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1. Introduction 

Consumers are confronted with investment advice in many different ways. Financial advice can 

be found in newspapers, magazines, on television and more recently via the internet and via 

social media as well. In many cases, consumers are confronted with the financial advice to buy or 

sell stocks of a particular company. Imagine now that the recommendation to buy stocks of a 

particular company is provided by a male analyst while the sell recommendation is provided by a 

female analyst. What is the likelihood that you will follow the (male) buy recommendation? 

Now, imagine the opposite in which the financial advice to buy is provided by a woman and the 

advice to sell is provided by a man. What will be the effect on the likelihood that you will follow 

the buy recommendation in this case? Will the decision be different? In this paper we investigate 

whether consumers are susceptible to a gender frame when confronted with financial advice from 

a financial advisor. This allows us to investigate whether the perception of the financial advisor 

that is giving the advice influences the financial decision making process of the consumer. 

  

Traditional representative agent models do not allow for heterogeneity among individual agents, 

not even across gender. Nevertheless it is well known that men and women make different 

decisions when faced with similar economic problems. Gender effects are a multifaceted and 

complex phenomenon, contributing significantly to a variety of studies in psychology, sociology 

and economics. Several studies have shown that men and women take different financial 

decisions, on an individual level (see for example Barber and Odean, 2001) and on a professional 

level (see for example Eriksen and Kvaløy, 2010). In addition, significant differences have been 

found to exist in the way men and women process information, make decisions and handle 

finances. Compared to men, women have been found to be more risk-averse, take less extreme 

decisions, behave more like each other and avoid competitive environments (see for example 

Gneezy, Niederle and Rustichini, 2003, Gneezy and Rustichini, 2004, Cohen and Einav, 2007; 

Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007, Gneezy, Leonard and List, 2008 and Eckel and Grossman, 2008, 

amongst others).  

 

Consumers are alert to female role portrayals and this attitude influences the financial decision 

making process. Bertrand et al. (2010) find that socioeconomic factors and psychological 

determinants have much more influence on consumer behavior than previously thought. 
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Consumer behavior can change in ways contradicting the standard economic models, by making 

slight changes to both presentation and description of the information. They find this to have an 

impact on the decision-making and behavior of consumers and investors. The fact that men and 

women make different financial decisions also has financial consequences. Barber and Odean 

(2001) for example, show that women tend to trade less compared to men and therefore obtain 

higher net returns. Also professional investors are exposed to gender differences. Niessen and 

Ruenzi (2013) document that female fund managers are more risk averse, trade less and follow 

less extreme and more consistent investment styles. They document that gender differences in 

investment behavior yields similar average performance of male and female run funds, in line 

with findings by Atkinson et al. (2003). However, they find that despite this similar fund 

performance female run funds have significantly lower capital inflows. This difference is caused 

by the behavior of individual investors who, on average, are putting a smaller amount of money 

in the hands of female mutual fund managers to invest in the stock market.  

 

In this study we confront our consumer with a financial decision to buy or sell stocks based on 

financial advice from either a male or female advisor. It is important to realize that such a 

situation is completely different than giving money to a mutual fund manager and let him/her 

decide which assets (not) to invest in. In the latter case the investor gives up the right to make 

these financial (asset specific) decisions herself. This is in contrast when an investor is making 

the conscientious choice herself to (not) invest in a particular stock based on financial advice as 

we investigate in this paper. Eriksen and Kvaløy (2010) argue that investment managers have 

objectives that may differ substantially from those of private investors. They show that 

investment managers take less risk with their clients’ money than with their own.  

 

Our empirical findings are summarized as follows. Consistent with prior literature on framing, 

(see for example Tversky and Kahneman, 1981 and Bertrand et al., 2010), we find that imposing 

a gender frame by means of photographs to the financial information that is provided, influences 

how the information is received and acted upon. When the respondents of our survey are 

confronted with photographs of the male and female analysts that provide the financial advice to 

buy or sell a stock, 62.2% of the high risk-averse respondents follow a buy advice from the 

female analyst, while only 35.7% indicated they want to follow the buy advice from the male 
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analyst. This effect is stronger among high risk-averse female respondents, where 76.2% of the 

respondents follow a female buy advice, while only 28% follows a male buy advice. Finally, the 

survey allows us also to test whether respondents from different countries react differently on the 

financial advice. We argue that this is related to differences on the Hofstede cultural dimensions 

between countries. We only find weak statistical evidence that respondents from different 

countries react differently to the gender frame in the financial advice. We conclude that our 

empirical results imply that consumers perceive male and female advisors differently to the 

extent that it affects their financial decision. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. 

