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Abstract 

The present research (N = 841) investigated attributions to gender discrimination in hiring 

with four overall aims in mind: contrasting the two  explanations of prototypes vs. same-

gender bias; estimating accuracy in perceived discrimination; looking into the consequences 

for the observer’s work-seeking discouragement; and examining whether prototype effects 

and their consequences are resistant to change. Across several experiments with varied 

methods of direct and indirect estimations, men and women alike attributed declined job 

interviews to gender discrimination when the applicant was female rather than male. Whether 

the occupation was male-typed, female-typed, or gender neutral moderated this effect, as did 

individual differences in discrimination prototypes. Further, merely learning about a person 

being rejected in the hiring process was enough to activate the discrimination prototype and 

assume that the applicant was female. We also found that perceived discrimination was 

overestimated, particularly in cases with prototypical discrimination victims. Moreover, 

observing a woman being declined job interviews in male-typed domains caused 

discouragement from seeking work (mediated by discrimination attributions). The prototype 

effect appears robust, as providing accurate base rates on the likelihood of being invited to job 

interviews did not alter prototype activation. Similarly, contemplating alternative reasons for 

not getting a job (besides discrimination) reduced the impact of discrimination attributions on 

discouragement, but not discrimination attributions per se. Overall, our findings provide clear 

evidence for the prototype rather than same-gender bias explanation for gender discrimination 

attributions in hiring. 

 

Keywords: discrimination attributions, labor market, prototypes, accuracy
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Imagine that a friend of yours was looking for work but failed to be invited to hiring 

interviews. How likely would you be to attribute this situation to gender discrimination? One 

line of research would suggest that you would be more likely to do so if your friend was a 

woman rather than a man, because your perceptions would be dependent upon whether the 

individual fits the preconception of a typical discrimination victim. In other words, there 

would be a discrimination prototype effect (Baron, Burgess, & Feng Kao, 1991; Inman & 

Baron, 1996; Inman, Huerta, & Oh, 1998). In contrast, other researchers have emphasized that 

people have a tendency to detect discrimination for members of their own gender: a same-

gender bias effect (Elkins, Phillips, & Konopaske, 2002; Saal & Moore, 1993). However, the 

lack of studies simultaneously considering both explanations makes it hard to ascertain their 

relative importance for hiring discrimination attributions. Importantly, the lack of such studies 

leaves open a third possibility: that the two mechanisms in fact operate simultaneously, 

complementing each other. 

The overall aim of the present research is to simultaneously examine the importance of 

prototypes and same-gender bias as mechanisms behind discrimination attributions of other 

people’s job-seeking failures. In order to strongly generalize our findings, we vary our 

contexts (e.g., high- and low-skilled jobs) and methods (e.g., direct questions and spontaneous 

attributions; within and between participant designs) across five experiments. We further 

contrast the two competing explanations by applying them in two areas that have so far 

received no attention in the literature: accuracy of perceived discrimination, and work-seeking 

discouragement. Because the two explanations necessitate different predictions in these two 

areas, investigating their relevance not only provides an important theoretical distinction, but 

also reveals their applied value.  
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The Prototype vs. Same-gender Bias Explanation 

Discrimination prototypes can be understood as preconceptions of what constitutes 

discrimination. Previous research on the role of prototypes in perceptions of discrimination 

suggests that people are more likely to interpret ambiguously negative events as 

discrimination when the potential victim is female rather than male (Inman & Baron, 1996; 

O’Brien, Kinias, & Major, 2008). Furthermore, people may view actions by certain 

perpetrators (Baron, Burgess, & Feng Kao, 1991), as well as certain interactions of 

perpetrator and victim, as especially likely to constitute discrimination (e.g., men 

discriminating women; Inman & Baron, 1996). However, it is important to keep in mind that 

the perpetrator is not necessarily a specific individual: it could be a group of people or an 

organization. Indeed, as emphasized by Elkins et al. (2002), the perpetrator in hiring 

discrimination is often an organization. Thus, gender of the perpetrator can (in practice) 

hardly be separated from the domain where the hiring takes place (e.g., male-typed 

occupation) as they correlate strongly on the labor market. For example, a chief nurse tends to 

be a woman and the head of a computer company tends to be a man (e.g., Statistics Sweden, 

2007). Whether focus should be on individual perpetrators (hiring managers) or domain 

(organization or occupation) is merely a question of level of analysis. In the present research 

we focus on the organizational level of perpetrators (i.e., occupation domain). 

The alternative explanation to the prototype effect is same-gender bias (or gender 

similarity bias; Elkins et al., 2001), which suggests that people are motivated to detect and 

label discrimination directed at their gender group, presumably due to social identity 

processes (Elkins et al., 2002). In essence, the prototype and same-gender bias explanations 

propose two different motives behind discrimination attributions; the former boiling down to 

general beliefs about intergroup relations which are applied in judgments about individuals 

(unaffected by own group membership), and the latter stemming from attention toward 
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injustice directed at one’s own group. It should be noted, however, that a same-gender bias 

does not necessarily imply that people intentionally favor their own gender. Rather, it may be 

that people more easily identify with people of their own gender (i.e., an empathy gap), 

making them more attuned to also identify discrimination (Elkins et al., 2001). In either case, 

more discrimination is identified when the observer and target belong to the same gender 

group. 

 It is important to emphasize that prototypes and same-gender bias should not be viewed 

as mutually exclusive explanations: they may in fact operate simultaneously. For example, 

both men and women may share the prototype of women as victims of gender discrimination, 

creating a general tendency to detect more discrimination directed at female, compared to 

male, individuals. At the same time, people may also exhibit a same-gender bias. Notably, 

because same-gender bias works in different directions for men and women (i.e., an 

interaction between observer gender and target gender), this would appear as an enhancer of 

the prototype effect for women, but a negative moderator of the prototype effect for men.  

The possibility of the two effects operating jointly means that some experimental designs 

are poorly suited for contrasting their relative importance. A design with only female victims, 

but both male and female participants (Blodorn, O'Brien, & Kordys, 2011; Elkins & Phillips, 

1999) is effective in detecting same-gender bias (if women perceive more discrimination 

compared to men, there is same-gender bias). Even so, both men and women may share the 

same underlying discrimination prototype, and without a control to compare against (a male 

target) it is not possible to estimate such an effect that, for all we know, could dwarf the same-

gender bias effect. A similar problem occurs if both male and female targets are included but 

the participants are all female (e.g., Krumm & Corning, 2008). If they are biased towards 

female targets, this effect could be either because of prototypes or same-gender bias. Finally, 

it is important to consider the gender of the domain. Indeed, if observations are limited to 
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male-typed occupations and the findings indicate that women are perceived as being more 

discriminated (a prototype effect) by both male and female observers, this could be because of 

the specific victim - domain interaction (male domain, female victim). Indeed, a study by 

O’Brien et al. (2008) found that domain moderated the victim-based prototype effect, with 

women being perceived as most discriminated in a male domain and men in a female domain. 

However, the need to contrast different domains in the design is also important in order to 

estimate a same-gender bias effect. Elkins et al. (2002) found that women were same-gender 

biased in the context of a hiring discrimination lawsuit, whereas men were same-gender 

biased in the case of a child-custody lawsuit, presumably because these two contexts were 

threatening to a different extent for men and women. 

In sum, previous research on attributions to discrimination against third parties in hiring 

has been divided in two parallel fields; one focusing exclusively on prototypes (outside a 

courtroom context) and the other having a social identity (same gender bias; in a courtroom 

context) perspective. At this point, there are no studies that have explicitly compared these 

two explanations in the context of perceived hiring discrimination due to gender. There are, 

however, three studies that have used a design (domain gender x target gender x observer 

gender) that would have allowed for this comparison, permitting us to gain some guidance in 

this matter from post-hoc conclusions based on their results. 

 First, Saal and Moore (1993) and Elkins et al. (2002) focused and found support for 

same-gender bias in discrimination attributions in a courtroom context. Saal and Moore 

(1993) found clear evidence of same-gender bias with men perceiving more injustice when a 

woman was favored in place of a man, and women perceiving more injustice when a man was 

favored. Elkins et al. (2002) found that women perceived more hiring discrimination toward 

women than men, whereas men perceived equal amounts of discrimination towards men and 

women. However, the findings of Elkins et al. (2002) are somewhat mixed: When the 
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participants stated their prior beliefs of how likely women and men are to be discriminated in 

the occupations dealt with in the courtroom case, there was a clear prototype effect where 

men and women alike perceived more discrimination against women compared to men. That 

is, the same-gender bias effect emerged only in the courtroom decisions on who should win 

the case. 

Second, O’Brien et al. (2008) focused on a prototype effect in perceptions of hiring 

discrimination. A footnote mentions that gender of the participants did not interact with any 

of the conditions, seemingly suggesting an absence of same-gender bias. However, the lack of 

reported p-values or effect sizes makes it difficult to determine the robustness of the absence 

of these effects. 

What conclusions can be drawn from the mixed findings in the literature? First of all, we 

could be dealing with different mechanisms in a courtroom context (Elkins et al., 2002; Saal 

& Moore, 1993) compared to perceptions of hiring in a labor market context (O’Brien et al., 

2008). This explanation seems plausible considering the findings of Elkins et al. (2002) where 

beliefs about prevalent discrimination in the occupations (outside the courtroom context) 

reflected prototypes and not same-gender bias. Another possible explanation for the mixed 

findings is that society has changed over time. The oldest study (Saal & Moore, 1993) found 

clear evidence of same-gender bias but no prototype effect. About a decade later, Elkins et al. 

(2002) found only women to have this tendency. Finally, in the most recent study (O’Brien et 

al., 2008) same-gender bias appears to be entirely absent. In essence, as society progresses to 

become increasingly egalitarian, women and men could come to perceive prototypically 

discriminated victims (women) equally (i.e., a prototype effect should come to dominate over 

a same-gender bias).  

 In the present research we focus on perceptions of hiring discrimination towards third 

parties in a work context, rather than on lawsuit cases. This is an important theoretical 
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distinction, but also highly relevant from an applied perspective: whereas only some people 

will be in the situation of evaluating discrimination claims in a courtroom, virtually all people 

will sooner or later find themselves in a situation where they hear about a friend or 

acquaintance who is looking for work. Based on recent research in this context (O'Brien et al. 

2008) we expect that prototypes will be the more prevalent mechanism behind gender 

discrimination attributions in hiring.  

 

Defining Discrimination 

 The present research adopts a disparate treatment definition of gender discrimination. 

