490-497. 

http://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415605257 

Kay, K. & Shipman, C. (2014). The confidence code: The science and art of self-assurance – 

what women should know. New York: Harper Business 

Kennett, J. & Fine, C. (2008). Will the real moral judbment please stand up? The implications 

of social intuitionist models of cognition for meta-ethics and moral psychology. 

Ethical Theory and Moral Practice, 12(1), 77-96. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10677-

008-9136-4  

Koch, A. J., D’Mello, S. D., & Sackett, P. R. (2015). A meta-analysis of gender stereotypes and 

bias in experimental simulations of employment decision making. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 100(1), 128–161. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036734 



181 

 

Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., & Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader stereotypes 

masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms. Psychological 

bulletin, 137(4), 616-642. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023557  

Krause, A., Rinne, U. & Zimmermann. (2012). Anonymous job applications of fresh Ph.D. 

economists. Economics Letters, 117, 441-444. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2012.06.029  

Kulik, C. T., & Olekalns, M. (2012). Negotiating the gender divide: Lessons from the 

negotiation and organizational behavior literatures. Journal of Management, 38(4), 

1387-1415. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311431307  

Kunda, Z., & Sherman-Williams, B. (1993). Stereotypes and the construal of individuating 

information. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(1), 90-99. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293191010  

Kunda, Z., Sinclair, L., & Griffin, D. (1997). Equal ratings but separate meanings: Stereotypes 

and the construal of traits. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(4), 720-

734. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.4.720  

Kunkel, A., Dennis, M. R., & Waters, E. (2003). Contemporary university students' ratings of 

characteristics of men, women, and CEOs. Psychological reports, 93(3), 1197-1213. 

https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.93.3f.1197  

Lammers, J., Gordijn, E., & Otten, S. (2009). Iron ladies, men of steel: The effects of gender 

stereotyping on the perception of male and female candidates are moderated by 

prototypicality. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39(2), 186-

195. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.505  



182 

 

Lips, H., & Lawson, K. (2009). Work values, gender, and expectations about work 

commitment and pay: Laying the groundwork for the “motherhood penalty”?. Sex 

Roles, 61(9-10), 667-676. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-009-9670-0  

Lee, D. M., & Alvares, K. M. (1977). Effects of sex on descriptions and evaluations of 

supervisory behavior in a simulated industrial setting. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 62(4), 405-410. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.4.405  

Levashina, J., Hartwell, C. J., Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2014). The structured 

employment interview: Narrative and quantitative review of the research 

literature. Personnel Psychology, 67(1), 241-293. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12052  

Lerner, J. S., & Tetlock, P. E. (1999). Accounting for the effects of 

accountability. Psychological bulletin, 125(2), 255-275. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.125.2.255 . 

Lips, H., & Lawson, K. (2009). Work values, gender, and expectations about work 

commitment and pay: Laying the groundwork for the “Motherhood Penalty”?. Sex 

Roles, 61, 667-676. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-009-9670-0 

Lindberg, S.M., Hyde, J.S., Petersen, J.L., & Linn, M.C. (2010). New trends in gender and 

mathematics performance: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 136, 1123-1135. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021276  

Linn, M.C., & Peterson, A.C. (1985). Emergence and characterization of sex differences in 

spatial ability: A meta-analysis. Child Development, 56(6), 1479-1498. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1985.tb00213.x  



183 

 

Lyness, K.S., & Schrader, C.A., (2006). Moving ahead or just moving? An examination of 

gender differences in senior corporate management appointments. Group & 

Organization Management, 31(6), 651-676. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601106286890  

Macan, T. (2009). The employment interview: A review of current studies and directions for 

future research. Human Resource Management Review, 19(3), 203-218. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.03.006  

Malmström, M., Johansson, J., & Wincent, J. (2017). Gender stereotypes and venture 

support decisions: How governmental venture capitalists socially construct 

entrepreneurs’ potential. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 41(5), 833-860. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12275  

Marlowe, C. M., Schneider, S. L., & Nelson, C. E. (1996). Gender and attractiveness biases in 

hiring decisions: Are more experienced managers less biased?. Journal of applied 

psychology, 81(1), 11-21. https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.81.1.11  

Masters, M.S., & Sanders, B. (1993). Is the gender difference in mental rotation 

disappearing? Behavior Genetics, 23(4), 337-341. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01067434  

Mengel, F., Sauermann, J., & Zölitz, U. (2018). Gender Bias in Teaching Evaluations. Journal 

of the European Economic Association. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvx057 

Monteith, M. J., Sherman, J. W., & Devine, P. G. (1998). Suppression as a stereotype control 

strategy. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 2(1), 63-82. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0201_4  



184 

 

Morton, T. A., Postmes, T., Haslam, S. A., & Hornsey, M. J. (2009). Theorizing gender in the 

face of social change: Is there anything essential about essentialism?. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 96(3), 653-664. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012966  

Moss-Racusin, C. A., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). Disruptions in Women’s Self-Promotion: The 

Backlash Avoidance Model. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 34(2), 186–

202. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2010.01561.x 

Moss-Racusin, C., Phelan, J., & Rudman, L. (2010). “I’m not prejudiced but…” Compensatory 

egalitarianism in the 2008 Democratic Presidential Primary. Political Psychology, 

31(4), 543-561.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00773.x  

Morton, T.A., Postmes, T., Haslam, S. A., & Hornsey, M. J. (2009.) Theorizing gender in the 

face of social change: Is there anything essential about essentialism? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 96 (3), 653-664. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012966  

Muchinsky, P. M., & Harris, S. L. (1977). The effect of applicant sex and scholastic standing 

on the evaluation of job applicant resumes in sex-typed occupations. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 11(1), 95-108. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(77)90020-3  

Macrae, C. N., Bodenhausen, G. V., Milne, A. B., & Jetten, J. (1994). Out of mind but back in 

sight: Stereotypes on the rebound. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 67(5), 808-817. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.5.808 

McCall, M.W., Lombardo, M.M., & Morrison, A.M. (1988). Lessons of experience: How 

successful executives develop on the job. New York: Free Press. 



185 

 

McCarthy, J.M., van Iddekinge, C.H., & Campion, M.A. (2010). Are highly structured job 

interviews resistant to demographic similarity effects? Personnel Psychology, 63(2), 

325–359. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01172.x  

McDaniel, M.A., Whetzel, D.L., Schmidt, F. L., & Rudman, L., A. (2008). Competent yet out in 

the cold: Shifting criteria for hiring reflect backlash toward agentic women. 

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 32(4), 406-413. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-

6402.2008.00454.x  

McFarland, L. A., Ryan, A. M., Sacco, J. M., & Kriska, S. D. (2004). Examination of structured 

interview ratings across time: The effects of applicant race, rater race, and panel 

composition. Journal of Management, 30(4), 435–452. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jm.2003.09.004  

McGlone, J. (1980). Sex differences in human brain asymmetry: A critical survey. Behavioral 

and Brain Sciences, 3, 215-263. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0140525x00004398  

McIntosh, B., McQuaid, R., Munro, A., & Dabir-Alai, P. (2012). Motherhood and its impact on 

career progression. Gender in Management: an international journal, 27(5), 346-364. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/17542411211252651  

McKinsey & Company (October 2017). Women Matter 2007-2017, Time to accelerate: Ten 

years of insights on gender diversity. Retrieved from 

https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/gender-equality/women-matter-ten-

years-of-insights-on-gender-diversity 

National Attrition and Re-engagement Study. (2014). National Attrition and Re-engagement 

Study (NARS) Report. Retrieved from: https://www.lawcouncil.asn.au/policy-



186 

 

agenda/advancing-the-profession/equal-opportunities-in-the-law/national-report-

on-attrition-and-re-engagement 

Nguyen, H. H. D., & Ryan, A. M. (2008). Does stereotype threat affect test performance of 

minorities and women? A meta-analysis of experimental evidence. Journal of applied 

psychology, 93(6), 1314-1334. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012702  

Nickerson, R.S.  (1998). Confirmation bias: A ubmiquitous phenomenon in many guises. 

Review of General Psychology, 2(2), 175-222. https://doi.org/10.1037//1089-

2680.2.2.175  

Nivea, V. G., & Gutek, B. A. (1980). Sex effects on evaluation. Academy of Management 

Review, 5, 267-276. https://doi.org/10.2307/257436  

Nosek, B.A., & Banaji, M.R. (2001). The go/no-go association task. Social Cognition, 19(6), 

625-666. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.19.6.625.20886  

O’Dea, R.E., Lagisz, M., Jennions, M.D., & Nakagawa, S. (2018). Gender differences in 

individual variation in academic grades fail to fit expected patters for STEM. Nature 

Communications, 9, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06292-0  

Ohlott, P.J., Ruderman, M.N., & McCauley, C.D. (1994) Gender differences in managers’ 

developmental job experiences. Academy of Management Journal, 37(1), 46-67. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/256769  

Olian, J. D., Schwab, D. P., & Haberfeld, Y. (1988). The impact of applicant gender compared 

to qualifications on hiring recommendations. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 41(2), 180–195. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(88)90025-8 



187 

 

Olney, S. O. M. T. M. (2013). Equal pay. Geneva: International Labour Office. Retrieved from 

http://ebookcentral.proquest.com.ezp.lib.unimelb.edu.au/lib/unimelb/detail.action

?docID=1531554 

Olsson, A., Ebert, J.P., Banaji, M.R., & Phelps, E.A. (2005). The role of social groups in the 

persistence of learned fear. Science, 309(5735), 785-787. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1113551  

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2016). Stat Extracts. Retrieved 

from: https://www.oecd.org/gender/data/  

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2018). Sweden’s support for 

parents with children is comprehensive and effective but expensive. Retrieved from: 

http://www.oecd.org/sweden/swedenssupportforparentswithchildreniscomprehens

iveandeffectivebutexpensive.htm 

Oswald, F. L., Mitchell, G., Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., & Tetlock, P. E. (2013). Predicting ethnic 

and racial discrimination: A meta-analysis of IAT criterion studies. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 105(2), 171–192. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032734 

Pande, R., & Ford, D. (2011). Gender quotas and female leadership: A review. Background 

paper for the World Development Report 2012. Retrieved 28 December 2018, from 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/9120/WDR2012-

0008.pdf?sequence=1 



188 

 

Parkhouse, B. L., & Williams, J. M. (1986). Differential-effects of sex and status on evaluation 

of coaching ability. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 57(1), 53-59. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1986.10605388  

Paustian-Underdahl, S.C., Slattery Walker, L., & Woehr, D.J. (2014). Gender and perceptions 

of leadership effectiveness: A meta-analysis of contextual moderators. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 99, 1129-1145. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036751  

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion. 

Communication and Persuasion, 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4964-1_1 

Phelan, J.E., Moss-Racusin, C.A., & Rudman, L.A. (2008). Competent yet out in the cold: 

Shifting criteria for hiring reflect backlash toward agentic women. Psychology of 

Women Quarterly, 32(4), 406-413. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-

6402.2008.00454.x  

Picho, K., Rodriguez, A., & Finnie, L. (2013). Exploring the moderating role of context on the 

mathematics performance of females under stereotype threat: A meta-analysis. The 

Journal of social psychology, 153(3), 299-333. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.737380  

Plaks, J.S., Levy, S.R., Dweck, C.S., & Stroessner, S.J. (2004). In the eye of the beholder: Lay 

theories and the perception of group entativity, variability, and essence. In V. 

Yzerbyt, C. M. Judd, & O. Corneille (Eds.), The psychology of group perception: 

Perceived variability, entitativity, and essentialism (pp.127-146). New York: 

Psychology Press. 



189 

 

Peters, M., Laeng, B., Latham, K., Jackson, M., Zaiyouna, R., & Richardson, C. (1995). A 

redrawn Vandenberg and Kuse Mental Rotations Test: Different versions and factors 

that affect performance. Brain and Cognition, 28, 39-58. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/brcg.1995.1032  

Pinker, S. (2003) The blank slate: The modern denial of human nature. London. Penguin 

Books Ltd. 

Powell, G.N., & Butterfield, D.A. (1979). The “good manager”: Masculine or androgynous? 

Academy of Management Journal 22(2), 395-403. https://doi.org/10.2307/255597  

Powell, G. N., Butterfield, D. A., & Parent, J. D. (2002). Gender and managerial stereotypes: 

have the times changed?. Journal of management, 28(2), 177-193. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630202800203  

Prentice, D.A. & Carranza, E. (2002). What women and men should be, shouldn’t be, are 

allowed to be, and don’t have to be: The contents of prescriptive gender 

stereotypes. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 26(4), 269-281. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066 

Ragins, B. R., Townsend, B., & Mattis, M. (1998). Gender gap in the executive suite: CEOs 

and female executives report on breaking the glass ceiling. Academy of Management 

Perspectives, 12(1), 28-42. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1998.254976  

Rakić, T., Steffens, M. C., & Mummendey, A. (2011). Blinded by the accent! The minor role 

of looks in ethnic categorization. Journal of personality and social psychology, 100(1), 

16-29. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021522  



190 

 

Reilly, R.R., & Chao, G.T. (1982). Validity and fairness of some alternative employee selection 

procedures. Personnel Psychology, 35, 1-62. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

6570.1982.tb02184.x  

Reinhard, M. A., Stahlberg, D., & Messner, M. (2008). Failure as an asset for high-status 

persons–Relative group performance and attributed occupational success. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 44(3), 501-518. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.07.006  

Remland, M., Jacobson, C., & Jones, T. (1983). Effects of psychological gender and sex-

incongruent behavior on evaluations of leadership. Perceptual and Motor 

Skills, 57(3), 783-789. https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1983.57.3.783  

Renwick, P. A., & Tosi, H. (1978). The effects of sex, marital status, and educational 

background on selection decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 21(1), 93-103. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/255665  

Rivera, L.A. (2012). Hiring as cultural matching: The case of elite professional service firms. 

American Sociological Review, 77(6), 999-1022. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412463213 

Rivera, L. A., & Tilcsik, A. (2016). Class advantage, commitment penalty: The gendered effect 

of social class signals in an elite labor market. American Sociological Review, 81, 

1097-1131. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416668154  

Rosette, A. S., Ponce de Leon, R., Koval, C. Z., & Harrison, D. A. (2018). Intersectionality: 

Connecting experiences of gender with race at work. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 38, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.roib.2018.12.002 



191 

 

Roth, P.L., Purvis, K.L., & Bobko, P. (2012). A meta-analysis of gender group differences for 

measures of job performance in field studies. Journal of Management, 38, 719-739. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157 

Rudman, L.A. (1998). Self-promotion as a risk factor for women: the costs and benefits of 

counterstereotypical impression management. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 74(3), 629–645. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629 

Rudman, L. A., & Glick, P. (2001). Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash toward 

agentic women. Journal of social issues, 57(4), 743-762. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00239  

Rudman, L. A., & Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to counterstereotypic behavior: the role of 

backlash in cultural stereotype maintenance. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 87(2), 157-176. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157  

Rudman, L.A., & Mescher, K. (2013). Penalizing men who request a family leave: Is flexibility 

stigma a feminity stigma? Journal of Social Issues, 69(2), 322-340. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12017  

Rudman, L.A., Moss-Racusin,C.A., Phelan, J.E., & Nauts, S. (2012). Status incongruity and 

backlash effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates prejudice against female 

leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 165-179. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008  

Rudman, L. A., & Phelan, J. E. (2008). Backlash effects for disconfirming gender stereotypes 

in organizations. Research in Organizational Behavior, 28, 61–79. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2008.04.003 



192 

 

Ryan, A. M., & Ployhart, R. E. (2014). A century of selection. Annual review of 

psychology, 65, 693-717. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115134  

Sabatini, F. (2008). Social capital and the quality of economic development. International 

Review for Social Sciences, 61(3), 466-499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

6435.2008.00413.x 

Sandberg, S. (2013). Lean In: Women, work, and the will to lead (First edition.). New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf. 

Sanders, M, Hrdlicka, J., Hellicar, M., Cottrell, D., & Knox, J. (2011). What stops women from 

reaching the top? Confronting the tough issues. Retrieved from: 

https://www.asx.com.au/documents/about/bain-and-company-chief-executive-

women-research.pdf 

Scarborough, W. (2018). What the data says about women in management between 1980 

and 2010. Retrieved from https://hbr.org/2018/02/what-the-data-says-about-

women-in-management-between-1980-and-2010 

Schein, V. E. (1973). The relationship between sex role stereotypes and requisite 

management characteristics. Journal of applied psychology, 57(2), 95-100. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037128  

Schein, V. E. (1975). Relationships between sex role stereotypes and requisite management 

characteristics among female managers. Journal of applied psychology, 60(3), 340-

344. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076637  



193 

 

Schein, V.E. (2001). A global look at psychological barriers to women’s progress in 

management. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 675-688. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-

4537.00235  

Schmader, T., Whitehead, J., & Wysocki, V. H. (2007). A linguistic comparison of letters of 

recommendation for male and female chemistry and biochemistry job 

applicants. Sex roles, 57(7-8), 509-514. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9291-4  

Sczesny, S., & Kühnen, U. (2004). Meta-cognition about biological sex and gender-

stereotypic physical appearance: Consequences for the assessment of leadership 

competence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30(1), 13-21. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203258831  

Sczesny, S., Spreemann, S., & Stahlberg, D. (2006). Masculine= competent? Physical 

appearance and sex as sources of gender-stereotypic attributions. Swiss Journal of 

Psychology, 65(1), 15-23. https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-0185.65.1.15  

Sczesny, S., & Stahlberg, D. (2002). The influence of gender-stereotyped perfumes on 

leadership attribution. European Journal of Social Psychology, 32(6), 815-828. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.123  

Seibert, S. E., Wang, G., & Courtright, S. H. (2011). Antecedents and consequences of 

psychological and team empowerment in organizations: A meta-analytic review. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(5), 981–1003. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022676 

Shinar, E.H. (1975). Sexual stereotypes of occupations. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 7(1), 

99-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(75)90037-8  



194 

 

Skewes, L., Fine, C., & Haslam, N. (2018). Beyond Mars and Venus: The role of gender 

essentialism in support for gender inequality and backlash. PLoS ONE, 13(7): 

e0200921. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0200921 

Sojo, V.E., Wood, R.E., & Genat, A.E. (2015). Harmful workplace experiences and women’s 

occupational well-being: A meta-analysis. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 40, 10-

40. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684315599346  

Sojo, V. E., Wood, R. E., Wood, S. A., & Wheeler, M. A. (2016). Reporting requirements, 

targets, and quotas for women in leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(3), 519-

536. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.12.003  

Soumeli, E., & Nergaard, K. (2002). Gender pay equity in Europe. Retrieved from: 

https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/observatories/eurwork/comparative-

information/gender-pay-equity-in-europe 

Spencer, S. J., Steele, C. M., & Quinn, D. M. (1999). Stereotype threat and women's math 

performance. Journal of experimental social psychology, 35(1), 4-28. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1373  

Stainback, K., & Tomaskovic-Devey, D. (2009). Intersections of power and privilege: Long-

term trends in managerial representation. American Sociological Review, 74(5), 800-

820. 

