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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

When and How Refusing to Help Decreases One’s Influence 

by 

Yidan Yin 

Doctor of Philosophy in Management 

University of California San Diego, 2021 

Professor Pamela K. Smith, Chair 

This dissertation investigated whether individuals lose influence by saying no to 

others’ helping requests. Considering both dominance and prestige as pathways to influence, I 

found that the answer varied depending on whether the help was costly to provide.  When 

someone was asked for help, saying no had two opposing effects on their actual and perceived 

influence by increasing their dominance, but decreasing their prestige. The cost of providing 

help moderated these effects. Overall, refusing to help decreased a person’s influence when 

helping cost little time, effort, or money, compared to both agreeing to help and a control 

condition. This effect was eliminated or reversed with a higher cost of helping. This is 

because individuals who refused to provide low-cost help were perceived as less prestigious 



xiii 

 

and influential than those who refused to provide high-cost help, but individuals who agreed 

to help were perceived similarly regardless of helping’s cost.  

Participants were insensitive to the cost of helping when evaluating individuals who 

agreed to help, because they failed to make spontaneous comparisons between different costs 

of helping. In fact, when participants had a chance to see both high-cost and low-cost helping 

requests, they perceived individuals who agreed to provide high-cost help to be more 

prestigious and influential than those who agreed to provide low-cost help. In this case, 

increasing the cost of helping did not reduce the negative effect of refusing to help on 

perceived prestige and influence. 

In conclusion, this research highlights the importance of both prestige and dominance 

effects for a person’s influence, and the cost of helping as a major contextual factor for 

helping’s consequences. The findings imply that employees who want to obtain influence 

should say yes to helping requests when providing help is not very costly, but should feel free 

to say no when providing help is truly costly.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Every day, many times a day, people are asked for help. Consider Rachel, a software 

engineer. In one typical workday, she is approached by coworkers struggling with coding 

problems, a supervisor seeking someone to chair a committee, and an administrative assistant 

asking for contributions to a colleague’s farewell gift. Some of this help will require little 

time, effort, or money to provide, but some of it may involve significant cost to Rachel. When 

deciding how to respond to these helping requests, Rachel may consider how much other 

people need this help and what it will cost her to provide it, but she is also likely to consider 

how others will view her decision, and thus how it might affect her reputation. In particular, 

she is likely to be concerned about the social costs of saying no (Flynn & Lake, 2008). Such 

reputational concerns may lead her to say yes even when helping will interfere with her own 

work, or result in physical or emotional stress (e.g., Bergeron et al., 2013; Bolino & Turnley, 

2005; Flynn, 2003).  

But are these concerns warranted? In the present research, we explore whether 

refusing to help someone hurts a critical part of a person’s reputation: their influence on 

others. People care about being influential (Leary, 1995; Nezlek et al., 2007). It not only helps 

them achieve their goals through swaying others’ opinions or behaviors, but also signals high 

social standing in a group (Berger et al., 1980). We focus on how saying no (versus saying 

yes) to a helping request might affect an individual’s perceived influence by, and their actual 

influence on, third-party observers. The impressions left on third-party observers can be 

uniquely consequential. Each day, an actor may directly interact with only a small number of 
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people, but many others either observe those interactions or hear about them (Quadflieg & 

Penton-Voak, 2017). Observers form an impression of the actor based on what they saw or 

heard and may spread it to other people through gossip (Feinberg et al., 2012); these 

impressions can significantly impact not only the actor’s future interactions with those 

observers, but also the actor’s reputation in the broader social network (Anderson & Shirako, 

2008). In addition, observers likely have different motives and perspectives than help 

recipients. Past research has argued that helpers gain influence via social exchange: group 

members reward them because the group benefits from the help (e.g., Flynn, 2003; Willer, 

2009). Since third-party observers do not gain or lose from the target’s choice of whether to 

help, they may not be motivated to reward the target for providing help. Thus, relative to 

agreeing to help, refusing to help may not always lead to less influence on third-party 

observers.   

In addition to gaining influence through others’ respect, which has been the focus of 

much previous helping research (e.g., Flynn, 2003; Flynn et al., 2006), individuals can also 

gain influence through demonstrating dominance (Cheng et al., 2013). While refusing to help 

may make a person seem less respectable and thus less influential than agreeing to help, it 

may also make one appear more dominant and thus more influential. These two opposing 

effects on a person’s influence suggest that under certain circumstances refusing to help may 

not hurt one’s influence because the two opposing effects cancel each other out. Indeed, if 

dominance effects are strong enough, refusing to help may even increase one’s influence. In 

the current research, we examine how refusing to help can decrease and increase one’s 
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influence simultaneously, and how the effect of refusing to help on influence varies with the 

cost of providing help.  

Helping requests 

Helping requests are common in daily life. For example, studies in the workplace have 

found that the majority of help provided by coworkers and managers was initiated by 

someone seeking help (Burke et al., 1976; Kaplan & Cowen, 1981). The importance of 

helping requests is also reflected in the amount of recent research on what leads people to ask 

for help (Bohns, 2016; Flynn & Lake, 2008; Nadler & Halabi, 2006), and what leads people 

who are asked for help to say yes (Converse et al., 2012; Cunningham et al., 1980; Graziano 

et al., 2007; Romer et al., 1986; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). 

What is a helping request? Helping requests belong to a broader category of requests, 

which is a particular type of communication (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). When someone 

asks for something, they are making a request; the person who receives the request recognizes 

they are being urged to respond in a particular way. Requests can be made explicitly, such as 

when one asks their friend for a ride to the airport, and implicitly, such as when one implies 

they need a ride to the airport in their conversation with a friend.  

Not all requests are helping requests. Helping is a type of prosocial behavior where 

individuals act to improve the well-being of others. In a helping request, a requester asks 

someone else for things that will improve the well-being of the requester or others. For 

instance, asking a friend for a ride to the airport is a helping request because the ride increases 

the well-being of the requester. Asking a colleague for donation to a charitable cause is a 
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helping request because the donation increases the well-being of the beneficiary of the 

charitable cause, even though it does not necessarily increase the well-being of the requester. 

By the same logic, a request that does not benefit anyone else, such as a request to engage in 

an unethical behavior, is not a helping request. For instance, a request to vandalize a library 

book is unlikely to be a helping request (Bohns et al., 2014).  

A second feature of a helping request is that it is a type of social exchange. Blau 

(1964) defines social exchange as “voluntary actions of individuals that are motivated by the 

returns they are expected to bring and typically do in fact bring from others”. Social 

exchanges are differentiated from economic exchanges. Whereas social exchanges involve 

exchanges of social and economic resources with unspecified obligations of reciprocity, 

economic exchanges involve exchanges of resources governed by explicit contracts, such as 

the exchange between a company and its employees. In other words, in economic exchanges, 

the obligations for all parties are specified, and each party is expected to fulfill their 

obligations based on explicit norms or contracts (Blau, 1964; Settoon et al., 1996).  Thus, 

whereas requesting a friend for a ride is a helping request, requesting a cab for a ride is 

unlikely to be considered as a helping request, because this exchange is governed by explicit 

contracts between the cab driver and the passenger.   

 In sum, in the current research, we do not consider requests that are not prosocial, or 

are outside the boundary of social exchanges. Rather, we examine how a person’s response to 

a helping request—a request of a prosocial act in social exchange—affects the person’s 

influence. 



 

5 

 

Influence 

Consistent with prior research, we define influence as individuals’ ability to modify 

others’ behaviors, thoughts, and feelings (Berger et al., 1972; French & Raven, 1959).  People 

value influence because it can help them achieve their goals through swaying others’ opinions 

or behaviors. 

Classic work on influence differentiates between two types of social influence: 

compliance and conformity (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). Compliance is going along with 

others’ requests; conformity is changing one’s behavior to be in line with others. Although the 

specific influence strategies are different, both types of social influence are driven by people’s 

motivations to be accurate, to affiliate with others, and to maintain a positive self-concept. 

Many classic influence strategies thus involve evoking one or more of the accuracy, 

affiliation, and maintaining positive self-concept goals of the person who is the target of the 

influence strategies. 

Reciprocation is a powerful influence strategy. As a ubiquitous social norm, 

reciprocating what one has received from others helps maintain the balance and equity of 

human relationships (Antonucci et al., 1990; Zefferman, 2014). In economic exchange 

relationships, numerous research has demonstrated the positive effects of offering small gifts 

on customer satisfactions. For example, Strohmetz (2002) found servers that gave customers a 

small piece of chocolate along with the check received more tips than servers who delivered 

the check without giving chocolate. In social exchange relationships, the positive effects of 

reciprocity have been demonstrated in dyads, groups, and organizations (Settoon et al., 1996; 
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Uhl-Bien & Maslyn, 2003). In particular, helping other group members increased one’s 

influence in a group, as group members conferred status to those who contributed to the group 

(Flynn, 2003; Flynn et al., 2006; Hardy &Van Vugt, 2006; Willer, 2009).  

While reciprocity is an effective influence strategy when the influence target feels 

obliged to return what they receive, it does not apply to situations when the influence target is 

a third-party who does not receive anything and thus does not feel obliged or indebted. In this 

case, indirect reciprocity is at play (Nowak & Sigmund, 1998, 2005). Indirect reciprocity 

governs the behaviors of a group of individuals who interact with one another. It can be 

summarized as “how I interact with you depends on how you interact with other people”. 

Reputational system occupies a central role in the functioning of indirect reciprocity. A 

person’s reputation is formed in their interactions with other people. People talk to one 

another about what the person did, why they did it, and what the person is like. The reputation 

then affects how others interact with the person, including whether others are influenced by 

the person. In sum, reputations allow people to both track the good and bad behaviors of 

others and use this information to inform their behaviors towards others.  

Liking is another frequently used influence strategies. People are influenced by others 

they like (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Among the factors that increase a person’s likability, 

physical attractiveness has been shown to predict how much tip a person receives (Lynn & 

Simons, 2000), and perceived similarity to a person has been shown to increase people’s 

compliance with that person’s requests (Burger et al., 2001). However, liking does not always 

lead to more influence. Research has shown that likeability tends to increase a person’s 
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influence on trivial issues, but plays an increasingly smaller role as the issues become more 

important or consequential. For example, Chaiken (1980) showed that people’s opinions were 

influenced more by the communicator’s likeability than argument strength when the issue at 

hand was not relevant to them, but were influenced more by argument strength than the 

communicator’s likeability when the issue had personal relevance.     

Because the current research focuses on how saying no (versus saying yes) to a 

helping request affects a person’s influence on third-party observers, we focus on the person’s 

reputation in the eyes of third-party observers, including how influential the person is 

perceived to be. Perceived influence can be a self-fulfilling prophecy: individuals perceived as 

low versus high in influence are treated differently by others, and this differential treatment 

may translate into actual influence (Pelletier & Vallerand, 1996; Snyder & Swann, 1978). To 

examine what aspects of people’s reputations can lead to perceived influence and actual 

influence, we draw on the dominance-prestige account of social rank (Cheng et al., 2013). We 

also considered the role of liking, and sought to establish that the effects of saying no (versus 

saying yes) to a helping request on a person’s influence went above and beyond people’s 

liking for the person.  

Dominance-prestige account of social rank 

The dominance-prestige account of social rank draws on evolutionary theory to 

propose that dominance and prestige, conceptualized as a set of cognitive and behavioral 

strategies, are two paths to gaining influence in a group (Cheng et al., 2013; Cheng & Tracy, 

2013; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Maner, 2017; Maner & Case, 2016). The paths differ in the 
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means used to gain influence. The dominance path has a long evolutionary history in both 

human and nonhuman species of individuals rising through group ranks by dominating others 

physically. In contemporary human societies, the dominance path involves inducing fear in 

other people through intimidation and force. Dominant individuals are forceful and 

controlling, and try to get their way regardless of what others want. Others defer to dominant 

individuals out of fear of physical or psychological harm, such as when employees go along 

with bosses so as not to be penalized, or victims comply with bullies’ demands. The prestige 

path, in contrast, involves earning respect, and evolved more recently, likely to facilitate 

learning and cooperation within groups. Prestigious individuals are prosocial and competent. 

Others freely defer to prestigious individuals out of respect for their resources, abilities, and 

benevolent intentions, such as when employees follow the advice of a knowledgeable 

colleague, or individuals agree with the opinion of someone they consider trustworthy.  

Past research involving both real-world groups (e.g., Cheng et al., 2010) and new 

groups created in the lab (e.g., Cheng et al., 2013) demonstrated that a person’s dominance 

and prestige, as perceived by their groupmates, independently contribute to the person’s 

influence in the group.  For example, group members’ perceptions of another member’s 

dominance (i.e., how much they fear that person) and prestige (i.e., how much they respect 

that person) predicted that member’s perceived and actual influence in the group (Cheng et 

al., 2013). Self-rated and peer-rated dominance and prestige, though both positively 

associated with agency and leadership ability, were differentially related to various 

personality traits. Prestige was positively associated with altruism, cooperativeness, and 
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morality, whereas dominance was positively correlated with aggression and narcissism. 

Meanwhile, dominance was uncorrelated with most measures of perceived competence, such 

as perceived social skills and intellectual and advice-giving ability, whereas prestige was 

positively associated with these competencies (Cheng et al., 2010).  

We propose that refusing (versus agreeing) to help others will have opposite effects on 

these two paths to influence. First, individuals who refuse to help will be seen as less 

prestigious, and thus less influential, than those who agree to help. As helping others usually 

requires incurring some cost, agreeing to help indicates that one is willing to sacrifice some 

self-interest for others’ interests. It also indicates that one is capable of providing help. Thus, 

compared to refusing to help, agreeing to help shows that one is more prosocial and 

competent, which are both positively related to perceived prestige (Anderson et al., 2012; 

Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; Cheng et al., 2010). Indeed, group members who were more 

helpful to the group during a task were rated as more respected by other members (Flynn et 

al., 2006). We extend these findings by proposing that those who agree to help are also 

viewed as more prestigious by observers who do not directly benefit from the help but merely 

hear about or witness it. Second, individuals who refuse to help will be seen as more 

dominant, and thus more influential, than those who agree to help. Saying no to a helping 

request means going against the help-seeker’s wishes. In other words, in saying no, a person 

does what they want regardless of what others want. Such forceful behavior is a classic 

demonstration of dominance (Ames & Flynn, 2007; Cheng et al., 2013; Henrich & Gil-White, 

2001), and people find those who are forceful intimidating. In addition, if observers perceive 
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those who say yes to a helping request as being forced to go along with others’ wishes, they 

will perceive those who agree to help as more submissive, more compliant, and less dominant 

than those who say no (Cheng et al., 2010).  

Therefore, while refusing to help will decrease a person’s influence through 

decreasing their prestige, it will also increase their influence through increasing their 

dominance. Whether refusing to help someone decreases a person’s influence will depend on 

the relative size of these two indirect effects. In our research, we focus on a factor that should 

alter the relationship between helping and prestige: the cost of providing help.  

Asymmetric sensitivity to selfless and selfish acts 

When deciding whether to help someone, a person must make tradeoffs between their 

own and others’ interests, because helping others requires incurring costs, including time, 

effort, and money (DePaulo & Fisher,1980; Flynn, 2003). Refusing to help generally suggests 

that one values one’s own interests more than others’ interests. Refusing to provide low-cost 

help demonstrates unwillingness to make even a small sacrifice for others’ interests and thus 

should be perceived as more selfish than refusing to provide high-cost help. Similarly, 

agreeing to help generally suggests that one values others’ interests more than one’s own. 

Agreeing to provide high-cost help should be perceived as involving more of a sacrifice and 

thus as more selfless than agreeing to provide low-cost help. Costly signaling theory posits 

that costlier altruistic behaviors send stronger signals about a helper’s underlying qualities 

such as generosity and ability (Smith & Bird, 2000). For example, Hardy and Van Vugt 
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(2006) found that group members who incurred a higher cost to help the group were perceived 

as more generous and prestigious. 

However, previous research suggests that observers are differentially sensitive in their 

judgments of positive and negative acts. This asymmetry in sensitivity is reflected in how 

people assign blame and praise. Several studies have found that people process blame in a 

more fine-grained way: they take into account the contextual information about a target 

person’s reasons and intentions when assigning blame (Malle, 2014; Monroe & Malle, 2017), 

but are less likely to do so when assigning praise. For example, Bostyn and Roets (2016) 

found that people assigned more blame to actions than omissions of actions leading to 

negative outcomes, but did not consider actions as more praiseworthy than omissions of 

actions leading to positive outcomes. Pizarro (2003) found that people assigned more blame 

to negative behaviors performed deliberately than those performed impulsively, but did not 

assign more praise to deliberate positive behaviors than impulsive positive behaviors.  

Researchers have proposed many explanations for the asymmetry in people’s 

assignment of blame and praise. The first possibility is that negative events elicit more causal 

attributions and counterfactual thinking because they are more threatening than positive 

events (Bohner et al., 1988; Roese & Olson, 1997); the deeper processing of negative events 

enables observers to consider contextual information when assigning blame. A second 

possibility is that observers generally assume that others desire the positives and avoid the 

negatives. They assume a person carrying out a positive act has the “true” intention to act 

positively, so there is no need to discount their positive behavior; they assign less blame to a 
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person carrying out a negative act if contextual information suggests that the negative act is 

not the person’s “true” intention (Pizarro, 2003). A third explanation is that selfless acts are 

less common than selfish acts in everyday life, so people are less familiar with the magnitudes 

of selfless acts than the magnitudes of selfish acts (Klein & Epley, 2014). When people are 

unfamiliar with different magnitudes of a stimulus, they are more likely to evaluate the stimuli 

based on their categories, and less likely to evaluate the stimuli in accordance with their 

magnitudes (Hsee & Zhang, 2010).  

Central to the current research is Klein and Epley (2014)’s finding that observers view 

increasingly selfish acts more negatively, but view different magnitudes of selfless acts 

similarly. This asymmetry in judgments of selfish acts and selfless acts was found not only in 

the United States, but also in other six countries such as China and Turkey (Klein et al., 

2015). Klein and Epley (2014) argue that observers spontaneously think of different 

magnitudes of selfish acts, but are less likely to do so for selfless acts, because selfish acts are 

more negative and are more common in daily life. For example, imagine Jason can divide $6 

between himself and Keith. If Jason keeps $4 and gives Keith $2, observers tend to 

spontaneously think about how Jason could have been even more selfish and kept all the 

money. If Jason keeps $2 and gives Keith $4, observers tend not to think about how Jason 

could have been even more selfless and given Keith all the money. In other words, it pays to 

be nice but does not pay more to be nicer.  
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Hypotheses 

Because refusing to help is a more selfish act, and agreeing to help a more selfless act, 

we predict that when evaluating those who refuse to help, observers will spontaneously think 

of other costs of helping and thus be sensitive to cost. However, when evaluating those who 

agree to help, observers will not spontaneously think of other costs of helping and thus be 

insensitive to cost. 