Disparate treatment occurs when different standards are applied to individuals depending on 

their group membership (Gatewood & Field, 2001). In the current context this happens when 

individuals are treated negatively on the labor market because of their gender. Another type of 

discrimination is disparate impact, which instead focuses on systems that have differential 

impact for men and women. A good example would be a hiring process that requires all 

applicants to be tall. Because men are taller than women on average, women will, as a group, 

be in a worse position. The term discrimination is consistently used in this paper to refer to 

disparate treatment.  

 

Individual Differences in Victim Prototype Strength 

Like stereotypes, the prototypes of discrimination victims and perpetrators should by 

definition be culturally shared: If everyone differed in their preconceptions there would be no 

general prototype or stereotype. At the same time, stereotypes vary considerably in strength 

between individuals and these differences can predict, for example, whether a hiring manager 

will discriminate among applicants on the basis of weight (Agerström & Rooth, 2011). We 

suggest a similar relationship between individual variation in prototypes and attributions to 
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discrimination in specific cases. Although we expect people in general to interpret negative 

outcomes as discrimination more often for female applicants (a prototype effect), this 

tendency should be moderated by individual variation in the strength of the prototype that 

women are more typical victims of discrimination compared to men. Importantly, this would 

offer clear support for the prototype effect being the main mechanism behind perceived 

gender discrimination in hiring: If men’s and women’s perceptions are moderated in the same 

manner due to individual differences in prototype strength, the possibility that different 

mechanisms underlie their attributions becomes implausible. Investigating individual 

differences in prototype strength is thus a way to validate the presence of a prototype effect. 

In light of this, it is somewhat surprising that the moderating role of individual differences in 

prototype strength has not been investigated in previous studies. 

We operationalize prototype strength as the difference in beliefs about the general 

prevalence of gender discrimination directed toward women compared to men. This is 

analogous to how gender stereotypes have been operationalized in the stereotype literature, 

for example how the math-gender stereotype have been operationalized as math being more 

associated with men compared to women (Nosek et al., 2007; Yogeeswaran & Dasgupta, 

2010). 

Individual differences in victim prototype strength should be particularly relevant when 

observing a prototypical victim of discrimination being rejected on the labor market; when 

faced with a non-prototypical victim the role of individual differences should be less 

important (as the applicant may not be interpreted as a victim of discrimination in general). 

Hence, we predict that when the target is a woman (prototypical victim) people with strong 

victim prototypes will perceive more discrimination than those with weaker prototypes. In 

contrast, when the target is male (non-prototypical victim) victim prototype strength should 

matter less. 
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If people vary in their prototypes, and this moderates gender discrimination attributions 

for specific applicants, the question turns to who has the stronger victim prototypes. First, we 

do not expect a large general gender difference in prototype strength. If there were a large 

gender difference, we would expect a same-gender bias effect rather than a prototype effect to 

begin with. Instead, we suggest that people who are more concerned with gender issues in 

society should have stronger prototypes of the victims of gender discrimination. As such, 

women and men who identify as feminists should (on average) have stronger prototypes that 

women are the typical victims of discrimination in society. Investigating the relationship 

between these variables serves to validate our victim prototype measure.  

 

Accuracy in Perceived Gender Discrimination in Hiring  

If being guided by prototypes vs. same-gender bias leads to different patterns in 

perceptions of discrimination, we might ask which mechanism leads to more correct 

perceptions. Importantly, we can be certain that perceptions guided by same-gender bias 

cannot increase the (overall) accuracy as the perceptions vary depending on the group 

membership of the observer. But if perceptions are guided by prototypes they may very well 

be correct, as the prototype mirrors the image of the typical discrimination victim and 

perpetrator. However, we have learned from research on stereotypes that they are not 

necessarily accurate as they can be created by, for example, perceptions of status and 

competition (Caprariello, Cuddy, & Fiske, 2009). Furthermore, even if a certain stereotype is 

accurate in general, applying it in judgments can still result in errors when the context is 

specific, and even more so in the individual case. We thus have reasons to suspect that 

applying prototypes in judgments of individuals may lead to inaccurate perceptions. The 

present study is the first to investigate this issue.  
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The obvious challenge for accuracy research is to find an appropriate comparison. In the 

present research we focus on recent real-life hiring discrimination as found in field 

experiments (see Riach & Rich, 2002, for an overview). Such field experiments are strongly 

conclusive because they systematically manipulate the social group of the job applicant while 

holding all other variables constant. Moreover, they are typically based on several thousands 

of entirely unobtrusive observations of the hiring process where the dependent variable 

measures callback (i.e., whether or not the applicant is invited to a job interview). We can 

thus be confident that recruiters cannot hide their true discriminating behavior, and that the 

field experiments have adequate statistical power to identify discrimination on the labor 

market. Furthermore, although being invited to a job interview does not translate into actually 

getting the job, it has been found that 90 % of hiring discrimination occurs during this part of 

the recruitment process (Riach & Rich, 2002). 

Contemporary field experiments have demonstrated substantial amounts of 

discrimination on the labor market (a 20 – 50 % difference in the probability of being invited 

to a job interview) due to race (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004), ethnicity (Carlsson & Rooth, 

2007), and obesity (Agerström & Rooth, 2011), among other groups. Surprisingly, field 

experiments find very little discrimination due to gender of the applicant. This pattern holds 

true for Sweden (Carlsson, 2011; Carlsson, 2012), as well as the United States (Bertrand & 

Mullanaithan, 2004), with slightly higher, but still low, discrimination occurring in the UK 

(Riach & Rich, 2006), Austria (Weichselbaumer, 2004), and Australia (Booth & Leigh, 

2010). This general finding applies to field experiments that vary only the gender of the job 

applicant, as well as those that manipulate gender along with ethnicity or obesity.  

Some gender discrimination in hiring has been found; generally in the form of women 

being discriminated in male-dominated domains and men in female-dominated domains. In 
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both cases, however, gender discrimination in the hiring process is small, with the difference 

being only a few percentage points in callbacks.  

It is important to note that the nature of these field experiments allows us to make 

accuracy comparisons only regarding discrimination in invitations to job interviews. Hence, 

even if people are inaccurate in this context, this does not suggest that the discrimination 

prototype is inaccurate in the general sense. Indeed, women may very well be substantially 

more discriminated than men in society at large, or even in other parts of the labor market, 

such as in salaries, career-tracks within firms, head-hunting of CEOs, or treatment when 

going on parental leave, but this falls outside the scope of the present research. 

 

Work-seeking Discouragement 

Previous research has suggested that people shy away from, and may eventually leave 

jobs where they expect to be, or believe that they are, discriminated (Pinel & Paulin, 2010; 

Woodcock, Hernandez Estrada, & Schultz, 2012). Importantly, if people avoid workplaces 

where they believe that they will be discriminated, this will essentially produce the same 

results on the labor market as if they had actually been discriminated (Ahmed, 2005). 

Although there are of course many contributing factors as to why people believe that they risk 

being discriminated, one aspect that may shape these perceptions is interpreting other people's 

job seeking failures as being due to discrimination. Indeed, if your friend’s experiences 

suggest that a certain firm, or even a certain type of occupation, is discriminating, then 

perhaps you will end up discouraged from applying for the same type of job. However, the 

severity of these discouragement effects will depend upon whether your perceptions of 

discrimination are guided by prototypes or same-gender bias.  

If same-gender bias is the main motivator for perceptions of discrimination, women will 

perceive the very same negative outcome (e.g., not getting a job) as more likely to have been 

discrimination if the applicant was female, and subsequently find this relevant for their own 
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work motivation because they belong to the same gender group. Similarly, men would 

perceive the very same outcome as more likely to be discrimination if the applicant is male, 

and find this relevant because they do not want to get discriminated themselves. Essentially, if 

people were same-gender biased, men and women would avoid areas where their own gender 

group is perceived to be discriminated, but prefer areas where their own gender is perceived 

to be favored. In contrast, if there is no same-gender bias in perceptions, women and men 

alike will perceive more discrimination towards a female applicant. Thus, learning about a 

woman failing to find a job will result in more discrimination attributions, which in turn make 

women discouraged because this is relevant for them. But how will men be affected by this 

very same perception? Keep in mind that if they were same-gender biased, they should 

actually become encouraged to apply for these jobs, because they would perceive that they 

have an edge over the less advantaged group (women). Yet, another possibility remains: just 

as people do not want to get discriminated, they may also resist being favored due to their 

group membership (presumably due to justice standards; Heilman & Herlihy, 1984). If this is 

the case, then men and women alike will shy away from workplaces perceived as 

discriminating, albeit for different reasons. In other words, if people lack same-gender bias, 

they would avoid workplaces not because their own group is discriminated, but rather because 

they dislike non-egalitarian practices. In sum, it is clear that the same-gender bias and 

prototype mechanisms should produce quite different consequences for work-seeking 

discouragement, providing us with an indirect but informative test of their relative importance 

for hiring discrimination attributions. 

The question then turns to who might be discouraged because of (inaccurate) estimations 

of discrimination. In the present research we focus on discrimination attributions among men 

and women who are early in their careers, as they may be especially affected by this process 

due to their lack of experience. Importantly, this group is in a position to shape their careers 
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considerably, and as such discouragement effects may of high relevance for this group. 

Indeed, a female computer specialist who already has a long career behind her will be less 

likely to shift careers to avoid discrimination, compared to a young woman who has yet to 

choose whether to major in computer science or health care. 

 

The Pervasiveness of Prototypes 

We have so far argued that discrimination prototypes are similar to stereotypes. It thus 

follows that prototypes should also be resistant to change (e.g., Fiske, 1998; Hamilton & 

Sherman, 1994; Johnston, 1996; Rothbart & John, 1985), being activated and applied even 

though people have ample information and opportunity to not rely on them (e.g., Cameron & 

Trope, 2004). Hence, discrimination prototypes should prevail in the presence of clear 

individuating information, should become activated even when they are not relevant, and 

should not easily be overshadowed by other alternative explanations. 

 

Summary of Primary Research Aims 

The first aim of the present research was to examine the hypothesis that attributions of 

discrimination in hiring are best explained by discrimination prototypes rather than same-

gender bias. A prototype explanation predicts that a prototypical victim (woman) will be seen 

as more discriminated than a non-prototypical victim (man), and that this effect will be more 

pronounced in a case with a prototypical perpetrator (male-typed occupation). In contrast, a 

same-gender bias approach would predict an interaction between gender of the victim and 

gender of the observer. This interaction should further be moderated by occupational domain, 

in that observers should be especially keen to observe discrimination directed at their own 

gender in a domain that is dominated by the other gender (e.g., men in female-typed jobs).  
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A second aim was to examine the accuracy of people’s perceptions of gender 

discrimination, with the hypothesis that observing prototypical cases of possible 

discrimination (e.g., female applicants in male-typed jobs) results in decreased accuracy. 

