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[bookmark: _Toc130110838]Section A: Pretests (Study 2)
Pretest 1: Resumes
We prepared eight nameless resumes. We recruited 51 UK residents from Prolific (age: M = 35.08, SD = 7.94; 24 women, 27 men; 47 with a bachelor’s or higher degree; 100% full-time employed; 39 self-identified as White, 2 as East Asian, 1 as South Asian, 1 as South-East Asian, and 8 as having other or mixed ethnic backgrounds). Participants were shown the eight resumes in a random order. For each resume, they evaluated the candidate’s competence on the six-item scale we used in the main study (1 = not at all to 5 = extremely) (.82 < ’s < .92 for the eight candidates; the observed scale range was 2 to 5), and evaluated leadership capability on the three-item scale we used in the main study (.82 < ’s < .94 for the eight candidates; the observed scale range was 2 to 5). We then divided the eight resumes into two groups so that they were equivalent on the two measures. Independent samples t-tests found no significant difference between the two groups in competence (group 1:  = .71, M = 4.12, SD = .40, 95% CI [4.01, 4.23]; group 2:  = .76, M = 4.06, SD = .42, 95% CI [3.95, 4.18]; t(50) = 1.41, p = .165, 95% CI for difference [–.02, .14]), and in leadership capability (group 1:  = .56, M = 3.92, SD = .49, 95% CI [3.78, 4.06]; group 2:  = .65, M = 3.86, SD = .55, 95% CI [3.71, 4.02]; t(50) = .82, p = .418, 95% CI for difference [–.09, .21]). 
Pretest 2: Names
We recruited 125 London residents for an online study from the subject pool of a leading business school in London (age: M = 34.87, SD = 12.58; 74 women, 51 men; 102 employed; 115 with a bachelor’s or higher degree; 63 with leader experience; 37 self-identified as White British, 19 as other White backgrounds, 9 as Black, 22 as East Asian, 30 as South Asian, 1 as Middle Eastern, and 11 as other or mixed ethnic backgrounds). We presented participants with eight stereotypical White male and female names. Most participants indicated the four male names’ gender as male (95.2% – 98.4%) and the four female names’ gender as female (90.4% – 97.6%). Most participants perceived the names’ race as “White British” or “other White backgrounds” (72.8% – 89.6%). In the main study, we randomly assigned the female names to the four resumes in one group and the male names to the four resumes in the other group.



[bookmark: _Toc130110839]Section B: Pretests (Study 3)
Pretest 1: Manipulation Check
We created two articles that cited purported scientific evidence to make the case that leadership potential is either nonuniversal or universal. We recruited 158 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (age: M = 35.70 years, SD = 12.14; 64 women, 94 men), who were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In the nonuniversal mindset condition, the article was titled, “New research confirms: Only some people have high leadership potential,” and in the universal mindset condition, it was titled, “New research confirms: Nearly everyone has high leadership potential.” 
To measure whether the manipulation influenced universal-nonuniversal mindsets, we asked participants, “Think about leaders, that is, people in positions of high power and authority in companies and government. Leadership potential refers to people’s capacity to act as a successful leader at some point in their life. Do you believe that nearly everyone has high leadership potential, or that only some people have high leadership potential?” Participants responded on a bipolar scale ranging from 1 = “Almost all people have high leadership potential” to 20 = “Only some people have high leadership potential” (adapted from Rattan et al., 2012, Study 5; the observed scale range was 1 to 20). Participants in the nonuniversal mindset condition (M = 14.74, SD = 4.25, 95% CI [13.55, 15.92]) indicated a significantly stronger belief about nonuniversal leadership potential than did participants in the universal mindset condition (M = 9.04, SD = 5.99, 95% CI [7.90, 10.18]; t(156) = 6.85, p < .001, d = 1.10, 95% CI for difference [–7.90, –4.06]).
To measure whether the manipulation influenced fixed-growth mindsets, we also asked participants, “Think about leaders, that is, people in positions of high power and authority in companies and government. Leadership ability refers to people’s capacity to act as a successful leader. Do you believe that people have a certain leadership ability, and they can’t really do much to improve it or that people can always substantially improve their leadership ability?” Participants responded on a bipolar scale ranging from 1 = “Leadership ability cannot be improved” to 20 = “Leadership ability can be improved substantially” (adapted from Rattan et al., 2012, Study 5; the observed scale range was 1 to 20). There was no significant difference in participants’ fixed-growth beliefs about leadership ability between the nonuniversal condition (M = 13.54, SD = 4.52, 95% CI [12.51, 14.57]) and the universal condition (M = 14.10, SD = 4.55, , 95% CI [13.11, 15.09]; t(156) = .77, p = .441, d = .123, 95% CI for difference [–.87, 1.98]). 
We also measured credibility of the article by asking participants to rate how credible, believable, and persuasive the article was (1 = not at all to 7 = extremely;  = .94; the observed scale range was 1 to 7). The two conditions did not significantly differ in this measure (nonuniversal: M = 4.44, SD = 1.62, 95% CI [4.08, 4.81]; universal: M = 4.11, SD = 1.59, 95% CI [3.76, 4.46]; t(156) = 1.32, p = .188, d = .211, 95% CI for difference [–.84, .17]).
Together, these results provide support for the validity of our manipulation as it only shifted the targeted universal-nonuniversal mindsets, not the alternative fixed-growth mindsets, and both articles were seen as similarly credible. 
Pretest 2: Resumes and Names
We prepared the eight resumes used in the main experiment but without any names, which ensured that the resumes were genderless. We recruited 155 students from a business school in Singapore (age: M = 21.77 years, SD = 1.98; 99 women, 53 men, 3 not reported; 139 self-identified as Chinese, 1 as Indian, 1 as Malay, and 4 as having other ethnic backgrounds) in two rounds (round 1: N = 62; round 2: N = 93). Participants in both rounds rated the competence of eight resumes, and participants in round 2 also rated the gender and race of the eight names used in the main study after rating all eight resumes. 
Participants rated each candidate’s competence on the same three items as used in the main study (1 = not at all to 7 = extremely; .81 < ’s < .85 for the eight resumes; the observed scale range was 1.67 to 7), based on which we divided the eight resumes into two groups. The mean competence ratings for the two groups was not significantly different (group 1:  = .79, M = 5.88, SD = .61, 95% CI [5.78, 5.97]; group 2:  = .81, M = 5.90, SD = .61, 95% CI [5.80, 5.99]; t(154) = .61, p = .540, 95% CI for difference [–.07, .04]). We presented participants with eight typical male and female Chinese Singaporean names. Most participants indicated the four male names’ gender as male (91.4% – 98.9%) and the four female names’ gender as female (97.8% – 100%). Most participants indicated the name’s race as Chinese (97.8% –100%). For the main study, we randomly assigned the female names to the four resumes in one group and the male names to the four resumes in the other group, ensuring that competence was matched across gender.



