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Previous theorizing (Croft et al., 2021; Eagly, 2009) 
and empirical work (e.g., Eagly & Crowley, 1986; 
Shnabel et al., 2016) on gender roles and prosocial-
ity point to male chivalry—men’s tendency to pro-
vide supportive and protective forms of  help to 
women—as a common helping trajectory through 
which women often receive nonempowering 
forms of  help from men. However, the question 
of  whether male chivalry towards women would 
extend to situations where the help may empower 
its female recipients remains open. Building on 
research within the framework of  social domi-
nance theory (Pratto et al., 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 

1999)—according to which dominant group mem-
bers are motivated to reinforce group-based hier-
archies in response to situations that disrupt 
them—we argue that men’s tendency to provide 
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help to women is likely to be limited to the extent 
it may undermine their own position in the existing 
hierarchy. To test this proposition, we focused on 
charitable behavior as an example of  helping 
behavior that has the potential to empower its 
recipients, contingent on the context in which it is 
provided (Alvarez et al., 2018; Becker et al., 2019). 
Specifically, we compared giving situations that 
reinforce or challenge gender-based hierarchies to 
examine whether male donors would give less to 
women in need when donations are made in a con-
text that empowers women.

Gender Roles and Helping Behavior
According to social role theory (Eagly, 1987), gen-
der roles are defined as shared expectations about 
traits and behaviors that apply to individuals based 
on their socially identified gender, and that origi-
nated from observations of  men’s and women’s 
behaviors. These roles are often described along 
two prominent dimensions, such that women are 
ascribed communal traits (e.g., being caring, nur-
turing, sensitive), while men are ascribed agentic 
traits (e.g., being courageous, assertive, dominant; 
Wood & Eagly, 2012). These roles also produce 
different forms of  prosocial values and behavior 
for men and women. Women tend to engage in 
more communal forms of  helping behavior (e.g., 
providing emotional support), while men tend to 
engage in agentic forms of  helping behavior (e.g., 
performing heroic acts in emergencies; for 
reviews, see Croft et al., 2021; Diekman & Clark, 
2015; Eagly, 2009).

Besides the helper’s gender, the gender of  the 
recipient also shapes helping behaviors in ways 
that align with gender roles. Specifically, a meta-
analysis on gender and helping behavior found 
that men, more than women, were more likely to 
help female recipients but not male recipients 
(Eagly & Crowley, 1986), thus pointing to male 
chivalry as a highly prevalent form of  help. 
Chivalrous helping builds on the combination of  
paternalistic assumptions that men should direct 
benevolent, polite, and heroic kinds of  help 
towards women (Glick & Fiske, 2001), and that 
women are in great need of  help (Wakefield et al., 

2012). Chivalrous types of  help provided by men 
to women usually do not empower women. By 
addressing the female recipient’s immediate 
needs, these gestures highlight the male helper’s 
generosity and superior skills and knowledge, 
while leaving the female recipient in her inferior, 
dependent position (Chernyak-Hai et al., 2017; 
Ruiz, 2019). For example, providing an immedi-
ate solution to a problem at hand (i.e., depend-
ency-oriented help) instead of  teaching a principle 
or method that will empower women in similar 
situations in the future (i.e., autonomy-oriented 
help) (Shnabel et al., 2016).

Whereas previous research has demonstrated 
that chivalrous behavior mostly occurs when men 
provide nonempowering forms of  help to 
women, the question of  whether and under 
which circumstances men’s willingness to provide 
help to women would extend to contexts where 
the form of  help may empower its recipient has 
yet to be examined. In the present research, we 
aimed to fill this gap in the literature. We build on 
social dominance theory to derive predictions as 
to how men and women are likely to respond to 
requests for help by men and women in need, in 
situations that may empower the recipient.

A Social Dominance Perspective on 
Gender Relations
According to social dominance theory (Pratto 
et al., 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), members of  
dominant groups aim to reinforce the existing 
social hierarchy and behave in ways that promote 
this goal (e.g., Kteily et al., 2011), especially in 
response to threats to existing hierarchies (e.g., 
Chow et al., 2013; Quist & Resendez, 2002). In 
the context of  prosocial behavior, dominant 
group members are reluctant to provide empow-
ering forms of  help to subordinate group mem-
bers (e.g., autonomy-oriented help), and instead 
use defensive forms of  helping (e.g., dependency-
oriented help) in response to threats to the stabil-
ity of  the existing social hierarchy (Halabi et al., 
2008; Nadler et al., 2009).

One way in which group-based social hierar-
chies are classified is as a patriarchal system in 
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which men have disproportionate social and polit-
ical power over women (Sidanius & Veniegas, 
2001). In this view, men as a dominant group are 
generally motivated to behave in ways that rein-
force the gender hierarchy, especially in situations 
that challenge it (e.g., Bareket & Shnabel, 2020; 
Hoover et al., 2019; Netchaeva et al., 2015). Based 
on this reasoning, we theorized that men should 
be less likely to help women in situations that 
empower women because this would challenge 
the existing gender hierarchy.

We focused on monetary donations, a type of  
support that can empower its recipients by pro-
viding them with financial resources to have more 
power and control over their situation (Bekkers & 
Wiepking, 2011; Vohs et al., 2006). However, the 
extent to which monetary donations empower 
recipients is contingent on their potential to pro-
duce social change (for similar arguments in the 
context of  refugees and poor communities, see 
Alvarez et al., 2018; Becker et al., 2019; Jackson & 
Esses, 2000). Thus, we explored two contexts of  
requests for monetary donations; namely, the 
domestic context, which is less likely to produce 
social change and therefore less empowering to 
female recipients, and the business context, which 
is more likely to produce social change and there-
fore more empowering to female recipients.

In daily life, more paid work is carried out by 
men, while more domestic work is carried out by 
women (Bureau of  Labor Statistics, 2021). This dif-
ferentiation by gender and context reinforces nor-
mative perceptions that business contexts, which 
govern over financial resources and enable inde-
pendence and power (Child, 1972; Magee & 
Galinsky, 2008) are prototypical of  men, while 
domestic contexts are prototypical of  women 
(Cejka & Eagly, 1999; Wood & Eagly, 2012). Women 
who violate proscriptive norms about how women 
should not act in these contexts challenge the nor-
mative beliefs that reinforce social hierarchies 
(Rudman et al., 2012). Thus, women requesting 
business donations could pose a threat to the gender 
hierarchy as this could signal their attempt to acquire 
resources, independence, and power in this context, 
while a similar request by women in a domestic con-
text would not pose such a threat since it aligns with 

women’s traditional role. Hence, we predicted that 
men would be less willing to donate to women in 
need (than to men in need) when the donations are 
made in a business context, but not when donations 
are made in a domestic context.

By contrast, we did not expect women to be 
reluctant to provide empowering forms of  help 
to other women. According to social dominance 
theory, the motivation of  disadvantaged group 
members to reinforce existing hierarchies is 
weaker than that of  advantaged group members 
(Levin & Sidanius, 1999; Pratto et al., 2006), and 
under some circumstances, disadvantaged group 
members may even want to change the status quo 
to improve their group’s position (for a review, 
see Dovidio et al., 2009). Consistent with this rea-
soning, recent findings indicate that women, 
compared to men, are often less likely to exhibit a 
gender bias against women in evaluations, pro-
motions, and hiring decisions in diverse competi-
tive fields (for a review, see Roper, 2019).