Section 2 presents the research design and hypotheses formulation. Next, in Section 3, the 

empirical results are presented, followed by the conclusions in Section 4.  

 

2. Research Design and Hypothesis Formulation 

We conducted a survey among (first year) students from Tilburg University in the Netherlands, 

the Catholic University of Leuven in Belgium and the University of Johannesburg in South 

Africa. The purpose of this section is twofold. It presents the details of our survey design and an 

overview of the hypotheses we test in this paper. 

 

2.1 The Survey Design 

The target groups of the survey were samples of (first year) Business, Commercial Engineering, 

Finance and Economics students. A questionnaire was constructed to activate the subconscious 

and subjective thoughts towards an analyst’s gender and their recommendations. This was 

achieved by asking the students to fill in an online questionnaire that would measure their risk 

tolerance level. Such a test is similar to the KYC, ‘Know Your Customer’ due diligence that 

financial institutions and other regulated companies must perform to ascertain relevant 

information pertinent to doing financial business with their (potential) clients. Apart from the risk 

tolerance test, additional questions were asked in order to collect the data that was needed to test 

our hypotheses. By presenting the survey as a test for their individual risk tolerance level, the 

students were unaware as to the true purpose of the research and we were therefore able to 

measure our intended reaction.  

 

Apart from a small number of demographic questions for age, country of residence, degree and 

their gender, the questionnaire comprised of three main sections. First, an introductory message 
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explaining to the students what was expected of them. Second, 10 survey questions were asked 

that consisted of 7 risk tolerance questions and 3 additional questions (we refer to these as the 

focal questions in the paper) that were used to test the hypothesis of the paper. Finally, at the end 

of the survey some demographic questions were asked as well. The risk tolerance questions that 

we used were adapted from two sources
1
 and were presented in a multiple choice format where 

respondents had to choose one of three answers presented. To each of the answers of the risk 

tolerance questions we attached a score of 1, 2 or 3 points depending on the risk attitude of the 

answer, where the lowest score represented a high risk aversion level. At the end of the survey, 

for each respondent we calculated the sum of the 7 risk tolerance level questions
2
. According to 

the risk-tolerance tests, a score between 7 and 11 points indicates the respondent has a low 

tolerance for risk, a score between 12 and 17 points indicate the respondent has a moderate 

tolerance for risk and finally a score of 18-21 points indicates the respondent has a high tolerance 

for risk. These scores were communicated to the respondents at the end of the test. The individual 

risk tolerance classifications of the respondents are also used in the empirical analysis below. 

 

The three focal questions were asked in between the risk tolerance questions, thereby preventing 

that these questions were asked in order which might raise suspicion among the respondents 

towards the real goal of the survey. Each focal question commenced with a short company 

profile, containing, amongst others, company history, how well the company performed in the 

past months relative to the market and a short or long run forecast of future performance.
3
 This 

was followed by advice from two analysts who gave a recommendation to either buy or sell the 

share of the company in the same way as is often the case in magazines or newspapers. As all 

respondents were university students with at least a basic financial knowledge, the implicit 

assumption of this research is that all of them understood all information that was presented to 

them in the survey and they reacted accordingly. 

 

To mitigate any possible biases that may arise, each company profile and analysts 

recommendations were carefully formulated and kept simple. For this reason only common 

                                            
1 Rutgers University Risk Aversion test: http://njaes.rutgers.edu/money/riskquiz/default.asp and a Risk tolerance 

questionnaire from the book “Investments” by Bodie, Z., A. Kane and A.J. Marcus (2005).  
2 The respondents were in fact unaware of the fact that only 7 out of the 10 questions were used to calculate their risk 

aversion level. 
3 The setup of the focal questions is presented in the Appendix. 
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surnames were assigned to the analysts and no company name was mentioned, but merely that it 

was European. The students had to choose to buy or sell the stock, based on the information and 

recommendations that were provided. 

