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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Legitimacy is “a psychological property of an authority, institution, or socia
arrangement that leads those connected to it to believe that it is appropriate,grdpe
just” (Tyler, 2006, p 375). The influential power in legitimization lies in the conséns
nature of subordinate groups to voluntarily and willfully support unjust inequalities due
to a synthesized sense of obligation. More specifically, legitimizatidnendominant
groups to successfully fabricate unjust norms which are thereby impintetypalized by
subordinate groups creating an unquestioned sense of duty to accede. In order to gain a
full appreciation of the subtle elegance with which legitimization orchestnatergroup
relations one must have basic conceptual understanding of its derivative foundational
theories.

Cultural hegemony, as defined by Gramsci (1971) is a societal process that
functions to legitimize and maintain status quo class relations through the mersias
subordinate groups to internalize the dominant majority group’s values and.beliefs
emphasizing the importance of group-level legitimization of the status quoy\({1&d&)
shifted the emphasis from social class to include race and ethnicity. Ridged/&erger
(1986) further extended this reasoning to gender, recognizing the saliendusf sta
beliefs as the mortar for an institutionalized societal hierarchybasgmreater worth to

men than women. Jackman (1994) in her influential b®bk, Velvet Glovehas argued



that persuasion rather than conflict best describes gender hegemony and, inrts mode
form the use of subtle power to subjugate women has created an ambivalent alliance
between men and women characterized by idealized, conditional, and coercive love.
Nowhere is this ambivalent alliance more apparent than in the phenomenon of
outgroup favoritism, or the tendency of subordinate group members to over-value the
traits of the dominant group, relative to their own. Ingroup favoritism, resulting from
one’s social-identity emerging from entwined self- and group-identigdesjuately
explained by social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). But, as Schmadgt,Ma
Eccleston, and McCoy (2001) point out, the prediction of protecting self-esteem through
ingroup favoritism neglects the importance of the relative social stathe obtmparison
group. If the comparison group is of higher status than the ingroup, outgroup favoritism is
often observed. Even when endorsement of outgroup bias values results in detrimental
economic and social outcomes for lower class group members. Jost and Bh9@yi)s (
theory of system justification was formulated to explain the paradox of outgroup
favoritism. The simultaneous devaluing of traits which are charactesidine lower
status ingroup by lower status group members and the valuing of traits chstiacita
higher status group is succinctly described as status value asymmetrpldio #xs
effect, Jost and Banaji reasoned that ego, group, and system justificatioosgate ot
for higher status groups, resulting in no ideological dissonance between whkatast
for me, my group, and the larger system; they are the same. However, fostatue
group members these self, group, and larger system motivations are often at odds.
Interestingly, they are frequently resolved in favor of the larger sistatues at the

expense of individual or ingroup interests.



In the context of gender hegemony this means that for men there is congruence
between larger system values and the values and beliefs that benefitahemeni-these
beliefs and values appear to be universally applicable to all people. Not so for women.
Because of this disparity, system justification theory predicts thaewas a group have
a need to reduce ideological dissonance by devaluing domains in which they are
stereotyped and concede preferential value for male stereotypes. plexa a
systems level of analysis depressed entitlement among woman, the¢ssi@ag
themselves as deserving less pay than men, is viewed as the reduction of ideological
dissonance at the expense of self- and group-esteem. Some have suggestectfeat thi
is best described as internalized inferiority (Major, 1994; Pelham & Hetts, 206 ;

Banaji, & Nosek, 2004) and explains why a significant minority of women fail to support
equal rights for women and continue to endorse economic inequity as legitimate mnd eve
necessary (Jost, 1997; Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, & Sullivan, 2003).

Hegemony in any form could not exist without stereotyping. However, because of
the sexual interdependence of men and women for reproductive resources, the
stereotyping which sustains gender hegemony is unique in comparison to that of class,
race, or ethnicity. Hostile sexism relies on aggression and force but moxiem sgies
on compensatory stereotyping, ascribing favorable gender-specific comrtitihates
such as caring, warmth, and nurturance to women. These same flattering socre@mot
attributes are then used to stigmatize women and prejudicially undermine th&atuen s
relevant achievement characteristics such as competitive, ambitious,cangpveiich are
viewed as uniquely agentic rather than communal (Jost & Kay, 2005). Sexisntisdusti

and maintained because each sex is seen as possessing its own unigue strengths and



weaknesses which are believed to complement one another, synergisticélig aea
whole greater than the sum of its parts. Such a perception true or not, rationalizes the
necessity of inequality. In support of this view, Jost and Kay (2005) presented
experimental evidence that belief in agency and communal stereotypesrf@nd

women respectively is synonymous with belief in the system because tfiessndes

are seen as necessary for the greater good.