Possible Underlying Mechanisms
In the present research, we explored potential 
underlying mechanisms driving the hypothesized 
gender–donation bias effect, based on previous 
research on charitable behavior (Ein-Gar & 
Levontin, 2013; Kogut, 2011b) as well as research 
on gender stereotypes (Eagly et al., 2019) (see Study 
2 for the list of  mechanisms). However, our find-
ings were only compatible with one mechanism; 
namely, empathy for the recipient. Although empa-
thy is typically defined in the literature as either a 
cognitive ability or an emotion (Hall & Schwartz, 
2019), the lay definition tends to consider empathy 
for another person as a combination of  experience 
sharing, perspective taking, and compassion 
(Depow, 2019). Similarly, in the literature on proso-
cial behavior, empathy is usually defined as an 
attempt to take the recipient’s perspective and imag-
ine how that person feels in a given situation 
(Batson, 2016; Batson & Ahmad, 2009). Social psy-
chological research on altruism has highlighted the 
role of  empathy as a motivator of  helping behavior 
(Dovidio et al., 1991; Piliavin et al., 1969), and has 
specifically shown that empathy is directly related to 
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the perceiver’s decision to offer help (Batson et al., 
1991, 1997). Findings on empathy in the context of  
gender have suggested that although career women 
are perceived as highly capable (Eckes, 2002), agen-
tic women in general (such as women who show 
dominant or assertive behaviors, or those who take 
leading positions) are liked less and elicit less sympa-
thy and warmth than men with the same behaviors 
(for a meta-analysis, see Williams & Tiedens, 2016). 
By integrating these findings with social dominance 
theorizing, we predicted that female recipients in a 
business (compared to a domestic) context would 
elicit less empathy among prospective male donors 
than male recipients would in this context, which in 
turn would result in donating less money to them.

The Present Research
In two studies, we tested the hypothesis that male 
donors would exhibit a gender bias against women 
seeking donations in an empowering context (a 
business context), compared to a nonempowering 
context (a domestic context), but that female 
donors would not exhibit this bias. In both studies, 
we used an experimental design in which we 
assigned male and female participants to view 
donation appeals from men and women in a dona-
tion context that was either business (i.e., a person 
whose shop burned down) or domestic (i.e., a per-
son whose house burned down). The appeals 
(from male and female recipients) were presented 
as either separate (Study 1) or joint (Study 2) evalu-
ations. Charitable behavior was then assessed using 
two donation indicators: donation choice (i.e., 
male vs. female recipient; Study 2) and donation 
amount (Studies 1–2). In Study 2, we also explored 
the role of  empathy for the recipient as a potential 
mediator underlying the hypothesized gender–
donation bias effect.

Data files and full protocols for these studies 
can be accessed through the Open Science 
Framework (https://osf.io/y65wr/).

Study 1
The goal of  Study 1 was to test the hypothesis of  
a gender–donation bias in a business versus a 

domestic donation context. Participants were 
presented with a donation appeal from a man or 
woman in need in a donation context that was 
either business (i.e., a person whose shop burned 
down) or domestic (i.e., a person whose house 
burned down). After reading the appeal, partici-
pants indicated the amount of  money they would 
be willing to donate from a potential raffle prize. 
We expected a three-way interaction between 
donation context (domestic vs. business), recipi-
ent’s gender (man vs. woman), and donor’s gen-
der (man vs. woman), such that men (but not 
women) would donate lesser amounts of  money 
to a female (but not a male) recipient when the 
donation appeal was in a business (but not a 
domestic) context.

Method
Participants. Since we did not have prior data to 
estimate the hypothesized three-way interac-
tion effect size, we set the sample size to be at 
least 70 participants per cell. A sensitivity anal-
ysis (Faul et al., 2009) for a 5% level of signifi-
cance and a power of 80% indicated that this 
sample size was sufficient to detect the mini-
mum effect of f = .12, and the observed effect, 
f = .14, exceeded this minimum value. The 
sample was composed of 566 American men (n 
= 284; Mage = 36.30, SD = 9.62) and women 
(n = 282; Mage = 38.35, SD = 10.77), who 
were recruited through Prolific to participate in 
a study in exchange for US$0.80 and participa-
tion in a raffle where they could potentially win 
five $10 prizes.

Procedure. The participants were told that the 
study was designed to examine decision-making 
processes related to donations on digital platforms. 
They were randomly assigned to one of  the four 
experimental conditions in a 2 (donation context 
[domestic, business]) × 2 (recipient’s gender [man, 
woman]) between-subjects design. Participants 
first read an excerpt from a newspaper article about 
a spate of  wildfires across the country that 
destroyed houses (domestic condition) or shops 
(business condition) (https://osf.io/y65wr/). 
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Then, participants read a donation appeal that was 
allegedly posted on a charity crowdfunding plat-
form aligned with their assigned condition. Specifi-
cally, the donation appeal was either from a victim 
whose house or whose shop had burned down. 
Depending on the recipient’s gender condition, the 
donation request was posted by either a male or a 
female recipient (with a gender-matching name). 
Note that in the business condition, to avoid con-
founding effects related to perceptions of  feminin-
ity or masculinity connected to certain kinds of  
shops, we intentionally described the shop in gen-
eral terms, rather than mentioning a specific kind 
of  shop.

Participants then indicated the amount of  
prize money they would donate (if  they won the 
raffle) on an 11-point Likert scale ($0 = do not 
want to donate, $10 = want to donate the entire amount). 
Finally, all participants reported their demograph-
ics and were debriefed.

Results and Discussion
Donation amount. A 2 (donation context 
[domestic, business]) × 2 (recipient’s gender 
[man, woman]) × 2 (donor’s gender [man, 
woman]) between-subjects ANOVA was con-
ducted with donation amount1 as the depend-
ent variable. Neither the main effects nor any 
of the two-way interactions were significant  
(ps > .073). Importantly, consistent with the 
hypothesis, the three-way Donation Context × 
Recipient’s Gender × Donor’s Gender interac-
tion was significant, F(1, 558) = 8.40, p = .004, 
ηp

2 = .02 (see Figure 1).
To determine whether the three-way interaction 

took the predicted form, we conducted two sepa-
rate two-way ANOVAs, one for each donor’s gen-
der. The analysis for male participants indicated no 
main effects of  recipient’s gender or donation con-
text (ps > .100). As expected, the two-way Donation 
Context × Recipient’s Gender interaction was sig-
nificant, F(1, 280) = 5.45, p = .020, ηp

2 = .02. 
Pairwise comparisons revealed, as expected, that 
when male participants responded to a donation 
appeal in a business context, they donated lower 
amounts to a female recipient (M = 2.48,  

SD = 2.78) than to a male recipient (M = 3.66, SD 
= 3.26), F(1, 280) = 4.73, p = .030, ηp

2 = .02. By 
contrast, when the donation appeal was in a domes-
tic context, male participants donated similar 
amounts to both female (M = 4.00, SD = 3.53) 
and male recipients (M = 3.40, SD = 3.24), F(1, 
280) = 1.25, p = .265, ηp

2 = .004. As an alternative 
way to interpret this interaction, pairwise compari-
sons also revealed that male participants donated 
lower amounts of  money to female recipients when 
the donation request was in a business context 
compared to a domestic context, F(1, 280) = 7.98, 
p = .005, ηp

2 = .03. By contrast, male participants 
donated similar amounts to male recipients in both 
business and domestic contexts, F(1, 280) = 0.23, p 
= .629, ηp

2 = .001.
In line with our theoretical rationale, the anal-

ysis for female participants indicated that the 
main effects of  recipient’s gender (p = .780), 
donation context (p = .421), and the two-way 
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender interac-
tion (p = .077) did not reach significance.

Overall, the results of  Study 1 confirmed the 
hypothesis that men, but not women, would 
exhibit a gender bias against women (but not 
men) in terms of  donation amounts in a business 
but not a domestic context.