A third aim was to look into the consequences of attributions to discrimination for work-

related motivation. More specifically, we examined the hypothesis that prototypical cases of 

gender discrimination lead to increased perceptions of discrimination that in turn make 

observers discouraged from seeking similar jobs themselves.   

A fourth and final aim was to examine whether people continue to rely on discrimination 

prototypes even when they a) witness a scenario with rich individuating information, b) are 

provided with accurate base rate information on the actual probability that an applicant is 

invited to a job interview, and c) are encouraged to think about other explanations besides 

discrimination as to why a job applicant is not invited to an interview.  

 

Experiment 1 

Aims and Design 

In our first study, we aimed to estimate the most important explanation behind 

attributions to gender discrimination in hiring. Previous studies on discrimination attributions 

in a courtroom context found same-gender bias for women and sometimes also for men 

(Elkins et al., 2001; Elkins et al., 2002; Saal & Moore, 1993). Considering that competition 

with an outgroup is an important driving force behind ingroup bias (Hewstone, Rubin, & 

Willis, 2002), perhaps a same-gender bias was activated in the courtroom context because of 

the competitive situation. What if we create an analogous situation of “battle” in hiring, but 

without the lawsuit context? In Experiment 1, we maximized the likelihood of a same-gender 

bias effect by focusing on a situation where a man and a woman competed for the same job 

position. In order to make the situation realistic, we presented real outcomes of (in actuality 
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fictive) applicants who had applied for work as a nurse and computer specialist in previous 

field experiments (Carlsson, 2011). These occupations are clearly gender segregated 

(Statistics Sweden, 2007) but fairly matched with respect to status and salaries (Ulfsdotter 

Eriksson, 2006).  

Drawing parallels to the literature on stereotypes as predictors of discrimination, the 

extent to which people will make use of stereotypes depends on whether they have access to 

individuating information. For example, having access to more information about two 

applicants would mean decreased reliance on stereotypes when forming judgments of them 

(Johnston & Macrae, 1994; Krueger & Rothbart, 1988; Wheeler & Fiske, 2005). One could 

suspect a similar effect when it comes to applying prototypes in the case of discrimination 

attributions: By presenting the participants with rich individuating information, we therefore 

provided a conservative test of the discrimination prototype effect. In sum, by focusing on a 

context of a real hiring outcome that minimizes the need for applying prototypes (rich 

individuating information) and maximizes the motivation for same-gender bias (clear 

competition), we tested a realistic situation that is similar to previous studies that found same-

gender bias in a courtroom context (Elkins et al., 2002; Saal & Moore, 2001). The 

experimental design was a 2 (participant gender) x 2 (gender of rejected applicant) x 2 

(occupation) between subjects factorial.  

A further aim of Experiment 1 was to study the mechanisms behind a prototype effect (if 

present) in greater detail than previous studies, by investigating if it is moderated by 

individual differences in prototype strength. Importantly, whereas a prototype effect means 

that women and men both perceive female targets as more discriminated than male targets, 

the mere presence of an effect does not by itself rule out that women and men may have 

reached similar conclusions based on different mechanisms. By confirming that perceptions 



                                                                           Discrimination Prototypes and Same-Gender Bias 

 

17 

of discrimination are moderated by victim prototype strength for both men and women, we 

can verify that they indeed share the same mechanisms. 

 

Method  

Three hundred and ten men and women (50% women, M age = 23.34, SD = 4.17) were 

first informed that in a previous field experiment researchers had sent applications to real 

employers to measure the prevalence of gender discrimination, and that they would be 

presented with two of these applications. They were further told that both applicants were 

qualified for the job as nurse (computer specialist). Each participant was then presented with 

two detailed applications that each contained a CV with a personal letter. These applications 

were matched on qualifications and had previously been used in Swedish field experiments 

(Carlsson, 2011). We counterbalanced the applications for the male and female applicant. 

The participants were informed that only one of the two applicants had been invited to a 

job interview, whereby they were asked: Do you believe that the reason for not inviting Maria 

(Eric) is that she is a woman (man)?, and Do you believe that this is a case of discrimination? 

(1 = definitely not, 7 = definitely). These items were collapsed to form a perceived 

discrimination scale (α = .82).  

Individual differences. To measure individual differences in victim prototype strength, 

we used items developed by Pinel (1999). The participants rated the extent to which they 

believed that: women as a group are discriminated against, the average woman is 

discriminated against because of her gender, men as a group are discriminated against, and 

the average man is discriminated against because of his gender (1 = not at all, 7 = very 

much). We calculated two difference scores (women - men) and averaged them to a scale 

(Cronbach’s α = .79). Because this variable was to be used as a moderator, we confirmed that 

it was not affected by the experimental manipulation of applicant gender (p = .55
1
). 
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In order to capture the degree to which the participants identify as feminists, the 

participants answered a scale (α = .92) which was adapted from Szymanski (2004); I consider 

myself a feminist, I identify myself as a feminist to other people, Feminist values and 

principles are important to me, and I support the goals of the feminist movement (1 = do not 

agree at all, 7 = completely agree).
2
 

 

Results 

In order to strike a balance between readability and full disclosure
3
, we consistently 

present our analyses in the following manner: We will in text report the most relevant 

statistical findings, whereas a full set of our analyses (including all F-values, effect sizes and 

means) is presented as supplementary material. 

Discrimination attributions. We conducted a 2 occupation (male- vs. female-typed) x 2 

gender of the rejected applicant x 2 participant gender ANOVA with the perceived 

discrimination scale as the dependent variable. Consistent with a prototype explanation, 

applicant gender interacted significantly with occupation, F(1, 302) = 8.09, p = .005, partial η² 

= .03. We also found a main effect of applicant gender, F(1, 302) = 10.89, p = .001, partial η² 

= .04, which is consistent with a prototype explanation, but largely explained by the 

interaction with occupation.  

A same-gender bias explanation would, in contrast, predict an interaction effect between 

participant and applicant gender. This interaction effect was virtually non-existent in size (p = 

.39, partial η² = .002). A same-gender bias explanation would further predict a three-way 

interaction, but this was also small and non-significant (p = .22, partial η² = .005). However, 

we found a main effect of participant gender, F(1, 302) = 7.60, p = .006, partial η² = .03, with 

women perceiving more discrimination overall (M = 4.38, SD = 1.77) than men (M = 3.84, SD 

= 1.76), regardless of applicant gender.  
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Next, we probed the significant applicant gender × occupation interaction by performing 

follow-up ANOVAs. With respect to the male-typed occupation, the effect of applicant 

gender was significant as well as fairly large, F(1, 150) = 20.67, p < .001, partial η² = .12, 

which is consistent with a prototype effect. Indeed, the participants made more attributions to 

discrimination when the applicant was female (M = 4.59, SD = 1.65) rather than male (M = 

3.39, SD = 1.63). There were no other significant effects. With respect to the female-typed 

occupation, the effect of applicant gender was not significant, F(1, 152) = .10, p = .76, partial 

η² = .001. In sum, the results suggest that men and women alike find female applicants to be 

more discriminated in the male-typed occupation, but that female and male applicants are 

perceived as being treated equally in the female-typed occupation. 

Individual differences. The victim prototype scale differed significantly from zero, 

t(309) = 22.17, p < .001, with a strong effect size (Cohen's d = 1.23), meaning that the 

participants overall held strong prototypes of women as the typical victims of gender 

discrimination.  

Next, we turned to the question of who has the strongest victim prototypes. To this end, 

we ran a regression analysis with prototype strength as the dependent variable and participant 

gender and feminist identification as independent variables (see Table 1). First, we see that 

our model explained a total of 29% of the variance. Looking at the individual predictors, we 

found, as predicted, that participants who identified strongly as feminist also had stronger 

victim prototypes. Female participants had slightly stronger prototypes, however, this effect 

was so small that it borders to the trivial, reaching statistical significance due to our large 

sample.  

Next, in order to test if individual differences in victim prototype strength moderated the 

prototype effect found in the male-typed occupation, we ran a regression analysis with 

discrimination attributions as the dependent variable and applicant gender (0 = female, 1 = 
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male) and the prototype scale (standardized) as independent variables.
4
 The interaction 

between them served as indication of a moderation effect. The results confirmed that 

individual variation in victim prototype strength moderated the prototype effect in 

discrimination attributions, see Table 2. As can be seen in Figure 1, there was a large 

difference (Cohen's d = 1.25, p < .01) in how much discrimination is perceived against male 

and female applicants for participants with strong (1 SD above the mean) prototypes, but the 

difference was substantially smaller and non-significant for participants with weak prototypes 

(1 SD below the mean), Cohen's d = 0.36, p = .38. Furthermore, the slopes of the lines clearly 

show that increased prototype strength was associated with higher amounts of perceived 

discrimination for the prototypical (female) victim, but that there was no change for the non-

prototypical (male) victim. Importantly, this specific pattern is strongly supportive of an 

interpretation of our results as a prototype effect moderated by individual differences in 

victim prototype strength. Indeed, prototypes should matter the most when observing 

prototypical victims and they should have little impact on the perceptions of non-prototypical 

victims.  

Finally, we confirmed that the results were highly similar (interaction effect of β =.21 

and .20 respectively) for male and female participants, suggesting the same underlying 

mechanism of prototypes for both genders.
5
 

 

 

Discussion  

Experiment 1 was designed to maximize the likelihood of finding same-gender bias by 

presenting clear competition between a man and woman, and to minimize the likelihood of 

finding a prototype effect by providing rich individuating information. Yet, a prototype effect 

prevailed with no hint of same-gender bias. As the sample was fairly large we are confident 



                                                                           Discrimination Prototypes and Same-Gender Bias 

 

21 

that we have not missed a same-gender bias effect due to insufficient statistical power. 

Further, although women made more attributions to discrimination than men, this is not 

indicative of same-gender bias, as there was no interaction with gender of the rejected 

applicant. Rather, this finding highlights the importance of disentangling same-gender bias 

from the prototype effect: If women are more likely to detect discrimination in general, a 

study that limits the design to include only the prototypical situation (i.e., female applicant in 

male-typed jobs) is likely to find that women perceive more discrimination, which could be 

mistaken as same-gender bias. 

As expected, domain interacted with applicant gender. However, unlike the study by 

O’Brien et al. (2008) that contrasted a custom-tailored female and male job, our moderation 

of domain was less extreme. Specifically, women were perceived as more discriminated in the 

male-typed occupation, but men and women were perceived as equally treated in the female-

typed occupation. 

