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Abstract. Organizations encourage employees to report abusive behavior as such reports 
are believed to facilitate corrective action against transgressors. However, there are com
peting perspectives on whether reports made by women (versus men) will facilitate correc
tive action. On the one hand, a dominant stream of research suggests that reports made by 
women are often ignored and disregarded because women are not seen as credible. On the 
other hand, an emerging stream of research suggests that third parties will see reports 
made by women as serious and important. To reconcile these perspectives, we draw on 
aversive discrimination theory, which hints that the degree of corroboration about abuse 
plays a key role. That is, under situations of low corroboration, third parties are unlikely to 
take corrective action when women (versus men) make reports, but under situations of 
high corroboration, third parties are equally or even more likely to take corrective action 
when women (versus men) make reports. We additionally theorize and find that corrobo
ration is particularly influential when the reporter’s general credibility is not established. 
Our empirical package includes six complementary studies: an archival data set of U.S. 
Government employees and five preregistered experiments.

Funding: For financial assistance, we thank the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill [Junior 
Faculty Development Award]. 
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Given the performance, well-being, and moral costs 
that abusive actors inflict on victims and organizations, 
scholars and practitioners alike have touted reporting 
as an avenue to mitigate such outcomes (Treviño and 
Victor 1992, Mayer et al. 2013). Reporting is thought to 
be effective because it is the clearest path to facilitate 
corrective action against transgressors (or attempts to 
remedy abusive behavior) (Mayer et al. 2013, Chen and 
Treviño 2023). Reporting makes the transgressor’s 
actions known, supposedly allowing third parties, 
defined here as those who receive reports of abusive 
behavior, to take corrective action to prevent similar 
behavior in the future. As a result, organizational scho
lars have hailed the importance of reporting and have 
called on employees to serve as reporters of abusive 
behavior (Wellman et al. 2016).

In this research, scholars remain especially focused 
on investigating the impact of gender on third-party 
responses to reports (Curry et al. 2004, O’Connor et al. 
2004). However, the existing literature1 paints a contra
dictory picture about how reporter gender shapes cor
rective action. On the one hand, one stream of research 

suggests that when women report abusive behavior, 
third parties are unlikely to take corrective action. For 
example, research suggests that women who report 
abuse are often unheeded and disregarded by third 
parties (Lonsway et al. 2008, Dobbin and Kalev 2019, 
Murphy-Oikonen et al. 2022). This research implies 
that reports made by women are ignored and taken 
less seriously, resulting in less corrective action (Hersh
covis et al. 2021). We refer to this perspective as the 
lenient perspective.

On the other hand, although less established, an 
emerging stream of research suggests that reports made 
by women (versus men) result in greater corrective 
action. This research suggests that third parties will 
engage in higher levels of corrective action because they 
recognize clear and significant threats. In line with this 
perspective, research has found that convicted trans
gressors who harmed women faced equal or even more 
severe punishment than transgressors who harmed 
men (Curry et al. 2004). In other work, third parties 
were more likely to see women (versus men) as victims 
(Reynolds et al. 2020) and responded to negative 
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treatment against women (versus men) more harshly 
(Feess et al. 2021). This narrative implies that reports 
made by women will result in higher levels of correc
tive action against the transgressor, what we refer to as 
the corrective perspective.

To reconcile these perspectives, we draw on aver
sive discrimination theories (Dovidio and Gaertner 
2004, Gaertner and Dovidio 2005) to suggest that cor
roboration—the quality of evidence that a third party 
has about the presence and severity of abuse—plays a 
key moderating role. In doing so, we contend that 
these contradictory perspectives are based on different 
implicit theoretical and empirical assumptions. We 
argue and explain that the lenient perspective inher
ently assumes that corroboration is low; accusations of 
abusive behavior are messy because information is 
incomplete or potentially contradictory. This research 
assumes that details about the abuse may not be readily 
evident or clear, especially because transgressors are 
inclined to defend themselves against the report, often 
resulting in contradictory claims (Fragale et al. 2009, 
Dodson et al. 2023). Countering this view, we argue 
that the corrective perspective instead assumes that 
corroboration is high; accusations of abusive behavior are 
clear, candid, and largely indisputable. That is, embedded 
in much of this research is the assumption that facts are 
known, comprehensive, and widely accepted. Thus, we 
argue that women are seen as less credible when they 
make reports without corroboration, which reduces cor
rective action, but the presence of corroboration removes 
questions of credibility, increasing corrective action 
against transgressors.

Our research makes several important theoretical 
contributions. First, we integrate competing assump
tions about corrective action in response to reports 
made by women (versus men). We draw on aversive 
discrimination theories to integrate two disparate— 
and seemingly contradictory—streams of research into 
one unifying theory. Second, we draw attention to the 
importance of corroboration, a factor that has been 
taken for granted in prior work. We theorize and show 
that prior theoretical perspectives have implicitly made 
assumptions about corroboration, which have influ
enced their theorizing and even empirical approaches. 
Importantly, we show that corrective action is unlikely 
to be taken when there is low corroboration about 
abuse—a situation that is perhaps most common in 
organizations. Third, we encourage a body of work in 
behavioral ethics to reconsider assumptions about the 
effectiveness of reporting problematic behavior. Indeed, 
some scholars have suggested that “management 
should have a keen interest in avoiding … [undesir
able] outcomes by encouraging employees to report 
unethical conduct internally so it can be addressed 
quickly and be prevented from growing into a larger 
crisis” (Mayer et al. 2013, p. 89) and that “reporting 

should benefit the complainant by resolving the haras
sing situation and initiating recovery from the psycho
logical damage that occurred” (Munson et al. 2000 as 
cited in Bergman et al. 2002, p. 230). Instead, our theory 
supports perspectives that suggest that reports, particu
larly those lacking corroboration, can fall on deaf ears 
(Morrison and Milliken 2000, Pinder and Harlos 2001). 
In this vein, our theory pushes scholars to consider both 
reporting and corrective action as discrete outcomes, 
suggesting that they do not always work in tandem.

Theoretical Background
Abusive behavior or “displays of verbal and nonverbal 
hostile actions, excluding physical contact” (Tepper 
2000, p. 178) are prevalent in organizations (Aquino 
and Lamertz 2004, Lapierre et al. 2005).2 Indeed, a 2021
survey of over 800 American employees found that 
approximately 44% had experienced workplace abuse 
(AllVoices 2021). Further, research has documented 
the costs of abusive behavior; it facilitates turnover 
(Tepper 2000, Hershcovis et al. 2021), decreases well- 
being (Bowling and Beehr 2006, Rayner 2012), and can 
have negative performance implications for employ
ees (Jagatic and Keashly 2000, Einarsen and Mikkelsen 
2003, Hoel et al. 2020). Because abusive actors often 
target multiple employees within organizations, their 
actions can exacerbate these repercussions by creating 
a climate of fear (Ashkanasy and Nicholson 2003, 
Lutgen-Sandvik 2003). Consequently, organizational 
scholars have called for research to investigate ways to 
mitigate abusive behavior (Aquino and Lamertz 2004).