Study 2
The main goal of  Study 2 was to extend the gen-
eralizability of  the Study 1 findings. In particular, 
Study 1 provided initial evidence for a gender bias 
in men’s donation behavior towards women in a 
business context. However, in Study 1, the two 
appeals (from a male or a female recipient) in 
each donation context (domestic or business) 
were viewed in isolation and evaluated by differ-
ent people. Study 2 was designed to examine 
whether a gender–donation bias in male donors 
would emerge in a joint evaluation in which a 
male recipient and a female recipient were pre-
sented simultaneously and evaluated compara-
tively, either in a business or a domestic context.

This design allowed us to examine the two 
stages of  the donation decision: To whom par-
ticipants chose to donate (a male or a female 
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recipient) in each donation context, and how 
much money was donated to each recipient. We 
expected the gender bias to emerge in both stages 
of  the donation decision. First, we expected a 
two-way interaction between donation context 
and donor’s gender, such that male (but not 
female) participants would be less likely to choose 
to donate to the female recipient than to the male 
recipient when the donation appeal was in a busi-
ness (but not a domestic) context. Second, con-
sistent with Study 1 findings, we expected a 
three-way interaction between donation context, 
the chosen recipient’s gender, and the donor’s 

gender, such that male (but not female) partici-
pants would donate less money to a female (but 
not a male) recipient in a business (but not a 
domestic) context.

Another goal of  Study 2 was to explore pos-
sible mechanisms driving the gender–donation 
bias effect, based on previous research on charita-
ble behavior (Ein-Gar & Levontin, 2013; Kogut, 
2011b) as well as research on gender stereotypes 
(Eagly et al., 2019). The main mechanism we con-
sidered was participants’ empathy for the recipi-
ent, a primary motivator behind prosocial 
behavior (e.g., Batson et al., 1991) that 

Figure 1. Mean donation amounts as a function of donation context, recipient’s gender, and donor’s gender: 
Study 1.

Note. Nmen = 284, Nwomen = 282. Error bars represent standard errors.
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is especially relevant to the negative emotions 
agentic women may evoke among male prospec-
tive donors (Williams & Tiedens, 2016). Other 
possible mechanisms included perceived dona-
tion efficacy (i.e., donors need to feel that their 
personal donation indeed contributes to the 
cause; Cryder et al., 2013) as well as perceptions 
of  the recipient’s neediness, capability, agency, 
and future need for help.

Method
Participants. As in Study 1, we set the sample size 
to be at least 70 participants per cell for the main 
donation choice analysis. A sensitivity analysis for 
a 5% level of significance and power of 80% indi-
cated that this sample size was sufficient to detect 
the minimum effect of OR = 1.34, and the 
observed effect (OR = 1.35) exceeded this mini-
mum value. The sample was composed of 300 
male (n = 135; Mage = 22.82, SD = 2.88) and 
female (n = 165; Mage = 21.74, SD = 2.21) stu-
dents, who were recruited through a university 
subject pool to participate in a study in exchange 
for course credit and a raffle ticket (two 50 new 
Israeli shekels [NIS; about $15] prizes).

Procedure. Participants were assigned to one of  
two donation context conditions. As in Study 1, 
participants read an excerpt from a newspaper 
article about a spate of  wildfires that was framed 
either in a domestic or a business context. After-
ward, they were presented with two donation 
appeals (allegedly posted on a charity crowdfund-
ing platform). Depending on the experimental 
condition, both appeals were either in a domestic 
context (i.e., two victims whose houses burned 
down) or in a business context (i.e., two victims 
whose shops burned down). One appeal was 
posted by a man and the other by a woman, both 
seeking help. Note that because the two appeals 
were presented side by side on the same page, it 
was important to create a distinction between 
them (beyond the recipient’s gender) to bolster 
credibility. Thus, in contrast to Study 1, in the 
business condition, each shop referred to a differ-
ent but presumably gender-neutral type of  shop 

(i.e., a film or a clock shop). The type of  shop was 
counterbalanced across the appeals.

Participants were asked to indicate to whom 
they would prefer to donate (the male or the 
female recipient) if  they won the raffle prize. This 
decision served as the first dependent variable. 
After making their decision, participants indi-
cated the amount of  money they wanted to 
donate to the recipient of  their choice (the scale 
ranged from 0 to 50 NIS), which served as the 
second dependent variable.

Afterward, participants were asked to respond 
to several questions on their general impression of  
their chosen donation recipient, as well as the con-
siderations that guided their decision. These ques-
tions measured the explored mediators. One item 
measured empathy for the recipient (adapted from 
Cryder et al., 2013; “To what extent do you feel 
empathy for [recipient’s name]?”) using a 7-point 
scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). Additional items 
measured perceived donation efficacy and per-
ceived recipient’s neediness, capability, agency, and 
future need for help (for more details, see the 
Study 2 protocol, available at https://osf.io/
y65wr/). Finally, participants reported their demo-
graphics and were debriefed.

Results and Discussion
Donation choice. A logistic regression with recipi-
ent (male recipient coded as 0, female recipient 
coded as 1) as the dependent variable was con-
ducted. The predictors were donation context, 
donor’s gender, and their two-way interaction. 
Results of the regression analysis are presented in 
Table 1. As shown in Table 1, the effects of dona-
tion context and donor’s gender were not signifi-
cant. As predicted, the two-way interaction was 
significant. Simple effects analysis revealed that in 
the business context, female recipients were cho-
sen less than male recipients by male donors (n = 
28; 45%) compared to female donors (n = 56; 
64%), B = 0.38, SE = 0.17, z = 2.23, p = .026. 
By contrast, in the domestic context, there was 
no significant difference between male donors (n 
= 45; 62%) and female donors (n = 39; 51%) in 
the frequency of choosing a female recipient over 
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a male recipient, B = −0.22, SE = 0.17, z = 
−1.35, p = .176 (see also Table 2 for frequencies 
of donation choices). As an alternative way to 
interpret this interaction, simple effects analysis 
for donation context revealed only marginal 
effects. Specifically, male participants tended to 
choose the female (vs. male) recipient less in the 
business context compared to the domestic con-
text, B = −0.33, SE = 0.18, z = −1.91, p = .057. 
By contrast, female participants tended to choose 
the female (vs. male) recipient more in the 

business context compared to the domestic con-
text, B = 0.27, SE = 0.16, z = 1.68, p = .093.

Donation amount. To test whether the results of  
Study 1 were conceptually replicated, we also 
conducted a 2 (donation context [domestic, busi-
ness]) × 2 (the chosen recipient’s gender [man, 
woman]) × 2 (donor’s gender [man, woman]) 
between-subjects ANOVA with donation amount 
as the dependent variable. The main effect of  
recipient’s gender, as well as the two-way 

Table 1. Results of logistic regression analysis on donation choice: Study 2.

Predictors B SE Wald df p OR LLCI ULCI

Step 0
Constant 0.24 0.12 4.30 1 .038 1.27 - -
Step 1
Constant 0.22 0.12 3.35 1 .067 1.24 - -
Donation context −0.03 0.12 0.08 1 .776 0.97 0.77 1.22
Donor’s gender 0.08 0.12 0.42 1 .519 1.08 0.86 1.36
Donor’s Gender ×
Donation Context

0.30 0.12 6.45 1 .011 1.35 1.07 1.70

Note. Nmen = 135, Nwomen = 165. Donation context (domestic context = −1, business context = 1) and donor’s gender (men 
= −1, women = 1) were effect-coded. For donation choice, male recipient was coded as 0 and female recipient was coded as 
1. SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval for OR; LL = lower level of CI; UL = upper level of CI.

