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Resumo 

 

O sexismo no local de trabalho têm recebido uma atenção crescente na investigação sobre a 

igualdade de género. Contudo, o sexismo benevolente mostra-se resistente à mudança devido à 

sua natureza aparentemente positiva. O presente estudo analisa se a forma como o sexismo 

benevolente é apresentado – enquanto prejudicial ou benéfico – influencia as intenções de 

intervenção de observadores no local de trabalho e as suas intenções de ação coletiva, através da 

legitimidade percebida e da justificação do sistema. Realizámos uma experiência com 

participantes paquistaneses (N = 313; 18 a 67 anos de idade). Os participantes foram alocados a 

uma condição de "dano" ou de "benefício" e leram três cenários que retratavam o sexismo 

benevolente dirigido a uma funcionária, seguido de uma consequência prejudicial ou benéfica para 

a pessoa-alvo. Confirmando as hipóteses, os participantes expostos a consequências prejudiciais 

percecionaram as situações como menos legítimas e reportaram uma maior intenção de intervir. 

As análises de mediação mostraram que a legitimidade percebida explica esta relação, e as análises 

de mediação moderada que este efeito não varia de acordo com o género do participante. Ainda, a 

forma de apresentação da consequência não influenciou a justificação do sistema nem as intenções 

de ação coletiva. Os resultados sugerem que destacar as consequências prejudiciais do sexismo 

benevolente pode reduzir a sua legitimidade percebida e aumentar a sua contestação. O estudo 

contribui para a compreensão de quando e como o sexismo benevolente pode ser enfrentado e 

oferece pistas para futuras intervenções que visem a promoção da igualdade de género. 

 

Palavras chave: Sexismo benevolente, justificação do sistema específica de género, 

legitimidade, intervenção dos espectadores, ação coletiva, Paquistão  
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Abstract 

 

Sexism in the workplace and efforts to address it have gained increasing attention in gender 

equality research. However, benevolent sexism often remains resistant to challenge due to its 

seemingly positive nature, which can obscure its harmful consequences. The present study 

examined whether associating benevolent sexism with either harmful or beneficial consequences 

influences workplace bystander intervention intentions and broader collective action intentions 

through perceived legitimacy and gender-specific system justification. We conducted a between-

subjects experimental vignette design with Pakistani participants (N = 313), aged 18–67 years. 

Participants were randomly assigned to a harm or benefit condition, and read three workplace 

scenarios depicting benevolent sexism toward a female employee, followed by either an 

objectively harmful or beneficial consequence for the target. Consistent with our expectations, 

participants exposed to harmful consequences perceived the situations as less legitimate and 

reported greater intentions to intervene as bystanders. Mediation analyses showed that perceived 

legitimacy fully explained this relationship, with moderated mediation analyses indicating that this 

effect did not differ by participant gender. In contrast, consequence framing did not significantly 

influence gender-specific system justification or collective action intentions, suggesting their 

stability to situational context framing. Our findings suggest that highlighting the harmful 

consequences of benevolent sexism can reduce its perceived legitimacy and increase willingness 

to challenge it. The study contributes to understanding when and how benevolent sexism may be 

resisted and informs future interventions aimed at promoting gender equality.  

 

Keywords: Benevolent sexism, gender-specific system justification, legitimacy, bystander 

intervention, collective action, Pakistan 
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Introduction 

 

Notable social movements, such as #MeToo, have substantially increased public awareness of 

sexism, particularly within workplace contexts. In response, many organizations have introduced 

initiatives to address sexism by promoting unbiased decision-making and strengthening reporting 

mechanisms (EIGE, 2020; Stamarski & Hing, 2015). Despite these efforts, gender inequality 

remains pervasive, affecting individuals of all genders, with women bearing a disproportionate 

share of its social and economic consequences. Globally, women remain underrepresented in 

leadership positions, overrepresented in lower-status occupations, and continue to earn less than 

men on average for comparable work (Bishu & Alkadry, 2016; ILO, 2016; United Nations, n.d.).  

These dynamics may be especially consequential in contexts characterized by entrenched 

structural and cultural gender inequality, such as Pakistan. The country consistently ranks among 

the lowest globally on gender parity indicators, with women facing barriers to education, 

employment, mobility, and public participation (Ali et al., 2022; Bukhari et al., 2019; World 

Economic Forum, 2025). Traditional gender norms and sexist attitudes further shape expectations 

surrounding women's roles in the workplace, with many working women reporting harassment, 

stereotyping, workplace exclusion, and invalidation (Cheema & Baruch, 2024; Haider & Hayat, 

2025; Khalil & Warner, 2025). In such contexts, subtle forms of sexism may be particularly 

difficult to recognize and challenge because they often align with culturally valued beliefs about 

protection and care. As a result, formal workplace policies may be insufficient to address 

discriminatory behaviours, requiring individual and collective responses.   

One response to sexism that has recently received attention within organizations is bystander 

intervention, which refers to actions taken by witnesses who observe inappropriate, discriminatory, 

or harmful conduct (Nielsen et al., 2025; Rodenhizer-Stämpfli et al., 2018). Bystander intervention 

plays an important role in promoting workplace inclusion, and is critical for challenging workplace 

sexism before it becomes normalized within organizational environments, particularly because 

bystanders can often intervene with fewer personal and professional risks than targets themselves 

(Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008; Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005; Cortina et al., 2011; Jennings 

et al., 2024; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). Outside the workplace, individuals may also engage in 
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collective action, defined as efforts to challenge inequality through coordinated social or political 

action aimed at broader social change (van Zomeren et al., 2008). Although both responses involve 

opposing injustice, bystander intervention reflects an immediate reaction to a specific situation, 

whereas collective action reflects broader efforts to address systemic inequality. 

However, individuals can only challenge discrimination when they recognize it as 

problematic. While research and interventions have traditionally focused on overt forms of sexism, 

many everyday expressions of gender bias are subtle and ambiguous. Particularly benevolent 

sexism, introduced within Ambivalent Sexism Theory (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 2001), consists of 

subjectively positive yet patronizing beliefs that portray women as warm, pure, and deserving of 

protection. In the workplace this can manifest through behaviours such as assigning women less 

challenging tasks, which may appear caring but reinforces traditional gender hierarchies by 

restricting women’s opportunities and positioning them as dependent, less competent, and less 

suited for positions of authority (Barreto et al., 2009).  

Importantly, benevolent sexism is often perceived as more socially acceptable than explicit 

hostility and fails to match common discrimination prototypes (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Zehnter 

et al., 2021), even when women recognize its harm (Gul & Kepfer, 2019). Consequently, 

individuals may be less likely to identify it as worthy of intervention, even though benevolent 

sexism is linked to a plethora of negative outcomes for women's task performance, well-being, and 

career advancement (Dardenne et al., 2007; Moya et al., 2007; Rubin et al., 2019).  

To date, research has primarily focused on documenting the harmful psychological and 

structural effects of benevolent sexism (Connelly & Heesacker, 2012; Cikara et al., 2009; Hideg 

& Ferris, 2016; Jones et al., 2014; Morando, 2023). Becker and Wright (2011) demonstrate how 

exposure to benevolent sexist ideology increases justification of unequal gender relations in 

society which consequently reduces collective action engagement. Interventions have 

subsequently examined how providing awareness of benevolent sexism’s negative consequences 

influences participants’ broader societal beliefs and endorsement of ambivalent sexism (Becker & 

Swim, 2012; Good & Woodzicka, 2010; Shimizu et al., 2024). However, such intervention 

strategies have rarely examined immediate intentions to intervene within a specific situation. Hall 

and Dhanani (2023) demonstrated how employees are less willing to intervene as bystanders for 

benevolent sexism than hostile sexism, encouraging further research on factors that increase 

willingness to challenge such behaviour.  



 

3 
 

The present thesis extends this research by positing that bystanders may have differential 

responses to benevolent sexism depending on which of its consequences are made salient. 

Specifically, we investigate whether portraying benevolently sexist behaviour as explicitly 

harmful or beneficial for a target who is a woman, influences immediate bystander intervention 

intentions and broader collective action intentions for gender equality, and whether this 

relationship can be explained by perceptions of legitimacy and gender-specific system justifying 

beliefs. We also investigate how participants’ gender influences this relationship.  

By focusing on reactions to concrete workplace scenarios, this research contributes to a 

growing body of experimental work on understanding when subtle forms of sexism are recognized, 

legitimized, and challenged, and how immediate responses to inequality may relate to broader 

intentions for social change. Organizational integration of this understanding is also important to 

design effective interventions that overcome barriers to bystander responses to benevolent sexism.  

The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. First, I outline the theoretical framework 

underpinning the study, along with a review of relevant literature on workplace benevolent sexism, 

legitimacy perceptions, ideological beliefs, and behavioural responses to inequality. Then I 

provide a description of the experimental study and present the results. Finally, I discuss the 

findings in relation to existing literature, considering their implications, limitations, and directions 

for future research. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Literature Review 

 

1.1. Benevolent Sexism 

Glick and Fiske’s (1996, 2001) ambivalent sexism theory differentiates between two 

complementary dimensions of sexism - hostile and benevolent. Hostile sexism reflects traditional 

overtly negative attitudes towards women and adversarial views of gender relations. In contrast, 

benevolent sexism consists of subjectively positive yet patronizing beliefs that idolize, protect, and 

admire women (Glick & Fiske, 1997). Although these attitudes may appear favourable, they are 

often conditional upon women conforming to traditional gender roles. Women who challenge these 

expectations by pursuing power, autonomy, or authority are more likely to become targets of 

hostile sexism (Galsanjigmed & Sekiguchi, 2023). 

Benevolent sexism comprises three interrelated components - protective paternalism, 

complementary gender differentiation, and heterosexual intimacy. Protective paternalism is 

characterized by beliefs that women ought to be protected and provided for by men. 

Complementary gender differentiation refers to the belief that women possess certain positive 

traits lacking in men such as warmth, morality, or elevated tastes. Heterosexual intimacy reflects 

the belief that women are essential to men’s emotional and relational fulfilment, such that a man 

is incomplete without a woman’s love. Together, these components perpetuate the view of women 

as a cherished but “weak” group dependent on men, while highlighting men’s dependence on 

women for sexual intimacy and role differentiation. This makes women a valuable resource despite 

presuming their inferiority, making benevolent sexism a subjectively positive (for the perpetrator 

and most victims) ideology that seemingly respects women.  

 

1.1.1.  Benevolent Sexism in the Workplace 

While hostile sexism is associated with overtly negative workplace behaviours such as demeaning 

jokes (Oktaviani et al., 2026), biased evaluations (Stamarski & Hing, 2015), discriminatory hiring 

practices (Johnson et al., 2014; Warren et al., 2020), and gender pay gaps (Connor & Fiske, 2019), 

benevolent sexism operates in more subtle ways (Bareket & Fiske, 2023).  
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Benevolent sexism has been associated with greater support for employment equity initiatives 

targeting women (Hideg & Ferris, 2016). Although such support may appear progressive, it can 

channel women into traditionally feminine occupations and reinforce occupational segregation. 

Similarly, women are often assigned less challenging tasks despite equal interest in career-

advancing opportunities (King et al., 2012), are perceived as more suitable leaders primarily in 

struggling organizations (Acar & Sümer, 2018), and receive greater protection in employment 

decisions, such as opposition to job termination (Girvan et al., 2015). Women also report receiving 

more advice and assistance from colleagues, which may appear helpful but can undermine 

perceptions of competence and independence (King et al., 2012; Oliver et al., 2017). Benevolent 

sexism also promotes favourable evaluations of men and women who conform to traditional 

gender roles where women are better suited for caregiving and family roles, while eliciting 

backlash against those who violate them (Kahn et al., 2021; Salerno & Phalen, 2019). For example, 

women who display agentic behaviours such as expressing anger in professional settings are often 

judged as less effective and less employable (Mazzurega et al., 2019).  

Importantly, some evidence suggests that benevolent sexism is associated with lower levels of 

workplace discrimination (Jones et al., 2017). However, this apparent contradiction only supports 

its subtle nature, with benevolent sexism operating through paternalistic practices and the emphasis 

of women’s gendered traits that may not be immediately recognized as harmful.   

 

1.1.2.  Appeal and Consequences of Benevolent Sexism 

A key reason benevolent sexism persists is that it can provide emotional, relational, and ideological 

rewards while obscuring its harmful consequences. Women often perceive benevolently sexist 

attitudes such as male partners paying for dates as signals of protection, commitment, and 

investment even when they recognize their restrictive nature (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Cross et 

al., 2016; Cross & Overall, 2018; Gul & Kupfer, 2019; Kilianski & Rudman, 1998; Lamont, 2013; 

Lever et al., 2015). This suggests that their appeal cannot be explained solely by a failure to 

recognize their harms, rather, the tangible and psychological rewards it appears to offer are 

sufficient to overcome such harms. 

Connelly and Heesacker (2012) further demonstrated that benevolently sexist beliefs are 

associated with greater system justification and life satisfaction among both men and women, 

portraying gender relations as mutually beneficial. For women, these beliefs may provide a sense 
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of security and stability, particularly under conditions of vulnerability (Cross & Overall, 2018; 

Hammond et al., 2014; Li, 2016). For men, they may reinforce identities as providers and 

protectors while reducing the moral discomfort associated with overt prejudice (Jost & Hunyady, 

2005).  

Ironically, while benevolent sexism can lead to short-term interpersonal or subjective benefits, 

it is also associated with a range of short-term and long-term negative outcomes. Research has 

linked benevolent sexism to lower self-esteem, reduced well-being, self-objectification, and 

psychological distress among women (Alba et al., 2024; Calogero & Jost, 2010; Jones et al., 2014; 

Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Oswald et al., 2018). Since it is perceived to be harmless but conveys 

messages of women’s incompetence and inferiority in the workplace, benevolent sexism can also 

undermine women’s perceived competence more than hostile sexism, increase dependency on 

men, and reduce ambition and independent goal pursuit (Dardenne et al., 2007; Dumont et al., 

2010; Fernández et al., 2006; Feather, 2004; Shnabel et al., 2016). At a broader societal level, 

endorsement of benevolent sexism has been associated with greater acceptance of gender 

inequality, victim blaming, and tolerance of discriminatory practices (Glick & Fiske, 1997; Glick 

et al., 2002; Viki & Abrams, 2002).  

Recent research also suggests that benevolent sexism subcomponents may have distinct 

effects. While being faced with protective paternalism has been associated with poorer well-being, 

complementary gender differentiation and heterosexual intimacy can be linked to greater self-

esteem and relationship satisfaction (Alba et al., 2024; Oswald et al., 2018).  