Stanovich, K. (2011). Rationality and the Reflective Mind. Oxford University Press. 

Steffens, M.C., Schult, J.C., & Ebert, I.D. (2009). Feminization of management leads to 

backlash against agentic applicants: Lack of social skills, not gender, determines low 



195 

 

hireability judgments in a student sample. Psychology Science Quarterly, 515(1), 16-

46. 

Stoet, G., & Geary, D. C. (2012). Can stereotype threat explain the gender gap in 

mathematics performance and achievement?. Review of General Psychology, 16(1), 

93-102. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026617  

Stoet, G., & Geary, D. C. (2018). The gender-equality paradox in science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics education. Psychological science, 29(4), 581-593. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617741719  

Stratemeyer, M., Sojo, V., Wheeler, M., Rozenblat, V., Lee, I., Peter, D., Kociski, M., McGrath, 

M., Genat, A., & Wood, R. (2018). Recruit Smarter: Technical Report. Retrieved, 19 

December 2018, from 

https://www.vic.gov.au/system/user_files/Documents/recruit/DPC%20Recruit%20S

marter%20Full%20Technical%20Report%20-%20101018-web.pdf 

Swim, J.K., & Sanna, L.J. (1996). He’s skilled, she’s lucky: A meta-analysis of observers’’ 

attributions for women’s and men’s success and failures. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 22(5), 507-519. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296225008  

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics. Allyn & Bacon/Pearson 

Education. 

Topa Cantisano, G., Morales Domínguez, J., & Depolo, M. (2008). Perceived sexual 

harassment at work: Meta-analysis and structural model of antecedents and 

consequences. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 11(1), 207-218. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/s113874160000425x  



196 

 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (2008). Education for all: 

global monitoring report. New York: UNESCO 

Vandenberg, S.G., & Kuse, A.R., (1978). Mental rotations, a group test of three-dimensional 

spatial visualization. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 47(2), 599-604. 

https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1978.47.2.599  

Van der Lee, R., Ellemers, N. (2015). Gender contributes to personal research funding 

success in the Netherlands. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 122, 

12349-12353. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1510159122. 

Van der Zee, K.I., Bakker, A.B., & Bakker, P. (2002). Why are structured interviews so rarely 

used in personnel selection? Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 176-184. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.87.1.176  

VSN International (2017). Genstat for Windows 16h Edition. VSN International, Hemel 

Hempstead, UK. Web page: Genstat.co.uk 

Voyer, D., & Voyer, S.D., (2014). Gender differences in scholastic achievement: A meta-

analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 140, 1174-1204. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036620  

Voyer, D., Voyer, S., & Bryden, M.P. (1995). Magnitude of sex differences in spatial abilities: 

A meta-analysis and consideration of critical variables. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 

250-270. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.117.2.250  

Vuletich, H., & Payne, B.K. (2019). Stability and change in implicit bias. Psychological Science, 

30(6), 854-862. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797619844270  

Walton, G. M., & Cohen, G. L. (2003). Stereotype lift. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 39(5), 456-467. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-1031(03)00019-2  



197 

 

Walton, G. M., & Spencer, S. J. (2009). Latent ability: Grades and test scores systematically 

underestimate the intellectual ability of negatively stereotyped 

students. Psychological Science, 20(9), 1132-1139. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

9280.2009.02417.x  

Waring, M. (1999). Counting for Nothing: What men value and what women are worth. 

Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 

Weinberg, R., Reveles, M., & Jackson, A. (1984). Attitudes of male and female athletes 

toward male and female coaches. Journal of Sport Psychology, 6(4), 448-453. 

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsp.6.4.448  

Wiesner, W.H., & Cronshaw, S.F. (1988). A meta-analytic investigation of the impact of 

interview format and degree of structure on the validity of the employment 

interview. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 61(4), 275-290. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1988.tb00467.x  

Wiley, M. G., & Eskilson, A. (1985). Speech style, gender stereotypes, and corporate success: 

What if women talk more like men?. Sex Roles, 12(9-10), 993-1007. 

Williams, J.E., & Best, D.L. (1990). Measuring sex stereotypes: A multination study, Rev. Sage 

Publications, Inc. 

Williams, M. J., & Tiedens, L. Z. (2016). The subtle suspension of backlash: A meta-analysis of 

penalties for women’s implicit and explicit dominance behavior. Psychological 

Bulletin, 142(2), 165–197. https://doi:10.1037/bul0000039 



198 

 

Woodall, J., Edwards, C., & Welchman, R. (1997). Organizational restructuring and the 

achievement of an equal opportunity culture. Gender, Work & Organization, 4(1), 2-

12. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0432.t01-1-00019  

Workplace Gender Equality Agency. (2013). Negotiation: how it works (or doesn’t work) for 

women and why it matters. Perspective paper. Retrieved from 

https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/20131206_PP_womennegotiation_1.p

df 

Workplace Gender Equality Agency. (2016a). Unpaid care work and the labour market: 

Insight Paper. Retrieved from 

https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/australian-unpaid-care-work-and-the-

labour-market.pdf 

Workplace Gender Equality Agency. (2016b). Gender segregation in Australia’s workforce.  

Retrieved from 

https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/20160801_Industry_occupational_segr

egation_factsheet.pdf 

Workplace Gender Equality Agency (2017). Australia’s gender equality scorecard. Retrieved 

from https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/WGEA_2017-

18%20Gender%20Equality%20Scorecard.pdf  

Workplace Gender Equality Agency (2018). Gender workplace statistics at a glance. 

Retrieved from https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/Stats_at_a_Glance.pdf 



199 

 

World Economic Forum. (2016). The global gender gap report 2016. Retrieved from 

http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GGGR16/WEF_Global_Gender_Gap_Report_2016.

pdf 

Zebrowitz, L. A., Tenenbaum, D. R., & Goldstein, L. H. (1991). The impact of job applicants' 

facial maturity, gender, and academic achievement on hiring 

recommendations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 21(7), 525-548. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1991.tb00535.x  

Zell, E., Krizan, Z., & Teeter, S.R. (2015). Evaluating gender similarities and differences using 

metasynthesis. American Psychologist, 70(1), 10-20. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038208 

 

 

 

  



200 

 

Appendix A 

Meta-analysed papers 

Agthe, M., Spörrle, M. & Maner, J. K. (2001). Does being attractive always help? Positive and 

negative effects of attractiveness on social decision making. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 37 (8), 1042-1054.  

Alksnis, C. (2000). Sexism, stereotyping, and the gender wage gap. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s 

thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest.  

Allen, T. D., & Rush, M. C. (2001). The influence of ratee gender on ratings of organizational 

citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31(12), 2561-2587. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2001.tb00191.x 

Anderson, L. R., Finn, M., & Leider, S. (1981). Leadership style and leader title. Psychology of Women 

Quarterly, 5, 661-669. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1981.tb01090.x 

Becker, J.C., Glick, P., Ilic, M., & Bohner, G. (2011). Damned if she does, damned if she doesn't: 

Consequences of accepting versus confronting patronizing help from the female target and 

male actor. European Journal of Social Psychology, 76, 761-773. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.823 

Behr, J. A. (2001). The unstructured employment interview as a potential source of gender 

stereotyping in the employee-selection process. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s thesis). 

Retrieved from ProQuest. ( 

Bonds, G. O. M. (1980). The influence of race, sex, physical attractiveness and competency on 

evaluation of job applicants. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s thesis). Retrieved from 

ProQuest.  



201 

 

Bongiorno, R., Bain, P.G., David, B. (2014). If you’re going to be a leader, at least act like it! Prejudice 

towards women who are tentative in leader roles. British Journal of Social Psychology, 53 (2), 

217-234. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12032 

Bosak, J & Scensny, S. (2011). Gender Bias in Leader Selection? Evidence from a Hiring Simulation 

Study. Sex Roles, 65, 234-242. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0012-7 

Bowles, H.R., & Babcock, L. (2012). How can women escape the compensation negotiation dilemma? 

Relational accounts are one answer. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37, 80-96. 

doi:10.1177/0361684312455524 

Bowles, H.R., Babcock, L., &Lai, L. (2007). Social incentives for gender differences in the propensity to 

initiate negotiations: Sometimes it does hurt to ask. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 103, 84-103. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.001 

Braun, S., Peus, C., & Frey, D. (2012). Is beauty beastly? Gender-specific effects of leader 

attractiveness and leadership style on followers' trust and loyalty. Zeitschrift fur Psychologie, 

220, 98-108. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000101 

Brescoll, V. L. (2011). Who takes the floor and why: Gender, power, and volubility in organizations. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 56(4), 622-641. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839212439994 

Brescoll, V. L., Dawson, E., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2010). Hard won and easily lost: The fragile status of 

leaders in gender-stereotype-incongruent occupations. Psychological Science, 21 (11), 1640-

1642. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797610384744 

Brescoll, V.L., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2008). Can an angry woman get ahead? Status conferral, gender, and 

expression of emotion in the workplace. Psychological Science, 19(3), 268-275. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02079.x 



202 

 

Bruckmüller, S. & Branscombe, N. R. (2010). The glass cliff: When and why women are selected as 

leaders in crisis contexts. British Journal of Social Psychology, 49, 433-451. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466609X466594 

Bundens, R. W. (1986). The effect of employee gender, performance level, and decision maker's 

dogmatism on causal attributions and personnel decisions. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved 

from ProQuest. ().  

Burton, L.J., Grappendorf, H., & Henderson, A. (2011). Perceptions of gender in athletic 

administration: Utilizing role congruity to examine (potential) prejudice against women. 

Journal of Sport Management, 25, 36-45. 

Butler, A. B., & Skattebo, A. (2004). What is acceptable for women may not be for men: The effect of 

family conflicts with work on job-performance ratings. Journal of Occupational and 

Organizational Psychology, 77, 553-564. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0963179042596478 

Butterfield, D. A. & Bartol, K. M.  (1977). Evaluators of leader behavior: A missing element in 

leadership theory. Leadership: The cutting edge. J. G. Hunt and L. L. Larson. Carbondale, 

Southern Illinois University Press: 167-188. 

Butterfield, D.A., & Powell, G.N. (1981). Effect of group performance, leader sex, and rater sex on 

ratings of leader behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 28, 129-141. 

doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(81)90019-2 

Cage, J. H. (1982). Subordinate perception and evaluation of leaders who differ on a personal 

characteristic: are leaders interchangeable? (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 

ProQuest. (.) 

Carli, L.L., LaFleur, S.J., & Loeber, C.C. (1995). Nonverbal behavior, gender, and influence. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 1030-1041. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.68.6.1030 



203 

 

Cash, T. F., Gillen, B. & Burns, D. S. (1977). Sexism and "beautyism" in personnel consultant decision 

making. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(3), 301-310. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.62.3.301 

Cash, T. F. & Kilcullen, R. N. (1985). The aye of the beholder: Susceptibility to sexism and beautyism 

in the evaluation of managerial applicants. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 15, 591-605. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1985.tb00903.x 

Cellar, D.F., Sidle, S., Goudy K., & O'Brien, D. (2001). Effects of leader style, leader sex, and 

subordinate personality on leader evaluations and future subordinate motivation. Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 16, 1, 61-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007887721571 

Cohen, S. L. & Bunker, K. A. (1975). Subtle effects of sex role stereotypes on recruiters' hiring 

decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(5), 566-572. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.60.5.566 

Copeland, C. L., Driskell, J. E., & Salas, E. (1995). Gender and Reactions to Dominance. Journal of 

Social Behavior and Personality, 10(6), 53-68. 

Correll, S. J., Benard, S. & Paik, I. (2007). Getting a job: Is there a motherhood penalty? American 

Journal of Sociology, 112(5), 1297-1339. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/511799 

Cuadrado, I., Morales, F., & Recio, P. (2008). Women's access to managerial positions: An 

experimental study of leadership styles and gender. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 11, 1, 

55-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S113874160000411X 

Cunningham, G. B., Sartore, M. L. & McCullough, B. P. (2010). The influence of applicant sexual 

orientation, applicant gender, and rater gender on ascribed attributions and hiring 

recommendations of personal trainers. Journal of Sport Management, 24, 400-415. 

Decker,. W.H. (1987). Attributions Based on Managers' Self-Presentation, Sex, and Weight. 

Psychological Reports, 61, 175-181. http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1987.61.1.175 



204 

 

Derous, E., Ryan, A. M., & Nguyen, H. D. (2012). Multiple categorization in resume screening: 

Examining effects on hiring discrimination against Arab applicants in field and lab settings. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33, 544-570. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.769 

Devlin, A. S. (1997). Architects: Gender-role and hiring decisions. Psychological Reports, 81, 667-676. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/PR0.81.6.667-676 

Dipboye, R. L., Arvery, R. D. & Terpstra, D. E. (1977). Sex and physical attractiveness of raters and 

applicants as determinants of resume evaluations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(3), 228-

294. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.3.288 

Dipboye, R. L., Fromkin, H. L. & Wiback, K. (1975). Relative importance of applicant sex, 

attractiveness, and scholastic standing in evaluation of job applicant resumes. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 60(1), 39-43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0076352 

Dobbins, G. H., Stuart, C., Pence, E. C., & Sgro, J. A. (1985). Cognitive Mechanisms Mediating the 

Biasing Effects of Leader Sex on Ratings of Leader Behavior. Sex Roles, 12(5/6), 549-560. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00288175 

Etaugh, C. & Kasley, C. (1981). Evaluating competence: Effects of sex, marital status, and parental 

status. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 6(2), 196-203. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-

6402.1981.tb00407.x 

Etaugh, C. & Riley, S. (1983). Evaluating competence of women and men: Effects of marital and 

parental status and occupational sex-typing. Sex Roles, 9(9), 943-952. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00290055 

Fidell, L. S. (1970). Empirical verification of sex discrimination in hiring practices in psychology. 

American Psychologist, 25(12), 1094-1098. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0030294 



205 

 

Foschi, M., Sigerson, K. & Lembesis, M. (1995). Assessing job applicants: The relative effects of 

gender, academic record, and decision type. Small Group Research, 26(3) 328-352. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1046496495263002 

Foschi, M. & Valenzuela, J. (2012). Who is the better applicant? Effects from gender, academic 

record, and type of decision. Social Science Research, 41, 949-964. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.02.001 

Foster, N., Dingman, S., Muscolino, J. & Jankowski, M. A. (1996). Gender in mock hiring decisions. 

Psychological Reports, 79, 275-278. http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1996.79.1.275 

Francesco, A. M. C. (1978). Sex role and gender as determinants of ratings and rankings of applicants 

for sex-typed jobs. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest. (.) 

Frank, F. D., & Drucker, J. (1977). The Influence of Evaluatee's Sex on Evaluations of a Response on a 

Managerial Selection Instrument. Sex Roles, 3(1), 59-64. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00289690 

Futrell, C. M. (1984). Salespeople's Perceptions of Sex Differences in Sales Managers. The Journal of 

Personal Selling and Sales Management, 4(1), 19-23. 

Gallois, C., Callan, V. J. & Palmer, J. M. (1992). The influence of applicant communication style and 

interviewer characteristics on hiring decisions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 22(13) 

1041-1060. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1992.tb00941.x 

Geis, F. L., Brown, V., & Wolfe, C. (1990). Legitimizing the leader - endorsement by male versus 

female authority figures. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 20(12), 943-970. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1990.tb00384.x 

Ghumman, S. & Jackson, L. (2008). Between a cross and a hard place: Religious identifiers and 

employability. Journal of Workplace Rights, 13(3) 259-279. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/WR.13.3.d 



206 

 

Giannantonio, C. M., Olian, J. D. & Carroll, S. J. (1995). An experimental study of gender and 

situational effects in a performance evaluation of a manager. Psychological Reports, 76, 

1004-1006. http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.76.3.1004 

Gill, M.J (2004). When information does not deter stereotyping: Prescriptive stereotyping can foster 

bias under conditions that deter descriptive stereotyping. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 40, 619-632. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2003.12.001 

Glick, P., Zion, C., & Nelson, C. (1988). What mediates sex discrimination in hiring decisions? Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 178 - . http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.55.2.178 

Gully, S. M. (1993). Effects of gender, performance trends and causal information on the formation 

attributions of high performers: Implications for personnel decisions. (Doctoral dissertation). 