[bookmark: _Toc130110840]Section C: Pretests (Study 4)
Pretest 1: Manipulation Check
The first author translated the articles used in Study 3 into simplified Chinese. As the articles were long, rather than conducting a back-translation, we asked two graduate students who were proficient in English and Chinese to read the English and Chinese versions carefully and to indicate any discrepancy in meaning as well as parts in the Chinese version that might be difficult to understand for Chinese participants. The first author modified and finalized the Chinese version based on a discussion with the graduate students. We recruited 100 working adults via Credamo, which was the platform we used in the main study (age: M = 27.14 years, SD = 5.91; 55 women, 45 men; 96 with a bachelor’s or higher degree). The procedure and manipulation check questions were the same as those used in Study 3. We found that participants in the nonuniversal mindset condition were significantly more likely to indicate that only a few people have leadership potential (M = 15.25, SD = 5.33, 95% CI [14.15, 16.36]) than those in the universal mindset condition (M = 3.20, SD = 1.67), 95% CI [2.08, 4.33]; t(98) = 15.12, p < .001, 95% CI for difference [–13.63, –10.47]). The two conditions did not differ in fixed-growth mindsets about leadership ability (nonuniversal: M = 10.35, SD = 3.20, 95% CI [9.37, 11.32]; universal: M = 11.35, SD = 3.66, 95% CI [10.40, 12.31]; t(98) = 1.46, p = .147, 95% CI for difference [–.36, 2.37]), and perceived credibility of the article (nonuniversal: M = 5.54, SD = .56, 95% CI [5.33, 5.76]; universal: M = 5.31, SD = .90, 95% CI [5.10, 5.52]; t(98) = 1.58, p = .117, 95% CI for difference [–.06, .53]).
Pretest 2: Resumes and Names
We prepared eight nameless resumes in Chinese. We recruited 100 working adults from Credamo (age: M = 32.54 years, SD = 7.50; 51 women, 49 men; 90 with a bachelor’s or higher degree), who rated each resume on the four measures that we would examine in the main study. Based on participants’ ratings, we divided the eight resumes into two groups so that they were as equivalent as possible on the four measures. Paired samples t-tests found that the two groups were not significantly different in evaluations of competence (Mgroup1 = 5.83, SD = .53, 95% CI [5.72, 5.93]; Mgroup2 = 5.83, SD = .55, 95% CI [5.72, 5.94]; t(99) = .12, p = .903, 95% CI for difference [–.07, .06]), agency (Mgroup1 = 5.51, SD = .66, 95% CI [5.38, 5.64];; Mgroup2 = 5.46, SD = .66, 95% CI [5.33, 5.59]; t(99) = 1.32, p = .191, 95% CI for difference [–.03, .13]), and leadership capability (Mgroup1 = 5.37, SD = .76, 95% CI [5.22, 5.52]; Mgroup2 = 5.37, SD = .79, 95% CI [5.22, 5.53]; t(99) = .10, p = .919, 95% CI for difference [–.12, .11]), and likelihood of selection (Mgroup1 = 68.94%, SD = 14.11, 95% CI [66.14, 71.74]; Mgroup2 = 69.48%, SD = 15.02, 95% CI [66.50, 72.46]; t(99) = .62, p = .539, 95% CI for difference [–2.30, 1.21]). 
We also presented 10 typical Chinese names, five male and five female, in a random order and asked participants to indicate the gender of each name. We picked the four female and four male names that most participants (98% – 100%) perceived to be female and male, respectively. For the main study, we randomly assigned the four female names to the resumes in group 1 and the four male names to the resumes in group 2, which was the first package of resumes. The second package of resumes counterbalanced the female and male names.
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Section D: Sensitivity analysis
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We conducted sensitivity analysis for all studies with G*Power. As shown in Table A, except for Study 1, we achieved acceptable or good power and the actual effect sizes are comparable to the required effect sizes. In Study 1, our sample size was limited by the number of government officials who enrolled in the executive education course and responded to all measures.
Table A. Sensitivity Analysis

	Study
	DV
	N
	Number of
Predictors
/groupsa
	Post hoc analysis
	Sensitivity analysis

	
	
	
	
	Actual
effect size
	Achieved
power
	required effect size
given  = .05,  = .80

	Study 1 (correlational)
	Bias in leadership capability
	130
	3
	.049
	.534
	.087

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2 (correlational)
	Bias in competence
	254
	3
	.049
	.851
	.044