Table 2. Frequencies of donation choices as a function of donation context and donor’s gender: Study 2.

Recipient’s gender

Predictors Male recipient Female recipient Total

Domestic condition
Male participants Count 28 45 73

% within donor’s gender 38% 62% 100%
Female participants Count 38 39 77

% within donor’s gender 49% 51% 100%
Total Count 66 84 150
 % of total 44% 56% 100%
Business condition
Male participants Count 34 28 62

% within donor’s gender 55% 45% 100%
Female participants Count 32 56 88

% within donor’s gender 36% 64% 100%
Total Count 66 84 150
 % of total 44% 56% 100%

Note. Nmen = 135, Nwomen = 165.



Bareket et al. 9

interactions, were not significant (ps > .054). The 
main effects of  donation context (p = .011) and 
donor’s gender (p < .001) were significant, and 
were qualified by a significant three-way Dona-
tion Context × Recipient’s Gender × Donor’s 
Gender interaction, F(1, 292) = 6.13, p = .014, 
ηp

2 = .02 (see Figure 2).
To determine whether the three-way interac-

tion took the predicted form, we conducted two 
separate two-way ANOVAs, one for each donor’s 
gender. The analysis for male participants indi-
cated no main effects of  recipient’s gender and 
donation context (ps > .082). As expected, the 

two-way Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender 
interaction was significant, F(1, 131) = 7.24, p = 
.008, ηp

2 = .05. Pairwise comparisons revealed 
that male participants in the business context 
donated lesser amounts to female recipients (M = 
25.57, SD = 17.49) than to male recipients (M = 
35.00, SD = 17.28), F(1, 131) = 4.73, p = .032, 
ηp

2 = .04. By contrast, in the domestic condition, 
male participants donated similar amounts to 
female (M = 38.82, SD = 14.32) and male (M = 
32.21, SD = 19.90) recipients, F(1, 131) = 2.61, p 
= .109, ηp

2 = .02. As an alternative way to inter-
pret this interaction, pairwise comparisons also 

Figure 2. Mean donation amounts as a function of donation context, recipient’s gender, and donor’s gender: 
Study 2.

Note. Nmen = 135, Nwomen = 165. Error bars represent standard errors.
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revealed that male participants donated lower 
amounts of  money to female recipients when the 
donation request was in a business context than in 
a domestic context, F(1, 131) = 10.49, p = .002, 
ηp

2 = .07. By contrast, male participants donated 
similar amounts to male recipients in both busi-
ness and domestic contexts, F(1, 131) = 0.41, p = 
.522, ηp

2 = .003.
In line with the hypotheses, the analysis for 

female participants indicated that the main effects 
of  recipient’s gender (p = .695) and donation 
context (p = .066) as well as the two-way 
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender interac-
tion (p = .656) were not significant.

Conditional indirect effects. For each of  the varia-
bles explored as mechanisms, we tested for a 
conditional indirect effect, and found that only 
empathy for the recipient of  choice significantly 
mediated the obtained three-way interaction on 
donation amount. For the sake of  brevity and 
conceptual clarity, we report and discuss the 
results solely for this variable (https://osf.io/
y65wr/).

We conducted a moderated moderated medi-
ation analysis (Hayes, 2017) using Hayes’s (2021) 
macro (Model 12 with 95% bias-corrected con-
fidence intervals based on 5,000 bootstrap sam-
ples), which makes it possible to test models in 
which the moderation of  the indirect effect by 
one variable is dependent on a second modera-
tor. The results of  the analysis (see Table 3) indi-
cated that the indirect effect of  the three-way 
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender × 
Donor’s Gender interaction on donation 
amount through empathy was significant, B = 
0.65, SE = 0.34, 95% CI [0.01, 1.34]. Thus, 
when opting to donate to a female recipient, 
male donors felt less empathy when she was pre-
sented in a business context than in a domestic 
context, B = −0.32, SE = 0.16, t(292) = −2.03, 
p = .044, 95% CI [−0.62, −0.01]. This lower 
level of  empathy, in turn, predicted male donors’ 
lower donations to the female recipient, B = 
4.42, SE = 0.65, t(291) = 6.48, p < .001, 95% 
CI [2.93, 5.50]. Donation context did not influ-
ence male donors’ empathy when the recipient 

was a man (p = .341), or female donors’ empa-
thy for either recipient gender (ps > .070).

Overall, consistent with Study 1, the results of  
Study 2 supported the hypothesis of  a gender 
bias in male donors’ charitable decisions. Thus, 
Study 2 extends the generalizability of  Study 1 
findings by showing that this bias occurs not only 
when appeals are evaluated separately by differ-
ent people, but also in joint evaluations in which 
both recipient genders are evaluated compara-
tively. Thus, unlike previous research showing 
that individuals make more reasoned decisions in 
joint than in separate evaluation modes (for a 
review, see Bazerman & Moore, 2013; for an 
example in a gender bias context, see Bohnet 
et al., 2016), the gender–donation bias effect per-
sisted even when the comparison was obvious 
and available to the donor.

Underscoring the robustness of  the findings, 
Study 2 indicated that the gender–donation bias 
effect occurred in both stages of  the decision 
process. Specifically, donation decisions can best 
be described as a two-stage process that first 
involves the decision of  whether to donate and to 
whom, and then the decision as to the amount of  
the donation (Dickert et al., 2011). Research link-
ing gender-related factors to the provision of  
help in general (e.g., Nadler et al., 1984), and to 
monetary decisions in particular (e.g., Kemp 
et al., 2013), has mostly focused on each of  these 
decisions separately. Study 2 showed that a gen-
der bias in donations occurs not only when 
donors decide how much to donate, but also 
when they are faced with a direct choice of  
recipient.

The finding that female recipients were cho-
sen less than male recipients in a business con-
text by male donors (45%), compared to female 
donors (64%), does not allow us to rule out the 
possibility that this effect was driven by women’s 
positive in-group bias rather than men’s gender 
bias against women. However, according to the 
overall pattern of  findings for choice decisions 
and donation amount decisions across both 
studies, the gender bias among male donors is 
more prevalent and consistent than a gender 
bias among female donors. Specifically, men’s 
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Table 3. Moderated moderated mediation analysis: Study 2.

Regression results for conditional indirect effects

Predictors B SE t p LLCI ULCI

Outcome: Empathy for the recipient of choice
Constant 5.64 0.08 73.56 .000 5.48 5.79
Donation context −0.14 0.08 −1.88 .061 −0.30 0.01
Recipient’s gender 0.01 0.08 0.14 .889 −0.14 0.16
Donor’s gender 0.18 0.08 2.40 .017 0.03 0.34
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender −0.08 0.08 −1.07 .287 −0.23 0.07
Donation Context × Donor’s Gender −0.07 0.08 −0.85 .395 −0.22 0.09
Recipient’s Gender × Donor’s Gender −0.09 0.08 −0.89 .375 −0.22 0.08
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender × Donor’s 
Gender

0.16 0.08 2.02 .045 0.004 0.31

Outcome: Donation amount
Constant 12.44 3.77 3.30 .001 5.03 19.85
Empathy for the recipient 4.22 0.65 6.48 .000 2.93 5.50
Donation context −1.72 0.86 −2.01 .045 −3.41 −0.04
Recipient’s gender −0.18 0.85 −0.21 .833 −1.86 1.50
Donor’s gender 2.51 0.86 2.92 .004 0.82 4.20
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender −1.41 0.85 −1.66 .099 −3.09 0.27
Donation Context × Donor’s Gender 0.56 0.85 0.66 .512 −1.12 2.24
Recipient’s Gender × Donor’s Gender 0.86 0.85 1.00 .316 −0.82 2.54
Donation Context × Recipient’s Gender × Donor’s Gender 1.60 0.86 1.87 .063 −0.09 3.29