Retrieved from ProQuest. () 

Güngör, G. & Biernat, M. (2009). Gender bias or motherhood disadvantage? Judgments of blue collar 

mothers and fathers in the workplace. Sex Roles, 60, 232-246.  

Haccoun, D.M., Haccoun, R. R., & Sallay, G. (1978) Sex differences in the appropriateness of 

supervisory styles: a nonmanagement view. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63, 124-127. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.1.124 

Halim, M.L., & Heilman, M.E. (2013). Sex bias in evaluating nontraditional job applicants: reactions to 

women and men's interrupted college attendance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43, 

2330-2340 http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12182 

Hamner, W. C., Kim, J. S., Baird, L. & Bigoness, W. J. (1974). Race and sex as determinants of ratings 

by potential employers in a simulated work-sampling task. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

59(6), 705-711. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0037503 



207 

 

Hardin, J. R., Reding, K. F. & Stocks, M. H. (2002). The effect of gender on the recruitment of entry-

level accountants. Journal of Managerial Issues, 14(2), 251-266.  

Harrison, L. A., & Lynch, A. B. (2005). Social Role Theory and the Perceived Gender Role Orientation 

of Athletes. Sex Roles, 52(3/4), 227-236. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-005-1297-1 

Heilman, M. E., & Chen, J. J. (2005). Same behavior, different consequences: reactions to men's and 

women's altruistic citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 431-441. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.431 

Heilman, M. E. & Guzzo, R. A. (1978). The perceived cause of work success as a mediator of sex 

discrimination in organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance 21, 346-

357. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(78)90058-2 

Heilman, M. E., & Haynes, M. C. (2005). No Credit Where Credit Is Due: Attributional Rationalization 

of Women's Success in Male--Female Teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(5), 905-916. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.905 

Heilman, M. E., Kaplow, S. R., Amato, M. A. G. & Stathatos, P. (1993). When similarity is a liability: 

Effects of sex-based preferential selections on reactions to like-sex and different-sex others. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 78 (6), 917-927. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.78.6.917 

Heilman, M., Martell, R., & Simon, M. (1988). The vagaries of sex bias: conditions regulating the 

undervaluation, equivaluation, and overvaluation of female job applicants. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 41, 98. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0749-

5978(88)90049-0 

Heilman, M.E., & Okimoto, T. G. (2007). Why are women penalized for success at male tasks?: The 

implied communality deficit. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1, 81-92. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.81 



208 

 

Heilman, M. E., & Okimoto, T. G. (2008). Motherhood: A potential source of bias in employment 

decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 189-198. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.93.1.189 

Heilman, M. E. & Saruwatari, L. R. (1979). When beauty is beastly: The effects of appearance and sex 

on evaluations of job applicants for managerial and nonmanagerial jobs. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Performance, 23, 360-372. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-

5073(79)90003-5 

Heilman, M.E., & Wallen, A.S. (2010). Wimpy and undeserving of respect: Penalties for men's 

gender-inconsistent success. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46, 664-667. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.01.008 

Heilman, M. E., Wallen, A.S., Fuchs, D., & Tamkins, M.M. (2004). Penalties for success: Reactions to 

women who succeed at male gender-typed tasks. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 3. 416-

427. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.3.416 

Heneman, H.G. (1977). Impact of Test Information and Applicant Sex on Applicant Evaluations in a 

Selection Simulation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(4), 524-526. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.4.524 

Hmurovic, J. L. (2011). Faulted when female? Gender-biased evalutive judgments and attributional 

rationalization in response to leader failure. (Doctoral disseration or master’s thesis). 

Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Hosoda, M., Stone, D.L., & Stone-Romero, E.F. (2003). The Interactive Effects of Race, Gender, and 

Job Type on Job Suitability Ratings and Selection Decisions. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 33(1), 145-178. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb02077.x 



209 

 

Hoyt, C.L., Simon, S., & Reid, L. (2009). Choosing the best (wo)man for the job: The effects of 

mortality salience, sex and gender stereotypes on leader evaluations. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 20, 233-246. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.01.016 

Ingram, A. H. (2006). The effects of gender, gender-role identification, and context on the appraisal of 

leader effectiveness and likeability. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s thesis). Retrieved from 

ProQuest 

Intons-Peterson, M. J. (1980). Female-Male Versus Male-Female: Does the Order Affect Stereotyped 

Trait Attributions? Psychology of Women Quarterly, 4(4), 460-481. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1980.tb00720.x 

Isaacs, M. B. (1981). Sex Role Stereotyping and the Evaluation of the Performance of Women: 

Changing Trends. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 6(2), 187-195. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1981.tb00406.x 

Jabes, J. (1980). Causal attributions and sex-role stereotypes in the perceptions of women managers. 

Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 12(1), 52-63. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0081044 

Jawahar, I. M., & Mattsson, J. (2005). Sexism and beautyism effects in selection as a function of self-

monitoring level of decision maker. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(3), 563-573. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.563 

Johnson, S. K., Murphy, S. E., Zewdie, S., & Reichard, R. J. (2008). The strong, sensitive type: Effects 

of gender stereotypes and leadership prototypes on the evaluation of male and female 

leaders. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 106(1), 39-60. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.12.002 

Judd, P.C., & Oswald, P.A., (1997). Employment Desirability: The interactive effects of gender-typed 

profile, stimulus sex and gender-typed occupation. Sex Roles, 37, 467-476. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025669801166 



210 

 

Kaschak, E. (1981). Another look at sex bias in students' evaluations of professors: Do winners get 

the recognition that they have been given? Psychology of Women Quarterly, 5, 767-772. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1981.tb01100.x 

Katz, D. (1987). Sex discrimination in hiring: The influence of organizational climate and need for 

approval on decision making behavior. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 11, 11-20. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1987.tb00770.x 

Kawakami, K., Dovidio, J. F. & van Kamp, S. (2005). Kicking the habit: Effects of nonstereotypic 

association training and correction processes on hiring decisions. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 41, 68-75. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.05.004 

Knez, I & Enmarker, I. (1998). Effects of office lighting on mood and cognitive performance and a 

gender effect in work-related judgment. Environment and Behavior, 30(4), 553-567. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001391659803000408 

Kryger, B. R. & Shikiar, R. (1978). Sexual discrimination in the use of letters of recommendation: A 

case of reverse discrimination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(3), 309-314. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.3.309 

Kushnir, T. (1982). Business partnerships: Sex and attractiveness stereotypes. Social Behavior and 

Personality, 10(2), 125-131. http://dx.doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1982.10.2.125 

Lammers, J., Gordijn, E., & Otten, S. (2009). Iron ladies, men of steel: The effects of gender 

stereotyping on the perception of male and female candidates are moderated by 

prototypicality. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39(2), 186-195. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.505 

L'heureuxbarrett, T., & Barnesfarrell, J. L. (1991). Overcoming gender bias in reward allocation - the 

role of expectations of future performance. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 15(1), 127-139. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1991.tb00482.x 



211 

 

Lee, D. M., & Alvares, K. M. (1977). Effects of sex on descriptions and evaluations of supervisory 

behavior in a simulated industrial setting. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(4), 405-410. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.4.405 

Lee, J. A., Castella, D. M. & McCluney, M. (1997). Sexual stereotypes and perceptions of competence 

and qualifications. Psychological Reports, 80, 419-428. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1997.80.2.419 

Levin, I. P., Rouwenhorst, R. M. & Trisko, H. M. (2005). Separating gender biases in screening and 

selecting candidates for hiring and firing. Social Behavior and Personality, 33(8), 793-804. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2005.33.8.793 

Looney, J., Kurpius, S.E.R., & Lucart, L. (2004). Military Leadership Evaluations: Effects of Evaluator 

Sex, Leader Sex, and Gender Role Attitudes. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and 

Research, 56(2), 104-118. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1061-4087.56.2.104 

Lopez, E. S. (2007). The role of leadership style, organizational outcome, and gender on attributional 

bias toward leaders. (Doctoral disseration or master’s thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest. () 

Luthar, H. K. (1996). Gender differences in evaluation of performance and leadership ability: 

Autocratic vs democratic managers. Sex Roles, 35(5-6), 337-361. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01664773 

Marlowe, C. M., Schneider, S. L., & Nelson, C. E. (1996). Gender and attractiveness biases in hiring 

decisions: Are more experienced managers less biased? Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(1), 

11-21. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.1.11 

Martell, R. F. (1991). Sex bias at work: The effects of attentional and memory demands on 

performance ratings of men and women. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 21(23) 1939-

1960. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1991.tb00515.x 



212 

 

Mattrey, M. J. (2000). The influence of sex-based stereotypes on perceptions of leaders' management 

of conflict. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Mayer, S. E. & Bell, A. I. (1975). Sexism in ratings of personality traits. Personnel Psychology, 28, 239-

249. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1975.tb01384.x 

McGovern, T. V. (1976). The making of a job interviewee: The effect of nonverbal behavior on an 

interviewer's Evaluations during a selection interview. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s 

thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest. (.) 

McRae, M. B. (1994). Influence of sex role stereotypes on personnel decisions of black managers. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 79 (2), 306-309. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.79.2.306 

Miller, D. A. & Routh, D. K. (1985). Where women win: Supervisors of school psychologists prefer 

female job candidates. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 16(1), 42-49. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.16.1.42 

Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). When men break the gender rules: Status 

incongruity and backlash against modest men. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 11, 140-

151. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018093 

Muchinsky, P. M. & Harris, S. L. (1977). The effect of applicant sex and scholastic standing on the 

evaluation of job applicant resumes in sex-typed occupations. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 11, 95-108. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(77)90020-3 

Nicklin, J. M. & Roch, S. G. (2008). Biases influencing recommendation letter contents: Physical 

attractiveness and gender. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 38(12), 3053-3074. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2008.00425.x 



213 

 

Ng, E. S. & Wiesner, W. H. (2007). Are men always picked over women? The effects of employment 

equity directives on selection decisions. Journal of Business Ethics, 76, 177-187. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9266-3 

Norton, S. D., Gustafson, D. P. & Foster, C. E. (1977). Assessment for management potential: Scale 

design and development, training effects and rater/ratee sex effects. Academy of 

Management Journal, 20(1), 117-131. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/255466 

Offermann, L. R. (1981). Visibility and perception of male and female leaders as a function of follower 

sex, level of performance, and rater sex. (Doctoral dissertation or master’s thesis). Retrieved 

from ProQuest. 

Offermann, L. R. (1986). Visibilty and evaluation of female and male leaders. Sex Roles, 14, 533-543. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00287453 

Okimoto, T.G., Brescoll, V., & Park, L. (unpublished data). Prescription or proscription? Disentangling 

the triggers underlying backlash toward gender norm deviants. 

Okimoto, T.G., & Heilman, M.E. (2012). The "bad parent" assumption: How gender stereotypes 

affect reactions to working mothers. Journal of Social Issues, 68, 704-724. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2012.01772.x 

Parkhouse, B. L., & Williams, J. M. (1986). Differential-effects of sex and status on evaluation of 

coaching ability. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 57(1), 5 

3-59. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1986.10605388 

Pazy, A. (1986). The persistence of pro-male bias despite identical information regarding causes of 

success. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 38, 366-377. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(86)90006-3 



214 

 

Peachey, J. W., & Burton, L.J., (2011). Male or female athletic director? Exploring perceptions of 

leader effectiveness and a (potential) female leadership advantage with intercollegiate 

athletic directors. Sex Roles, 64, 416-425. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9915-y 

Phelan, J. E., Moss-Racusin, C.A., & Rudman, L. A. (2008). Competent yet out in the cold: Shifting 

criteria for hiring reflect backlash toward agentic women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 

32, 406-413. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00454.x 

Pingitore, R., Dugoni, B. L., Tindale, R. S. & Spring, B. (1994). Bias against overweight job applicants in 

a simulated employment interview. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(6), 909-917. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.909 

Plake, B. S., Murphy-Berman, V., Derscheid, L. E., Gerber, R. W., Miller, S. K., Speth, C. A. & Tomes, R. 

E. (1987). Access decisions by personnel directors: Subtle forms of sex bias in hiring. 

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 11, 255-264. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-

6402.1987.tb00788.x 

Reinhard, M., Stahlberg, D., & Messner, M. (2008). Failure as an asset for high-status persons - 

Relative group performance and attributed occupational success. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 44, 501-518. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.07.006 

Remland, M., Jacobson, C., & Jones, T. (1983). Effects of psychological gender and sex-incongruent 

behavior on evaluations of leadership. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 57, 783-789. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pms.1983.57.3.783 

Rodriguez, D. A. (1988). The effects of situational factors and leader sex on the perceived 

appropriateness of leader behaviors. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation 

Abstracts International. 



215 

 

Rosenwasser, S. M., & Dean, N. G. (1989). Gender role and political office: Effects of perceived 

masculinity/femininity of candidate and political office. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 

13(1), 77-85. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1989.tb00986.x 

Rosette, A. S., & Plunkett, L. (2010). Agentic Women and Communal Leadership: How Role 

Prescriptions Confer Advantage to Top Women Leaders. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

95(2), 221-235. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018204 

Rudman, L. A. (1998). Self-Promotion as a Risk Factor for Women: The Costs and Benefits of 

Counterstereotypical Impression Management. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 

74(3), 629-645. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629 

Rudman, L. A., & Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to counterstereotypic behavior: The role of backlash 

in cultural stereotype maintenance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 2, 157-

176. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157 

Rudman, L.A., & Glick, P. (1999). Feminized management and backlash toward agentic women: The 

hidden costs to women of a kinder, gentler image of middle managers, Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 77, 5, 1004-1010. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.5.1004 

Rudman, L. A., & Glick, P. (2001). Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash toward agentic 

women. Journal of Social Issues, 57, 4, 743-762. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00239 

Rudman, L.A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J., & Nauts, S. (2012). Status incongruity and backlash 

effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates prejudice against female leaders. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 48, 165-... http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008 

Sartore, M. L. & Cunningham, G. B. (2007). Weight discrimination, hiring recommendations, person-

job fit, and attributions: Fitness-industry implications. Journal of Sport Management, 21 172-

193. 



216 

 

Schmitt, N. & Lappin, M. (1980). Race and sex as determinants of the mean and variance of 

performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 65(4), 428-435. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.65.4.428 

Sczensy, S.& Stahlberg, D. (2002). The influence of gender-stereotyped perfumes on leadership 

attribution. European Journal of Social Psychology, 32, 815-828. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.123 

Sczesny, S., & Kuhnen, U. (2004) Meta-cognition about biological sex and gender-stereotypic physical 

appearance: Consequences for the assessment of leadership competence.  Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 13-21. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167203258831 

Senior, C., Thomson, K., Badger, J. & Butler, M. J. R. (2007). Interviewing strategies in the face of 

beauty - a psychophysiological investigation into the job negotiation process. Annals of the 

New York Academy of Sciences. http://dx.doi.org/10.1196/annals.1412.005 

Steffens, M.C., Schult, J.C., & Ebert, I.D. (2009). Feminization of management leads to backlash 

against agentic applicants: Lack of social skills, not gender, determines low hireability 

judgments in a student sample. Psychology Science Quarterly, 515(1), 16-46. 

Stockdale, M. (1990). Examination of a process model of sex bias in personnel evaluations. (Doctoral 

dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest.  

Terborg, J. R. & Ilgen, D. R. (1975). A theoretical approach to sex discrimination in traditionally 

masculine occupations. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 13, 352-376. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90056-2 

Triana, M. D. C. (2011). A woman's place and a man's duty: How gender role incongruence in one's 

family life can result in home-related spillover discrimination at work. Journal of Business 

and Psychology, 26(1), 71-86. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9182-5 



217 

 

Tyler, J. M. & McCullough, J. D. (2009). Violating prescriptive stereotypes on job resumes: A self-

presentational perspective. Management Communication Quarterly, 23(2) 272-287. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0893318909341412 

Uhlmann, E. L. & Cohen, G. L. (2005). Constructed criteria - redefining merit to justify discrimination. 

Psychological Science, 16(6), 474-480.  

Uhlmann, E. L. & Cohen, G. L. (2007). "I think, therefore its true": Effects of self-perceived objectivity 

on hiring discrimination. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 104, 207-

223. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.07.001 

Uhlmann, E. L. (2006). Toward an understanding of motivated discrimination: The roles of 

constructed criteria and self-perceived objectivity in hiring decisions. (Doctoral dissertation). 

Retrieved from ProQuest  

Weinberg, R., Reveles, M., & Jackson, A. (1984). Attitudes of male and female athletes toward male 

and female coaches. Journal of Sport Psychology, 6(4), 448-453.  

Welsh, M. C. (1979). Attitudinal measures and evaluation of males and females in leadership roles. 