Given the ill effects of abusive behavior, scholars 
and practitioners alike have touted the importance of 
reporting abusive behavior (e.g., Hertzog et al. 2008). 
If abusive behavior goes unreported, a transgressor 
may continue to act abusively (Kiewitz et al. 2016, 
Khalid et al. 2018). Indeed, a core reason to report abu
sive behavior is to bring about corrective action— 
defined here as any deliberate step taken by a third 
party to remedy the reported abusive behavior either 
by “restoring the state of affairs existing before the 
offensive action, and/or promising to prevent the 
recurrence of the offensive act” (Benoit and Czer
winski 1997, p. 44). Prior research suggests that correc
tive action is a multistage process that ultimately 
facilitates punishment against transgressors for their 
misdeeds (McDonnell and Nurmohamed 2021, Frey 
et al. 2023). Although not all third parties have the 
power to directly punish transgressors, they can take 
corrective action by escalating cases or suggesting 
punishments to those with authority (e.g., Frieder et al. 
2015). Other forms of corrective action can deter future 
behavior (e.g., sexism confrontations can reduce the 
offending behavior) (Czopp and Monteith 2003) or can 
completely remove the problematic actor(s) from the 
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organization (Shaw 2001). Because corrective action 
can shield employees from future abusive behavior, it 
is also conceptualized as a form of interpersonal sup
port for the target (O’Reilly and Aquino 2011).

Scholars have called attention to gender as a critical 
factor that informs how third parties respond to reports 
of abusive behavior. However, current research paints 
conflicting perspectives on whether reports made by 
women will result in corrective action.3 On the one 
hand, the extant literature, what we call the lenient per
spective, suggests that reports made by women (versus 
men) will result in lower levels of corrective action. 
This perspective suggests that women are less likely to 
be believed or seen as credible when they make reports. 
That is, observers may assume that women’s reports 
are exaggerated or inaccurate, reducing their willing
ness to act on them. For example, scholars have noted 
that third parties are prone to question the motives and 
veracity of victim reports (Hershcovis et al. 2021). Other 
research has supported this perspective, suggesting that 
reports made by women tend to be believed less and 
thus, acted on with less intensity (Vargas et al. 2022). 
Some research has even gone as far as to suggest that 
women are viewed as responsible for bringing abuse 
onto themselves (Payne et al. 1999, Cortina et al. 2018).

The second perspective, what we call the corrective 
perspective, suggests the reports made by women (ver
sus men) will result in more corrective action. This per
spective suggests that because women are often viewed 
as needing protection (Fiske et al. 2002, 2007), third par
ties will respond to reports of abuse with corrective 
action. As stated by Reynolds et al. (2020, p. 161), 
“female employees, more so than male, will be the ben
eficiaries of certain types of moral responses including 
greater recognition of and sympathy toward their 
suffering.” Field and experimental evidence supports 
this line of reasoning. In an archival study, researchers 
found that guilty offenders who victimized females 
received equal—or sometimes, more severe—sentences 
than offenders who victimized males (Curry et al. 
2004). Moreover, in an experimental study, participants 
were more likely to see a female (versus a male) em
ployee as a victim when they were told that the employee 
faced abuse (Reynolds et al. 2020). Other research has 
found that individuals have a preference to assist women 
(versus men) when they are facing harm (FeldmanHall 
et al. 2016, Navarick and Moreno 2022).

Aversive Discrimination Theory as a 
Theoretical Lens
To reconcile these perspectives, we draw on aversive 
discrimination theory (Dovidio and Gaertner 2004, 
Gaertner and Dovidio 2005). This theory posits that 
third parties often endorse egalitarian values, aiming 
to avoid stereotyping or discriminating against mar
ginalized individuals. However, in situations where 

there is a weak normative structure or where the 
guideline for “social judgment is ambiguous” (Gaert
ner and Dovidio 2005, p. 620), aversive discrimination 
theory suggests that individuals often fall back on gen
eral beliefs about groups of people (or stereotypes) 
(Brigham 1971, McCauley et al. 1980, Ashmore and 
Del Boca 1981). Studies in this literature show that 
when participants have unclear information about 
individuals and their behavior, they tend to exhibit 
biases and act in ways that align with these beliefs 
(e.g., Biernat 2003). However, such biased behaviors 
are mitigated when the information that individuals 
have is clear and certain (Dovidio et al. 2017). We use 
this lens to understand how third parties respond to 
reports of abusive behavior from women versus men.

Applying this perspective to corrective action, we 
argue that the corroboration of abuse plays a critical 
moderating role—and that each stream of research has 
implicitly made different assumptions about corrobo
ration. Corroboration here refers to the quality of evi
dence that a third party has about the presence and 
severity of abuse. Prior research has suggested that 
reports are accompanied with lower or higher levels of 
corroboration (e.g., Herman 2010). In line with this rea
soning, some reports of abusive behavior often have 
low levels of corroboration. For example, reports of 
abuse are often based on verbal accounts of events 
from the past (e.g., Gutek and O’Connor 1995) or 
involve competing perspectives from the transgressor 
and the reporter (e.g., Dodson et al. 2023). This low level 
of corroboration is generally assumed in the lenient per
spective, which often draws on reports of abusive 
behavior made in organizations (i.e., field research). 
Although these researchers have not explicitly argued 
that corroboration is low, reports made through report
ing channels in organizations are often messy and 
unclear, especially before the advent of recording 
devices or electronic communication. In these cases, 
third parties often rely on anecdotal word-of-mouth 
accounts about the event (e.g., Fitzgerald et al. 1997). 
These accounts constitute lower levels of corroboration 
because there are often conflicting accounts from the 
reporter and the accused (Bergman et al. 2002).

However, other reports may be classified as high cor
roboration. For example, some accusations can include 
documentation of abuse, such as emails, recordings, or 
a consistent third-party verification from multiple 
sources. Alternatively, in cases where determining cer
tainty is difficult, reports can be vetted or evaluated 
by juries or committees responsible for determining 
accuracy. High levels of corroboration, we argue, are 
implicitly assumed in the corrective perspective. For 
example, this research theoretically assumes that there 
is clear evidence or consensus that specific abusive or 
questionable actions took place, where authors refer
ence examples of abuse from publicly available emails 

Kundro et al.: Corrective Action 
Organization Science, Articles in Advance, pp. 1–19, © 2025 INFORMS 3 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

14
2.

15
0.

19
3.

24
2]

 o
n 

02
 O

ct
ob

er
 2

02
5,

 a
t 1

0:
16

 . 
Fo

r 
pe

rs
on

al
 u

se
 o

nl
y,

 a
ll 

ri
gh

ts
 r

es
er

ve
d.

 



or written documents (e.g., Graso et al. 2023). Empiri
cally, this is also assumed; researchers investigate 
instances where offenders are already found guilty of 
their crimes (e.g., Curry et al. 2004) or use designs where 
behaviors are directly described as occurring in a speci
fic way without question (e.g., Reynolds et al. 2020).

Importantly, corroboration differs from the general 
credibility of the reporter (i.e., their history of being cred
ible). Indeed, although corroboration is one pathway to 
credibility, it may be the case that individuals have 
established credibility through their past behavior (Near 
and Miceli 1995, Gao and Brink 2017). However, both 
streams of research generally use paradigms that do not 
provide information about general credibility, which 
makes assumptions about corroboration (i.e., case- 
specific credibility) particularly salient and important.

Low Corroboration. Drawing on aversive discrimina
tion theories, we posit that in situations of low corrob
oration, third parties will rely on preconceived beliefs 
about women that result in lower perceived credibil
ity, defined as the perceived reliability and trustwor
thiness of the employee who made the report (Near 
and Miceli 1995). A prominent and pervasive belief 
about women is that they lack “veracity” and are not 
credible reporters of abusive behavior (Hershcovis et al. 
2021, p. 1840). This belief stems from “myths” about 
women and abuse, leading to a general tendency to deny 
their accounts. These myths lead third parties to question 
women’s “motives for reporting harassment” and subse
quently, “downplay the gravity of the offenses” (Hersh
covis et al. 2021, p. 1840). Furthermore, these tendencies 
mean that observers believe that “women exaggerate 
minor misdeeds” and thus, lack credibility (Hershcovis 
et al. 2021, p. 1840). Consequently, in situations of low 
corroboration, we argue that women will be perceived as 
lacking credibility (Epstein and Goodman 2018).