Stereotype threat among women with regard to math and science ability
provides an example of modern sexism to the extent that it can be explained amgresulti
from internalized inferiority. The experience of stereotype threat amvongen for
example, implicitly informs attitudes regarding status values which deraegamen and
contributes to stigmatization, further perpetuating sexist statussghetimader, Johns,

& Barquissau, 2004; Smith, 2004). Although there is no direct evidence linking the
perceived legitimacy of status differences to stereotype threat,shackrect evidence
that this might be so. Women who tend to endorse gender stereotypes are more
susceptible to interference effects in math performance. Further, Schehatl§004)
and Schmader (2002) have shown that gender identification seems to be a crucial
moderating variable in this process. Dar-Nimrod and Heine (2006) observed an increase
in math performance when the legitimacy of genetically determineld peatormance
differences between men and women was discredited. From the existaigideve
know that status beliefs and their perceived legitimacy are pivotal in sustgendgr
discrimination. It has been shown that status beliefs regarding genderiguely
hegemonic because they stereotype men using status relevant achievemeteristiasa

and women with status irrelevant socioemotional characteristics. The endtyreithgc



simultaneously valuing women for their communal traits and disadvantagingrthem i
comparison to men who are seen as more agentic. It is also known that perceived
legitimacy has a direct effect on performance under conditions of stezdbtgat. What
is not known, and the problem examined in the current study, is whether the manipulation
of perceived legitimacy directly affects the appraisal of statusfbehat sustain the
stereotypes for status relevant achievement and status irrelevant siiimoam
characteristics for men and women, respectively. Specifically, we knowhtha
performance of women under these conditions is directly affected byvselce
legitimacy, but do their status beliefs regarding the agentic and commenealtgpes for
men and women change in a corresponding fashion? The current experiment isidesigne
to answer this question by first exposing women to stereotype consistent infarmat
regarding math and science ability under control, legitimate, or iffegg# conditions
and then examining the perception of female participants regarding aokievand
socioemotional traits relative to men and women.

An extensive review of the literature, with a special emphasis on the methodology
of crucial experiments influencing the design of the current study, is provideel in t
following chapter. To provide a historical perspective, literature on confbctels of
hegemony are contrasted with the persuasion model to better understand whyhasxism
not been recognized as similar to other forms of subjugation. This is followed bgwa revi
of representative research on status value asymmetry to explain how aringcreas
understanding of ingroup favoritism led to the paradoxical finding of outgroup favoritism
and how system justification theory uniquely predicts the phenomenon of status value

asymmetry. Research on gender stereotyping is reviewed to provide a xboseration



of modern sexism and the reliance on compensatory stereotyping as a wantairingi
subjugation. The relationship between stereotype threat and the belief igitinealey of
status differences between men and women is explored by reviewing & négires
sample of experiments that focus on performance deficits in math and scieadecds
of the current study is not on performance deficits resulting from stpeetityeat but
rather on the importance of perceived legitimacy in sustaining gendatgpa®and

outgroup favoritism which will be the main focus of the literature review.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Legitimacy has been defined as “a psychological property of an authority,
institution, or social arrangement that leads those connected to it to believesthat i
appropriate, proper, and just” (Tyler, 2006, p 375). Ihézause of legitimacy that
subordinate groups feel a sense of obligation to the system and as a consequence
internalize and conform to the norms, rules, and beliefs hierarchically coadttact
profit the dominant group. While the study of legitimacy is rather new to eapir
psychology, it is integral to understanding social and political systerss&Major,
2001). Because legitimization is so tightly interwoven with the very fabriocéls
arrangements a basic understanding of how it functions to justify these sistems
absolutely essential.
Historical Models of Hegemony

Theories of hegemony emphasize the importance of consensus as opposed to

dominance by force. As such hegemony provides a theoretical context for undegstandin
the current study which concerns one of the by-products of hegemony, namely that the
dominate group’s values and beliefs come to be over valued by both the dominant and
subordinate groups. Historically models of hegemony have focused on the sustained

conflict between groups as necessary to maintain the status quo. More réuendyer,



theories of hegemony have shown how conflict models are inadequate in general and in
particular for an understanding of modern sexism.