Therefore, benevolent sexism carries numerous hidden personal and societal costs for women, 

however, experiencing these costs may encourage women to question gender norms and develop 

a greater awareness of and resistance to social injustice (Fischer & Good, 2004; Yoder et al., 2012). 

Such awareness has been linked to greater well-being and self-esteem (Moradi & Subich, 2002; 

Saunders & Kashubeck-West, 2006). Understanding how individuals perceive the benefits and 

harms of benevolent sexism is therefore critical for explaining when it is recognized as 

problematic, and challenged. 

 

1.2. Responses to Benevolent Sexism 

The present research focuses on two forms of action intentions: bystander intervention and 

collective action. Bystander intervention refers to individuals' situation-specific decisions to 
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instances of perceived wrongdoing or discrimination (Rodenhizer-Stämpfli et al., 2018). 

Bystanders are well-positioned to challenge workplace sexism as targets often fear negative 

consequences for confronting or reporting discrimination (Lee et al., 2019). Recent reviews also 

highlight its importance in preventing workplace mistreatment, fostering inclusive organizational 

cultures, and addressing gender-based violence at work (Jennings et al., 2024; Mainwaring et al., 

2022; Nielsen et al., 2025), making it an important avenue of research. Collective action, in 

contrast, involves broader efforts to improve the conditions of disadvantaged groups and challenge 

systemic inequality (Becker & Tausch, 2015; van Zomeren et al., 2008). Although distinct, both 

forms of action depend on recognizing a situation as unfair and feeling motivated to respond 

(Gulliver et al., 2023).  

Theories of collective action consistently identify perceptions of injustice and illegitimacy as 

key drivers of resistance to inequality. Relative deprivation theory proposes that individuals are 

more likely to act when they perceive their group as unfairly disadvantaged (Burns, 1966; Walker 

& Smith, 2001), while the Social Identity Model of Collective Action (SIMCA) highlights 

perceived illegitimacy, group identification, and group-based emotions as central predictors of 

collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2004, 2008). Other factors that shape individuals’ intentions 

to intervene include beliefs in a just world (Zhao & Sun, 2022, as cited in Jin & Phusee-Orn, 2024), 

self-efficacy (Parrott et al., 2019; Mujal et al., 2019), and identification with the target (Levine et 

al., 2002). Emotional processes also play an important role with individuals’ being motivated to 

corrective action through empathy or anger when they perceive illegitimacy (Chen et al., 2023; 

Drury & Reicher, 2000; Rosenberg & Siegel, 2025).  

Within the workplace, barriers to action may be particularly pronounced due to anticipated 

social or professional costs, organizational norms, and diffusion of responsibility (Bowes-Sperry 

& O'Leary-Kelly, 2005; Henson et al., 2019; Latané & Darley, 1970; Madden & Loh, 2018). 

Therefore, understanding when individuals perceive benevolent sexism as illegitimate and worthy 

of challenge is critical for explaining both immediate bystander responses and broader support for 

gender equality.  

 

1.3. Legitimacy of Benevolent Sexism  

An explanation for why benevolent sexism often elicits acceptance despite its harmful 

consequences lies in the ideological processes through which unequal social arrangements come 
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to be perceived as natural, fair, and legitimate. Legitimacy more broadly refers to the perception 

that authorities, institutions, or social arrangements are appropriate and just (Tyler, 2005). Jost and 

Kay (2005) then extend this concept to gender-specific system justification where unequal gender 

relations are preserved through the acceptance of paternalistic beliefs and practices that place men 

in a dominant position, despite the obvious psychological and material harm they entail for the 

disadvantaged individuals and groups. Therefore, women come to learn and comply with these 

societal and cultural values, voluntarily accepting the discrepancy of gendered power structures as 

the status quo, increasing their perceived legitimacy.  

Social Dominance Theory similarly argues that group-based hierarchies are maintained 

through legitimizing ideologies that justify unequal distributions of power and status (Sidanius & 

Pratto, 1999). Social dominance orientation (SDO) has been positively linked with endorsement 

of benevolent sexism and inhibition of bystander intervention in past research (Radke et al., 2018; 

Gkesoura, 2024; Gotdiner & Gumpel, 2024). Further, women higher in SDO have been found to 

legitimize unequal gender structures that place them in a subordinate position (Tesi et al., 2019, 

2020).  

Benevolent sexism may be particularly effective at fostering legitimacy of unequal gender 

relations because it masks inequality behind a veneer of care, morality, and protection. Rather than 

relying on overt hostility, it rewards conformity to traditional gender roles through affection, 

praise, and paternalistic support while discouraging resistance through the threat of hostile sexism 

(Glick & Fiske, 2001). Research also shows that discrimination framed in positive or favourable 

terms is perceived as less harmful and unjust than when its harms are highlighted (Phillips & Jun, 

2022). Since benevolent sexism does come across as positive, as a result, gender hierarchy may be 

perceived not as discriminatory but as beneficial and socially appropriate, increasing gender-

specific system justification and making social change seem unnecessary (Hammond & Sibley, 

2011; Becker & Wright, 2011).  

Importantly, these broad ideological beliefs about the legitimacy of gender relations may shape 

how individuals interpret specific instances of benevolent sexism. Research on system justification 

suggests that people use existing beliefs about the fairness of social arrangements when evaluating 

particular events and inequalities (Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Major et al., 2002). Consequently, 

individuals who perceive gender relations as generally fair may also be more likely to perceive 

benevolently sexist behaviour in a given situation as legitimate, exacerbated by its ambiguity 



10 

 

increasing reliance on social norms and existing beliefs to determine whether intervention is 

warranted (Latané & Darley, 1970). 

 

1.4. Gender Differences in Perceptions of Legitimacy and Action Intentions 

Extensive research demonstrates gender differences in responses to gender inequality. Men, 

particularly those who strongly identify with their gender group, report higher levels of gender-

specific system justification and SDO than women (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Saguy & Szekeres, 2018; 

Schmitt et al., 2002; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). They are also more likely to perceive ambiguous 

forms of sexism as legitimate or non-problematic (Iyer & Ryan, 2009).  

Research on bystander intervention shows that women, as the primary targets of sexism, report 

greater willingness to intervene in situations involving sexual harassment and gender bias (Martini 

& De Piccoli, 2020). According to defensive attribution theory (Shaver, 1970), women may 

identify more strongly with victims of gender-based mistreatment, leading to lower legitimacy 

perceptions, lower victim blaming, and greater sensitivity to subtle forms of discrimination 

(Chapleau & Oswald, 2014; Grubb & Harrower, 2008; Navarro & Tewksbury, 2017). Similarly, 

Shimizu and colleagues (2024) found that an intervention highlighting the harmful consequences 

of benevolent sexism was effective in reducing benevolent sexism only among female participants.  

However, women may also be strongly influenced by traditional gender role expectations. 

Based on the role incongruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002), assignment to more complementary 

traits rather than agentic may be perceived as alignment with the status quo, inhibiting any form 

of intervention. Cha and colleagues (2023) found that women perceived themselves in leadership 

roles as less legitimate than in subordinate roles, whereas men’s legitimacy perceptions of women 

remained unaffected regardless of their position.  

It is also important to note that men and women may face different barriers and motivations 

for intervention. Women, who often occupy the dual role of bystander and potential target, may 

experience powerlessness and reduced self-efficacy (Bradley et al., 2015; Brinkman et al., 2015), 

whereas men may face fewer interpersonal costs when challenging sexism (Civile & Obhi, 2016). 

Some evidence also suggests that men who endorse traditional chivalrous norms may be motivated 

to intervene on behalf of women, although at times such responses may reflect paternalistic 

protection rather than egalitarian concerns (Leone et al., 2020). Therefore, men and women may 
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differ not only in how they perceive benevolent sexism, but also in their willingness to challenge 

it.  

 

1.5. The Pakistani Context 

As with adjacent fields, much of the current ambivalent sexism research is based on so-called 

WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic) populations. Moreover, research 

on ambivalent sexism in Pakistan has largely relied on cross-sectional and qualitative designs, 

limiting conclusions about causal effects on legitimacy perceptions and behavioural responses 

within the specific sociocultural context. Existing evidence consistently suggests that hostile and 

benevolent sexism are embedded within broader patriarchal structures in Pakistan that shape 

women's experiences. These hierarchical social structures are reinforced through family systems, 

religious beliefs, and community expectations (Jamshed et al., 2022). Within workplaces, such 

norms contribute to occupational segregation, restrictions on women's participation, and reduced 

willingness to report or challenge discrimination (Ali et al., 2021; Cheema & Baruch, 2024; 

Grünenfelder, 2012; Jafree et al., 2014). Consequently, behaviours that disadvantage women are 

often interpreted as protective or appropriate rather than discriminatory.  

The three components of benevolent sexism also manifest differently in the Pakistani context. 

Protective paternalism appears particularly salient, with workplace research frequently 

highlighting concerns about women's safety, mobility, and protection (Grünenfelder, 2012; Jafree 

et al., 2015). Practices such as discouraging women from working late or excluding them from 

opportunities in the name of protection reflect assumptions that women require male guidance and 

care (Dardenne et al., 2007; Estevan-Reina et al., 2020). Complementary gender differentiation is 

expressed more indirectly in Pakistani workplace research, evident in beliefs that women are 

naturally better suited to caregiving, supportive, or aesthetic roles than technical or leadership 

positions (Shahid et al., 2025). 

Heterosexual intimacy has received considerably less attention and is often perceived as less 

relevant in workplace research (Warren et al., 2023). However, in Pakistan's socio-cultural context, 

where marriage, family honour, and caregiving responsibilities remain highly valued, it may 

manifest through expectations that women prioritize relational and family obligations over career 

advancement (Daraz et al., 2023; Khan et al., 2023). In South Asian contexts, marriage is often 

understood as a stabilizing institution for men, with women undertaking the responsibilities for 
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caregiving, emotional labour, and household management for their husband’s well-being or better 

task performance, often in addition to their paid work (Kandiyoti, 1988; Dube, 1997; Qureshi, 

2020; Allendorf & Pandian, 2016; Ali et al., 2011). Within these patriarchal family structures, 

masculinity is typically associated with breadwinning, creating a system of gendered 

interdependence in which men rely on women’s unpaid care work and nurturing for everyday 

functioning and social stability (Chopra, 2006; Jafree, 2017).  

These dynamics make Pakistan an important yet underexplored sociocultural context for 

investigating how benevolent sexism influences perceptions and responses in workplace settings. 

In such settings, discriminatory practices framed as care, protection, or support may be less likely 

to be recognized as unjust, thereby reducing the likelihood of resistance. 

 

1.6. Overview and the Present Study 

A growing body of experimental research suggests that highlighting the harmful consequences of 

benevolent sexism can reduce its endorsement and increase recognition of sexism (Becker & 

Swim, 2012; Good & Woodzicka, 2010; Shimizu et al., 2024). However, most studies have 

focused on attitudinal and ideological outcomes (Becker & Wright, 2011; Hammond & Sibley, 

2011), with relatively limited attention to whether such awareness translates into behavioural 

responses. Understanding this is important for informing workplace training and anti-

discrimination interventions. 

Research has also focused primarily on women as targets and participants, as they are the 

broader targets unlike men (Benatar, 2012). However, evidence suggests that men, as an 

advantaged group, may play an important role as bystanders (Leone et al., 2020; Yule et al., 2020). 

Finally, workplace contexts remain underexplored despite being a setting where intervention may 

be particularly consequential since organizational hierarchies and normative ambiguity can inhibit 

recognition of discrimination and discourage intervention (Bowes-Sperry & O'Leary-Kelly, 2005). 

Although workplace benevolent sexism has been linked to greater gender-specific system 

justification and lower support for collective action (Warren et al., 2023), the situational processes 

through which it shapes intervention intentions remain poorly understood. 

The present study addresses these gaps by examining how individuals perceive and respond 

to benevolent sexism depending on whether its consequences are framed as beneficial or harmful 

for the target in ecologically valid vignettes situated within the Pakistani workplace context. The 
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study investigates three research questions: (1) Does making the harmful consequences of 

benevolent sexism salient influence bystander intervention intentions and collective action 

intentions for gender equality? (2) Are these effects mediated by situational legitimacy perceptions 

and gender-specific system justification? (3) Does participant gender moderate these indirect 

relationships? 

The present research focuses on behavioural intentions because they represent one of the 

strongest proximal predictors of action and are widely used when observing actual behaviour is 

impractical or ethically challenging (Ajzen, 1985; Webb & Sheeran, 2006). Meta-analytic 

evidence also demonstrates a substantial association between intentions and subsequent behaviour 

across domains (Sheeran, 2002).  

By investigating how consequence framing shapes legitimacy perceptions and behavioural 

responses, this study aims to clarify the psychological mechanisms through which benevolent 

sexism may inhibit resistance to gender inequality and inform the development of more effective 

anti-sexist interventions and workplace training initiatives. 

 

1.7. Hypotheses 

H1. Participants exposed to the harm (versus benefit) condition are likely to report, 

H1a. lower perceived legitimacy of the situation,  

H1b. lower gender-specific system justification,  

H1c. higher bystander intervention intentions, and  

H1d. higher collective action intentions.  

H2. Men, as compared to women, are likely to report across both experimental conditions,  

H2a. higher perceived legitimacy of the situation,  

H2b. higher gender-specific system justification,  

H2c. lower bystander intervention intentions, and  

H2d. lower collective action intentions. 

H3. Perceived legitimacy and gender-specific system justification are likely to act as mediators 

between consequence framing (harm versus benefit) and action intentions:  

H3a. Perceived legitimacy of the situation is likely to mediate the effect of consequence 

framing on bystander intervention intentions, such that harm exposure decreases legitimacy, which 

in turn increases intervention, and 
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H3b. Gender-specific system justification is likely to mediate the effect of consequence 

framing on collective action intentions, such that harm exposure decreases justification, which in 

turn increases intervention.  