Conditional direct effects of donation context on donation amount as a function of donor’s gender and 
recipient’s gender

 Effect SE t p LLCI ULCI

Male participants
 Male recipient 0.73 1.84 0.40 .692 −2.89 4.35
 Female recipient −5.30 1.75 −3.04 .003 −8.73 −1.86
Female participants
 Male recipient −1.35 1.74 −0.78 .437 −4.77 2.07
 Female recipient −0.98 1.50 −0.65 .516 −3.94 1.98

Conditional indirect effects of donation context on donation amount through empathy for the recipient as a 
function of donor’s gender and recipient’s gender

 Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Male participants
 Male recipient 0.66 0.74 −0.88 2.13
 Female recipient −1.33 0.70 −2.78 −0.02
Female participants
 Male recipient −1.19 0.71 −2.77 0.04
 Female recipient −0.57 0.56 −1.76 0.47

 (Continued)
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Index of conditional moderated mediation by donor’s gender

Male participants −0.97 0.50 −2.02 −0.01
Female participants 0.31 0.44 −0.51 1.23

Index of moderated moderated mediation

0.65 0.34 0.01 1.34

Note. Nmen = 135, Nwomen = 165. Donation context (domestic context = −1, business context = 1), donor’s gender (men = 
−1, women = 1), and recipient’s gender (male recipient = −1, female recipient = 1) were effect-coded. Donation amounts 
ranged from zero (no money donated) to 50 (donated the full amount of the potential raffle win). Unstandardized regression coefficients 
are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 5,000.

Table 3. (Continued)

donation amounts to female recipients in the 
business context were significantly lower than 
their donations to male recipients in the same 
context, as well as lower than their donations to 
female recipients in the domestic context. By 
contrast, female participants donated similar 
amounts to male and female recipients across 
the two studies.

Study 2 also pointed to empathy as a mecha-
nism underlying the gender–donation bias effect, 
consistent with research on the role of  empathy 
in determining charitable behavior (e.g., Cryder 
et al., 2013; Ein-Gar & Levontin, 2013; Kogut, 
2011b). Although the amounts were a function 
of  choice (i.e., participants donated money to 
the person of  their choice), empathy levels were 
still relatively low among men who chose to 
donate to a female recipient in a business con-
text. This finding may imply that male donors’ 
tendency to choose to help a female recipient did 
not stem from empathy per se, but rather from 
the need to do the “right thing” based on social 
norms and values (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011), 
which, in this case, was assumed to be support-
ing a woman in need.

However, it should be noted that empathy as 
well as two other constructs that assessed poten-
tial mediators (i.e., perceived capability of  the 
recipient and perceived future need for help) 
were measured with a single item. Thus, the 
results pertaining to empathy as well as the null 
results for these two other mediation models 
should be interpreted with caution given the psy-
chometric limitations associated with single-item 

measures (see Fuchs & Diamantopoulos, 2009). 
Moreover, to assess empathy, participants were 
directly asked to rate their feelings of  empathy 
for the recipient (as in Cryder et al., 2013). Given 
the multiple definitions of  the term empathy, 
which include cognitive and emotional compo-
nents (Hall & Schwartz, 2019), the participants 
may have interpreted this item in different ways. 
Future research should further examine the role 
played by empathy in accounting for the gender–
donation bias by assessing specific components 
of  empathy, and also explore other possible 
mechanisms.

General Discussion
We presented two studies supporting the hypoth-
esis that men exhibit a gender bias against busi-
nesswomen in their charitable behavior. Study 1 
found that male (but not female) donors donated 
lesser amounts to female recipients than to male 
recipients when the appeal was in a business versus 
a domestic context. Study 2 further revealed that 
when donors were able to choose a recipient in a 
business (compared to a domestic) context, female 
recipients were chosen less often than male recipi-
ents by male donors compared to female donors. 
Study 2 also replicated Study 1 findings pertaining 
to a gender bias in donation amounts and showed 
that this occurred even in a choice setting where 
the two recipients, a man and a woman, were pre-
sented in a comparative mode. This study also 
pointed to empathy as a mechanism underlying 
this effect.
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Theoretically, this research contributes to the 
integration of  theorizing and empirical work on 
gender roles and prosociality (Eagly, 2009) and 
social dominance (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). The 
findings demonstrate that women do not always 
receive more help from men, as previously sug-
gested (Eagly & Crowley, 1986). Rather, the find-
ings indicate that men are reluctant to offer help 
when it empowers women and thus challenges 
the existing social hierarchy, as in the case of  
monetary donations in business contexts. 
Moreover, even when men do decide to donate to 
businesswomen in need, thus helping them to 
“survive,” the amount of  money donated is lower 
than to businessmen, thus preventing women to 
thrive. Hence, an important contribution of  this 
work lies in showing that the gender–donation 
bias effect constitutes a psychological barrier to 
helping businesswomen in need, which, unlike 
more blatant barriers (e.g., negative reactions to 
career women; Masser & Abrams, 2004), seem-
ingly involves cooperation and kindness. 
Examining these ostensibly positive mechanisms 
is critical because they are harder to identify than 
overtly hostile ones (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005) 
and are sometimes more damaging (Becker & 
Wright, 2011).

The finding that women did not exhibit a 
donation bias against other women is consistent 
with social dominance theorizing about the asym-
metrical motivations of  disadvantaged and advan-
taged group members (Pratto et al., 2006). At first 
glance, this finding may seem inconsistent with 
empirical evidence within the framework of  sys-
tem justification theory (Jost et al., 2004; Jost & 
Hunyady, 2005), which suggests that members of  
disadvantaged groups may also share perceptions 
and motivations justifying the status quo, even at 
considerable cost to their fellow group members 
or themselves. Indeed, empirical evidence has 
suggested that women are susceptible to the 
allures of  system-justifying practices, such as 
endorsing complementary stereotypes (Jost & 
Kay, 2005) or engaging in self-objectification 
(Calogero & Jost, 2011). However, women are 
also more ambivalent than men about the status 
quo, especially in relation to gender discrimination 

(Jost & Burgess, 2000), as they navigate conflict-
ing personal and ideological motivations. 
Empirical findings that women are less likely than 
men to exhibit a gender bias against other women 
in diverse competitive fields support this reason-
ing (for a review, see Roper, 2019).

The findings are consistent with previous 
works on gender gaps in venture funding, in 
which female entrepreneurs raised less money 
than their male counterparts (e.g., Balachandra, 
2020; Kanze et al., 2018, 2020; for a meta-analy-
sis, see Geiger, 2020). Although the stereotype of  
businesswomen’s competence (Eckes, 2002) 
applies to both business donations and venture 
funding, the main motivation for investment is 
financial (i.e., return on investment), whereas, for 
donations, the motivation is altruistic (i.e., does 
not involve financial incentives) and also relates 
to donation efficacy (i.e., donors need to feel that 
their personal donation can make a positive con-
tribution to the cause; Cryder et al., 2013). Thus, 
the findings extend previous research on venture 
funding by showing that a gender bias against 
businesswomen occurs not only when financial 
interests are involved, but also when the motiva-
tion to support women in need is seemingly altru-
istic in nature.

In practical terms, the findings have implica-
tions for policymakers interested in developing 
interventions to reduce gender bias in charitable 
behavior. Specifically, the findings suggest that, in 
addition to targeting the traditional areas in which 
businesswomen are discriminated against (e.g., at 
the workplace: Heilman & Caleo, 2018; in fund-
ing contexts: Kanze et al., 2018), interventions 
should also target biases in prosocial behavior; 
for example, by raising awareness of  the exist-
ence of  such biases and educating about the neg-
ative implications they have for businesswomen 
(see Zawadzki et al., 2012).