We then hypothesize that individuals who refuse to provide low-cost help will be 

perceived as more selfish and thus less prestigious than those who refuse to provide high-cost 

help. Meanwhile, individuals who agree to provide low-cost help and those who agree to 

provide high-cost help will have similar levels of prestige because observers are insensitive to 

cost when evaluating those who agree to help. Thus, the cost of helping will moderate the 

effect of refusing to help on perceived prestige such that the size of the negative effect of 

refusing to help on perceived prestige will decrease as the cost of helping increases. 

Hypothesis 1: (a) Individuals who refuse to help will be perceived as less prestigious 

than those who agree to help, but the size of the negative effect of refusing to help on 

perceived prestige will decrease as the cost of helping increases. (b) Cost of helping will have 

a larger effect on the perceived prestige of those who refuse to help than the perceived 

prestige of those who agree to help.  

For dominance, because observers are insensitive to the cost when evaluating those 

who agree to help, we hypothesize that individuals who agree to provide low-cost versus 

high-cost help will have similar levels of dominance. But the cost of helping may also have 
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little effect on the perceived dominance of individuals who refuse to help. The perceived 

dominance of those who refuse to help should depend on the strength of the helper-seekers’ 

wishes they go against: the stronger the wishes are, the more forceful those who refuse to help 

will seem to be. The strength of a help-seeker’s wish for help may depend more on how much 

they would benefit from the help, and less on how much it would cost others to provide the 

help. For example, a person’s desire to be introduced to an important client will depend 

largely on how important it is for them to get the introduction, rather than how difficult it 

would be for someone to introduce them. Thus, while we expect that refusing to help will 

make the target person appear more dominant than agreeing to help, the cost of helping may 

have little effect on the perceived dominance of the target person. 

Hypothesis 2: Individuals who refuse to help will be perceived as more dominant than 

those who agree to help. 

In summary, we predict that both prestige and dominance will mediate the effect of 

refusing to help on influence: refusing to help will decrease influence through prestige but 

increase influence through dominance. Because the size of the negative effect of refusing to 

help on perceived prestige decreases as the cost of helping increases, the size of the negative 

indirect effect through prestige should also decrease. 

Hypothesis 3: (a) Perceived dominance and perceived prestige will mediate the effect 

of refusing to help on influence. (b) The mediation through prestige will be moderated by the 

cost of providing help such that the size of the indirect effect will decrease as the cost of 

helping increases.  
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Finally, because the size of the negative indirect effect through prestige decreases 

when the cost of helping increases, the overall effect of refusing to help on influence is less 

likely to be negative and more likely to be positive as the cost of helping increases.  

Hypothesis 4: The cost of helping will moderate the effect of refusing to help on a 

person’s influence: as the cost of helping increases, refusing to help becomes less likely to 

decrease a person’s influence, and more likely to increase a person’s influence, relative to 

refusing to help.  

Figure 1 summarizes our theoretical model.   

 

Figure 1. Theoretical Model 

 

Note. Refusing to help (vs. agreeing to help) increases a person’s dominance and decreases a 

person’s prestige. The size of the negative effect of refusing to help on perceived prestige is 

reduced when the cost is high (versus low). Both dominance and prestige increase influence.  
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Overview of studies 

In six studies, we explored how refusing versus agreeing to help affect a person’s 

influence, the moderating role of the cost involved in helping, and the mediating roles of 

dominance and prestige. In our basic paradigm, participants learned about a dyadic interaction 

in which one person asked for help from a target person, and the target either agreed or 

refused to help. Participants learned about this interaction by either reading a summary of it 

(Studies 2, 5, & 6), or witnessing the interaction via reading messages (Study 1) or email 

exchanges (Studied 3-4). We examined the target person’s actual influence on participants’ 

decisions (Studies 1-2), as well as their perceived influence (Studies 3-6). Across studies, we 

varied whether there were other people who could provide help and what type of cost was 

involved to test the robustness of our effects. Study 4 further explored whether observers’ 

failure to make spontaneous comparisons between different costs of helping could explain 

why they were not sensitive to the cost of helping when evaluating those who agreed to help. 

Finally, Study 6 included a control condition in which participants did not know the target’s 

response, to determine whether our effects were truly driven by the targets who refused to 

help.  
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Chapter 2: Study 1  

Study 1 examined the effects of refusing versus agreeing to provide low- versus high-

cost help on actual influence (Hypothesis 4). We did not include measures of dominance and 

prestige in this initial study to ensure any effects we found were not driven by participants 

being explicitly asked to form an impression of the target person.  

Participants believed they were part of a group who would play a game together. 

Participants read a chat supposedly between two other participants in their group (actually 

scripted). In this chat, one person (the help-seeker) asked another (the target person) to stay 

after class to share their lecture notes, and the target person said either yes or no. The cost of 

the requested help was manipulated via inconvenience: the target either was free after class 

(low-cost) or had another class immediately afterwards (high-cost). Next, participants worked 

with the target person on a checkerboard task, as a measure of the target’s influence (Willer, 

2009). Participants expected to meet with the target in person after the task to review the 

answers. During the task, the target told participants their preferred answers. When the 

teammate gave a different answer than the participant, the participant could change their 

answer. The teammate was considered more influential the more often the participant changed 

their answer to match the teammate’s. 

Method 

Participants. The study was run in a research lab at a public university for a week, 

with the goal of having 256 participants, a sample large enough to detect an effect size of ηp
2 

= 0.03 (the effect size of the Cost x Target Behavior interaction on perceived influence in a 
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pilot study) at α = .05 (two-tailed) with 80% power. By the end of the week, 314 

undergraduate students completed the study for course credit. Of these, 91 did not pass the 

attention checks and therefore were excluded from data analyses, leaving 223 participants1 

(Mage = 21.42 years, SDage = 2.31; 83 women, 123 men, 17 did not report gender; 51% Asian, 

23% White, 11% Hispanic, 5% other, 1% Black, 8% multiracial). A sensitivity analysis (α = 

0.05; ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions) using G*Power indicated 

that the sample size of 223 gave us 80% power to detect an effect size of η2 = 0.034.  

Design and procedure. The study was a 2 (Cost of Helping: low vs. high) x 2 (Target 

Behavior: refusing vs. agreeing to help) between-subjects design. First participants were told 

they would play an online game in a group with three other participants and would begin by 

chatting online with the group members to get to know each other. Purportedly to save time, 

they would first chat in pairs, and then each pair would read the other pair’s chat transcript. In 

reality, each participant was randomly assigned to chat with one other participant, and then 

read a scripted chat. Participants were given color names (e.g., Red, Blue) to use instead of 

their real names. In the scripted chat, the two people discovered they were both taking the 

 
1 In Study 1, the attention check failure rate was 28.9%. This failure rate is high but understandable given the 

setup of this study. After participants received information about the target person, they completed a task that 

lasted about 20 minutes to measure actual influence before answering attention check questions to test whether 

they remembered the information. The long delay between receiving information about the target and being 

tested on it, rather than inattention during the study, might explain why so many participants failed to answer the 

attention check questions correctly. Furthermore, the results hold if we include all participants in the analyses. 

Participants might have formed an initial impression of the target person and been affected by this impression 

while doing the main task, even though some of them could not recall specific details of the experimental 

conditions at the end of the study. Studies 2-5 had lower attention check failure rates (18.7%, 6%, 5.3%, and 

12%, respectively), likely due to shorter delays. However, the attention check failure rate in Study 6 was 25.2%. 

We believe this high failure rate was mainly caused by the distractions of the Covid-19 pandemic occurring 

during this study. However, the results of Study 6 hold if we include all participants in the analyses.  



 

19 

 

same class. One person (i.e., Blue, the help-seeker) stated they could not make it to the next 

class and asked the other person (i.e., Red, the target person) if they had time after that class. 

Red indicated they either were free (low-cost condition) or had another class immediately 

afterwards (high-cost condition). Next, Blue asked Red if Red could stay 5 minutes after the 

next class to share their notes. The chat ended with Red saying yes or no to this request.2 

Next, participants were told that their four-person group would be divided into two 

two-person teams to compete against each other in a checkerboard game, and team members 

would meet in person to review their answers and the correct answers after the game. The 

team score would be the sum of the two individual scores in each team, and the team with the 

higher score would win.   

Participants were always assigned to the same team as Red (i.e., the person who had 

been asked for help). The game consisted of 20 trials. In each trial, a pair of checkerboards 

was presented for 2 seconds, and then participants indicated which checkerboard contained 

more white squares. Participants thought their teammate saw the same checkerboard pairs at 

the same time. The checkerboards in each pair were designed so it was difficult to determine 

the correct answer. Next, the teammate appeared to send the participant a message indicating 

the answer they preferred (e.g., “let’s choose the left one,” “I think it’s the right one”). The 

teammate’s answer differed from the participant’s answer in 16 out of 20 trials. In those 16 

trials, participants were then given the opportunity to change their answer.  

 
2 See appendices for the full text of manipulations in this and all subsequent studies. 
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After the checkerboard game, participants answered attention check questions to test 

whether they correctly remembered the names of their teammate, the help-seeker, and target 

person; whether the target person had time after class; and whether the target person agreed to 

help. We report the exact wording of attention check questions for this and subsequent studies 

in appendices. Those who answered these questions incorrectly did not pass the attention 

checks and were excluded from analyses. Finally, participants were debriefed.  

Results 

Table 1 lists the means and standard deviations of the influence measure for this and 

subsequent studies. Influence was measured by how many times participants changed their 

answer to match their teammate’s answer. We analyzed this influence measure with a two-

way ANOVA, with target behavior and cost of helping as between-subjects factors. The main 

effects of target behavior, F(1, 219) = 0.85, p = .36, ηp
2 = .004, and cost, F(1, 219) = 0.15, p = 

.70, ηp
2 < .001, were not significant. There was a Cost x Target Behavior interaction (see 

Figure 2), F(1, 219) = 4.90, p = .028, ηp
2 = .02. In line with Hypothesis 4, refusing (vs. 

agreeing) to help another person decreased the teammate’s influence on participants’ 

decisions when the teammate had been asked to provide low-cost help, t(91) = -2.30, p = .02, 

d = 0.49, but refusing to help and agreeing to help led to similar levels of influence when the 

cost of helping was high, t(128) = 0.69, p = .49, d = 0.12. The teammate was less influential 

when they had said no to a low-cost (versus high-cost) request, t(101) = -2.00, p = .04, d = 

0.42, but the cost of helping had no effect on the influence of the teammate who had agreed to 

help, t(118) = 1.13, p = .26, d = 0.21.  
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Figure 2. Actual Influence in Study 1 

Note. Actual influence was measured as the number of times participants changed their 

answer in a checkerboard task to match that of the teammate. Error bars are +/-1 standard 

error. 

Discussion 

Using a measure of behavioral influence, Study 1 provided evidence for Hypothesis 4. 

Participants were less likely to change their responses to match those of their teammate when 

they had read about that teammate refusing (vs. agreeing) to help someone else—but only if 

that help was relatively easy to provide. When the help would have been inconvenient to 

provide, that negative effect of refusing to help on the teammate’s influence was eliminated. 

In addition, the teammate was less influential when the help they refused to provide was 

lower in cost, but the teammate did not gain additional influence when they agreed to provide 

higher-cost help.  
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 One limitation of this study is that the help-seeker asked for help after the target 

person indicated whether they had time after class. The help-seeker may have seemed odd and 

pushy asking for help right after finding out the target person did not really have time to help, 

so participants’ evaluations of the target may have been driven partially by dislike of the help-

seeker. To address this limitation, in subsequent studies we made the cost of helping an 

inherent part of the helping request.  
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Chapter 3: Study 2 

In Study 2, we aimed to replicate the findings in Study 1 using a different helping 

request manipulation and examine the mechanisms of dominance and prestige. Participants 

played, with a teammate, a trivia game with a similar structure to the checkboard task in 

Study 1. Again, the teammate’s influence was measured by how often the participant changed 

their answer to match the teammate’s. We expected that the teammate’s influence would be 

affected by 1) how much participants perceived the teammate to be prestigious (and thus 

deferred willingly), and 2) how much they perceived the teammate to be dominant (and thus 

deferred out of concern they would otherwise be treated badly by the teammate when they 

met in person).   

Method 

Participants. Because Study 2 was conducted after Studies 1 and 3, we used ηp
2 = 

0.02 (the effect size of the Cost x Target Behavior interaction on influence from Studies 1 and 

3 and two pilot studies) and α = .05 (two tailed) in a power analysis, finding we needed 387 

participants to achieve 80% power. We ran the study in the research lab at a large public 

university for a week, and 412 undergraduate students participated for course credit. Of these, 

77 did not pass the attention checks and therefore were excluded from analyses, leaving 335 

participants (Mage = 20.93 years, SDage = 4.77; 197 women, 138 men; 59% Asian, 20% White, 

8% Hispanic, 2% other, 1% Black, 9% multiracial). A sensitivity analysis (α = 0.05; 

ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions) using G*Power indicated that 

the sample size of 335 gave us 80% power to detect an effect size of η2 = 0.023. 
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Design and procedure. The study was a 2 (Cost of Helping: low vs. high) x 2 (Target 

Behavior: refusing vs. agreeing to help) between-subjects design. Participants were told that 

they had been paired with another participant. They chatted for one minute with another 

actual participant, whom they believed would be their teammate in a trivia game.  

Next, participants were told that in the trivia game, they and their teammate would 

answer the same set of 15 binary-choice questions while communicating virtually. The team 

in the session with the highest score would be the winner. Before the game, the teammate was 

first asked if they would help another participant with her honors thesis by completing an 

additional 3-minute study on students with different majors. The teammate had to respond to 

this request first supposedly because it determined which room the team would use to meet in 

person to go over the answers after the trivia game. Only the teammate was asked for help 

because more data were needed specifically from people with the teammate’s major. In the 

low-cost condition, the teammate would do the additional study right after the trivia game 

study and leave the lab on time. In the high-cost condition, due to space limitations the 

teammate would have to wait for about 12 minutes after the trivia game study before they 

could do the additional task, and therefore would need to stay in the lab for an extra 15 

minutes past the usual session time. (We made clear to participants that the teammate would 

do the additional study only after they finished all their tasks with the participant, so the 

participant would never have to wait for the teammate or otherwise be inconvenienced by the 

teammate’s decision.) Participants learned that their teammate either said yes or no to the 

helping request.  
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After this, participants rated their teammate on 9-point scales (0 = not at all, 8 = very 

much). Based on previous research on trait correlates of peer-rated dominance and prestige 

(Cheng et al., 2010), we used three trait items to measure dominance (α = .63: submissive 

(reverse-coded), dominant, assertive) and four trait items to measure prestige (α = .88: 

competent, knowledgeable, prosocial, trustworthy). Confirmatory factor analysis showed 

items measuring dominance and prestige indeed loaded onto two distinct factors. A two-factor 

model (RMSEA = .08, CFI = .97, SRMR = .04) fit the data significantly better than a one-

factor model (RMSEA = .22, CFI = .76, SRMR = .13).   

Then participants completed the trivia game, purportedly with their teammate. For 

each question (e.g., which animal sleeps more, goats or sheep?), participants first indicated 

their answer. The teammate appeared to send the participant a message indicating the answer 

they preferred (e.g., “let’s choose sheep,” “I think its sheep”). The teammate’s answer 

differed from the participant’s answer in 10 out of 15 trials. In those 10 trials, participants had 

the opportunity to change their answer. As a cost manipulation check, participants indicated 

on a 9-point scale (0 = not at all, 8 = very much) how costly it would be to help with the 

additional study. Finally, participants were debriefed.   

Results 

We analyzed participants’ ratings and the influence measure with two-way ANOVAs, 

with target behavior and cost of helping as between subjects factors. Table 1 lists the means 

and standard deviations for the measures of influence, prestige, and dominance for this and 

subsequent studies.  
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Manipulation checks. The cost of helping was rated higher in the high-cost condition 

(M = 4.32, SD = 2.14) than the low-cost condition (M = 2.74, SD = 2.16), F(1, 331) = 45.29, p 

< .001, ηp
2 = .12, confirming that our cost manipulation was successful. The cost of helping 

was also rated higher when the teammate refused to help (M = 3.77, SD = 2.27) than when the 

teammate agreed to help (M = 3.14, SD = 2.27), F(1, 331) = 7.02, p = .008, ηp
2 = .02. The 

interaction between the cost and target behavior manipulations was not significant, F(1, 331) 

= .55, p = .46, ηp
2 = .002. 

Correlations. Dominance and prestige were positively correlated, r(333) = 0.20, p < 

.001. Because dominance and prestige were sometimes significantly correlated in this and 

subsequent studies, we always control for one construct when presenting the correlation 

between the other construct and influence, to show the latter construct’s unique effect. 

Influence was positively correlated with dominance (after controlling for prestige, r(332) = 

0.12, p = .025) and prestige (after controlling for dominance, r(332) = 0.14, p = .009).  

Influence. Influence was measured by how many times participants changed their 

answer to match their teammate’s answer. The main effect of target behavior was marginally 

significant, F(1, 331) =3.26, p = .07, ηp
2 = .01, and the main effect of cost was non-

significant, F(1, 331) = 0.89, p = .34, ηp
2 = .003. Replicating Study 1 and in line with 

Hypothesis 4, the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was significant (see Figure 3), F(1, 331) 

= 6.00, p = .015, ηp
2 = .02. Refusing (vs. agreeing) to help another person decreased the 

teammate’s influence on participants’ decisions when the teammate had been asked to provide 

low-cost help, t(179) = -2.70, p = .007, d = 0.40, but refusing to help and agreeing to help led 
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to similar levels of influence when the cost of helping was high , t(152) = 0.32, p = .50, d = 

0.11. The teammate was less influential when they had said no to a low-cost (versus high-

cost) request, t(169) = -2.22, p = .028, d = 0.34, but the cost of helping had no effect on the 

influence of the teammate who had agreed to help, t(162) = 1.19, p = .24, d = 0.19.  

  

Figure 3. Actual Influence in Study 2 

Note. Actual influence was measured as the number of times participants changed their 

answer in a trivia game to match that of the teammate. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived prestige. The main effect of target behavior was marginally significant, 

F(1, 331) = 3.34, p = .068, ηp
2 = .01, and the main effect of cost was marginally significant, 

F(1, 331) = 3.31, p = .07, ηp
2 = .01. There was a Cost x Target Behavior interaction (see 

Figure 4), F(1, 331) = 9.37, p = .002, ηp
2 = .03. In line with Hypothesis 1a, when the cost of 

helping was low, refusing to help made the teammate appear less prestigious than agreeing to 

help, t(179) = -3.56, p < .001, d = 0.53, but when the cost was high, the effect of agreeing to 
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help was reduced to non-significance: the teammate who refused to help was considered as 

prestigious as the teammate who agreed to help, t(152) = 0.97, p = .34, d = 0.16. In line with 

Hypothesis 1b, the teammate appeared less prestigious when they refused to provide low-cost 

(versus high cost) help, t(169) = -3.40, p < .001, d = 0.52, but cost of helping had no effect on 

the perceived prestige of the teammate who had agreed to help, t(162) = 0.93, p = .35, d = 

0.15. 