We further found that the prototype effect was moderated by individual differences in 

victim prototype strength. Importantly, individual difference in prototypes predicted 

perceptions of discrimination towards prototypical (female) victims, but had no effect on the 

perceptions of non-prototypical victims, which is precisely the pattern to be expected if 

prototypes are the explanation behind perceptions of gender discrimination in hiring.  

Individual differences in victim prototype strength were predicted by feminist 

identification, strengthening the validity of the scale. Furthermore, although the difference 

between male and female participants in victim prototype scale is indicative that same-gender 

bias may exist and to some extent moderate prototypes, this effect was trivial in size. Yet, it 

highlights the importance to not rule out same-gender bias completely, as it might be relevant 

in certain contexts. 
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Experiment 2 

Aims and Design 

 The primary aim of our second study was to investigate whether people’s perceptions of 

gender discrimination in hiring are accurate. We predicted that accuracy would be lower for 

prototypical cases (i.e., female applicant in male-typed occupations). We further aimed to 

look into the moderating role of occupational domain by adding a gender neutral occupation 

(upper secondary teacher). We expected a prototype effect such that female applicants should 

be perceived as more discriminated overall and an interaction with domain in that they should 

be perceived as most discriminated in the male-typed occupation, less so in the gender 

neutral, and least in the female-typed. Although upper-secondary teacher is classified as a 

gender balanced occupation (Statistics Sweden, 2007), it is slightly more female-dominated. 

Yet, this is the closest to gender neutral available for making accuracy comparisons (mainly 

because completely gender-balanced occupations are rare). Importantly though, it is a less 

female-typed occupation than nurse, but highly similar in status and salaries (Ulfsdotter 

Eriksson, 2006), allowing us to rule out a status asymmetry effect as the explanation behind a 

difference between male-typed and female-typed occupations. 

 The design of Experiment 2 was a 2 (participant gender) x 2 (applicant gender; between) 

x 3 (occupation: male-typed, female-typed, gender balanced; within) factorial. 

Method  

One hundred and twenty-six men and women (50% women; M age = 23.00, SD = 3.79) 

responded to nine scenarios where either a man or a woman had applied for ten jobs. Because 

the average interview call back rate observed in the field experiments for highly qualified 

candidates was 30% (Carlsson, 2011), we presented cases with realistic outcomes based on 

the binomial probability distribution with an expected mean value of .30. Therefore, the 

applicants in the scenarios were invited to job interviews two, three and four times, 
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respectively. The order of the occupations was counterbalanced across participants. The 

scenarios read: 

Maria (Eric) applied for ten jobs as a nurse. She had the right qualifications for the job 

and a good CV.  Imagine that she was invited to be interviewed in three out of the ten cases. 

That is, seven of the ten employers chose not to invite Maria even though she was qualified 

for the job. How many of these seven cases where Maria was not invited to an interview do 

you think have to do with gender discrimination?  

 The participants responded on a scale ranging from 0 - 7 (0 - 8, 0 - 6 times). We 

combined the three different callback levels into a scale for each occupation (teacher: α = .91, 

computer specialist: α = .96, and nurse: α = .93). The rationale for creating scales is that we 

were not interested in specific interactions with the levels but rather in capturing a realistic 

average of how people perceive discrimination in real-life. By basing this average on the three 

most likely callback outcomes when applying for ten jobs, we captured the most common 

reactions. Indeed, people may have reacted differently if an applicant was invited to zero job 

interviews or nine out of ten; however, these outcomes are improbable and thus not 

representative of a real-life scenario.
6
 

Upon screening the data we discovered that one participant had misunderstood the task 

and this person was removed from further analyses (including this participant did not affect 

the interpretation of the results).  

 

 

Results 

Discrimination attributions. To investigate attributions to discrimination, we conducted 

a 3 within (occupation) x 2 between (applicant gender) x 2 between (participant gender) 

ANOVA. We used the multivariate tests because sphericity could not be assumed for the 
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occupation variable; the within-participant effect with corrected significance values yielded 

highly similar results.  

Consistent with a prototype explanation, we found a main effect of applicant gender, F(1, 

122) = 15.08, p < .001, partial η² = .11, that was clearly moderated by occupation, as shown in 

the interaction between applicant gender and occupation, F(2, 120) = 50.00, p < 001, partial 

η² = .45. However, we found no support for a same-gender bias explanation, as neither the 

two-way interaction between participant and applicant gender (p = .89, partial η² < .001) or 

the three-way interaction between occupation, participant, and applicant gender (p = .19, 

partial η² = .03) were significant. 

Next, to further probe the significant applicant gender × occupation interaction, we 

conducted follow-up analyses for each occupation. For the male-typed occupation, we found a 

very strong main effect of applicant gender, F(1, 121) = 86.16, p < .001, partial η² = .42, with 

the participants perceiving almost three instances of discrimination for the female applicant 

(M = 2.97, SD = 1.77), but only .67 (SD = .82) instances for the male applicant. 

For the gender-balanced occupation, the participants again perceived more instances of 

discrimination for female applicants (M = 1.82, SD = 1.47) than male applicants (M = 1.16, 

SD = 1.17), although this effect was substantially smaller compared to the male-typed 

occupation, F(1, 121) = 7.82, p = .006, partial η² = .06.  

Conversely, for the female-typed occupation, the male applicant (M = 1.92, SD = 1.65) 

was perceived to be marginally more discriminated than the female applicant (M = 1.40, SD = 

1.49), F(1, 121) = 3.35, p = .07, partial η² = .03.  

Accuracy estimations. Based on previous field experiments in Sweden (Carlsson, 2011; 

Carlsson, 2012), which is where the present research was conducted, the most accurate guess 

of how many instances the applicants in the scenarios are discriminated would be less than 1; 

it is in fact quite close to zero. Although our comparison data come from two large field 
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experiments with several thousands of observations, we must allow for a considerable margin 

of error when making the comparisons. Doing so also allows us to confidently extend our 

findings to western societies in general. Furthermore, when people apply their prototypes in 

their everyday lives, they will do so in specific cases. As we all know, prototypes and 

stereotypes can never reach perfect accuracy when applied to an individual case. However, 

they can be more or less accurate when correcting for rounding error and this is precisely 

what we test for in this study. We therefore regarded all answers of 1 or below as accurate, 

and consequently responses above 1 as overestimation. Indeed, responses above 1 would 

suggest that the participant believes gender discrimination in hiring to be of similar magnitude 

to that of race (Bertrand & Mullanaithan, 2004) or ethnicity (Carlsson, 2012). 

 For the following analyses, we considered answers with 95% CI that overlaps with 1 as 

accurate, and those which 95% CI do not overlap with 1 (i.e., significantly different from 1) 

as overestimating the likelihood of discrimination, see Table 3. We found that the participants 

overestimated discrimination towards prototypical victims (female applicants) overall, and 

especially so in the domain where they are prototypically discriminated. Indeed, 

discrimination was overestimated the most when female applicants applied for jobs in a male-

typed occupation and was most accurate when male applicants applied for jobs in a gender 

neutral or male-typed occupation. Notably, the amount of discrimination perceived towards 

female applicants in the male-typed occupation is three times what can be considered 

accurate. 

 

Discussion 

Our second experiment replicated the effect of applicant gender with a clear moderation 

by domain. Specifically, female applicants were believed to be substantially more 

discriminated than male applicants in the male-typed occupation, moderately so in the gender 
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neutral occupation, and only slightly less so (marginally significant) in the female-typed 

occupation. Importantly, the results offered no support for a same-gender bias. 

The participants were generally inaccurate in their perceptions of discrimination, greatly 

overestimating the likelihood that discrimination had occurred. This overestimation was most 

pronounced for prototypical victims (female applicants) and especially in the prototype 

consistent domain (female applicants in male-typed occupations). Interestingly, people’s 

perceptions were quite accurate when the applicant was male and applied for a job in a gender 

neutral or male-typed occupation. Taken together, the results suggest that people can have 

quite accurate perceptions of discrimination, but that the application of prototypes leads to 

overestimation. 

Experiment 3 

Aims and Design 

We have seen that people apply discrimination prototypes when deciding whether an 

ambiguously negative outcome on the labor market is a case of gender discrimination. The 

underlying assumption is that when an outcome is perceived as negative it will trigger 

suspicion of unequal treatment, provided that the prototype is activated. But what does it take 

for the prototype to get activated? Although prototype application certainly entails prototype 

activation, a more direct investigation of the latter is important in its own right. First, in a 

situation where prototype application is not desired, preventing the activation per se makes 

more sense than trying to prevent subsequent application. Second, although it is unlikely that 

men and women would arrive at the very same conclusion about discrimination (prototype 

application) based on two different processes, we still wanted to confirm that men and women 

have the same levels of prototype activation. In Experiment 3 we therefore put prototype 

activation to test by investigating whether merely observing a negative outcome for a person 

of unknown gender in a male-typed domain is enough to make men and women assume a 
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female victim. This provides an indirect but strong test of prototypes vs. same-gender bias in 

hiring. 

A second question is why the outcome of being declined some hiring interviews is 

perceived as a situation that warrants suspicion of the illegal act of gender discrimination. 

Could this be due to inaccurate beliefs about interview callback base rates on the labor 

market? For example, if people believe that standard callback rates for applicants with good 

merits are 80% when they are in fact about 30%, this may open up for speculations that the 

rejected applicant was subjected to unfair treatment. That is, the higher these beliefs, the more 

likely the observer should be to jump to conclusions about discrimination in ambiguous cases. 

If people's beliefs about callback base rates are exaggerated, then perhaps they can be aided in 

making more balanced judgments about rejection on the labor market by receiving accurate 

callback base rate information to ground their perceptions in. In Experiment 3 we tested for 

this possibility by experimentally manipulating accessibility to such information.  

Previous research has manipulated base rates only with respect to information about the 

certainty that discrimination has occurred (informing the participants that raters of a test are 

gender biased) and has not focused on a hiring context (Inman, 2001). Importantly, we 

investigated whether knowledge of callback base rates can reduce the activation of 

discrimination prototypes, rather than simply reduce their application in judgments. Indeed, it 

would be preferable if people do not even begin to think about discrimination if there is no 

reason to do so, considering that merely contemplating it may create unnecessary stress. 

Previous research on base rate neglect (e.g., Kahneman & Tversky, 1973) indicates that 

people often underweigh the role of base rates when making probability judgments because 

they compare the data to the prototypical member of the category and use this match in 

representativeness as a guide. However, the common finding that people do not completely 

disregard base rates has led to recent suggestions that they tend to weigh and add the 
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information of base rates with the information of the case description (Juslin, Nilsson, & 

Winman, 2009). We thus expected our participants to take the provided base rate information 

into some consideration, but to still activate the discrimination prototype.  