Psychological Reports, 45(1), 19-22. http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1979.45.1.19 

White, G. B. & White, M. J. (1994). Overvaluation and undervaluation of women job applicants: How 

general are the vagaries of sex bias? Journal of Business and Psychology, 9(1), 59-68. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02230987 

Wood, M. E. (1999). Examination in the role of sexism in the overvaluation of female leaders 

(Doctoral dissertation) Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Zebrowitz, L. A., Tenenbaum, D. R. & Goldstein, L. H. (1991). The impact of job applicants' facial 

maturity, gender, and academic achievement on hiring recommendations. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 21(7), 525-548. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1991.tb00535.x 



218 

 

Appendix B 

Code database used for meta-analysis 

Paper evaluation manipulation Motive between- individ sample publish 

evaluat

or context leadership 

medium of 

manipulation N 

Hedgess 

g SE 

Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman (2008) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 196 -0.787 0.15 

Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman (2008) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 196 -0.315 0.14 

Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman (2008) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.075 0.13 

Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman (2008) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.341 0.13 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 28 -0.088 0.37 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 28 0.441 0.37 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 28 -1.794 0.44 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 28 0.645 0.38 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) agency success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 28 -0.373 0.37 
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Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) agency success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 28 -0.512 0.37 
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Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 36 -0.115 -0.19 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 36 -0.189 0.32 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 18 0.695 0.46 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 18 -0.508 0.46 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 18 -1.292 0.5 

Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Messner (2008) FCS no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 18 -0.342 0.45 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) agency dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 0.196 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) 

competen

ce dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 -0.226 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) dominance dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 -0.498 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) hireability dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 -0.733 0.22 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) agency submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 0.014 0.21 
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Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) 

competen

ce submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 -0.117 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) dominance submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 -0.174 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) hireability submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 88 -0.115 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) likeability dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 88 -0.91 0.22 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) social skills dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 88 0.121 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) weakness dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 88 0.047 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) likeability submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 88 -0.016 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) social skills submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 88 -0.075 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) weakness submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 88 -0.074 0.21 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) agency agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 0.033 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 -0.24 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) dominance agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 -0.463 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 -0.537 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) likeability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 -0.474 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 -0.015 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) weakness agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 74 0 0.23 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) dominance dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 142 -0.676 0.17 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) hireability dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 142 -0.945 0.18 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) likeability dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 142 -0.865 0.17 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 118 -0.12 0.18 

Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts 

(2012) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 118 -0.462 0.19 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paper+ 24 -0.478 0.4 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paper+ 24 -0.062 0.39 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paper+ 24 0.389 0.4 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader confederate 18 -0.629 0.46 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader confederate 18 0.602 0.46 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader confederate 18 -0.167 0.45 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader confederate 18 -0.02 0.45 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader confederate 18 0.227 0.45 

Sczesny, & Stahlberg (2002) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader confederate 18 -0.549 0.46 
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Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 36 0.061 0.32 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 36 -0.542 0.33 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 36 0.144 0.34 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 36 -0.411 0.78 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 36 -0.28 0.62 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 36 0.219 0.32 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 36 0.854 0.44 

Sczesny, & Kuhnen (2004) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 36 0.3 1.16 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 34 -0.025 0.33 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 34 -0.177 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 34 0.179 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 34 -0.137 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 34 -0.227 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 34 0.154 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 34 -0.2 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 34 -0.01 0.33 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 34 0.244 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 34 -0.271 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 34 0.089 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 34 0.728 0.35 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 48 0.212 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 48 -0.109 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 48 0.159 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 48 0.213 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 48 0.348 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 48 0.477 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 48 0.713 0.29 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 48 0.084 0.39 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 48 0.197 0.75 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 48 0.274 0.28 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 48 0.23 0.73 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 48 -0.238 0.53 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 36 -0.147 0.33 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 36 0.024 0.33 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 36 0.23 0.33 
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Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 72 0.074 0.23 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 72 0.223 0.23 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 72 0.345 0.23 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 36 0.585 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 36 0.663 0.34 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 36 0.54 0.33 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 16 0.419 0.44 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 16 0.339 0.44 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 16 -0.129 0.58 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 16 0.399 0.44 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 16 0.471 0.45 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 16 -0.155 0.44 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 16 -0.252 0.44 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 16 -0.369 0.45 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 16 0.309 0.44 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 16 0.217 0.83 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 16 0.465 0.5 

Steffens, Schult, & Ebert (2009) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 16 0.165 0.53 

Cellar, Sidle, Goudy & O'Brien (2001) FCS agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 164 -0.511 0.16 

Cellar, Sidle, Goudy & O'Brien (2001) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 164 -0.403 0.25 

Cellar, Sidle, Goudy & O'Brien (2001) FCS communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 164 0.008 0.58 

Cellar, Sidle, Goudy & O'Brien (2001) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 164 0.081 0.47 

Cuadrado, Morales, & Recio (2008) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 68 0.114 0.24 

Cuadrado, Morales, & Recio (2008) 

competen

ce communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 68 -0.156 0.24 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) agency success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 -0.664 0.53 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) 

competen

ce success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 -1.034 0.83 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) dominance success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 0.336 0.83 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) likeability success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 48 -0.478 0.61 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) FCS success no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 65 -0.115 0.24 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) 

leader 

desireabilit

y success no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 65 -0.13 0.24 
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Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) reward rec success no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 65 -0.235 0.24 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) FCS no success no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 66 -0.227 0.3 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) 

leader 

desireabilit

y no success no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 66 -0.23 0.24 

Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins 

(2004) reward rec no success no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 66 -0.173 0.24 

Becker, Glick, Ilic, & Bohner (2011) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 44 -0.846 0.31 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) dominance communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.269 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 0.244 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) likeability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 0.549 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) dominance eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 0.877 0.29 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.47 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) likeability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.529 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.75 0.29 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) likeability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.702 0.29 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) dominance eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 0.834 0.29 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) dominance communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 0.212 0.52 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 -0.132 0.36 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) likeability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 -0.075 0.52 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) dominance eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 48 0.788 0.3 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 48 -0.585 0.29 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) likeability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 48 -0.595 0.29 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) dominance success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 0.176 0.52 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) 

leader 

desireabilit

y success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 -0.075 0.2 

Heilman & Okimoto (2007) likeability success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 96 -0.189 0.4 

Peachey & Burton (2011) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 49 0.113 0.28 

Peachey & Burton (2011) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 0.179 0.28 

Rudman & Glick (1999) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 63 -0.178 0.25 

Rudman & Glick (1999) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 63 -0.909 0.26 

Rudman & Glick (1999) 

competen

ce communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 59 -0.079 0.26 

Rudman & Glick (1999) hireability communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 59 -0.257 0.26 
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Rudman & Glick (1999) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 51 0.463 0.28 

Rudman & Glick (1999) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 51 -0.236 0.28 

Rudman & Glick (1999) 

competen

ce communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 61 -0.434 0.26 

Rudman & Glick (1999) hireability communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 61 -0.8 0.26 

Rudman & Glick (1999) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader video 51 -0.62 0.29 

Rudman & Glick (1999) social skills communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader video 59 -0.02 0.26 

Rudman & Glick (1999) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader video 63 -0.691 0.26 

Rudman & Glick (1999) social skills communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader video 61 -0.059 0.25 

Rudman & Fairchild (2004) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader confederate 94 0.076 0.2 

Rudman & Fairchild (2004) likeability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader confederate 94 -0.119 0.2 

Rudman & Fairchild (2004) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader confederate 94 0.012 0.2 

Rudman & Fairchild (2004) likeability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader confederate 94 0.116 0.2 

Rudman & Glick (2001) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 47 0 0.29 

Rudman & Glick (2001) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 47 -0.747 0.3 

Rudman & Glick (2001) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 47 -0.649 0.3 

Rudman & Glick (2001) 

competen

ce agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 41 0.392 0.31 

Rudman & Glick (2001) hireability agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 41 0.245 0.31 

Rudman & Glick (2001) social skills agentic motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 41 -0.314 0.31 

Rudman & Glick (2001) 

competen

ce communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 51 -0.414 0.28 

Rudman & Glick (2001) hireability communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 51 -0.404 0.28 

Rudman & Glick (2001) social skills communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader video 51 -0.158 0.28 

Rudman & Glick (2001) 

competen

ce communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 40 -0.039 0.32 

Rudman & Glick (2001) hireability communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 40 -0.265 0.32 

Rudman & Glick (2001) social skills communal motivation between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader video 40 -0.431 0.32 

Anderson, Finn & Leider (1981) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paperpeople 74 1.06 0.25 

Brescoll (2011) FCS masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 78 -0.741 0.23 

Brescoll (2011) FCS femininity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 78 0.676 0.23 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 103 -0.028 0.2 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) reward rec communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 103 0.242 0.2 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) social skills communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 103 1.004 0.21 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 90 -0.252 0.21 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 90 -0.029 0.21 
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Bowles &  Babcock (2012) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 90 -0.118 0.21 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 64 0.236 0.25 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 64 -0.22 0.25 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 64 0.122 0.25 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 113 0.493 0.24 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) reward rec communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 113 0.473 0.19 

Bowles &  Babcock (2012) social skills communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader video 113 0.953 0.2 

Butterfield & Powell (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female leader paperpeople 616 -0.033 0.08 

Butterfield & Powell (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 616 -0.146 0.08 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 64 -0.527 0.25 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 55 0.27 0.27 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) dominance agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 151 0.008 0.16 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 151 0.089 0.16 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 85 0.365 0.22 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 85 0.512 0.22 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) dominance agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader video 42 0.271 0.31 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) FCS agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader video 42 0.081 0.3 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader video 42 0.133 0.3 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) dominance agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader video 73 0.41 0.23 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) FCS agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader video 73 0.281 0.23 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader video 73 0.508 0.24 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader video 53 0.529 0.28 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader video 53 0.611 0.28 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader video 53 0.487 0.28 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader video 79 0.032 0.22 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader video 79 -0.067 0.22 

Bowles, Babcock & Lai (2007) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader video 79 0.17 0.22 
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Butterfield & Bartol (1977) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 

112

0 0.175 0.06 

Cage (1981) agency agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female non leader paperpeople 91 0.367 0.21 

Cage (1981) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female non leader paperpeople 91 0.044 0.24 

Cage (1981) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female non leader paperpeople 91 0.096 0.21 

Cage (1981) agency agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male non leader paperpeople 90 0.096 0.21 

Cage (1981) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male non leader paperpeople 91 -0.272 0.21 

Cage (1981) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male non leader paperpeople 90 -0.126 0.21 

Cage (1981) agency communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female non leader paperpeople 89 0.022 0.21 

Cage (1981) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female non leader paperpeople 91 -0.117 0.23 

Cage (1981) social skills communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female non leader paperpeople 91 -0.152 0.23 

Cage (1981) agency communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male non leader paperpeople 89 0.226 0.27 

Cage (1981) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male non leader paperpeople 91 0.028 0.21 

Cage (1981) social skills communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male non leader paperpeople 89 0.267 0.21 

Futrell (1984) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader video 30 0.148 0.37 

Futrell (1984) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader video 30 0.064 0.37 

Futrell (1984) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader video 15 -0.074 0.25 

Futrell (1984) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader video 30 0.099 0.36 

Futrell (1984) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader video 15 -0.015 0.24 

Futrell (1984) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader video 30 -2.157 0.46 

Jabes (1980) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader paperpeople 144 0.435 0.17 

Jabes (1980) likeability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader paperpeople 144 0.343 0.17 

Jabes (1980) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader paperpeople 144 0.305 0.17 

Luthar (1996) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 66 0.649 0.25 

Offerman (1982) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader video 30 0.254 0.36 
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Offerman (1982) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 30 0.195 0.25 

Offerman (1982) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader video 30 -0.291 0.36 

Parkhouse & Williams (1986) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 80 -2.242 0.19 

Parkhouse & Williams (1986) FCS eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 80 -3.393 0.29 

Parkhouse & Williams (1986) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 80 -2.773 0.25 

Parkhouse & Williams (1986) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 80 -1.111 0.1 

Parkhouse & Williams (1986) FCS eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 80 -0.907 0.13 

Parkhouse & Williams (1986) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 80 -0.956 0.13 

Remland, Jacobson & Jones (1983) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 289 -0.129 0.12 

Remland, Jacobson & Jones (1983) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 289 -0.028 0.12 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 34 -0.974 0.36 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 34 -1.226 0.37 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 34 0.251 0.34 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec femininity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 34 0.223 0.34 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader video 44 0.211 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) dominance masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader video 44 0.045 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader video 44 -0.638 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader video 44 0.522 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader video 44 0.194 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader video 44 -0.256 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 -0.208 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) dominance masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 0.725 0.31 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 -0.671 0.31 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 -0.049 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 -0.087 0.3 
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Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 0.237 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 88 -0.186 0.22 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 88 -0.302 0.75 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 0.51 0.3 

Brescoll & Uhlmann (2008) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader video 44 0.327 0.3 

Curseu & Boros (2008) agency eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 188 -0.61 0.15 

Curseu & Boros (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 186 -0.347 0.15 

Curseu & Boros (2008) social skills eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 188 -0.307 0.15 

Curseu & Boros (2008) agency eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 138 -0.684 0.17 

Curseu & Boros (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 138 -0.309 0.17 

Curseu & Boros (2008) social skills eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 138 -0.384 0.17 

Marlowe, Schneider & Nelson (1996) FCS eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paper+ 112 -0.402 0.07 

Marlowe, Schneider & Nelson (1996) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paper+ 112 -0.214 0.07 

Frank & Drucker (1977) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 33 -0.11 0.34 

Frank & Drucker (1977) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 22 0.333 0.42 

Lee & Alvares (1977) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader confederate 128 0.408 0.18 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 52 0.754 0.28 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 51 0.782 0.29 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 52 0.683 0.28 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 52 -0.257 0.28 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 52 -0.041 0.27 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 52 1.044 0.29 

Rosette & Plunkett (2010) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 52 -0.037 0.26 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) agency communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.39 0.13 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.091 0.13 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) dominance communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 -0.027 0.13 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.107 0.13 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) likeability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.518 0.13 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0 0.13 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman (2010) weakness communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 232 0.416 0.13 
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Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 42 -0.705 0.31 

Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 42 -0.443 0.31 

Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 42 -0.194 0.3 

Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 44 0.231 0.12 

Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 42 -0.389 0.16 

Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 43 0.391 0.3 

Weinberg, Reveles, & Jackson (1984) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 43 0.144 0.3 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 90 0.859 0.22 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) dominance masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 90 -2.798 0.3 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) social skills masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 90 0.546 0.22 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 77 -4.096 0.4 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) dominance femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 77 0.012 0.23 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) social skills femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 77 -2.875 0.34 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) 

competen

ce masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 35 0.099 0.33 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) dominance masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 35 -1.367 0.37 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) social skills masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 35 0.897 0.44 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 31 -3.778 0.59 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) dominance femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 31 0.961 0.37 

Bongiorno, Bain & David (2014) social skills femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 31 -1.211 0.46 

Ingram (2006) 

competen

ce agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 291 -0.202 0.12 

Ingram (2006) likeability agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 291 -0.182 0.12 

Ingram (2006) 

competen

ce agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 269 -0.108 0.12 

Ingram (2006) likeability agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 269 -0.041 0.12 

Ingram (2006) 

competen

ce communal no motive within- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 289 -0.049 0.12 

Ingram (2006) likeability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 291 -0.055 0.12 

Ingram (2006) 

competen

ce communal no motive within- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 269 -0.094 0.12 

Ingram (2006) likeability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 269 -0.131 0.12 

Hmurovic (2011) 

competen

ce no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 287 -0.031 0.12 

Hmurovic (2011) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 287 0.011 0.12 

Hmurovic (2011) likeability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 287 -0.03 0.12 

Hmurovic (2011) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 287 0.076 0.12 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 0.223 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 0.445 0.43 
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Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.08 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.185 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.456 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.2 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.497 0.44 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.202 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.501 0.44 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.292 0.44 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -1.186 0.47 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader video 20 -0.903 0.45 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 0.351 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 -0.018 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 0.375 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 -0.137 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 0 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 -1.051 0.46 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 -0.104 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 0.186 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 -0.48 0.43 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 -0.354 0.44 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) dominance agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 1.116 0.46 

Carli, LaFleur & Loeber (1995) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader video 20 0.425 0.43 

Weiner (2005) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 182 -0.053 0.15 

Weiner (2005) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 180 0.298 0.15 

Weiner (2005) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 73 0.162 0.29 

Weiner (2005) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 71 -0.019 0.23 

Lopez (2007) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male leader paperpeople 

77.

2 0.536 0.23 

Lopez (2007) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male leader paperpeople 

77.

2 -0.762 0.35 

Lopez (2007) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male leader paperpeople 

77.