The Conflict ModelTo provide an understanding of why sexism has only recently
been recognized as similar to other forms of subjugation it must be realizéuethat
historical models of hegemony emphasized power and hostility as central goaager
relations. Even though legitimization was important and necessary, the conflict
perspective made it impossible to conceive of coercive persuasion and benevolent
sexism. It is now realized that conflict and persuasion are entwined in parngetuat
stereotypical gender roles which are endorsed and maintained by both men armd wom

Conflict models of hegemony have been substantially influenced by the theories
of Machiavelli and Marx which assert that as a consequence of being alietorsta
socioeconomic system with an inequitable distribution of economic benefits thetynajori
group is able to legitimize their values and beliefs by orchestratingteikectual and
cultural content in education, religion, and communication, thereby controlling the
production of ideas available for discourse. Through seemingly innocuous, everyday
processes the majority group’s ideals are legitimized as culturatimesrand mask
potential group-based (e.g., gender) inequities, creating the appeararfed# @ind just
social system.

Max Weber (1947) was one of the first to stress the importance of group level
legitimization as a binding societal force which sustains the status quo.ngnhsiohe
also shifted the emphasis from class to race and ethnicity as the primiagssof
societal conflict and hostility. Ridgeway and Berger (1986) further extehded t

reasoning to gender recognizing the saliency of status beliefs ag ddiokegitimization



which is institutionalized as a social hierarchy ascribing greasghvand competence to
men than women. The idea of conflict as essential to dominance was further eroded by
Durkheim who regarded hostility as the “exception to the rule” of consensus and
harmony, laying the foundation for understanding the benevolence inherent in modern
sexism.

Perhaps the best known and most influential theory of cultural hegemony comes
from Gramsci (1971) who described hegemony as dominance achieved and maintained
through the persuasion of the subordinate group to internalize majority group vadues a
beliefs. Gramsci’s theory emphasizes the fact that consent is not autanhticat
ideological domination must be manufactured (Zelditch, 2001). With regard to sexism in
particular it cannot be emphasized enough that hegemony functions like an argbtent li
just below the surface and subtle enough to exist without distinction. This makekat al
more powerful and effective because the concomitant internalization of inequity is
accomplished largely without awareness. The resultatsa consciousnessr failure to
recognize exploitation, (Marx & Engels, 1946/1970) that legitimizes the dominant-
subordinate relationship, which would not be possible without the willing endorsement
and patrticipation of the subordinate group in this process.

The Persuasion ModeConflict models of hegemony have gradually seceded to
models emphasizing harmony and the maintenance of the status quo through the
inculcation of status beliefs; however, control of resources remains the witstiing
feature of both. Mary Jackman (1994) in her influential bdbie Velvet Glovehas
argued that control of resources is expressed differently for class, mdagerader

subjugation with economic, status, and power being configured differently for each.



Classes are distinguish through economic divisions, while race prejudice asilyrim

status driven, and in gender relations inequality is sustain by power, the power to control
sexual access and sexual reproduction. That is to say Jackman is arguing tloé&glge bi

of sexual selection theory is at the core of gender hegemony.

The essence of Darwinian sexual selection theory in nature is realiaadhhr
male/male competition and female choice (Darwin, 1871). | say in nature betacise
of what we see in human culture is an aberration derived from this basic biological
principle. In the natural reproductive environment of sexual creatures eggaraes aud
valuable. Females are their guardians and designed to be selective in choosiag the be
possible genetic male donor. If a male’s genetic characterisitdeshim to thrive in an
environment he will have developed beautifully; healthy, symmetrical, and vigoraus. O
the other hand poor genetic fitness will result in malnourishment, parasitetinfestad
less than attractive “plumage.” Male-male competition through courtshiadispl
behavior and physical contests will produce hierarchies of fithess, a menu from whi
females can order. Much is at stake for the female. Her very life hangsbaltnce
because of the risks of reproduction and no less importantly the genetic suityizédbil
her offspring.