Limitations and Future Directions
The present research has some limitations that 
suggest several future research directions. 
First, the scope of  the investigation was lim-
ited to donation decisions in the context of  
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fires. Future research could strengthen the 
generalizability of  the conclusions by examin-
ing whether the gender–donation bias effect 
also occurs in other contexts, such as cases in 
which the recipients can be blamed (or not) 
for their misfortune (e.g., Kogut, 2011a). This 
includes business owners who made risky deci-
sions or poor market forecasting. Moreover, 
although we aimed to simulate charitable giv-
ing in real-life crowdfunding platforms (e.g., 
gofundme.com, justgiving.com), the testing of  
our hypothesis using solely online hypothetical 
scenarios poses a limitation to the generaliza-
bility of  the findings. Hence, future research 
should test whether a gender–donation bias 
also occurs in face-to-face donation appeals 
(e.g., Lindskold et al., 1977) or in actual dona-
tions (using real data from donation platforms; 
e.g., Tracy et al., 2018).

Finally, although we theorized that the gen-
der–donation bias effect may stem from hierar-
chy-enhancing motives, further research is 
necessary to fully test this prediction. On a dis-
positional level, one possible moderator may be 
individual differences in the donor’s social 
dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto et al., 
1994); namely, the preference for hierarchy (vs. 
equality) within any social system. Individuals 
who are high on SDO tend to adopt sexist ide-
ologies (Pratto et al., 2000; Sibley et al., 2007) 
and behave in ways that reinforce the existing 
gender hierarchy (e.g., express prejudice against 
women in the workforce; Christopher & Wojda, 
2008). Another related moderator may be the 
donor’s endorsement of  hostile sexism, which 
reflects a view of  women as competitors who 
seek to gain dominance and control over men 
(Glick & Fiske, 2001), which has been found to 
predict negative reactions to career women 
(Masser & Abrams, 2004), greater acceptance 
of  gender income inequality (Connor & Fiske, 
2019), and lesser willingness to support wom-
en’s organizations (Ford et al., 2008). Thus, 
male donors who endorse such ideologies may 
exhibit a stronger gender–donation bias effect. 
Future research could also experimentally 
manipulate the motivation to reinforce the 

gender hierarchy among men (e.g., Bareket & 
Shnabel, 2020), to test whether it would exacer-
bate the gender–donation bias effect as a defen-
sive response to the threat (see Nadler et al., 
2009).

Conclusion
Despite the dramatic progress toward gender 
equality in the last half  century and the growing 
endorsement of  egalitarian values in Western 
societies (Scarborough, 2019), trends towards 
equality in recent decades have slowed down or 
even stalled (England et al., 2020). To some 
extent, this is because subtle forms of  bias still 
operate in gender relations (e.g., Handley et al., 
2015), especially in the context of  prosocial 
behavior (e.g., Bareket et al., 2021; Shnabel et al., 
2016). Building on a social dominance perspec-
tive, the current studies provide initial evidence 
for a gender bias against businesswomen in 
men’s charitable decisions, a context that 
involves seemingly cooperative rather than 
oppressive intentions. Increasing men’s and 
women’s awareness of  this bias may contribute 
to its reduction (e.g., Devine et al., 2017). Given 
its potentially adverse effects on women’s 
advancement in business contexts (for a review, 
see Filut et al., 2017), this is an important social 
goal.
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Note
1. No extreme responses on the donation amount 

dependent variable were detected in any of  the 
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studies using both boxplot graphs (McClelland, 
2014) and Z-scores (i.e., no data points above 3 
SD from the mean; Osborne & Overbay, 2019).

References
Alvarez, K., van Leeuwen, E., Montenegro-Monte-

negro, E., & van Vugt, M. (2018). Empowering 
the poor: A field study of the social psychological 
consequences of receiving autonomy or depend-
ency aid in Panama. British Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 57, 327–345. https://doi.org/10.1111/
bjso.12234

Balachandra, L. (2020). How gender biases drive 
venture capital decision-making: Exploring the 
gender funding gap. Gender in Management: An 
International Journal, 35, 261–273. https://doi.
org/10.1108/gm-11-2019-0222

Bareket, O., & Shnabel, N. (2020). Domination 
and objectification: Men’s motivation for 
dominance over women affects their ten-
dency to sexually objectify women. Psychol-
ogy of Women Quarterly, 44, 28–49. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0361684319871913

Bareket, O., Shnabel, N., Kende, A., Knab, N., & 
Bar-Anan, Y. (2021). Need some help, honey? 
Dependency-oriented helping relations between 
women and men in the domestic sphere. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 120, 1175–1203. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000292

Barreto, M., & Ellemers, N. (2005). The burden of 
benevolent sexism: How it contributes to the 
maintenance of gender inequalities. European Jour-
nal of Social Psychology, 35, 633–642. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.270

Batson, C. D. (2016). Empathy and altruism. In K. W. 
Brown & M. R. Leary (Eds.), The Oxford hand-
book of hypo-egoic phenomena (pp. 161–174). Oxford 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfor
dhb/9780199328079.013.11

Batson, C. D., & Ahmad, N. Y. (2009). Using empa-
thy to improve intergroup attitudes and relations. 
Social Issues and Policy Review, 3, 141–177. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-2409.2009.01013.x

Batson, C. D., Batson, J. G., Slingsby, J. K., Harrell, K. 
L., Peekna, H. M., & Todd, R. M. (1991). Empathic 
joy and the empathy–altruism hypothesis. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 413–426. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.413

Batson, C. D., Early, S., & Salvarani, G. (1997). Per-
spective taking: Imagining how another feels ver-
sus imaging how you would feel. Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 751–758. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167297237008

Bazerman, M. H., & Moore, D. H. (2013). Judgment in man-
agerial decision making (8th ed.). John Wiley & Sons.

Becker, J. C., Ksenofontov, I., Siem, B., & Love, A. 
(2019). Antecedents and consequences of auton-
omy- and dependency-oriented help toward 
refugees. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49, 
831–838. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2554

Becker, J. C., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Yet another dark 
side of chivalry: Benevolent sexism undermines and 
hostile sexism motivates collective action for social 
change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 
62–77. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022615

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011). A literature review 
of empirical studies of philanthropy: Eight mech-
anisms that drive charitable giving. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40, 924–973. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0899764010380927

Bohnet, I., van Geen, A., Bazerman, M. H., & Ken-
nedy, J. F. (2016). When performance trumps gen-
der bias: Joint vs. separate evaluation. Management 
Science, 62, 1225–1234. https://doi.org/10.1287/
mnsc.2015.2186

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2021). American time use sur-
vey summary. https://www.bls.gov/news.release/
atus.nr0.htm

Calogero, R. M., & Jost, J. T. (2011). Self-subjugation 
among women: Exposure to sexist ideology, 
self-objectification, and the protective function 
of the need to avoid closure. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 100, 211–228. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0021864

Cejka, M. A., & Eagly, A. H. (1999). Gender-stereo-
typic images of occupations correspond to the 
sex segregation of employment. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 413–423. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167299025004002

Chernyak-Hai, L., Halabi, S., & Nadler, A. (2017). 
Gendered help: Effects of gender and realm of 
achievement on autonomy- versus dependency-
oriented help giving. Journal of Social and Political 
Psychology, 5, 117–141. https://doi.org/10.5964/
jspp.v5i1.609

Child, J. (1972). Organizational structure, envi-
ronment and performance: The role of stra-
tegic choice. Sociology, 6, 1–22. https://doi.
org/10.1177/003803857200600101