 

The first focal question did not contain a gender frame, while the second focal question did 

contain a gender frame, but only in writing. The third focal question contained a gender frame in 

text and visually by adding photographs of the analysts that gave the recommendation. The 

photographs that we used were carefully chosen and comprised of a male and female financial 

professional, which were unknown to the students, who looked the same in age, attractiveness, 

face expression and professional attire.
4
  

 

With regard to the second focal question, we do not find any significant differences in the 

answers between the treatment groups. Although the gender frame was present in text, the 

respondents do not take into account that information in making their decision. For the purpose of 

this study we therefore consider only the responses of the third focal question in which 

photographs of the financial analysts (male and female) were shown. Here we do find significant 

differences between the treatment groups. This implies that adding the pictures of the male and 

female analyst triggered the respondents to perceive the financial advice in a different way. In 

line with Mobius and Rosenblat (2005) and Landry et al. (2006), Bertrand et al. (2010) state that 

when compared, expertise and credibility could be overshadowed by similarity and attractiveness, 

and the latter can be found to be more important in some cases. By including photographs in the 

recommendation advice we activate this reaction, generating either a positive or negative 

response to the gender of the analyst.
5
 The effect of this gender frame on the financial decision is 

what is being investigated in this paper. 

 

Regarding the third focal question, two questionnaires were created each containing a different 

rendering so we obtained two treatment groups. One in which the male analyst provides a buy 

advice and the female analyst provided a sell advice and the second questionnaire the opposite. 

                                            
4 For authenticity, photos of actual financial professionals who work or have worked in the finance industry were 

chosen. Their names however, were modified to Dutch names (which are familiar to all respondents) in order to keep 

each question consistent and reduce possible biases that may arise.  
5 Note that Diacon and Hasseldine (2007) show that the way information is presented, affects the financial decisions 

and the perception of consumers. 
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Through the use of an online questionnaire service, each of the questionnaires was independently 

and randomly assigned to students who were allowed to complete a questionnaire once. 

Therefore each respondent was confronted to the gender frame once. To investigate the 

susceptibility towards gender specific financial advice, a variety of tests can be conducted. The 

next subsection provides an overview of hypothesis we test in this paper. 

 

2.2 Hypothesis Formulation 

We test whether the average percentage of respondents who have chosen a buy recommendation 

in each of the different rendering of the focal question is significantly different when different 

gender frames are used. We also perform these tests between the two treatment groups based on 

the personal characteristics of the respondents. This will provide more insights in to the 

susceptibility of the respondents towards gender specific financial advice. 

 

There are several hypotheses that are tested in this paper. Barber and Odean (2001) show that 

female individual investors trade less than their male counterparts and thereby realize higher net 

returns on average. In addition, Niessen and Ruenzi (2013) show that the capital inflow towards 

female managed mutual funds is less than towards male managed mutual funds although the risk-

return based performances are similar. Moreover, Prince (1993) shows that men are more likely 

to feel competent and engaged in handling finances, while women on the other hand feel they do 

not handle finances as competently as men. If the respondents have the perception that these 

findings are true for financial advice as well, we expect the respondents to be more likely to 

follow buy advice from male analysts than from female analysts. Therefore the first hypothesis is 

formulated as follows. 

  

H1: Respondents are more likely to follow a buy recommendation from a male analyst than from 

a female analyst. 

 

In the survey some questions on the demographic characteristics of the respondents were asked. 

This allows us to test for some more detailed hypotheses. A casual observation of the under-

representation of women in professions such as engineering, business and finance, might lead to 

consumers to view them as more ‘masculine’, which could lead them to suspect that men are 
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being more technically capable and therefore more skilled (and perhaps more successful). 

Moreover, Pheterson, Kiesler and Goldberg (1971) explain that this apparent under-achievement 

of women compared to men, may be due to biased appraisals of their work. If this is the case, it 

may be likely that women will do the same when it comes to their own and each other’s work; 

undervaluing and attributing success to luck. In Goldberg (1968), biases among and toward other 

females was investigated in the realm of professional and intellectual aptitude. Alleged published 

journal articles on a variety of subjects
6
, that had either a male or female author, were posed to 

female students. His findings confirmed the bias, revealing that the male authors were valued 

more highly then their female counterparts. 

 

According to the theory of cognitive dissonance, people will devote more of their attention to 

information that supports their opinion. Therefore in light of gender differences we expect 

investors may then focus more of their attention on the recommendation which supports their pre-

formed belief about gender and finances. Therefore the second hypothesis is formulated as 

follows. 

 

H2: Respondents are more likely to follow buy advice from an analyst with the same gender. 