 

Figure 4. Perceived Prestige in Study 2 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived dominance. In line with Hypothesis 2, refusing to help (M = 4.38, SD = 

1.20) made the teammate appear more dominant than agreeing to help (M = 3.95, SD = 0.96), 

F(1, 331) = 13.25, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. Neither the main effect of cost, F(1, 331) = 1.91, p = 

.17, ηp
2 = .006, nor the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 331) = 0.74, p = .39, ηp

2 = 

.002, was significant.  
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Mediation analyses. We predicted that dominance and prestige would mediate the 

effect of target behavior on influence, and the mediation by prestige would be moderated by 

cost (Hypothesis 3). To test the moderated mediation model in this and all subsequent studies 

with a similar design, we conducted bootstrapped moderated mediation analyses (with 5,000 

resamples) using SPSS packages developed by Hayes (2013; model 7). Target behavior 

(agreeing to help = 0, refusing to help = 1) was the independent variable, prestige and 

dominance the mediators, cost (low cost = 0, high cost = 1) the moderator, and influence the 

dependent variable.  

The mediation results supported Hypothesis 3. As shown in Table 2, the mediation by 

dominance was positive and not moderated by the cost of helping (moderated mediation index 

= 0.06, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.30]). The mediation by prestige was moderated by the 

cost of helping (moderated mediation index = 0.19, SE = 0.12, 95% CI [0.02, 0.49]). The 

indirect effect through prestige was negative when the cost of helping was low, but 

insignificant when the cost of helping was high. The mediation results indicate that refusing to 

help had a positive effect on influence through dominance regardless of the cost of helping, 

and the negative effect of refusing to help on influence through prestige was reduced as the 

cost of helping increased. As a result, refusing to help decreased a target’s influence when the 

cost of helping was low, but had no effect on influence when the cost was high.  

Discussion 

Using a new helping task and a new cost manipulation, we replicated the key finding 

in Study 1: refusing to help decreased a target person’s influence on participants’ decisions 
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relative to agreeing to help only when the cost of helping was low. We further found that 

participants’ perceptions of the target person’s dominance and prestige mediated this effect.  

In Study 2, while the target person lost influence and prestige when they refused to 

provide low- versus high-cost help, they did not gain additional influence by agreeing to 

provide high- versus low-cost help. We proposed that increasing the cost of helping does not 

increase the prestige of those who agree to help because observers fail to make spontaneous 

comparisons between different costs of helping. However, in Studies 1-2, an alternative 

explanation is that observers might have perceived individuals who agreed to provide more 

time- and effort-intensive help as less prestigious because they seemed to have lower 

opportunity costs (Bellezza et al., 2016). In other words, reduced prestige from having more 

time to spare might have offset increased prestige from being willing to incur a higher cost. 

To address this possibility, we examined monetary costs in Study 3. Being able to spend more 

money to help others should, if anything, increase helpers’ prestige, as having money is 

usually a sign of competence (Cheng & Tracy, 2013). If the alternative explanation is true, 

participants should perceive individuals who agree to spend more money to help others as 

more prestigious and influential. However, if our original hypotheses are true, participants 

should perceive individuals who agree to spend money to help others similarly regardless of 

the amount involved.  
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Chapter 4: Study 3  

In Studies 1-2, the benefits received by the help-seeker were the same regardless of the 

cost involved in helping. Observers may be more sensitive to an increased cost of helping if it 

is accompanied by increased benefits to the help recipients. To test this possibility, in Study 3 

participants read an email exchange where one colleague asked another to make either a small 

or large donation to a charity fundraising campaign. Thus, when helping involved greater 

cost, it also involved greater benefits. 

In Studies 1-2, we examined how refusing to help affected a person’s actual influence 

on others’ decisions in a group task. In Studies 3-5, we examined another type of influence: 

perceived influence in the target’s relationships with others. Perceived influence can translate 

into actual influence because people pay more attention and defer more often to individuals 

whom they perceive as influential and high in social rank (Fiske, 2010; Magee & Galinsky, 

2008; Pelletier & Vallerand, 1996; Snyder & Swann, 1978). 

Method 

Participants. A power analysis using ηp
2 = .02 (the average effect size of Cost x 

Target Behavior interaction in Study 1 and two pilot studies), α = .05 (two-tailed), indicated 

that 387 participants were needed to achieve 80% power. A study seeking 400 US residents 

was posted on Amazon Mechanical Turk, and 410 participants completed it. Of these, 25 did 

not pass the attention checks and therefore were excluded from data analyses, leaving 385 

participants (Mage = 34.77 years, SDage = 11.80; 211 women, 174 men; 73% White, 7% Asian, 

7% Black, 5% Hispanic, 2% other, 5% multiracial). A sensitivity analysis (α = 0.05; 
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ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions) using G*Power indicated that 

the sample size of 385 gave us 80% power to detect an effect size of η2 = 0.020. 

Design and procedure. The study was a 2 (Cost of Helping: low vs. high) x 2 (Target 

Behavior: refusing vs. agreeing to help) between-subjects design. Participants imagined that 

they, David, and John were colleagues working in a company’s marketing department. They 

read an email exchange between David and John. David asked John if he would be willing to 

buy either 1 box of cookies for $6 (low-cost condition), or 10 boxes for $60 (high-cost 

condition), for David’s charity fundraising campaign. John replied either yes or no. For this 

and subsequent studies, to ensure participants remembered which person responded to the 

helping request, after reading the scenario participants had to indicate which person in the 

scenario asked for help. Participants had to read the scenario again if they answered 

incorrectly.  

Participants rated their agreement with statements about what John is like in his 

relationships with others on 7-point scales3 (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Items 

that specifically tapped fear and respect were adapted from the Dominance and Prestige Peer 

Rating Scales (Cheng et al., 2010) to measure dominance (α = .86; “others are afraid of John,” 

“others see John as intimidating”) and prestige (α = .88; “John is respected by others,” “John 

is held in high esteem by others”), respectively. Perceived influence was measured with items 

 
3 In Studies 3-4, participants also rated the target’s traits and their own feelings about working with the target. 

Because we were particularly concerned with participants’ perceptions of the target’s reputation in their broader 

social network, we report the results of trait perceptions and participants’ own feelings in chapter 8 supplemental 

analysis. 
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about how much influence the target person had in their relationship with others.  Three items 

from the Personal Sense of Power scale (Anderson et al., 2012) were adapted to measure 

influence (α = .84; “John can get others to listen to what he says,” “John can get others to do 

what he wants,” “John has a great deal of power”). The seven items above were presented in 

random order. Confirmatory factor analysis showed that items measuring dominance, 

prestige, and influence indeed loaded onto three distinct factors. A three-factor model 

(RMSEA = .11, CFI = .96, SRMR = .07) fit the data significantly better than a one-factor 

model (RMSEA = .35, CFI = .58, SRMR = .22), or a two-factor model with dominance-

prestige as one single factor and influence as another factor (RMSEA = .33, CFI = .64, SRMR 

= .22).   

As a cost manipulation check, participants indicated on 9-point scales (0 = not at all, 8 

= very much) how costly and how much of a burden it would be to help David (α = 0.88). As 

a check of whether increased costs for John were seen as bringing increased benefits to David, 

participants indicated on the same scale how beneficial it would be for David to receive the 

help and how much David would benefit from receiving the help from John (α = 0.74). 

Results 

We analyzed participants’ ratings and the influence measure with two-way ANOVAs, 

with target behavior and cost of helping as between subjects factors. 

Manipulation check. The cost of helping was rated higher in the high-cost condition 

(M = 4.63, SD = 1.88) than the low-cost condition (M = 1.67, SD = 1.54), F(1, 380) = 254.12, 

p < .001, ηp
2 = .40, confirming our cost manipulation was successful. The cost of helping was 
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also rated higher when John refused to help (M = 3.41, SD = 2.35) than when he agreed to 

help (M = 2.82, SD = 2.15), F(1, 380) = 4.33, p = .038, ηp
2 = .01. The interaction between the 

cost and target behavior manipulations was marginally significant, F(1, 380) = 3.72, p = .054, 

ηp
2 = .01. The effect of our cost manipulation on the perceived cost of helping was larger 

when John refused to help (Mhigh cost = 4.80, SDhigh cost = 1.86; Mlow cost = 1.78, SDlow cost = 1.47), 

t(193) = -12.55, p < .001, d = 1.80, than when he agreed to help (Mhigh cost = 4.15, SDhigh cost = 

1.95; Mlow cost = 1.74, SDlow cost = 1.32), t(188) = -10.05, p < .001, d = 1.46. In the low-cost 

condition, the cost of helping was perceived to be similar when John refused to help and when 

he agreed to help, t(196) = 0.18, p = .86, d = 0.03. In the high-cost condition, the cost of 

helping was perceived to be higher when John refused to help than when he agreed to help, 

t(185) = 2.33, p = .021, d = 0.34. 

Benefits to help recipient. David was seen to benefit more from receiving help in the 

high-cost condition (M = 6.01, SD = 1.75) than the low-cost condition (M = 5.64, SD = 1.79), 

F(1, 380) = 18.42, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05. Thus, our cost manipulation also manipulated the 

perceived benefits to the help recipient. The main effect of target behavior, F(1, 380) = 2.32, p 

= .13, ηp
2 = .006, and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 380) = 1.06, p = .30, ηp

2 = 

.003, were not significant. 

Correlations. Dominance and prestige were negatively correlated, r(383) = -0.11, p = 

.036. Perceived influence was positively correlated with dominance (controlling for prestige, 

r(382) = 0.55, p < .001) and prestige (controlling for dominance, r(382) = 0.68, p < .001).  
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Perceived influence. The main effect of target behavior was significant, F(1, 380) = 

3.92, p = .048, ηp
2 = .01, but the main effect of cost was not, F(1, 380) = 1.41, p = .24, ηp

2 = 

.004. As in Studies 1-2 and in line with Hypothesis 4, the Cost x Target Behavior interaction 

was significant (see Figure 5), F(1, 380) = 4.47, p = .035, ηp
2 = .01. When the cost of helping 

was low, John was seen as less influential when he refused to help than when he agreed to 

help, t(196) = 3.33, p =.001, d = 0.47, but this effect of target behavior was not significant 

when the cost was high, t(185) = 0.002, p = .998, d = 0. John appeared less influential when 

he refused to provide low-cost (vs. high-cost) help, t(193) = 2.26, p = .025, d = 0.32, but cost 

of helping had no effect on his perceived influence when he agreed to help, t(188) = 0.54, p = 

.59, d = 0.08. 

 

Figure 5. Perceived Influence in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 
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Perceived prestige. The main effect of target behavior was significant, F(1, 380) = 

61.06, p < .001, ηp
2 = .14, but the main effect of cost was not significant, F(1, 380) = 2.50, p = 

.11, ηp
2 = .006. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was marginally significant (see Figure 

6), F(1, 380) = 3.15, p = .07, ηp
2 = .008. In line with Hypothesis 1a, when the cost of helping 

was low, John was perceived as less prestigious when he refused to help than when he agreed 

to help, t(196) = 7.39, p < .001, d = 1.05, but this difference was smaller when the cost was 

high, t(185) = 3.95, p < .001, d = 0.58. In line with Hypothesis 1b, John appeared less 

prestigious when he refused to provide low-cost (versus high-cost) help, t(193) = 2.26, p = 

.025, d = 0.32, but cost of helping had no effect on his perceived prestige when he agreed to 

help, t(188) = 0.10, p = .92, d = 0.01. 

  

Figure 6. Perceived Prestige in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 
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Perceived dominance. Replicating Study 2 and in line with Hypothesis 2, John was 

perceived as more dominant when he refused to help (M = 3.77, SD = 1.34) than when he 

agreed to help (M = 2.96, SD = 1.30), F(1, 380) = 37.10, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. The main effect 

of cost, F(1, 380) = 0.92, p = .34, ηp
2 = .002, and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 

380) = 0.31, p = .58, ηp
2 < .001, were not significant. 

Mediation analyses. We conducted the same bootstrapped moderated mediation 

analyses as in Study 2 and found similar results. As shown in Table 2, the mediation by 

dominance was positive and not moderated by the cost of helping (moderated mediation index 

= 0.04, SE = 0.10, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.22]). The mediation by prestige was negative and not 

moderated by the cost of helping (moderated mediation index = 0.22, SE = 0.13, 95% CI [-

0.03, 0.48]). Although the moderated mediation through prestige was nonsignificant 

(presumably due to the marginal interaction of target behavior and cost on perceived 

prestige), directionally the indirect effect through prestige was weaker when the cost was high 

versus low. 

Discussion 

Even when high-cost help also provided greater benefits to others than low-cost help, 

and cost was itself a sign of prestige, we still found that the cost of helping moderated the 

effect of refusing to help on influence. When David asked John to buy $6 worth of cookies for 

a charity fundraiser, saying no made John seem less influential than saying yes, but this effect 

vanished when helping involved buying $60 worth of cookies. These results were mediated 

by perceived prestige and dominance. In line with our predictions, when John refused to help, 
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he was seen as less prestigious when the cost of helping was low (versus high), but the cost of 

helping had no effect on perceptions of John when he agreed to help.  

In Study 3 the manipulation check indicated the cost manipulation was perceived as 

marginally weaker when John agreed to help versus refused to help. However, this cannot 

explain why perceptions of those who agreed to help were not influenced by the cost of 

helping, as high-cost help was still clearly seen as involving more cost than low-cost help (d = 

1.46).  
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Chapter 5: Study 4 

Study 4 aimed to test whether the insensitivity to the cost of helping is due to 

observers failing to make spontaneous comparisons between different costs of helping when 

evaluating individuals who agree to help. We made the comparison explicit by showing 

participants multiple target people at the same time, each being asked for help involving 

different costs. Previous research has shown that people are more sensitive to within-subject 

than between-subject variations in magnitudes of stimuli (e.g., Schreiber & Kahneman, 2000).  

Specifically, we adapted the email exchange from Study 3 so that participants saw 

David separately asking two different individuals for different-sized donations to his charity 

fundraiser. Though the costs varied, the individuals gave the same answer: either both said 

yes, or both said no. Because observers were already comparing different costs when 

evaluating those who refused to help, we expected the effects of cost on perceptions of 

refusing to help to be similar to what we found in Study 3. However, we expected perceptions 

of targets who agreed to help to change because only now would participants be comparing 

helping involving different costs. Providing high-cost help is a more selfless act than 

providing low-cost help, so such comparisons should lead participants to perceive individuals 

who agree to high-cost help as more prestigious than those who agree to low-cost help. 

This setup might also lead the cost of helping to have an effect on the perceived 

dominance of those who agree to help. If participants perceive the targets to be forced to 

provide help by the help-seeker, this perception will be stronger when the cost of helping is 

high versus low, since people expect others to be more unwilling to provide costly help 
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(Flynn & Lake, 2008). As such, an increase in the cost of helping may decrease the perceived 

dominance of those who agree to help.   

An alternative explanation for participants’ insensitivity to the cost of helping when 

evaluating targets who agree to help is that participants make cynical attributions for targets 

who were willing to incur high costs to help others (e.g., Critcher & Dunning, 2011). That is, 

targets who agree to provide high-cost help may be seen as driven by ulterior motives such as 

a desire to ingratiate or affiliate, rather than by caring or concern for others. If this explanation 

holds, we should still observe an insensitivity to the cost of helping when evaluating targets 

who agree to help in the present design.  

Method 

Participants. As the effect size of the within-subject manipulation of cost was 

unknown, we decided on a sample size of at least 100 per target behavior condition, consistent 

with the sample sizes in Study 3. A study seeking 200 US residents was posted on Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and 208 participants completed it. Of these, 11 did not pass the attention 

checks and therefore were excluded from data analyses, leaving 197 participants (Mage = 

35.30 years, SDage = 11.16; 106 women, 91 men; 70% White, 11% Asian, 7% Black, 6% 

Hispanic, 2% other, 4% multiracial). A sensitivity analysis (α = 0.05; ANOVA: Repeated 

measures, within-between interaction) using G*Power indicated that the sample size of 197 

gave us 80% power to detect an effect size of η2 = 0.008. 

Design and procedure. The study was a 2 (Cost of Helping: low vs. high) x 2 (Target 

Behavior: refusing to help vs. agreeing to help) x 2 (Order of Cost: low-cost request first vs. 
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high-cost request first) mixed design, with cost as a within-subject factor and target behavior 

and which target was asked for low-cost help as between-subjects factors. The email 

exchanges from Study 3 were altered so participants read two separate exchanges: first one 

between David and John, then another between David and Chris (see appendices for the full 

text of all four versions). David asked both John and Chris to buy cookies for David’s charity 

fundraising campaign. One of them was specifically asked to buy 1 box of cookies for $6, and 

the other was specifically asked to buy 10 boxes for $60. Whether the low-cost request or 

high-cost request was presented first was randomized between subjects. John and Chris 

always gave identical responses, so either both said yes or both said no to David’s requests.  

Next, participants rated John and Chris on the same measures of dominance (α = 0.89 

for John; α = 0.86 for Chris), prestige (α = 0.82 for John; α = 0.82 for Chris), and influence (α 

= 0.86 for John; α = 0.77 for Chris) as in Study 3. Confirmatory factor analysis showed that 

items measuring dominance, prestige, and influence indeed loaded onto three distinct factors. 

A three-factor model (RMSEA = .09, CFI = .98, SRMR = .04 for ratings of John; RMSEA = 

.04, CFI = .99, SRMR = .04 for ratings of Chris) fit the data significantly better than a one-

factor model (RMSEA = .30, CFI = .69, SRMR = .16 for ratings of John; RMSEA = .28, CFI 

= .64, SRMR = .16 for ratings of Chris), or a two-factor model with dominance-prestige as 

one single factor and influence as another factor (RMSEA = .31, CFI = .69, SRMR = .16 for 

ratings of John; RMSEA = .29, CFI = .66, SRMR = .17 for ratings of Chris).   

As a check of the cost manipulation, participants separately indicated on 9-point scales 

(0 = not at all, 8 = very much) how costly it would be for John and Chris to help David. As a 
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check of whether increased costs for John or Chris were seen as bringing increased benefits to 

David, participants also separately indicated, using the same scales, how beneficial it would 

be for David to receive the help from John and Chris.  

Results  

We analyzed participants’ ratings with three-way mixed ANOVAs, with cost as a 

within-subject factor, and target behavior and order of cost as between-subjects factors.   

Manipulation check. The cost of helping was rated as higher in the high-cost 

condition (M = 4.63, SD = 1.88) than the low-cost condition (M = 1.67, SD = 1.54), F(1, 193) 

= 157.94, p < .001, ηp
2 = .20, confirming that our cost manipulation was successful. The main 

effect of target behavior, F(1, 193) = 0.16, p = .69, ηp
2 < .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.66, p = .42, ηp
2 = .002, were not significant.   