2 -0.223 0.23 

Copeland, Driskell & Salas (1995) likeability dominance no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader video 80 -0.738 0.23 

Copeland, Driskell & Salas (1995) likeability submissive no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader video 80 -1.037 0.23 
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Braun, Peus & Frey (2012) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 

126

.5 0.193 0.18 

Braun, Peus & Frey (2012) social skills agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 

126

.5 0.133 0.22 

Braun, Peus & Frey (2012) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 

126

.5 0.025 0.63 

Braun, Peus & Frey (2012) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 

126

.5 0.094 0.82 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 18 0.432 0.45 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 18 0.861 0.47 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 18 0.639 0.46 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 18 0.54 0.46 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 18 -1.303 0.5 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 18 -0.103 0.45 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 18 -0.623 0.46 

Sczesny, Spreemann & Stahlberg (2006) agency femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader paper+ 18 -0.661 0.46 

Drogosz & Levy (1996) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published male female non leader paper+ 60 0.073 0.09 

Drogosz & Levy (1996) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published male male non leader paper+ 60 0.042 0.09 

Drogosz & Levy (1996) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published male neutral non leader paper+ 60 0.05 0.09 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female non leader paper+ 74 0.077 0.12 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader paper+ 64 0.017 0.1 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female non leader paper+ 74 0.919 0.1 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paper+ 75 -0.331 0.21 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader paper+ 64 -0.235 0.13 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female non leader paper+ 30 0.627 0.32 

Jawahar & Mattsson (2005) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paper+ 31 -0.525 0.24 

L'jeureuxbarrett & Barnesfarrell (1991) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 128 -0.162 0.09 

Looney, Kurpius & Lucart (2004) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 67 0.126 0.24 

Looney, Kurpius & Lucart (2004) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 35 -0.848 0.35 

Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader paperpeople 30 -0.165 0.29 

Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader paperpeople 30 -0.707 0.37 
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Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader paperpeople 30 0.179 0.36 

Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader paperpeople 30 -2.427 0.47 

Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader paperpeople 30 -2.077 0.45 

Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female neutral leader paperpeople 30 -0.359 0.36 

Haccoun, Haccoun & Sallay (1995) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male neutral leader paperpeople 30 0.217 0.36 

Rosenwasser & Dean (1989) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 61 -0.873 0.26 

Rosenwasser & Dean (1989) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 61 -0.135 0.25 

Heilman & Haynes (2005) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 60 -0.791 0.37 

Heilman & Haynes (2005) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 60 -0.404 0.6 

Heilman & Haynes (2005) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 61 -0.416 0.64 

Heilman & Haynes (2005) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 61 -0.484 0.38 

Bosak & Scesny (2011) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male neutral leader paperpeople 53 -0.286 0.38 

Bosak & Scesny (2011) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral leader paperpeople 54 0.237 0.44 

Intons-Peterson (1980) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 192 0.06 0.12 

Intons-Peterson (1980) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 192 -0.11 0.12 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paper+ 20 0.264 0.22 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 20 -1.354 0.31 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 20 -0.418 0.23 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paper+ 33 -0.2 0.17 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 33 -0.92 0.21 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -0.275 0.17 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paper+ 33 0.115 0.17 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paper+ 33 0.133 0.17 

Lammers, Gordijn & Otten (2009) hireability communal no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 0.205 0.17 

Heneman (1977) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 48 0 0.28 

Heneman (1977) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 48 -0.115 0.28 

Heneman (1977) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 48 -0.433 0.29 

Heneman (1977) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 48 -0.181 0.28 

Heneman (1977) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 48 -0.09 0.28 

Heneman (1977) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 48 -0.117 0.28 

Hosoda, Stone & Stone-Romero (2003) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paper+ 196 0.112 0.07 

Hosoda, Stone & Stone-Romero (2003) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paper+ 196 0.307 0.12 

Harrison & Lynch (2005) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 74 0.087 0.16 

Harrison & Lynch (2005) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 70 0.055 0.17 

Geis, Brown & Wolfe (1990) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 256 -0.01 0.1 
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Geis, Brown & Wolfe (1990) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 260 -0.71 0.09 

Geis, Brown & Wolfe (1990) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 260 -0.708 0.13 

Geis, Brown & Wolfe (1990) weakness eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 260 0.228 0.26 

Heilman & Chen (2005) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 0.051 0.29 

Heilman & Chen (2005) dominance agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.109 0.29 

Heilman & Chen (2005) FCS agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.68 0.3 

Heilman & Chen (2005) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 0.729 0.3 

Heilman & Chen (2005) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.376 0.3 

Heilman & Chen (2005) dominance communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.083 0.29 

Heilman & Chen (2005) FCS communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.914 0.31 

Heilman & Chen (2005) reward rec communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 0.815 0.31 

Heilman & Chen (2005) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 0.136 0.29 

Heilman & Chen (2005) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.37 0.3 

Heilman & Chen (2005) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 0.314 0.29 

Heilman & Chen (2005) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paper+ 45 -0.388 0.3 

Heilman & Chen (2005) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 0.28 0.34 

Heilman & Chen (2005) dominance agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -0.808 0.35 

Heilman & Chen (2005) FCS agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -1.111 0.37 

Heilman & Chen (2005) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 0.587 0.35 

Heilman & Chen (2005) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 0.074 0.34 

Heilman & Chen (2005) dominance communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -0.177 0.34 

Heilman & Chen (2005) FCS communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -1.224 0.37 

Heilman & Chen (2005) reward rec communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 0.944 0.36 

Heilman & Chen (2005) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -0.436 0.34 

Heilman & Chen (2005) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -0.049 0.34 

Heilman & Chen (2005) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 0.531 0.35 

Heilman & Chen (2005) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paper+ 33 -0.192 0.34 

Rudman (1998) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader video 163 -0.685 0.26 

Rudman (1998) likeability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader video 163 -0.878 0.16 

Rudman (1998) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader video 82 -0.75 0.23 

Rudman (1998) likeability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader confederate 40 -0.921 0.33 

Rudman (1998) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female neutral non leader confederate 20 -0.947 0.45 
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Isaacs (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male male non leader paperpeople 178 -0.335 0.15 

Isaacs (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female female non leader paperpeople 178 0.345 0.15 

Kaschak (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 80 -0.207 0.22 

Allen & Rush (2001) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 136 0.061 0.31 

Butler & Skattebo (2004) 

competen

ce femininity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 48 0.183 0.29 

Butler & Skattebo (2004) reward rec femininity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 48 0.495 0.29 

Butler & Skattebo (2004) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 48 -0.321 0.29 

Decker (1987) agency communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 94 -0.3 0.21 

Decker (1987) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 94 -0.666 0.21 

Decker (1987) social skills communal no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 94 -0.313 0.21 

Decker (1987) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 94 -0.006 0.2 

Decker (1987) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 94 0.262 0.21 

Decker (1987) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 94 0.314 0.21 

Dobbins, Stuart, Pence & Sgro (1985) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 141 0.265 0.13 

Dobbins, Stuart, Pence & Sgro (1985) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 140 0.183 0.13 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female non leader paperpeople 71 0.486 0.24 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) hireability femininity no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female non leader paperpeople 69 1.004 0.25 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed female non leader paperpeople 69 0.068 0.24 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 208 0.092 0.14 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male non leader paperpeople 209 -0.575 0.14 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 209 -0.042 0.14 

Glick, Zion & Nelson (1988) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 208 -0.092 0.14 

Hoyt, Simon & Reid (2009) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 26 0.32 1.33 

Hoyt, Simon & Reid (2009) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 18 -1.212 1.05 

Hoyt, Simon & Reid (2009) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 26 0.332 1.3 



234 

 

Hoyt, Simon & Reid (2009) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 18 -0.423 1.57 

Heilman, Martell & Simon (1988) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paper+ 141 -0.342 0.13 

Heilman, Martell & Simon (1988) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paper+ 140 0.404 0.13 

Heilman, Martell & Simon (1988) weakness eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paper+ 140 0.404 0.13 

Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard 

(2008) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.93 0.29 

Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard 

(2008) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 52 -0.62 0.28 

Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard 

(2008) 

leader 

desireabilit

y communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 48 0.659 0.29 

Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard 

(2008) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 100 0 0.2 

Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard 

(2008) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.003 0.28 

Welsh (1979) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 56 -0.865 0.28 

Welsh (1979) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader video 56 0.58 0.19 

Rodriguez (1988) 

competen

ce agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 107 0.004 0.1 

Rodriguez (1988) 

competen

ce agentic no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 107 -0.08 0.1 

Rodriguez (1988) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral leader paperpeople 210 -0.25 0.14 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) 

competen

ce no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paperpeople 50 0.386 0.28 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) 

competen

ce success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paperpeople 51 -0.292 0.28 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) 

competen

ce no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.367 0.28 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) 

competen

ce success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 48 0.251 0.29 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) reward rec no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paperpeople 50 0.598 0.28 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) reward rec success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female leader paperpeople 50 -0.178 0.28 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) reward rec no success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 50 -0.611 0.29 

Brescoll, Dawson & Uhlman (2010) reward rec success no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 47 0.133 0.29 

Burton, Grappendorf & Henderson 

(2011) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 98 -0.058 0.2 

Burton, Grappendorf & Henderson 

(2011) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 98 -0.019 0.2 

Burton, Grappendorf & Henderson 

(2011) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female female leader paperpeople 40 0.377 0.31 

Burton, Grappendorf & Henderson 

(2011) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male female leader paperpeople 40 0.327 0.31 

Judd & Oswald (1997) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 20 -0.221 0.43 
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Judd & Oswald (1997) hireability masculinity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 20 -0.939 0.45 

Judd & Oswald (1997) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 20 1.203 0.47 

Judd & Oswald (1997) hireability femininity no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 20 -0.888 0.45 

Gill (2004) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 50 0.163 0.28 

Gill (2004) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published male male leader paperpeople 50 0.647 0.37 

Gill (2004) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male female non leader paperpeople 51 0.164 0.28 

Gill (2004) reward rec communal no motive between- individ undergrad published male female non leader paperpeople 50 -0.105 0.28 

Gill (2004) hireability agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 55 -0.495 0.27 

Gill (2004) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published female male leader paperpeople 55 0.027 0.27 

Gill (2004) hireability communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female female non leader paperpeople 55 -0.525 0.27 

Gill (2004) reward rec communal no motive between- individ undergrad published female female non leader paperpeople 55 -0.045 0.27 

Halim & Heilman (2013) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 82 -0.092 0.22 

Halim & Heilman (2013) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 96 -0.192 0.56 

Heilman & Okimoto (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 65 -0.182 0.13 

Heilman & Okimoto (2008) hireability eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 65 -0.215 0.13 

Heilman & Okimoto (2008) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 100 -0.226 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2008) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 100 -0.158 0.28 

Heilman & Okimoto (2008) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published mixed male leader paperpeople 100 -0.489 0.29 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) agency success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 21 0.512 0.22 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) agency success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 21 -0.134 0.21 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) dominance success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 21 -0.109 0.21 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) dominance success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 21 0.048 0.21 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) 

leader 

desireabilit

y success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 21 0.243 0.21 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) 

leader 

desireabilit

y success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 21 -0.285 0.21 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) likeability success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed female non leader paperpeople 21 -0.036 0.21 

Heilman & Wallen (2010) likeability success no motive within- individ undergrad published mixed male non leader paperpeople 21 -0.785 0.24 

Mattrey (2000) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed neutral leader video 295 0.195 0.17 

Mattrey (2000) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed neutral leader video 295 0.319 0.17 

Mattrey (2000) likeability eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed neutral leader video 295 0.13 0.17 

Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham 

& Handelsman (2012) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 33 -0.665 0.35 

Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham 

& Handelsman (2012) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 94 -0.676 0.21 

Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham 

& Handelsman (2012) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 33 -0.985 0.36 

Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham 

& Handelsman (2012) hireability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 94 -0.652 0.21 



236 

 

Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham 

& Handelsman (2012) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published female male leader paperpeople 33 -0.633 0.35 

Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham 

& Handelsman (2012) reward rec eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published male male leader paperpeople 94 -0.53 0.21 

Okimoto & Heilman (2012) likeability eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male non leader paperpeople 42 -0.617 0.31 

Okimoto & Heilman (2012) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male non leader paperpeople 42 -0.208 0.3 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) agency agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male non leader paperpeople 122 -0.068 0.18 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) agency communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male non leader paperpeople 122 -0.299 0.18 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) hireability agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion female male non leader paperpeople 62 -0.179 0.25 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) hireability communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion female male non leader paperpeople 62 0.49 0.25 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) hireability agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion male male non leader paperpeople 30 -0.169 0.36 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) hireability communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion male male non leader paperpeople 30 0.136 0.36 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion female male non leader paperpeople 62 -0.345 0.25 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion female male non leader paperpeople 62 0.1 0.25 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion male male non leader paperpeople 30 -0.395 0.37 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male non leader paperpeople 122 -0.054 0.18 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) social skills communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion mixed male non leader paperpeople 122 -0.033 0.18 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion male male non leader paperpeople 30 0.119 0.36 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion female male leader paperpeople 48 0.533 0.29 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion male male leader paperpeople 30 0.647 0.36 
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Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec dominance no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion female male leader paperpeople 48 0.546 0.29 

Okimoto, Brescoll & Park (unpublished) reward rec dominance no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion male male leader paperpeople 30 -0.495 0.36 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) agency agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 -0.385 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 -0.353 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) 

leader 

desireabilit

y agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 0.219 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) social skills agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 -0.355 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 0.485 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 0.181 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) 

leader 

desireabilit

y eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 0.307 0.19 

Okimoto & Brescoll (2010) social skills eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published mixed male leader paperpeople 114 0.132 0.19 

Bruckmüller & Branscombe (2010) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 53 -0.656 0.3 

Bruckmüller & Branscombe (2010) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 118 -0.593 0.19 

Cash & Kilcullen (1985) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 64 -0.444 0.25 

Cash & Kilcullen (1985) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 64 -0.474 0.25 

Cash, Gillen & Burns (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 36 0.665 0.34 

Cash, Gillen & Burns (1977) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 36 0.818 0.34 

Cash, Gillen & Burns (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 36 -0.877 0.34 

Cash, Gillen & Burns (1977) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 36 -0.901 0.34 

Cohen & Bunker (1975) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male neutral non leader paperpeople 150 0.674 0.17 

Heilman & Saruwatari (1979) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed neutral non leader paperpeople 41 -0.32 0.35 

Katz (1987) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female Leader paperpeople 77 0.148 0.23 

Katz (1987) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female Leader paperpeople 78 0.126 0.22 

Katz (1987) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female Leader paperpeople 78 0.526 0.23 

Katz (1987) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female Leader paperpeople 79 0.189 0.22 

Katz (1987) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 74 -0.543 0.23 

Katz (1987) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 74 -0.276 0.23 

Katz (1987) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 74 -0.744 0.24 

Katz (1987) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 76 -0.374 0.23 

Kawakami, Dovidio, & van Kamp (2005) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 34 0.578 0.38 

Knez & Enmarker (1998) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 80 0.379 0.22 

Knez & Enmarker (1998) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 80 0.228 0.22 
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Knez & Enmarker (1998) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 80 0.152 0.22 

Knez & Enmarker (1998) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 80 -0.235 0.22 

Kryger & Shikiar (1978) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 75 0.341 0.23 

Kryger & Shikiar (1978) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 38 0.297 0.32 

Kryger & Shikiar (1978) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 37 0.475 0.32 

Kryger & Shikiar (1978) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 75 0.552 0.23 

Kryger & Shikiar (1978) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 75 -0.965 0.24 

Kryger & Shikiar (1978) like eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 75 0.109 0.23 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 33 0.244 0.34 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 33 0.224 0.34 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 33 0.407 0.34 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 33 0.135 0.34 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.324 0.3 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.669 0.3 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.802 0.31 

Lee, Castella & McCluney (1997) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.818 0.31 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Female non leader paperpeople 100 0.199 0.2 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Female non leader paperpeople 100 0.298 0.2 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 600 0.336 0.08 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 100 0.177 0.2 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 100 -0.023 0.2 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 600 0.089 0.08 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 100 -0.133 0.2 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 100 -0.198 0.2 

Muchinsky & Harris (1977) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 600 -0.236 0.08 

Miller & Routh (1985) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 76 0.463 0.23 

McRae (1994) like eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 66 0.606 0.25 

McRae (1994) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 66 0.786 0.25 

McRae (1994) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 66 0.332 0.25 

McRae (1994) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 66 -0.009 0.25 

McRae (1994) like eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 65 -0.031 0.25 

McRae (1994) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 65 -0.178 0.25 

McRae (1994) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 65 0.046 0.25 
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McRae (1994) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 65 -0.192 0.25 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader confederate 80 0.135 0.3 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader confederate 80 -0.736 0.23 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader confederate 80 -0.538 0.23 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader confederate 138 0.156 0.22 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader confederate 138 -0.346 0.17 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader confederate 138 -0.345 0.17 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader confederate 72 0.093 0.3 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader confederate 72 0.263 0.23 

Heilman, Kaplow, Amato & Stathatos 

(1993) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader confederate 72 0.372 0.23 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Female non leader paperpeople 80 0.323 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Female non leader paperpeople 80 -0.557 0.23 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Female non leader paperpeople 80 -0.004 0.23 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Female non leader paperpeople 80 0.369 0.23 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female non leader paperpeople 80 0.569 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female non leader paperpeople 80 -0.501 0.23 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female non leader paperpeople 80 0.197 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female non leader paperpeople 80 0.591 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.235 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.157 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 80 0.482 0.23 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.197 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.321 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.789 0.24 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.102 0.22 

Etaugh & Riley (1983) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 80 -0.198 0.22 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 184 -0.267 0.15 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.3 0.29 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.184 0.29 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.321 0.29 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 0.111 0.29 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 184 -0.461 0.15 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.522 0.3 
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Etaugh & Kasley (1981) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.514 0.3 

Etaugh & Kasley (1981) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.415 0.29 

Dipboye, Fromkin & Wiback (1975) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 360 -0.039 0.1 

Dipboye, Fromkin & Wiback (1975) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 360 0.113 0.1 

Gallois, Callan & Palmer (1993) hire dominance no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader video 112 0.127 0.19 

Gallois, Callan & Palmer (1993) hire agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader video 112 0.104 0.19 

Gallois, Callan & Palmer (1993) hire submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader video 112 0.603 0.19 

Foster, Dingman, Muscolino & Jankowski 

(1996) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 88 0.38 0.31 

Foster, Dingman, Muscolino & Jankowski 

(1996) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 72 0.248 0.34 

Foschi, Sigerson & Lembesis (1995) reward eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 96 0.075 0.2 

Foschi, Sigerson & Lembesis (1995) reward eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 96 -0.037 0.2 

Devlin (1997) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Female non leader paperpeople 21 -0.597 0.47 

Devlin (1997) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male non leader paperpeople 67 -0.568 0.26 

Heilman & Guzzo (1978) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 

46.