Based on the above, we argue that when the credi
bility of a reporter is low, third parties are less inclined 
to take corrective action against the transgressor. Scho
lars argue that third parties evaluate a reporter’s credi
bility (Miceli and Near 1994), which plays a key role in 
driving corrective action (Taylor and Joudo 2005). 
When a reporter is perceived as lacking credibility, 
people are unlikely to take corrective action, fearing 
that they could punish an innocent person for unpro
ven actions (Nalepa 2008). Moreover, third parties 
may be hesitant to support individuals who they see 
as raising illegitimate claims (Elsbach and Sutton 
1992). Thus, we reason that when reports have low 
corroboration, women are perceived as less credible, 
which results in lower levels of corrective action.

High Corroboration. According to aversive discrimi
nation theory, in cases with high corroboration, gen
eral beliefs about a target are less likely to be activated 

because individuals have information that precludes 
the necessity to draw on these beliefs. Moreover, in 
cases with high corroboration, individuals may be 
inclined to avoid behavior that could be viewed as dis
criminatory (Kleck 1981). Thus, we argue that high 
corroboration and the associated evidence will lead 
third parties to avoid relying on beliefs that women 
are not credible.

As a result, we suggest that when reports are corrob
orated, third parties are still likely to take corrective 
action when women make reports of abusive behavior. 
Indeed, when information is certain and clear, aversive 
discrimination theory suggests that observers do not 
rely on general beliefs (Dovidio and Gaertner 2004, 
Gaertner and Dovidio 2005). In these cases, scholars 
argue that third parties become concerned with princi
pally enacting a fair punishment based on the informa
tion available (Toribio-Flórez et al. 2023). Given that 
perceptions of credibility are heightened under situa
tions of high corroboration, we suggest that corrective 
action is taken against the transgressor. Thus, collec
tively, this suggests that under high corroboration, third 
parties will take equal (or greater) corrective action to 
protect female reporters from future abuse.

Hypotheses
Based on the above theory, we generate two key hypoth
eses. First, we note that reports made in organizations 
generally lack corroboration, a suggestion that is echoed 
repeatedly in prior research. For example, as Fragale 
et al. (2009) write, “assigning blame … is often compli
cated, however, by the fact that there are likely to be con
flicting accounts of the alleged wrongdoer’s behavior, 
resulting in ambiguity about what the accused did, what 
he or she knew, and whether he or she acted with 
intention” (Fragale et al. 2009, p. 53). Other scholars 
have noted that “the details about the factors that led to 
misconduct are often, by design, shrouded in secrecy 
and uncertainty” (McDonnell and Nurmohamed 2021, 
p. 3). This idea is echoed in related work, where Graso 
et al. (2020, p. 17) note that “many instances of mistreat
ment occur between two parties alone, leaving no 
objective or observable trace of the interaction. Such 
ambiguity makes reaching ‘fair’ verdicts based firmly 
on evidence almost impossible to achieve.”

Given that organizational contexts are an ambigu
ous, low-corroboration context, we hypothesize a 
main effect of gender on corrective action in line with 
the lenient perspective. We also test and confirm that 
corroboration is generally low in the field; see https:// 
osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42b89b9711c 
14afbc408.

Hypothesis 1. Reporter gender predicts corrective action 
such that third parties take less (more) corrective action 
against a transgressor when the reporter is female (male).
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Second, however, we integrate our line of reasoning 
about corroboration. That is, because credibility is a 
key underlying mechanism that explains why reports 
made by women do not result in corrective action, 
when corroboration is high—a condition that removes 
questions of credibility—the corrective perspective would 
suggest that the effects of gender are reversed such that 
reports made by women (versus men) receive greater 
corrective action. However, empirically, evidence for 
the reversal versus the elimination of gender differ
ences is unclear. For example, some studies have found 
evidence for both the elimination and reversal of the 
effect depending on the operationalization of corrective 
action (Curry et al. 2004). Other studies that have 
reversed these effects used scenario approaches with 
levels of corroboration that are at the highest possible 
threshold (i.e., absolute certainty) (Reynolds et al. 
2020), meaning that a complete reversal of this effect 
may be relatively uncommon. Thus, we do not make 
claims about whether this effect would reverse or sim
ply be eliminated and instead, predict Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 2. Corroboration moderates the relationship 
between reporter gender and corrective action such that the 
tendency to take less corrective action when the reporter is 
female (versus male) is eliminated or reversed when corrob
oration is high (versus low).

Overview of Studies
We test our hypotheses across six complementary stud
ies. In Study 1, we test our first hypothesis in an archi
val sample of federal employees. In Studies 2 and 3, we 
test credibility as a mechanism using a “moderation-of- 
process design” (Spencer et al. 2005, p. 847), where we 
manipulate corroboration, in effect removing questions 
of credibility. This approach allows us to provide 
causal evidence of credibility as a mechanism (Imai 
et al. 2013). In Studies 2a and 2b, we test corroboration 
(eyewitness corroboration in Study 2a and physical 
corroboration in Study 2b) as a moderator in an immer
sive study with a behavioral dependent variable. Study 
2c builds on Studies 2a and 2b by investigating corrob
oration alongside the general credibility of the 
reporter. In Study 3a, we constructively replicate the 
results from Study 2 using a stimulus sampling design 
that provides generalizability across different types of 
abuse. In Study 3b, we additionally measure credibil
ity as a mechanism. Across each study, we attempted 
to constructively replicate our findings using different 
manipulations of gender and corroboration as well as 
different operationalizations of corrective action.

Data, syntax, and output for all studies can be found 
at https://osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42 
b89b9711c14afbc408. This Open Science Framework 
(OSF) folder also includes a supplement, which we ref
erence throughout our methods. In this information, 

we include a pilot study where we tested whether cor
roboration for reports made in the field is generally 
low as we assert in our theory. Our results indicated 
this was the case; coder-rated corroboration was rated 
low on average (i.e., below the midpoint), and 70% of 
reports relied solely on verbal accounts.

Study 1
In Study 1, we sought evidence from the field that 
third parties take less corrective action when women 
(versus men) make reports of abusive behavior. Our 
main effect argument (Hypothesis 1) suggests that 
reports made by women versus men result in less cor
rective action, in part because reports made in organi
zations, on average, have low levels of corroboration.4
As a result, we sought to test this hypothesis in a field 
context to substantiate this proposition.

Specifically, we used archival survey data from the 
U.S. Merit Board collected in 2016. This data set was ideal 
for several reasons. First, the data asked participants to 
indicate if they had experienced and subsequently 
reported abusive behavior, allowing us to test key tenets 
of our theory. Second, the data provided demographic 
information about employees, allowing us to test the 
effects of gender while controlling for other demographic 
factors, such as race and age. Third, the data asked ques
tions to a variety of employees across a range of agencies, 
increasing the generalizability of our findings. Fourth, 
these data were collected in an anonymized fashion, 
increasing the likelihood of forthright responding.

Sample
In 2016, the U.S. Merit Board surveyed 14,515 employees. 
In this survey, employees were asked if they had 
observed and/or experienced abusive behavior at work. 
We only include the 6,879 employees who indicated that 
this was the case. Examples of abusive behavior in this 
survey included spreading rumors or negative com
ments about a person to undermine their status, under
mining performance by sabotaging work or withholding 
cooperation, verbal intimidation (i.e., shouting, swearing, 
or disrespectful name-calling), and more. Second, we 
limit our sample to those who reported abusive behavior 
(either via a formal complaint or to an official), which 
resulted in a sample of 3,136 employees, but we explore 
below what happens when we include participants 
who did not report the abusive behavior. After list-wise 
deletion for missing data (i.e., nonresponses or indicat
ing “don’t know”), our final sample included 2,469 
employees, which included 51% women, 35% not-White 
employees, an average age above 39 years old, and an 
average organizational tenure between 12 and 19 years.5

Measures
Gender. Employees reported if they were male or 
female. These were the only two options available in 
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the survey. We coded this variable such that 1� female 
and 0�male.