Chow, R. M., Lowery, B. S., & Hogan, C. M. 
(2013). Appeasement: Whites’ strategic sup-
port for affirmative action. Personality and Social 



16 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 00(0)

Psychology Bulletin, 39, 332–345. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167212475224

Christopher, A. N., & Wojda, M. R. (2008). Social 
dominance orientation, right-wing authoritari-
anism, sexism, and prejudice toward women in 
the workforce. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 
32, 65–73. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-
6402.2007.00407.x

Connor, R. A., & Fiske, S. T. (2019). Not minding 
the gap: How hostile sexism encourages choice 
explanations for the gender income gap. Psychol-
ogy of Women Quarterly, 43, 22–36. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0361684318815468

Croft, A., Atkinson, C., Sandstrom, G., Orbell, 
S., & Aknin, L. (2021). Loosening the GRIP 
(gender roles inhibiting prosociality) to pro-
mote gender equality. Personality and Social 
Psychology Review, 25, 66–92. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1088868320964615

Cryder, C. E., Loewenstein, G., & Scheines, R. (2013). 
The donor is in the details. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 120, 15–23. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.08.002

Depow, G. J. (2019). A representative experience sampling 
study of everyday empathy (Publication No. 27541388) 
[Master’s thesis, University of Toronto]. Pro-
Quest.

Devine, P. G., Forscher, P. S., Cox, W. T. L., Kaatz, 
A., Sheridan, J., & Carnes, M. (2017). A gender 
bias habit-breaking intervention led to increased 
hiring of female faculty in STEMM departments. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 73, 211–
215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.07.002

Dickert, S., Sagara, N., & Slovic, P. (2011). Affective 
motivations to help others: A two-stage model 
of donation decisions. Journal of Behavioral Decision 
Making, 24, 361–376. https://doi.org/10.1002/
bdm.697

Diekman, A. B., & Clark, E. K. (2015). Beyond the 
damsel in distress: Gender differences and simi-
larities in enacting prosocial behavior. In D. A. 
Schroeder & W. G. Graziano (Eds.), The Oxford 
handbook of prosocial behavior (pp. 376–391). Oxford 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfor
dhb/9780195399813.013.028

Dovidio, J. F., Piliavin, J. A., Gaertner, S. L., Schroeder, 
D. A., & Clark, R. D. I. (1991). The arousal: Cost–
reward model and the process of intervention: A 
review of the evidence. In M. S. Clark (Ed.), Proso-
cial behavior (pp. 86–118). SAGE Publications. 
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1991-97117-004

Dovidio, J. F., Saguy, T., & Shnabel, N. (2009). Coop-
eration and conflict within groups: Bridging intra-
group and intergroup processes. Journal of Social 
Issues, 65, 429–449. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1540-4560.2009.01607.x

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A 
social-role interpretation. Lawrence Erlbaum.

Eagly, A. H. (2009). The his and hers of prosocial 
behavior: An examination of the social psychol-
ogy of gender. American Psychologist, 64, 644–658. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.64.8.644

Eagly, A. H., & Crowley, M. (1986). Gender and 
helping behavior: A meta-analytic review of the 
social psychological literature. Psychological Bulletin, 
100, 283–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.100.3.283

Eagly, A. H., Nater, C., Miller, D. I., Kaufmann, M., 
& Sczesny, S. (2019). Gender stereotypes have 
changed: A cross-temporal meta-analysis of 
U.S. public opinion polls from 1946 to 2018. 
American Psychologist, 75, 301–315. https://doi.
org/10.1037/amp0000494

Eckes, T. (2002). Paternalistic and envious gender ste-
reotypes: Testing predictions from the stereotype 
content model. Sex Roles, 47, 99–114. https://doi.
org/10.1023/a:1021020920715

Ein-Gar, D., & Levontin, L. (2013). Giving from a 
distance: Putting the charitable organization 
at the center of the donation appeal. Journal of 
Consumer Psychology, 23, 197–211. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jcps.2012.09.002

England, P., Levine, A., & Mishel, E. (2020). Progress 
toward gender equality in the United States has 
slowed or stalled. Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences of the USA, 117, 6990–6997. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.1918891117

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. 
(2009). Statistical power analyses using G*Power 
3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. 
Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149–1160. https://
doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Filut, A., Kaatz, A., & Carnes, M. (2017). The impact 
of unconscious bias on women’s career advancement. The 
Sasakawa Peace Foundation. https://www.spf.
org/publication/upload/UnconsciousBiasand-
WomensCareers_2017_en.pdf

Ford, T. E., Boxer, C. F., Armstrong, J., & Edel, J. R. 
(2008). More than “just a joke”: The prejudice-
releasing function of sexist humor. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 34, 159–170. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167207310022



Bareket et al. 17

Fuchs, C., & Diamantopoulos, A. (2009). Using single-
item measures for construct measurement in 
management research: Conceptual issues and appli-
cation guidelines. Die Betriebswirtschaft, 69, 195–210.

Geiger, M. (2020). A meta-analysis of the gender 
gap(s) in venture funding: Funder- and entre-
preneur-driven perspectives. Journal of Business 
Venturing Insights, 13, Article e00167. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00167

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalent alli-
ance: Hostile and benevolent sexism as com-
plementary justifications for gender inequality. 
American Psychologist, 56, 109–118. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.2.109

Halabi, S., Dovidio, J. F., & Nadler, A. (2008). When 
and how do high status group members offer help: 
Effects of social dominance orientation and sta-
tus threat. Political Psychology, 29, 841–858. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00669.x

Hall, J. A., & Schwartz, R. (2019). Empathy present 
and future. The Journal of Social Psychology, 159, 
225–243. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.20
18.1477442

Handley, I. M., Brown, E. R., Moss-Racusin, C. A., & 
Smith, J. L. (2015). Quality of evidence revealing 
subtle gender biases in science is in the eye of the 
beholder. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-
ences of the USA, 112, 13201–13206. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.1510649112

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Partial, conditional, and moderated 
moderated mediation: Quantification, inference, 
and interpretation. Communication Monographs, 85, 
4–40. https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1
352100

Hayes, A. F. (2021). Introduction to mediation, modera-
tion, and conditional process analysis: A regression-based 
approach (3rd ed.). Guilford Press.

Heilman, M. E., & Caleo, S. (2018). Combatting gender 
discrimination: A lack of fit framework. Group Pro-
cesses & Intergroup Relations, 21, 725–744. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1368430218761587

Hoover, A. E., Hack, T., Garcia, A. L., Goodfriend, 
W., & Habashi, M. M. (2019). Powerless men and 
agentic women: Gender bias in hiring decisions. 
Sex Roles, 80, 667–680. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-018-0964-y

Jackson, L. M., & Esses, V. M. (2000). Effects of per-
ceived economic competition on people’s willing-
ness to help empower immigrants. Group Processes 
& Intergroup Relations, 3, 419–435. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1368430200003004006

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A 
decade of system justification theory: Accumu-
lated evidence of conscious and unconscious 
bolstering of the status quo. Political Psychology, 
25, 881–919. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9221.2004.00402.x

Jost, J. T., & Burgess, D. (2000). Attitudinal ambiva-
lence and the conflict between group and system 
justification motives in low status groups. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 293–305. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265003

Jost, J. T., & Hunyady, O. (2005). Antecedents and 
consequences of system-justifying ideolo-
gies. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14, 
260–265. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-
7214.2005.00377.x

Jost, J. T., & Kay, A. C. (2005). Exposure to benev-
olent sexism and complementary gender ste-
reotypes: Consequences for specific and diffuse 
forms of system justification. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 88, 498–509. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.498