 

Method  

One hundred and twenty-two undergraduates participated in the study. Three participants 

were excluded because they missed the first page of the booklet, which contained the outcome 

measure, leaving a sample of 119 (49.6% women, M age = 23.13, SD = 3.32). 

Half of the participants were randomly assigned to receive information about callback 

base rates and were first informed that the average qualified computer specialist looking for 

work is invited to hiring interviews 30% of the time. All participants were then informed that 

three out of four employed computer specialists are males. Next, they were presented with the 

following scenario:  

A person applied for ten jobs as a computer technician. This person had the right 

qualifications for the job and a good CV. All ten positions were at medium sized firms. The 

person was invited to be interviewed in two out of the ten cases. That is, eight of the ten 

employers chose not to invite the applicant despite adequate qualifications for the job.  

The participants were asked to estimate the probability (0 to 100%) that the applicant was 

female. Next, the same scenario was repeated but with another applicant seeking ten other 

jobs and being invited to four interviews. Unlike Experiment 2, this study did not allow for 

exact accuracy comparisons. Importantly though, whereas both outcomes are highly probable 

(according to their binomial distribution) on the labor market, being invited to two interviews 

is clearly a more negative outcome than being invited to four interviews. Thus, we predicted 

probability estimations of the applicant being female to be higher in the case of two, 

compared to four, callbacks. 



                                                                           Discrimination Prototypes and Same-Gender Bias 

 

29 

 After estimating the probability that the applicants were female, the participants were 

asked to indicate their base rate beliefs by responding to how many interviews they believed 

that an average computer technician, average male computer technician, and average female 

computer specialist get invited to when applying for ten jobs. This served to obtain a general 

estimate of callback base rate beliefs, and also constituted an important manipulation check.
7
  

 

Results 

Base rate beliefs. First, we investigated whether people tend to have exaggerated beliefs 

about interview callbacks. Participants who received no base rate information believed that 

the average computer specialist gets invited to 4.65 (SD = 1.80) out of 10 interviews. We note 

that these beliefs are somewhat high, but still not greatly exaggerated.  

Next, we confirmed that the participants did not fail to take the base rate information into 

account. As expected, providing people with callback base rates led to adjustments of beliefs 

about the average computer specialist, t(117) = 2.33, p = .02. However, consistent with 

previous findings (Juslin et al., 2009), beliefs were not completely adjusted to the base rate 

information: A one-sample t-test revealed that beliefs about the average computer specialist in 

the base rate condition (M = 3.97, SD = 1.43) still differed significantly from 3, t(58) = 5.20, p 

< .001.  

To investigate whether callback beliefs are consistent with the discrimination victim 

prototype, we conducted an ANOVA with base rate beliefs about the average male and 

female computer specialists as within, and base rate condition and participant gender as 

between subjects variables. Consistent with a prototype explanation, there was a very large 

main effect of beliefs, F(1, 115) = 73.04, p < .001, partial η² = .39, reflecting higher callback 

beliefs for the male (M = 5.34, SD = 2.03) than female (M = 3.61, SD = 1.84) computer 

specialist. Furthermore, there was a main effect of participant gender, F(1, 115) = 4.08, p = 
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.05, partial η² = .03, which was largely explained by a marginally significant interaction 

between participant gender and beliefs, F(1, 115) = 3.75, p = .06, partial η² = .03. Put 

differently, the prototype consistent effect (i.e., higher callback beliefs for the male than 

female computer specialist) was in part moderated by a same-gender bias consistent effect in 

that women (M = 5.83, SD = 1.88) believed the male computer specialist to have a higher call 

back baseline, compared to men (M = 4.87, SD = 2.07). However, the same-gender bias 

consistent effect was substantially smaller than the prototype consistent effect. Further, there 

was a main effect of base rate condition, as participants who received base rate information 

had lower callback beliefs compared to those who did not receive such information, F(1, 115) 

= 4.51, p = .04, partial η² = .04. There was no interaction between participant gender and base 

rate condition (p = .26). 

Prototype activation. Next, we turned to investigate our prototype activation hypothesis, 

and secondary, whether this activation can withstand base rate information. To this end, we 

conducted a 2 (between: participant gender) x 2 (between: base rate information vs. no 

information) x 2 (within: 2 vs. 4 callbacks) ANOVA. Consistent with a prototype activation 

effect, the likelihood of the applicant being female was judged higher in the case with two (M 

= 50.84, SD = 24.18) compared to four (M = 45.92, SD = 19.02) callbacks, F(1, 114) = 6.48, p 

= .01, partial η² = .05. There were no other significant effects; in other words, information 

about callback base rates did not significantly reduce the tendency to assume that the 

applicant was female, F(1, 114) = 1.98, p = .16, partial η² = .02. 

Finally, we confirmed that the mean difference between base rate beliefs for the average 

male, compared to female, computer specialist predicted the mean difference between the 

probability estimations for the applicant who was invited to two, compared to the applicant 

who was invited to four, interviews (r = .22, p = .02)
8
. In other words, believing that male 

computer specialists have higher callback baselines than do female computer specialists 
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corresponded to inferring that the applicant being rejected from more interviews was more 

likely to be female, compared to the applicant who was rejected from less interviews. 

 

Discussion 

In our third experiment, we have shown that learning about an outcome on the labor 

market that can be perceived as negative is sufficient to activate the notion of a female 

applicant. The results further suggest that our findings of inaccuracy in perceived 

discrimination (Experiment 2) are unlikely to be explained simply by exaggerated beliefs 

about callback base rates, as the participants reported realistic callback rates even without 

receiving any information about base rates. Furthermore, providing them with accurate base 

rates was not enough to prevent prototype activation. Importantly, because we found an effect 

of our base rate manipulation on reported base rate beliefs (i.e., the manipulation check), but 

not on prototype activation, we can be quite confident that our manipulation worked and that 

prototype activation nonetheless prevailed. 

 We further found some preliminary evidence for the notion that prototypes may co-exist 

with same-gender bias. However, this same-gender bias consistent effect was marginally 

significant and showed up only in base rate beliefs; it was not evident in the main outcome of 

prototype activation. Even so, this finding highlights the importance of designs that allow for 

a proper test of both explanations.  

 

Experiment 4 

In Experiment 4 we turned to investigate potential consequences of prototype-driven 

discrimination attributions for the observer. Specifically, we predicted that learning about 

failures of prototypical victims on the labor market makes the observer become discouraged 

from seeking similar types of jobs, and that this is mediated by attributions of the work-
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seeking failure as being due to discrimination. Importantly, this allowed for investigating the 

potential occurrence of same-gender bias at two stages: in perceptions of discrimination, and 

in reactions to these perceptions. We used low-skilled summer jobs in order to have realistic 

scenarios for discouragement, as our research participants would be likely to apply for such 

jobs in the near future. Furthermore, this time the scenarios described a friend who had been 

declined job interviews, as this might activate same-gender bias to a higher extent. We further 

pushed the prototype explanation by providing the participants with a more negative, but still 

plausible, outcome of 1 out of 10 interview callbacks. Faced with this less ambiguously 

negative outcome, people should be more inclined to suspect that the male applicant was also 

discriminated. The experimental design was a 2: applicant gender (between groups) x 2: 

occupation (male- vs. female-typed; within groups) x 2: participant gender, factorial.  

 

Method 

One hundred and twenty men and women (51.7% women; M age = 23.45, SD = 4.02) 

responded to scenarios in which either their male or female friend was looking for work:  

Your friend Maria (Eric) is a full time student and is currently in need of a temporary job 

for the summer. She has a good CV. She has sought work as a shop assistant, secretary, and 

the like. Maria has sent applications to ten jobs but has only been invited to an interview for 

one of these ten jobs. How many of the nine times where Maria was not invited do you believe 

have to do with gender discrimination?  

The other scenario was identical except for the jobs being stockroom worker and janitor 

(i.e., male-typed jobs). The occupations were evaluated by a student panel to be realistic 

examples of temporary jobs for students, and were matched on gender proportions (more than 

80% employed males or females). The participants responded by ticking off one alternative 

between 0 to 9 times. They then answered how discouraged they would be from continuing to 
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apply for similar jobs, if they were in their friend's situation (1 = not at all discouraged, 7 = 

very discouraged).  

 

Results 

Discrimination attributions. We conducted a 2 (male- vs. female-typed occupations; 

within) x 2 (applicant gender) x 2 (participant gender) ANOVA with number of perceived 

instances of discrimination as the dependent variable. Consistent with a prototype 

explanation, the main effect of applicant gender was significant, F(1, 116) = 11.62, p < .001, 

partial η² = .09, and this effect was moderated by occupation, F(1, 116) = 48.62, p < .001, 

partial η² = .30.  There was, however, no indication of same-gender bias, as the two-way 

interaction between participant and applicant gender (p = .61, partial η² = .002) and the three-

way interaction (p = .72, partial η² = .001), were non-significant. 

To examine the nature of the applicant gender × occupation interaction in more detail, we 

performed separate follow-up analyses for the male- and female-typed occupations. With 

respect to the male-typed occupations, the expected main effect of applicant gender was 

significant, with the participants attributing the outcome to discrimination more often when 

the applicant was female (M = 3.29, SD = 2.35) compared to male (M = 1.00, SD = 1.12), F(1, 

116) = 51.38, p < .001, partial η² = .31. In contrast, for the follow-up ANOVA on the female-

typed occupations, we found no statistically significant effects. We thereby conclude that the 

interaction of occupation and applicant gender was mainly driven by a difference in male-

typed occupations.  

Discouragement from seeking work. To test our hypothesis that observing a negative 

outcome for a woman in a male-typed domain leads to discouragement from seeking work, 

we conducted a 2 (occupation; within) x 2 (applicant gender) x 2 (participant gender) 

ANOVA with discouragement as the dependent variable. 
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Consistent with a prototype effect exerting influence on discouragement, the two-way 

interaction between occupation and applicant gender was significant, F(1, 116) = 36.60, p < 

.001, partial η² = .24, meaning that observing male vs. female applicants in different 

occupations led to different levels of discouragement. In contrast, there was no participant 

gender by applicant gender interaction (p = .97, partial η² < .001), suggesting that the 

participants were not more discouraged when observing a rejected applicant of the same 

gender as themselves (i.e., there was no same-gender bias). Importantly, this was not qualified 

by occupation, as there was no significant three-way interaction (p = .72, partial η² = .001). 