Corrective Action. Employees indicated if corrective 
action was taken against the person who they reported 
(1� yes, 0�no).

Controls. To show that our effects are unique to gender 
and not to other demographic factors, we included 
minority status (1�not White, 0�White) and age 
(1� over 39 years old, 0� 39 years old and under). We 
also included tenure as a federal employee (1� 3 years 
or less to 5� 32 years or more) to rule out the argument 
that either male or female employees solely face more or 
less retaliation because of their tenure with the organiza
tion. Finally, we included fixed effects for the underly
ing reason for the abuse (16 types; for the full list, see 
https://osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42b89b 
9711c14afbc408). It is important to note that our effects 
hold with and without these control variables.

Results
Hypothesis Testing. Because our dependent variable 
is binary, we conducted logistic regression analyses. 
We report estimated marginal means (Ms) and associ
ated standard errors (SEs). Table 1 reports summary 
statistics, and Table 2 reports the results of our logistic 
regression. Results indicated that less corrective action 
was taken when a woman (M� 0.23, SE� 0.02) versus 
a man (M� 0.27, SE� 0.03) reported abusive behavior 
(b��0.24, SE� 0.09, p� 0.007). There was not a signifi
cant effect for minority status (b� 0.07, SE� 0.10, 
p� 0.474) or age (b� 0.08, SE� 0.15, p� 0.614). Thus, 
Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Supplementary Analyses. Although we found a sig
nificant effect of gender on corrective action, one could 
argue that women are likely to report that there is less 
corrective action taken against transgressors regardless 
of whether they reported the behavior or not (i.e., in 
general). For example, one may argue that women are 

Table 1. Univariate Descriptive Statistics for Key Study 1 Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Gendera 0.51 0.50 —
2. Minorityb 0.35 0.48 0.10*** —
3. Tenurec 3.21 1.08 0.05* 0.01 —
4. Aged 0.88 0.33 �0.05* �0.02 0.34*** —
5. Corrective Action 0.31 0.46 �0.06** 0.00 0.06** 0.04 —

Notes. n� 2,469. M, mean.
a1� female; 0�male.
b1�not White; 0�White.
c1� 3 years or less; 2� 4–11 years; 3� 12–19 years; 4� 20–31 years; 5� 32 years or more.
d1� over 39; 0� 39 and under.
*p< 0.05; **p< 0.01; ***p< 0.001.

Table 2. Study 1: Logistic Regression Results

Dependent variable: Corrective Action

(1) (2)

Constant �1.120*** �1.020***
(0.179) (0.183)

Minoritya 0.042 0.069
(0.095) (0.096)

Ageb 0.104 0.075
(0.149) (0.149)

Tenurec 0.133** 0.142**
(0.044) (0.044)

Femaled �0.245**
(0.091)

Fixed effects for abuse reason Included Included
N 2,469 2,469

a1�not White; 0�White.
b1� over 39; 0� 39 and under.
c1� 3 years or less; 2� 4–11 years; 3� 12–19 years; 4� 20–31 years; 5� 32 years or more.
d1� female; 0�male.
**p< 0.01; ***p< 0.001.
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more sensitive to harm (e.g., Allport et al. 1954, Rodin 
et al. 1990, Crocker et al. 1991, Blodorn et al. 2012) and 
thus, view any level of corrective action as insufficient. 
Importantly, abusive behavior does not always need 
to be reported by the target to face corrective action. 
For example, managers may witness the behavior and 
take action without a report ever being made.6 Thus, 
to test if women always perceive corrective action as 
insufficient, regardless of whether a report is made, 
we expanded the sample to include those who did and 
did not report the abusive behavior (n� 4,626).

We created an interaction term for gender and 
reporting, and we entered it into our logistic regres
sion. Results indicated a marginally significant interac
tion effect (b��0.32, SE� 0.17, p� 0.055). Analyzing 
the simple slopes suggests that there is no gender dif
ference in levels of corrective action when a report is 
not made (b� 0.06, SE� 0.14, p� 0.677), but there is a 
gender difference when reports are made (b��0.26, 
SE� 0.09, p� 0.004). This supports the suggestion that 
there is less corrective action for women as a function 
of a report, not in general.

Robustness Checks. We ran a series of robustness 
checks, which are available on OSF (https://osf.io/xn 
48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42b89b9711c14afbc408). 
We ran robustness checks to examine characteristics of 
the reporter, characteristics of the abuser, and charac
teristics of the abuse that might influence the relation
ship between the gender of the reporter and whether 
corrective action was taken.

First, we tested if our results systematically varied if 
the reporter was the key target of the abuse (or not). 
We tested and found that our results did not systemat
ically vary (i.e., the interaction term was not signifi
cant) if the target of the abuse was another person 
(b� 0.13, SE� 0.18, p� 0.483). Second, it is possible that 
the gender and race of the reporter interact such that 
one intersecting identity receives less corrective action 
than another. To rule out this possibility, we tested 
and found that our results did not systematically vary 
when the reporter was a member of a minority group 
versus a majority group (interaction term: b� 0.20, 
SE� 0.19, p� 0.281). Third, it is possible that as a func
tion of reporter gender, reports made about supervi
sors receive less corrective action than those made 
about peers or subordinates. We tested this possibility 
and found that the results did not systematically vary 
when the abuser was a direct supervisor (interaction 
term: b� 0.25, SE� 0.27, p� 0.341). Fourth, gender may 
simply be a proxy for lower power or status within 
organizations. We included controls for supervisory 
status (1�nonsupervisor to 5� executive), pay (1� less 
than $75,000 to 4� $150,000 or more), and telework sta
tus (1�permitted, 0�not permitted) in our model, 
finding that the effect of gender was still significant 

(b��0.19, SE� 0.09, p� 0.041). Finally, although women 
were more likely to indicate that they experienced mis
treatment (p< 0.001) and thus, were more likely to report 
abuse (b� 0.29, SE� 0.06, p< 0.001; 57% of women 
reported abuse versus 50% of men), men and women 
did not systematically vary in the types of abuse that 
they reported (no interaction between each fixed effect 
and gender). For full results for each of these models, see 
OSF (https://osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42 
b89b9711c14afbc408).

Discussion
This study provided externally valid evidence of 
Hypothesis 1. In our analyses, we ruled out alternative 
demographic factors, showing that gender uniquely 
explains our effects. However, one limitation of this 
study is that all data were self-reported from the per
spective of the reporter. Moreover, we were not able to 
test corroboration as a key moderator. To address this, 
we conducted Studies 2a–2c, which took the perspec
tive of the third party responsible for taking corrective 
action.

Studies 2a and 2b
In Studies 2a and 2b, we sought to extend our results 
from Study 1. First, we tested our effects in an immer
sive experiment. In this experiment, participants were 
informed that they were evaluating the behavior of 
another Connect user, increasing the realism and degree 
to which their decisions resembled decisions made in 
organizations. Second, we used a behavioral measure of 
corrective action. This further increased the realism of 
our design as we assessed actual behavior as opposed to 
intentions (Staw 2016). Finally, harnessing the immer
sive nature of this experiment, we tested corroboration 
of abusive behavior as a key moderator. Doing so 
allowed us to test credibility as a mechanism through 
this “moderation-of-process” design (Spencer et al. 
2005). By manipulating corroboration, we can eliminate 
questions of credibility, providing causal evidence for 
our mechanism. We tested corroboration using two dif
ferent conceptualizations: eyewitness corroboration in 
Study 2a and physical corroboration in Study 2b.