H4. Participant gender will moderate the indirect effect of consequence framing (harm versus 

benefit) on action intentions through differential effects on the mediators such that:  

H4a. The effect of consequence framing on perceived legitimacy of the situation will be 

stronger for women than for men (Model 1; see Figure 1.1), and  

H4b. The effect of consequence framing on gender-specific system justification will be 

stronger for women than for men (Model 2; see Figure 1.2). 
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Figure 1.1 

Conceptual Model 1 Predicting Bystander Intervention Intentions 

 

 

 

Figure 1.2 

Conceptual Model 2 Predicting Collective Action Intentions 
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CHAPTER 2 

Method 

2.1. Study Design 

The study employed a 2 (participant gender: man versus woman) × 2 (consequence framing: harm 

versus benefit) between-participants experimental design administered through Qualtrics. Using 

Experimental Vignette Methodology (EVM), an established approach for examining causal 

relationships through realistic scenarios (Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010; Hox et al., 1991), participants 

were presented with vignettes on workplace incidents depicting a benevolent sexism incident (see 

section 2.4). 

 

2.2. Sample Size Calculation 

A minimum sample size of 300 participants was determined using Monte Carlo power simulations 

for the proposed first-stage moderated mediation models in Figures 1.1 and 1.2 (Schoemann et al., 

2017), which included four covariates - SDO, age, relationship status, and religion, based on past 

literature (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Glick et al., 2015; Mikołajczak & Pietrzak, 2014; Morando, 

2023; Waddell et al., 2018). Medium effect sizes consistent with prior social psychological 

research were assumed (Cohen, 2013). Simulations with 500 replications indicated that a sample 

of 300 participants would provide approximately 80% power to detect the hypothesized moderated 

indirect effect while maintaining adequate power for the parallel indirect effect. The Monte Carlo 

simulation script is provided in Annex A.  

 

2.3. Participants 

Although the pre-registration (https://osf.io/dxct5) specified recruitment solely through 

convenience sampling, this plan was revised due to time constraints associated with completing 

the study as part of a Master's dissertation. Consequently, recruitment was conducted via both 

Positly (Positly, 2026), a paid research participant recruitment platform, and 

convenience/snowball sampling using academic and professional networks, university mailing 

lists, and social media. Eligibility criteria required participants to be at least 18 years old and 

currently residing in Pakistan. 

https://osf.io/dxct5
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Following the exclusion of participants who did not provide consent or failed to complete any 

dependent variable measures (Positly: n = 13; convenience: n = 71), the final sample consisted of 

N = 313 participants (Positly: n = 164; convenience: n = 149). Positly recruitment took place 

between April 13 and April 21, 2026, whereas convenience sampling occurred between March 26 

and May 7, 2026. Prior to the main study, 20 Positly participants were recruited and compensated 

with $0.26. Based on pilot feedback, the estimated survey duration was increased from 10 to 15 

minutes, and compensation for the subsequent Positly participants was adjusted to $0.39. 

Participants ranged in age from 18 to 67 years (M = 32.47, SD = 11.92). The sample was 

relatively balanced in gender (51.1% men, 39.9% women), and most participants identified as 

Pakistani (90.1%), Muslim (87.9%), and heterosexual (67.1%). Approximately half were married 

or in a relationship (48.9%), over half were employed (53.0%), and most had completed an 

undergraduate degree or higher (67.4%). Missing demographic responses (8.9–10.9%) were 

retained as separate categories. Full sociodemographic characteristics are presented in Table 2.1, 

separately for the two different samples and combined.   

 

Table 2.1 

Sociodemographic Characteristics of Sample (N = 313) 

Demographics Categories Sample f (%) 

Gender Women  125 39.9 

  
 

Positly 54 32.9 

  
 

Convenience 71 47.7 

  Men  160 51.1 

   Positly 110 67.1 

  
 

Convenience 50 33.6 

  Missing  28 8.9 

Sexual 

Orientation 
Heterosexual  210 67.1 

   Positly 116 70.7 

   Convenience 94 63.1 

  Bi/Homosexual/Other  56 17.9 
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   Positly 41 25.0 

   Convenience 15 10.1 

  Missing  47 15.0 

Relationship 

Status 

Single/Widowed/Divorced/Sepa

rated 
 128 40.9 

   Positly 76 46.3 

   Convenience 52 34.9 

  
Married/In a relationship but not 

married 
 153 48.9 

   Positly 83 50.6 

   Convenience 70 47.0 

  Missing  32 10.2 

Education 

Status 
Pre-Bachelor's  68 21.7 

   Positly 49 29.9 

   Convenience 19 12.8 

  Bachelor's  103 32.9 

   Positly 56 34.1 

   Convenience 47 31.5 

  Post-Bachelor's  108 34.5 

   Positly 53 32.3 

   Convenience 55 36.9 

  Missing  34 10.9 

Professional 

Status 
Employed (full/part-time)  166 53.0 

   Positly 97 59.1 

   Convenience 69 46.3 

  
Unemployed/Retired/Disabled/

Homemaker 
 47 15.0 

   Positly 30 18.3 

   Convenience 17 11.4 
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  Student  65 20.8 

   Positly 31 18.9 

   Convenience 34 22.8 

  Other  2 0.6 

   Positly 1 0.6 

   Convenience 1 0.7 

  Missing  33 10.5 

Religion Islam  275 87.9 

   Positly 156 95.1 

   Convenience 119 79.9 

  Christianity/None  6 1.9 

   Positly 4 2.4 

   Convenience 2 1.3 

  Missing  32 10.2 

Note. Pre-Bachelor's: No formal education, Middle (Grade 8), Matriculation/Secondary (Grade 10/SSC), 

Intermediate/Higher Secondary (Grade 12/HSSC); Bachelor's degree: BA/BSc/BS/Bcom; Post-Bachelor's degree: 

Master's degree (MA/MSc/Mcom/MBA), Higher than Master's (MPhil/PhD). 

 

2.4. Experimental Manipulations 

A total of six vignettes, two per subcomponent, were developed using items from the Experiences 

with Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Salomon et al., 2020) and prior qualitative research on 

Pakistani women’s experiences of sexism. Each vignette followed a standardized structure (70–

110 words, English). One vignette per subcomponent was selected from this larger pool based on 

ratings from two Pakistani experts in ambivalent sexism research, recruited through convenience 

sampling, who evaluated the vignettes for alignment with the ambivalent sexism framework and 

cultural relevance to the Pakistani context. 

Each vignette depicted a female protagonist with a Pakistani-typical name in a workplace 

setting, with names varied across subcomponents to reduce carryover effects. Scenarios described 

benevolent sexism by a male colleague or supervisor, with participants instructed to imagine 

witnessing the event. Each vignette ended with a harmful or beneficial consequence that was 

standardized as objective across both conditions and subcomponents, reflecting tangible outcomes 
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for the protagonist (e.g., being denied a promotion or receiving criticism from colleagues). 

Temporal framing of outcomes was also controlled (short-term versus longer-term/indefinite). All 

vignettes are provided in Annex D within the survey however, a sample is shown below. 

 

(Complementary Gender Differentiation, Benefit Condition) 

 

Fatima is a young journalist working in the current affairs department, where she covers 

topics such as state affairs, international relations, and politics. One day, she met Ali, a new 

male recruit. Upon being introduced, Ali smiled and said, “Oh, I assumed you worked in 

the culture department since women usually have a great eye for design and good taste.” 

Afterwards, Ali would often ask Fatima for advice on improving the aesthetics and layout 

of his article, praising her for having a natural sense of aesthetics. 

 

  (Complementary Gender Differentiation, Harm Condition) 

Fatima is a young journalist working in the current affairs department, where she covers 

topics such as state affairs, international relations, and politics. One day, she met Ali, a new 

male recruit. Upon being introduced, Ali smiled and said, “Oh, I assumed you worked in 

the culture department since women usually have a great eye for design and good taste.” 

Afterwards, Fatima noticed that Ali would often approach his male seniors to ask work-

related questions and that she was rarely included in their discussions about political pieces, 

even though she was equally qualified.  

 

2.5. Measures 

 

2.5.1. Perceived Legitimacy of the Situation 

To assess participants’ justification of benevolent sexism within the specific situation, we used an 

adapted legitimacy scale (Thomas & Louis, 2013). This scale consists of two items assessing the 

degree to which participants perceived an issue as legitimate. We modified these items to fit the 

current research (“The way the protagonist was treated in this situation is unjust”; “The way the 

protagonist was treated in this situation is fair”).  
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Participants were asked to indicate their agreement with the statements using a 7-point scale 

(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). The two items were averaged to create a composite 

measure after reverse coding the first item, such that higher scores indicate a greater perceived 

legitimacy of the situation. In line with recommendations on the limitations of two-item scales, 

internal consistency was assessed with the Spearman-Brown correlation coefficient (Eisinga et al., 

2012), yielding an acceptable correlation (r = .69, p < .001). Reliability estimates also suggest good 

internal consistency (α = .82). 

 

2.5.2. Bystander Intervention Intentions 

To assess bystander intervention intentions, we developed items using a typology of bystander 

intervention behaviours in sexual harassment (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005). They 

conceptualize bystanders as those who witness the behaviour, consistent with past literature on 

bystander intervention (Latane & Darley, 1970). This typology characterizes bystander 

intervention along two dimensions: (1) immediacy of intervention, and (2) level of involvement.  

Using this, we developed five items aligning with actions undertaken by a bystander: (a) If I 

witnessed this event, I would speak up to challenge the person responsible (high immediacy; high 

involvement); (b) If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help (high immediacy; 

low involvement); (c) If I witnessed this event, I would privately challenge the person responsible 

later on (low immediacy; high involvement); (d) If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional 

support to the protagonist (low immediacy; low involvement); (e) If I witnessed this event, I would 

not do anything. Participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with the items on a 7-

point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). A composite measure was developed after 

reverse coding the fifth item, such that higher scores indicate a higher intention for bystander 

intervention. This scale yielded good internal consistency in our study (α =.81).  

We also ran an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring to examine the 

latent structure of the scale and assess whether the items loaded onto a single factor.  Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity was significant, χ² (10) = 557.27, p < .001, indicating that the correlation matrix 

was suitable for factor analysis. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy 

was .80 which is above the recommended threshold of .60, suggesting good sampling adequacy. 

One factor had an eigenvalue over 1, with 58.2% of the variance accounted for in the model. The 

scree plot also showed the point of inflection occurring at one factor (Field, 2023). All factor 



 

23 
 

loadings were equal to or above .49 and loaded onto a single factor, suggesting a one-factor scale 

(Shultz et al., 2020). The factor loadings and scree plot are included in Annex B.    

 

2.5.3. Gender-Specific System Justification  

This was measured using the gender-specific system justification scale (Jost & Kay, 2005) that 

comprises eight items and assesses perceptions of the fairness of gender relations in society. The 

word ‘the United States’ was replaced with ‘Pakistan’ in the fourth item - “For women, Pakistan 

is the best country in the world to live in” to fit the current research. Participants were asked to 

indicate the strength of agreement or disagreement with the items regarding Pakistani society, on 

a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). The third and seventh items were reverse 

coded and an overall average was calculated such that higher scores indicate greater support for 

the status quo. There was acceptable internal consistency between the gender-specific system 

justification scale and the sample in our study (α = .70). 

 

2.5.4. Gender Equality Collective Action Intention 

To measure this variable, we used the gender equality collective action intention (GECAI) scale 

(Besta et al., 2024) which consists of six items describing actions undertaken to support gender 

equality such as participating in an educational event related to gender equality or using online 

tools (e.g. Instagram, YouTube) to raise awareness about gender equality. The original paper tested 

the measurement invariance of GECAI across 60 countries, including Pakistan where the scale 

depicted excellent reliability (ω = .90).  

Participants rated their intention to engage in the listed activities on a 7-point scale (1 = not 

likely at all; 7 = very likely). A composite measure was developed by taking the mean of responses 

to all six items, such that higher scores indicate a greater intention to engage in solidarity-based 

collective action for gender equality. In this study, there was excellent internal consistency 

between GECAI and our sample (α = .90).  

 

2.5.5. Social Dominance Orientation 

SDO was measured as a control variable before exposure to the experimental manipulation. The 

short form social dominance orientation scale, SDO-7 (Ho et al., 2015) was used due to survey 

length constraints. The scale consists of eight items across four factors: Pro-Trait Dominance 
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(items 1 and 2), Con-Trait Dominance (items 3 and 4), Pro-Trait Antiegalitarianism (items 5 and 

6), and Con-Trait Antiegalitarianism (items 7 and 8). The four-factor structure of SDO-7 is based 

on two subdimensions of SDO: SDO-Dominance and SDO-Egalitarianism. SDO-Dominance is 

characterized by a preference for systems of group-based dominance (high status groups oppress 

low status groups) whereas SDO-Egalitarianism is characterized by a preference for systems of 

group-based equality. Participants marked the extent to which they favour or oppose the items on 

a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly favour). The con-trait items were 

reverse scored before a composite scale mean was computed with higher scores indicating a greater 

preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality. We obtained borderline internal consistency 

for the scale in our sample (α = .65).  

 

2.5.6. Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Short Form  

The ambivalent sexism inventory (ASI) short form taken from Glick and Whitehead (2010) was 

included at the end of the study as a measure of participant’s beliefs regarding men and women in 

contemporary society. The scale consists of 12 items across two factors - hostile sexism and 

benevolent sexism. Participants rated the extent to which they agree or disagree with items related 

to hostile sexism (items 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 12) and benevolent sexism (items 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, and 11) 

on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  The items were used 

to create composite scales for hostile sexism (α = .87), benevolent sexism (α = .74), and ambivalent 

sexism (α = .84) yielding good reliability.  

 

2.6. Procedure 

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of ISCTE-Instituto Universitário de Lisboa 

(PSI_154/2025B) and was administered online in English using Qualtrics. Participants first read 

an information sheet describing the study as one examining people’s thoughts and feelings about 

women in contemporary Pakistani society, and provided informed consent before proceeding.  

Participants completed SDO-7 and were randomly assigned to either the harm or benefit 

condition. They read three vignettes depicting either of the three benevolent sexism 

subcomponents (protective paternalism, complementary gender differentiation, and heterosexual 

intimacy) in randomized order. Following each vignette, participants completed manipulation 

checks assessing their recognition of the benevolent sexism subcomponent measured using three 
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items, one per subcomponent, where participants rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) the extent to which the vignette aligned with the main tenet of each 

subcomponent. They also rated whether the scenario reflected a beneficial or harmful situation for 

the main character on the same 7-point scale.  

Subsequently, participants responded to the bystander intervention intentions and perceived 

legitimacy of the situation measures after each vignette. After completing all three vignettes, 

participants completed measures for gender-specific system justification, collective action 

intentions for gender equality, and ambivalent sexism. Finally, participants provided demographic 

information and were debriefed regarding the study's aims. The informed consent form, survey 

materials, and debriefing documents are provided in Annexes C, D, and E respectively.  