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 1.10, p = .29, ηp
2 = .006, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.06, p = .81, ηp
2 < .001, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 

193) = 0.36, p = .55, ηp
2 = .002, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 193) 

= 0.78, p = .38, ηp
2 = .004, were not significant.   

Benefits to help recipient. David was seen to benefit more from receiving help in the 

high-cost condition (M = 6.01, SD = 1.75) than the low-cost condition (M = 5.64, SD = 1.79), 

F(1, 193) = 106.38, p < .001, ηp
2 = .12. The main effect of target behavior, F(1, 193) = 0.006, 

p = .94, ηp
2 < .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 193) = 1.09, p = .30, ηp

2 = 

.001, were not significant. 
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The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.35, p = .56, ηp
2 = .002, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 3.03, p = .08, ηp
2 = .015, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 

193) = 1.51, p = .22, ηp
2 = .008, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 193) 

= 0.01, p = .92, ηp
2 < .001, were not significant.   

Correlations. Dominance and prestige were uncorrelated (for John, r(195) = 0.08, p = 

.27; for Chris, r(195) = 0.01, p = .85). Perceived influence was positively correlated with 

dominance (controlling for prestige, for John, r(194) = 0.49, p < .001; for Chris, r(194) = 

0.43, p < .001) and prestige (controlling for dominance, for John, r(194) = 0.75, p < .001; for 

Chris, r(194) = 0.68, p < .001).  

Perceived influence. Individuals who refused to help (M = 4.03, SD = 1.02) were 

perceived as less influential than those who refused to help (M = 4.43, SD = 1.01), F(1, 193) = 

9.80, p = .002, ηp
2 = .05. As expected, targets were perceived as marginally more influential 

when the cost of helping was high (M = 4.31, SD = 1.07) compared to when it was low (M = 

4.19, SD = 0.99), F(1, 193) = 3.22, p = .07, ηp
2 = .02, and this effect was not moderated by 

whether the target agreed or refused to help (i.e., the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was 

not significant, F(1, 193) = .21, p = .65, ηp
2 = .001). In other words, cost now affected the 

perceived influence of both those who refused and those who agreed to help. This result is in 

line with an interpretation of our previous findings as reflecting a failure of participants to 

make spontaneous cost comparisons when evaluating targets who agreed to help. 

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.18, p = .67, ηp
2 = .001, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.46, p = .50, ηp
2 = .002, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 
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193) = 0.78, p = .38, ηp
2 = .004, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 193) 

= 0.00, p = .99, ηp
2 < .001, were not significant.   

Perceived prestige. Individuals who refused to help (M = 4.03, SD = 1.27) were 

perceived as less prestigious than those who agreed to help (M = 4.96, SD = 0.95), F(1, 193) = 

41.26, p < .001, ηp
2 = .18. As expected, targets were perceived as more prestigious when the 

cost of helping was high (M = 4.60, SD = 1.26) compared to when it was low (M = 4.45, SD = 

1.14), F(1, 193) = 5.40, p = .021, ηp
2 = .03, and this effect was not moderated by whether the 

target agreed or refused to help (i.e., the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was not 

significant, F(1, 193) = 0.16, p = .69, ηp
2 = .001). Again, this result is in line with an 

interpretation of our previous findings as reflecting a failure of participants to make 

spontaneous cost comparisons when evaluating targets who agreed to help. 

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.00, p = .99, ηp
2 < .001, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.002, p = .97, ηp
2 < .001, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, 

F(1, 193) = 1.18, p = .28, ηp
2 = .006, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 

193) = 0.70, p = .40, ηp
2 = .004, were not significant.   

Perceived dominance. Individuals who refused to help (M = 3.61, SD = 1.34) were 

perceived as more dominant than those who agreed to help (M = 3.11, SD = 1.32), F(1, 193) = 

8.79, p = .003, ηp
2 = .04, in line with Hypothesis 2. The main effect of cost, F(1, 193) = 0.92, 

p = .34, ηp
2 = .005, and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.76, p = .38, ηp

2 = 

.004, were not significant.   
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The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.66, p = .42, ηp
2 = .003, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 1.52, p = .22, ηp
2 = .008, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 

193) = 0.02, p = .88, ηp
2 < .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 193) 

= 0.71, p = .40, ηp
2 = .004, were not significant.   

Mediation analyses. Because each participant rated two target persons and the two 

ratings were correlated, we conducted multilevel mediation analyses using MLMED macro in 

SPSS (Rockwood & Hayes, 2017), with target behavior as the independent variable, 

perceived influence as the dependent variable, dominance and prestige as mediators, and 

participant ID as a cluster variable. Both dominance (indirect effect = 0.11, SE = 0.04, 95% 

CI [0.04, 0.20]) and prestige (indirect effect = -0.54, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.73, -0.36]) 

mediated the effect of target behavior on perceived influence.   

Discussion 

Using the same helping task and cost manipulation as in Study 3, we found that when 

participants knew about both low- and high-cost helping requests, they perceived individuals 

to be more prestigious and influential when the cost of helping was high versus low, 

regardless of whether the individuals refused or agreed to help. These results support our 

argument that observers’ perceptions of individuals who agreed to help were insensitive to the 

cost of helping because they did not spontaneously make comparisons that would highlight 

the amount of cost involved. They are not consistent with the idea that participants in previous 

studies made cynical attributions for the targets who agreed to give high-cost help. 
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Even when participants could directly compare high-cost with low-cost help, the cost 

of helping still had no effect on the perceived dominance of those who agreed to help, 

suggesting that participants might not have perceived the target persons to be forced to help 

by their coworker. Future research could examine situations where the target person is more 

likely to be perceived as being forced to help, such as when the help-seeker has power over 

the target person.  
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Chapter 6: Study 5 

Study 5 had two aims. First, helpful individuals are generally more likeable (Berman 

et al., 2015), and people are more likely to be influenced by individuals that are more likeable 

(e.g., Chaiken, 1980). Thus, targets who refused to help may have been less influential, and 

seen as such, because of their likability, rather than their perceived dominance and prestige. 

To address this explanation, in Study 5 we measured participants’ liking for the target.  

Second, in Studies 1-3 refusing to help never increased a person’s influence relative to 

agreeing to help, even when the cost of helping was high. In fact, in all these studies the target 

person had the least influence when they refused to provide low-cost help, but had a similar 

level of influence in the other three conditions. Thus, instead of using the full dominance-

prestige framework to explain our results, a simpler explanation is that participants did not 

respect the person who refused to provide low-cost help. In Study 5, we aimed to test the 

critical role dominance played in driving perception of influence, by increasing the cost of 

helping even further. Given our previous findings, we predicted that in this very-high-cost 

situation, refusing to help should only lead to a small decrease in prestige relative to agreeing 

to help. As refusing to help would still also lead to an increase in dominance, and both 

dominance and prestige lead to influence, it is possible that refusing (vs. agreeing) to provide 

very-high-cost help would increase a person’s influence. Such a pattern would not be 

predicted by focusing on prestige alone. We manipulated the cost of helping through the 

amount of extra time it would take the target person to drive a friend home: 1 minute (low 

cost), 40 minutes (high cost), or 1.5 hours (very high cost).  
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Finally, in our previous studies, either the help-seeker knew the cost of helping before 

seeking help (Studies 1 and 3), or it was unclear whether the help-seeker knew the cost of 

helping (Study 2). Participants may have drawn inferences about the target because of the 

kind of help they were asked for. For example, they might have assumed a help-seeker would 

only ask a target for costly help if the target was known to be generous. To address this 

concern, in Study 5 we specified that the help-seeker did not realize the cost involved when 

asking the target for help. 

Method 

Participants. A power analysis using ηp
2 = .015 (the average effect size of Cost x 

Target Behavior interaction on influence in Studies 1-3 and a pilot study), α = .05 (two-

tailed), indicated that 636 participants were needed to achieve 80% power. A study seeking 

700 US residents was posted on Amazon Mechanical Turk, and 706 participants completed it. 

Of these, 88 did not pass the attention checks and therefore were excluded from data analyses, 

leaving 618 participants (Mage = 38.80 years, SDage = 12.31; 299 women, 319 men; 69% 

White, 11% Asian, 9% Black, 4% Hispanic, 1% other, 5% multiracial). A sensitivity analysis 

(α = 0.05; ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions) using G*Power 

indicated that the sample size of 618 gave us 80% power to detect an effect size of η2 = 0.013. 

Design and procedure. The study was a 3 (Cost of Helping: low vs. high vs. very 

high) x 2 (Target Behavior: refusing vs. agreeing to help) between-subjects design. 

Participants imagined that they, Sally, and Laura were friends attending a social gathering, 

and they overheard Sally asking Laura if Laura could give her a ride home after the gathering. 



 

49 

 

Participants were told that Sally could take a cab but it would cost $20, and that Sally did not 

know where Laura lived when she asked Laura for help. In the low-cost condition, Sally’s 

home and Laura’s home were in the same direction and driving Sally home would take Laura 

an extra minute. In the high-cost condition, Sally’s home and Laura’s home were still in the 

same direction but driving Sally home would take Laura an extra 40 minutes. In the very-

high-cost condition, Sally’s home and Laura’s home were in opposite directions, and driving 

Sally home would take Laura an extra 1.5 hours. Laura either agreed or did not agree to help 

Sally.  

We added one additional item each to the measures of dominance (α = .92) and 

prestige (α = .93) used in Study 3: “others are afraid of disagreeing with Laura” and “others 

admire Laura,” respectively. The six items measuring dominance and prestige were presented 

in random order. After rating Laura’s dominance and prestige, participants rated Laura’s 

influence (α = 0.89), using the same three items as in Study 3, presented in random order. 

Confirmatory factor analysis showed that items measuring dominance, prestige, and influence 

indeed loaded onto three distinct factors. A three-factor model (RMSEA = .11, CFI = .97, 

SRMR = .05) fit the data significantly better than a one-factor model (RMSEA = .38, CFI = 

.46, SRMR = .28), or a two-factor model with dominance-prestige as one single factor and 

influence as another factor (RMSEA = .30, CFI = .66, SRMR = .23). 

Participants also rated how much they liked Laura on a 9-point scale (0 = not at all, 8 

= very much). Finally, as a cost manipulation check, participants rated how costly it was for 

Laura to provide the help.  
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Results 

Manipulation check. The main effect of cost on the rated cost of helping was 

significant, F(2, 612) = 428.71, p < .001, ηp
2 = .58. Planned contrasts showed that the cost of 

helping was rated as higher in the very-high-cost condition (M = 5.68, SD = 1.61) than the 

high-cost (M = 4.42, SD = 1.89), t(615) = 7.70, p <.001, d = 0.71, or low-cost conditions (M = 

1.06, SD = 1.41), t(615) = 28.08, p <.001, d = 3.06; the cost of helping was also rated higher 

in the high-cost condition than the low-cost condition, t(615) = 20.90, p <.001, d = 2.01. Thus, 

our cost manipulation was successful. There was also a marginal main effect of target 

behavior, F(1, 612) = 3.18, p = .08, ηp
2 = .005. Participants tended to perceive the cost to be 

greater when Laura agreed to help (M = 3.79, SD = 2.57) than when she did not (M = 3.58, SD 

= 2.52). The interaction between the cost and target behavior manipulations was not 

significant, F(2, 612) = 1.22, p = .30, ηp
2 = .004.  

Perceived relationship between the cost of helping and its benefits for the 

recipient. Participants were asked “what do you think is the relationship between the cost 

Laura would incur to provide the help and the benefit Sally would receive from getting the 

help” (0 = Cost definitely outweighs benefit, 8 = Benefit definitely outweighs cost).  

There was a main effect of target behavior, F(1, 612) = 12.91, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. 

Participants perceived that the benefit outweighed the cost to a greater extent when Laura 

agreed to help (M = 5.33, SD = 2.24) than when she did not (M = 4.71 SD = 2.46). The main 

effect of cost was significant, F(2, 612) = 428.71, p < .001, ηp
2 = .58. Participants perceived 

that the benefit outweighed the cost to a greater extent in the low-cost condition (M = 6.48, 
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SD = 2.00) than the high-cost (M = 4.70, SD = 2.08), t(615) = 8.69, p <.001, d = 0.87, or very-

high-cost conditions (M = 3.83, SD = 2.22), t(615) = 12.63, p <.001, d = 1.25; the difference 

between the high-cost and very-high-cost conditions was also significant, t(615) = 4.16, p 

<.001, d = 0.40. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was not significant, F(2, 612) = 0.39, 

p = .68, ηp
2 = .001.  

Correlations. Dominance and prestige were negatively correlated, r(616) = -0.31, p < 

.001. Perceived influence was positively correlated with dominance (controlling for prestige, 

r(615) = 0.42, p < .001) and prestige (controlling for dominance, r(615) = 0.51, p < .001).  

Perceived influence. The main effect of target behavior was not significant, F(1, 612) 

= 0.57, p = .45, ηp
2 < .001. The main effect of cost was significant, F(2, 612) = 3.67, p = .026, 

ηp
2 = .01. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was also significant (see Figure 7), in line 

with Hypothesis 4, F(2, 612) = 9.41, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. Replicating our previous studies, 

when the cost of helping was low, Laura was seen as less influential when she refused to help 

than when she agreed to help, t(206) = -2.74, p =.007, d = 0.38, but this effect of target 

behavior was not significant when the cost was high, t(212) = 1.09, p = .28, d = 0.15. 

Furthermore, as predicted, the effect of target behavior turned positive when the cost of 

helping was very high: Laura was seen as more influential when she refused to provide very-

high-cost help than when she agreed to provide this help, t(194) = 3.25, p =.001, d = 0.46.  

When Laura refused to help, the cost of helping significantly affected her perceived 

influence, F(2, 305) = 10.27, p <.001, ηp
2 = .06; planned contrasts showed that she appeared 

less influential when the requested help involved low cost than when it involved high cost, 
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t(305) = 3.71, p < .001, d = 0.48, or very high cost, t(305) = 4.12, p <.001, d = 0.57, but there 

was no significant difference between the high-cost and very-high-cost conditions, t(305) = 

0.52, p =.60, d = 0.08. However, when Laura agreed to help, the cost of helping did not affect 

her perceived influence, F(2, 307) = 2.06, p =.13, ηp
2 = .01.  

 

Figure 7. Perceived Influence in Study 5 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived prestige. The main effects of target behavior, F(1, 612) = 203.49, p < .001, 

ηp
2 = .25, and cost, F(2, 612) = 21.40, p < .001, ηp

2 = .06, were significant. The Cost x Target 

Behavior interaction was also significant (see Figure 8), F(2, 612) = 15.57, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05. 

In line with Hypothesis 1a, when the cost of helping was low, Laura was perceived as less 

prestigious when she refused to help than when she agreed to help, t(206) = 12.92, p < .001, d 

= 1.79, but this difference was smaller when the cost was high, t(212) = 8.13, p < .001, d = 

1.11, and even smaller when the cost was very high, t(194) = 4.05, p < .001, d = 0.58. In line 
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with Hypothesis 1b, when Laura refused to help, the cost of helping significantly affected her 

perceived prestige, F(2, 305) = 37.32, p <.001, ηp
2 = .20; planned contrasts showed that she 

appeared least prestigious when the requested help involved low cost and most prestigious 

when the requested help involved very high cost (comparisons: low vs. high, t(305) = 6.41, p 

< .001, d = 0.86; low vs. very high, t(305) = 8.22, p < .001, d = 1.18; high vs. very high, 

t(305) = 2.02, p = .04, d = 0.29). However, when Laura agreed to help, the cost of helping did 

not affect her perceived prestige, F(2, 307) = 1.14, p = .32, ηp
2 = .007. 

  

Figure 8. Perceived Prestige in Study 5 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived dominance. The main effects of target behavior, F(1, 612) = 164.21, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .21, and cost, F(2, 612) = 6.37, p = .002, ηp

2 = .02, were significant, in line with 

Hypothesis 2. Unlike previous studies, the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was also 

significant (see Figure 9), F(2, 612) = 3.67, p = .02, ηp
2 = .01. When the cost of helping was 
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low, Laura was perceived as more dominant when she refused to help than when she agreed to 

help, t(206) = 8.70, p < .001, d = 1.21, and this difference did not change when the cost was 

high, t(212) = 8.33, p < .001, d = 1.14, but it decreased when the cost was very high, t(194) = 

5.06, p < .001, d = 0.72. When Laura refused to help, the cost of helping significantly affected 

her perceived dominance, F(2, 305) = 8.47, p <.001, ηp
2 = .05; planned contrasts showed that 

she appeared less dominant as the cost of the requested help increased (comparisons: low vs. 

high, t(305) = 2.10, p = .03, d = 0.29; low vs. very high, t(305) = 4.12, p < .001, d = 0.60; 

high vs. very high, t(305) = 2.11, p = .04, d = 0.28). However, when Laura agreed to help, the 

cost of helping did not affect her perceived dominance, F(2, 307) = 1.23, p =.29, ηp
2 = .008. 

  

Figure 9. Perceived Dominance in Study 5 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Liking. Liking for Laura was positively correlated with her perceived prestige, r(616) 

= 0.69, p <.001, and negatively correlated with perceived dominance, r(616) = -0.48, p <.001.  
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The main effects of target behavior, F(1, 612) = 476.82, p < .001, ηp
2 = .44, and cost, 

F(2, 612) = 32.38, p < .001, ηp
2 = .10, on liking were significant. The Cost x Target Behavior 

interaction was also significant (see Figure 10), F(2, 612) = 18.57, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06. When 

the cost of helping was low, Laura was liked less when she refused to help (M = 5.94, SD = 

1.40) than when she agreed to help (M = 2.18, SD = 1.69), t(206) = 17.53, p < .001, d = 2.43, 

but this difference was smaller when the cost was high, t(212) = 11.96, p < .001, d = 1.64, and 

even smaller when the cost was very high, t(194) = 8.43, p < .001, d = 1.20. When Laura 

refused to help, the cost of helping significantly affected participants’ liking for her, F(2, 305) 

= 42.66, p <.001, ηp
2 = .22; planned contrasts indicated that she was liked less when the 

requested help involved low versus high cost, t(305) = 7.06, p < .001, d = 1.00, or very high 

cost, t(305) = 8.58, p < .001, d = 1.22. There was no difference in liking between the high- 

and very-high-cost conditions, t(305) = 1.55, p = .12, d = 0.22. However, when Laura agreed 

to help, the cost of helping did not affect participants’ liking for her, F(2, 307) = 1.43, p =.24, 

ηp
2 = .009. 
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Figure 10. Liking for Laura in Study 5 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Mediation analyses. As in Studies 2-3, we conducted bootstrapped moderated 

mediation analyses, with three levels for cost. Table 2 shows the indirect effects through 

dominance and prestige. 

The mediation by dominance was positive and moderated by the cost of helping 

(moderated mediation index: low cost vs. high cost = -0.03, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.10]; 

low cost vs. very high cost = -0.17, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [-0.31, -0.03]; high cost vs. very high 

cost = -0.14, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [-0.29, -0.01]). The indirect effect through dominance was of 

similar size when the cost was low versus high, but it was weaker when the cost was very 

high. 