Study 2a
Study 2a focused on testing the moderating role of cor
roboration through eyewitness support.

Sample, Design, and Procedures
Study 2a employed a 2 (reporter gender: man versus 
woman)× 2 (corroboration: high versus low) between- 
subjects design. This study was preregistered at https:// 
aspredicted.org/SKK_4DS. To this end, we recruited 
501 adults from Connect. Eight participants failed our 
preregistered exclusion criteria (i.e., correctly identify
ing the gender of the reporter). In our final sample 
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(n� 493), participants had an average age of 36.48 years 
old (standard deviation (SD)� 11.75), were 53% male, 
and were 62% White.

In this study, we used an adapted design from Kun
dro and Nurmohamed (2021). Participants learned 
that they would be reading a report from a previous 
study run by the same researchers. The report was 
about abusive behavior that ostensibly occurred in a 
previous group study.

We would like you to evaluate behavior from a previ
ous study. In this prior study, three participants were 
supposed to work together to complete a writing 
task. Your role is to help us determine an appropriate 
response to a report we received.

After reading the report, participants were provided 
with the opportunity to take corrective action.

Manipulation: Gender. We manipulated the gender of 
the participant who made the report. To do so, we cre
ated artificial intelligence audio recordings from Ele
venLabs, a platform that allows users to create realistic 
voice recordings. We created two versions of the same 
voice message, altering only the gender and names of 
the reporter (Michael in the male condition and Sab
rina in the female condition), thus holding constant the 
content, tone, speaking speed, and word emphasis of 
the report. Below is the content of the report partici
pants heard:

I brought some concerns to user 1828 but then they 
started saying some things that were just really offen
sive and out of line.

Manipulation: Corroboration. We manipulated the cor
roboration of the report made. Participants were 
informed that the researchers reached out to the third 
team member for a statement. In the low-corroboration 
condition, participants were informed that “We reached 
out to the third member of the group who witnessed 
this ordeal but did not receive a response.” In the high- 
corroboration condition, participants read a statement 
that corroborated the report that was made: “We 
reached out to the third member of the group who wit
nessed this ordeal and received a response. Specifically, 
they wrote “yup, that happened as described. User 
1828 was completely out of line. They made some 
derogatory comments toward [name] and then threat
ened to fabricate a story about [name] cheating so that 
[he or she] wouldn’t get paid.”

Measure
To measure corrective action, we used a priority rating 
system. Participants were informed that the research 
team uses a priority flag rating to assess cases. Partici
pants were asked to assign a priority flag rating to this 
specific case (very low to very high on a five-point 

scale). Participants were explicitly told that a higher- 
priority flag meant a stronger likelihood that “user 
1828” faces sanctions from the study administrators.

Results
Hypothesis Testing. First, we tested the effect of gen
der on corrective action conceptualized as the priority 
rating system, finding that participants did not differ 
in corrective action when Michael made the report 
compared with when Sabrina made the report (F [1, 
490]� 0.89, p� 0.347). However, our core hypothesis 
was that this effect would emerge in the low-corrobora
tion condition. As expected, we did find a significant 
gender by corroboration interaction (F [1, 489]� 8.08, 
p� 0.005), which indicated that when corroboration 
was low, third parties took less corrective action when 
a female (M� 3.49, SD� 0.88) versus male (M� 3.76, 
SD� 0.80, F [1, 489]� 7.23, p� 0.007) reported the abu
sive behavior. In contrast, when corroboration was 
high, there was no difference in corrective action when 
a female (M� 4.25, SD� 0.63) versus a male (M� 4.12, 
SD� 0.74, F [1, 489]� 1.74, p� 0.187) reported abusive 
behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported. See 
Table 3 and Figure 1.

Study 2b
Study 2b used the exact same design and sampling 
approach as Study 2a, with the exception that we 
manipulated corroboration using physical evidence. 
Participants were informed that the researchers inves
tigated the chat log to determine if the abuse occurred 
as described. In the low-corroboration condition, parti
cipants were informed that the research team was 
unable to recover the chat log: “We checked the chat 
log for threatening remarks, but it had expired.” In the 
high-corroboration condition, participants read that the 
chat log had been saved and read the following mes
sage that was sent by the transgressor to Michael/Sab
rina: “you are useless. I am going to fabricate a story 
about you cheating so that you don’t get paid out.” To 
simplify the design, we made one additional alteration 
and informed participants that there were two (versus 
three in Study 2a) participants who worked together in 
the prior study.

Table 3. Univariate Descriptive Statistics for Study 2a 
Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Gender Conditiona 0.50 0.50 —
2. Corroboration Conditionb 0.51 0.50 0.01 —
3. Corrective Action 3.91 0.82 �0.04 0.34*** —

Note. n� 493.
a1� female; 0�male.
b1�high corroboration; 0� low corroboration.
***p< 0.001.
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Sample, Design, and Procedures
This study was preregistered at https://aspredicted. 
org/LSZ_4Q9. To this end, we recruited 501 adults 
from Connect. Eight participants failed our preregis
tered exclusion criteria (i.e., correctly identifying the 
gender of the reporter). In our final sample (n� 493), 
participants had an average age of 40.44 years old 
(SD� 12.77), were 51% male, and were 75% White.

Hypothesis Testing. First, we tested the effect of gen
der on corrective action conceptualized as the priority 
ratings system, finding that participants did not differ 
in corrective action when Michael made the report 
compared with when Sabrina made the report (F [1, 
490]� 0.71, p� 0.400). However, our core hypothesis 
was that this effect would emerge only in the low-cor
roboration condition. As expected, we did find a sig
nificant gender by corroboration interaction (F [1, 
489]� 5.14, p� 0.024), which indicated that when cor
roboration was low, third parties took less corrective 
action when a female (M� 3.23, SD� 0.98) versus a 
male (M� 3.48, SD� 0.94, F [1, 489]� 4.84, p� 0.028) 
reported the abusive behavior. In contrast, when cor
roboration was high, there was no difference in correc
tive action when a female (M� 4.37, SD� 0.72) versus 
a male (M� 4.25, SD� 0.88, F [1, 489]� 1.01, p� 0.314) 
reported abusive behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was 
supported. See Table 4 and Figure 2.

Study 2c
In Study 2c, we sought to extend our results from 
Studies 2a and 2b. We argue that these studies show 
evidence for credibility as a key mechanism, in part 
because corroboration removes questions of credibility, 

thus eliminating differences in corrective action regard
less of the reporter gender. However, credibility may 
be established outside the context of a specific report, 
particularly based on past behavior (Near and Miceli 
1995). That is, certain individuals may generally be 
seen as credible based on their past behavior and may 
not require case-specific corroboration to establish 
credibility. This line of reasoning would lead us to sug
gest that corroboration is particularly influential when 
past credibility is not established and is less important 
when it is.

Sample, Design, and Procedures
Study 2c employed a 2 (corroboration: high versus 
low)× 2 (general credibility: high versus low) between- 
subjects design. This study was preregistered at 
https://aspredicted.org/xpym-22rz.pdf. To this end, 
we recruited 500 adults from Connect. One participant 
failed our preregistered exclusion criteria (i.e., indicat
ing that the participant did not pay attention). In our 
final sample (n� 499), participants had an average age 
of 40.01 years old (SD� 13.14), were 41% male, and 
were 71% White.

Figure 1. (Color online) Interactive Effects of the Condition on Corrective Action Against the Abusive Participant in Study 2a 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.