	
	Bias in leadership capability
	254
	3
	.040
	.755
	.044

	
	Bias in selection
	254
	3
	.048
	.842
	.044

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 3 (experiment)
	Bias in competence
	159
	2
	.357
	.724
	.396

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 4 (experiment)
	Bias in competence
	326
	3
	.307
	.999
	.173

	
	Bias in agency
	326
	3
	.246
	.983
	.173

	
	Bias in leadership capability
	326
	3
	.261
	.992
	.173

	
	Bias in selection
	326
	3
	.220
	.952
	.173

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 5 (correlational)
	Bias in competence
	202
	3
	.043
	.682
	.055

	
	Bias in agency
	202
	3
	.034
	.573
	.055



Note. a Number of predictors for the correlational studies was three, which were universal-nonuniversal mindsets, fixed-growth mindsets, and participant gender. Number of groups was two (universal and nonuniversal) for Study 3 and three (universal, nonuniversal, control) for Study 4.
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The government officials in Study 1 rated the leadership capability of multiple subordinates. As our focus was on gender bias, for the main analysis we computed the difference between participants’ mean ratings of their male and female subordinates. However, in additional analyses, we conducted a multilevel regression with subordinate leadership capability as the dependent variable, subordinate gender as the independent variable at level 1, participants’ universal mindset as the independent variable at level 2, participants’ fixed-growth mindsets and gender as control variables at level 2, and all cross-level interactions. We included random slopes of employee gender at level 2 and estimated all level-2 covariances.
As shown in Table B below, the interaction between universal-nonuniversal mindsets and subordinate gender was nonsignificant (B = .31, SE = .13, z = 1.70, p = .089). Simple slopes analyses indicated that leaders with a more nonuniversal mindset (estimated at one SD below the mean) evaluated their male subordinates as having greater leadership capability (B = –.50, SE = .16, z = 3.03, p = .002), indicating gender bias. In contrast, leaders with a more universal mindset (estimated at one SD above the mean) evaluated their male subordinates and female subordinates as having similar levels of leadership capability (B = –.12, SE = .15, z = 0.80, p = .424), suggesting the absence of gender bias. 
The regression analysis performed on the difference score found a significant effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on gender bias in leadership capability evaluation (B = –.84, SE = .35, 95% CI [–1.52, –.15], t(126) = –2.41, p = .017). Hence, the results of multilevel analysis are directionally consistent with the results reported in the main text.


Table B. Multilevel Analysis (Study 1)
	
	B
	SE
	p
	95% CI

	Level 1 predictors:
	
	
	
	

	  Subordinate gender (0 = male, 1 = female)
	–.31**
	.11
	.008
	[–.530, –.081]

	Level 2 predictors:
	
	
	
	

	  Leader gender (0 = male, 1 = female)
	–.26
	.22
	.245
	[–.693, .177]

	  Fixed-growth mindsets
	  .10
	.08
	.241
	[–.067, .265]

	  Universal-nonuniversal mindsets
	–.13
	.13
	.337
	[–.386, .132]

	Interactions:
	
	
	
	

	  Subordinate gender  Leader gender
	    .18
	.29
	.534
	[–.392, .755]

	  Subordinate gender  Fixed-growth mindsets
	  –.17
	.12
	.144
	[–.399, .058]

	  Subordinate gender  Universal-nonuniversal mindsets
	     .31†
	.18
	.089
	[–.046, .656]