 

The online survey was made available to first year university students in Belgium, The 

Netherlands and South Africa. This allows us to test whether there are any differences in 

consumer susceptibility towards the gender frame between countries. The work of Geert Hofstede 

(see for example Hofstede et al., 2010) has shown that there are differences in cultural 

dimensions between countries. South-Africa for example, has a score of 63 on the 

masculinity/femininity cultural dimension, while Belgium has a score of 54 (note that the score is 

43 for Flanders where the survey was conducted and 60 for Wallonia) and the Netherlands has a 

score of only 14. As stated by Hofstede
7
, a high score (masculine) on this dimension indicates 

that the society will be driven by competition, achievement and success, with success being 

defined by the winner / best in field, a value system that starts in school and continues throughout 

organizational behavior. A low score (feminine) on the dimension means that the dominant 

                                            
6 Linguistics, law, Art history, dietetics, education, and city planning. 
7 See the website geert-hofstede.com/countries.html where country scores for all cultural dimensions can be 

obtained. 
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values in society are caring for others and quality of life. A feminine society is one where quality 

of life is the sign of success and standing out from the crowd is not admirable. The fundamental 

issue here is what motivates people, wanting to be the best (masculine) or liking what you do 

(feminine). Therefore the third hypothesis is defined as follows. 

 

H3: There exists country heterogeneity between Belgium, the Netherlands and South-Africa with 

respect to the tendency to follow a buy advice from either a male or female analyst. 

 

The setup of the survey made students believe that they were doing a test to determine their risk 

aversion level. These tests are very common and can easily be found in books and on the internet. 

In addition, by law, financial institutions and other regulated companies are required to perform 

due diligence (‘Know Your Customer’) to ascertain relevant information pertinent to doing 

financial business with their (potential) clients. In order to do so, similar tests are used to 

determine the risk aversion level of the customer. As mentioned above, several studies (for 

example Cohen and Einav, 2007) find that women are more risk-averse than men. If the 

respondents believe that the same holds true for women analysts, low risk tolerant respondents 

could argue (perceive) that if indeed a female analyst is proposing to buy, it would also be a good 

investment for them as well. Therefore, the fourth and final hypothesis is formulated as: 

 

H4: More risk averse respondents are more likely to follow buy advice from the female analyst. 

 

In the next section we present and discuss the outcome of the difference in mean tests that were 

conducted. 

 

3. Description of the Data and Empirical Results 

 

3.1 Description of the Survey Sample 

In this subsection we present an overview of the available demographics of the survey 

respondents. There were 412 respondents for which we could determine their risk-aversion level 

score, but some of the respondents did not provide us with all their personal characteristics such 

as their age and country of residence. Only 9 respondents could be classified as having a low 

risk-aversion level. This low amount of observations forces us to disregard a specific hypothesis 
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regarding the high risk tolerance level class. In our analysis below we always take into account 

the most complete sample available. The average age of the survey respondents is about 19.5 

years with a standard deviation of 1.77 years. Table 1 provides a more detailed overview of the 

number of respondents split up by the demographic characteristics, gender, country of residence 

and risk tolerance level. 

 

Table 1: Demographics of the Survey Respondents and the Number of Observations 

   

NL 

 

BE 

 

SA 

 

Country 

Total 

High 

Risk- 

Averse 

Medium 

Risk- 

Averse 

Risk 

Aversion 

Total 

Male 227 49 92 82 223 37 190 227 

Female 167 37 52 76 165 46 121 167 

Gender Total 394 86 144 158 388 83 311 394 

High Risk-Averse 87 22 27 32 81    

Medium Risk-Averse 316 64 117 128 309    

RA Total 403 86 144 160 390    

Notes: The table presents an overview of the number of respondents by several demographic characteristics. 

 

The aim of this investigation is to test whether a gender frame in the analyst that provides 

financial advice, does have an impact on the decision behavior of the survey respondents. In our 

analysis we rely on OLS regressions and test whether there are differences between the treatment 

groups using two-sample t-tests with unequal variance using Welch’s (1947) degrees of freedom 

approximation. If a respondent chose the buy recommendation, the answer is coded as a 1 and a 0 

in case the respondent chose the sell recommendation. The empirical findings are presented in the 

next subsection. 

 

3.2 Empirical Results 

In order to test hypothesis H1 we run the regression 

 

 iiiBuy εα += ,          (1) 

 

in both treatment groups, those that were faced with a male buy advice (and a female sell advice) 

and those that were faced with a female buy advice (and a male sell advice). Here, iBuy  is 1 if 
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the respondents chose the buy advice (and 0 otherwise). The estimate for iα  is the average of the 

sample of respondents that is willing to follow the buy advice. In order to test hypothesis H2, we 

run the regression 

 

iiMiFi MaleFemaleBuy εββ ++=        (2) 

 

in both treatment groups. Here iFemale  is 1 if the respondent is female and zero otherwise and 

vice versa for iMale . This implies that the estimate for 
F

β  is the average of the female 

respondents that is willing to follow the buy advice, while the estimate for 
M

β
 
is the average of 

the male respondents. Equation (2) allows us to test whether there is a difference among men and 

women in the tendency to follow buy advice of the financial analyst. In addition, we test whether 

the female and male respondents are more or less likely to follow the buy advice, when faced 

with the gender frame. 

