Supplemental Material A
We checked for the normality of distribution of mistreatment in our studies. Our statistical and visual inspection of residuals’ distribution suggested possibility of non-normality. We correspondingly conducted different robustness checks to test whether our findings were robust to different analytical approaches (i.e., bootstrapping analysis and logistic regression). Using bootstrapped 1,000 samples, results showed that our effects still held and significance levels remained unchanged (see Tables A1 to A3). In Studies 1a and 1b, we also conducted logistic regression by recoding the original mistreatment scores of 1 (“never”) to 0 and converting other scores (2 to 5) (i.e., those who were mistreated at least once) to 1. Results of logistic regression showed that the interaction of gender and bottom-line mentality on mistreatment was still significant, albeit the significance level changed from p<.01 to p<.05 for both Studies 1a and 1b (see Tables A4 and A5). The simple slope for male was significant (simple slope=-.50, p<.05 for Study 1a; simple slope=-.09, p<.01 for Study 1b). However, the simple slope for female was non-significant, albeit in the expected direction (simple slope=.44, p=.15 for Study 1a; simple slope=.05, p=.21 for Study 1b). The logistic regression results should be interpreted with caution because information is lost with dichotomization of a continuous variable reducing statistical power to detect significant relationships (e.g., Altman & Royston, 2006; Cohen, 1983; MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002).

Table A1 
Bootstrapped Results for Study 1a
	
	Observed coefficients (Bootstrapped S.E.)
	Bias
	95% bias-corrected C.I.

	Intercept
	1.56
	**
	.01
	
	[1.42, 1.68]

	
	(.07)
	
	
	
	

	Negative affectivity
	.14
	**
	.00
	
	[.04, .23]

	
	(.05)
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	.03
	
	-.02
	
	[-.12, .20]

	
	(.08)
	
	
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.13
	*
	.01
	
	[.01, .22]

	
	(.05)
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality 
	-.22
	**
	-.01
	
	[-.35, -.10]

	
	(.07)
	
	
	
	





Table A2
Bootstrapped Results for Study 1b
	
	Observed coefficients (Bootstrapped S.E.)
	Bias
	95% bias-corrected C.I.

	Intercept
	1.26
	**
	.00
	
	[1.18, 1.35]

	
	(.04)
	
	
	
	

	Negative affectivity
	.07
	*
	.00
	
	[.01, .16]

	
	(.04)
	
	
	
	

	Agency
	-.01
	
	.00
	
	[-.08, .05]

	
	(.03)
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	-.04
	
	.00
	
	[-.15, .05]

	
	(.05)
	
	
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.07
	*
	.00
	
	[.01, .13]

	
	(.03)
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Agency 
	-.01
	
	.00
	
	[-.08, .05]

	
	(.04)
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality 
	-.12
	**
	.00
	
	[-.19, -.05]

	
	(.04)
	
	
	
	



Table A3 
Bootstrapped Results for Study 2
	
	Gender norm violation
	Mistreatment

	
	Observed coefficients (Bootstrapped S.E.)
	Bias
	95% bias-corrected C.I.
	Observed coefficients (Bootstrapped S.E.)
	Bias
	95% bias-corrected C.I.

	Intercept
	   1.97**
	.01
	[1.82, 2.07]
	.99**
	-.02
	[.85, 1.20]

	
	(.06)
	
	
	(.08)
	
	

	Negative affectivity
	.01
	-.01
	[-.05, .09]
	-.01
	.00
	[-.04, .03]

	
	(.04)
	
	
	(.02)
	
	

	Agency
	-.10**
	.01
	[-.16, -.03]
	-.01
	.01
	[-.03, .02]

	
	(.04)
	
	
	(.02)
	
	

	Gender
	-.01
	-.01
	[-.12, .12]
	.03
	.00
	[-.03, .08]

	
	(.07)
	
	
	(.03)
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.14
	.00
	[-.04, .25]
	.00
	.00
	[-.02, .04]

	
	(.07)
	
	
	(.01)
	
	

	Team gender composition
	-.11
	-.05
	[-.79, .45]
	.17
	-.01
	[.02, .33]

	
	(.30)
	
	
	(.09)
	
	

	Gender x Agency
	.06
	-.01
	[-.03, .18]
	
	
	

	
	(.05)
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality
	-.09
	.00
	[-.23, .07]
	
	
	

	
	(.07)
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality 
	-1.18**
	-.01
	[-1.94, -.60]
	
	
	

	x Team gender composition
	(.34)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Team gender 
	.00
	.05
	[-.59, .71]
	
	
	

	composition
	(.34)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality
	1.16**
	.06
	[.37, 2.00]
	
	
	

	X Team gender composition
	(.41)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender norm violation
	
	
	
	.11**
	.01
	[.01, .17]

	
	
	
	
	(.04)
	
	



Table A4
Results of Multilevel Logistic Regression for Study 1a
	
	B (S.E.)
	Odds ratio
	95% C.I.

	Intercept
	1.04
	**
	2.83
	
	[.29, 1.79]

	
	(.38)
	
	
	
	

	Negative affectivity
	.62
	*
	1.86
	
	[.09, 1.16]

	
	(.27)
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	-.06
	
	.94
	
	[-.87, .75]

	
	(.42)
	
	
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.44
	
	1.56
	
	[-.17, 1.05]

	
	(.31)
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality 
	-.94
	*
	.39
	
	[.29, 1.79]

	
	(.39)
	
	
	
	



Table A5 
Results of Multilevel Logistic Regression for Study 1b
	
	B (S.E.)
	Odds ratio
	95% C.I.