Table 4. Univariate Descriptive Statistics for Study 2b 
Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Gender Conditiona 0.50 0.50 —
2. Corroboration Conditionb 0.50 0.50 0.00 —
3. Corrective Action 3.83 1.01 �0.03 0.47*** —

Note. n� 493.
a1� female; 0�male.
b1�high corroboration; 0� low corroboration.
***p< 0.001.
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In this study, we held gender constant and used the 
female voice from Studies 2a and 2b. We used the 
same measure of corrective action as in Studies 2a 
and 2b.

Manipulation: Corroboration. We used the same ver
bal corroboration manipulation from Study 2a.

Manipulation: General Credibility. In the high-general 
credibility condition, we informed participants that 
“we received two reports from this person in the past. 
Each time, after we investigated chat logs, her reports 
were accurate and as she described.”

In the low-general credibility condition, participants 
were informed that “we received two reports from this 
person in the past. However, at the time, we did not 
have the ability to check the chat logs, so we could not 
verify the accuracy of her claims previously.”

Results
Hypothesis Testing. First, we tested the effect of corrob
oration on corrective action conceptualized as the prior
ity rating system, finding that participants took more 
corrective action in the high- versus low-corroboration 
condition (F [1, 496]� 39.67, p< 0.001). However, our 
core hypothesis was that this effect would weaken when 
general credibility was high (versus low). As expected, 
we did find significant corroboration by general credibil
ity interaction (F [1, 495]� 11.82, p� 0.001), which 
indicated that when general credibility was low, third 
parties took more corrective action when corroboration 
was high (M� 3.95, SD� 0.85) versus low (M� 3.17, 
SD� 1.07, F [1, 495]� 47.90, p< 0.001). In contrast, when 
general credibility was high, the difference between low 

corroboration (M� 3.95, SD� 0.79) and high corrobora
tion (M� 4.19, SD� 0.85, F [1, 495]� 4.50, p� 0.034) was 
less pronounced. Thus, our prediction was supported. 
See Table 5 and Figure 3.

Discussion
Studies 2a and 2b constructively replicated the results 
from Study 1, finding that under conditions of low 
corroboration, third parties take less corrective action 
against transgressors when a woman (versus a man) 
makes the report. Importantly, this study explicitly 
tested the moderating role of corroboration, finding 
that it played a key role in determining the level of 
corrective action taken when women made reports of 
abusive behavior. In Study 2c, we extended this theo
retical argument, testing the role of general credibility 
alongside corroboration and finding that corrobora
tion is particularly relevant when prior credibility 
has not been established. More broadly, across each 
study, our use of a behavioral corrective action mea
sure provides an objective means to assess corrective 
action.

Figure 2. (Color online) Interactive Effects of the Condition on Corrective Action Against the Abusive Participant in Study 2b 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.

Table 5. Univariate Descriptive Statistics for Study 2c 
Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Corroboration Conditiona 0.50 0.50 —
2. General Credibility Conditionb 0.51 0.50 �0.01 —
3. Corrective Action 3.82 0.97 0.26*** 0.26*** —

Note. n� 499.
a1�high corroboration; 0� low corroboration.
b1�high general credibility; 0� low general credibility.
***p< 0.001.
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Studies 3a and 3b
In Studies 3a and 3b, we sought to constructively repli
cate our results from Studies 1 and 2. To do this, we 
adapted a paradigm from prior research investigating 
corrective action and stereotypes (Ponce de Leon and 
Rosette 2022) that asked participants to indicate how 
they believe report recipients would respond to a spe
cific report of abuse. This approach reduces demand 
effects when investigating stereotypes (Mishra and 
Kray 2022) and is predictive of participant behavior 
(Fernandez-Mateo and King 2011, Abraham 2020). A 
key benefit of this approach is that this design allowed 
us to stimulus sample the types of abuse, increasing 
the generalizability of our findings across different 
forms of abuse.

Study 3a
Like Study 2a, Study 3a sought to test the moderating 
role of corroboration conceptualized as eyewitness 
support.

Sample, Design, and Procedures
Study 3a employed a 2 (reporter gender: man versus 
woman)× 2 (corroboration: high versus low) between- 
subjects design. This study was preregistered at https:// 
aspredicted.org/9KF_8SP. To this end, we recruited 452 
adults from Connect. Two participants failed our prere
gistered exclusion criteria (i.e., indicating that they did 
not pay attention during the survey). In our final sample 
after exclusions (n� 450), participants had an average 
age of 37.47 years old (SD� 11.27), were 48% male, and 
were 64% White.

We created four scenarios for participants to evalu
ate. In each scenario, we described an employee who 

made a report about abuse that was directed at them, 
manipulating the gender of the employee and the level 
of corroboration. In each scenario, we stimulus sam
pled different forms of abuse. To identify different 
forms of abuse, we selected the most common types of 
abuse from the archival data in Study 1: yelling, mak
ing insults and calling rude names, spreading defama
tory rumors, and giving persistent and undeserved 
criticism.7 This was a between-subjects design, mean
ing that the reporter gender and level of corroboration 
were randomly assigned at the participant level and 
kept the same in each scenario.

Manipulation: Gender. We manipulated the gender of 
the individual who made the report, coded as male 
(zero) or female (one).

Manipulation: Corroboration. We manipulated the 
level of corroboration. In the high-corroboration con
dition (coded as one), participants were informed 
that “multiple other employees were able to corrobo
rate the story,” whereas in the low-corroboration con
dition (coded as zero), participants were informed that 
“there was no eyewitness corroboration of the story.”

Measures
To measure corrective action, we followed guidance 
from Mishra and Kray (2022) and generated three items 
to assess the extent to which participants believed 
report receivers would engage in corrective action. In 
response to each scenario, participants indicated how 
likely (1�not at all to 5� extremely) it was that report 
receivers would “not take the report seriously,” “the 
report might be ignored,” and “the report could be 

Figure 3. (Color online) Interactive Effects of the Condition on Corrective Action Against the Abusive Participant in Study 2c 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.
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disregarded” (α� 0.95). We reverse coded each item so 
that higher scores indicated more corrective action and 
lower scores indicated less corrective action. Partici
pants responded to the corrective action items for each 
type of abuse (i.e., each of the four scenarios).

Results
Hypothesis Testing. Because participants rated multi
ple scenarios, as preregistered, we used lmer (Kuznet
sova et al. 2017) and included random intercepts for 
both participant and scenario to account for variance 
associated with individual participants and specific 
scenarios. The estimated marginal means and their 
standard errors are reported below.

First, we tested the effect of gender on corrective 
action, finding no difference when a man made the 
report compared with when a woman made the report 
(b��0.14, SE� 0.09, p� 0.125). However, our core 
hypothesis was that this effect would emerge in the 
low-corroboration condition. As expected, we did 
find a significant gender by corroboration interaction 
(b� 0.40, SE� 0.18, p� 0.026), which indicated that 

when corroboration was low, corrective action was 
lower when a woman (M� 2.57, SE� 0.11) versus a 
man (M� 2.90, SE� 0.11; b��0.34, SE� 0.13, p� 0.008) 
reported abusive behavior. In contrast, when corrobo
ration was high, corrective action was no different 
when a woman (M� 3.51, SE� 0.11) versus a man (M�
3.45, SE� 0.11; b� 0.06, SE� 0.13, p� 0.632) reported 
abusive behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported. 
See Table 6 and Figure 4.

Study 3b
In Study 3b, we sought to build on Study 3a in three 
key ways. First, like in Study 2b, we tested corrobora
tion with physical evidence. In the low-corroboration 
condition, participants were informed that “there 
was no video or eyewitness corroboration of his/her 
story.” In the high-corroboration condition, partici
pants were informed that “video recordings corrobo
rated his/her story.”

