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GENDER PROTOTYPES HINDER BYSTANDER INTERVENTION








Gender prototypes hinder bystander intervention in women’s sexual harassment
(Supplemental Analyses)



Exploratory analyses
Additional measures
	In Study 2, we explored whether participants’ perceptions of the manager’s intentions could explain the relationship between gender prototypicality and duration to intervene. Participants rated the extent to which they thought the manager was advancing romantic interest (was advancing romantic interest; was sexually attracted to the candidate; α = .87), was asserting his masculinity (was asserting his masculinity; felt his masculinity was threatened; α = .67), was asserting his power (wanted to control the job candidate; was displaying his power/status; α = .81), and was punishing the candidate (was punishing the job candidate; wanted to humiliate the candidate; α = .84). None of these measures were significantly different between conditions, thus we could not conduct the pre-registered exploratory mediation analyses.
Romantic interest
	An independent-samples t-test revealed no significant difference on romantic advancement when the candidate was prototypical (M = 2.91, SD = 1.68) compared to nonprototypical (M = 2.80, SD = 1.54), t(300) = 0.63, p = .532, d = -0.07, 95% CI = [-0.30, 0.15].
Asserting masculinity
There was no significant difference in masculinity assertion in the prototypical (M = 2.66, SD = 1.44) compared to the nonprototypical (M = 2.58, SD = 1.42) candidate’s interview, t(300) = 0.48, p = .629, d = -0.06, 95% CI = [-0.28, 0.17].
Asserting power
There were no differences in power assertion in the prototypical (M = 3.07, SD = 1.63) compared to the nonprototypical (M = 2.88, SD = 1.50) candidate’s interview, t(300) = 1.05, p = .294, d = -0.12, 95% CI = [-0.35, 0.11].
Punishing candidate
There were no differences in punishing the candidate in the prototypical (M = 1.87, SD = 1.12) compared to the nonprototypical (M = 1.93, SD = 1.15) candidate’s interview, t(300) = -0.51, p = .609, d = 0.06, 95% CI = [-0.17, 0.28].
Gender moderation
In each of the three studies we explored whether participant gender moderated any of the outcomes using a 2 (Condition: Prototypical vs. Nonprototypical) x 2 (Participant Gender: Man vs. Woman) ANOVA. We included only respondents who identified as a “man” or “woman” in these analyses because we did not have enough data to examine additional gender identities.
Duration to intervene
Participant gender did not moderate the effect of duration to intervene by condition in any of the three studies by question number (ps > .380) or by time in seconds (ps > .133). 
Sexual harassment
Participant gender did not moderate effects on intervention on sexual harassment perceptions in Studies 1 or 2 (ps > .111). In Study 3, the ANOVA revealed a significant interaction between study condition and participant gender, F(1, 309) = 4.56, p = .034, ηp2 = 0.01, 90% CI = [0.001, 0.04]. A simple effects test showed that participant gender moderated perceptions of sexual harassment such that men participants perceived similar levels of sexual harassment in both conditions (prototypical: M = 2.49, SD = 1.33; nonprototypical: M = 2.17, SD = 1.51), F(1, 309) = 1.58, p = .210, ηp2 = 0.01, 90% CI = [0.00, 0.03], while women participants perceived marginally less sexual harassment in the prototypical condition (M = 1.88, SD = 1.31) than the nonprototypical condition (M = 2.27, SD = 1.59), F(1, 309) = 3.35, p = .068, ηp2 = 0.01, 90% CI = [0.00, 0.04]. Neither main effect was significant (ps > .118).
Gender harassment
Participant gender did not significantly moderate the effect of gender harassment by condition in studies 1 or 2 (not collected in Study 3) (ps > .503). 
Psychological harm
Participant gender did not moderate the effect of psychological harm by condition in any of the three studies (ps > .102). 