	2
	12.10†
	
	.097
	



Note. **p < .01. † p < .10.
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In the main analysis, we found the moderating effect of gender stereotypes about leadership on the relationship between universal-nonuniversal mindsets and gender bias. To uncover the nature of gender bias, we conducted within-participants comparisons between ratings of male and female candidates for participants varying in the universal-nonuniversal mindsets (+/–1 SD) and in the strength of their gender stereotypes about leadership (+/–1 SD).
We found that participants lower on universal mindset (–1 SD) and higher on gender stereotypes (+1 SD) evaluated male candidates as more competent (M = 6.05, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.91, 6.19]) than female candidates (M = 5.88, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.74, 6.03]), F(1, 196) = 10.05, p = .002, ηp2 = .05, 95% CI for difference [.06, .27], evaluated male candidates  (M = 4.50, SE = .12, 95% CI [4.26, 4.75]) to have greater agency than female candidates (M = 4.06, SE = .12, 95% CI [3.82, 4.30]), F(1, 196) = 28.46, p < .001, ηp2 = .13, 95% CI for difference [.28, .61], evaluated male candidates (M = 5.47, SE = .11, 95% CI [5.25, 5.68]) to have greater leadership capability than female candidates (M = 5.23, SE = .11, 95% CI [5.02, 5.44]), F(1, 196) = 6.61, p = .011, ηp2 = .03, 95% CI for difference [.06, .42], and were more likely to select male candidates (M = 68.49%, SE = 1.74, 95% CI [65.05, 71.93]) than female candidates (M = 65.34%, SE = 1.71, 95% CI [61.98, 68.71]), F(1, 196) = 6.13, p = .014, ηp2 = .03, 95% CI for difference [.64, 5.65]. That is, participants who both held stronger beliefs that leadership potential was nonuniversal and held stronger gender stereotypes about leadership evaluated male candidates significantly more positively than female candidates in terms of competence, agency, leadership capability, and leader selection, in line with traditional gender biases.
Participants higher on universal mindset and lower on gender stereotypes about leadership, higher on both, and lower on both rarely showed significant differences in their ratings of male and female candidates on each of the four measures. (Details are available upon request.)
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In many contexts, multiple stereotypes are at play. For example, people might associate men with leadership positions, and people might also associate men with the job domain (e.g., engineering, finance; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014). Our theoretical arguments apply to both types of stereotypes. In Study 5, candidates were evaluated for a leadership position in finance. Past research has found that women are not only perceived as less capable of fulfilling leadership roles, but also are considered less suitable for male-dominated jobs (Eagly et al., 2020). Therefore, both gender stereotypes about leadership and gender stereotypes about finance could moderate the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on gender bias. 
In the results reported in the main analysis, we focused on the moderating effect of gender stereotypes about leadership given that this is the domain of potential under investigation. To explore whether the same patterns emerge for gender stereotypes about finance, we measured these stereotypes ( = .75) with three questions: “When I think of people who are very good at finance, I am ....” (1 = extremely more likely to think of men than women, 4 = equally likely to think of men and women, and 7 = extremely more likely to think of women than men), “When it comes to finance, I believe that on average …” (1 = men are extremely better than women, 4 = men and women are equally good, and 7 = women are extremely better than men), and “When I think of people who are financial investment bankers, I am …” (1 = extremely more likely to imagine men than women, 4 = equally likely to imagine men and women, and 7 = extremely more likely to imagine women than men). We reverse-scored and calculated the mean of the three items so that higher scores indicated stronger stereotypes gender stereotypes in finance. We conducted the same analyses as in the main text, using gender stereotypes about finance (rather than leadership) as the moderator. 
Moderating effect of gender stereotypes about finance. As shown in Table C in this document, the interaction effect between universal-nonuniversal mindsets and gender stereotypes about finance was not significant on competence evaluations (Model 3: B = –.05, SE = .04, 95% CI [–.12, .02], t(196) = –1.43, p = .153), but was significant on agency evaluations (Model 6: B = –.19, SE = .06, 95% CI [–.30, –.08], t(196) = –3.40, p = .001), leadership capability evaluations (Model 9: B = –.26, SE = .06, 95% CI [–.38, –.14], t(196) = –4.32, p < .001), and selection likelihood (Model 12: B = –2.18, SE = .87, 95% CI [–3.89, –.46], t(196) = –2.51, p = .013). Simple slopes analyses found that when people had weaker gender stereotypes about finance (–1 SD), the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was not significant on gender bias in evaluations of competence (B = –.02, SE = .05, 95% CI [–.12, .07]; t(1, 196) = –.50, p = .617), agency (B = .11, SE = .07, 95% CI [–.04, .25]; t(1, 196) = 1.44, p = .151), and leader selection (B = 1.60, SE = 1.16, 95% CI [–.69, 3.89]; t(1, 196) = 1.37, p = .171), but was significant on leadership capability (B = .23, SE = .08, 95% CI [.07, .39]; t(1, 196) = 2.87, p = .005). However, when people had stronger gender stereotypes about finance (+1 SD), a more universal mindset was associated with weaker gender bias in evaluations of competence (B = –.11, SE = .04, 95% CI [–.19, –.03]; t(1, 196) = –2.71, p = .007), agency (B = –.21, SE = .06, 95% CI [–.34, –.09]; t(1, 196) = –3.37, p = .001), leadership capability (B = –.21, SE = .07, 95% CI [–.35, –.08]; t(1, 196) = –3.06, p = .003), and leader selection (B = –2.10, SE = 1.00, 95% CI [–4.07, –.14]; t(1, 196) = –2.11, p = .036). The results suggest that when people held stronger stereotypes connecting certain groups (e.g., men) with the domain of finance, those with a more nonuniversal mindset exhibit greater gender bias. These findings are consistent with our theoretical assertion that a universal mindset is fundamentally inconsistent with the gender stereotype, in this case in the domain of finance.  
Nature of gender bias: Male versus female ratings. To further uncover the nature of gender bias, we conducted within-participants comparisons. We found that participants who held a more nonuniversal mindset (–1 SD) and who held stronger gender stereotypes about finance (+1 SD) evaluated male candidates (M = 6.11, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.97, 6.25]) as more competent than female candidates (M = 5.91, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.77, 6.05]), F(1, 196) = 14.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .07, 95% CI for difference [.10, .30], evaluated male candidates (M = 4.59, SE = .11, 95% CI [4.36, 4.81]) to have greater agency than female candidates (M = 4.08, SE = .12, 95% CI [3.85, 4.31]), F(1, 196) = 40.91, p < .001, ηp2 = .17, 95% CI for difference [.35, .66], evaluated male candidates (M = 5.62, SE = .10, 95% CI [5.42, 5.82]) to have more leadership capability than female candidates (M = 5.31, SE = .10, 95% CI [5.11, 5.52]), F(1, 196) = 12.71, p < .001, ηp2 = .06, 95% CI for difference [.14, .48], and were more likely to select male candidates (M = 70.77%, SE = 1.68, 95% CI [67.46, 74.10]) than female candidates (M = 67.02%, SE = 1.68, 95% CI [63.72, 70.32]), F(1, 196) = 9.00, p = .003, ηp2 = .04, 95% CI for difference [1.29, 6.23]. 
Participants higher on universal mindset and lower on gender stereotypes about finance, higher on both, and lower on both rarely showed significant differences in their ratings of male and female candidates on the four measures. (Details are available upon request.) 