 

2.7. Data Analysis 

We analysed the data using IBM SPSS Version 30.0.0 (IBM Corp., 2024). Preliminary analyses 

included checks for missing data, outliers, and normality. To test H1, we conducted independent 

samples t-tests with condition (benefit = 0; harm = 1) as the grouping variable and perceived 

legitimacy, gender-specific system justification, bystander intervention intentions, and collective 

action intentions as outcomes. H2 was tested similarly using participant gender (man = 0; woman 

= 1) as the grouping variable.  

H3 was tested using two parallel mediation analyses (PROCESS Model 4; Hayes, 2013) with 

perceived legitimacy and gender-specific system justification as parallel mediators to control for 

their unique contributions, and bystander intervention intentions and collective action intentions 

as separate outcomes. Based on their conceptual focus, perceived legitimacy was expected to be 

more strongly associated with bystander intervention intentions, whereas gender-specific system 

justification was expected to be more strongly associated with collective action intentions. H4 was 

tested using first-stage moderated mediation (PROCESS Model 7), examining whether participant 

gender moderated the effect of condition on the mediators. All models used 5,000 bootstrap 

samples and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals. Significant effects were identified when 

confidence intervals did not include zero. Data from Positly and convenience/snowball samples 

were combined for primary analyses, with exploratory analyses conducted separately by sample 

type. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Results 

 

3.1. Missing Value Analysis  

Data were screened for missing values and patterns. Missing data were minimal for the study 

variables ranging from no missing values to 9.3% missing values for collective action intentions. 

Little’s MCAR test indicated that data were missing completely at random, χ²(9) = 11.32, p = .25, 

and missingness did not differ by condition. Although multiple imputation was explored, stable 

imputations could not be generated due to the small sample and sparse missingness. Therefore, 

analyses were conducted using available cases, with listwise or pairwise deletion as appropriate.  

 

3.2. Preliminary Results 

Assumptions of normality for demographic and dependent variables were assessed using 

skewness, kurtosis, histograms, Q-Q plots, and Shapiro–Wilk tests. Although Shapiro–Wilk tests 

were significant, visual inspection and skewness/kurtosis values indicated approximate normality 

for the study variables. Religion and sexual orientation showed non-normal distributions, 

reflecting expected demographic patterns in Pakistan. A small number of outliers were identified 

across the dependent variables but retained, as responses passed manipulation checks and showed 

consistent response patterns. 

Hostile and benevolent sexism were also examined descriptively as they were measured at the 

end of the survey and based on independent samples t-tests, were not impacted by the experimental 

conditions. Participants reported high levels of both forms of sexism (Shahid et al., 2025), with 

men scoring higher than women (Ijaz & Butt, 2026).  

 

3.3. Psychometric Properties and Correlation Analyses 

A summary of psychometric properties, reliability estimates, and intercorrelations is presented in 

Table 3.1. Most variables in the hypothesised model were significantly correlated. Perceived 

legitimacy was positively associated with gender-specific system justification and negatively 

associated with both bystander intervention intentions and collective action intentions. Bystander 
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intervention intentions were positively correlated with collective action intentions, while gender-

specific system justification was not significantly related to either outcome variable. 

SDO and ambivalent sexism were generally positively associated with the study variables, 

although hostile sexism was not significantly correlated with collective action intentions. Age was 

unrelated to the primary outcomes but was significantly associated with ambivalent sexism and its 

subcomponents. 
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Table 3.1 

Psychometric Properties and Bivariate Correlations Among Main Study Variables 

Variable M SD Range α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. PERCLEGIT 3.70 1.56  1 -7  0.82 -                 

2. BYSTINTER 4.47 1.12  1 - 7 0.81  -.67** -               

3. SYSJUST 3.76 1.00  1 - 6  0.70  .33** -0.11 -             

4. COLLACT 5.05 1.38  1 - 7 0.90  -.14* .32** -0.05 -           

5. BS 4.84 1.14  1 - 7 0.74 .19** 0.01 .35** .29** -         

6. HS 3.86 1.40  1 - 7 0.87 .23** 0.00 .51** -0.06 .38** -       

7. AS 4.34 1.06  1 - 7 0.84  .25** 0.00 .53** .12* .79** .87** -     

8. SDO 2.58 1.02  1 - 6  0.65  .14* -0.07 .33**  -.16** 0.11 .31** .26** -   

9. Age 32.47 11.77  18 - 67  - 0.06 -0.06 0.11 0.01 .15* .12* .16** -0.06 - 

Note. N = 313. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, α = Cronbach’s alpha, PERCLEGIT = Perceived Legitimacy, BYSTINTER = Bystander Intervention 

Intentions, SYSJUST = Gender-Specific System Justification, COLLACT = Collective Action Intentions, BS = Benevolent Sexism, HS = Hostile Sexism, AS 

= Ambivalent Sexism, SDO = Social Dominance Orientation.  

*p < 0.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001  
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3.4. Tests to Determine Covariates 

Preliminary analyses examined whether the pre-registered variables, SDO, religion, relationship 

status, and age, were associated with the main study variables to determine covariates. Independent 

samples t-tests and one-way ANOVAs showed no significant differences in the dependent 

variables across religious groups or relationship status. 

Simple linear regressions indicated that SDO significantly predicted perceived legitimacy, 

collective action intentions, and gender-specific system justification, whereas age was not a 

significant predictor in any model. Therefore, only SDO was included as a covariate in the 

confirmatory analyses.  

  

3.5. Manipulation Check 

Participants completed three items after each vignette assessing whether they correctly identified 

the intended benevolent sexism subcomponent. This was particularly important for exploratory 

analyses examining whether the effects of the experimental manipulation differed across 

subcomponents. To test this, we computed discrimination scores for each subcomponent within 

each condition. For instance, to assess whether participants correctly identified the protective 

paternalism vignette in the benefit condition, we calculated the following difference score: 

 

PPB item - ((CDB item + HIB item)/2) 

 

We then conducted one-sample t-tests against a test value of 0, where all mean differences 

were positive and significant, indicating that participants rated the intended subcomponent higher 

than the other subcomponents, suggesting that the manipulation was successfully perceived as 

intended (Table 3.2).  
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Table 3.2 

Results of One-Sample t-tests Assessing ASI Subcomponent Differentiation 

  
M/Mean 

Difference 
SD SE t df Two-sided p Cohen's d 

PPH Mani Check 1.11 2.16 0.18 6.287 150 <.001 0.51 

PPB Mani Check 2.64 2.14 0.17 15.147 150 <.001 1.23 

CDH Mani Check 0.76 1.92 0.16 4.864 150 <.001 0.40 

CDB Mani Check 1.13 1.89 0.15 7.301 150 <.001 0.59 

HIH Mani Check 1.34 2.35 0.19 7.011 149 <.001 0.57 

HIB Mani Check 1.20 2.29 0.19 6.448 150 <.001 0.53 

Note. Test value = 0. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, SE = Standard Error, PPH = Protective Paternalism 

Harm, PPB = Protective Paternalism Benefit, CDH = Complementary Gender Differentiation Harm, CDB = 

Complementary Gender Differentiation Benefit, HIH = Heterosexual Intimacy Harm, Heterosexual Intimacy 

Benefit.  

 

An independent samples t-test was also conducted to check the success of the harm versus 

benefit manipulation. Participants rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree) after each vignette whether the story showed a beneficial or harmful situation for the main 

character. Levene’s test for equality of variances indicated the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was met for harm perceptions, F(2, 311) = 1.14, p = .29, whereas it was violated for 

benefit perceptions, F(305.89) = 6.57, p = .01. The t-test results are shown in Table 3.3.  
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Table 3.3 

T-test Results Assessing Benefit/Harm Perceptions 

  Condition M SD SE t Two-sided p 

Benefit Perceptions Benefit 4.65 1.33 0.11 8.93 <.001 

Harm 3.21 1.53 0.12     

Harm Perceptions Benefit 2.91 1.37 0.11 -13.56 <.001 

Harm 4.97 1.32 0.11     

Note. nbenefit = 156, nharm = 157, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, SE = Standard Error.  

 

Consistent with our expectations, participants in the benefit condition reported significantly 

higher benefit perceptions (Mean difference = 1.45), while those in the harm condition reported 

significantly higher harm perceptions (Mean difference = -2.06), indicating successful 

manipulation.  

 

3.6. Effects of Consequence Manipulation on Dependent Variables (H1) 

An independent samples t-test tested H1 (see Table 3.4). It was hypothesised that participants in 

the harm condition would report lower perceived legitimacy and gender-specific system 

justification, and higher bystander intervention and collective action intentions.  
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Table 3.4 

T-test Results Assessing Experimental Manipulation Impact on Study Variables 

  Condition n M SD SE F Sig. t df Two-sided p 

PERCLEGIT Benefit 155 4.64 1.24 0.10 1.45 0.23 13.27 310 <.001 

Harm 157 2.76 1.27 0.10           

BYSTINTER Benefit 156 3.94 1.08 0.09 5.79 0.02 -9.33 300.24 <.001 

Harm 157 4.99 0.89 0.07           

SYSJUST Benefit 143 3.75 1.03 0.09 0.28 0.60 -0.12 285 0.908 

Harm 144 3.76 0.97 0.08           

COLLACT Benefit 142 4.97 1.37 0.11 0.10 0.75 -1.01 282 0.311 

Harm 142 5.13 1.39 0.12           

Note. n = subsample size, PERCLEGIT = Perceived Legitimacy, BYSTINTER = Bystander Intervention Intentions, SYSJUST = Gender-Specific System 

Justification, COLLACT = Collective Action Intentions, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, SE = Standard Error, F= Levene's test F-statistic, Sig. = 

Levene’s test Significance. 
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The results showed that participants in the benefit condition reported significantly higher 

perceived legitimacy (Mean difference = 1.88) and lower bystander intervention intentions (Mean 

difference = -1.04) than those in the harm condition, supporting H1a and H1c.  

No significant differences emerged for gender-specific system justification, t(285) = -0.12, p 

= .91, or collective action intentions, t(282) = -1.01, p = .31, although means were in the expected 

direction for collective action. These findings reject H1b and H1d, however preregistered 

mediation models were still tested to examine potential indirect effects.  

 

3.7. Gender Differences on Dependent Variables (H2) 

An independent samples t-test tested H2 (see Table 3.5). It was hypothesised that men would report 

higher perceived legitimacy and gender-specific system justification, and lower bystander 

intervention intentions and collective actions, across experimental conditions.  

 

Table 3.5 

T-test Results Comparing Men and Women on Study Variables 

  Gender M SD SE F Sig. t df Two-sided p 

PERCLEGIT Men 3.86 1.62 0.13 0.11 0.75 2.08 283 0.038 

Women 3.46 1.54 0.14           

BYSTINTER Men 4.44 1.15 0.09 1.83 0.18 -0.68 283 0.494 

Women 4.53 1.08 0.10           

SYSJUST Men 3.95 0.93 0.07 3.43 0.07 3.91 281 <.001 

Women 3.49 1.04 0.09           

COLLACT Men 5.05 1.40 0.11 0.19 0.67 -0.14 279 0.890 

Women 5.07 1.35 0.12           

Note. Nmen = 160, Nwomen = 125, PERCLEGIT = Perceived Legitimacy, BYSTINTER = Bystander Intervention 

Intentions, SYSJUST = Gender-Specific System Justification, COLLACT = Collective Action Intentions, M = 

Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, SE = Standard Error, F = Levene's test F-statistic, Sig. = Levene’s test 

Significance. 



36 

 

The t-test results show that men reported significantly higher perceived legitimacy (Mean 

difference = 0.39) and gender-specific system justification (Mean difference = 0.46) than women, 

supporting H2a and H2b.  

Further, men reported lower bystander intervention intentions, t(283) = -0.68, p = .49, and 

collective action intentions, t(279) = -0.14, p = .89, than women, however these differences were 

not significant, thereby rejecting H2c and H2d.  

 

3.8. Mediating Role of Perceived Legitimacy on Bystander Intervention 

Intentions (H3a) 

We conducted a parallel mediation analysis (PROCESS Model 4; Hayes, 2013) testing perceived 

legitimacy and gender-specific system justification as mediators of the relationship between the 

experimental condition and bystander intervention intentions, controlling for SDO and gender (N 

= 283; listwise deletion). We expected perceived legitimacy to mainly mediate the relationship 

between exposure to harm and bystander intervention intentions. Table 3.6 shows the mediation 

analysis results, and Table 3.7 shows the unstandardized total, direct, and indirect effects.  
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Table 3.6 

Mediation Analysis Results of Condition on Bystander Intervention Intentions 

Predictor 
PERCLEGIT SYSJUST BYSTINTER 

Coeff. SE Boot CI Coeff. SE Boot CI Coeff. SE Boot CI 

Constant 4.20*** 0.21 
[3.78, 

4.62] 
3.14*** 0.17 

[2.81, 

3.46] 
5.70*** 0.24 [5.21, 6.18] 

Condition  -2.04***  0.14 
[-2.32, -

1.76] 
-0.01 0.11 

[-0.23, 

0.20] 
0.17 0.13 [-0.09, 0.42] 

Gender  -0.34*  0.14 
[-0.63, -

0.06] 
 -0.43*** 0.11 

[-0.65, -

0.21] 
-0.04 0.10 [-0.24, 0.15] 

SDO 0.26*** 0.07 
[0.12, 

0.40] 
0.32*** 0.05 

[0.21, 

0.43] 
0.02 0.05 [-0.08, 0.12] 

PERCLEGIT  -   -   -   -   -   -   -0.48***  0.04 [-0.57, -0.40] 

SYSJUST  -   -   -   -   -   -  0.12* 0.06 [0.01, 0.23] 

R2 0.442 0.156 0.501 

F 73.64*** (3, 279) 17.18*** (3, 279) 55.59*** (5, 277) 
Note. N = 283. Condition (Benefit = 0, Harm = 1), Gender (Man = 0, Woman = 1). SDO = Social Dominance Orientation, PERCLEGIT = Perceived 

Legitimacy, BYSTINTER = Bystander Intervention Intentions, SYSJUST = Gender-Specific System Justification, Coeff. = Unstandardized regression 

coefficient, SE = Standard error, Boot CI = Bootstrap Confidence interval.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001. 
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Table 3.7 

Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects for Perceived Legitimacy and Gender-Specific System 

Justification as Mediators for Bystander Intervention Intentions 

Predictor Effect BootSE Boot CI 

Total effect of X on Y 1.15 0.12 [0.92, 1.38] 

Direct effect of X on Y 0.17 0.13 [-0.09, 0.42] 

Total indirect effect of X on 

Y 
0.98 0.12 [0.75, 1.23] 

Indirect effect via perceived 

legitimacy 
0.98 0.12 [0.75, 1.23] 

Indirect effect via gender-

specific system justification 
0.00 0.02 [-0.03, 0.03] 

Note. X = Condition (Benefit = 0, Harm = 1), Y = Bystander Intervention Intentions, Effect = Unstandardized 

regression coefficient, BootSE = Bootstrap Standard Error, BootCI = Bootstrap Confidence Interval. 
 