 

In order to test whether there are differences in the country the respondent is residing we estimate 

equation (3) 

 

 iiSAiBEiNLi SABENLBuy εβββ +++=       (3) 

 

in both treatment groups. Here iNL  is 1 if the respondent is residing in the Netherlands and zero 

otherwise and likewise for the variables iBE (for Belgian respondents) and iSA  (for South-

African respondents). Finally, we estimate equation (4) 

 

 iiMRAiHRAi MRAHRABuy εββ ++=        (4)  
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in both treatment groups to test whether there are differences in the tendency to follow buy 

advice if the risk-aversion level of the respondent is either high or of a medium level
8
. The 

estimation results are presented in Table 2 below. 

 

Using the estimation results of panel A in Table 2, hypothesis H1 is tested. In both treatmen 

groups, the majority of the respondents are choosing to follow the buy advice. There is a small 

difference in the average level which is not significant (p-value = 91.29%) and provides 

overwhelming evidence to reject hypothesis H1. 

 

Next, hypothesis H2 states that there male and female respondents are more likely to follow a buy 

advice from an analyst with the same gender. The estimation results presented in Panel B of 

Table 2 show that this is indeed the case. When faced with buy advice from a male analyst; male 

respondents are more likely to follow that advice than female respondents. Along the same line, 

when faced with buy advice from a female analyst, female respondents are more likely to follow 

that advice than male respondents. This provides circumstantial evidence that gender herding 

does indeed play a role in the perception of financial advice, but in all cases these differences are 

not statistically significant. This implies that hypothesis H2 is rejected. 

 

Panel C of Table 2 presents the regression results in which the respondents are split by their 

country of residence. Among the Belgian respondents there is a large difference in following the 

buy advice that is given by either a male or female analysts. Belgian respondents are more likely 

to follow buy advice from a male analyst in contrast to buy advice from a female analyst. For the 

respondents residing in the Netherlands or South-Africa it is the opposite. Note that in all cases 

the estimates are not significantly different from each other. This indicates that country of 

residence, a variable that is used to proxy for differences in cultural dimensions, does not play a 

role in gender specific financial advice. Hypothesis H3 is convincingly rejected. We refer to the 

next subsection for additional analysis in this regard. 

 

 

                                            
8 As mentioned above, there were only 9 respondents that could be qualified as being low risk-averse and this limits 

the analysis to high and medium risk-averse respondents only. 
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Table 2:  Full Sample Estimation Results 

 Male Buy 

Female Sell 

Female Buy 

Male Sell 

 

Independent estimate std. error estimate std. error p-value 

variable Panel A: full sample 

constant 0.5631 0.0346 0.5685 0.0554 0.9129 

nobs 206  197   

 Panel B: Differences in respondents gender 

Female 0.5238 0.0542 0.6145 0.0545 0.2394 

Male 0.5948 0.0461 0.5315 0.0467 0.3380 

nobs 200  194   

p-value 0.3198  0.2510   

 Panel C: Differences in respondents country of residency 

NL 0.5909 0.0749 0.6667 0.0764 0.4729 

BE 0.6000 0.0594 0.4865 0.0576 0.1739 

SA 0.5357 0.0542 0.5789 0.0568 0.5852 

nobs 199  192   

p-value 0.6934  0.1612   

 Panel D: Differences in respondents risk-aversion level 

High RA 0.3571 0.0752 0.6222 0.0741 0.0131 

Medium RA 0.6158 0.0381 0.5526 0.0403 0.2562 

nobs 206  197   

p-value 0.0024  0.4103   

Notes: The table shows estimation results of equation (1) – (4). The p-values in the final column are the results of the 

test if there is a difference between the two respondent samples where they were faced with either a male or female 

buy advice. The p-values in the rows indicate whether there is a statistical significance difference within the 

respondent sample depending on differences in properties of the respondents. If the p-value is bold, it indicates 

significance at the 5% level. 