The mediation by prestige was negative and moderated by the cost of helping 

(moderated mediation index: low cost vs. high cost = 0.34, SE = 0.10, 95% CI [0.15, 0.55]; 

low cost vs. very high cost = 0.57, SE = 0.12, 95% CI [0.33, 0.81]; high cost vs. very high 
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cost = 0.22, SE = 0.10, 95% CI [0.02, 0.44]). The indirect effect through prestige was weaker 

when the cost was high versus low, and it was even weaker when the cost was very high. 

To examine whether dominance and prestige explained the effect of refusing to help 

above and beyond liking, we added liking as an additional mediator to prestige and 

dominance. Table 3 shows the indirect effects through dominance, prestige, and liking. The 

mediation by liking was nonsignificant and not moderated by the cost of helping. The 

mediations by dominance and prestige remained significant and moderated by the cost of 

helping. Therefore, prestige and dominance explained the effect of refusing to help on 

influence above and beyond simple liking, but liking did not explain the effect of refusing to 

help on influence above and beyond prestige and dominance. 

Discussion 

 In Studies 1-3 refusing (vs. agreeing) to help decreased the target’s influence when the 

cost of helping was low, but had no effect on their influence when the cost of helping was 

high. Using a new helping task and a new cost manipulation, Study 5 replicated these effects 

and further showed that refusing to help could increase a target’s influence relative to 

agreeing to help when the cost became very high. When the cost of helping was low, targets 

who refused to help were seen as much less prestigious, and only moderately more dominant, 

than those who agreed to help. As the cost of helping increased, the difference in prestige 

between those who refused to help and those who agreed shrank significantly, but the 

difference in dominance less so. Thus, once the cost of helping was high enough, refusing to 

help actually increased the target’s influence relative to agreeing. 
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 Study 5 also addressed the alternative explanation that a target’s influence was driven 

simply by whether they were likeable, not by their perceived dominance and prestige. 

Critically, when the helping involved very high cost, refusing to help increased the target’s 

influence but still decreased the target’s likeability, relative to agreeing to help. Thus, liking 

alone did not explain the effects of refusing to help on the target person’s influence.  

When Laura said no to the helping request, her prestige decreased as the help she 

refused to provide involved lower cost, replicating Studies 2-3, but her dominance increased, 

different from Studies 2-3. Future research is needed to understand what affects the perceived 

dominance of individuals who refuse versus agree to help. Nevertheless, the change in 

prestige was larger than the change in dominance; overall Laura was still less influential when 

she refused to provide low-cost (vs. high cost) help. The cost of helping again had no effect 

on perceptions of Laura when she agreed to help. 
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Chapter 7: Study 6 

Study 6 had several aims. First, in Studies 1-5, help-seekers asked the target person for 

assistance that likely could have been provided by other people (e.g., other classmates in 

Study 1). However, an observer should find it harder to excuse saying no to a helping request 

if the target person is one of only a few people who could help. To test whether our previous 

findings would replicate in such a situation, in Study 6 we indicated that the target person was 

one of only a few people who could provide the requested help.  

In this study we tested whether our previous results were driven by refusing to help 

hurting a target’s influence, agreeing to help increasing their influence, or both. We added a 

control condition where the target person was asked for help but the target’s response was not 

provided. Since in all cases the target person received the same helping request, in this way 

we could isolate the separate effects of refusing and agreeing to help on the target’s influence.   

Study 6 also examined whether the target person’s gender moderated our previous 

effects. Because prescriptive stereotypes dictate that women should be communal (e.g., Eagly 

& Mladinic, 1989; Eagly & Steffen, 1984), there may be a greater expectation that women 

(versus men) will agree to provide help, even when the cost of helping is high (Babcock et al., 

2017). Further, because women gain less status when displaying dominance than men 

(Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Williams & Tiedens, 2016), women 

may suffer a greater loss in influence for refusing to help than men.  

Finally, helpful individuals are perceived to be warmer, meaning they are more 

sociable and extroverted (Goodwin et al., 2014; Klein & Epley, 2014). Given that more 
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extroverted people are more likely to gain influence (Anderson et al., 2001), targets who 

refused to help may have been less influential because of their perceived lack of sociability, 

rather than their perceived dominance and prestige. To address this possibility, in Study 6 we 

measured the target’s perceived sociability.  

Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered at 

https://aspredicted.org/nu63u.pdf.   

Participants. Because the effect size of gender was unknown, in keeping with the 

sample size in previous studies, we aimed for 100 participants per cell for the 2 x 3 x 2 design, 

for a total of 1200 participants. A study seeking 1200 US residents was posted on Amazon 

Mechanical Turk and 1211 participants completed it. Of these, 305 did not pass the attention 

checks and therefore were excluded from data analyses, leaving 906 participants (Mage = 

38.55 years, SDage = 11.60; 455 women, 451 men; 70% White, 9% Asian, 9% Black, 5% 

Hispanic, 2% other, 4% multiracial). A sensitivity analysis (α = 0.05; ANOVA: Fixed effects, 

special, main effects and interactions) using G*Power indicated that the sample size of 906 

gave us 80% power to detect an effect size of η2 = 0.009. 

Design and procedure. The study was a 2 (Cost of Helping: low vs. high) x 3 (Target 

Behavior: refusing to help vs. agreeing to help vs. no information) x 2 (Target Gender: male 

vs. female) between-subjects design. Participants read a summary of an interaction between 

Ann and either Brandon (male target condition) or Hannah (female target condition). Ann 

asked Brandon/Hannah to introduce her to an important client. The target person (i.e., 
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Brandon or Hannah) was said to be one of a few people in the company that had worked with 

and had a great connection with this client. Cost was manipulated through the effort involved 

in getting to the meeting place: a 5-minute drive in light traffic (low cost) or an hour drive in 

heavy traffic (high cost). The target either did or did not agree to help4.  

Next, participants rated the target person on the same items measuring dominance (α = 

0.92) and prestige (α = 0.89) as in Study 5. The target’s likeability was measured using the 

item “to what extent is [target name] likeable”; the target’s sociability was measured using the 

items “to what extent is [target name] extroverted,” and “to what extent is [target name] 

sociable” (α = 0.86). Then participants rated the target on the same items measuring influence 

(α = 0.86) as in Study 4. Confirmatory factor analysis showed that items measuring 

dominance, prestige, and influence indeed loaded onto three distinct factors. A three-factor 

model (RMSEA = .06, CFI = .99, SRMR = .04) fit the data significantly better than a one-

factor model (RMSEA = .31, CFI = .60, SRMR = .23), or a two-factor model with 

dominance-prestige as one single factor and influence as another factor (RMSEA = .34, CFI = 

.48, SRMR = .24).   

Finally, as a cost manipulation check, participants rated on a 9-point scale (0 = not at 

all, 8 = very much) how costly it would be to help Ann.  

 
4 This study was conducted during the Covid-19 pandemic. We specifically told participants that the scenario 

happened before the pandemic to ensure social distancing was not a concern. 
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Results 

We analyzed participants’ ratings with three-way ANOVAs, with cost of helping, 

target behavior, and target gender as between subjects factors. Table 4 lists the means and 

standard deviations for the measures of influence, prestige, dominance, likeability, and 

sociability. 

Manipulation checks. The cost of helping was rated higher in the high-cost condition 

(M = 4.65, SD = 2.03) than the low-cost condition (M = 2.53, SD = 2.40), F(1, 894) = 208.64, 

p < .001, ηp
2 = .19, confirming that our cost manipulation was successful. The main effect of 

target behavior was significant, F(2, 894) = 7.69, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. Planned contrasts 

showed that the cost of helping was perceived to be smaller when the target person refused to 

help (M = 3.18, SD = 2.35), than when the target agreed to help (M = 3.82, SD = 2.43), t(903) 

= 3.14, p = .002, d = 0.26, and when there was no information about helping (M = 3.87, SD = 

2.50), t(903) = 3.42, p < .001, d = 0.285, with the latter two conditions not differing, t(903) = 

.27, p =.78, d = 0.02. 

The main effect of Gender, F(1, 894) = 0.24, p = .62, ηp
2 < .001, the Cost x Gender 

interaction, F(1, 894) = 3.33, p = .09, ηp
2 = .003, the Target Behavior x Gender interaction, 

F(2, 894) = 0.16, p = .85, ηp
2 < .001, the Cost x Target Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 

 
5 In Studies 2-3, the cost of helping was perceived to be higher when the target refused (vs. agreed) to help. In 

Studies 5-6, the cost of helping was perceived to be higher when the target agreed (vs. refused) to help. This 

variation suggests that the effect of target behavior on the perception of the cost of helping cannot explain our 

consistent results on influence across studies. In addition, the main effect of target behavior on the perception of 

cost could not explain the interaction effect of target behavior and cost on the target’s influence.  
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894) = 1.24, p = .29, ηp
2 = .003, the Target Behavior x Cost interaction, F(2, 894) = 1.51, p = 

.22, ηp
2 = .003, were not significant 

Correlations. Dominance and prestige were negatively correlated, r(904) = -0.14, p < 

.001. Perceived influence was positively correlated with dominance (controlling for prestige, 

r(903) = 0.33, p < .001) and prestige (controlling for dominance, r(903) = 0.63, p < .001).  

Perceived influence. The main effect of gender was marginally significant, F(1, 894) 

= 3.20, p = .07, ηp
2 = .003: the male target (M = 5.04, SD = 0.97) was seen as more influential 

than the female target (M = 4.96, SD = 1.02). The main effect of target behavior was 

significant, F(2, 894) = 23.89, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05. The main effect of cost manipulation was 

marginally significant, F(1, 894) = 3.56, p = .06, ηp
2 = .004. Replicating our previous studies 

and in line with Hypothesis 4, the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was also significant (see 

Figure 11), F(2, 894) = 9.29, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. When the cost of helping was low, target 

behavior had a significant effect on perceived influence, F(2, 426) = 29.15, p < .001, ηp
2 = 

.12: the target was seen as less influential when they refused to help, than when they agreed to 

help, t(426) = 5.90, p < .001, d = 0.69, and when there was no helping information, t(426) = 

7.26, p < .001, d = 0.81, with the latter two conditions not differing, t(426) = 1.39, p = .17, d = 

0.18. When the cost of helping was high, target behavior had a non-significant effect on 

perceived influence, F(2, 474) = 2.33, p = .10, ηp
2 = .01: the target’s perceived influence was 

similar when they refused to help, when they agreed to help, and when there was no helping 

information.  
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Replicating our previous studies, the target person was perceived to be less influential 

when they refused to provide low-cost help than high-cost help, t(266) = 4.07, p < .001, d = 

0.50. The cost of helping had non-significant effects on the target’s perceived influence when 

the target person agreed to help, t(311) = 0.49, p = .62, d = 0.06, and when there was no 

helping information, t(323) = 1.37, p = .17, d = 0.15. 

The Cost x Gender interaction, F(1, 894) = 0.08, p = .78, ηp
2 < .001, the Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 1.70, p = .18, ηp
2 = .003, and the Cost x Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 1.75, p = .17, ηp
2 = .004, were not significant.   

   

Figure 11. Perceived Influence in Study 6 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived prestige. The main effect of gender was marginally significant, F(1, 894) = 

3.47, p = .06, ηp
2 = .004: the male target (M = 5.27, SD = 1.09) was seen as more prestigious 

than the female target (M = 5.20, SD = 1.34). The main effects of target behavior, F(2, 894) = 
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117.53, p < .001, ηp
2 = .21, and cost, F(1, 894) = 6.66, p = .01, ηp

2 = .007, were significant. 

The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was also significant (see Figure 12), F(2, 894) = 

10.47, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. When the cost of helping was low, target behavior had a significant 

effect on perceived prestige, F(2, 426) = 85.30, p < .001, ηp
2 = .28: the target was seen as less 

prestigious when they refused to help, than when they agreed to help, t(426) = 11.18, p < 

.001, d = 1.23, and when there was no helping information, t(426) = 11.70, p < .001, d = 1.27, 

with the latter two conditions not differing, t(426) = 0.50, p = .62, d = 0.07. When the cost of 

helping was high, target behavior had a significant effect on perceived prestige, F(2, 474) = 

37.72, p < .001, ηp
2 = .14: the target was still seen as less prestigious when they refused to 

help, than when they agreed to help, t(474) = 8.39, p < .001, d = 0.94, and when there was no 

helping information, t(474) = 6.48, p < .001, d = 0.68, but these effects were smaller than 

when the cost of helping was low; the target person was also seen as less prestigious when 

there was no helping information than when they agreed to help, t(474) = 2.11, p = .036, d = 

0.25. 

Replicating our previous studies and in line with Hypothesis 1, the target person was 

perceived as less prestigious when they refused to provide low-cost help than high-cost help, 

t(266) = 3.84, p < .001, d = 0.47. The cost of helping had non-significant effects on the 

target’s perceived prestige when the target person agreed to help, t(311) = 1.39, p = .16, d = 

0.16, and when there was no helping information, t(323) = 1.49, p = .14, d = 0.17. 
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The Cost x Gender interaction, F(1, 894) < 0.001, p = .98, ηp
2 < .001, the Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 1.43, p = .24, ηp
2 = .003, and the Cost x Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.85, p = .43, ηp
2 = .001, were not significant.   

  

Figure 12. Perceived Prestige in Study 6 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived dominance. There was a significant main effect of target behavior, F(2, 

894) = 13.62, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. The target person was perceived as more dominant when 

they refused to help (M = 3.56, SD = 1.30), than when they agreed to help, (M = 2.92, SD = 

1.64) t(903) = 5.00, p < .001, d = 0.43, and when there was no helping information (M = 3.34, 

SD = 1.61), t(903) = 1.72, p = .08, d = 0.15. The target person as also perceived as less 

dominant when they agreed to help than when there was no helping information, t(903) = 

3.47, p < .001, d = 0.26. 
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There was also a significant interaction between cost of helping and target’s gender, 

F(1, 894) = 6.64, p = .01, ηp
2 = .007. When the cost of helping was low, the female target (M 

= 3.46, SD = 1.55) was perceived to be more dominant than the male target (M = 3.05, SD = 

1.56), t(427) = 2.71, p = .007, d = 0.26; when the cost of helping was high, the female target 

(M = 3.23, SD = 1.50) was perceived to be as dominant as the male target (M = 3.31, SD = 

1.61), t(475) = 0.56, p = .58, d = 0.05. The male target was perceived to be marginally more 

dominant when he was asked for high-cost (versus low-cost) help, t(449) = 1.77, p = .08, d = 

0.17, but perceived dominance of the female target was not affected by the cost of helping, 

t(453) = 1.56, p = .12, d = 0.15. 

The main effect of Gender, F(1, 894) = 2.34, p = .12, ηp
2 = .003, the Target Behavior x 

Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.49, p = .61, ηp
2 = .001, the Cost x Target Behavior x Gender 

interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.93, p = .39, ηp
2 = .002, the main effect of cost, F(1, 894) = 0.05, p = 

.82, ηp
2 < .001, and the Target Behavior x Cost interaction, F(2, 894) = 2.48, p = .09, ηp

2 = 

.005, were not significant.   

Likeability. Likeability was positively correlated with perceived prestige, r(904) = 

0.72, p < .001, and negatively correlated with perceived dominance, r(904) = -0.16, p <.001.  

The main effect of target gender was significant, F(1, 894) = 5.46, p = .02, ηp
2 = .006: 

the male target (M = 5.70, SD = 1.91) was more likeable than the female target (M = 5.58, SD 

= 1.88). The main effects of target behavior, F(2, 894) = 267.09, p < .001, ηp
2 = .37, and cost, 

F(1, 894) = 8.26, p = .004, ηp
2 = .01, were significant, as was the Cost x Target Behavior 

interaction (see Figure 13), F(2, 894) = 17.29, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. When the cost of helping 



 

68 

 

was low, target behavior had a significant effect on target’s likeability, F(2, 426) = 202.11, p 

< .001, ηp
2 = .49: the target was less likeable when they refused to help, than when they 

agreed to help, t(426) = 18.35, p < .001, d = 2.07, and when there was no helping information, 

t(426) = 16.80, p < .001, d = 1.79, with the latter two conditions not differing, t(426) = 1.67, p 

= .09, d = 0.23. When the cost of helping was high, target behavior had a significant effect on 

likeability, F(2, 474) = 79.90, p < .001, ηp
2 = .25: the target was still less likeable when they 

refused to help, than when they agreed to help, t(474) = 11.82, p < .001, d = 1.25, and when 

there was no helping information, t(474) = 10.22, p < .001, d = 1.06, but these effects were 

smaller than when the cost of helping was low; the target person was also seen as marginally 

less likeable when there was no helping information than when they agreed to help, t(474) = 

1.84, p = .07, d = 0.24. 

The target person was perceived to be less likeable when they refused to provide low-

cost help than high-cost help, t(266) = 4.87, p < .001, d = 0.60. The cost of helping had non-

significant effects on the target’s likeability when the target person agreed to help, t(311) = 

0.66, p = .51, d = 0.08, and when there was no helping information, t(323) = 0.69, p = .49, d = 

0.08. 

The Cost x Gender interaction, F(1, 894) = 0.72, p = .40, ηp
2 < .001, the Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.70, p = .49, ηp
2 = .001, and the Cost x Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.37, p = .69, ηp
2 < .001, were not significant.   
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Figure 13. Likeability in Study 6 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived sociability. Perceived sociability was positively correlated with perceived 

prestige, r(904) = 0.67, p <.001, and only marginally with perceived dominance, r(904) = -

0.06, p =.06.  

The main effect of gender was marginally significant, F(1, 894) = 3.81, p = .05, ηp
2 = 

.004: the male target (M = 5.49, SD = 1.67) was seen as more sociable than the female target 

(M = 5.41, SD = 1.71). The main effects of target behavior, F(2, 894) = 197.32, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .31, and cost, F(1, 894) = 11.92, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01, were significant, as was the Cost x 

Target Behavior interaction (see Figure 14), F(2, 894) = 20.27 p < .001, ηp
2 = .04. When the 

cost of helping was low, target behavior had a significant effect on target’s perceived 

sociability, F(2, 426) = 150.00, p < .001, ηp
2 = .41: the target was less sociable when they 

refused to help, than when they agreed to help, t(426) = 15.28, p < .001, d = 1.70, and when 
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there was no helping information, t(426) = 15.05, p < .001, d = 1.63, with the latter two 

conditions not differing, t(426) = 0.29, p = .77, d = 0.04. When the cost of helping was high, 

target behavior had a significant effect on sociability, F(2, 474) = 59.27, p < .001, ηp
2 = .20: 

the target was still less sociable when they refused to help, than when they agreed to help, 

t(474) = 10.65, p < .001, d = 1.20, and when there was no helping information, t(474) = 7.72, 

p < .001, d = 0.81, but these effects were smaller than when the cost of helping was low; the 

target person was also seen as less sociable when there was no helping information than when 

they agreed to help, t(474) = 3.21, p = .001, d = 0.38. 