Second, although “moderation of process” studies 
typically do not additionally measure the mediator (e.g., 
Spencer et al. 2005, Lount et al. 2015), we measured cred
ibility to confirm that it operates as we theoretically 
expected. We adapted three items from Armstrong and 
McAdams (2009): “inaccurate,” “untrustworthy,” and 
“not believable” (α� 0.96) with agreement anchors (1�
strongly disagree to 5� strongly agree). We used nega
tively valenced items to maintain consistency with the 
corrective action items. Thus, like with the corrective 
action items, we reverse coded these so that high scores 
indicated high credibility and low scores indicated low 
credibility.

Third, given that we were testing physical corrobo
ration in a scenario design, we reasoned that this 

Table 6. Univariate Descriptive Statistics for Study 3a 
Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Gender Conditiona 0.50 0.50 —
2. Corroboration Conditionb 0.50 0.50 �0.01 —
3. Corrective Action 3.11 1.14 �0.06** 0.33*** —

Note. There were 1,800 observations across 450 participants.
a1� female; 0�male.
b1�high corroboration; 0� low corroboration.
**p< 0.01; ***p< 0.001.

Figure 4. (Color online) Interactive Effects of the Condition on Corrective Action Against the Abusive Participant in Study 3a 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.
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design was the most likely to show evidence of a rever
sal that has been found in prior work using a similar 
approach (e.g., Reynolds et al. 2020). This reversal 
effect would suggest that under conditions of high cor
roboration, reports made by women (versus men) 
would result in greater (instead of equal) corrective 
action. To this end, we recruited 1,000 participants to 
ensure that we were appropriately powered to capture 
this potential effect. All other details in the study were 
unchanged from Study 3a.

All of these details and more were preregistered at 
https://aspredicted.org/V5G_T2D. We recruited 1,005 
adults from Connect. Five participants failed our pre
registered exclusion criteria (i.e., indicating that they 
did not pay attention during the survey). In our final 
sample after exclusions (n� 1,000), participants had an 
average age of 39.78 years old (SD� 13.07), were 46% 
male, and were 70% White.

Results
Hypothesis Testing. Because participants rated multiple 
scenarios, as preregistered, we used lmer (Kuznetsova 

et al. 2017) and included random intercepts for both par
ticipant and scenario to account for variance associated 
with individual participants and specific scenarios. The 
estimated marginal means and their standard errors are 
reported below.

First, we tested the effect of gender on corrective 
action, finding less corrective action when a female 
versus a male made the report (b��0.17, SE� 0.06, 
p� 0.010). However, our core hypothesis was that this 
effect would emerge in the low-corroboration condi
tion. As expected, we did find a significant gender by 
corroboration interaction (b� 0.59, SE� 0.13, p< 0.001), 
which indicated that when corroboration was low, 
corrective action was lower when a woman (M� 2.48, 
SE� 0.083) versus a man (M� 2.94, SE� 0.08; b�
�0.46, SE� 0.09, p< 0.001) reported abusive behavior. 
In contrast, when corroboration was high, corrective 
action was no different when a woman (M� 3.70, 
SE� 0.08) versus a man (M� 3.57, SE� 0.08; b� 0.13, 
SE� 0.09, p� 0.147) reported abusive behavior. Thus, 
Hypothesis 2 was supported. See Table 7 and Figure 5.

Next, we tested for credibility as a mediator using 
a traditional measurement of mediation approach. 
Because the participant random intercept accounted 
for more variance (intercept� 0.95, SD� 0.97) than the 
stimulus random intercept (intercept� 0.01, SD� 0.11), 
as we preregistered, we clustered around participant 
in lavaan (however, as an exploratory analysis, we 
tested and confirmed that the interpretation and sig
nificance of our results were unchanged if we clus
tered around the stimulus).

As expected, results indicated a significant interaction 
of gender and corroboration on credibility (b� 0.41, 
SE� 0.12, p< 0.001). There was a significant negative 

Table 7. Univariate Descriptive Statistics for Study 3b 
Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Gender Conditiona 0.50 0.50 —
2. Corroboration Conditionb 0.50 0.50 0.00 —
3. Credibility 3.60 1.15 �0.12*** 0.43*** —
4. Corrective Action 3.17 1.22 �0.07*** 0.38*** 0.68***

Note. There were 4,000 observations across 1,000 participants.
a1� female; 0�male.
b1�high corroboration; 0� low corroboration.
***p< 0.001.

Figure 5. Interactive Effects of the Condition on Corrective Action Against the Abusive Participant in Study 3b 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.
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indirect effect of gender on corrective action via credibil
ity when corroboration was low (indirect effect��0.32, 
SE� 0.05, 95% confidence interval (CI)� [�0.42, �0.21]) 
but not when corroboration was high (indirect effect�
�0.04, SE� 0.06, 95% CI� [�0.15, 0.07]), with a signifi
cant difference between these effects (index of moderated 
mediation� 0.27, SE� 0.08, 95% CI� [0.12, 43]). These 
results confirm that credibility operates as a measured 
mechanism in a manner consistent with our theoretical 
arguments. See Figure 6.

Discussion
Study 3 constructively replicated the results from 
Study 2, finding that under conditions of low corrobo
ration, third parties take less corrective action against 
transgressors when a woman (versus a man) makes 
the report. Although this paradigm offers a less rigor
ous test of our model, in part because of the hypotheti
cal nature of the design, the use of the design allowed 
us to use a stimulus sampling approach, where we 
showed that our effects are robust to various forms of 
abusive behavior.

General Discussion
Across six complementary studies, we found consis
tent evidence that women who report abusive behav
ior are seen as less credible, which leads third parties 
to take less corrective action against the transgressor. 
Moreover, we found that corroboration served as a 
key moderator. That is, under low corroboration, we 
found that less corrective action was taken when a 
female (versus male) made the report, whereas this 
was not the case under high corroboration. Our results 

from the field and online experiments provide comple
mentary and convergent evidence for our model.

Theoretical Implications and Contributions
First, we integrate competing assumptions about 
whether third parties take corrective action in response 
to reports made by women (versus men). As highlighted 
in the introductory information, some perspectives sug
gest that reports made by women will not lead to correc
tive action, whereas other perspectives suggest that 
reports made by women are particularly likely to facili
tate corrective action. However, by drawing on key 
tenets of aversive discrimination theory (Dovidio and 
Gaertner 2004, Gaertner and Dovidio 2005), we can pro
vide some clarity to this puzzle. Although aversive dis
crimination theory is traditionally used outside of the 
gender literature (in the literature on race) (Gaertner and 
Dovidio 2005), we show that this established perspective 
can be integrated into the gender literature. In doing so, 
we bridge the gap between two disparate streams of 
research (i.e., lenient versus corrective perspective) that 
discuss many of the same questions but arrive at differ
ent conclusions. Thus, our manuscript provides impor
tant answers to past work while also paving the way for 
researchers to understand the nuanced effects of gender 
on corrective action.

Second, we draw attention to corroboration—a factor 
that has been implicitly assumed in different streams of 
research but not explicitly mentioned or examined. 
Indeed, implicit in prior work are assumptions about 
levels of corroboration, yet scholars have not clearly 
drawn attention to this factor nor have they connected 
it explicitly to findings on corrective action. As a result, 

Figure 6. Interactive Effects of the Condition on the Credibility of the Reporter in Study 3b 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.
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we conceptualize and emphasize the critical role of cor
roboration in facilitating corrective action. This has impli
cations not just for researchers investigating corrective 
action but also, for researchers investigating responses to 
many agentic behaviors. For example, corroboration may 
influence how third parties respond to moral objection 
(Kundro and Rothbard 2023), safety concerns (Affinito 
et al. 2025), or conscientious refusals (Caulfield 2023). 
Embedded within each of these literatures are implicit 
assumptions about corroboration, and our research sug
gests that making these assumptions explicit is critical for 
future scholars to uncover nuanced differences in the 
way that people respond to female (versus male) actors.