Table C. Regression Analyses on Gender Biases against Women (Study 5)
	
	Gender Bias in
competence evaluation
	
	Gender Bias in
agency evaluation
	
	Gender Bias in
leadership capability evaluation
	
	Gender Bias in
leader selection

	
	M1
	M2
	M3
	
	M4
	M5
	M6
	
	M7
	M8
	M9
	
	M10
	M11
	M12
	M13
	M14

	(Constant)
	.29**
(.09)
	.25*
(.12)
	–.72 
(.49)
	
	.39**
(.15)
	.30
(.19)
	–3.03***
(.75)
	
	.19
(.16)
	.16
(.21)
	–3.98*** 
(.83)
	
	2.63
(2.21)
	.64
(2.81)
	–32.29** 
(11.86)
	–2.18 
(1.46)
	13.29* 
(6.53)

	Independent variable:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Universal-nonuniversal 
mindsets
	–.08** 
(.03)
	–.08** (.03)
	.17 
(.17)
	
	–.06
(.05)
	–.11*
(.05)
	.80** 
(.26)
	
	–.04
(.05)
	–.05
(.06)
	1.20*** 
(.29)
	
	–.35
(.69)
	–.73
(.78)
	9.70* 
(4.17)
	.23 
(.41)
	–3.77  
(2.25)

	Control variables:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	.03 
(.06)
	.04 
(.06)
	
	
	–.16
(.10)
	–.15 
(.09)
	
	
	–.01
(.11)
	.01 
(.10)
	
	

	.33
(1.48)
	.50 
(1.46)
	.26   
(.77)
	.28 
(.75)

	Fixed-growth 
mindsets
	

	.01 
(.02)
	.00 
(.02)
	
	
	.06
(.04)
	.05 
(.04)
	
	

	.01
(.04)
	.01 
(.04)
	
	
	.63
(.58)
	.58 
(.57)
	.45 
(.30)
	.48 
(.30)

	Moderator and interaction:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender stereotypes 
about finance
	
	
	.20* 
(.10)
	
	
	
	.69*** 
(.15)
	
	
	
	.86*** 
(.17)
	
	
	
	6.86** 
(2.40)
	
	–3.26* 
(1.33)

	Universal  Gender stereotypes about finance
	
	
	–.05 
(.04)
	
	
	
	–.19**
(.06)
	
	
	
	–.26*** 
(.06)
	
	
	
	–2.18* 
(.87)
	
	.83
(.47)

	Mediators:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender bias in
competence evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5.23***
(1.14)
	4.94***
(1.13)

	Gender bias in 
agency evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	–.01
(.67)
	.42
(.68)

	Gender bias in leader capability evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9.82***
(.68)
	10.23***
(.69)