Consequences for manager
Participant gender did not moderate the effect of consequences for the manager by condition in any of the three studies (ps > .427). 
Additional measures
	In Study 2, participant gender did not moderate the effect of any of the exploratory mediators (romantic interest, asserting masculinity, asserting power, and punishing the candidate) by condition (ps > .358).
Controlling for point of intervention
	We conducted exploratory analyses controlling for question number of intervention because we expected some of our effects would be difficult to attain due to differing interview lengths; the later participants intervened, the more harm and harassment they would witness. In each study, we used the lm() function in the R package ‘stats’ (R Core Team, 2013) to regress each outcome of interest upon study condition and question number of intervention. These analyses were pre-registered for studies 1 and 2 only, but we report them for all three studies here.
Self-report measures
	In all three studies, the regression revealed no significant relationship between study condition and perceptions of sexual harassment (ps > .164), gender harassment (measured in studies 2 and 3 only; ps > .744), psychological harm (ps > .508), or consequences for the manger (ps > .360) when controlling for question number of intervention.
Additional measures
	In Study 2, regression analyses revealed no significant relationships between study condition and any of the exploratory mediators (romantic interest, asserting masculinity, asserting power, and punishing the candidate) (ps > .257).
Mediation analyses
	We conducted mediational analyses to explore if the extent to which participants perceived sexual harassment, gender harassment, or psychological harm, as well as the extent to which they believed the manager should experience consequences for his conduct explained the relationship between the prototypicality manipulation and duration to intervene. Given that condition significantly affected duration to intervene only in Study 1, we conduct these analyses only in this study. Using the mediate() function in the R package ‘mediation’ (Causal Mediation Analysis; Tingley et al., 2019) to estimate the indirect effects with 10,000 bootstrapped samples, none were significant mediators (sexual harassment: b = -0.04, p = .346, 95% CI = [-0.20, 0.03]; psychological harm: b = -0.01, p = .789, 95% CI = [-0.09, 0.04]; consequences for manager: b = -0.01, p = .778, 95% CI = [-0.16, 0.09]).
Benevolent sexism moderation
	In Study 3, we explored whether the extent to which participants endorsement of benevolent sexism moderated the effect of study condition on duration to intervene. Benevolent sexism could drive differential support afforded to prototypical/feminine women vs nonprototypical/masculine women because this ideology rewards women who adhere to traditional notions of femininity and punishes those who deviate from it (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Thus, we expected benevolent sexism to moderate the effects of prototypicality on the dependent measures such that the effects were most pronounced among strong endorsers of benevolent sexism. 
	To test these hypotheses, we used the lm() function in the R package ‘stats’ (R Core Team, 2013) to regress duration to intervene upon condition (dummy coded: 0 = nonprototypical; 1 = prototypical), participant endorsement of benevolent sexism (mean centered), and the interaction between these two predictors.
Duration to intervene
	Participant endorsement of benevolent sexism did not moderate the effect of study condition on duration to intervene by question number (p = .953) or time in seconds (p = .868). 
Self-report measures
Participant endorsement of benevolent sexism did not moderate the effect of study condition on perceptions of sexual harassment (p = .328), gender harassment (p = .378), psychological harm (p = .337), or consequences for the manager (p = .722).
Two-item prototypicality measure
	In Study 3, we explored the strength of our prototypicality manipulation using just two of the five scale items. We expected that the two items measuring traditional femininity (i.e., the extent to which participants thought the candidate was feminine and masculine [reverse-coded]) would produce a stronger manipulation effect than the full scale. Confirming this hypothesis, an independent-samples t-test revealed that participants perceived the prototypical woman as significantly more feminine (M = 5.31, SD = 0.99) than the nonprototypical woman (M = 4.81, SD = 1.14), t(314) = 4.17, p < .001, d = -0.47, 95% CI = [-0.70, -0.24], and that this effect was larger than that of the entire scale. However, the reliability for this two-item scale was low (α = .60).
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