5 -0.765 0.59 

Heilman & Guzzo (1978) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 23 -0.529 0.45 

Heilman & Guzzo (1978) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 23 -2.876 0.77 

Ghumman & Jackson (2008) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 304 0.003 0.11 

Ghumman & Jackson (2008) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 111 0.374 0.19 

Schmitt & Lappin (1990) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published female Neutral non leader video 120 -0.14 0.18 

Schmitt & Lappin (1990) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published male Neutral non leader video 120 0.005 0.18 

Sartore & Cunningham (2007) hire success no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 46 -0.398 0.3 

Sartore & Cunningham (2007) hire no success no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 25 0.806 0.4 

Sartore & Cunningham (2007) hire no success no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 25 0.304 0.39 

Plake, Murphy-Berman, Derscheid, 

Gerber, Miller, Speth & Tomes (1987) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.004 0.3 

Plake, Murphy-Berman, Derscheid, 

Gerber, Miller, Speth & Tomes (1987) hire agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.062 0.3 

Plake, Murphy-Berman, Derscheid, 

Gerber, Miller, Speth & Tomes (1987) FCS agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 45 -0.042 0.29 

Plake, Murphy-Berman, Derscheid, 

Gerber, Miller, Speth & Tomes (1987) hire communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 40 0.291 0.31 

Plake, Murphy-Berman, Derscheid, 

Gerber, Miller, Speth & Tomes (1987) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 40 0.334 0.32 

Plake, Murphy-Berman, Derscheid, 

Gerber, Miller, Speth & Tomes (1987) FCS communal no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 40 0.361 0.31 

Nicklin & Roch (2008) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 120 0.237 0.18 

Nicklin & Roch (2008) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 240 0.12 0.13 
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Nicklin & Roch (2008) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 120 0.255 0.18 

Pingitore, Dugoni, Tindale & Spring 

(1994) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Female non leader video 101 -0.986 0.22 

Pingitore, Dugoni, Tindale & Spring 

(1994) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Female non leader video 58 -0.751 0.28 

Pingitore, Dugoni, Tindale & Spring 

(1994) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male non leader video 120 -0.691 0.19 

Pingitore, Dugoni, Tindale & Spring 

(1994) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader video 41 -0.89 0.32 

Martell (1991) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 100 -0.353 0.21 

Terborg & Ilgen (1975) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 36 -0.497 0.33 

Terborg & Ilgen (1975) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 36 0.186 0.33 

Terborg & Ilgen (1975) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 36 0.05 0.33 

Terborg & Ilgen (1975) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 36 -0.366 0.34 

Terborg & Ilgen (1975) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 36 0.105 0.33 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) like agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.112 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 0.009 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) social agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 0.182 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) FCS agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.024 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) hire agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 0.051 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) like communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.214 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.189 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) social communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.028 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) FCS communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.05 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) hire communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.009 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) like agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -1.349 0.2 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -1.234 0.2 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) social agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -1.52 0.21 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) FCS agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -1.347 0.2 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) hire agentic no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -1.213 0.2 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) like communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.237 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) 

competen

ce communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.104 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) social communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.234 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) FCS communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 -0.168 0.18 

Tyler & McCullough (2009) hire communal no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 120 0.093 0.18 

White & White (1994) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 288 0.037 0.12 

White & White (1994) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 288 -0.002 0.12 

White & White (1994) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 216 -0.181 0.14 

White & White (1994) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 72 0.198 0.23 

Hardin, Reding & Stocks (2002) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Female Male non leader paperpeople 97 0.062 0.2 
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Hardin, Reding & Stocks (2002) reward eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Female Male non leader paperpeople 60 -0.554 0.26 

Hardin, Reding & Stocks (2002) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male non leader paperpeople 62 0.143 0.25 

Hardin, Reding & Stocks (2002) reward eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male non leader paperpeople 96 0.228 0.2 

Ng & Wiesner (2007) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 201 -0.643 0.15 

Ng & Wiesner (2007) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 198 -0.295 0.15 

Mayer & Bell (1975) social eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 150 -0.225 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 150 0.252 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 150 -0.209 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 150 -0.403 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 150 0.298 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 150 0.096 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) social eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 150 -0.265 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) dominance eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 150 0 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 150 -0.158 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 150 -0.272 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 150 0.326 0.16 

Mayer & Bell (1975) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 150 0.415 0.16 

Fidell (1970) hire eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 147 -0.117 0.16 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Female Male Leader paperpeople 11 -0.933 0.73 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Female Male Leader paperpeople 11 0.167 0.65 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Female Male Leader paperpeople 11 -0.933 0.73 

Pazy (1986) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Female Male Leader paperpeople 11 -1.351 0.86 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 34 -0.115 0.35 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 34 -0.601 0.37 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 34 -0.601 0.37 

Pazy (1986) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 34 -1.101 0.4 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 48 -0.6 0.31 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 48 -0.082 0.29 

Pazy (1986) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 48 -0.696 0.31 

Pazy (1986) reward eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 48 -0.033 0.3 

Pazy (1986) FCS eval bias no motive within- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 48 0.018 0.32 
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Dipboye, Arvery & Terpstra (1977) hire success no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 144 -1.981 0.24 

Dipboye, Arvery & Terpstra (1977) hire no success no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 96 -6.468 0.74 

Dipboye, Arvery & Terpstra (1977) hire success no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 144 -2.015 0.25 

Dipboye, Arvery & Terpstra (1977) hire no success no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 48 -6.677 1.04 

Foschi & Valenzuela (2012) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 212 0.249 0.14 

Norton, Gustafson & Foster (1977) 

competen

ce eval bias motivation within- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 

176

7 0.006 0.05 

Norton, Gustafson & Foster (1977) 

desirable 

leader eval bias motivation within- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 

326

1 -0.02 0.04 

Norton, Gustafson & Foster (1977) agency eval bias motivation within- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 

176

7 0.101 0.05 

Norton, Gustafson & Foster (1977) 

competen

ce eval bias motivation within- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 

149

4 0.033 0.05 

Norton, Gustafson & Foster (1977) agency eval bias motivation within- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 

149

4 0.113 0.05 

Triana (2011) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 306 -0.514 0.12 

Kushnir (1982) hire eval bias no motive between- comp 

working 

adults published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 37 -0.609 0.35 

Kushnir (1982) hire eval bias no motive between- comp 

working 

adults published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 96 -1.425 0.25 

Cunningham, Sartore & McCullough 

(2010) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 98 0.081 0.2 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) hire eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 64 0.531 0.25 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) hire eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 68 -0.663 0.25 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) social eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 64 0.325 0.25 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 40 0.223 0.31 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) social eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 42 -0.359 0.31 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) social eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 66 -0.832 0.25 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) social eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 28 -1.461 0.42 

Uhlmann & Cohen (2007) hire eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 30 -1.178 0.39 

Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum & Goldstein 

(1993) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Female Leader paperpeople 64 -0.313 0.26 

Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum & Goldstein 

(1993) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Female non leader paperpeople 255 -0.361 0.2 

Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum & Goldstein 

(1993) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 64 0.097 0.26 

Güngör & Biernat (2009) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 118 -0.636 0.19 

Güngör & Biernat (2009) social eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 118 0.373 0.18 

Güngör & Biernat (2009) FCS eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 118 -0.656 0.19 

Güngör & Biernat (2009) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 118 -0.43 0.19 

Alksnis (2000) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 70 0.231 0.24 

Alksnis (2000) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 79 0.585 0.23 

Alksnis (2000) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 152 0.001 0.16 
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Alksnis (2000) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 152 -0.145 0.16 

Alksnis (2000) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 155 0.176 0.16 

Alksnis (2000) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 164 0.259 0.16 

Alksnis (2000) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 

162

0 -0.077 0.05 

Alksnis (2000) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 70 0.231 0.24 

Alksnis (2000) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Female Male Leader video 79 0.585 0.23 

Alksnis (2000) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader video 73 -0.432 0.23 

Alksnis (2000) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader video 147 -0.043 0.16 

Alksnis (2000) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader video 

127

8 -0.081 0.06 

Alksnis (2000) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader video 70 0.075 0.24 

Alksnis (2000) agency eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader video 73 -0.432 0.23 

Bonds (1980) hire eval bias no motive between- comp 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male non leader paperpeople 32 -0.338 0.18 

Bonds (1980) hire eval bias no motive between- comp 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male non leader paperpeople 64 -0.517 0.25 

Francesco (1978) hire eval bias no motive within- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 96 -0.073 0.11 

Francesco (1978) hire eval bias no motive within- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 96 -0.073 0.11 

Hamner, Kim, Baird & Bigoness (1974) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader video 144 0.439 0.16 

Hamner, Kim, Baird & Bigoness (1974) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader video 144 0.337 0.16 

McGovern (1976) 

desireable 

leade agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.122 0.38 
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McGovern (1976) 

desireable 

leade submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.867 0.4 

McGovern (1976) agency agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.777 0.4 

McGovern (1976) agency submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.435 0.39 

McGovern (1976) 

competen

ce agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 -0.092 0.38 

McGovern (1976) 

competen

ce submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 -0.126 0.38 

McGovern (1976) hire agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.104 0.38 

McGovern (1976) hire submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.209 0.39 

McGovern (1976) like agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.216 0.38 

McGovern (1976) like submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.454 0.39 

McGovern (1976) social agentic no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 1.056 0.41 

McGovern (1976) social submissive no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Neutral non leader video 26 0.865 0.4 

Stockdale (1990) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 78 -0.032 0.22 

Stockdale (1990) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 156 -0.823 0.18 

Stockdale (1990) social eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 312 1.135 0.12 

Stockdale (1990) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 76 -1.321 0.29 

Stockdale (1990) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 76 -1.59 0.26 

Stockdale (1990) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 80 -0.499 0.24 
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Stockdale (1990) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 110 -0.316 0.3 

Stockdale (1990) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 166 -0.199 0.15 

Stockdale (1990) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 312 -1.376 0.13 

Stockdale (1990) social eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion MIxed Male Leader paperpeople 166 -0.248 0.16 

Stockdale (1990) hire eval bias no motive between- comp 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 44 0.015 0.3 

Wood (1999) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader video 60 -0.226 0.26 

Wood (1999) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader video 60 -0.307 0.26 

Wood (1999) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader video 240 0.401 0.14 

Wood (1999) reward eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader video 320 -0.01 0.11 

Uhlmann (2006) 

competen

ce eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader paperpeople 32 -0.996 0.37 

Uhlmann (2006) hire eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader paperpeople 32 0.438 0.35 

Uhlmann (2006) 

competen

ce eval bias motivation between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader paperpeople 14 -1.106 0.54 

Uhlmann (2006) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader paperpeople 32 -0.968 0.37 

Uhlmann (2006) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader paperpeople 34 -0.717 0.35 

Uhlmann (2006) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Male Male Leader paperpeople 13 -1.547 0.6 

Gully (1993) like eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 248 -0.061 0.06 

Gully (1993) reward eval bias no motive within- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 250 0.052 0.06 



247 

 

Bundens (1986) reward eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 155 -0.018 0.16 

Bundens (1986) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 145 -0.14 0.17 

Bundens (1986) FCS eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Male non leader paperpeople 148 -0.02 0.17 

Behr (2001) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad 

unpublishe

d/dissertat

ion Mixed Neutral non leader paperpeople 171 -0.111 0.15 

Senior, Thomson, Badger & Butler (2007) reward eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 68 -3.407 0.38 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 220 -0.112 0.14 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Male Leader paperpeople 220 -0.024 0.13 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 160 0.07 0.16 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 160 0.032 0.16 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral Leader paperpeople 60 0.093 0.25 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral Leader paperpeople 64 0.258 0.25 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader video 156 -0.052 0.16 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader video 156 -0.045 0.16 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader video 108 -0.115 0.2 

Agthe, Spörrle & Maner (2004) like eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader video 108 0.24 0.2 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 110 -0.575 0.19 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) FCS eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 110 0.259 0.19 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) reward eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 110 0.372 0.19 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) FCS eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 110 -0.761 0.2 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 110 0.237 0.19 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 110 -0.124 0.19 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 220 -0.2 0.13 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 82 -0.642 0.22 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) FCS eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 82 0.225 0.22 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) reward eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 82 -0.315 0.22 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) FCS eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 82 -0.742 0.23 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) agency eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 82 0.336 0.22 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 82 0.061 0.22 

Correll, Benard & Paik (2007) 

competen

ce eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 164 0.057 0.16 

Derous, Ryan & Nguyen (2012) hire eval bias no motive between- comp 

working 

adults published Male Male Leader paperpeople 110 -0.712 0.2 

Giannantonio, Olian & Carroll (1995) agency eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 394 -0.04 0.1 

Giannantonio, Olian & Carroll (1995) social eval bias no motive between- individ 

working 

adults published Mixed Male Leader paperpeople 394 -0.08 0.1 

Levin, Rouwenhorst& Trisko(2005) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Male non leader paperpeople 24 0.885 0.46 

Levin, Rouwenhorst& Trisko(2005) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Male non leader paperpeople 25 -0.948 0.46 
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Levin, Rouwenhorst& Trisko(2005) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Female Neutral non leader paperpeople 21 0.911 0.5 

Levin, Rouwenhorst& Trisko(2005) hire eval bias no motive between- comp undergrad published Male Neutral non leader paperpeople 30 -0.538 0.39 

Uhlmann&Cohen (2005) hire eval bias no motive between- individ undergrad published Male Male Leader paperpeople 31 -1.127 0.38 
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Appendix C 

Analysis code 

Baseline model 

7135  VPLOT [RMETHOD=all] fittedvalues,normal,halfnormal,histogram 
 7136  DELETE [REDEFINE=yes] _remlsave 
 7137  VCOMPONENTS [FACTORIAL=9] RANDOM=Study; INITIAL=1; CONSTRAINTS=none 
 7138  REML [PRINT=model,components,effects,deviance,waldTests; 
PSE=allestimates; FMETHOD=automatic;\ 
 7139   MVINCLUDE=*; METHOD=AI; MAXCYCLE=20; WEIGHTS = 1/SampVar] 
Hedgess_g; SAVE=_remlsave 

 

Model 1 

DELETE [REDEFINE=yes] _remlsave 
VCOMPONENTS 
[FIXED=ODomin+OAgenc+OTaskComp+OLike+OWeak+OLeadD+OHire+OFCS+OReward; 
FACTORIAL=9] RANDOM=Study; INITIAL=1; CONSTRAINTS=none 
REML [PRINT=model,components,effects,deviance,waldTests; PSE=allestimates; 
FMETHOD=automatic;\ 
 MVINCLUDE=*; METHOD=AI; MAXCYCLE=20; WEIGHTS = 1/SampVar] Hedgess_g; 
SAVE=_remlsave 
VAIC [PRINT=aic; INCLUDE=*] 

 

Model 2 

VCOMPONENTS 
[FIXED=ODomin+OAgenc+OTaskComp+OLike+OWeak+OLeadD+OHire+OFCS+OReward+Agenti
c+Commun+Success+NoSucce+\ 
Masculine+Feminine+Dominan+Submiss+MixEval+MaleEval+NeuCont+MaleCont+leader
+individ+Motive+betw+Year+Paper2+Video+\ 
Confeder+Undergrads+publish; FACTORIAL=9] RANDOM=Study; INITIAL=1; 
CONSTRAINTS=none 
REML [PRINT=model,components,effects,waldTests; PSE=allestimates; 
FMETHOD=automatic;\ 
 MVINCLUDE=*; METHOD=AI; MAXCYCLE=20; WEIGHTS = 1/SampVar] Hedgess_g; 

SAVE=_remlsave 

VAIC [PRINT=aic; INCLUDE=*] 
VPLOT [RMETHOD=all] fittedvalues,normal,halfnormal,histogram 
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Appendix D 

Output with different reference categories 

 

REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + OSocComp + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OLike + OWeak + 
OLeadD + OHire + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
OSocComp 6.67 1 6.67 796.7  0.010 
OAgenc 1.83 1 1.83 804.8  0.177 
OTaskComp 0.81 1 0.81 813.6  0.368 
OLike 0.75 1 0.75 795.6  0.387 
OWeak 5.04 1 5.04 761.0  0.025 
OLeadD 0.35 1 0.35 824.7  0.553 
OHire 0.61 1 0.61 838.2  0.434 
OFCS 1.69 1 1.69 827.8  0.195 
OReward 0.03 1 0.03 827.4  0.856 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
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MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
 

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807     0.027164 

OSocComp 1.60 1 1.60 796.7  0.206 0.1042     0.08234 

OAgenc 0.24 1 0.24 804.8  0.627 0.04046     0.083332 

OTaskComp 0.02 1 0.02 813.6  0.901 -0.009465    0.0762547

OLike 0.80 1 0.80 795.6  0.373 -0.07727     0.086610 

OWeak 3.46 1 3.46 761.0  0.063 0.2779     0.14951 

OLeadD 0.03 1 0.03 824.7  0.862 -0.01575     0.090319 

OHire 0.85 1 0.85 838.2  0.356 -0.07419     0.080289 

OFCS 0.88 1 0.88 827.8  0.349 -0.08536     0.091175 

OReward 0.00 1 0.00 827.4  0.974 0.003011     0.0918967

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067     0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950     0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803     0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297     0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098 0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735     0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992     0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550     0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967    0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359     0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908     0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461 0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943 0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358 0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454  0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989 0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049  0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280 0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422  0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706     0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404 0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254 0.07977 