Kanze, D., Conley, M. A., Okimoto, T. G., Phillips, D. 
J., & Merluzzi, J. (2020). Evidence that investors 
penalize female founders for lack of industry fit. 
Science Advances, 6, Article eabd7664. https://doi.
org/10.1126/sciadv.abd7664

Kanze, D., Huang, L., Conley, M. A., & Higgins, E. 
T. (2018). We ask men to win and women not 
to lose: Closing the gender gap in startup fund-
ing. Academy of Management Journal, 61, 586–614. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.1215

Kemp, E., Kennett-Hensel, P. A., & Kees, J. (2013). 
Pulling on the heartstrings: Examining the effects 
of emotions and gender in persuasive appeals. 
Journal of Advertising, 42, 69–79. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00913367.2012.749084

Kogut, T. (2011a). Someone to blame: When identify-
ing a victim decreases helping. Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 47, 748–755. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.02.011

Kogut, T. (2011b). The role of perspective taking and 
emotions in punishing identified and unidentified 
wrongdoers. Cognition & Emotion, 25, 1491–1499. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.547563

Kteily, N. S., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2011). Social domi-
nance orientation: Cause or “mere effect”?: Evi-
dence for SDO as a causal predictor of prejudice and 
discrimination against ethnic and racial outgroups. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 208–214. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.09.009



18 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 00(0)

Levin, S., & Sidanius, J. (1999). Social dominance 
and social identity in the United States and 
Israel: Ingroup favoritism or outgroup deroga-
tion? Political Psychology, 20, 99–126. https://doi.
org/10.1111/0162-895x.00138

Lindskold, S., Forte, R. A., Haake, C. S., & Schmidt, 
E. K. (1977). The effects of directness of face-to-
face requests and sex of solicitor on streetcorner 
donations. Journal of Social Psychology, 101, 45–51. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1977.9923982

Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Social hier-
archy: The self-reinforcing nature of power and 
status. Academy of Management Annals, 2, 351–398. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520802211628

Masser, B., & Abrams, D. (2004). Reinforcing the 
glass ceiling: The consequences of hostile sexism 
for female managerial candidates. Sex Roles, 51, 
609–615. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-004-
5470-8

McClelland, G. H. (2014). Nasty data: Unruly, ill-
mannered observations can ruin your analysis. 
In H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of 
research methods in social and personality psychology (pp. 
608–626). Cambridge University Press. https://
psycnet.apa.org/record/2014-12227-023

Nadler, A., Harpaz-Gorodeisky, G., & Ben-David, Y. 
(2009). Defensive helping: Threat to group iden-
tity, ingroup identification, status stability, and 
common group identity as determinants of inter-
group help-giving. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 97, 823–834. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0015968

Nadler, A., Maler, S., & Friedman, A. (1984). Effects 
of helper’s sex, subjects’ androgyny, and self-eval-
uation on males’ and females’ willingness to seek 
and receive help. Sex Roles, 10, 327–339. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF00287550

Netchaeva, E., Kouchaki, M., & Sheppard, L. D. 
(2015). A man’s (precarious) place: Men’s 
experienced threat and self-assertive reac-
tions to female superiors. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 41, 1247–1259. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167215593491

Osborne, J., & Overbay, A. (2019). The power of outli-
ers (and why researchers should ALWAYS check 
for them). Practical Assessment, Research, and Evalu-
ation, 9, Article 6. https://doi.org/10.7275/qf69-
7k43

Piliavin, I. M., Rodin, J., & Piliavin, J. A. (1969). Good 
samaritanism: An underground phenomenon? 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 13, 289–
299. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028433

Pratto, F., Liu, J. H., Levin, S., Sidanius, J., Shih, 
M., Bachrach, H., & Hegarty, P. (2000). Social 
dominance orientation and the legitimization 
of inequality across cultures. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 31, 369–409. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0022022100031003005

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006). Social domi-
nance theory and the dynamics of intergroup rela-
tions: Taking stock and looking forward. European 
Review of Social Psychology, 17, 271–320. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10463280601055772

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. 
(1994). Social dominance orientation: A personal-
ity variable predicting social and political attitudes. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 741–763. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741

Quist, R. M., & Resendez, M. G. (2002). Social 
dominance threat: Examining social domi-
nance theory’s explanation of prejudice as 
legitimizing myths. Basic and Applied Social Psy-
chology, 24, 287–293. https://doi.org/10.1207/
S15324834BASP2404_4

Roper, R. L. (2019). Does gender bias still affect 
women in science? Microbiology and Molecular Biol-
ogy Reviews, 83, Article e00018-19. https://doi.
org/10.1128/MMBR.00018-19

Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Glick, P., & 
Phelan, J. E. (2012). Reactions to vanguards: 
Advances in backlash theory. In P. G. Devine & 
E. A. Plant (Eds.), Advances in experimental social 
psychology (Vol. 45, pp. 167–227). Academic Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394286-
9.00004-4

Ruiz, A. G. (2019). White knighting: How help rein-
forces gender differences between men and 
women. Sex Roles, 81, 529–547. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-019-01018-y

Scarborough, W. J. (2019). Attitudes and the stalled 
gender revolution: Egalitarianism, traditional-
ism, and ambivalence from 1977 through 2016. 
Gender & Society, 33, 173–200. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0891243218809604

Shnabel, N., Bar-Anan, Y., Kende, A., Bareket, O., & 
Lazar, Y. (2016). Help to perpetuate traditional 
gender roles: Benevolent sexism increases engage-
ment in dependency-oriented cross-gender help-
ing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110, 
55–75. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000037

Sibley, C. G., Wilson, M. S., & Duckitt, J. (2007). Ante-
cedents of men’s hostile and benevolent sexism: 
The dual roles of social dominance orientation 
and right-wing authoritarianism. Personality and 



Bareket et al. 19

Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 160–172. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167206294745

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: 
An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and oppres-
sion. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.
org/10.1017/cbo9781139175043

Sidanius, J., & Veniegas, R. C. (2001). Gender and 
race discrimination: The interactive nature of 
disadvantage. Contemporary Sociology, 30, 120–121. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2655372

Tracy, J. L., Steckler, C. M., Randles, D., & Mercadante, 
E. (2018). The financial cost of status signaling: 
Expansive postural displays are associated with 
a reduction in the receipt of altruistic donations. 
Evolution and Human Behavior, 39, 520–528. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2018.05.001

Vohs, K. D., Mead, N. L., & Goode, M. R. (2006). The 
psychological consequences of money. Science, 
314, 1154–1156. https://doi.org/10.1126/sci-
ence.1132491

Wakefield, J. R. H., Hopkins, N., & Greenwood, R. 
M. (2012). Thanks, but no thanks: Women’s 

avoidance of help-seeking in the context of 
a dependency-related stereotype. Psychology of 
Women Quarterly, 36, 423–431. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0361684312457659

Williams, M. J., & Tiedens, L. Z. (2016). The 
subtle suspension of backlash: A meta-anal-
ysis of penalties for women’s implicit and 
explicit dominance behavior. Psychological Bul-
letin, 142, 165–197. https://doi.org/10.1037/
bul0000039

Wood, W., & Eagly, A. H. (2012). Biosocial construc-
tion of sex differences and similarities in behav-
ior. In J. M. Olson & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Advances 
in experimental social psychology (Vol. 46, pp. 55–123). 
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-
0-12-394281-4.00002-7

Zawadzki, M. J., Danube, C. L., & Shields, S. A. (2012). 
How to talk about gender inequity in the work-
place: Using wages as an experiential learning tool 
to reduce reactance and promote self-efficacy. 
Sex Roles, 67, 605–616. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-012-0181-z