 
 

Exposure to the harm of benevolent sexism significantly decreased perceived legitimacy (a1: 

β = -1.28, SE = 0.14, 95% CI [-2.32, -1.76]), which in turn increased bystander intervention 

intentions (b1: β = -0.69, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.57, -0.40]). The direct effect of consequence 

manipulation on bystander intervention intentions was insignificant however, the indirect effect 

via perceived legitimacy was significant (a1b1: B = 0.98, SE = 0.12, 95% CI [0.75, 1.23]), 

indicating full mediation and supporting H3a. 

Gender-specific system justification was not significantly affected by the manipulation (a2: β 

= -0.01, SE = 0.11, 95% CI [-0.23, 0.20]), although it positively predicted bystander intervention 
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intentions (b2: β = 0.11, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [0.01, 0.23]). However, it did not emerge as a 

significant mediator supporting full mediation through perceived legitimacy.  

 

3.9. Mediating Role of Gender-Specific System Justification on Collective 

Action Intentions (H3b) 

We conducted a parallel mediation analysis (PROCESS Model 4; Hayes, 2013) testing perceived 

legitimacy and gender-specific system justification as mediators of the relationship between the 

experimental condition and collective action intentions, controlling for SDO and gender1 (N = 281; 

listwise deletion). We expected gender-specific system justification to mainly mediate the 

relationship between exposure to harm and bystander intervention intentions. Table 3.8 shows the 

mediation analysis results, and Table 3.9 shows the unstandardized total, direct, and indirect 

effects.  

 

 
1 When we controlled for participants’ own hostile and benevolent sexism in exploratory analyses, the direct 

effect from experimental condition to collective action became significant. 
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Table 3.8 

Mediation Analysis Results of Condition on Collective Action Intentions 

Predictor 
PERCLEGIT SYSJUST COLLACT 

Coeff. SE Boot CI Coeff. SE Boot CI Coeff. SE Boot CI 

Constant 4.23*** 0.22 
[3.80, 

4.66] 
3.13*** 0.17 

[2.80, 

3.46] 
5.86*** 0.42 [5.04, 6.68] 

Condition  -2.05***  0.14 
[-2.34, -

1.77] 
0.00 0.11 

[-0.22, 

0.22] 
-0.07 0.22 [-0.51, 0.36] 

Gender  -0.35*  0.14 
[-0.63, -

0.07] 
 -0.43***  0.11 

[-0.65, -

0.21] 
-0.02 0.17 [-0.35, 0.31] 

SDO 0.25*** 0.07 
[0.11, 

0.39] 
0.32*** 0.05 

[0.21, 

0.43] 
 -0.22*  0.09 [-0.39, -0.05] 

PERCLEGIT  -   -   -   -   -   -  -0.13 0.07 [-0.27, 0.02] 

SYSJUST  -   -   -   -   -   -  0.07 0.10 [-0.11, 0.26] 

R2 0.444 0.157 0.042 

F 73.71*** (3, 277) 17.19*** (3, 277) 2.43* (5, 275) 

Note. N = 281. Condition (Benefit = 0, Harm = 1), Gender (Man = 0, Woman = 1). SDO = Social Dominance Orientation, PERCLEGIT = Perceived 

Legitimacy, COLLACT = Collective Action Intentions, SYSJUST = Gender-Specific System Justification, Coeff. = Unstandardized regression coefficient, SE 

= Standard error, Boot CI = Bootstrap Confidence interval.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001. 
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Table 3.9 

Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects for Perceived Legitimacy and Gender-Specific System 

Justification as Mediators for Collective Action Intentions 

Predictor Effect BootSE Boot CI 

Total effect of X on Y 0.19 0.16 [-0.13, 0.51] 

Direct effect of X on Y -0.07 0.22 [-0.51, 0.36] 

Total indirect effect of X on Y 0.26 0.15 [-0.02, 0.58] 

Indirect effect via perceived 

legitimacy 
0.26 0.15 [-0.02, 0.58] 

Indirect effect via gender-

specific system justification 
0.00 0.02 [-0.03, 0.03] 

Note. X = Condition (Benefit = 0, Harm = 1), Y = Collective Action Intentions, Effect = Unstandardized 

regression coefficient, BootSE = Bootstrap Standard Error, BootCI = Bootstrap Confidence Interval. 

 

Gender-specific system justification was not significantly associated with collective action 

intentions (b2: β = 0.05, SE = 0.10, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.26]), indicating that beliefs about the gender 

status quo did not predict collective action intentions in this study. Similarly, perceived legitimacy 

was not significantly related to collective action intentions (b1: β = -0.15, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [-

0.27, 0.02]). The indirect effect of exposure to harm on collective action intentions via gender-

specific system justification (a2b2) was also not significant, rejecting H3b. 
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3.10. Conditional Indirect Effect of Experimental Manipulation on Bystander 

Intervention Intentions (H4a) 

To test whether the indirect effect of consequence framing on bystander intervention intentions via 

perceived legitimacy differed by participant gender, we conducted a parallel first-stage moderated 

mediation analysis using PROCESS Model 7 that tests a moderator on path a for both mediators 

(Hayes, 2013), with SDO as a covariate and mean-centred variables. We expected the effect of 

consequence framing on perceived legitimacy of the situation to be stronger for women than men.  

Results showed that gender did not moderate the effect of consequence framing on perceived 

legitimacy. The index of moderated mediation was not significant (b = 0.01, SE = 0.14, 95% CI [-

0.27, 0.28]), indicating that the indirect effect of exposure to the harm of benevolent sexism on 

bystander intervention intentions via perceived legitimacy was similarly effective for both men 

and women, rejecting H4a (see Figure 3.1).  

We also conducted additional exploratory analyses using PROCESS Model 59 testing 

gender’s moderation across all paths as gender differences may theoretically emerge at multiple 

stages of the mediation process (e.g. Becker & Swim, 2011; Iyer & Ryan, 2009), however this 

analysis yielded non-significant interactions.  
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Figure 3.1 

Unstandardized Effects of Moderated Mediation Model for Bystander Intervention Intentions 

(Model 1) 

 

 

Note. N = 283. Benefit = 0, Harm = 1. Numbers within parentheses report the respective standard errors.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

  

3.11. Conditional Indirect Effect of Experimental Manipulation on Collective 

Action Intentions (H4b) 

To test whether the indirect effect of consequence framing on collective action intentions via 

gender-specific system justification differed by participant gender, we conducted a parallel first-

stage moderated mediation analysis using PROCESS Model 7 (Hayes, 2013), with SDO as a 

covariate and mean-centred variables. We expected the effect of consequence framing on gender-

specific system justification to be stronger for women than for men.  

Results showed that gender did not moderate the effect of consequence framing on gender-

specific system justification. The index of moderated mediation was not significant (b = -0.02, SE 

= 0.04, 95% CI [-0.12, 0.05]), indicating that the indirect effect of exposure to the harm of 
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benevolent sexism on collective action intentions via gender-specific system justification was 

similarly ineffective for both men and women, rejecting H4b (see Figure 3.2).  

We also conducted additional exploratory analyses using PROCESS Model 59 testing 

gender’s moderation across all paths, however this analysis yielded non-significant interactions.  

 

Figure 3.2 

Unstandardized Effects of Moderated Mediation Model for Collective Action Intentions (Model 2) 

  

 

Note. N = 281. Benefit = 0, Harm = 1. Numbers within parentheses report the respective standard errors.  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

 

3.12. Exploratory Analyses2 

In addition to preregistered analyses, we tested exploratory models using PROCESS (Hayes, 

2013). These findings should be interpreted with caution.   

 
2 The two samples (Positly versus convenience sampling) were tested separately for the hypothesized 

analyses and important results differentiating them from the combined sample were as follows: in the 

Positly sample, no gender differences emerged across the study variables and gender-specific system 

justification had a positive and significant relationship with collective action intentions; in the 

convenience sample, gender differences for bystander intervention intentions became significant (women 
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3.12.1. Moderated Mediation (Gender x SDO) 

Given SDOs’ established links to hierarchy maintenance, gender inequality attitudes, and 

ambivalent sexism (Pratto et al., 1994), in our exploratory analyses of the hypothesized moderated 

mediation models we included it as a moderator along with gender, rather than a covariate.  

The indirect effect of consequence framing on bystander intervention intentions via perceived 

legitimacy was significant across all gender and SDO groups, indicating a robust pathway. In 

contrast, gender-specific system justification as a pathway from the consequence manipulation to 

bystander intervention intentions showed limited effects, with significant associations only among 

women low in SDO, where higher system justification predicted lower intervention intentions.  

Gender-specific system justification emerged as a significant predictor of collective action 

intentions among men high in SDO, predicting a positive relationship, whereas among women low 

in SDO, greater system justification was associated with lower collective action intentions. In 

contrast, perceived legitimacy was a more consistent mediator for collective action intentions, with 

significant indirect effects primarily among women low and moderate in SDO.  

 

3.12.2. Serial Mediation Analyses for Pathway to Collective Action Intentions 

We conducted a serial mediation model showing a significant indirect effect of exposure to the 

harm of benevolent sexism on collective action intentions via perceived legitimacy and 

subsequently bystander intervention intentions. This pathway was robust across all gender and 

SDO levels, suggesting that recognising benevolent sexism in a situation as illegitimate may first 

motivate immediate interpersonal intervention, which may then generalise into broader intentions 

to engage in collective action for gender equality.  

 

3.12.3. Benevolent Sexism Subcomponent Differentiation 

We conducted two repeated-measures general linear models examining whether the effect of the 

consequence manipulation on perceived legitimacy and bystander intervention intentions 

differentiated by benevolent sexism subcomponents. Mauchly’s test indicated that sphericity 

assumptions were met. 

 
scored higher) and the relationship between gender-specific system justification and bystander 

intervention intentions became insignificant. 
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For perceived legitimacy, there was a significant main effect of the subcomponents, F(2, 576) 

= 5.40, p = .005, and an interaction with the experimental condition, F(2, 576) = 9.36, p < .001. In 

the benefit condition, protective paternalism was rated most legitimate, whereas harm condition 

ratings were uniformly low across subcomponents, suggesting that participants differentiated 

between subcomponents primarily when the behaviours were framed positively, and highlighting 

harm may reduce the perceived legitimacy of benevolent sexism more generally regardless of its 

specific form.  

For bystander intervention intentions, subcomponents did not differ significantly, F(2, 578) = 

2.17, p = .115, but there was a significant interaction with condition, F(2, 578) = 5.08, p = .006. 

Benefit condition ratings were lowest for protective paternalism, while harm condition ratings 

were consistently high across subcomponents, suggesting that protective paternalism may be 

particularly resistant to intervention when framed positively, however, highlighting harm may 

increase willingness to challenge benevolent sexism across subcomponents.  

We also conducted the hypothesized moderated mediation analyses for the subcomponents 

separately, showing consistent indirect effects via perceived legitimacy across subcomponents. 

However, the effects were stronger for protective paternalism among women and for the other 

subcomponents among men, with attenuation at higher levels of SDO.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Discussion  

 

Despite growing evidence that benevolent sexism contributes to gender inequality, identifying 

ways to increase resistance to it remains a challenge due to the interpersonal and ideological 

benefits it appears to offer. The present study examined whether highlighting the harmful versus 

beneficial consequences of benevolent sexism influences bystander and collective action 

intentions through perceived legitimacy and gender-specific system justification. Using culturally 

tailored workplace vignettes depicting the three benevolent sexism subcomponents - protective 

paternalism, complementary gender differentiation, and heterosexual intimacy, Pakistani 

participants were exposed to either harmful or beneficial outcomes for a female protagonist. 

Overall, the findings suggest that highlighting the harmful consequences of benevolent sexism 

reduced perceptions of legitimacy and increased bystander intervention intentions among both men 

and women. However, effects on gender-specific system justification and collective action 

intentions were weaker and less consistent. 

Consistent with our predictions, participants were responsive to the explicit framing of 

benevolent sexism as harmful, which reduced perceptions of legitimacy and increased intentions 

to intervene as bystanders. These findings extend the work of Hall and Dhanani (2023), who found 

that benevolent sexism is less likely than hostile sexism to elicit bystander intervention, by 

suggesting that responses to benevolent sexism depend not only on the behaviour itself but also on 

how its consequences are highlighted and perceived. The results further indicate that perceptions 

of benevolent sexism as positive and socially acceptable, despite its role in maintaining gender 

inequality (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 2001), are not fixed. Rather, they can be altered through 

contextual framing that highlights its harmful implications, even if broader beliefs about 

benevolent sexism remain unchanged.  

These findings are also consistent with broader literature on moral and social framing effects, 

which demonstrates that emphasizing negative consequences can alter judgments of fairness and 

acceptability, even for socially normative or previously accepted practices (Gamliel & Peer, 2006; 

McDonald et al., 2021). Similarly, past intervention studies have shown that increasing awareness 

of the harmful consequences of benevolent sexism reduces its endorsement and increases 

recognition of gender discrimination (Becker & Swim, 2012; Good & Woodzicka, 2010; Shimizu 
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et al., 2024). The present study extends this literature by demonstrating that harm-focused framing 

may also influence responses to benevolent sexism in a specific workplace context by reducing 

perceived legitimacy and increasing willingness to intervene as a bystander.  

The workplace context may have also contributed to these effects. Organizational settings 

often contain formal norms, anti-harassment policies, and reporting procedures that make 

discriminatory behaviour easier to identify and challenge (Jacobson & Eaton, 2017; Stamarski & 

Son Hing, 2015). However, subtle forms of sexism such as benevolent sexism are still frequently 

more difficult to recognize and less likely to induce moral reactions than overt hostility, which 

may reduce intervention unless their harmful consequences are explicitly highlighted (Hall & 

Dhanani, 2023). In this sense, the present findings suggest that organizational workshops or 

interventions making the harms of benevolent sexism visible may help disrupt its perceived 

legitimacy within workplace environments.  