We proceeded by conducting follow-up ANOVAs on discouragement from seeking 

work. For male-typed jobs we found no interaction between applicant gender and participant 

gender, F(1,116) = .03, p = .88, partial η² < .001, again indicating no support for a same-

gender bias effect. As expected, the main effect of applicant gender was significant, F(1,116) 

= 15.12, p < .001, partial η² = .12, revealing that the participants were more discouraged in the 

case with a female applicant (M = 3.19, SD = 1.66) compared to a male applicant (M = 2.16, 

SD = 1.26). 

The ANOVA with female-typed jobs as the dependent variable revealed no significant 

effects, suggesting that the interaction was driven mainly by the discouragement from the 

male-typed occupations. 

Mediation analysis. In order to test whether the effect of applicant gender on 

discouragement from seeking male-typed jobs was mediated by discrimination attributions, 

we conducted a mediation analysis (5000 bootstraps, bias corrected and accelerated) using the 

PROCESS addon (Hayes, 2012) in SPSS 19. We used standardized variables for ease of 

interpretation. Supporting our predictions, the effect of applicant gender on discouragement 

from seeking male-typed jobs was mediated by attributions to discrimination (see Figure 2). 

The indirect effect was estimated to be .28 [95% CI = .19 - .39]; meaning that it was 
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statistically significant. Notably, the effect of applicant gender was no longer significant when 

the mediator was introduced. Hence, it is not that learning about a negative outcome for a 

woman instead of a man is more discouraging per se, but rather that the participants were 

more likely to attribute the negative outcome for the woman to discrimination, which in turn 

made them discouraged from seeking male-typed jobs.  

 

Discussion 

Experiment 4 confirmed our previous findings with a clear effect of applicant gender that 

was moderated by occupation domain, and no indications of same-gender bias; this time 

extended to low-skilled summer jobs. We also found that learning about a negative outcome 

(being rejected from nine out of ten interviews) for a female applicant resulted in more 

discouragement from applying for male- (but not female-) typed jobs. Importantly, this effect 

was mediated by level of discrimination attributions. The results thereby suggest that 

perceiving discrimination towards a prototypical victim in the prototype consistent domain 

entails the negative consequence of discouraging the observer from seeking similar positions. 

Interestingly, this finding was similar for male and female participants, strongly suggesting 

that it was not the fear of being discriminated that discouraged them, but rather a wish to 

avoid areas where discrimination (of women) seems to occur. This provides further support 

that discrimination prototypes rather than same-gender bias is the key motivator behind 

discrimination attributions. 

 

Experiment 5 

Perhaps it is possible to help people realize that there may be other reasons for being 

rejected from job interviews besides gender discrimination? In Experiment 5 we aimed to 

replicate the finding with the strongest effect (male-typed occupations) from Experiment 4, 
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but this time with an indirect method where we did not ask directly about discrimination but 

rather let the participants make spontaneous attributions and contemplate several reasons for 

rejection on the labor market. By explicitly requiring them to make up several reasons, we 

could be certain that they did not simply dismiss the job seeking failure as being due to 

discrimination, but rather had to consider several other explanations. We expected the 

prototype effects on discouragement to be weaker (i.e., discouragement to be less dependent 

on gender of the applicant) when people are asked to contemplate different reasons (compared 

to Experiment 4).  

Another goal of having the participants make spontaneous attributions for the callback 

outcome was to rule out that the high amount of discrimination perceived in our previous 

experiments had been inflated by the direct questions about discrimination. The design was a 

2: participant gender x 2: applicant gender between subjects factorial.  

 

Method 

One hundred and fifty-eight men and women (50% women; M age = 23.19, SD = 2.87) 

were presented with the same scenario as in Experiment 4. The main dependent measure had 

an open response format:  

Please describe what you personally believe are the main reasons for Maria (Eric) not 

being invited to a job interview in nine out of the ten cases.  

The participants were asked to provide at least three different reasons. They then 

indicated how discouraged they would be from seeking similar jobs. Next (as in Experiment 

4), we asked how many of the nine cases they believed to be due to gender discrimination.  
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Results 

Discrimination attributions. We coded responses to the main dependent measure as 

dichotomous mention vs. no mention of gender discrimination, and used it as the dependent 

variable in a logistic regression with applicant gender and participant gender as the 

independent variables. We used effect coding in the interactions in order to make the results 

comparable to our previous studies. The results (Table 4) are therefore to be interpreted as 

main and interaction effects as in an ordinary ANOVA.  

Supporting our prediction, the participants were much more likely to mention 

discrimination when the applicant was female. Indeed, the percentage scores revealed that 

discrimination was mentioned in 6% of the cases when the applicant was male, but in 59% 

when the applicant was female. Importantly, the absence of an interaction between participant 

and applicant gender suggests that there was no same-gender bias. 

The measure where the participants were directly asked to estimate the number of 

instances of discrimination (same as in Experiment 4) was analyzed by means of an ANOVA 

with participant gender and applicant gender as independent variables. Consistent with a 

prototype explanation, there was a main effect of applicant gender F(1, 153) = 93.87, p < 

.001, partial η² = .38. The male applicant was perceived to be discriminated in .82 (SD = 1.27) 

instances on average while the female applicant was perceived to be discriminated in 3.70 

(SD = 2.28) instances. These figures are highly similar to the findings of Experiment 4. In 

other words, there was no indication of a change in the level of discrimination attributions as 

a consequence of allowing the participants to first make spontaneous attributions. 

Furthermore, there was no indication of same-gender bias, with no interaction between 

participant and applicant gender F(1, 153) = .28, p = .60, partial η² = .002. 

An important question to consider was the agreement between people’s spontaneous 

discrimination attributions and their answers to the direct question. It turned out that these two 
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measures could be combined to a single scale with good reliability (α = .84 based on 

standardized items). In other words, people’s spontaneous attributions to discrimination and 

their answers to direct questions are highly similar, and we are therefore confident that the 

results of our previous experiments have not been inflated by asking direct questions.  

Discouragement from seeking work.  We conducted an ANOVA with discouragement 

for applying for male-typed jobs as the dependent variable, and participant and applicant 

gender as independent variables. First, we found no significant interaction between applicant 

and participant gender, F(1, 154) = .001, p = .97, partial η² < .001), suggesting no same-

gender bias in discouragement. Further, the effect of applicant gender was only marginally 

significant, F(1, 154) = 3.01, p = .09, partial η² = .02. The means confirmed that this effect 

was due to the participants being more discouraged when the applicant was female (M = 3.61, 

SD = 1.63) compared to male (M = 3.16, SD = 1.70). Considering that we predicted this 

prototype effect to be weaker than in Experiment 4, it is not surprising that its relationship 

with discouragement from seeking work only reached marginal significance. However, the 

lack of a clear significant effect meant that we could not proceed to replicate the mediation 

analysis from Experiment 4.  

Discussion 

The scenarios in Experiment 4 and 5 correspond to realistic, yet different, examples of 

hearing about negative experiences of a friend; one where the friend asks whether you think 

the rejection was due to discrimination, and the other where the friend wants to hear your take 

on the most likely reasons for rejection (without mentioning discrimination). The results of 

Experiment 5 confirmed that people spontaneously attribute discrimination in the same 

pattern as when faced with direct questions. They thereby validate the findings of our 

previous experiments by confirming that we had not inflated the participants’ responses by 

asking a direct question about discrimination.  
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As expected, the prototype effect on discouragement was weaker and only marginally 

significant as a result of considering different reasons for the friend being rejected, meaning 

that contemplating alternative reasons besides discrimination reduces the relative impact of 

discrimination prototypes on work seeking discouragement. However, there was no indication 

that contemplating alternative reasons reduced discrimination attributions per se, suggesting 

they are, indeed, pervasive. 

 

General Discussion 

Prototypes and Same-gender Bias 

The present research contrasted and evaluated two potential explanations behind 

perceived gender discrimination in hiring: prototypes and same-gender bias. Across five 

experiments, with considerable methodological variations, we have demonstrated that people 

rely heavily on prototypes of gender discrimination in hiring and consequently do not 

perceive identical instances of job-seeking failures equally for male and female applicants. 

Indeed, even a case where the outcome is only slightly negative is sufficient to activate the 

prototype and assume that an applicant of unknown gender is a woman. In contrast, we 

consistently found no support for a same-gender bias effect in our outcome measures. 

Notably, this pattern prevailed even in Experiment 1 which was specifically designed to 

maximize the likelihood of same-gender bias (by emphasizing competition between men and 

women) and to minimize the likelihood of prototypes being applied (by providing rich 

individuating information about the applicants). Moreover, individual differences in prototype 

strength moderated the tendency to perceive more discrimination towards female (potential) 

victims. In contrast, in the case of non-prototypical discrimination victims (male applicants), 

individual differences in prototype strength did not matter. This moderation was highly 

similar for male and female participants, suggesting that women and men do not only make 
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similar discrimination attributions, but reach their conclusions based on the same underlying 

mechanism. 

Although we found no evidence of same-gender bias when the participants were judging 

individual cases, there were some tendencies for women to be same-gender biased in the more 

general cases. In Experiment 1, we found a significant effect that women have stronger victim 

prototypes than men, which could indicate a slight moderating role of same-gender bias when 

contemplating discrimination in society in general. In itself, this effect appears trivial, as it 

was close to non-existent in effect size and significant only due to a large sample. Yet, in 

Experiment 3, we also found a (albeit marginally significant) moderating effect on reported 

beliefs about ongoing discrimination in the occupation (i.e., how many instances the average 

woman will be invited to a job interview relative to a the average man). Taken together, 

although these same-gender bias consistent effects are far from conclusive, they serve as an 

important reminder that same-gender bias might be an important explanation in certain 

contexts (e.g., in the courtroom, Elkins et al., 2002).  

Future research is needed to establish if, and in what specific contexts, same-gender bias 

starts to matter for perceived discrimination in hiring. Until then, we would like to emphasize 

that the present study provides robust and highly generalizable evidence of the prototype 

effect as the main mechanism behind perceptions of gender discrimination in hiring. 