	Intercept
	-.19
	
	.83
	
	[-.67, .29]

	
	(.25)
	
	
	
	

	Negative affectivity
	.44
	*
	1.55
	
	[.01, .87]

	
	(.22)
	
	
	
	

	Agency
	-.07
	
	.93
	
	[-.44, .29]

	
	(.19)
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	.20
	
	1.22
	
	[-.41, .81]

	
	(.31)
	
	
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.21
	
	1.23
	
	[-.12, .54]

	
	(.17)
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Agency 
	-.05
	
	.95
	
	[-.51, .40]

	
	(.23)
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality 
	-.61
	*
	.54
	
	[-1.01, -.14]

	
	(.24)
	
	
	
	








Supplemental Material B: Hypothesis Testing without Control Variables.
We conducted analyses for our hypothesis testing without control variables. Our results remain unchanged without control variables for Studies 1b and 2. For Study 1a, we found partial support for H1. Although the interaction term between gender and bottom-line mentality remained significant at p<.01, the simple slope for male was not significant (simple slope=-.06, p=.16).    

Table B1
Results of Hierarchical Linear Modeling Analysis in Study 1a without control variables

	
	Mistreatment

	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.54
	**
	1.56
	**

	
	(.07)
	
	(.07)
	

	Gender
	.05
	
	.03
	

	
	(.08)
	
	(.08)
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.01
	
	.16
	**

	
	(.04)
	
	(.06)
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality 
	
	
	-.22
	**

	
	
	
	(.07)
	

	Level 1 residual variance 
	.24
	
	.23
	

	Deviance (-2 log likelihood)
	265.20
	
	256.51
	

	Pseudo R2
	.00
	
	.05
	


Note. N (Level1)=176; N (Level 2)=49. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. 
Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Gender: women=0, men=1. Pseudo R2 was 
calculated based on the proportional reduction of error variance due to predictors in the 
models (Snijders & Bosker, 1999). Pseudo R2 does not represent effect size, but represents 
model fit. In other words, Pseudo R2 should be used as a fit index (the larger the Pseudo R2, 
the better the model fit) for model comparison in the same data set and it should not be used 
for interpreting explained variance (Hox, 2010).  
*p<.05 **p<.01. Two-tailed tests.




Table B2
Results of Regression Analysis in Study 1b without control variables

	
	Mistreatment

	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.26
	**
	1.27
	**

	
	(.04)
	
	(.04)
	

	Gender
	-.05
	
	-.05
	

	
	(.05)
	
	(.05)
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.01
	
	.08
	**

	
	(.02)
	
	(.03)
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality 
	
	
	-.13
	**

	
	
	
	(.04)
	

	F
	.53
	
	4.76
	**

	df1, df2
	2, 188
	
	3, 187
	

	Change in R2
	
	
	.06
	**

	Total R2
	.01
	
	.07
	**


Note. N=191. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. Standard errors are reported in 
parentheses. Gender: women=0, men=1. 
*p<.05 **p<.01. Two-tailed tests.


Table B3
Results of Social Relations Model Analysis in Study 2 without control variables

	
	M1
	
	M2
	
	M3
	
	M4
	
	M5
	
	M6
	
	M7
	
	M8
	

	Intercept
	1.97
	**
	1.94
	**
	1.97
	**
	1.94
	**
	1.98
	**
	1.21
	**
	1.20
	**
	.98
	**

	
	(.06)
	
	(.06)
	
	(.06)
	
	(.07)
	
	(.07)
	
	(.04)
	
	(.04)
	
	(.06)
	

	Gender
	.00
	
	.02
	
	.00
	
	.03
	
	-.02
	
	.02
	
	.03
	
	.02
	

	
	(.05)
	
	(.06)
	
	(.05)
	
	(.06)
	
	(.06)
	
	(.02)
	
	(.03)
	
	(.02)
	

	Bottom-line mentality
	.02
	
	-.04
	
	.02
	
	.00
	
	.13
	
	.01
	
	-.01
	
	.00
	

	
	(.04)
	
	(.06)
	
	(.04)
	
	(.07)
	
	(.08)
	
	(.01)
	
	(.03)
	
	(.01)
	

	Team gender composition
	
	
	
	
	.00
	
	.09
	
	-.10
	
	
	
	
	
	.17
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(.45)
	
	(.54)
	
	(.42)
	
	
	
	
	
	(.23)
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality
	
	
	.08
	
	
	
	.05
	
	-.08
	
	
	
	.02
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(.06)
	
	
	
	(.05)
	
	(.07)
	
	
	
	(.03)
	
	
	

	Bottom-line mentality x Team gender composition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.28
	
	-1.15
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.25)
	
	(.40)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Team gender composition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.16
	
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.36)
	
	(.35)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender x Bottom-line mentality x Team gender composition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.14
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.41)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender norm violation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.11
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.04)
	

	Deviance (-2 log likelihood)
	1548.22
	
	1545.82
	
	1548.22
	
	1542.92
	
	1536.96
	
	887.18
	
	886.56
	
	863.91
	

	2(df)
	0.95(2)
	
	2.40(2)
	
	.00(1)
	
	5.30(4)
	
	5.96(1)
	*
	1.27(2)
	
	.62(1)
	
	23.27(2)
	**


Note. N=736 directed dyadic ratings. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. M=Model. Gender: women=0, men=1. Team gender composition is the proportion of female members on the team. Higher team gender composition scores indicate more female members on the team. 2(df) was based on comparison to a previous model except that Models 1 and 6 were compared to null models, Model 3 was compared to Model 1, and Model 8 was compared to Model 6.
*p<.05 **p<.01. Two-tailed tests.
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