	R2
	.04
	.04
	.07
	
	.01
	.03
	.15
	
	.00
	.00
	.13
	
	.00
	.01
	.05
	.75
	.76

	∆R2
	.04
	.00
	.03*
	
	.01
	.02
	.12*** 
	
	.00
	.00
	.13***
	
	.00
	.01
	.04*
	.74***a
	.01*

	F 
	8.16**
	2.85*
	2.97*
	
	1.96
	2.23
	6.93***
	
	.76
	.29
	5.95***
	
	.26
	.54
	2.01
	94.93***
	74.66***



Note. N = 202. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors of the unstandardized coefficients.
Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female.
“M” in M1–M14 stands for Model.
a Compared with Model 11. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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To assess whether the effect of the universal-nonuniversal mindsets varied as a function of participants’ gender, we included participants’ gender as a moderator in the main analyses conducted in Studies 2–5. As Study 1 only had a small proportion of women participants (15%), we did not test the moderating effect in Study 1.
Study 2
To examine the potential moderating effect of participant gender, we conducted regression analyses for gender bias in competence evaluations, in leadership capability evaluations, and in leader selection. We included universal-nonuniversal mindsets, participant gender, and their interaction as predictors, and fixed-growth mindsets as a control variable. The main effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was significant on gender bias in competence evaluations (B = –.07, SE = .03, 95% CI [–.13, –.02], t(249) = –2.83, p = .005), leadership capability evaluations (B = –.08, SE = .04, 95% CI [–.16, .00], t(249) = –1.98, p = .049), and in leader selection (B = –2.07, SE = .97, 95% CI [–3.98, –.16], t(249) = –2.13, p = .034). The main effect of participant gender was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations (B = –.11, SE = .11, 95% CI [–.32, .10], t(249) = –1.03, p = .307), in leadership capability evaluations (B = .07, SE = .16, 95% CI [–.24, .39], t(249) = .44, p = .658), or in leader selection (B = –.06, SE = 3.91, 95% CI [–7.77, 7.65], t(249) = –.02, p = .987). More relevantly, the interaction was nonsignificant for gender bias in competence evaluations (B = .03, SE = .03, 95% CI [–.04, .09], t(249) = .82, p = .415), leadership capability evaluations (B = –.01, SE = .05, 95% CI [–.11, .09], t(249) = –.22, p = .828), and leader selection (B = –.29, SE = 1.22, 95% CI [–2.69, 2.12], t(249) = –.23, p = .815). Thus, women and men decision makers did not differ in their tendency to exhibit gender bias in leader candidate evaluations and selection. We acknowledge that this exploratory analysis was likely underpowered to detect an interaction effect. 
Study 3
To examine the potential moderating effect of participant gender in the experimental design, we conducted a 2 (condition; between-participant) × 2 (participant gender; between-participant) ANOVA on gender bias in competence evaluations and in leader selection. The main effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was significant on gender bias in competence evaluations, F(1, 151) = 6.10, p = .015, ηp2 = .04, suggesting greater bias among participants in the nonuniversal mindset condition than among participants in the universal mindset condition. The main effect of participant gender was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations, F(1, 151) = 2.53, p = .114, ηp2 = .02. More relevantly, the 2-way interaction was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations, F(1, 151) = 3.05, p = .083, ηp2 = .02. 
The main effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was not significant on gender bias in leader selection, F(1, 151) = .30, p = .582 ηp2 = .00, nor was the main effect of participant gender, F(1, 151) = .68, p = .411, ηp2 = .00. More relevantly, the 2-way interaction was not significant on gender bias in leader selection, F(1, 151) =.01, p = .918, ηp2 = .00. Thus, women and men decision makers did not differ in their tendency to exhibit gender bias in leader candidate evaluations and leader selection, though we acknowledge that this exploratory analysis was likely underpowered.
Study 4
To examine the potential moderating effect of participant gender, we conducted a 3 (condition; between-participant) × 2 (participant gender; between-participant) ANOVA on gender bias. The main effect of condition was significant on gender bias in competence evaluations, F(2, 320) = 14.55, p < .001, ηp2 = .08, agency evaluations, F(2, 320) = 9.28, p < .001, ηp2 = .06, leader capability evaluations, F(2, 320) = 10.57, p < .001, ηp2 = .06, and leader selection, F(2, 320) = 7.21, p = .001, ηp2 = .04. Pairwise comparisons found that participants in the nonuniversal mindset condition showed greater bias on the four measures of gender bias than participants in the universal mindset condition (p’s < .001) and participants in the control condition (.007 < p’s < .055). Participants in the control condition also showed greater bias than participants in the universal mindset condition (.010 < p’s < .063). 
The main effect of participant gender was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations, F(1, 320) =.01, p = .924, ηp2 = .00, agency evaluations, F(1, 320) =.07, p = .788, ηp2 = .00, leader capability evaluations, F(1, 320) = .41, p = .521, ηp2 = .00, and in leader selection, F(1, 320) = .04, p = .844, ηp2 = .00. More relevantly, the interaction was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations, F(2, 320) =.50, p = .607, ηp2 = .00, agency evaluations, F(2, 320) =.78, p = .458, ηp2 = .01, leader capability evaluations, F(2, 320) = 1.40, p = .247, ηp2 = .01, and leader selection, F(2, 320) = 1.66, p = .192, ηp2 = .01. Thus, women and men decision makers did not differ in their tendency to show gender bias in leader candidate evaluations and leader selection, though we acknowledge that this exploratory analysis was likely underpowered.
Study 5
To examine the potential moderating effect of participant gender, we conducted a regression with each of the four measures of gender bias as the dependent variable, universal-nonuniversal mindsets, participant gender, and their interaction as the predictors, and fixed-growth mindsets as a control variable. The main effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was significant on gender bias in competence evaluations (B = –.10, SE = .04, 95% CI [–.17, –.02], t(197) = –2.56, p = .011), but not significant on gender bias in agency evaluations (B = –.10, SE = .06, 95% CI [–.22, .02], t(197) = –1.60, p = .112), leadership capability evaluations (B = –.05, SE = .07, 95% CI [–.18, .09], t(197) = –.70, p = .487), and leader selection (B = –1.03, SE = .93, 95% CI [–2.87, .80], t(197) = –1.11, p = .268). The main effect of participant gender was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations (B = –.08, SE = .19, 95% CI [–.46, .30], t(197) = –.44, p = .662), agency evaluations (B = –.07, SE = .31, 95% CI [–.69, .54], t(197) = –.23, p = .817), leadership capability evaluations (B = .04, SE = .34, 95% CI [–.64, .72], t(197) = .11, p = .914), and leader selection (B = –2.42, SE = 4.71, 95% CI [–11.71, 6.87], t(197) = –.51, p = .608). 
More relevantly, the interaction effect was not significant on gender bias in competence evaluations (B = .04, SE = .06, 95% CI [–.08, .16], t(197) = .64, p = .524), agency evaluations (B = –.03, SE = .10, 95% CI [–.23, .16], t(197) = –.31, p = .756), leadership capability evaluations (B = –.02, SE = .11, 95% CI [–.23, .20], t(197) = –.15, p = .884), and leader selection (B = .91, SE = 1.49, 95% CI [–2.02, 3.85], t(250) = .61, p = .540). Thus, women and men decision makers did not differ in their tendency to show gender bias in leader candidate evaluations and leader selection, though we acknowledge that this exploratory analysis was likely underpowered.