Importantly, perceived legitimacy emerged as a significant mediator between consequence 

framing and bystander intervention intentions. This finding aligns with classic bystander 

intervention research proposing that individuals are more likely to intervene when situations are 

perceived as unfair, problematic, or norm-violating (Thornberg et al. 2012; Latané & Darley, 

1970). The present findings therefore suggest that legitimacy perceptions may function as a 

proximal cognitive mechanism through which awareness of harm motivates interpersonal 

intervention against benevolent sexism.  

In contrast, consequence framing did not significantly influence gender-specific system 

justification or collective action intentions. These findings differ from prior research 

demonstrating that exposure to benevolent sexism can strengthen system-justifying beliefs which 

then reduces support for collective action (Becker & Wright, 2011). One possible explanation is 

that the present manipulation was situated within a specific workplace vignette, which may have 

encouraged participants to interpret the behaviour as context-specific rather than representative of 

broader structural gender inequality. Indeed, within past interventional research exposing 

participants to the harm of benevolent sexism which showed changes in their beliefs about the 

equality and legitimacy of gender relations in society, interventions depicted women as a social 

group being broadly impacted rather than a specific individual (Good & Woodzicka, 2010; 

Shimizu et al., 2024). In our study therefore, participants may have recognized the unfairness of 
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the immediate situation without substantially altering their broader ideological beliefs about 

gender relations in society.  

The absence of significant effects on gender-specific system justification is also consistent 

with system justification theory, which proposes that beliefs supporting existing social 

arrangements are relatively stable and resistant to short-term situational influence (Jost, 2018). 

While consequence framing altered participants’ immediate appraisals of the workplace situation, 

it may not have been sufficient to shift broader beliefs regarding gender hierarchy and social 

systems. Similarly, the lack of significant effects on collective action intentions aligns with dual-

pathway models of collective action, which suggest that perceptions of injustice alone are often 

insufficient to motivate collective action without factors such as group identification, collective 

efficacy, and moral outrage (Shi et al., 2015; van Zomeren et al., 2008), which may be difficult to 

evoke through brief hypothetical workplace scenarios focused on an individual target. Past 

literature guided by the theories of reasoned action and planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 2005) has also suggested a distinction between general attitudes and specific attitudes 

towards a behaviour, where general attitudes are poor predictors of single behaviours. This may 

explain why perceptions of the legitimacy of the situation were a stronger predictor of action 

intentions in our study than fairness perceptions of gender relations in society.  

Cultural context may also partially explain these findings. In contexts such as Pakistan, where 

traditional gender hierarchies and authority structures remain strongly embedded, individuals may 

recognize unfairness within broader social systems, but still perceive them to be relatively stable 

or difficult to change. Research further suggests that perceiving the status quo as inevitable or 

inescapable may inhibit motivation for system-challenging action (Jost et al., 2017; van der Toorn 

et al., 2014). Social identity theory explains this through the idea that when group boundaries and 

status relations are seen as fixed or unchangeable, inequality is less likely to translate into 

mobilization, as it is seen ineffective and not worthwhile (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). In Pakistan, 

where there are low levels of institutional trust and dependence on authorities, and high feelings 

of powerlessness in changing the system (Minhas et al., 2025; Danish & Nawaz, 2021), such 

perceptions may reduce willingness to engage in collective action despite awareness of gender-

based harms.  

Contrary to our expectations, participant gender did not significantly moderate the indirect 

effects of consequence framing on bystander intervention intentions or collective action intentions. 
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Although men reported significantly higher levels of perceived legitimacy and gender-specific 

system justification overall, the consequence manipulation was similarly effective for both men 

and women in reducing legitimacy perceptions and increasing bystander intervention intentions. 

Another explanation is that the harmful consequences depicted in the workplace vignette were 

sufficiently explicit and concrete that both men and women similarly recognized the unfairness of 

the situation. This may have reduced the gender differences in sensitivity to subtle sexism observed 

in prior research (Iyer & Ryan, 2009; Grubb & Harrower, 2008; Shimizu et al., 2024).  

Finally, exploratory analyses suggested that the relationships between consequence framing, 

perceived legitimacy, and intervention intentions were generally consistent across the three 

benevolent sexism subcomponents, with protective paternalism being slightly more resistant to 

intervention (Bareket & Fiske, 2023). This may be because protective paternalism offers a sense 

of protection and security which may be particularly valued in settings with high hostile sexism 

such as Pakistan. This directly relates to the tenets of ambivalent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 2001), 

suggesting the complementary nature of benevolent and hostile sexism. Overall, the 

subcomponents demonstrated similar patterns in influencing perceived legitimacy and bystander 

intervention intentions, supporting their aggregation into a broader benevolent sexism 

consequence manipulation construct.  

Exploratory serial mediation analyses additionally suggested that changes in collective action 

intentions may occur more indirectly through shifts in legitimacy perceptions and bystander 

intervention intentions. This is consistent with work proposing that proximal behavioural 

responses can serve as a bridge between individual-level appraisals of injustice and broader 

collective action intentions (van Zomeren et al., 2008). However, these findings should be 

interpreted cautiously given their exploratory nature and require replication in future research.  

Given the established links between SDO, gender inequality, and ambivalent sexism (Pratto 

et al., 1994), we also explored SDO as a moderator alongside gender. Here, the indirect effect of 

consequence framing through perceived legitimacy remained largely consistent, whereas pathways 

involving gender-specific system justification were more context-dependent on SDO and gender. 

Specifically, among women low in SDO, lower gender-specific system justification was associated 

with greater collective action intentions, suggesting that both the ideological preference for 

equality and system justification may be important for influencing action. In contrast, among men 

high in SDO, greater gender-specific system justification was unexpectedly associated with 
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stronger collective action intentions. Although this finding contrasts with research linking 

hierarchy-enhancing beliefs to lower support for equality-focused action (Sidanius & Pratto, 

1999), it may reflect allyship signalling or perceptions that gender equality efforts do not threaten 

existing status hierarchies. Given the exploratory nature of these analyses, the borderline reliability 

of the SDO-7 scale, and the absence of measures assessing motivations for collective action, these 

interpretations should be treated with caution.  

Overall, the present findings suggest that situational legitimacy appraisals may play a more 

central role in motivating responses to benevolent sexism than broader ideological beliefs about 

gender relations. These findings therefore suggest that interventions emphasizing the harmful 

consequences of benevolent sexism may be particularly effective for encouraging interpersonal 

behavioural responses to benevolent sexism within workplace contexts.  

 

4.1. Theoretical Implications 

The present findings contribute to the ambivalent sexism literature in several ways. First, to our 

knowledge, this is among the first studies to experimentally test whether making the harm of 

benevolent sexism salient influences behavioural intentions particularly within an organizational 

context. It also establishes perceived legitimacy of a situation as the central mechanism linking the 

recognition of benevolent sexism’s harm to bystander intervention intentions, supporting models 

that emphasise situational appraisal as a proximal determinant of action (Latané & Darley, 1970; 

Vázquez-González et al. 2026). In contrast, broader ideological outcomes such as gender-specific 

system justification were comparatively stable in our study, suggesting a distinction between 

immediate situational cognition and more entrenched belief systems in response to benevolent 

sexism interventions.  

Second, we developed a scale to assess bystander intervention intentions based on the typology 

of bystander intervention behaviours in sexual harassment suggested by Bowes-Sperry and 

O’Leary-Kelly (2005). Although future research should expand upon this scale and conduct a 

confirmatory factor analysis to assess its structure, and test the validity and reliability of the scale 

in different populations, our exploratory factor analysis sets up a strong foundation for this work.  

Last, the present findings highlight the importance of culturally sensitive approaches in future 

intervention research. In contexts like Pakistan where gender norms are more strongly embedded 

or where institutional trust is lower, societal beliefs and broader engagement in collective action 
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for gender equality may be more resistant. Therefore, the effectiveness of existing harm-focused 

framing interventions on behavioural intentions or actual behaviours may differ depending on the 

sociocultural background.  

 

4.2. Practical Implications 

The current results are especially relevant for workplace settings, where ambiguous or subtle forms 

of discrimination often persist due to normalisation and inaction. The finding that perceived 

legitimacy is a key predictor of bystander intervention suggests that training programs should not 

only highlight that benevolent sexism is harmful, but also explicitly target how such behaviours 

may be misinterpreted as acceptable or “beneficial” in everyday interactions. Interventions that 

disrupt this legitimacy appraisal may therefore be particularly effective in encouraging employees 

to challenge subtle forms of sexism before they become institutionalised. 

More broadly, these findings can inform organisational policies, anti-discrimination training, 

and educational campaigns aimed at improving bystander responsiveness. Training programmes 

could help employees, managers, and leaders recognise benevolent sexism in everyday workplace 

interactions, understand why seemingly positive stereotypes may offer short-term interpersonal 

benefits while producing long-term harms, and develop strategies for challenging such behaviours 

constructively. Workshops could incorporate real-world workplace scenarios illustrating how 

benevolent sexism can contribute to women's exclusion from leadership opportunities, limit access 

to challenging assignments, reinforce traditional gender roles, and negatively affect promotion and 

career progression. Training could also highlight the broader organisational costs of these 

dynamics, including reduced diversity in decision-making, lower employee engagement, talent 

loss, and decreased organisational effectiveness. Given that intervention in the moment may 

prevent the normalisation of sexist behaviour and encourage its translation into broader collective 

action for gender equality, identifying factors that promote immediate action is crucial for fostering 

inclusive workplace environments. 

 

4.3. Limitations and Future Directions 

Several limitations of the present study should be acknowledged when interpreting the findings. 

First, the study relied on self-report behavioural intentions rather than actual intervention 

behaviour. Although intentions are theoretically important proximal indicators of action, they may 
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not always translate into real-world behaviour due to factors such as fear of retaliation, social costs, 

low intervention efficacy, or failure to recognize subtle discrimination (Kawakami et al., 2019; 

Haynes-Baratz, 2021). Future research should therefore examine whether awareness-based 

interventions targeting benevolent sexism produce observable behavioural change in naturalistic 

or experimentally simulated workplace contexts. 

Second, the present manipulation focused on explicit harmful versus beneficial consequences 

within workplace scenarios involving a male colleague. However, benevolent sexism often 

operates through ambiguity, with short-term benefits masking longer-term harmful consequences. 

Future studies should therefore examine more ecologically valid situations, such as vignettes 

simultaneously depicting both positive and harmful consequences, or varying the source of 

benevolent sexism (e.g., ingroup versus outgroup members, men versus women). Such variations 

may help clarify the conditions under which individuals recognize benevolent sexism as harmful 

and choose to intervene. 

The workplace context itself may also have shaped the findings. Organizational environments 

often contain formal anti-discrimination norms and reporting structures that may make sexist 

behaviour easier to identify and challenge compared to family or broader social contexts. Future 

research should therefore investigate whether similar effects emerge in more informal 

interpersonal settings where benevolent sexism may be more normalized and difficult to contest. 

Several methodological limitations should also be considered. There were two types of 

samples recruited in the study - from Positly and convenience sampling, which consisted of 

different demographic variations. Although current report results in the study are for the combined 

sample, the two samples were also tested separately and showed minor variations in the study 

variables.  

Further, we did not include a control condition, as the study focused on comparing harm versus 

benefit framing rather than solely the existence of consequences or lack thereof. This limits causal 

interpretation, as it is unclear whether effects reflect the specific framing conditions or deviations 

from a baseline condition. While we assumed that benevolent sexism scenarios without explicit 

consequences would already be perceived as relatively positive, with the benefit condition 

reinforcing existing perceptions and the harm condition making negative implications more 

salient, we cannot determine how participants would have responded in a true baseline condition. 
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Future research should therefore include a neutral or no-consequence control condition to better 

isolate framing effects.  

In addition, consequences were standardized and focused on individual-level outcomes for the 

protagonist. Future studies could examine more varied consequence framings, including individual 

versus group-level outcomes, to better understand how different levels of impact shape responses 

to benevolent sexism. 

Additionally, the sample was drawn from a Pakistani population, however due to non-

randomized recruitment, it may not fully represent the broader population in terms of 

socioeconomic background or ethnicity, demographics which we did not measure. The use of 

English-language measures may have further restricted participation to relatively educated groups, 

limiting generalizability. Furthermore, although widely used measures such as the ASI have 

demonstrated strong psychometric properties across many cultural contexts, they have not been 

comprehensively validated in Pakistan. As a result, the ways in which benevolent sexism is 

conceptualized and experienced within this sociocultural context may not be fully captured by 

existing measures. Future research should therefore recruit larger and more demographically 

diverse samples, include translated versions of the survey (e.g., in Urdu, Punjabi etc.), and employ 

qualitative and mixed-methods approaches to examine the culturally specific manifestations of 

benevolent sexism in the workplace. Nevertheless, the present study contributes to a relatively 

limited body of experimental research on interventions targeting benevolent sexism in non-

Western settings.  

Relatedly, political factors may shape responses to benevolent sexism differently across 

societies. Political orientation, for instance, is relevant to understanding responses to gender 

hierarchy and inequality (De Geus et al., 2022; Seitova et al., 2023), however operationalizing 

political ideology within the Pakistani context remains complex due to the prominence of party-

based rather than clearly left–right ideological identification (Dalton, 2006). Future research 

should therefore explore culturally appropriate ways of assessing political ideology and broader 

sociopolitical attitudes in relation to benevolent sexism.  

To properly assess the complexities of human behaviour, it is also important to integrate 

findings derived from qualitative methods such as interviews with employees as participants to 

assess factors related to resistance to intervention or perceptions of the situation. This allows us to 

account for specific organizations’ norms that might impact participants' behaviours. Future work 
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can therefore build upon this study by conducting organization specific qualitative research that 

would allow the design of personalized workshops to also assess long-term changes in attitudes 

and behaviours.  

Finally, future intervention research may benefit from integrating both situational and broader 

societal approaches to awareness-building. The present findings suggest that harm-focused 

framing effectively shifts situational legitimacy perceptions and bystander intervention intentions, 

while broader ideological beliefs such as gender-specific system justification appeared more 

resistant to change. Combining immediate situational awareness with broader awareness of harms 

for men and women both as social groups may therefore represent a more effective strategy for 

promoting both interpersonal intervention and long-term collective engagement against sexism. 

Longitudinal research would further help determine whether such changes persist over time and 

translate into sustained behavioural and attitudinal change. 