Importantly, we are confident that our studies encompass the most common contexts of 

perceived gender hiring discrimination directed at third parties. Indeed, even if same-gender 

bias is the main motivator in a courtroom context (Elkins et al., 2002), it is important to 

remember that far from all people will find themselves in this context. By focusing on 

perceptions of gender discrimination in hiring it is perhaps possible to reduce a potential 

problem before it has escalated into a larger one, such as lawsuits. 
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The Importance of Domain 

The present research extends the pioneering work on the role of stereotyped domain by 

O'Brien et al. (2008). Unlike O'Brien and colleagues who used custom-tailored gender 

stereotyped jobs, we took a more applied approach and evaluated the importance of 

stereotyped domain in the case of real occupations. Although we found a clear moderating 

role of domain, the pattern of this moderation is slightly different from that of O'Brien and 

colleagues who report a complete moderation in that women and men are perceived as equally 

discriminated but in different domains. Our overall results, in contrast suggest that women are 

perceived to be strongly discriminated in male-typed occupations, moderately discriminated 

in gender-neutral occupations, and perceived as being treated equally to men in female-typed 

occupations. This clearly shows that when applying the domain explanation to a labor market 

context, it can reduce the discrimination victim prototype effect, but not entirely reverse it. It 

should be noted that our finding that the victim prototype effect is weakest in the female 

occupation, stronger in the neutral and strongest in the male occupation, is entirely consistent 

with a linear effect where extreme enough comparisons (e.g., custom-tailored male and 

female jobs) should produce the same result as found in the study by O'Brien and colleagues. 

Hence, our findings should be viewed as an extension, rather than a rebuttal, of previous 

research by O'Brien and colleagues. 

 

(In)accuracy in Perceived Gender Discrimination  

The present research is the first to investigate the important question of whether people 

are accurate in their attributions of gender discrimination directed at third parties. First, 

because our findings provide no support for a same-gender bias explanation, we can rule out 

that people are inaccurate because they are biased towards their gender group. However, 

being guided by prototypes is by no means a guarantee of being correct. Our findings clearly 
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show that people greatly overestimate the likelihood of gender discrimination in hiring, and 

that this is especially true for prototypical victims in the prototype consistent domain. The 

results further suggest that perceptions of discrimination of male applicants (i.e., non-

prototypical victims) were also overestimated, but only in female-typed occupations. In 

contrast, perceptions were quite accurate regarding male applicants in male-typed and gender 

neutral occupations. Although we could only confirm that perceived discrimination was 

overestimated in Experiment 2, it seems reasonable that the very high amounts perceived in 

Experiment 4 and 5 (where we had no baseline comparison) are also overestimations. In 

either case, the fact that high amounts of discrimination was confirmed even with spontaneous 

attributions, and that this was consistent with our direct measures, make us confident in 

concluding that the inaccuracy we have observed is not inflated due to methodology.   

It is important to realize that our accuracy comparisons are limited to discrimination 

attributions in the context of hiring and may not generalize to other work related contexts, as 

perceived discrimination might indeed be accurate when it comes to, for example, gender 

discrimination in salaries or maternity/paternity leave. Regardless, even though people’s 

discrimination prototypes might be justified, and perhaps even accurate in a general sense 

(i.e., in a broader societal context), applying them in the case of hiring discrimination due to 

gender leads to inaccurate perceptions of discrimination. 

An important question for future research is to expand the present study's work on gender 

discrimination to other groups as well. Consider for example a black obese woman who was 

not chosen for a job that she was clearly qualified for. Research (Agerström & Rooth, 2011; 

Bertrand & Mullanaithan, 2004) would suggest that it is quite reasonable to suspect 

discrimination in this case as both black people and obese people are discriminated, but that it 

is less reasonable to suspect gender discrimination. In other words, similar to how 

discrimination prototypes in the present research lead to overestimations of gender 
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discrimination, they may lead to underestimation for other comparisons. In sum, the present 

research opens up a new field of accuracy in perceived discrimination, which we hope will 

spawn many interesting research efforts. 

Consequences for Discouragement 

Applying prototypes in specific cases may have negative consequences not only for the 

individuals who may be affected by other people’s inaccurate perceptions, but also for the 

observer. We found that learning about women being declined interviews in male-typed 

occupations made people discouraged from seeking similar jobs, and that this effect was 

mediated by the amount of discrimination perceived. Importantly, this effect was smaller and 

only reached marginal significance when people’s attention was directed towards other 

explanations. These findings indicate that people may be helped to realize that discrimination 

is not the sole explanation to why people fail to be invited to job interviews. 

We also found that men and women become equally discouraged by observing women 

failing to get a male-typed job. This finding provides strong indirect support for the prototype 

vs. same-gender bias model: If the participants had been guided by same-gender bias they 

may even have preferred seeking work where the other gender appears to be discriminated, as 

this would imply an advantage for their own group. Instead, our results suggest that men and 

women alike avoid workplaces where they suspect discrimination toward women. Put 

differently, both men and women appear to prefer egalitarian work places.  

Given that discouragement effects seem to affect men and women to the same extent in 

this context, they should end up equally discouraged from seeking male-typed jobs. However, 

there are two important aspects that need to be considered when inferring long-term effects of 

our findings. The first aspect is the accessibility of this type of information. Because men 

have mostly male friends while women have mostly female friends (roughly 80%; Mehta & 

Strough, 2009), women will be more likely to learn stories about women (rather than men) 
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failing to find work. In the long run, women and men will then come to attribute job-seeking 

failures to discrimination to a different extent, and consequently there will be a gender 

difference in discouragement. Second, women who are looking for work are perhaps more 

likely than men to mention that they might have been discriminated because this fits the 

prototype. If so, this would further contribute to women getting more access to information 

that could be attributed to discrimination (again because of same-gender friendships). Of 

course, the impact of these two additional effects is speculative at this point, and future 

longitudinal research is needed to establish the long-term discouragement effects of perceived 

discrimination of third parties.  

 

Striking a Balance for Detecting Gender Discrimination in Hiring 

Although it is true that detecting discrimination is important and that some false positives 

may be a price we are willing to pay, the consequences of overestimating gender 

discrimination should not be taken too lightly. Such overestimations may lead not only to 

discouragement from seeking work and to unnecessary lawsuits, but perceived discrimination 

in one’s own workplace may also lead to decreased work satisfaction (Gutek, Cohen, & Tsui, 

1996), which may cause health problems in the long run. Moreover, exaggerated perceptions 

of discrimination could have negative consequences for actual victims of discrimination. The 

children story about crying wolf can serve as an analogy: If people "cry wolf" in the absence 

of discrimination, there is a risk that actual discrimination will not be taken seriously when it 

indeed occurs. 

When working towards finding a balance between identifying actual cases of 

discrimination and minimizing false positives, the present research suggests that one would 

do best to focus on prototypes rather than same-gender bias. Interventions aiming to reduce 

same-gender bias in perceived hiring discrimination are likely not only to be a waste of 
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resources, but may also be counter-productive. A consequence of assuming that people are 

same-gender biased, is to doubt people's credibility when identifying same-gender, rather than 

cross-gender, discrimination. In other words, a woman suggesting that another woman was 

discriminated will have less credibility than if a man had suggested the very same thing. 

Wrongfully accusing people of being same-gender biased may thus create unnecessary 

tension between men and women in the workplace and may in the long run risk undermining 

other efforts to improve gender equality at work. Consequently, an important challenge for 

many workplaces is to strive for a good balance where employees are able to detect 

discrimination but not exaggerate its’ prevalence to the point where it may lead to other 

unwanted consequences.  

 

The pervasiveness of discrimination prototypes 

Our findings leave us somewhat pessimistic regarding the malleability of the prototype 

effect. The effect was present even when the participants had access to rich individuating 

information. Furthermore, informing people that it is perfectly normal to be invited to three 

out of ten interviews was not sufficient to prevent activation of the discrimination prototype. 

Similar, although contemplating alternative reasons for rejection on the labor market reduces 

the relative impact of prototypes on discouragement, the prototype effect on discrimination 

attributions appeared robust. Unfortunately, we cannot attribute these results to inadequate 

experimental manipulations, as we had significant effects on other outcomes (i.e., passed 

manipulation checks). Rather it seems as if discrimination prototypes, similar to stereotypes 

(e.g., Johnston, 1996;Rothbart & John, 1985) are resistant to change.  
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Conclusion 

To summarize, we have found that people rely on discrimination prototypes (rather than 

same-gender bias) when making attributions of gender discrimination in hiring, that these 

tend to be inaccurate, and lead to work-seeking discouragement for the observer. 

Furthermore, the prototype effect appears robust and resistant to change. Despite this, we 

would like to stress that our overall findings are good news in the struggle towards gender 

equality on the labor market. Although people may end up treating women and men unequally 

based on their perceptions of discrimination, this is not rooted in selfish motives or inabilities 

to identify with people of the other gender, but rather in that they are attuned to identifying 

discrimination towards the prototypical victim. In other words, people aim for the right goal 

(identifying victims of discrimination) but overshoot the target (overestimating discrimination 

of women). We would like to think that this is already a great step towards a more gender 

equal labor market, because, as the legendary ice-hockey player Wayne Gretzky puts it: “You 

miss 100 % of the shots you do not take”.  
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Table 1.  Experiment 1: Regression Analysis of Participant Gender and Feminist 

Identification Predicting Victim Prototype Strength. 

 

 Variable 

 

B 

 

SE B 

 

β 

 

p 

     

Participant gender -0.33 0.14 -.13 .029 

Feminist identification 0.38 0.07 .29 .000 

Constant 1.78 0.10 . .000 

Note.  Participant gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. The feminist scale is standardized.  
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Table 2.  Experiment 1: Regression Analysis of Individual Differences in Victim Prototypes, 

Applicant's Gender and their Interaction, Predicting Perceived Discrimination in the Male-

typed Occupation. 

 

 Variable 

 

B 

 

SE B 

 

β 

 

p 

     

Applicant's gender -1.21 0.26 -.35 .000 

Prototype strength 0.51 0.17 .30 .004 

Applicant's gender x prototype strength -0.54 0.25 -.22 .034 

Constant 4.59 0.18 . .000 

Note.  Applicant's gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. The victim prototype scale is 

standardized.  
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Table 3. Experiment 2: Accuracy of Discrimination Attributions. 

Applicant’s gender Occupation Mean 95 % CI 

Male applicant Teaching 1.16 0.82 – 1.49 

 Computers 0.67 0.32 – 1.02 

 Nursing 1.91 1.52 – 2.31 

Female applicant Teaching 1.82 1.49 – 2.16 

 Computers 2.97 2.63 – 3.32 

 Nursing 1.40 1.02 – 1.79 

Note. The means represent the number of instances that were  

attributed to discrimination. All 95 % CI that are higher than  

1.00 are indication of overestimation at the group level. 
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Table 4. Logistic Regression of Gender of the Applicant, Gender of Participant as  

well as their Interaction, Predicting Spontaneous Attributions to Discrimination. 

       

Variable Odds Ratio 95% CI p 

     

Applicant’s gender 4.72 2.83 7.90 .000 

Participant gender 0.82 0.49 1.40 .454 

Applicant x participant gender 1.01 0.60 1.68 .980 

Note. The variables and interactions are effect coded and should thus be interpreted analogous 

to an ANOVA. The positive odds ratio for applicant’s gender means that discrimination 

attributions were more often made when the applicant was female. 
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Figure 1. Individual differences in victim prototype strength moderating the prototype effect. 