 

To conclude, Panel D of Table 2 presents the results of the regression in which the respondents 

are split by their country level of risk aversion. In this case, we find strong and statistically 

significant results. When faced with buy advice from a male analyst, only 35.71% of the high 
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risk-averse respondents were willing to follow the buy advice. In contrast, 61.58% of the medium 

risk-averse respondents followed the male buy advice. Moreover, the p-value of 0.24% indicates 

this difference is highly statistically significant. When faced with buy advice from a female 

analyst, the difference between high and medium risk-averse respondents is not statistically 

significant.  

 

Note however the difference between the two treatment groups among high risk-averse 

respondents. Instead of 35.71% of the respondents that is willing to follow a male buy advice, 

62.22% of the high risk-averse respondents follows the female buy advice. With a p-value of 

1.31%, this difference is highly significant. The medium risk-averse respondents are more willing 

to follow a male buy advice than advice from a female analyst (61.58%). In addition, there is also 

a majority of the respondents (55.26%) that is willing to follow the female buy advice. Overall, 

these empirical results confirm hypothesis H4. 

 

3.3 Additional Analysis 

Based on the empirical results of the previous subsection it is obvious that the strongest findings 

were between the high and medium risk-averse respondents. In addition, there is circumstantial 

evidence that respondents are more likely to follow the advice from the analysts with the same 

gender. Based on these findings, we investigate further whether among the high and medium 

risk-averse respondents, gender and country of residence matters.
9
 In order to do so, we run the 

following regressions for both treatment groups: 

 

 
iiiMMRAiiFMRA

iiMHRAiiFHRAi

MaleMRAFemaleMRA

MaleHRAFemaleHRABuy

εββ

ββ

+×+×+

×+×=

__

__
    (5)  

 

and 

 

 
iiiSAMRAiiBEMRAiiNLMRA

iiSAHRAiiBEHRAiiNLHRAi

SAMRABEMRANLMRA

SAHRABEHRANLHRABuy

εβββ

βββ

+×+×+×+

×+×+×=

___

___
 . (6)  

                                            
9 Note that in some cases the number of respondents that fall inside a specific category are limited, especially when it 

concerns high risk-aversion as there are only 81 respondents that qualify. Consequently, in some tests the standard 

errors will be large, which makes it more difficult to find evidence in favor of our hypothesis. 
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Using the results of equation (5) we test whether among high and medium risk-averse 

respondents gender herding is more likely. Likewise, the results of equation (6) are used to test 

whether there is a country of residence effect among the high and medium risk-averse 

respondents. Table 3 below presents the estimation results of equation (5) and (6), while in Table 

4 the outcome of some additional tests using individual treatment groups are presented. 

 

Table 3:  Additional Analysis Estimation Results 

 Male Buy 

Female Sell 

Female Buy 

Male Sell 

 

Independent estimate std. error estimate std. error p-value 

variable Panel A: Differences in respondents risk-aversion level AND gender  

High RA × Female 0.2800 0.0992 0.7619 0.1096 0.0007 

High RA × Male 0.5333 0.1281 0.5000 0.1071 0.8478 

Medium RA × Female 0.6271 0.0646 0.5645 0.0638 0.4870 

Medium RA × Male 0.6040 0.0494 0.5393 0.0532 0.3719 

nobs 206  197   

 Panel B: Differences in respondents risk-aversion level AND 

country of residency 

High RA × NL 0.4444 0.1633 0.5385 0.1370 0.6835 

High RA × BE 0.4286 0.1309 0.6923 0.1370 0.1793 

High RA × SA 0.2941 0.1188 0.6000 0.1275 0.0879 

Medium RA × NL 0.6286 0.0828 0.7241 0.0917 0.4223 

Medium RA × BE 0.6429 0.0654 0.4426 0.0632 0.0298 

Medium RA × SA 0.5970 0.0599 0.5738 0.0632 0.7918 

nobs 199  192   

Notes: The table shows estimation results of equation (5) and (6). The p-values in the final column are the results of 

the test if there is a difference between the two respondent samples where they were faced with either a male or 

female buy advice. The p-values in the rows indicate whether there is a statistical significance difference within the 

respondent sample depending on differences in properties of the respondents. If the p-value is bold, it indicates 

significance at the 5% level. 
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The results of Table 3 are used to test whether there are differences between the two treatment 

groups. The results of Panel A of Table 3 imply that the findings of the previous subsection 

regarding the different reaction towards gender specific advice is driven by the group of female 

respondents. When faced with male buy advice, only 28% of the high risk-averse female 

respondents is willing to follow that advice. When faced with buy advice from a female analyst, 

76.19% of the high risk-averse female respondents follow that advice. The difference between the 

two treatment groups is highly significant (p-value = 0.07%). Among the high risk-averse male 

respondents no such response is observed. Between 53.3% and 50% of the high risk-averse male 

respondents follow the advice of the male or female analyst respectively, which in line with 

gender herding. This difference is not statistically significant. Among medium risk-averse female 

respondents there is no gender herding, but among medium risk-averse male respondents there is. 