Still, it is important to note that we argue and find 
that, on average, reports in the field often have low 
levels of corroboration—which has implications for 
the tendency of reports made by women to facilitate 
corrective action. Although it may be the case that cor
roboration can mitigate gendered effects, our research 
still highlights that corroboration is generally low. 
This has ramifications for researchers investigating 
these topics in field versus laboratory settings.

Third, our findings challenge research, mostly from 
the behavioral ethics literature, that reporting problem
atic behaviors is generally effective. In many papers, a 
baseline suggestion is that reporting will be effective 
because it makes issues known to the organization 
(Mayer et al. 2013, Wellman et al. 2016). However, our 
research suggests that reporting behaviors do not 
always facilitate corrective action, in part because of 
how the reporter is perceived by third parties. Our 
work extends research on the perils of reporting (Near 
and Miceli 1985, Hershcovis et al. 2021), suggesting 
that researchers in behavioral ethics should (re-)con
sider the effectiveness of reporting.

Finally, our work draws attention to the importance 
of understanding the interplay between general cred
ibility (i.e., past behavior) and case-specific credibility 
(i.e., corroboration). Although scholars in the lenient 
and corrective perspectives have made differing 
assumptions about corroboration, both streams of 
research rarely account for general credibility or cred
ibility based on past behavior. However, scholars 
historically have theorized about and highlighted the 
importance of these broader forms of credibility 
(Near and Miceli 1995). In our work, we find that 
both forms of credibility are largely interchangeable; 
that is, holding one form of credibility, even without 
the other, still facilitates corrective action. This has 
important implications for both streams of research 
as we clarify that corroboration is only predictive 
insofar as prior credibility has not been established.

Limitations and Future Directions
The Role of Reporters. Notwithstanding its strengths, 
our research has some limitations. First, although it 

provides important external validity, Study 1 is corre
lational and has limited evidence of causality because 
of its cross-sectional nature. Moreover, this study takes 
the perspective of the reporter, presenting the possibil
ity that men and women report different types of 
behavior that drive effects on corrective action. Indeed, 
it may be that there are gender differences in the 
threshold for reporting that create systematically dif
ferent types of abuse that are reported. However, Stud
ies 2 and 3 held constant the type of abuse, providing 
important evidence of causality and ruling out the sug
gestion that the types of behaviors reported in Study 1 
are solely driving our effects.

As we noted previously, in Study 1, the majority of 
reporting was from the target of the abuse (63%), and 
we investigated one-on-one instances of abuse in our 
experiments. Thus, our effects are specific to reports 
from targets of abuse. Scholars should consider how 
effects might differ based on whether the report comes 
from the target or observers.

The Role of Report Receivers. As our goal was to con
duct an initial investigation into third-party reactions 
to reported workplace abuse, we attempted to triangu
late corrective action from multiple perspectives (tar
gets or witnesses in Study 1 and third parties in 
Studies 2 and 3). Although this provides a general per
spective on responses to reporting abusive behavior, 
future research should examine the role of report recei
vers more in depth. For example, scholars may con
sider whether the gender of the report receiver 
matters, especially because there are competing argu
ments as to whether men or women would engage in 
more or less corrective action. Some evidence suggests 
that men take equity-related issues seriously (Sharrow 
et al. 2018), even viewing women as credible experts 
(e.g., on experiences of discrimination) (Crosby and 
Monin 2013). On the other hand, women (versus men) 
may be more prone to engage in corrective action 
because of a shared sense of similarity (e.g., Ganegoda 
et al. 2024, Preston et al. 2024).

Previous research has found inconsistent effects for 
whether women experience equal or greater corrective 
action in high-corroboration contexts. For example, 
some studies have found evidence for both effects 
depending on the dependent variable (Curry et al. 
2004). In contrast, other perspectives have found that 
participants were more likely to see a female (versus 
a male) employee as a victim when they were told 
that the employee faced abuse (Reynolds et al. 2020). 
Interestingly, our research did not find evidence for 
the reversal effect in any of our experiments. This 
may be because our experiments used designs that 
still present some degree of ambiguity (i.e., partici
pants are still informed second hand about the abuse, 
presenting the possibility that even hard evidence is 
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cherry picked to paint a narrative), whereas other 
work has instead used scenario designs where parti
cipants are informed that the behavior absolutely and 
certainly occurred as described (Reynolds et al. 2020, 
Feess et al. 2021). Future work should continue to 
investigate the conditions under which the reversal 
effect emerges.

Finally, researchers investigating gendered reports 
of abusive behavior should consider the changing 
nature of corroboration. Indeed, the increasing preva
lence of electronic communication, much of which is 
recorded or logged electronically, may increase the 
levels of corroboration present in reports. Accounting 
for the changing nature of corroboration is important 
as scholars consider whether stereotypes are funda
mentally changing or whether the tendency to act on 
these stereotypes is simply mitigated by changing con
textual factors, a key tenet of aversive discrimination 
theories.

Practical Implications
Our research offers important practical implications to 
organizations. First, our research suggests that organi
zations should reconsider when and why reporting 
will be an effective strategy for managing and mitigat
ing abusive behaviors. Indeed, our research shows 
that corrective action is not always likely to emerge as 
a function of a report. As a result, organizations should 
take steps to standardize and remove bias from report 
evaluation processes. Second, our research suggests 
that organizations should find ways to ensure that 
corroboration is present when reports are made. Find
ing ways to document abusive behavior, such as by 
storing messaging logs or other evidence, may help 
eliminate differences in corrective action as a function 
of gender. Third, our research has implications for 
anonymous reporting approaches. Some have sug
gested that employees are more likely to report abu
sive behavior when they have anonymous channels 
(e.g., AllVoices 2021). However, our research suggests 
that these anonymous reports may be met with skepti
cism, in part because of low levels of corroboration. 
As a result, anonymous reports may be more likely to 
be ignored. Thus, organizations should consider ways 
to increase corroboration when reports are made 
anonymously.

Conclusion
Up to this point, research has presented conflicting 
depictions of how gender influences corrective action 
in response to reports of abusive behavior. Our paper 
integrates and clarifies these perspectives by pointing 
to the important role of corroboration. In doing so, we 
reveal when and why reports of abuse by women (ver
sus men) may go unpunished.
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Endnotes
1 To summarize the different perspectives, we draw holistically from 
a broad range of literatures that have implications for gender and 
corrective action. For a full literature review, see our OSF (https:// 
osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42b89b9711c14afbc408), where 
we summarize the literature in table form.
2 We focus broadly on abusive behavior rather than more specific 
forms of abuse, like sexual harassment, which tend to be particu
larly targeted at women (Berdahl 2007).
3 It is important to note that although some research in this domain 
makes suggestions about corrective action, not all research theoreti
cally or empirically investigates corrective action. For a full review 
of key citations mentioned in the following pages, please see our 
OSF (https://osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42b89b9711c 
14afbc408), which includes a literature review in a digestible table.
4 We tested this assumption in a pilot study, which is available at 
https://osf.io/xn48v/?view_only=2cc3dd020ebc42b89b9711c14afbc408.
5 Although participants in the original survey indicated their actual 
age, the Merit Board turned this variable into a binary variable with 
this coding scheme to preserve anonymity further. We do not have 
access to the continuous version of this variable.
6 As expected, in this sample, reporting led to more corrective 
action (31%) versus no reporting (10%).
7 A broad category, verbal intimidation, was used in the archival 
data. Following prior work in organizational behavior that suggests 
that verbal intimidation can take multiple forms with differing 
effects (Hackney and Perrewé 2018), we split this category into two: 
(1) yelling and (2) making insults and calling rude names. We prere
gistered that we would test these four specific categories.
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