 

4.4. Conclusion 

The present study contributes to ambivalent sexism literature by demonstrating that highlighting 

the harmful consequences of benevolent sexism can reduce perceived legitimacy and increase 

bystander intervention intentions in workplace situations, with these effects being largely 

consistent across men and women. In contrast, collective action intentions appeared more resistant 

to short-term situational framing through gender-specific system justification, however our 

findings suggest indirect pathways impacting collective action intentions through perceived 

legitimacy and bystander intervention intentions encouraging future confirmatory work. This work 

highlights the distinction between immediate situational perceptions and more stable societal 

beliefs about gender relations. To our knowledge, this is among the first studies to experimentally 

examine the causal impact of situational consequence framing of benevolent sexism on both 

immediate bystander and collective action outcomes.  

Overall, the study emphasizes the importance of perceived legitimacy as a mechanism 

underlying response to benevolent sexism and suggests that situational, awareness-based 

interventions may be particularly useful for encouraging bystander intervention in workplace 

contexts. These findings provide a foundation for future research examining how interventions can 

promote both immediate interpersonal action and broader social change against subtle forms of 

sexism. 
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Annex A 

Chat History With ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2024) for Monte Carlo Sample Size Power 

Analysis  

 

Command for Monte Carlo Sample Size Power Analysis:  

Can you please make a Monte Carlo power analysis script for me to run in R that can calculate 

the minimum sample size required to achieve .80 power in a model where the IV is experimental 

conditions (binary - benefit and harm), DV is continuous, there are two mediators for parallel 

mediation which are both continuous. This will be a moderated mediation with gender (binary - 

men, women) moderating just the path a for one mediator. There will be four covariates, sdo, 

religion, age, and relationship status. Assume medium effect sizes.  

 

Answer: 

library(lavaan) 

set.seed(1234) 

################################## 

# SETTINGS 

################################## 

nRep  <- 500 

alpha <- 0.05 

# Medium effect sizes 

a1   <- 0.30       # X -> M1 (main effect) 

a1W  <- 0.15       # X*W -> M1 (moderation) 

b1   <- 0.30       # M1 -> Y 

a2   <- 0.25       # X -> M2 (main effect) 

b2   <- 0.30       # M2 -> Y (no moderation) 

c_prime <- 0.10    # direct X -> Y 

cov_eff <- 0.20    # effect of covariates 

################################## 

# FUNCTION TO ESTIMATE POWER 

################################## 
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estimate_power <- function(n){  

  sig_indirect <- numeric(nRep)   

  for(rep in 1:nRep){    

    # Predictors 

    X <- rbinom(n, 1, 0.5)   # IV 

    W <- rbinom(n, 1, 0.5)   # Gender moderator 

    XW <- X*W                # interaction for M1 

    # Covariates 

    SDO <- rnorm(n)                         # continuous 

    Age <- rnorm(n, mean=30, sd=8)          # continuous 

    RelStatus <- rbinom(n, 1, 0.5)          # categorical 

    Religion <- rbinom(n, 1, 0.5)           # categorical   

    # Mediators 

    M1 <- a1*X + a1W*XW + cov_eff*SDO + cov_eff*Age + cov_eff*RelStatus + 

cov_eff*Religion + rnorm(n) 

    M2 <- a2*X + cov_eff*SDO + cov_eff*Age + cov_eff*RelStatus + cov_eff*Religion + 

rnorm(n) 

    # Outcome 

    Y <- c_prime*X + b1*M1 + b2*M2 + cov_eff*SDO + cov_eff*Age + cov_eff*RelStatus 

+ cov_eff*Religion + rnorm(n)   

    dat <- data.frame(X, W, XW, M1, M2, Y, SDO, Age, RelStatus, Religion) 

    model <- ' 

      # a-paths 

      M1 ~ a1*X + a1W*XW + SDO + Age + RelStatus + Religion 

      M2 ~ a2*X + SDO + Age + RelStatus + Religion 

      # b-paths 

      Y ~ c_prime*X + b1*M1 + b2*M2 + SDO + Age + RelStatus + Religion    

      # moderated mediation for W=1 (M1 only) 

      indirect_M1_W1 := (a1 + a1W)*b1 

      indirect_M1_W0 := a1*b1       

      # indirect for M2 (no moderation) 
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      indirect_M2 := a2*b2 

    '  

    fit <- try(sem(model, data=dat, meanstructure=TRUE), silent=TRUE) 

    if(class(fit) != "try-error"){ 

      pe <- parameterEstimates(fit) 

      # significance for moderated mediation (M1, W=1) 

      p <- pe$pvalue[pe$label=="indirect_M1_W1"] 

      sig_indirect[rep] <- ifelse(!is.na(p) & p < alpha, 1, 0) 

    } 

  } 

  return(mean(sig_indirect)) 

} 

################################## 

# SEARCH FOR MINIMUM N 

################################## 

N_values <- seq(100, 500, 50) 

results <- data.frame( 

  N = N_values, 

  Power = NA 

) 

for(i in 1:length(N_values)){ 

  cat("Running N =", N_values[i], "\n") 

  results$Power[i] <- estimate_power(N_values[i]) 

} 

print(results) 

################################## 

# MINIMUM N FOR .80 POWER 

################################## 

minN <- min(results$N[results$Power >= .80]) 

if(is.finite(minN)){ 

  cat("\nMinimum N to reach ~0.80 power for M1 moderated mediation:", minN, "\n") 
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} else { 

  cat("\nEven at maximum N tested, power < .80\n") 

} 
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Annex B 

Bystander Intervention Intentions Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) Factor Loadings 

and Scree Plot  

Table A1 

Factor Loadings for Items of the Bystander Intervention Intentions Scale 

 

 

 

Figure A1 

Scree Plot for the Exploratory Factor Analysis 
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Annex C 

Informed Consent Form 

 

Informed Consent 

 

This study is part of a research project being carried out at Iscte – Instituto Universitário de 

Lisboa. 

 

The study aims to understand people’s thoughts and feelings about women in modern Pakistani 

society. The study is intended for individuals who meet the following criteria: are above 18 years 

and are currently living in Pakistan. You are invited to participate if this description applies to you. 

 

The study is being carried out by researchers from ISCTE – Instituto Universitário de Lisboa 

(University Institute of Lisbon) - Maryam Javaid (mjdma@iscte-iul.pt) and Ricardo Borges 

Rodrigues (rfprs@iscte-iul.pt), whom you can contact if you have any questions or comments. 

 

What will I be asked to do? 

Your participation in the study is highly valued, as it will contribute to advancing knowledge 

in the field of gender relations in Pakistan. In this study, you will be asked to rate your perceptions 

of yourself and other groups in society along several dimensions. You will then be asked to read 

three short stories about a situation in the work context, and provide your thoughts about each 

story using a series of rating scales. Then, you will be asked to provide some sociodemographic 

information, such as age, gender, and employment status. 

 

How much of my time will I need to give?  

It is estimated that participation in the study will take approximately 10-15 minutes. 

 

Will the study involve any risk or discomfort for me? If so, what will be done to rectify 

it?  

No significant risks are expected in association with participation in the study however, some 

of the topics addressed in this study relate to gender discrimination and may lead to temporary 
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emotional discomfort. If you do experience any discomfort and wish to withdraw, you may choose 

not to answer these questions, and the answers you have provided up until that point will be deleted 

and will not be included in the study. You may also contact the research team using the details 

provided above or seek support from professional support services listed at the end of this form. 

 

Participation in the study is strictly voluntary: You can freely choose whether to participate 

or not to participate. If you have chosen to participate, you can interrupt your participation at any 

time without having to provide any justification. Choosing to interrupt your participation or to 

withdraw from the study will not result in any consequences for you. In addition to being voluntary, 

participation is also anonymous, and you will not, at any point, be asked to provide your identity. 

 

How do you intend to store or disseminate the data I provide?  

Your responses will be saved online on a platform that only the research team has access to. 

Upon study completion (which usually takes a few weeks), we will download the responses to a 

file that will be stored on a secure and encrypted drive. The data will be stored and kept for a 

minimum period of 3 years after the publication of the study after which it will be deleted. The 

data collected will be used exclusively for statistical analyses and will not be reported individually. 

In case of publication, to adhere to open science practices, we plan to make the anonymous data 

available in public repositories. As no personal data are collected, the data we share will not allow 

you to be identified. 

 

[Additional Paragraph for Positly Participants] 

If you wish to withdraw your data after completing the study, please contact the research 

team via Positly and provide your unique Positly ID and we will delete it. If we do not receive 

your request for withdrawal within one week after participation, we will retain your data in our 

dataset, and it will no longer be possible to delete it. All Positly IDs will be deleted as soon as the 

data is downloaded for analysis. 

 

This study is conducted in English. To participate, you must have sufficient proficiency in 

English to understand the information provided in this consent form and the procedures involved 
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in the study. If you have any questions or require clarification about any aspect of the study, you 

are encouraged to contact the research team before deciding whether to participate.  

 

I declare that I have understood the objectives of what has been proposed to me and explained 

by the researcher. I have been given the opportunity to ask all the questions about this study, and 

that all of them have received an enlightening/satisfactory answer. 

 

● I agree to participate in the study and confirm that I understand the procedures of my 

voluntary participation. 

● I do not agree to participate. 
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Annex D 

Survey 

  

Start of Block: SDO 

  

Show how much you favor or oppose each idea below by selecting a number from 1 to 7 on 

the scale below. You can work quickly; your first feeling is generally best:   

 

SDO1 An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom.  

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO2 Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups. 

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 
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o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO3 No one group should dominate in society. 

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO4 Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top. 

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO5 Group equality should not be our primary goal. 

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 
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o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO6 It is unjust to try to make groups equal. 

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO7 We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups. 
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o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 

o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

 SDO8 We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed. 

o (1) Strongly Oppose  (1) 

o (2) Somewhat Oppose  (2) 

o (3) Slightly Oppose  (3) 

o (4) Neutral  (4) 

o (5) Slightly Favor  (5) 
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o (6) Somewhat Favor  (6) 

o (7) Strongly Favor  (7) 

  

End of Block: SDO 

  

Start of Block: Intro Text 

  

Intro Text  

 

You will now read some short stories that are fictitious but are based on women's experiences 

at the workplace in Pakistan. Please read the stories carefully since you will be asked to answer 

questions related to them.   

Imagine that you are witnessing this situation. 

  

End of Block: Intro Text 

  

Start of Block: VIGNETTE - PP.H 

  

PP.H Sara is a young woman who recently joined a company. During a late meeting, her male 

supervisor noticed she looked tired and told her, “Don’t worry about staying late, I’ll have Ali 

finish the report for you. You shouldn’t overwork yourself or stay too late at the office.” Sara was 

excused while her colleague, Ali stayed back. The next day, when promotions were discussed, her 

supervisor said she wasn’t considered because “she isn’t able to handle the same workload as the 

men.” 
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Page 

Break 

  

 

MANICHECK Please answer the following questions about the story you just read. 

  

PPHMANI1 The story described someone acting protective towards the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

   

PPHMANI2 The story showed someone suggesting the main character is more warm and 

caring than men 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 
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o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 PPHMANI3 The story showed someone suggesting that the main character needs a romantic 

partner to complete her 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 PPHMANI4 The story described a beneficial situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 PPHMANI5 The story described a harmful situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: VIGNETTE - PP.H 

  

Start of Block: PPHPERCLEGIT 

  

PERCLEGIT1 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements:   

 

The way the main character was treated in this situation is unjust 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 PERCLEGIT2 The way the main character was treated in this situation is fair 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: PPHPERCLEGIT 

  

Start of Block: PPHBYSTINTER 
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BYSTINTER1 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with 

the following statements.   

 

If I witnessed this event, I would speak up to express my disagreement with what was said or 

done 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 BYSTINTER2 If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

BYSTINTER3 If I witnessed this event, I would privately express my disagreement with what 

was said or done, later on 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

BYSTINTER4 If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional support to the main character 
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o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

   

BYSTINTER5 If I witnessed this event, I would not do anything 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: PPHBYSTINTER 

  

Start of Block: VIGNETTE - CD.H 

  

CD.H Fatima is a young journalist working in the current affairs department, where she covers 

topics such as state affairs, international relations, and politics. One day, she met Ali, a new male 

recruit. Upon being introduced, Ali smiled and said, “Oh, I assumed you worked in the culture 

department since women usually have a great eye for design and good taste.” Afterwards, Fatima 

noticed that Ali would often approach his male seniors to ask work-related questions and that she 

was rarely included in their discussions about political pieces, even though she was equally 

qualified. 

 

Page 

Break 

  

  

MANICHECK Please answer the following questions about the story you just read. 

  

CDHMANI1 The story described someone acting protective towards the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 CDHMANI2 The story showed someone suggesting the main character is more warm and 

caring than men 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 
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CDHMANI3 The story showed someone suggesting that the main character needs a romantic 

partner to complete her 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

CDHMANI4 The story described a beneficial situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

CDHMANI5 The story described a harmful situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: VIGNETTE - CD.H 

  

Start of Block: CDHPERCLEGIT 
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Q412 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements:   

 

The way the main character was treated in this situation is unjust 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q413 The way the main character was treated in this situation is fair 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: CDHPERCLEGIT 

  

Start of Block: CDHBYSTINTER 

  

Q422 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements. 

If I witnessed this event, I would speak up to express my disagreement with what was said or 

done 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q423 If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q424 If I witnessed this event, I would privately express my disagreement with what was said 

or done, later on 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 
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o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q425 If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional support to the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 
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Q426 If I witnessed this event, I would not do anything 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: CDHBYSTINTER 

  

Start of Block: VIGNETTE - HI.H 

  

HI.H Ayesha is a single working woman who has been in her current organization for several 

years. Recently, she shared her personal struggles with her boss about how she’s been feeling 

unfulfilled in her work. Her boss, Ali, tells her that she can’t depend on work to feel happiness. He 

says, “Career success is important but at the end of the day real happiness comes from having a 

partner in life.” Later, Ali rejected Ayesha from a managerial position in an important project with 

the reasoning that she shouldn’t use work to distract herself from feeling unhappy. 
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MANICHECK Please answer the following questions about the story you just read. 