The target person was perceived to less sociable when they refused to provide low-

cost help than high-cost help, t(266) = 5.46, p < .001, d = 0.67. When there was no helping 

information, the target person was perceived as marginally less sociable if they were asked to 

provide high-cost help than low-cost help, t(323) = 4.87, p = .08, d = 0.20.  The cost of 

helping had a non-significant effect on the target’s sociability when the target person agreed 

to help, t(311) = 1.32, p = .19, d = 0.15. 

The Cost x Gender interaction, F(1, 894) = 0.70, p = .40, ηp
2 < .001, the Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.96, p = .38, ηp
2 = .002, and the Cost x Target 

Behavior x Gender interaction, F(2, 894) = 0.19, p = .83, ηp
2 < .001, were not significant.   
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Figure 14. Perceived Sociability in Study 6 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Mediation analyses. As in previous studies, we conducted moderated mediation 

analyses. Table 5 shows the indirect effects through dominance and prestige. Because we used 

three different target behavior manipulations in this study, we set the target behavior as a 

multicategorical independent variable in PROCESS (Hayes, 2013) and coded the variable 

using the indicator approach.  

First, refusing to help was compared to agreeing to help (refusing to help = 1, agreeing 

to help = 0), as in our previous studies. The mediation by dominance was positive, and the 

indirect effect was weaker when the cost was high (versus low) (moderated mediation index = 

-0.09, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.18, -0.01]), similar to Study 5 but different from Hypothesis 3. 

The mediation by prestige was negative, and the indirect effect was weaker when the cost was 
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high (versus low) (moderated mediation index = 0.23, SE = 0.10, 95% CI [0.05, 0.44]), 

replicating previous studies and supporting Hypothesis 3b. 

Next we conducted exploratory mediation analyses comparing the no-helping-

information condition with the agreeing-to-help condition and the refusing-to-help condition.  

When the agreeing-to-help condition was compared to the no-helping-information 

condition (agreeing to help = 1, no helping information = 0), the mediation by dominance was 

negative and not moderated by the cost of helping (moderated mediation index = 0.03, SE = 

0.05, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.12]. The mediation by prestige was non-significant in the low-cost 

condition but positive in the high-cost condition (moderated mediation index = 0.17, SE = 

0.08, 95% CI [0.004, 0.34]). In sum, the difference between the agreeing-to-help condition 

and no-helping-information condition was driven by both dominance and prestige in the high-

cost condition, but only dominance in the low-cost condition. 

When the refusing-to-help condition was compared to the no-helping-information 

condition (refusing to help = 1, no helping information = 0), the mediation by dominance was 

positive and not moderated by the cost of helping (the moderated mediation index = 0.06, SE 

= 0.04, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.13]). The mediation by prestige was negative and the indirect effect 

was weaker when the cost was high (versus low) (moderated mediation index = 0.43, SE = 

0.12, 95% CI [0.21, 0.67]). In sum, the difference between refusing-to-help condition and no-

helping-information condition was driven by both dominance and prestige, but the effect 

through prestige was weaker in the high-cost (vs. low-cost) condition. 
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Finally, to test whether prestige and dominance explained the effects above and 

beyond likeability and sociability, we added likeability and sociability as additional mediators 

and reran the above analyses. Table 6 shows the indirect effects through dominance, prestige, 

likeability, and sociability. The patterns of the mediations by dominance and prestige did not 

change. The pattern of mediation through perceived sociability was similar to that through 

perceived prestige. The mediation through likeability was non-significant except when 

comparing the agreeing-to-help condition with the no-helping-information condition.  

Discussion 

In a new context where few people other than the target person could provide the 

requested help, we again found the cost of helping moderated the effect of refusing to help on 

perceived influence. With the addition of the no-helping-information condition, we were able 

to separate the effects of refusing versus agreeing to help on the target’s influence. The 

findings indicated that though refusing to help hurt a person’s influence when the cost of 

helping was low, agreeing to help did not increase their influence. The target’s gender did not 

moderate the effects of refusing to help, perhaps because the expectation of agreeing to 

provide low-cost help was strong for all targets. Thus, Study 6 replicated our previous finding 

that refusing to help decreased influence only when the cost of helping was low, but did not 

find evidence that this effect was moderated by the target’s gender.  

Although there was no significant interaction between the cost of helping and target 

behavior on perceived dominance, when comparing refusing to help with agreeing to help, the 

indirect effect through dominance was weaker when the cost was high (versus low), different 
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from Hypothesis 3 but similar to Study 5. Nevertheless, the moderating effect of cost on the 

indirect effect was much weaker for dominance than for prestige, so we still found that those 

who refused to provide low-cost help appeared less influential than everyone else. 

Finally, mediation analyses showed that the effect of refusing to help on influence was 

mediated by perceived sociability, as well as dominance and prestige, but not liking. 

Dominance and prestige explained the effects of refusing to help on influence above and 

beyond both perceived sociability and liking.  
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Chapter 8: Supplemental Analysis 

 

In Studies 3-4, participants also rated the target’s traits and their own feelings about 

working with the target. Because we were particularly concerned with participants’ 

perceptions of the target’s reputation in their broader social network, we report the results of 

trait perceptions and participants’ own feelings in supplemental analysis. For prestige and 

influence ratings, the results of trait perceptions and participants’ own feelings were generally 

consistent with the results of participants’ perceptions of the target’s reputation. For 

dominance ratings, in Study 3 there was an interaction between cost and target behavior on 

the trait rating and participants’ own feelings, but not on participants’ perceptions of the 

target’s reputation. This suggests that a person’s perceived dominance in one group does not 

necessarily align with outsiders’ own fear of that person.  

Trait ratings 

Participants rated the extent to which the target was described by various traits on 9-

point scales (0 = not at all, 8 = very much). Dominance (submissive (reverse-coded), 

dominant, assertive) and prestige (competent, knowledgeable, prosocial, trustworthy) were 

measured with the same traits as in Study 2. We generated two items to measure influence 

(leader-like, influential). The nine items were presented in random order. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for prestige was .87 in Study 3, .87 in Study 4 for Chris, and .86 in Study 4 for John. 

The Cronbach’s alpha for dominance was .62 in Study 3, .56 in Study 4 for Chris, and .56 in 
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Study 4 for John. The Cronbach’s alpha for influence was .84 in Study 3, .75 in Study 4 for 

Chris, and .77 in Study 4 for John. 

Participants’ feelings about working with target 

On 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), participants rated their 

agreement with statements about how they would feel about the target if they worked with 

them on a group project. Items measuring dominance (“I would be afraid of disagreeing with 

[the target person’s name],” “I would find [the target person’s name] intimidating”) and 

prestige (“I would value [the target person’s name]’s opinions,” “I would respect [the target 

person’s name]”) were adapted from the Dominance and Prestige Peer Rating Scales (Cheng 

et al., 2010). We generated two face-valid items to measure influence (“I would like [the 

target person’s name] to be the leader,” “my opinions would be largely influenced by [the 

target person’s name]”). The six items were presented in random order. The Cronbach’s alpha 

for prestige was .89 in Study 3, .88 in Study 4 for Chris, and .92 in Study 4 for John. The 

Cronbach’s alpha for dominance was .87 in Study 3, .90 in Study 4 for Chris, and .89 in Study 

4 for John. The Cronbach’s alpha for influence was .76 in Study 3, .67 in Study 4 for Chris, 

and .73 in Study 4 for John. 

Study 3 supplemental analysis 

Perceived influence (trait). The main effect of target behavior was significant, F(1, 

380) = 14.94, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, but the main effect of cost was not, F(1, 380) = 1.70, p = 

.19, ηp
2 = .004. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was marginally significant (see Figure 

15), F(1, 380) = 2.97, p = .08, ηp
2 = .008. When the cost of helping was low, John was seen as 
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less influential when he refused to help (M = 3.44, SD = 1.66) than when he agreed to help (M 

= 4.41, SD = 1.43), t(196) = 4.38, p =.001, d = 0.62, but this effect of target behavior was not 

significant when the cost was high (Magree to help = 4.36, SDagree to help = 1.89; Mrefuse to help = 3.96, 

SDrefuse to help = 1.84) , t(185) = 1.44, p = .15, d = 0.21. John appeared less influential when he 

refused to provide low-cost (vs. high-cost) help, t(193) = 2.08, p = .039, d = 0.30, but cost 

helping had no effect on his perceived influence when he agreed to help, t(188) = 0.20, p = 

.84, d = 0.03. 

 

Figure 15. Perceived Influence (Trait) in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived prestige (trait). The main effect of target behavior was significant, F(1, 

380) = 57.50, p < .001, ηp
2 = .13, but the main effect of cost was not significant, F(1, 380) = 

1.66, p = .20, ηp
2 = .004. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was significant (see Figure 
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16), F(1, 380) = 3.91, p = .049, ηp
2 = .01. When the cost of helping was low, John was 

perceived as less prestigious when he refused to help (M = 3.59, SD = 1.39) than when he 

agreed to help (M = 4.97, SD = 1.32), t(196) = 7.17, p < .001, d = 1.02, but this difference was 

smaller when the cost was high (Magree to help = 4.90, SDagree to help = 1.55; Mrefuse to help = 4.06, 

SDrefuse to help = 1.45), t(185) = 3.79, p < .001, d = 0.56. John appeared less prestigious when he 

refused to provide low-cost (vs. high-cost) help, t(193) = 2.31, p = .022, d = 0.33, but cost of 

helping had no effect on his perceived prestige when he agreed to help, t(188) = 0.38, p = .71, 

d = 0.06. 

 

Figure 16. Perceived Prestige (Trait) in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived dominance (trait). The main effect of target behavior was significant, F(1, 

380) = 76.08, p < .001, ηp
2 = .17. The main effects of cost was not significant, F(1, 380) = 

0.23, p = .63, ηp
2 < .001. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was marginally significant 
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(see Figure 17), F(1, 380) = 3.37, p = .07, ηp
2 = .009. When the cost of helping was low, John 

was perceived as more dominant when he refused to help (M = 5.19, SD = 1.32) than when he 

agreed to help (M = 4.22, SD = 1.18), t(196) = 5.45, p < .001, d = 0.78, and this difference 

marginally increased when the cost was high (Magree to help = 4.04, SDagree to help = 1.58; Mrefuse to 

help = 5.51, SDrefuse to help = 1.37), t(185) = 6.81, p < .001, d = 1.00. However, cost of helping 

did not significantly affect John’s perceived dominance when he refused to help, t(193) = 

1.65, p = .10, d = 0.24, or when he agreed to help, t(188) = 0.92, p = .36, d = 0.13. 

 

Figure 17. Perceived Dominance (Trait) in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived influence (participants’ feelings). The main effect of target behavior was 

significant, F(1, 380) = 16.46, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, but the main effect of cost was not, F(1, 

380) = 0.05, p = .82, ηp
2 < .001. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was significant (see 
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Figure 18), F(1, 380) = 7.55, p = .006, ηp
2 = .02. When the cost of helping was low, John was 

seen as less influential when he refused to help (M = 3.14, SD = 1.19) than when he agreed to 

help (M = 3.94, SD = 1.03), t(196) = 5.07, p < .001, d = 0.72, but this effect of target behavior 

was not significant when the cost was high (Magree to help = 3.66, SDagree to help = 1.32; Mrefuse to 

help = 3.49, SDrefuse to help = 1.15) , t(185) = 0.97, p = .34, d = 0.14. John appeared less 

influential when he refused to provide low-cost (vs. high-cost) help, t(193) = 2.08, p = .038, d 

= 0.30, but cost of helping had no effect on his perceived influence when he agreed to help, 

t(188) = 1.62, p = .11, d = 0.23. 

 

Figure 18. Perceived Influence (Participants’ Feelings) in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 
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Perceived prestige (participants’ feelings). The main effect of target behavior was 

significant, F(1, 380) = 45.68, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11, but the main effect of cost was not 

significant, F(1, 380) = 2.50, p = .11, ηp
2 = .006. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction was 

marginally significant (see Figure 19), F(1, 380) = 2.89, p = .09, ηp
2 = .008. When the cost of 

helping was low, John was perceived as less prestigious when he refused to help (M = 4.20, 

SD = 1.34) than when he agreed to help (M = 5.24, SD = 0.92), t(196) = 6.4, p < .001, d = 

0.91, but this difference was smaller when the cost was high (Magree to help = 5.23, SDagree to help 

= 1.23; Mrefuse to help = 4.60, SDrefuse to help = 1.32), t(185) = 3.34, p = .001, d = 0.49. John 

appeared less prestigious when he refused to provide low-cost (vs. high-cost) help, t(193) = 

2.11, p = .036, d = 0.30, but cost of helping had no effect on his perceived prestige when he 

agreed to help, t(188) = 0.08, p = .93, d = 0.01. 
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Figure 19. Perceived Prestige (Participants’ Feelings) in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Perceived dominance (participants’ feelings). The main effect of target behavior 

was marginally significant, F(1, 380) = 3.05, p = .08, ηp
2 = .08. The main effects of cost was 

not significant, F(1, 380) = 0.02, p = .88, ηp
2 < .001. The Cost x Target Behavior interaction 

was significant (see Figure 20), F(1, 380) = 4.34, p = .04, ηp
2 = .01. When the cost of helping 

was low, John was perceived as equally dominant when he agreed to help (M = 2.90, SD = 

1.23) and when he refused to help (M = 2.86, SD = 1.36), t(196) = 0.20, p = .84, d = 0.03. 

When the cost of helping was high, John was perceived as more dominant when he refused to 

help (M = 3.13, SD = 1.47) than when he agreed to help (M = 2.62, SD = 1.38), t(185) = 2.42, 
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p = .016, d = 0.36. However, cost of helping did not significantly affect John’s perceived 

dominance when he refused to help, t(193) = 1.29, p = .20, d = 0.19, or when he agreed to 

help, t(188) = 1.49, p = .14, d = 0.33. 

 

Figure 20. Perceived Dominance (Participants’ Feelings) in Study 3 

Note. Error bars are +/-1 standard error. 

Study 4 supplemental analysis 

Perceived influence (trait). Individuals who refused to help (M = 3.62, SD = 1.72) 

were perceived as less influential than those who agreed to help (M = 4.64, SD = 1.31) , F(1, 

193) = 25.90, p < .001, ηp
2 = .12. The main effect of cost, F(1, 193) = 2.38, p = .12, ηp

2 = .01, 
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and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 193) = .83, p = .36, ηp
2 = .004, were not 

significant. 

The Cost x Order interaction was marginally significant, F(1, 193) = 3.30, p = .07, ηp
2 

= .02. When the high-cost request was presented first, targets were perceived as more 

influential when the cost of helping was high (M = 4.28, SD = 1.60) compared to when it was 

low (M = 4.00, SD = 1.39), F(1, 98) = 5.97, p = .016, ηp
2 = .06. When the low-cost request 

was presented first, targets were perceived as equally influential when the cost of helping was 

high (M = 4.18, SD = 1.68) compared to when it was low (M = 4.20, SD = 1.71), F(1, 97) = 

0.03, p = .86, ηp
2 < .001. 

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.13, p = .72, ηp
2 = .001, the Target Behavior x 

Order interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.13, p = .72, ηp
2= .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior x 

Order interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.16, p = .69, ηp
2 = .001, were not significant.   

Perceived prestige (trait). Individuals who refused to help (M = 3.80, SD = 1.39) 

were perceived as less prestigious than those who agreed to help (M = 5.24, SD = 1.18) , F(1, 

193) = 68.24, p < .001, ηp
2 = .26. Targets were perceived as more prestigious when the cost of 

helping was high (M = 4.65, SD = 1.49) compared to when it was low (M = 4.49, SD = 1.45), 

F(1, 193) = 7.76, p = .006, ηp
2 = .04, and this effect was not moderated by whether the target 

agreed or refused to help (i.e., the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was not significant, F(1, 

193) = 1.67, p = .20, ηp
2 = .009).  

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.48, p = .49, ηp
2 = .002, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 1.91, p = .17, ηp
2 = .01, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 
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193) = 0.03, p = .87, ηp
2 < .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 193) 

= 0.40, p = .53, ηp
2 = .002, were not significant.   

Perceived dominance (trait). Individuals who refused to help (M = 4.93, SD = 1.39) 

were perceived as more dominant than those who agreed to help (M = 4.33, SD = 1.25), F(1, 

193) = 8.79, p = .003, ηp
2 = .04. The main effect of cost, F(1, 193) = 0.002, p = .98, ηp

2 = 

.002, and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.02, p = .89, ηp
2 < .001, were 

not significant.   

The Cost x Order interaction was significant, F(1, 193) = 4.68, p = .032, ηp
2 = .02. 

When the high-cost request was presented first, targets were perceived as equally dominant 

when the cost of helping was high (M = 4.80, SD = 1.29) compared to when it was low (M = 

4.62, SD = 1.18), F(1, 98) = 2.72, p = .10, ηp
2 = .02. When the low-cost request was presented 

first, targets were perceived as equally dominant when the cost of helping was high (M = 

4.43, SD = 1.47) compared to when it was low (M = 4.60, SD = 1.42), F(1, 97) = 2.22, p = 

.14, ηp
2 = .02. 

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 1.49, p = .22, ηp
2 = .008, the Target Behavior x 

Order interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.04, p = .85, ηp
2 < .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior x 

Order interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.32, p = .58, ηp
2 = .002, were not significant.   

Perceived influence (participants’ feelings). Individuals who refused to help (M = 

3.36, SD = 1.28) were perceived as less influential than those who agreed to help (M = 4.03, 

SD = 0.96), F(1, 193) = 19.32, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. Targets were perceived as more influential 

when the cost of helping was high (M = 3.77, SD = 1.20) compared to when it was low (M = 
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3.66, SD = 1.14), F(1, 193) = 5.98, p = .015, ηp
2 = .03, and this effect was not moderated by 

whether the target agreed or refused to help (i.e., the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was 

not significant, F(1, 193) = 0.08, p = .78, ηp
2 < .001).  

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.27, p = .60, ηp
2 = .001, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.13, p = .72, ηp
2 = .001, the Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 

193) = 0.09, p = .76, ηp
2 <.001, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order interaction, F(1, 193) 

= 0.13, p = .72, ηp
2 = .001, were not significant.   

Perceived prestige (participants’ feelings). Individuals who refused to help (M = 

4.31, SD = 1.38) were perceived as less prestigious than those who agreed to help (M = 5.35, 

SD = 0.95), F(1, 193) = 42.70, p < .001, ηp
2 = .18. Targets were perceived as more prestigious 

when the cost of helping was high (M = 4.93, SD = 1.28) compared to when it was low (M = 

4.80, SD = 1.27), F(1, 193) = 6.38, p = .012, ηp
2 = .03, and this effect was not moderated by 

whether the target agreed or refused to help (i.e., the Cost x Target Behavior interaction was 

not significant, F(1, 193) = 0.16, p = .69, ηp
2 = .001).  