 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
  

REML variance components analysis 
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Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OSocComp + OTaskComp + OLike + OWeak + 
OLeadD + OHire + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 804.8  0.876 
OSocComp 6.66 1 6.66 763.0  0.010 
OTaskComp 0.27 1 0.27 808.7  0.603 
OLike 1.14 1 1.14 809.8  0.286 
OWeak 4.63 1 4.63 779.9  0.032 
OLeadD 0.00 1 0.00 809.0  0.982 
OHire 1.95 1 1.95 837.5  0.163 
OFCS 3.00 1 3.00 828.6  0.084 
OReward 0.09 1 0.09 839.9  0.763 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
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Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  
 

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807 0.027164 

ODomin 0.24 1 0.24 804.8  0.627 -0.04046 0.083332 

OSocComp 1.07 1 1.07 763.0  0.301 0.06378 0.061672 

OTaskComp 0.95 1 0.95 808.7  0.330 -0.04993 0.051266 

OLike 2.86 1 2.86 809.8  0.091 -0.1177 0.06962 

OWeak 2.72 1 2.72 779.9  0.099 0.2375 0.14391 

OLeadD 0.74 1 0.74 809.0  0.389 -0.05622 0.065209 

OHire 4.00 1 4.00 837.5  0.046 -0.1146 0.05731 

OFCS 3.07 1 3.07 828.6  0.080 -0.1258 0.07184 

OReward 0.25 1 0.25 839.9  0.617 -0.03745 0.074864 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067 0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950 0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803 0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297 0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098 0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735 0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992 0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550 0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967 0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359 0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908 0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461 0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943 0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358 0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454 0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989 0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049 0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280 0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422 0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706 0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404 0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254 0.07977 

 
 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OSocComp + OLike + OWeak + OLeadD 
+ OHire + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + Feminine + 
Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + Motive + betw 
+ Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 813.6  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 808.7  0.364 
OSocComp 7.69 1 7.69 818.9  0.006 
OLike 1.07 1 1.07 818.7  0.300 
OWeak 4.81 1 4.81 786.5  0.029 
OLeadD 0.06 1 0.06 835.2  0.807 
OHire 1.36 1 1.36 783.1  0.243 
OFCS 1.82 1 1.82 839.7  0.178 
OReward 0.10 1 0.10 840.0  0.756 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807   0.027164 

ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 813.6  0.901 0.009465     0.0762547

OAgenc 0.95 1 0.95 808.7  0.330 0.04993    0.051266 

OSocComp 4.30 1 4.30 818.9  0.038 0.1137    0.05485 

OLike 1.28 1 1.28 818.7  0.259 -0.06781    0.059971 

OWeak 4.18 1 4.18 786.5  0.041 0.2874   0.14055 

OLeadD 0.01 1 0.01 835.2  0.917 -0.006290  0.0603581

OHire 1.79 1 1.79 783.1  0.181 -0.06472      0.048377 

OFCS 1.35 1 1.35 839.7  0.246 -0.07589      0.065312 

OReward 0.03 1 0.03 840.0  0.853 0.01248     0.067336 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080  -0.1067     0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950     0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803      0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297      0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098      0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735     0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992      0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550      0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967     0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359      0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908      0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461      0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943     0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358     0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454      0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989     0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049     0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280     0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422     0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706     0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404      0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254 0.07977 

 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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 REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OSocComp + OWeak + 
OLeadD + OHire + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 795.6  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 809.8  0.364 
OTaskComp 0.04 1 0.04 818.7  0.845 
OSocComp 8.57 1 8.57 816.6  0.004 
OWeak 5.58 1 5.58 786.1  0.018 
OLeadD 0.66 1 0.66 829.4  0.417 
OHire 0.09 1 0.09 838.9  0.759 
OFCS 0.51 1 0.51 829.8  0.474 
OReward 1.47 1 1.47 823.6  0.226 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807   0.027164 

ODomin 0.80 1 0.80 795.6  0.373 0.07727 0.086610 

OAgenc 2.86 1 2.86 809.8  0.091 0.1177     0.06962 

OTaskComp 1.28 1 1.28 818.7  0.259 0.06781 0.059971 

OSocComp 6.48 1 6.48 816.6  0.011 0.1815 0.07133 

OWeak 5.85 1 5.85 786.1  0.016 0.3552     0.14686 

OLeadD 0.62 1 0.62 829.4  0.431 0.06152 0.078111 

OHire 0.00 1 0.00 838.9  0.962 0.003089 0.0647580

OFCS 0.01 1 0.01 829.8  0.918 -0.008081     0.0786582

OReward 1.11 1 1.11 823.6  0.292 0.08029 0.076184 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067 0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950 0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803 0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297 0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098 0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735 0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992 0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550 0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967 0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359 0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908 0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461 0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943 0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358     0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454     0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989 0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049 0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280 0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422 0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706 0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404 0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254 0.07977 

 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
   
  



258 

 

REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OLike + OSocComp + 
OLeadD + OHire + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 761.0  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 779.9  0.364 
OTaskComp 0.04 1 0.04 786.5  0.845 
OLike 1.65 1 1.65 786.1  0.199 
OSocComp 7.58 1 7.58 782.3  0.006 
OLeadD 0.24 1 0.24 797.2  0.622 
OHire 1.16 1 1.16 804.1  0.283 
OFCS 3.27 1 3.27 796.3  0.071 
OReward 2.98 1 2.98 806.1  0.085 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807 0.027164 

ODomin 3.46 1 3.46 761.0  0.063 -0.2779 0.14951 

OAgenc 2.72 1 2.72 779.9  0.099 -0.2375 0.14391 

OTaskComp 4.18 1 4.18 786.5  0.041 -0.2874 0.14055 

OLike 5.85 1 5.85 786.1  0.016 -0.3552 0.14686 

OSocComp 1.45 1 1.45 782.3  0.230 -0.1737 0.14446 

OLeadD 3.86 1 3.86 797.2  0.050 -0.2937 0.14941 

OHire 6.12 1 6.12 804.1  0.014 -0.3521 0.14237 

OFCS 5.94 1 5.94 796.3  0.015 -0.3633 0.14912 

OReward 3.33 1 3.33 806.1  0.069 -0.2749 0.15077 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067 0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950 0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803 0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297 0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098 0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735 0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992 0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550    0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967    0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359 0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908 0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461 0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943 0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358 0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454    0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989     0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049    0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280     0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422 0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706 0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404    0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254     0.07977 

 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OLike + OWeak + 
OSocComp + OHire + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 824.7  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 809.0  0.364 
OTaskComp 0.04 1 0.04 835.2  0.845 
OLike 1.65 1 1.65 829.4  0.199 
OWeak 4.05 1 4.05 797.2  0.044 
OSocComp 8.82 1 8.82 829.1  0.003 
OHire 0.67 1 0.67 830.1  0.414 
OFCS 1.59 1 1.59 836.8  0.208 
OReward 0.10 1 0.10 839.6  0.752 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr  SE 

constant      -0.09807 0.027164 

ODomin 0.03 1 0.03 824.7  0.862 0.01575 0.090319 

OAgenc 0.74 1 0.74 809.0  0.389 0.05622     0.065209 

OTaskComp 0.01 1 0.01 835.2  0.917 0.006290     0.0603581  

OLike 0.62 1 0.62 829.4  0.431 -0.06152   0.078111 

OWeak 3.86 1 3.86 797.2  0.050 0.2937 0.14941 

OSocComp 2.73 1 2.73 829.1  0.099 0.1200 0.07260 

OHire 0.71 1 0.71 830.1  0.399 -0.05843    0.069198  

OFCS 0.74 1 0.74 836.8  0.388 -0.06960    0.080659 

OReward 0.05 1 0.05 839.6  0.822 0.01877     0.083604 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067     0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950     0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803     0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297     0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098     0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735     0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992     0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550    0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967 0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359 0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908 0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461 0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943    0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358 0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454 0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989 0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049    0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280 0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422     0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706 0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404    0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254 0.07977 

 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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 REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OLike + OWeak + OLeadD 
+ OSocComp + OFCS + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 838.2  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 837.5  0.364 
OTaskComp 0.04 1 0.04 783.1  0.845 
OLike 1.65 1 1.65 838.9  0.199 
OWeak 4.05 1 4.05 804.1  0.044 
OLeadD 0.00 1 0.00 830.1  0.950 
OSocComp 9.31 1 9.31 839.9  0.002 
OFCS 0.35 1 0.35 839.8  0.552 
OReward 1.51 1 1.51 829.9  0.220 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807    0.027164 

ODomin 0.85 1 0.85 838.2  0.356 0.07419 0.080289 

OAgenc 4.00 1 4.00 837.5  0.046 0.1146 0.05731 

OTaskComp 1.79 1 1.79 783.1  0.181 0.06472     0.048377 

OLike 0.00 1 0.00 838.9  0.962 -0.003089  0.0647580

OWeak 6.12 1 6.12 804.1  0.014 0.3521     0.14237 

OLeadD 0.71 1 0.71 830.1  0.399 0.05843     0.069198 

OSocComp 9.27 1 9.27 839.9  0.002 0.1784 0.05861 

OFCS 0.03 1 0.03 839.8  0.864 -0.01117 0.065417 

OReward 1.23 1 1.23 829.9  0.267 0.07720     0.069528 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067     0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950 0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803     0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297 0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098 0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735 0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992 0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550 0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967    0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359 0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908     0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461     0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943    0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358     0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454 0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989 0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049    0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280     0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422     0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706     0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404    0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254 0.07977 

 

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OLike + OWeak + OLeadD 
+ OHire + OSocComp + OReward + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + 
Feminine + Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + 
Motive + betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 827.8  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 828.6  0.364 
OTaskComp 0.04 1 0.04 839.7  0.845 
OLike 1.65 1 1.65 829.8  0.199 
OWeak 4.05 1 4.05 796.3  0.044 
OLeadD 0.00 1 0.00 836.8  0.950 
OHire 4.25 1 4.25 839.8  0.040 
OSocComp 5.39 1 5.39 835.0  0.020 
OReward 1.53 1 1.53 839.8  0.216 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
  

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant       -0.09807   0.027164 

ODomin 0.88 1 0.88 827.8  0.349 0.08536 0.091175 

OAgenc 3.07 1 3.07 828.6  0.080 0.1258 0.07184 

OTaskComp 1.35 1 1.35 839.7  0.246 0.07589     0.065312 

OLike 0.01 1 0.01 829.8  0.918 0.008081     0.0786582

OWeak 5.94 1 5.94 796.3  0.015 0.3633 0.14912 

OLeadD 0.74 1 0.74 836.8  0.388 0.06960     0.080659 

OHire 0.03 1 0.03 839.8  0.864 0.01117 0.065417 

OSocComp 6.50 1 6.50 835.0  0.011 0.1896 0.07435 

OReward 1.17 1 1.17 839.8  0.280 0.08837   0.081811 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067     0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950     0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803     0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297 0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098     0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735     0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992     0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550    0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967    0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359     0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908     0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461     0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943    0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358     0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454    0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989     0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049    0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280     0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422 0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706     0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404    0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254     0.07977 

  

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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 REML variance components analysis 

  
Response variate: Hedgess_g 
Fixed model: Constant + ODomin + OAgenc + OTaskComp + OLike + OWeak + OLeadD 
+ OHire + OFCS + OSocComp + Agentic + Commun + Success + NoSucce + Masculine + Feminine 
+ Dominan + Submiss + MixEval + MaleEval + NeuCont + MaleCont + leader + individ + Motive + 
betw + Year + Paper2 + Video + Confeder + Undergrads + publish 
Random model: Study 
Number of units: 872 
Weights variate: 1/SampVar 
  
Residual term has been added to model 
  
Sparse algorithm with AI optimisation 
All covariates centred 
  
  

Estimated variance components 

  
Random term component s.e. 
Study  0.051  0.011 
  
  

Residual variance model 
  
Term Model(order) Parameter Estimate s.e. 
Residual Identity Sigma2 3.532  0.190 
  
  

Tests for fixed effects 

  
Sequentially adding terms to fixed model 
  
Fixed term Wald statistic n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr 
ODomin 0.02 1 0.02 827.4  0.876 
OAgenc 0.83 1 0.83 839.9  0.364 
OTaskComp 0.04 1 0.04 840.0  0.845 
OLike 1.65 1 1.65 823.6  0.199 
OWeak 4.05 1 4.05 806.1  0.044 
OLeadD 0.00 1 0.00 839.6  0.950 
OHire 4.25 1 4.25 829.9  0.040 
OFCS 5.42 1 5.42 839.8  0.020 
OSocComp 1.51 1 1.51 840.0  0.220 
Agentic 7.21 1 7.21 390.6  0.008 
Commun 6.42 1 6.42 415.3  0.012 
Success 1.07 1 1.07 348.6  0.301 
NoSucce 2.30 1 2.30 733.6  0.130 
Masculine 0.51 1 0.51 687.0  0.474 
Feminine 0.58 1 0.58 683.1  0.448 
Dominan 4.34 1 4.34 372.0  0.038 
Submiss 0.02 1 0.02 511.8  0.886 
MixEval 2.15 1 2.15 245.7  0.144 
MaleEval 8.93 1 8.93 796.5  0.003 
NeuCont 0.03 1 0.03 738.4  0.865 
MaleCont 19.45 1 19.45 838.1  
<0.001 
leader 0.00 1 0.00 233.1  0.954 
individ 1.25 1 1.25 384.6  0.265 
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Motive 0.57 1 0.57 150.9  0.453 
betw 0.10 1 0.10 131.2  0.749 
Year 0.30 1 0.30 164.7  0.584 
Paper2 0.53 1 0.53 139.0  0.469 
Video 1.43 1 1.43 170.9  0.233 
Confeder 0.00 1 0.00 194.9  0.974 
Undergrads 3.29 1 3.29 155.1  0.072 
publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 
  
Dropping individual terms from full fixed model 
 

Fixed term Wald 
statistic 

n.d.f. F statistic d.d.f. F pr β SE 

Constant      -0.09807     0.027164 

ODomin 0.00 1 0.00 827.4  0.974 -0.003011     0.0918967

OAgenc 0.25 1 0.25 839.9  0.617 0.03745     0.074864 

OTaskComp 0.03 1 0.03 840.0  0.853 -0.01248     0.067336 

OLike 1.11 1 1.11 823.6  0.292 -0.08029     0.076184 

OWeak 3.33 1 3.33 806.1  0.069 0.2749     0.15077 

OLeadD 0.05 1 0.05 839.6  0.822 -0.01877     0.083604 

OHire 1.23 1 1.23 829.9  0.267 -0.07720     0.069528 

OFCS 1.17 1 1.17 839.8  0.280 -0.08837     0.081811 

OSocComp 1.76 1 1.76 840.0  0.185 0.1012     0.07626 

Agentic 3.07 1 3.07 390.6  0.080 -0.1067     0.06083 

Commun 2.34 1 2.34 415.3  0.127 0.09950     0.065041 

Success 1.80 1 1.80 348.6  0.181 -0.1803     0.13444 

NoSucce 2.47 1 2.47 733.6  0.117 -0.2297     0.14631 

Masculine 0.80 1 0.80 687.0  0.372 -0.1098     0.12303 

Feminine 0.12 1 0.12 683.1  0.727 0.04735     0.135781 

Dominan 4.25 1 4.25 372.0  0.040 -0.2992     0.14510 

Submiss 0.13 1 0.13 511.8  0.721 -0.05550     0.155183 

MixEval 0.03 1 0.03 245.7  0.872 -0.008967     0.0557983

MaleEval 9.04 1 9.04 796.5  0.003 -0.1359     0.04519 

NeuCont 10.57 1 10.57 738.4  0.001 -0.1908     0.05871 

MaleCont 19.61 1 19.61 838.1  <0.001 -0.2461     0.05557 

leader 0.02 1 0.02 233.1  0.890 -0.006943     0.0499544

individ 1.06 1 1.06 384.6  0.305 0.08358     0.081325 

Motive 0.32 1 0.32 150.9  0.570 -0.06454 0.113458 

betw 0.17 1 0.17 131.2  0.679 0.02989  0.072080 

Year 0.24 1 0.24 164.7  0.624 -0.001049 0.0021321

Paper2 1.00 1 1.00 139.0  0.319 0.09280     0.092838 

Video 1.02 1 1.02 170.9  0.313 0.06422     0.063469 

Confeder 0.13 1 0.13 194.9  0.714 0.04706     0.128252 

Undergrads 3.22 1 3.22 155.1  0.075 -0.09404     0.052424 

publish 2.47 1 2.47 150.9  0.118 -0.1254     0.07977 

  

Message: denominator degrees of freedom for approximate F-tests are calculated 
using numerical derivatives ignoring fixed/boundary/singular variance parameters. 
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Appendix E 

Study 2 and 3 materials: Job advertisement 

 

Position Title: Director FX Options 

Business Group 
& Unit: 

FX & CCE (Foreign exchange & Commodities, carbon and energy) 

Location: Sydney 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Role Definition: 

FX & CCE are seeking a Senior FX Options dealer with a strong 
analytical background to help diversify and build the revenue stream 
through a client focused initiative. 
 
The role includes: 

- Revenue generation targets commensurate with role 
seniority 

- Assist in the development of a systematic approach to 
Institutional FX Options Franchise adding capability within 
the Westpac Infrastructure. This approach is to be heavily 
reliant on historical analysis and targeting beyond first 
generation risks for revenue production. 

- Market making Institutional FX Options clients in line with 
capabilities. 

- Management of Franchise risk utilising a Team Approach 
with shared global revenue targets and risk management. 

- Assist in the development of the FX Options pillars through 
active engagement. Specifically, these pillars are to build 
Westpac’s FX Options capacity in the areas of Option 
Pricing, Option Modelling, Historical Analysis and Risk 
Management. 

- Communicate and translate risk appetite and axes 
emanating from the trading desk to the sales/distribution 
effort in the form of client-facing tailored product and trade 
proposals. 