 

 
Note.  Shows perceived discrimination towards female and male applicants for participants 

with one standard deviation below and above the mean of the victim prototype scale.  
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Figure 2. Mediation analysis of attributions to discrimination on the effect of applicant's 

gender on becoming discouraged from seeking male-typed jobs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. ***p < .001 

 

 

Note.  All effects are standardized. The coefficient in the parenthesis shows the effect of 

applicant gender when the proposed mediator (perceived discrimination) is not controlled for. 
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Supplemental material 

 

 

The material below is provided in order to provide full disclosure of all means and effects of 

the present research, and is intended primarily for review purpose. Hence, we do not directly 

refer to these tables in the main body of the text. 

 

 

Table. S1. Experiment 1: Descriptive Statistics for Discrimination  

Attributions.  

 Female participants  Male participants 

 M SD  M SD 

Computer specialist      

   Female  4.91 1.58  4.25 1.67 

   Male  3.31 1.68  3.46 1.59 

Nurse      

   Female  4.79 1.54  3.92 1.91 

   Male  4.65 1.86  3.76 1.83 

 

 

 

 

Table S2. Experiment 1: Analysis of Variance  

for Discrimination Attributions. 

 

Source 

 

F(1, 302) 

 

partial η² 

Applicant gender (A) 10.89*** .04 

Participant gender (B) 7.60 .03 

Occupation (C) 1.93 .006 

A x B .74 .002 

A x C 8.09** .03 

B x C 2.12 .007 

A x B x C 1.51 .005 

Note. **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

 

 

Table S3. Experiment 1: Follow-up Analyses of Variance for  

Discrimination Attributions for Male-typed and 

Female-typed Occupations. 

  

Computer specialist 

  

Nurse 

Source F(1, 150) partial η²  F(1, 152) partial η² 

Applicant gender (A) 20.67*** .12  .10 .001 

Participant gender (B) .93 .006  8.18** .05 

A x B 2.40 .016  .06 .001 

Note. **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table S4. Experiment 2: Descriptive Statistics for Discrimination  

Attributions.  

 Female participants  Male participants 

 M SD  M SD 

Computer specialist      

   Female  3.24 1.65  2.72 1.87 

   Male  .71 .83  .63 .82 

Nurse      

   Female  1.58 1.52  1.22 1.47 

   Male  2.22 1.63  1.61 1.63 

Teacher      

   Female  1.84 1.56  1.81 1.40 

   Male  1.36 1.24  .96 1.08 

 

 

Table S5. Experiment 2: Analysis of Variance for  

Discrimination Attributions.  

 

Source 

 

F 

 

df 

 

partial η² 

Applicant gender (A) 15.08*** 1, 122 .11 

Participant gender (B) 2.46 1, 121 .02 

Occupation (C) 4.79** 2, 120 .07 

A x B .02 1, 121 .001 

A x C 50.00*** 2, 120 .45 

B x C .62 2, 120 .01 

A x B x C 1.68 2,120 .003 

Note. The occupation variable is within subjects.  

Multivariate statistics are reported. 

**p < .01, ***p < .001.  

 

 

Table S6. Experiment 2: Follow-up analyses of Variance for  

Discrimination Attributions for Male-typed,  

Female-typed, and Gender Neutral Occupations. 

 Computer specialist  Nurse  Teacher 

Source F(1, 121) partial 

η² 

 F(1,121) partial 

η² 

 F(1,121) partial 

η² 

Applicant gender (A) 86.16*** .42  3.35+ .03  7.82** .06 

Participant gender 

(B) 

1.44 .01  2.96+ .02  .81 .007 

A x B .80 .007  .19 .002  .60 .005 

Note. +p < .10, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table S7. Experiment 3: Descriptive Statistics for the Perceived  

Probability of the Applicant being Female and Beliefs about  

Callback Base Rates 

 Female participants  Male participants 

 M SD  M SD 

Perceived probability      

   Two callbacks  53.83 23.76  47.55 24.40 

   Four callbacks  48.24 19.53  43.68 18.39 

Base rate beliefs      

   Female computer specialist 3.69 1.88  3.52 1.82 

   Male computer specialist 5.83 1.88  4.87 2.07 

   Average computer specialist 4.53 1.58  4.10 1.66 

Note. Perceived probability of the applicant being female is indicated on a  

scale from 0-100. Callback base rate beliefs are indicated on a scale from 1-7.  

 

 

Table S8. Experiment 3: Analysis of Variance  

for the Perceived Probability of the Applicant  

being Female.  

 

Source 

 

F(1, 114) 

 

partial η² 

Base rate condition (A) 1.98 .02 

Participant gender (B) 2.25 .02 

Callback level (C) 6.48* .05 

A x B .28 .002 

A x C .13 .001 

B x C .22 .002 

A x B x C .02 .001 

Note. The callback level variable is within  

subjects.*p < .05. 

 

 

Table S9. Experiment 3: Analysis of Variance for Beliefs  

about Callback Base Rates for the Average Male and  

Female Computer Specialist.  

 

Source 

 

F(1, 115) 

 

partial η² 

Base rate condition (A) 4.51* .04 

Participant gender (B) 4.08* .03 

Base rate beliefs (C) 73.08*** .39 

A x B 1.28 .01 

A x C .40 .003 

B x C 3.75+ .03 

A x B x C .51 .004 

Note. The base rate beliefs variable is within  

subjects. +p < .10, *p < .05, ***p < .001.  
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Table S10. Experiment 4: Descriptive Statistics for Discrimination Attributions and Work-

seeking Discouragement. 

  Discrimination 

attributions 
  Discouragement 

 Female 

participants 

 Male 

participants 

 Female 

participants 

 Male 

participants 

Experimental 

condition 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

Male occupations            

   Female 

applicant 

2.84 2.28  3.82 2.36  3.00 1.67  3.41 1.65 

   Male applicant .58 .96  1.42 1.12  2.00 1.34  2.32 1.17 

Female 

occupations 
           

   Female 

applicant 

1.42 2.35  1.26 1.29  2.61 1.52  2.67 1.54 

   Male applicant 2.10 1.81  1.52 2.02  2.61 1.45  2.71 1.64 

 

 

 

Table S11. Experiment 4: Analyses of Variance for  

Discrimination Attributions and Work-seeking Discouragement.  

 Discrimination 

Attributions 

 Work-seeking 

Discouragement. 

 

Source 

 

F(1, 116) 

 

partial η² 

  

F(1, 116) 

 

partial η² 

Applicant gender (A) 11.62*** .09  3.84+ .03 

Participant gender (B) .97 .008  .71 .006 

Occupation (C) 8.69** .07  8.69** .07 

A x B .26 .002  .002 .001 

A x C 48.62*** .30  36.60*** .24 

B x C 10.17** .008  2.71 .02 

A x B x C .13 .001  .13 .001 

Note. The occupation variable is within subjects.  

+p < .10, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table S12. Experiment 4: Follow-up Analyses of Variance for Discrimination Attributions 

and Work-seeking Discouragement for Male-typed and Female-typed Occupations. 

 Discrimination Attributions  Work-seeking Discouragement 

  

Male-typed 

occupations 

  

Female-

typed 

occupations 

  

Male-typed 

occupations 

  

Female-typed 

occupations 

Source F(1, 

116) 

partial 

η² 

 F(1, 

116) 

partial 

η² 

 F(1, 

116) 

partial 

η² 

 F(1, 

116) 

partial 

η² 

Applicant 

gender 

(A) 

51.38*** .31  1.76 .02  15.12*** .12  .006 .001 

Participant 

gender (B) 

7.82** .06  1.11 .01  1.85 .02  .07 .001 

A x B .05 .001  .55 .003  .03 .001  .006 .001 

Note. **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

 

 

 

Table S13. Experiment 5: Descriptive Statistics for Discrimination Attributions and Work-

seeking Discouragement in Male-typed Occupations. 

  Discrimination 

attributions 
  Work-seeking 

Discouragement 

 Female 

participants 

 Male 

participants 

 Female 

participants 

 Male 

participants 

Experimental 

condition 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

   Female 

applicant 

3.73 2.38  3.67 2.22  3.90 1.55  3.32 1.67 

   Male applicant .69 1.13  .95 1.40  3.44 1.65  2.88 1.71 

 

 

Table S14. Experiment 5: Analyses of Variance for Discrimination Attributions and Work-

seeking Discouragement in Male-typed Occupations.  

 Discrimination 

Attributions 

 Work-seeking 

Discouragement 

 

Source 

 

F(1, 153) 

 

partial η² 

  

F(1, 154) 

 

partial η² 

Applicant gender (A) 93.87*** .38  3.01+ .02 

Participant gender (B) .11 .001  4.73* .03 

A x B .28 .002  .001 .001 

Note. +p < .10, *p < .05, ***p < .001. 
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1
 We also included the victim prototype scale in our subsequent experiments. However, as the results were 

highly consistent we have chosen not to reiterate the moderation analysis for each experiment. 

 

2
 We also included the feminist identification scale in one of our other experiments, but as the result was highly 

similar, we do not reiterate it. 

 

3 Following the disclosure recommendation of Simmons, Nelson & Simonsohn (2011), we further note that we 

have disclosed all dependent variables, experimental manipulations, as well as all predictors and control 

variables which we have included in the data collection of all our experiments, and further that we have not 

selectively reported experiments. 

 

4
 What if same-gender bias had been the better explanation for discrimination attributions? In anticipation of this 

possibility, we also included a stigma consciousness scale (Pinel, 1999) as a potential moderator in all our 

studies. However, because we found no same-gender bias effect, we made no use of this scale in our analyses. 

 

5
 To make sure this lack of gender difference was not simply a matter of statistical power, we aggregated our 

data allowing us to confidently observe even very small effects (i.e., β of .10 became significant). We still found 

no difference between the moderating effect of prototype strength for male and female participants. 

 

6
 The results were highly similar even when looking at the scenarios (2, 3, or 4 invites) separately rather than on 

the combined scale. 

 

7 Previous research suggests that for various reasons (e.g., stereotype threat; Steele & Ambady, 2006), gender 

differences can emerge in performance on tasks that are related to mathematics or statistics. Because our 

prototype activation measure contained probability estimations, we included control measures of self-rated and 

objectively measured (e.g., course credits) abilities in math/statistics, with the aim of introducing them as co-

variates, were we to find a gender difference. Because there was no gender difference in prototype activation, we 

did not include these control variables in the analysis. 
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8
 We confirmed that there was no interaction with participant gender. 