The Cost x Order interaction was significant, F(1, 193) = 4.38, p = .038, ηp
2 = .02. 

When the high-cost request was presented first, targets were perceived as equally prestigious 

when the cost of helping was high (M = 4.94, SD = 1.23) compared to when it was low (M = 

4.71, SD = 1.17), F(1, 98) = 12.72, p = .001, ηp
2 = .12. When the low-cost request was 

presented first, targets were perceived as equally prestigious when the cost of helping was 

high (M = 4.92, SD = 1.33) compared to when it was low (M = 4.90, SD = 1.37), F(1, 97) = 

0.08, p = .78, ηp
2 = .001. 
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The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.50, p = .48, ηp
2 = .003, the Target Behavior x 

Order interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.12, p = .73, ηp
2 = .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior x 

Order interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.69, p = .41, ηp
2 = .004, were not significant.   

Perceived dominance (participants’ feelings). Individuals who refused to help (M = 

3.18, SD = 1.38) were perceived as more dominant than those who agreed to help (M = 2.66, 

SD = 1.27), F(1, 193) = 8.46, p = .004, ηp
2 = .04. The main effect of cost, F(1, 193) = 0.10, p 

= .76, ηp
2 = .001, and the Cost x Target Behavior interaction, F(1, 193) = 2.29, p = .13, ηp

2 = 

.01, were not significant.   

The Target Behavior x Order interaction was marginally significant, F(1, 193) =3.06, 

p = .08, ηp
2 = .02. When the high-cost request was presented first, targets were perceived as 

equally dominant when they agreed to help (M = 4.80, SD = 1.29) and when they refused to 

help (M = 4.62, SD = 1.18), F(1, 97) = 0.68, p = .41, ηp
2 = .007. When the low-cost request 

was presented first, targets were perceived as more dominant when they refused to help (M = 

4.60, SD = 1.42) than when they agreed to help (M = 4.43, SD = 1.47), F(1, 96) = 10.75, p = 

.001, ηp
2 = .10. 

The main effect of order, F(1, 193) = 0.11, p = .74, ηp
2 = .001, the Cost x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 1.62, p = .20, ηp
2 = .008, and the Cost x Target Behavior x Order 

interaction, F(1, 193) = 0.14, p = .70, ηp
2 = .001, were not significant.   
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Chapter 9: General Discussion 

Main findings 

When and how does saying no to a helping request make someone appear less 

influential and have less actual influence than saying no? Applying a dominance-prestige 

framework, we sought to answer this question by examining the effect of a person’s response 

to a helping request on their influence, and whether this was mediated by that person’s 

perceived prestige and dominance and moderated by the cost of providing help. In line with 

Hypothesis 4, refusing to help decreased a person’s influence relative to agreeing to help 

when helping cost little time, effort, or money, but the negative effect of refusing to help on 

influence was eliminated (Studies 1-3, 6) or even reversed (Study 5) when the requested help 

was costly to provide. In short, it hurts to be unhelpful, but only if the helping would have 

been easy. We found these effects with both actual and perceived influence under a variety of 

circumstances: in situations where participants witnessed real interactions in the lab as well as 

read a summary of interactions in organizational contexts, in perceptions of fellow students as 

well as colleagues or friends, when the cost involved effort and time as well as money, when 

increased cost also came with increased benefits for others, when the help-seeker was either 

aware or unaware of the cost of helping for the person they were asking, when there were 

many others as well as few others who could provide the help, and when the target person’s 

gender was male as well as female. Finally, Study 6 found that these effects were driven more 

by refusing to provide help hurting a person’s influence than agreeing to help increasing their 

influence.  
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In line with Hypothesis 3, perceived dominance and prestige mediated the effect of 

agreeing to help on influence, and the mediation through prestige was moderated by the cost 

of helping. We note that our mediation analyses were based on solid theoretical grounds, 

namely the dominance-prestige theory (Cheng & Tracy, 2014), and the results were consistent 

with our proposed model. However, such analyses cannot establish causation; future research 

could use experiments to seek better evidence for the causal relationships in the model. In 

addition, dominance and prestige are not the only two processes through which refusing to 

help affects a person’s influence. We examined both likeability and sociability as additional 

mechanisms. Likeability did not explain the effects above and beyond dominance and prestige 

(Studies 5-6); Study 6 identified perceived sociability as another mechanism, and we suspect 

there are others.  

Refusing to help decreased a person’s prestige, relative to agreeing, but this effect 

shrank as the cost of helping increased, supporting Hypothesis 1. The reduction in the 

negative effect of refusing to help on perceived prestige was due to cost having differential 

effects on those who refused to help and those who agreed to help. Whereas those who 

refused to help appeared less prestigious when they refused low-cost (vs. high-cost) help, the 

cost of helping had no effect on the perceived prestige of those who agreed to help. We 

argued that observers were insensitive to the cost of helping when evaluating individuals who 

agreed to help because they did not spontaneously compare different costs of helping. Study 4 

provided support for this argument. Individuals who agreed to provide high-cost help were 

perceived as more prestigious and influential than those who agreed to provide low-cost help 
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when participants saw both high-cost and low-cost helping requests. In this case, increasing 

the cost of helping did not reduce the effect of refusing to help on perceived prestige and 

influence. We further ruled out alternative explanations that these effects occurred because 

willingness to incur certain high costs was seen as a sign of low prestige (Study 3), or because 

participants made cynical attributions for individuals who agreed to provide high-cost help 

(Study 4). 

In line with Hypothesis 2, refusing to help increased a person’s dominance. The cost 

of helping did not affect the target person’s dominance in almost all our studies; even when 

there was an effect in Study 5, the effect size was relatively small. Future work might explore 

what influences how dominant people who agree versus refuse to help are perceived to be. As 

previously discussed, the perceived dominance of individuals who agree to help is likely to be 

influenced by perceptions of how much they are forced to help. The perceived dominance of 

those who refuse to help is likely to be influenced by perceptions of how much they are going 

against others’ wishes. 

Contributions to research on prosocial behavior 

Our findings contribute in several ways to our understanding of prosocial behavior. 

First, it adds to a growing body of research on helping requests: what leads people to ask for 

help (Bohns, 2016; Flynn & Lake, 2008; Nadler & Halabi, 2006), and what leads people who 

are asked for help to say yes (Converse et al., 2012; Cunningham et al., 1980; Graziano et al., 

2007; Romer et al., 1986; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). 
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Second, in most research on perceptions of helping (Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006; Willer, 

2009), participants were directly affected by the target person’s choice to help or not, so their 

evaluations of the target could have been a form of direct reciprocity (e.g., Ouyang et al., 

2018; Trivers, 1971). In our studies, participants were third parties who were not directly 

affected by any helping or lack thereof, and therefore may not have felt obligated to reward 

the helper with more influence. Indeed, refusing to help did not always lead to less influence 

on third parties, particularly when the helping was costly to provide. Our research also 

provides evidence that third-party observers’ impressions of the target person can 

significantly impact the target’s interaction with these observers, as shown in Studies 1 and 2. 

Future research could explore the downstream consequences of observers’ impressions for the 

target’s broader social relations, including their ability to influence a wider audience.  

Third, while past research has focused on the effect of helping on prestige (Hardy & 

Van Vugt, 2006; Willer, 2009), our research sheds light on the negative effect of helping on 

dominance and how this alters helping’s effects on a person’s influence. Future research on 

the reputational consequences of helping needs to consider the role of dominance. For 

example, because not contributing to the common good violates the social norm of 

cooperation (Pillutla & Chen, 1999), contributing in a public goods dilemma may make a 

person appear less dominant than not contributing. Thus, contributing in a public goods 

dilemma may have opposite effects on a person’s influence through increasing prestige and 

decreasing dominance. This opens up opportunities for future research to explore moderators 

in public goods dilemmas that might alter the relative sizes of these two opposing forces and 
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therefore the effect of contributing to public goods on one’s influence. However, providing 

help should not always decrease one’s dominance. For example, if there is no explicit request 

for help, not offering to help may not be seen as going against others’ wishes, and 

spontaneously offering help may not be seen as being forced to provide help. Thus, helping 

that is offered spontaneously, without a helping request, may not decrease a person’s 

dominance, relative to not offering to help.  

Implications for dominance-prestige account of social rank 

The present research provides strong support for the dominance-prestige account of 

social rank. Past research on perceptions of helping has focused on the prestige pathway, 

finding that helping leads to respect (Flynn et al., 2006; Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006; Willer, 

2009).  Our research demonstrated that refusing to help affects dominance and prestige in 

opposite ways, and both dominance and prestige mediate the effect of refusing to help on 

perceived influence. This model particularly illustrates why refusing to help in response to a 

request had a negative effect on perceived influence when the cost of that help was low, but 

the effect diminished or even reversed when the cost was high. When the cost was low, the 

prestige pathway was stronger than the dominance pathway, leading to a negative effect of 

refusing to help on influence. As the cost of helping increased, the prestige pathway became 

weaker, so the negative effect of refusing to help on influence became smaller or 

nonsignificant, or even reversed.  

Our research highlights that the dominance-prestige model is a useful framework for 

studying how various factors affect a person’s influence. For instance, for factors affecting 
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dominance and prestige in the same direction (e.g., wealth; Cheng & Tracy, 2013), the 

prediction would be a consistent main effect. For factors affecting dominance and prestige in 

opposite directions (e.g., lying), the predicted indirect effects through dominance and through 

prestige would be in opposite directions. Thus, whether a change in this factor will increase or 

decrease influence overall should depend on the relative size of these two indirect effects.  

Implications for costly signaling theory 

Finally, our research has implications for the costly signaling of prosociality. We 

found that observers were not sensitive to the cost of the help individuals agreed to provide 

unless they were provided with information that explicitly provided comparison standards 

(e.g., helping requests involving different levels of cost). This finding seems to contradict 

costly signaling theory (Smith & Bird, 2000), which posits that individuals who engage in 

more costly behaviors are perceived to possess more of desirable qualities such as 

prosociality, strength, and access to valuable resources (e.g., McAndrew, 2002; Smith & Bird, 

2000). It also seems inconsistent with previous findings that group members that contribute 

more in a public goods game are rewarded with higher status (e.g., Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006; 

Willer, 2009). However, we argued that the insensitivity found in our studies was not because 

observers did not value agreeing to high-cost help more than agreeing to low-cost help, but 

rather because observers did not spontaneously compare high-cost help with low-cost help. 

Indeed, once observers were aware of both high-cost and low-cost helping requests, they 

evaluated agreeing to high-cost help more positively than agreeing to low-cost help (Study 4). 

In a classic example of costly signaling, Meriam men who hunt turtles for public feasting 
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events in the non-nesting season are perceived to be stronger and more generous than those 

who collect turtle in the nesting season, which is relatively easier (Smith & Bird, 2000). 

Presumably Meriam locals are familiar with the costs involved in different ways of obtaining 

turtle meat and can readily compare one cost against another. Similarly, in prior work 

participants received information about several fellow group members who each incurred 

different costs to help their group, which made comparisons between different costs explicit 

(Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006; Willer, 2009). Our finding suggests that individuals who want to 

send a stronger signal of their prosociality by providing high-cost help need to highlight this 

high cost by making salient other low-cost help. 

Implications for differential sensitivity to blame and praise 

 We consistently found that observers are more sensitive to the cost of helping when 

judging refusing to help than when judging agreeing to help. This differential sensitivity is in 

line with numerous research that demonstrates a “negativity bias” (Baumeister et al., 2001; 

Rozin & Royzman, 2001; Vaish et al., 2008). Loss looms larger than gains in judgments and 

decision making (Tversky & Kahneman, 1991); negative information is weighed more 

heavily than positive information in evaluations (Hamilton & Zanna, 1972; Royzman & 

Kumar, 2001); negative events have longer lasting effects than positive events (Nezlek & 

Gable, 2001); negative emotions are better differentiated than positive emotions (Russell et 

al., 1995).  

 Recent work has expanded the negativity bias to moral judgments, finding that people 

are more likely to use contextual information about the target person’s reasons and intentions 



 

 

95 

 

when they judge negative actions, but less likely to do so when judging positive actions 

(Bostyn & Roets, 2016; Gneezy & Epley, 2014; Leslie et al., 2006; Newman et al., 2015; 

Pizarro, 2003; Siegel et al., 2017). According to Bostyn and Roets (2016), moral reasoning is 

strongly affected by the presence of negative outcomes, as people tend to more frequently 

engage in moral blaming than moral praising. Indeed, both Gray et al (2014) and Klein and 

Epley (2014) found that relative to equal, fair behaviors, selfish, greedy behaviors are 

evaluated more negatively, but selfless, generous behaviors are not evaluated more positively. 

The findings from past research and the current research are clear: it pays to be nice, but does 

not pay more to be nicer. With regards to the mechanisms, Klein and Epley (2014) showed 

that this asymmetry was driven by people being more familiar with the magnitude of selfish 

behaviors than selfless behaviors in everyday life; Gray et al (2014) demonstrated that this 

was because selfless actions did not increase positive affect as much as selfish actions of the 

same magnitude.  

A recent advance to explain the asymmetry is Anderson et al (2020)’s theory of moral 

praise. Anderson et al (2020) argue that the cost of wrongful blame is much larger than the 

cost of wrongful praise; unjust punishment can cause significant harm to the person who is 

wrongly blamed, causing ostracism and threatening their survival, whereas undeserved praise 

is relatively harmless to the person. Further, blame and praise serve different functions in 

evolution. While blame is for punishing perpetrators and upholding the rules, praise is for 

building alliance and selecting cooperative partners. The differential costs of error and 

functions lead to an asymmetry in people’s assignment of blame and praise. When it comes to 
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assigning blame, people are sensitive to the causality and magnitudes of negative actions and 

events because they need to decide on the appropriate amount of blame and punishment.  

However, when it comes to praise, people are more sensitive to the person’s 

underlying motivations than the magnitudes of positive actions, because they need to decide 

whether that person is a cooperative partner that will consistently engage in the positive 

actions. Indeed, people are particularly sensitive to information that could reveal whether a 

prosocial act is motivated by prosocial motives or ulterior, selfish motives (Critcher & 

Dunning, 2011). They use how quicky others make prosocial decisions and how good others 

feel about carrying out prosocial actions to judge others’ true motives and their moral 

characters (Levine et al., 2018; Jordan et al., 2016). They assign less praise to others who 

personally benefit from prosocial actions, even relative to those that do not perform prosocial 

actions at all (Newman & Cain, 2014; Berman et al., 2015).  

In sum, the current research adds to the growing literature on the asymmetry in 

judging negative and positive actions; more research is needed to explore why and how 

people evaluate prosocial behaviors, as people’s reactions to prosocial agents’ behaviors can 

serve as positive or negative reinforcements for such behaviors. 

Practical implications 

Our work has several practical implications. First, people may not be well-calibrated 

as to how being helpful affects their ability to influence others, and our findings provide 

relevant guidance. Some individuals may believe that saying no to helping requests will 
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always hurt their reputation and thus agree to provide high-cost help even though it could 

cause them physical and psychological stress (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2005), but our research 

demonstrates that saying no to providing high-cost help does minimal harm to one’s prestige 

and influence. Thus, our findings could relieve individuals of the burden of saying yes to 

costly helping requests.  

Other individuals may believe that providing small favors does not affect their 

reputation because they are small, and thus are reluctant to provide low-cost help, but our 

research demonstrates that saying no to low-cost requests leads to sizable decreases in one’s 

prestige and influence. Thus, our findings could encourage individuals who care about their 

prestige and influence to help others when providing help is not very costly.  

Second, our research showed that observers do not perceive those who agree to 

provide high-cost help as more respectable than those who agree to provide low-cost help. 

However, helpers are likely to expect others to give them more credit when they incur a 

higher cost to help others. This mismatch between observers’ perceptions and helpers’ 

expectations may make helpers feel unrecognized and discouraged from providing help in the 

future (Grant & Gino, 2010). Observers need to be aware of their insensitivity to the cost of 

helping, put the cost of helping in context, and give the helpers the credit they deserve. This is 

particularly important for observers higher in the hierarchy, whose perceptions and decisions 

have greater consequences for the helper. 

Third, our findings highlight how a person’s influence is driven by both how much 

others respect them and how much others fear them, and that these represent two unique 
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sources of influence. In our research, the relationship between perceived dominance and 

perceived prestige varied across studies: they were positively correlated in one study, 

negatively correlated in three studies, and uncorrelated in one study. Other research on 

prestige and dominance has also found a range of correlations. While Cheng et al (2010, 

2013) found that peer-rated dominance and prestige were uncorrelated, peer-rated dominance 

and prestige have been negatively correlated in other studies (Halevy et al., 2012, 2020). This 

means that individuals need to consider an action’s separate effects on prestige and 

dominance when deciding whether it will increase their influence in the workplace. For 

instance, giving accurate feedback can increase one’s prestige through increasing one’s 

perceived competence. However, its effect on dominance may depend on whether the 

feedback is positive or negative. Giving negative feedback may make one appear more 

threatening and forceful and thus be more likely to increase one’s perceived dominance than 

giving positive feedback (Chou, 2018). 

Limitations and future directions 

 In most of our studies, we manipulated the cost of providing help for the target while 

holding constant the benefits for the recipient of receiving such help. In Studies 3-4, we 

manipulated the cost of providing help for the target and the benefits for the recipient of 

receiving this help in parallel, so that high costs meant greater benefits. However, since cost 

and benefits were confounded in these studies, these results do not speak to the role of 

benefits in isolation. For a thorough understanding of the role of the benefits gained by others 

from a target’s help, or the benefits lost due to a target’s choice of not to help, in observers’ 
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perceptions of the target, future research should vary the costs and benefits of providing help 

orthogonally (e.g., Zhang & Epley, 2009). In addition to having its own effect, benefit of 

helping may also affect perceived cost of helping. What constitutes very high cost in 

observers’ eyes may depend on the benefit that comes with the help. Driving 1.5 hours is a 

very high cost when it saves $20, but a moderate cost when it saves $200, and even a low cost 

when it saves a life. 

Considering the costs and benefits of helping separately would shed light on how our 

results might extend to helping situations different from the ordinary helping we studied, such 

as extraordinary helping involving life and death (Burnstein et al., 1994; Graziano et al., 

2007; Vekaria et al., 2017). Extraordinary helping differs from ordinary helping in the size of 

both the benefit to the recipient and the cost for the helper. It is possible that if the benefit to 

others is large enough (e.g., a life saved), refusing to provide help when the cost of helping 

was moderately high would still seem extremely selfish and thus would still result in a huge 

hit to the person’s prestige and influence. Additionally, when helping involves extraordinary 

costs (e.g., sacrificing one’s life), observers may not need a comparison standard to be aware 

of its extreme level of selflessness. Individuals who agree to incur extraordinary costs should 

then be more prestigious and influential than those who agree to incur relatively low costs.  