Again, these estimates are not statically significant. Based on these findings, we conclude that 

especially the group of high risk-averse female respondents is susceptible to gender specific 

financial advice. This finding is consistent with the explanation that the group of high risk-averse 

female respondents perceives the female analyst as being high risk-averse as well and that if she 

is willing to advise to invest in a risky undertaking it would be fine to do so as well. Of course, 

the data that is available to us in this paper does not allow us to test this hypothesis and it is 

therefore left for future research. 

 

Next, we discuss the results of Panel B of Table 3. To summarize, medium risk-averse 

respondents that reside in Belgium and high risk-averse respondents that reside in South-Africa 

are susceptible to gender specific financial advice albeit in opposite direction. Below we motivate 

this conclusion in more detail. In all countries the high risk-averse respondents are more likely to 

follow the buy advice from the female analyst. Note the huge difference in estimates for the 

Belgian and South-African respondents. Among the high risk-averse in Belgium residing 

respondents, 42.86% follows the male buy advice, while 69.22% follows the female buy advice. 

Likewise, among the high risk-averse in South-Africa residing respondents, 29.41% follows the 

male buy advice, while 60% follows the female buy advice. Only in the South-African case, these 

differences are statistically significant at the 10% level (p-value is 8.79%). These findings should 

also be seen in light of the few high risk-averse respondents that reside in the Netherlands (22), 

Belgium (27) and South-Africa (32). With so few respondents it explains the large standard 
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errors of the estimates and a larger sample would help to improve the statistical significance of 

these findings. Dutch medium risk-averse respondents are more likely to follow the female buy 

advice, while the opposite holds for the Belgian and South-African medium risk-averse 

respondents. Only the medium risk-averse respondents residing in Belgium are susceptible for 

gender specific financial advice as 64.29% follows the male buy advice, while 44.26% follows 

the female buy advice and this difference is statistically significant (p-value is 2.98%).  

 

Table 4 presents the p-values of several tests within each treatment group of gender specific 

advice. These results are used to test differences between high and medium risk-averse male and 

female respondents and between high and medium risk-averse respondents residing in different 

countries. First, we discuss the results of Panel A of Table 4 to test gender herding. Only among 

the respondents that were faced with buy advice from a male analyst, we find two statistically 

significant cases. First, Panel A of Table 3 shows that only 28% of the high risk-averse female 

respondents follow the male buy advice and 62.71% of the medium risk-averse female 

respondents do this as well. Table 4 shows that this difference is highly statistically significant 

(p-value is 0.38%). When faced with female buy advice, there is no statistical significant 

difference (p-value is 12.11%). This implies that among female respondents only the male buy 

advice frame results in different behavior among high and medium risk-averse respondents. 

Second, Panel A of Table 3 shows that 60.40% of the medium risk-averse male respondents 

follow the male buy advice, in contrast to 28% for the female respondents (discussed in the 

previous paragraph). Panel A of Table 4 shows that this difference is statistically significant (p-

value is 0.39%). When faced with female buy advice however, this difference is significant at the 

10% level (p-value is 6.92%). Note that there is some weak evidence that high risk-averse male 

and female respondents are reacting differently on gender specific financial advice. The 

estimation results of Table 3 show that 53.3% of the high risk-averse male respondents follow 

male buy advice, while 50% follow the female buy advice. Among the high risk-averse female 

respondents these numbers are 28% and 76.19% respectively. When faced with male buy advice, 

the p-value of the difference in mean test is 11.95%, but when faced with female buy advice, the 

difference between male and female high risk-averse respondents is significant at the 10% level 

(p-value is 8.89%). We argue that the standard errors of the difference in mean tests are so large 

due to the low number of respondents (we identified 46 female and 37 male high risk-averse 
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respondents). Overall we conclude that especially high risk-averse female respondents are 

susceptible towards gender specific financial advice. 