 

HIHMANI1 The story described someone acting protective towards the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

 HIHMANI2 The story showed someone suggesting the main character is more warm and 

caring than men 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 
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o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

HIHMANI3 The story showed someone suggesting that the main character needs a romantic 

partner to complete her 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly agree  (7)  

  

HIHMANI4 The story described a beneficial situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

HIHMANI5 The story described a harmful situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: VIGNETTE - HI.H 

  

Start of Block: HIHPERCLEGIT 

  

Q414 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements:   

 

The way the main character was treated in this situation is unjust 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q415 The way the main character was treated in this situation is fair 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: HIHPERCLEGIT 

  

Start of Block: HIHBYSTINTER 

  

Q427 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements.    
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If I witnessed this event, I would speak up to express my disagreement with what was said or 

done 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q428 If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q429 If I witnessed this event, I would privately express my disagreement with what was said 

or done, later on 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

Q430 If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional support to the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 



114 

 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

Q431 If I witnessed this event, I would not do anything 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 



 

115 
 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: HIHBYSTINTER 

  

Start of Block: VIGNETTE - PP.B 

  

PP.B Sara is a young woman who recently joined a company. During a late meeting, her male 

supervisor noticed she looked tired and told her, “Don’t worry about staying late, I’ll have Ali 

finish the report for you. You shouldn’t overwork yourself or stay too late at the office.” Sara was 

excused while her colleague, Ali stayed back. The next day, Sara’s colleagues told her that she 

was lucky since her office always cared about her well-being as an employee. 
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MANICHECK Please answer the following questions about the story you just read. 

  

PPBMANI1 The story described someone acting protective towards the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7)  

  

PPBMANI2 The story showed someone suggesting the main character is more warm and 

caring than men 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

PPBMANI3 The story showed someone suggesting that the main character needs a romantic 

partner to complete her 
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o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

PPBMANI4 The story described a beneficial situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

PPBMANI5 The story described a harmful situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: VIGNETTE - PP.B 

  

Start of Block: PPBPERCLEGIT 

  

Q416 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements:   
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The way the main character was treated in this situation is unjust 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q417 The way the main character was treated in this situation is fair 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: PPBPERCLEGIT 

  

Start of Block: PPBBYSTINTER 

  

Q432 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements.    

 

If I witnessed this event, I would speak up to express my disagreement with what was said or 

done 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

Q433 If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q434 If I witnessed this event, I would privately express my disagreement with what was said 

or done, later on 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 
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o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q435 If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional support to the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 
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Q436 If I witnessed this event, I would not do anything 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: PPBBYSTINTER 

  

Start of Block: VIGNETTE - CD.B 

  

CD.B Fatima is a young journalist working in the current affairs department, where she covers 

topics such as state affairs, international relations, and politics. One day, she met Ali, a new male 

recruit. Upon being introduced, Ali smiled and said, “Oh, I assumed you worked in the culture 

department since women usually have a great eye for design and good taste.” Afterwards, Ali 

would often ask Fatima for advice on improving the aesthetics and layout of his article, praising 

her for having a natural sense of aesthetics. 
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MANICHECK Please answer the following questions about the story you just read. 

  

CDBMANI1 The story described someone acting protective towards the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

CDBMANI2 The story showed someone suggesting the main character is more warm and 

caring than men 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 
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o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

CDBMANI3 The story showed someone suggesting that the main character needs a romantic 

partner to complete her 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

CDBMANI4 The story described a beneficial situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

CDBMANI5 The story described a harmful situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: VIGNETTE - CD.B 

  

Start of Block: CDBPERCLEGIT 

  

Q418 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements:   

 

The way the main character was treated in this situation is unjust 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q419 The way the main character was treated in this situation is fair 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: CDBPERCLEGIT 

  

Start of Block: CDBBYSTINTER 

  

Q437 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements.    
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If I witnessed this event, I would speak up to express my disagreement with what was said or 

done 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q438 If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 



130 

 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7)  

  

Q439 If I witnessed this event, I would privately express my disagreement with what was said 

or done, later on 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

   

Q440 If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional support to the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 
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o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q441 If I witnessed this event, I would not do anything 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: CDBBYSTINTER 

  

Start of Block: VIGNETTE - HI.B 

  

HI.B Ayesha is a single working woman who has been in her current organization for several 

years. Recently, she shared her personal struggles with her boss about how she’s been feeling 

unfulfilled in her work. Her boss, Ali, tells her that she can’t depend on work to feel happiness. He 

says, “Career success is important but at the end of the day real happiness comes from having a 

partner in life.” Later, when Ayesha distributed her wedding cards in the office, Ali praised Ayesha 

for having a good work-life balance, saying that it’s important to know that work shouldn’t be the 

first priority in life for women. 
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MANICHECK Please answer the following questions about the story you just read. 

  

HIBMANI1 The story described someone acting protective towards the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 
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o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

HIBMANI2 The story showed someone suggesting the main character is more warm and 

caring than men 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 
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HIBMANI3 The story showed someone suggesting that the main character needs a romantic 

partner to complete her 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

HIBMANI4 The story described a beneficial situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

HIBMANI5 The story described a harmful situation for the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: VIGNETTE - HI.B 

  

Start of Block: HIBPERCLEGIT 
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Q420 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements:   

 

The way the main character was treated in this situation is unjust 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7)  

  

Q421 The way the main character was treated in this situation is fair 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 



 

137 
 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: HIBPERCLEGIT 

  

Start of Block: HIBBYSTINTER 

  

Q442 Thinking about the story you just read, please indicate your agreement with the 

following statements.    

 

If I witnessed this event, I would speak up to express my disagreement with what was said or 

done 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q443 If I witnessed this event, I would ask someone else for help 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q444 If I witnessed this event, I would privately express my disagreement with what was said 

or done, later on 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 
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o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7)  

  

Q445 If I witnessed this event, I would offer emotional support to the main character 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

Q446 If I witnessed this event, I would not do anything 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: HIBBYSTINTER 

  

Start of Block: SYSJUST 

  

SYSJUST1 Please indicate your agreement with the following statements regarding Pakistani 

society.    

 

In general, relations between men and women are fair 
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o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7)  

  

SYSJUST2 The division of labor in families generally operates as it should 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

   

SYSJUST3 Gender roles need to be radically restructured 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

SYSJUST4 For women, Pakistan is the best country in the world to live in 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 
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o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

SYSJUST5 Most policies relating to gender and the gendered division of labor for gender 

equality serve the greater good 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 
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SYSJUST6 Everyone (man or woman) has a fair shot at wealth and happiness 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

   

SYSJUST7 Sexism in society is getting worse every year 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 
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o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

  

SYSJUST8 Society is set up so that men and women usually get what they deserve 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: SYSJUST 

  

Start of Block: COLLACTINT 
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COLLACTINT1 How likely is it that you would:    

 

become involved with a group (or political party) focused on gender equality (e.g., volunteer, 

summer job, etc.)? 

o (1) Extremely unlikely  (1) 

o (2) Moderately unlikely  (2) 

o (3) Slightly unlikely  (3) 

o (4) Neither likely nor unlikely  (4) 

o (5) Slightly likely  (5) 

o (6) Moderately likely  (6) 

o (7) Extremely likely  (7) 

  

COLLACTINT2 consciously make time to be able to support gender equality (e.g., working 

part time for an organization, contribute to raise awareness about gender issues, choosing activities 

focused on gender issues over other leisure activities)? 

o (1) Extremely unlikely  (1) 

o (2) Moderately unlikely  (2) 
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o (3) Slightly unlikely  (3) 

o (4) Neither likely nor unlikely  (4) 

o (5) Slightly likely  (5) 

o (6) Moderately likely  (6) 

o (7) Extremely likely  (7) 

  

COLLACTINT3 participate in a community event which focused on gender equality? 

o (1) Extremely unlikely  (1) 

o (2) Moderately unlikely  (2) 

o (3) Slightly unlikely  (3) 

o (4) Neither likely nor unlikely  (4) 

o (5) Slightly likely  (5) 

o (6) Moderately likely  (6) 

o (7) Extremely likely  (7) 
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COLLACTINT4 use online tools (e.g., Instagram, YouTube, Facebook, Wikipedia, Blogs) to 

raise awareness about gender equality? 

o (1) Extremely unlikely  (1) 

o (2) Moderately unlikely  (2) 

o (3) Slightly unlikely  (3) 

o (4) Neither likely nor unlikely  (4) 

o (5) Slightly likely  (5) 

o (6) Moderately likely  (6) 

o (7) Extremely likely  (7) 

  

COLLACTINT5 participate in an educational event (e.g., workshop) related to gender 

equality? 

o (1) Extremely unlikely  (1) 

o (2) Moderately unlikely  (2) 

o (3) Slightly unlikely  (3) 
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o (4) Neither likely nor unlikely  (4) 

o (5) Slightly likely  (5) 

o (6) Moderately likely  (6) 

o (7) Extremely likely  (7) 

  

COLLACTINT6 spend time working with a group/organization that deals with the connection 

of gender equality to other societal issues such as justice or inequality? 

o (1) Extremely unlikely  (1) 

o (2) Moderately unlikely  (2) 

o (3) Slightly unlikely  (3) 

o (4) Neither likely nor unlikely  (4) 

o (5) Slightly likely  (5) 

o (6) Moderately likely  (6) 

o (7) Extremely likely  (7) 
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End of Block: COLLACTINT 

  

Start of Block: ASI 

  

ASI1 Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 

contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each 

statement:   

 

Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI2 Women should be cherished and protected by men. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 
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o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI3 Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 
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o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI4 Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

ASI5 Men are incomplete without women. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 



 

153 
 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

ASI6 Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

 

ASI7 Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash. 
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o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI8 When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 

discriminated against. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 
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o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI9 Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then 

refusing male advances. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI10 Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 
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o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

ASI11 Men should be willing to sacrifice their own wellbeing in order to provide financially 

for the women in their lives. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 
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ASI12 Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. 

o (1) Strongly disagree  (1) 

o (2) Disagree  (2) 

o (3) Somewhat disagree  (3) 

o (4) Neither agree nor disagree  (4) 

o (5) Somewhat agree  (5) 

o (6) Agree  (6) 

o (7) Strongly agree  (7) 

  

End of Block: ASI 

  

Start of Block: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

  

DEMO Now you will see some questions about your sociodemographic information like age, 

and gender. Please answer as honestly as you can.  

  

Age What is your age (in years, e.g., 18)? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Gender Regarding your gender, how do you identify?  

o Male  (1) 

o Female  (2) 

o Non-binary / third gender  (3) 

o Other (please specify)  (4) 

__________________________________________________ 

  

Nationality What is your nationality?  

o Pakistani  (1) 

o Other (please specify)  (2) 

__________________________________________________ 

  

Sexual Orientation What is your sexual orientation?  

o Heterosexual  (1) 

o Homosexual  (2) 

o Bisexual  (3) 
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o Other (please specify)  (4) 

__________________________________________________ 

  

RELATSTAT What is your relationship status?  

o Single  (1) 

o In a relationship but not married  (2) 

o Married  (3) 

o Widowed  (4) 

o Divorced  (5) 

o Separated  (6) 

o Other (please specify)  (7) 

__________________________________________________ 

  

Edu Level What is the highest level of education you have completed?  

o No formal education  (1) 

o Primary (Grade 5)  (2) 
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o Middle (Grade 8)  (3) 

o Matriculation/Secondary (Grade 10/SSC)  (4) 

o Intermediate/Higher Secondary (Grade 12/HSSC)  (5) 

o Bachelor’s degree (BA/BSc/BS/BCom)  (6) 

o Master’s degree (MA/MSc/MCom/MBA)  (7) 

o Higher than Master’s (MPhil/PhD)  (8) 

  

PROFSTAT What is your current professional status?  

o Employed full-time  (1) 

o Employed part-time  (2) 

o Unemployed looking for work  (3) 

o Unemployed not looking for work  (4) 

o Retired  (5) 

o Student  (6) 
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o Disabled  (7) 

o Other (please specify)  (8) 

__________________________________________________ 

  

RELIGION What is your religion? 

o None  (1) 

o Christianity  (2) 

o Islam  (3) 

o Judaism  (4) 

o Hinduism  (5) 

o Buddhism  (6) 

o Sikhism  (7) 

o Other (please specify)  (8) 

__________________________________________________ 

  

End of Block: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
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Annex E 

Debriefing 

 

Thank you very much for taking part in this study. 

 

This study examined people’s reactions to sexist incidents faced by women in modern 

Pakistani society. You were asked to read three hypothetical scenarios where a female protagonist 

experienced types of benevolent sexism - a form of sexism that comes across as protective and 

caring for women but instead reinforces traditional gender expectations and gender inequality.  

 

Benevolent sexism can be in the form of:  

1. Protective Paternalism - the belief that men ought to protect and provide for women 

2. Complementary Gender Differentiation - the belief that women possess positive traits lacking 

in men such as warmth and empathy 

3. Heterosexual Intimacy - the belief that men and women complete each other romantically 

 

Though the stories you read were fake, they are based on real-life incidents women face in their 

daily working life that although seem positive, violate their autonomy and perpetuate the view of 

women as incompetent. 

 

We were unable to reveal the true aims of the study at the beginning because we did not want 

this information to influence your responses. We were most interested in your organic and 

immediate reactions to the information we presented you with, and we did not want to bias your 

responses by pre-emptively telling you what we were interested in looking at. We apologize if this 

has caused you any discomfort or inconvenience.  

  

There were no right or wrong answers; we were just interested in your thoughts and 

feelings.  
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We would like to reinforce the contact details you can use should you have any questions, 

wish to share any comments, or signal your intention to receive information about the main results 

and conclusions of the study: Maryam Javaid (mjdma@iscte-iul.pt), and Ricardo Borges 

Rodrigues (rfprs@iscte-iul.pt). 

  

If you are experiencing any emotional distress following your participation, please remember 

that such reactions are valid and understandable. We encourage you to reach out to the research 

team for further information or support. Additionally, you may wish to contact one of the 

professional support services listed below. 

 

Professional Support Services: 

● Rozan - an NGO working on emotional and health related to gender equality, violence 

against women, and reproductive health of adolescents, contact at +923041111741 or email 

yhl@rozan.org 

● Taskeen - an NPO providing free mental health support, contact at +923168275336 or 

email hello@taskeen.org  

  

If you are interested in accessing more information about the subject of the study, you 

can also consult the following sources:  

1. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7ylUhAtapzM 

2. https://oxford-review.com/the-oxford-review-dei-diversity-equity-and-inclusion-

dictionary/benevolent-sexism-definition-and-explanation/ 

  

Thank you again for your participation. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7ylUhAtapzM
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For Positly participants, please select 'Next page' to be paid for the activity. 

 

 

 

 

 