Future research should also consider other factors that may moderate the relationship 

between refusing to help and one’s influence. For example, the hierarchical relationship 

between the help-seeker and the target person may alter the effects of refusing to help on 

perceived dominance and prestige. Individuals are more likely to be seen as being forced to 
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help or driven by ingratiation motives when the help-seeker has more (versus less) power than 

the target person (Inesi et al., 2012; Kunstman et al., 2017). As such, refusing to help may 

have a smaller effect on perceived prestige and a larger effect on perceived dominance, and 

thus be less likely to decrease one’s influence, when a high-power person requests help from 

someone below them than vice versa. The target person’s gender may also moderate the effect 

of refusing to help on influence, particularly in situations where one gender would be 

expected to help more, such as with gender stereotypical helping tasks. For example, refusing 

to help others carry heavy items may hurt men’s influence more than women’s, whereas 

refusing to help others care for a pet may hurt women’s influence1more than men’s. 

Future research may also explore the consequences of saying no (versus yes) to 

unethical requests. If a request is clearly unethical, saying no should increase others’ respect 

for the person who acts ethically. Saying no also means the person goes against the 

requester’s wish and should increase the person’s dominance relative to saying yes. As such, 

saying no to clearly unethical requests should consistently increase a person’s influence 

relative to saying yes. If there is uncertainty around whether a requested help is unethical, for 

example, a person being requested to tell a white lie, whether saying no or saying yes makes 

the person more influential may be more complicated, especially given that prosocial lies 

have opposite effects on benevolence-based trust and integrity-based trust (Levine & 

Schweitzer, 2015). Future research could explore these circumstances.    

Conclusion 
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Do individuals lose influence by saying no to others’ helping requests? We sought to 

answer this question by studying the impressions third-party observers formed of individuals 

who agreed or refused to help. Considering both dominance and prestige as pathways to 

influence, we found that the answer varied depending on whether the help was costly to 

provide. Refusing a helping request (versus agreeing) made an individual less influential 

when it cost little time, effort, or money to provide the help. However, this effect was 

eliminated or even reversed when providing the help was more costly. 

This dissertation, in part, has been published in Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology. Yin, Y., & Smith, P. K. (2021). When and how refusing to help decreases one’s 

influence. The dissertation author was the primary investigator and author of this paper. 
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables in Studies 1, 2, 3 & 5 

 

Prestige Dominance Influence 

 

Refuse Agree Refuse Agree Refuse Agree 

Study 1 

Low cost - - - - 7.23 (4.32) 9.40 (4.42) 

High cost - - - - 8.99 (4.17) 8.45 (4.70) 

Study 2 

Low cost 4.30 (1.16) 4.94 (1.25) 4.26 (1.23) 3.92 (1.11) 6.60 (2.63) 7.60 (2.31) 

High cost 4.97 (1.39) 4.76 (1.23) 4.53 (1.14) 3.98 (0.76) 7.42 (2.13) 7.22 (1.68) 

Study 3 

Low cost 3.76 (1.18) 4.86 (0.91) 3.67 (1.20) 2.92 (1.16) 3.83 (1.01) 4.27 (0.83) 

High cost 4.14 (1.20) 4.85 (1.24) 3.87 (1.47) 3.01 (1.44) 4.19 (1.17) 4.19 (1.24) 

Study 5 

Low cost 3.18 (1.12) 5.06 (0.97) 3.87 (1.13) 2.41 (1.27) 3.90 (1.29) 4.31 (0.88) 

High cost 4.12 (1.08) 5.28 (1.00) 3.51 (1.28) 2.16 (1.07) 4.46 (1.05) 4.30 (1.01) 

Very high 

cost 4.43 (0.99) 5.11 (1.34) 3.16 (1.23) 2.30 (1.13) 4.54 (0.93) 4.06 (1.12) 
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Table 2. Indirect Effects of Target Behavior Moderated by Cost, Studies 2, 3, & 5 

 Dominance Prestige 

 Indirect effect     95% CI Indirect effect     95% CI 

Study 2 

Low cost 0.10 [0.01, 0.25] -0.14 [-0.36, -0.02] 

High cost 0.16 [0.04, 0.37] 0.05 [-0.03, 0.21] 

Study 3 

Low cost 0.26 [0.14, 0.41] -0.61 [-0.81, -0.43] 

High cost 0.30 [0.15, 0.46] -0.39 [-0.61, -0.19] 

Study 5 

Low cost 0.41 [0.27, 0.56] -0.89 [-1.11, -0.69] 

High cost 0.38 [0.25, 0.54] -0.55 [-0.71, -0.39] 

Very high cost 0.24 [0.14, 0.37] -0.32 [-0.49, -0.16] 
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Table 3. Indirect Effects Through Dominance, Prestige, and Liking in Study 5 

 Dominance Prestige Liking 

 

Indirect 

effect 

    95% CI 

Indirect 

effect 

    95% CI 

Indirect 

effect 
    95% CI 

Low cost 0.42 [0.29, 0.58] -0.84 [-1.08, -0.63] -0.12 [-0.37, 0.13] 

High cost 0.39 [0.26, 0.55] -0.52 [-0.69, -0.37] -0.08 [-0.23, 0.08] 

Very high cost 0.25 [0.14, 0.37] -0.30 [-0.47, -0.15] -0.06 [-0.20, 0.07] 
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Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables in Study 6 

  Low cost High cost 

Influence Refuse 4.39 (1.15) 4.92 (0.95) 

 

No helping 

information 5.25 (0.96) 5.14 (0.83) 

 Agree 5.09 (0.84) 5.10 (1.03) 

Prestige Refuse 4.16 (1.34) 4.74 (1.12) 

 

No helping 

information 5.59 (0.86) 5.44 (0.93) 

 Agree 5.53 (0.83) 5.66 (0.80) 

Dominance Refuse 3.71 (1.32) 3.42 (1.27) 

 

No helping 

information 3.29 (1.62) 3.38 (1.60) 

 Agree 2.79 (1.59) 3.03 (1.69) 

Likeability Refuse 3.30 (1.93) 4.45 (1.94) 

 

No helping 

information 6.28 (1.35) 6.18 (1.27) 

 Agree 6.57 (1.12) 6.48 (1.25) 

Sociability Refuse 3.45 (1.87) 4.61 (1.59) 

 

No helping 

information 6.04 (1.25) 5.79 (1.31) 

 Agree 6.09 (1.15) 6.26 (1.12) 
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Table 5. Indirect Effects Through Dominance and Prestige in Study 6 

      Dominance         Prestige 
  Index 95% CI Index 95% CI 

Refuse to help (1) 

vs. Agree to help (0) 
Low cost 0.16 [0.09, 0.23] -0.7 [-0.91, -0.51] 

 High cost 0.07 [0.01, 0.13] -0.47 [-0.60, -0.35] 

Refuse to help (1) 

vs. No helping 

information (0) 

Low cost 0.06 [0.01, 0.12] -0.85 [-1.06, -0.65] 

 High cost 0.005 [-0.04, 0.06] -0.42 [-0.56, -0.28] 

Agree to help (1) vs. 

No helping 

information (0) 

Low cost -0.09 [-0.16, -0.02] -0.04 [-0.15, 0.08] 

 High cost -0.06 [-0.13, -0.001] 0.13 [0.02, 0.26] 
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Table 6. Indirect Effects Through Dominance, Prestige, Liking, and Sociability in Study 6 

                     Dominance Prestige Likeability Sociability 

  Index 95% CI Index 95% CI Index 95% CI Index 95% CI 

Refuse 

to help 

(1) vs. 

Agree 

to help 

(0) 

Low 

cost 
0.16 

[0.09, 

0.24] 
-0.54 

[-0.74, -

0.36] 
-0.08 

[-0.33, 

0.17] 
-0.3 

[-0.53, -

0.07] 

 High 

cost 
0.07 

[0.01, 

0.13] 
-0.36 

[-0.49, -

0.24] 
-0.05 

[-0.20, 

0.11] 
-0.18 

[-0.33, -

0.05] 

Refuse 

to help 

(1) vs. 

No 

helping 

informa

tion (0) 

Low 

cost 
0.06 

[0.01, 

0.11] 
-0.67 

[-0.88, -

0.48] 
-0.11 

[-0.34, 

0.13] 
-0.27 

[-0.51, -

0.06] 

 High 

cost 
0.005 

[-0.04, 

0.05] 
-0.33 

[-0.46, -

0.21] 
-0.06 

[-0.20, 

0.08] 
-0.12 

[-0.24, -

0.02] 

Agree 

to help 

(1) vs. 

No 

helping 

informa

tion (0) 

Low 

cost 
-0.09 

[-0.16, -

0.02] 
-0.02 

[-0.11, 

0.06] 
0.04 

[0.0002, 

0.09] 
0.005 

[-0.03, 

0.04] 

 High 

cost 
-0.06 

[-0.13, -

0.001] 
0.09 

[0.01, 

0.18] 
0.04 

[0.003, 

0.10] 
0.05 

[0.01, 

0.10] 
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Appendices 

Study 1 

 Full text of all versions of the pre-recorded chat used in Study 1. 

RED: hi im red 

BLUE: im blue 

hows it going? 

RED: goin ok 

  you? 

BLUE: this is pretty cool 

RED: wasnt really expecting to do a group activity 

BLUE: yeah  

RED: you doing this for a ckass? 

RED: class 

BLUE: yeah 

  mgt166 

RED: same 

BLUE: you going to next Tuesdays class? 

RED: yeah 

BLUE: i cant make it 

  you have time after mgt166 nextThusday? 
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[low cost, not helping]  

   

RED: yeah 

 whatsup 

BLUE: hey red 

 would you be down to stay 5mins after mgt166 to show me your notes for 

Tues 

RED: no i cant stay  

[low cost, helping]  

   

RED: yeah 

 whatsup 

BLUE: hey red 

 would you be down to stay 5mins after mgt166 to show me your notes for 

Tues 

RED:  yeah i can stay 

[high cost, not helping]  

RED: I have a class right after 

  whatsup 

BLUE: hey red 

  would you be down to stay 5mins after mgt166 to show me your notes for 
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Tues 

  how far away is your class? 

RED: id have to run to the center to not be late if i stay 

so no i cant stay   

[high cost, helping]  

RED: I have a class right after 

  whatsup 

BLUE: hey red 

  would you be down to stay 5mins after mgt166 to show me your notes for 

Tues 

  how far away is your class? 

RED: id have to run to the center to not be late if i stay 

but yeah i can stay 

Attention check questions: 

1) Who is your teammate in the Checkerboard Game?  

(RED; BLUE) 

2) According to the chat between RED and BLUE, who asked whom to stay after 

mgt166 next Thursday?  

(RED asked BLUE to stay; BLUE asked RED to stay) 

3) What did RED say about whether he/she has time after mgt166 next Thursday?  

(yeah; i have a class right after) 
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4) What did RED say in response to BLUE's request?  

(yeah i can stay; no i cant stay) 

 

Study 2 

 Full text of all versions of the manipulations used in Study 2. 

To determine where you will meet Player5 to go over your answers, we first need to 

see if Player5 has agreed to help with an additional study. If Player5 has agreed to help, you'll 

meet Player5 in Study Room A to go over your answers in the trivia game because that's 

where Player5 will do the additional study after going over answers with you. If Player5 has 

not agreed to help, you'll meet Player5 in Study Room B to go over your answers in the trivia 

game. 

Tina, one of the research participants, is working on an honors thesis investigating the 

characteristics of people with different majors. Tina needs more data from people with the 

same major as Player5.  

At the beginning of this session, Tina asked Player5 whether they could help her by 

completing an additional 3-minute study after the trivia game study. Because Tina does not 

need more data from people with the same major as you, you were not asked for help. 

NOTE: You do not need to wait for Player5 to complete the additional study. Whether 

Player5 will help with the additional study will NOT affect how long it'll take you to complete 

studies in this session. It will only affect where you'll meet Player5 to go over your answers.     

At the beginning of this session, Tina asked Player5 whether they could help her by 
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completing an additional 3-minute study after the trivia game study.  

[low cost] Player5 was told that if they agreed to help, right after going over trivia 

question answers, they would do the additional 3-min study and would leave the lab on time. 

[high cost] Player5 was told that if they agreed to help, after going over trivia question 

answers, they would need to wait for about 12 minutes before they could do the additional 3-

min study, due to space limitations. As a result, they would need to stay in the lab for extra 15 

minutes.   

[not helping] Player5 said no to Tina's helping request.  

[helping] Player5 said yes to Tina's helping request.  

 

Attention check questions: 

1) Which of the following is true about the additional study Player 5 was asked to 

help with?  

(If they agreed to help, right after going over trivia question answers, they would 

do the additional 3-min study and would leave the lab on time; If they agreed to 

help, after going over trivia question answers, they would need to wait for 12 

minutes before they could do the additional 3-min study, due to space limitations. 

As a result, they would need to stay in the lab for an extra 15 minutes.) 

2) Did Player 5 say yes to Tina's helping request? 

(Yes; No) 

Study 3 
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 Full text of all versions of the email exchange used in Study 3. 

Hey John,   

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provide meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS. By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach my 

fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. [low cost] I was wondering if you 

would be willing to buy one box, which would cost you $6 in total. Thank you!  [high cost] I 

was wondering if you would be willing to buy ten boxes, which would cost you $60 in total. 

Thank you!      

Best,   

David         

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--   

[not helping] Sorry, I can't do it.  -John   

[not helping] Yeah, I can do it.  -John       

 

Attention check questions: 

1) Did John agree to help David? 

(Yes; No) 

2) How much did David ask John to donate?  

($6; $60) 
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Study 4 

 Full text of all versions of the email exchanges used in Study Supplemental Study 

1.  

[high-cost request first, not helping] 

Hey John,       

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS. By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach my 

fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy ten boxes, which would cost you $60 in total. Thank you!       

Best,   

David    

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 

Sorry, I can't do it.  -John 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 

Hey Chris,      

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS.   By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach 
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my fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy one box, which would cost you $6 in total. Thank you!        

Best,   

David 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--  

Sorry, I can't do it.  -Chris         

[high-cost request first, helping] 

Hey John,       

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS. By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach my 

fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy ten boxes, which would cost you $60 in total. Thank you!       

Best,   

David    

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 

Yeah, I can do it.  -John 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 
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Hey Chris,      

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS.   By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach 

my fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy one box, which would cost you $6 in total. Thank you!        

Best,   

David 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--  

Yeah, I can do it.  -Chris         

[low-cost request first, not helping] 

Hey John,       

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS. By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach my 

fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy one box, which would cost you $6 in total. Thank you!       

Best,   

David    

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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-- 

Sorry, I can't do it.  -John 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 

Hey Chris,      

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS.   By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach 

my fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy ten boxes, which would cost you $60 in total. Thank you!        

Best,   

David 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--  

Sorry, I can't do it.  -Chris         

[low-cost request first, helping] 

Hey John,       

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS. By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach my 

fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 
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willing to buy one box, which would cost you $6 in total. Thank you!       

Best,   

David    

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 

Yeah, I can do it.  -John 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-- 

Hey Chris,      

As you may know, I am running an individual spring fundraising campaign for 

Grandma's Kitchen, a non-profit that provides meals to people who are severely affected by 

cancer or AIDS.   By purchasing a box of homemade cookies for $6, you can help me reach 

my fundraising goal and change the lives of those in need. I was wondering if you would be 

willing to buy ten boxes, which would cost you $60 in total. Thank you!        

Best,   

David 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--  

Yeah, I can do it.  -Chris         

 

Attention check questions: 
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1) Did John agree to help David? 

(Yes; No) 

2) Did Chris agree to help David? 

(Yes; No) 

Study 5 

 Full text of all versions of the vignette used in Study 5. 

 Imagine you, Sally, and Laura are friends. At a social gathering, you overheard a 

conversation between Sally and Laura. Sally mentioned that her car was in service and asked 

if Laura could give her a ride home after the gathering. Sally could take a cab but that would 

cost her $20. Sally did not know where Laura lives when she asked Laura for help.  

[low cost, not helping] Sally's home and Laura's home are in the same direction. Laura 

would need to make a short detour; it would take Laura an extra 1-minute drive to drop Sally 

home. Laura did not agree to help Sally.  

[low cost, helping] Sally's home and Laura's home are in the same direction. Laura 

would need to make a short detour; it would take Laura an extra 1-minute drive to drop Sally 

home. Laura agreed to help Sally. 

[high cost, not helping] Sally's home and Laura's home are in the same direction. 

Laura would need to make a moderate detour; it would take Laura an extra 40-minute drive to 

drop Sally home. Laura did not agree to help Sally.  

[high cost, helping] Sally's home and Laura's home are in the same direction. Laura 

would need to make a moderate detour; it would take Laura an extra 40-minute drive to drop 
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Sally home. Laura agreed to help Sally. 

[very high cost, not helping] Sally's home and Laura's home are in opposite 

directions. Laura would need to make a long detour; it would take Laura an extra 1.5-hour 

drive to drop Sally home. Laura did not agree to help Sally. 

[very high cost, helping] Sally's home and Laura's home are in opposite directions. 

Laura would need to make a long detour; it would take Laura an extra 1.5-hour drive to drop 

Sally home. Laura agreed to help Sally. 

Attention check questions: 

1) Did Laura agree to help Sally? 

(Yes; No) 

2) What is true about Laura? 

(Laura would need to make a short detour; it would take Laura an extra 1-minute 

drive to drop Sally home; Laura would need to make a moderate detour; it would 

take Laura an extra 40-minute drive to drop Sally home; Laura would need to 

make a long detour; It would take Laura an extra 1.5-hour drive to drop Sally 

home) 

 

Study 6 

 Full text of all versions of the vignette used in Study 6. 

 Ann is meeting an important client for the first time next Monday. Brandon/Hannah is 

one of the few persons in the company that has worked for the client before and has a great 
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connection with the client. Ann asked Brandon/Hannah if he/she could come to her meeting 

with the client and introduce her to the client.  

[low cost, not helping] The traffic from Brandon/Hannah's office to the meeting place 

was light; it would take 5 minutes to get there. Brandon/Hannah did not agree to help Ann.  

[low cost, helping] The traffic from Brandon/Hannah's office to the meeting place was 

light; it would take 5 minutes to get there. Brandon/Hannah agreed to help Ann. 

[low cost, no helping information] The traffic from Brandon/Hannah's office to the 

meeting place was light; it would take 5 minutes to get there.  

[high cost, not helping] The traffic from Brandon/Hannah's office to the meeting 

place was heavy; it would take an hour to get there. Brandon/Hannah did not agree to help 

Ann. 

[high cost, helping] The traffic from Brandon/Hannah's office to the meeting place 

was heavy; it would take an hour to get there. Brandon/Hannah agreed to help Ann. 

[high cost, no helping information] The traffic from Brandon/Hannah's office to the 

meeting place was heavy; it would take an hour to get there.  

Attention check questions: 

1) (only participant in the not helping and helping conditions will answer this 

question) Did Brandon/Hannah agree to help Ann? 

(Yes; No) 

2) How much time would it take to get to the meeting place? 

(an hour; 5 minutes) 
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