 

 

Table 4:  Additional Analysis Test Results Within Each Treatment Group 

 Male Buy 

Female Sell 

Female Buy 

Male Sell 

Panel A: Differences in respondents risk-aversion level AND gender 

High RA × Female = High RA × Male 0.1195 0.0889 

Medium RA × Female = Medium RA × Male 0.7761 0.7620 

High RA × Female = Medium RA × Female 0.0038 0.1211 

High RA × Male = Medium RA × Male 0.6075 0.7426 

Medium RA × Female = High RA × Male 0.5141 0.6052 

High  RA × Female = Medium RA × Male 0.0039 0.0692 

Panel B: Differences in respondents risk-aversion level AND country of residency 

High RA × NL = High RA × BE  = High RA × SA 0.6670 0.7265 

Med. RA × NL = Med. RA × BE  = Med. RA × SA 0.8694 0.0385 

High RA × NL = Medium RA × NL 0.3159 0.2614 

High RA × BE = Medium RA × BE 0.1449 0.0996 

High RA × SA = Medium RA × SA 0.0239 0.8540 

Notes: The table shows the p-values of the tests for which the null-hypotheses are shown in the first column. If the p-

value is bold, it indicates significance at the 5% level. 

 

Second, we discuss the results of Panel B of Table 4 to test whether the country of residence 

matters for gender specific advice. When faced with female buy advice, Panel B of Table 3 

shows that among the medium risk-averse respondents, 72.41% of the respondents residing in the 

Netherlands follows this advice. For respondents residing in Belgium and South-Africa, these 

percentages are (only) 44.26% and 57.34%. Panel B of Table 4 shows that these percentages are 

significantly different from each other (p-value is 3.85%). Finally, Panel B of Table 3 shows that 

only 29.41% of the high risk-averse respondents residing in South-Africa is following the male 

buy advice, while 59.70% of the medium risk-averse respondents residing in South-Africa do this 



 

 18

as well. Panel B of Table 4 shows that this difference is significant as well (p-value is 2.58%). 

When faced with female buy advice, there is no statistical significant difference for the South-

African respondents. This implies that among respondents residing in South-Africa, only the 

male buy advice frame results in different behavior among high and medium risk-averse 

respondents. These findings are consistent with previous findings by Bertrand et al. (2010). For 

Belgium, the difference between the high and medium risk-averse respondents (respectively 

69.23% and 44.26% as can be seen in Panel B of Table 3), is significant at the 10% level (p-value 

is 9.96%). We conclude that when combining differences in risk-aversion levels with differences 

in cultural dimensions between countries, result in differences in susceptibility to gender specific 

advice. 

 

4. Discussion 

This paper presents empirical evidence that consumer’s financial decisions are affected by the 

gender of the person that is providing the financial advice to buy or sell a stock. Our results imply 

that consumers perceive male and female advisors differently to the extent that it affects their 

financial decision. To our knowledge, this study is the first to document empirical evidence to 

support this hypothesis.   

 

We stress that findings of this paper are obtained when the survey respondents were confronted 

with photographs of the analysts that provided the financial advice. When the respondents were 

confronted with a gender frame in text only, no significant effects were found. We argue that the 

findings of this study can be consistent with the explanation that investors perceive female and 

male analysts to have different skill levels, expertise or to be more or less trustworthy. In future 

research we intend to conduct experiments that will allow us to answer these questions. 
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Appendix 

 

Focal Question with photographs 

Consider the following information regarding a European company.  This firm is well established 

in Europe and is a non-financial institution. It has reasonable annual growth rates for its industry, 

displays earnings consistency and has a relatively high return-on-equity (ROE). According to 

technical analysis, the chart pattern of the price of stock has shown its share price to have 

remained within a stable range over the past couple of weeks.  

 

Below you will find recommendations from two well known analysts in the market. Both 

analysts work for a prestigious financial institution which is independent and in no way linked or 

associated with the company above in any way. Both analysts have taken into account the 

information given above and performed a thorough analysis. 

 

Here is a 

picture of 

either a male 

or female 

analyst 

Mrs Willems (left picture) 

believes that the firm’s share 

is good value at its current 

stock price. She believes that 

the firm has good potential 

and strong fundamentals in 

the short run and that its 

stock price will increase. 

 

Recommendation: Buy 

Mr Jacobs (right picture) 

believes that although the 

firm cannot maintain its high 

return-on-equity and it is 

therefore overvalued at 

current market prices. He 

expects the firm’s share price 

to decline. 

 

Recommendation: Sell 

 

Here is a 

picture of 

either a male 

or female 

analyst 

B
U

Y
 

S
E

L
L

 

 

 

Based on the information given above I would 

 

A) buy  

B) sell 

 