In summary, in Studies 2–5, the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on gender bias did not vary by decision makers’ gender.
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To assess whether the greater gender bias against women shown by those with a nonuniversal mindset compared to those with a nonuniversal mindset was due to their differential evaluations of men, of women, or of both, we also examined the relationship between universal-nonuniversal mindsets and the ratings of male and female subordinates/candidates separately.
Study 1
Leadership capability evaluations of men and women. We conducted simple slopes analyses to examine the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on leader capability evaluations within subordinate gender. We found a significant effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on evaluation of male subordinates’ leadership capability, B = –.62, SE = .22, 95% CI [–1.05, –.19], t(126) = –2.87, p = .005, but not of female subordinates’, B = .22, SE = .27, 95% CI [–.32, .75],  t(126) = .80, p = .423. Thus, the difference in gender bias against women in leadership capability evaluations between people with more universal and more nonuniversal mindsets found in the main analysis was mainly driven by officials with a nonuniversal mindset rating their male subordinates more positively compared with those with a universal mindset, suggesting that the universal mindset reduces the gender bias in favor of men.
Study 2
We conducted simple slopes analysis to examine the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on evaluations and selection within candidate gender. 
Competence evaluations of men and women. We found no relationship between universal-nonuniversal mindsets and competence evaluations of male candidates, B = –.01, SE = .03, 95% CI [–.07, .05], t(250) = –.36, p = .723, or female candidates, B = .05, SE = .03, 95% CI [–.01, .11], t(250) = 1.59, p = .112. Thus, the difference in gender bias in competence evaluation between people with more universal and more nonuniversal mindsets found in the main analysis was driven by a combination of changes in men’s and women’s evaluations, neither of which was significant individually.
Leadership capability evaluations of men and women. We found that the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was not significant on male candidates’ leadership capability evaluations, B = –.01, SE = .03, 95% CI [–.08, .05], t(250) = –.36, p = .718, but was significant on female candidates’ leadership capability evaluations, B = .07, SE = .04, 95% CI [.00, .14], t(250) = 2.08, p = .038. Thus, the difference in gender bias against women in leadership capability evaluation between people with more universal and more nonuniversal mindsets found in the main analysis was mainly driven by those with a nonuniversal mindset rating female candidates less positively.
Leader selection. We found that the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was not significant on likelihood to select male candidates, B = –.54, SE = .90, 95% CI [–2.30, 1.23], t(250) = –.60, p = .551, and was nonsignificant but marginal on likelihood to select female candidates, B = 1.70, SE = .86, 95% CI [–.01, 3.40], t(250) = 1.96, p = .051. Thus, the difference in gender bias against women in leader selection between people with more universal and more nonuniversal mindsets found in the main analysis may have been mainly driven by those with a nonuniversal mindset being slightly less likely to select female candidates for leader positions compared with those with a universal mindset.
Study 3
We conducted a 2 (condition: nonuniversal, universal; between-participant) × 2 (candidate gender: male, female; within-participant) repeated-measures ANOVA and used planned contrasts to test for condition differences in male ratings and in female ratings separately.
Competence evaluations of men and women. We found that participants in the nonuniversal mindset condition (M = 6.05, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.93, 6.16]) and the universal mindset condition (M = 5.90, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.79, 6.01]) did not significantly differ in their evaluations of male candidates’ competence, F(1, 157) = 3.31, p = .071, ηp2 = .02, 95% CI for difference [–.01, .30]. Participants in the nonuniversal mindset condition (M = 5.92, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.81, 6.04]) and the universal mindset condition (M = 5.93, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.81, 6.04]) did not significantly differ in their ratings of female candidates’ competence, F(1, 157) = .01, p = .943, ηp2 = .00, 95% CI for difference [–.17, .16]. The results suggest that the condition difference in gender bias against women in competence evaluations found in the main analysis was driven by a combination of changes in men’s and women’s evaluations, neither of which was significant individually.
Study 4
We conducted a 3 (condition: nonuniversal, control, universal; between-participant) × 2 (candidate gender: male, female; within-participant) repeated-measures ANOVA and used LMATRIX and MMATRIX to test the pairwise condition differences in male ratings and in female ratings separately.
Competence evaluations of men and women. Participants in the three conditions did not significantly differ in evaluations of male candidates’ competence, F(2, 323) = 1.07, p = .344, ηp2 = .01. Specifically, the competence ratings in the nonuniversal condition (M = 5.65, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.52, 5.77]), control condition (M = 5.56, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.44, 5.68]), and universal condition (M = 5.52, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.40, 5.64]) were not significantly different from each other (p’s = .332, .152, .640 for the pairwise comparisons). However, participants in the three conditions significantly differed in their evaluation of female candidates’ competence, F(2, 323) = 3.31, p = .038, ηp2 = .02. Specifically, participants in the nonuniversal condition (M = 5.52, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.40, 5.64]) evaluated females as being less competent than did participants in the universal condition (M = 5.73, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.62, 5.85]), F(1, 323) = 6.52, p = .011, ηp2 = .02, 95% CI for difference [–.39, –.05]. The control condition (M = 5.60, SE = .06, 95% CI [5.49, 5.72]) did not significantly differ from the nonuniversal condition, F(1, 323) = 1.06, p = .304, ηp2 = .00, 95% CI for difference [–.08, .26], or the universal condition, F(1, 323) = 2.37, p = .125, ηp2 = .01, 95% CI for difference [–.30, .04]. The results suggest that the condition difference in gender bias against women in competence evaluations found in the main study was mainly driven by those primed with a nonuniversal mindset evaluating female candidates as being less competent.