Major 
Accountabilities: 

- Generation of revenue 
- Building out the capability of the FX options desk 
- Delighting Customers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Position 
Requirements: 

Core Competencies: 
 

- Valuing Each 
Other 

- Delighting 
Customers 

- Recognising 
Achievement 

- Being Part of 
One Team 

Key Competencies: 
 

- Minimum 5+ years profitable trading 
history 

- Demonstrable FX Option trading 
techniques that go beyond the first 
generation Option Greeks. 

- Have strong communication and 
client skills 

- Strong analytical background with 
solid knowledge of current model 
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- Acting with 
Integrity 

and risk management developments 
in the FX Options market. 

- Confidently price and risk manage 
all structures to our client base 

- Desire for continuous self-
development 

 
Key Business 
Relationships/ 
Interactions: 

- FX&CCE sales forces 
- Strategic Group 
- Options traders 
- Quant team 
- WIB technology 

Authority Levels: As per WIB Finance Guidelines 
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Appendix F 

Study 2 and 3 materials: Resume 

Male/Female Smith, CFA 
59 Nothing Road, Sydney, AU 3007 

9999-5555 | emily.smith@gmail.com 

 

SUMMARY 

 A highly motivated, articulate and technically strong professional 

 9 years of practical financial markets experience 

 Ability to create new initiatives, products and trading styles and push through into 

practice 

 Extensive knowledge of options pricing and risk management 

 Proven business skills in meeting business profit targets, managing and running teams 

and demonstrated capacity to operate and make decisions in high-pressure and 

ambiguous environments. 

 

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 

June 2013 – Present 

Dec 2010 –2013 

Jan 2006 – 2010 

Jan 2005 – 2006 

 

National Australia Bank                                   

National Australia Bank 

HSBC 

Macquarie Group 

Senior FX Options Trader 

Associate FX Director 

Trader FX Options 

Graduate, Commodities and Financial 

Markets 
EDUCATION 

 2015 CFA charterholder 

 AFMA accredited, Series 7 and Series 63 

 ASIC RG 145 compliant for FX and derivatives 

 University of Melbourne Bachelor of Commerce (Finance and Mathematics) 2001-

2004 

 

 

INTERESTS 

 Runs an online trading blog  

 Runs discussion meet up groups for analysis of new models. 

 Adventure travel, going to the gym, reading, cryptocurrencies 

 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

National Australia Bank Sydney, AU 
Senior FX Options Trader June 2013 – Current 

 Consistently delivered risk adjusted returns. 

 Lead a team of 6. 

 Pushed through new product. 

 New trading style that enhanced performance. 

 

National Australia Bank Sydney, AU 
Associate Director, FX December 2010 – February 2013 
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 Consistently delivered risk adjusted returns. 

 Customer/supplier establishment and development. 

 Developed high-level expertise in options risk exposure, Garman-Kohlhagen, SABR 

and local volatility. 

 Ran a team of 3. 

 Created, managed and updated Korean Won options book. 

 

 

HSBC London, UK  
Trader FX Options January 2006 – 2010 

My focus at HSBC was predominantly in risk management and options risk exposure.  

 Strengthened focus on FX in AUD, GBP, EUR. 

 Designed and managed £5MM portfolio generating positive returns. 

 I was responsible for identifying and assessing the risks associated with undertaking 

an FX deal with each client. 

 Developed a new model to forecast balance sheet liquidity and risk, enhancing 

efficiency and profitability. 

 

Macquarie Group Sydney, AU 
Graduate, Commodities and Financial Markets January 2005 – 2006 

 Application and understanding of a broad range of the major markets, especially 

including expertise in energy, freight, grains and soft commodities. 

 Management of internal relationships with other divisions within the Commodities and 

Financial Markets and affiliates within Macquarie Group. 

 High standard of relationship building with corporate and institutional clients. 

 Developed high quality skills in execution, clearing and financing solutions. 
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Appendix G 

Study 2 and 3 materials: Script 

Manipulation script 

 Criterion match 

INTERVIEWER: Hi, thanks for making it out here. I’ve been 

looking forward to meeting you. How was your Christmas? Did 

you get any time away? 

 

APPLICANT: Hi. Thank you. Yeah I got to spend a bit of time at 

the beach. Had a good read of Michael Lewis’ new book. 

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Great, great. Take a seat. Would you like some 

water before we start?  

 

 

APPLICANT: No. Thank you. 

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Right, so, shall we start by talking through your 

CV? I see you started out at Macquarie, what was that like? 

 

 

APPLICANT: Macquarie was a great place to get into the 

industry. The supervisor I was working under was a great mentor, 

he stressed the importance of being able to communicate risk 

appetite and axes between trading desk to sales and client tailored 

product.  

I started out in their intern program. That allowed me to get 

experience in a range of fields and also to get a general feel of the 

markets and how they work. I had the opportunity to get an 

understanding of the big picture stuff.  

They also encouraged us to develop relationships with clients 

there. I was invited to a lot of the client meetings despite being 

part not being part of the sales team. Seeing what goes on there 

was a great way to learn what’s needed from us traders. It’s 

something I’ve tried to continue to this day, to have a deep 

understanding of what the client needs from the product. If you 

don’t know what kinds of risks they’re open to, you’re not doing 

your job right. I always aim to have good relationships with sales. 

Strong communication between our departments means that that I 

can translate risk and ultimately provide better product. 

 

Communicate and 

translate risk 

appetite. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strong 

communication 

skills 

 

 

INTERVIEWER: And after Macquarie you went to work in 

London… 

 

 

APPLICANT: Yes! Like all good traders, I went international 

early. London was where I first started running my own books and 

had enough independence to develop strong analytical skills. 

There I was exposed to the most recent pricing models for exotic 

options and developments in risk management. I focused primarily 

on the AUD and AUD crosses, but was also given some 

Strong analytical 

background with 

solid knowledge of 

current model and 

risk management 

developments in 
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responsibility for running the EUR, cable and EUR/GBP books. 

My natural curiosity meant that I started playing with some of the 

pricing models and seeing how different simulations affected 

pricing. I also started a blog, and found it was a helpful way to 

communicate with other junior traders who were also developing 

their skills and were analytically minded like myself. The blog has 

been instrumental in helping me refine my pricing and risk 

management skills as it has enabled me to see the approaches that 

other traders are taking. I got to have fun playing with using 

something beyond basic trading techniques and first generation 

Greeks. 

 

the FX options 

market. 

 

 

 

Confidently price 

and risk manage all 

structures to our 

client base. 

INTERVIEWER: Have you ever had to handle an unmotivated 

individual? 

 

 

APPLICANT: I had this one guy in my team who had been there a 

while and was just coasting along with minimal effort and 

enthusiasm for what he was doing. I wanted to show to the team 

through my approach that we are part of a team who value each 

other – a value I note that you share here at WIB. I was tempted to 

recycle him out and get some fresh blood on the team because it 

was clear he hadn’t been a high flier in a long time. However the 

costs of that can be pretty high and that wouldn’t necessarily 

create the atmosphere I wanted for the team. So, first I upped our 

one-on-one time to get an idea of where his head was at. I figured 

it’s more cost effective to coach up than coach out. Part of my 

personal philosophy is that within an organisation we value each 

other and respect that we are part of one team. 

 

Valuing each other 

 

Being part of one 

team 

INTERVIEWER: Do you have anything you’d like to add or any 

further questions? 

 

 

APPLICANT: I just want to say that in addition to having a track 

record of consistently generating revenue above plan, I am 

extremely customer focused. I have a strong analytical background 

and knowledge of current models and risk management 

developments in the FX Options market, much of this was self-

driven from my desire for continuous self-development. My goal 

is to work with the sales desk to provide solutions that meet the 

client’s need. I have also on occasion joined sales staff on client 

visits – my strong communication skills mean I can see through all 

the technical jargon and translate risk appetite and axes in a way 

that makes sense for clients’ trade proposals. I am a strong leader. 

I provide the traders that work for me with autonomy so they can 

grow, but guide them in the right direction when their 

inexperience suggests they are making decisions that could 

compromise the business. 

 

Generation of 

revenue 

Delighting 

customers 

Key sales 

relationship 

Strong 

communication 

INTERVIEWER: Wonderful. Thank you very much for coming.  
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APPLICANT: Thank you, it was great to meet you. Good-bye.  

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Likewise. Good-bye.  

 

 

 

 

 

Control script 

 Criterion match 

INTERVIEWER: Hi, thanks for making it out here. I’ve been 

looking forward to meeting you. How was your Christmas? Did 

you get any time away? 

 

APPLICANT: Hi. Thank you. Yeah I got to spend a bit of time at 

the beach. Had a good read of Michael Lewis’ new book. 

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Great, great. Take a seat. Would you like some 

water before we start?  

 

 

APPLICANT: No. Thank you. 

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Right, so, shall we start by talking through your 

CV? I see you started out at Macquarie, what was that like? 

 

 

APPLICANT: Macquarie was a great place to get into the 

industry. The supervisor I was working under was a great mentor, 

he stressed the importance of being able to discuss and manage 

relationships with the client and the sales team in order to produce 

optimal product. 

I started out in their intern program. That allowed me to get 

experience in a range of fields and also to get a general feel of the 

markets and how they work. I had the opportunity to get an 

understanding of the big picture stuff.  

They also encouraged us to develop relationships with clients 

there. I was invited to a lot of the client meetings despite being 

part not being part of the sales team. Seeing what goes on there 

was a great way to learn what’s needed from us traders. It’s 

something I’ve tried to continue to this day, to have a deep 

understanding of what the client needs from the product. If you 

don’t know what kinds of risks they’re open to, you’re not doing 

your job right. I always aim to have good relationships with sales. 

Relationships between our departments means that that I can 

convey risk and ultimately provide better product. 

 

Communicate and 

translate risk 

appetite. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strong 

communication 

skills 
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INTERVIEWER: And after Macquarie you went to work in 

London… 

 

 

APPLICANT: Yes! Like all good traders, I went international 

early. London was where I first started running my own books and 

had enough independence to develop my trading skill. There I was 

exposed to the new developments in trading techniques and risk 

management. I focused primarily on the AUD and AUD crosses, 

but was also given some responsibility for running the EUR, cable 

and EUR/GBP books. My natural curiosity meant that I started 

playing with some of the pricing models and seeing how different 

simulations affected pricing. I also started a blog, and found it was 

a helpful way to communicate with other junior traders who were 

also developing their skills and were analytically minded like 

myself. The blog has been instrumental in helping me refine my 

pricing and risk management skills as it has enabled me to see the 

approaches that other traders are taking. I got to have fun playing 

with using something beyond basic trading techniques and first 

generation Greeks. 

 

Strong analytical 

background with 

solid knowledge of 

current model and 

risk management 

developments in 

the FX options 

market. 

 

 

 

Confidently price 

and risk manage all 

structures to our 

client base. 

INTERVIEWER: Have you ever had to handle an unmotivated 

individual? 

 

 

APPLICANT: I had this one guy in my team who had been there a 

while and was just coasting along with minimal effort and 

enthusiasm for what he was doing. I wanted to how I handled him 

to be a demonstration of my values to my team. I was tempted to 

recycle him out and get some fresh blood on the team because it 

was clear he hadn’t been a high flier in a long time. However the 

costs of that can be pretty high and that wouldn’t necessarily 

create the atmosphere I wanted for the team. So, first I upped our 

one-on-one time to get an idea of where his head was at. I figured 

it’s more cost effective to coach up than coach out. Part of my 

personal philosophy is that within an organisation is respect and 

valuing the contributions of one another. 

Valuing each other 

 

Being part of one 

team 

INTERVIEWER: Do you have anything you’d like to add or any 

further questions? 

 

 

APPLICANT: I just want to say that in addition to having a track 

record and bring in profit above plan, I highly value clients’ needs. 

I have excellent analytical skills, and high-quality experience 

using of risk management models, much of which has come from 

my own drive. My goal is to work with the sales desk to provide 

solutions that meet the client’s need. I have also on occasion 

joined sales staff on client visits – I am skilled at talking to clients 

and sales to make sure everyone’s needs are met. I am an 

experienced leader. I provide the traders that work for me with 

autonomy so they can grow, but guide them in the right direction 

when their inexperience suggests they are making decisions that 

could compromise the business. 

Generation of 

revenue 

Delighting 

customers 

Key sales 

relationship 

Strong 

communication 
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INTERVIEWER: Wonderful. Thank you very much for coming.  

 

 

APPLICANT: Thank you, it was great to meet you. Good-bye.  

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Likewise. Good-bye.  
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Appendix H 

Study 3 note taking 

Structured note taking manipulation condition 

Demonstrable FX Option trading techniques 

that go beyond the first-generation Option 

Greeks. 

 

  

Have strong communication and client skills

 

 

 

  

Has a strong analytical background with 

solid knowledge of current model and risk 

management developments in the FX 

Options markets. 

 

  

Able to confidently price and risk manage 

all structures to our client base 

 

 

  

Desire for continuous self-development 

 

 

 

  

Other comments 

 

 

 

 

 

Unstructured note taking control 

The following space has been provided for you to take notes. Please take some time to take 

detailed notes during and after the interview. 
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Appendix I 

Plain Language Statement – example from Study 2 

Plain Language Statement  

Melbourne Business School 

 

Project: What makes a successful job interview? 
 

Dr Cordelia Fine (Responsible Researcher) 

Tel: +61 3 9349 8107    Email: cordelia.fine@mbs.edu 

Anna Genat (PhD student)   Email: agenat@cel.edu.au 

 

Introduction 

Thank you for your interest in participating in this research project. The following few pages will 

provide you with further information about the project, so that you can decide if you would like to 

take part in this research.  

Please take the time to read this information carefully. You may ask questions about anything you 

don’t understand or want to know more about. 

Your participation is voluntary. If you don’t wish to take part, you don’t have to. If you begin 

participating, you can also stop at any time. 

What is this research about? 

This study is about what is involved in a successful job interview. We are interested in your opinions 

and perceptions of the candidate, and how different kinds of interviews might be more or less 

successful. 

What will I be asked to do? 

Should you agree to participate you will watch a 5 minute video of a job interview and provide 

feedback about the candidate. You will also be asked to evaluate the candidate and indicate how 

likely it will be that they get the job. We will also collect a small amount of information about you 

and your own work experience. Your full participation in this study should take no more than 20 

minutes.  

What are the possible benefits? 

By participating in this study you will be providing valuable information about which kinds of 

interviews lead to the best kinds of outcomes for the candidate and the organisation. These results 

may also be helpful for you in the future and if you are interested in learning more please get in 

touch with Anna Genat (agenat@cel.edu.au). 
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What are the possible risks? 

This study has been designed to have as few risks to its participants as possible. However if 

you believe that reflecting on job interviews and providing information about your work 

status will negatively impact on you, we encourage you not to participate. Should your mood 

be negatively affected, you can contact a psychology counselling service such as LifeLine (13 

11 14) or the University of Melbourne Psychology Clinic (Tel: 03 9035 5180; email: 

clinic@psych.unimelb.edu.au).  

Do I have to take part? 

No. Participation is completely voluntary. You are able to withdraw (quit) at any time and to 

withdraw any unprocessed data previously supplied. No record will be kept about whether you did 

or did not participate in this study. 

Will I hear about the results of this project? 

Results of this study will be used for academic purposes, and to provide feedback to 

organisations. If you wish to hear more about the results we encourage you to get in contact 

with Anna Genat. 

What will happen to information about me? 

Your data will not be stored with any identifying markers and will be kept confidentially on a 

password protected computer by the researchers. Your data and participation will not be shared 

with your workplace and will have no impact on your work. Confidentiality will be protected within 

legal limitations and destroyed 5 years after publication. 

Where can I get further information? 

If you would like more information about the project, please contact the researchers; Dr Cordelia 

Fine (cordelia.fine@mbs.edu), or Anna Genat (agenat@cel.edu.au). 

Who can I contact if I have any concerns about the project? 

This research project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The University 

of Melbourne. If you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of this research project, 

which you do not wish to discuss with the research team, you should contact the Manager, Human 

Research Ethics, Office for Research Ethics and Integrity, University of Melbourne, VIC 3010. Tel: +61 

3 8344 2073 or Email: HumanEthics-complaints@unimelb.edu.au. All complaints will be treated 

confidentially. In any correspondence please provide the name of the research team or the name or 

ethics ID number of the research project. 
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Appendix J 

Debriefing statement example from study 2 

 

Debriefing Statement 

 

Thank you for participating in our study. The purpose of this study was to investigate different job 

interview strategies and whether they improve outcomes for job applicants and organisations.  

This study looked at how impressions are formed, and how evaluations are made about male or female 

applicants when applying for a role that we typically associate with men. Research has shown that 

these contexts tend to favour male applicants. One of the aims of this study was therefore to see 

whether strategies used within the interview could circumvent typical stereotyping processes and 

allow for more accurate evaluations and decisions. 

We would like to reaffirm that your data is completely confidential and that we cannot trace your 

responses to you individually. Further, your data will be stored securely and will not be accessed by 

anyone other than the research team.  

If you want to know more about this study or about the research area in general, please do not 

hesitate to contact either myself, Anna Genat, or Professor Cordelia Fine. Our contact details are listed 

below. If you have any concerns or feel upset about the study, please feel free to contact the Executive 

Officer, Human Research Ethics, The University of Melbourne, ph. (+613) 8344 2073; fax (+613) 9347 

6739. 

If you would like to get a brief report of this study’s findings, please do not hesitate to email us.  We 

would like to thank you again for your participation. 

 

Professor Cordelia Fine 

cfine@unimelb.edu.au  

Anna Genat 

agenat@cel.edu.au 
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