Agency evaluations of men and women. Participants in the three conditions did not significantly differ in their evaluations of male candidates’ agency, F(2, 323) = 1.37, p = .257, ηp2 = .01. Specifically, the male agency ratings in the nonuniversal condition (M = 5.41, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.28, 5.55]), control condition (M = 5.35, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.22, 5.48]), and universal condition (M = 5.26, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.13, 5.39]) were not significantly different from each other (p’s = 504, .102, .327 for the pairwise comparisons). The three conditions also did not significantly differ on evaluations of female candidates’ agency, F(2, 323) = .64, p = .527, ηp2 = .00. Specifically, the female agency ratings in the nonuniversal condition (M = 5.33, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.20, 5.47]), control condition (M = 5.38, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.25, 5.52]) and universal condition (M = 5.44, SE = .07, 95% CI [5.31, 5.57]) were not significantly different from each other (p’s = 586, .258, .554 for the pairwise comparisons). The results suggest that the condition difference in gender bias against women in agency evaluations found in the main study was driven by a combination of changes in both men’s and women’s evaluations, neither of which was significant individually.
Leadership capability evaluations of men and women. Participants in the three conditions did not significantly differ in their evaluations of male candidates’ leadership capability, F(2, 323) = .71, p = .494, ηp2 = .00. Specifically, the ratings in the nonuniversal condition (M = 5.27, SE = .08, 95% CI [5.11, 5.42]), control condition (M = 5.15, SE = .08, 95% CI [5.00, 5.30]), and universal condition (M = 5.16, SE = .08, 95% CI [5.00, 5.31]) were not significantly different from each other (p’s = .293, .313, .968 for the pairwise comparisons). However, participants in the three conditions significantly differed in their evaluations of female candidates’ leadership capability, F(2, 323) = 3.69, p = .026, ηp2 = .02. Specifically, participants in the nonuniversal condition (M = 5.12, SE = .08, 95% CI [4.97, 5.28]) evaluated females as having less leadership capability than did participants in the universal condition (M = 5.41, SE = .08, 95% CI [5.26, 5.57]), F(1, 323) = 6.90, p = .009, ηp2 = .02, 95% CI for difference [–.51, –.07]. The control condition (M = 5.20, SE = .08, 95% CI [5.05, 5.36]) did not differ from the nonuniversal condition, F(1, 323) = .540, p = .463, ηp2 = .00, 95% CI for difference [–.14, .30], or the universal condition, F(1, 323) = 3.64, p = .057, ηp2 = .01, 95% CI for difference [–.43, .01]. The results suggest that the condition difference in gender bias against women in leadership capability evaluation found in the main study was mainly driven by those primed with a nonuniversal mindset evaluating female candidates as having less leadership capability compared with those primed with a universal mindset.
Leader selection. Participants in the three conditions did not significantly differ in their likelihood to select male candidates for the leader position, F(2, 323) = .84, p = .433, ηp2 = .01. Specifically, the nonuniversal condition (M = 68.18, SE = 1.49, 95% CI [65.24, 71.12]), control condition (M = 65.46, SE = 1.47, 95% CI [62.56, 68.36]), and universal condition (M = 66.85, SE = 1.48, 95% CI [63.94, 69.77]) were not significantly different from each other (p’s = .196, .529, .506 for the pairwise comparisons). Participants in the three conditions also did not significantly differ in their likelihood to select female candidates for the leader position, F(2, 323) = 2.41, p = .091, ηp2 = .02. Specifically, participants in the nonuniversal condition (M = 66.27, SE = 1.53, 95% CI [63.27, 69.27]), the control condition (M = 66.17, SE = 1.51, 95% CI [63.20, 69.13]), and the universal condition (M = 70.29, SE = 1.51, 95% CI [67.31, 73.27]) were not significantly different from each other (p’s = .962, .062, .054 for the pairwise comparisons). The results suggest that the condition difference in gender bias against women in leader selection found in the main study was driven by a combination of changes in both men’s and women’s ratings, neither of which was significant individually.
Study 5
We conducted simple slopes analysis to examine the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on evaluations and selection within each candidate gender. 
Competence evaluations of men and women. We found that the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was significant on competence evaluations of male candidates, B = –.01, SE = .04, 95% CI [–.18, –.01], t(198) = –2.24, p = .026, but not significant on competence evaluation of female candidates, B = –.01, SE = .04, 95% CI [–.10, .07], t(198) = –.31, p = .761. Thus, the difference in gender bias against women in competence evaluation between people with more universal and more nonuniversal mindsets found in the main analysis was mainly driven by those with a nonuniversal mindset rating male candidates as being more competent compared with those with a universal mindset.
Agency evaluations of men and women. We found that the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was significant on male candidates’ agency evaluations, B = –.25, SE = .08, 95% CI [–.40, –.10], t(198) = –3.34, p = .001, but not significant on female candidates’ agency evaluations, B = –.14, SE = .07, 95% CI [–.29, .00], t(198) = –1.93, p = .055. Thus, the difference in gender bias against women in agency evaluations between people with more universal and more nonuniversal mindsets found in the main analysis was mainly driven by those with a nonuniversal mindset rating male candidates as having more agency compared with those with a universal mindset.
Leadership capability evaluations of men and women. In the main analysis, we did not find a significant effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on gender bias against women in leadership capability evaluations. We proceeded with the analysis and found that the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets was significant on evaluations of leadership capability for male candidates, B = –.17, SE = .07, 95% CI [–.30, –.04], t(198) = –2.61, p = .010, but not significant for female candidates, B = –.12, SE = .06, 95% CI [–.24, .01], t(198) = –1.86, p = .064. The results suggest that ratings of men and women did not differ to the extent that gender bias could emerge on this measure. 
Leadership selection. In the main analysis, we did not find a significant effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on gender bias against women in leadership capability evaluation. We proceeded with the analysis and found that the effect of universal-nonuniversal mindsets on leader selection was neither significant for male candidates, B = –1.67, SE = 1.05, 95% CI [–3.74, .41], t(198) = –1.58, p = .115, nor for female candidates, B = –.94, SE = 1.03, 95% CI [–2.97, 1.10], t(198) = –.91, p = .364. The results suggest that their ratings of men and women did not differ to the extent that gender bias could emerge on this measure. 
Summary
In Studies 1 and 5, the gender bias was mainly driven by the more favorable ratings of men shown by people with a nonuniversal mindset than people with a universal mindset. In Studies 2 and 4, the gender bias was mainly driven by less favorable ratings of women shown by people with a nonuniversal mindset than people with a universal mindset or driven by their differences in the ratings of both men and women. Therefore, it is not clear whether gender bias or any reduction of it was driven primarily by ratings of men, of women, or of both. As gender bias is conceptualized as a relative difference, considering our findings as a composite or bidirectional effect may be most appropriate. 