This is in the natural environment. When we superimpose culture a very different
picture can emerge. Much of human culture can be understood by considering the fact
that all animals are fear driven and as a result humans have an almosvebssssito
control their environment (Geary, 2006). Among apes sexual dimorphism is a mate
guarding strategy whereby a male can control access to the prized fleroath

physical domination. Jackman makes the point that human culture is a manifestation, a

10



exaggeration, of this basic principle. At the core of hostile sexism is tlre tiesontrol
women for the purpose of reproductive success. Hostile sexism is a cultmgitath
negate female choice, to reduce females to a resource that can be cdikeo#lag other
resource.

A study of recorded history reveals that with neutralized female chdiae w
remains is hyper male-male competition for access to this resourcewdYaand more
war is a genetic battle for resources; chief among them, accessaledeim one of the
earliest novelsThe lliadby Homer, The Greek general commands his troops, “Don’t
anyone hurry to return homeward until after he has lain down alongside a wife of some
Trojan” (p. 40, Gottschall, 2007). When Achilles examines his life as a warrior ie say
“I have spent many sleepless nights and bloody days in battle, fighting maasifor t
women.” (p. 40, Gottschall, 2007). At the biological level of analysis hostile sexism
results from fear based physical domination by males of females rgsnlexaggerated
male-male competition. An aberrant reproductive strategy such as this onesignede
to “out-wit” female choice as a central part of the equation cannot, in a bioltmeal
scale, long prevail. As with the economics of class structure, status antheagse of
power to subjugate females to males has in modern times become more civiliaiag cre
an ambivalent alliance characterized by idealized, conditional, and coercive love
(Jackman, 1994).

Status Value Asymmetry

Understanding hegemony as a social binding force highlights the fact that one of

its by-products is the preferential valuing of the higher status group. Thathighbot

dominate and the subjugated group over-value the higher status group’s values and
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beliefs, a phenomenon known as status value asymmetry. The current study is not about
status value asymmetry per se, rather it seeks to examine whether onrest wo
preferentially value the status value traits traditionally ascribed tcasarby-product of
status value asymmetry. To better understand why this might be so an exposhi®n of
status value asymmetry literature is necessary.

A major question in the literature over the last decade has been, how gender
hegemony is expressed relative to ingroup and outgroup favoritism. More sigific
how stereotypical attributes are ascribed and sustained based upon géweders
substantial evidence for ingroup favoritism relative to those domains wheraliralsi
excel and for the devaluing of domains where they fare poorly (Tesser & Pal98Gs
Crocker & Major, 1989). However, as Schmader, Major, Eccleston, and McCoy (2001)
point out, the prediction of protecting self-esteem through ingroup favoritisnmegheo
important variables; namely, the relative social status of the comparisoowquend the
perceived legitimacy of the status hierarchy.

An increasing understanding of ingroup favoritism from the perspective of
social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) led to the paradoxical finding of oupgr
favoritism. When the status hierarchy is perceived as just and when the doméanshin w
the higher status group excels are valued in support of the greater good the subordinate
group tends to value those domains in preference to their own. In its simplestierms t
devaluing of traits characteristic of lower status groups and the valuirgtef tr
characteristic of the higher status groups is succinctly describéatas &lue
asymmetry. The status value asymmetry effect and has been explairysteby s

justification theory as formulated by Jost and Banaji (1994).

12



System Justification Theoignlightened by the paradox of outgroup favoritism
(Jost, 2004) Jost and Banaji (1994) reasoned that ego, group, and system justifiGations ar
in alignment without conflict for high status group members; however, for low status
group members the motivation to believe in the system is often in conflict witlase!
group-esteem motives resulting in dissonance. From the perspective of lgegel@ony
this means that for males there is congruency between group-based vaktesdvks
best for them) and the larger system values; they are the same. Howefeznales
there is an inherent incongruency between what is best for their selfestdegroup-
identity and the beliefs and values of the larger system. As a result womenoolene
their social standing in ways that simultaneously devalue dimensions on whiaxtety
and concede preferential value for domains in which males excel. This need to defend
existing social hierarchies in order to reduce ideological dissonance lehds to t
prediction that women are less likely to attribute inequitable outcomes tovdisation,
but rather to their own personal inadequacy (Major, McCoy, Schmader, Gramzow,;, Levi
& Sidanius, 2002). In this way the perception of women is in alignment with that of men
and serves to maintain societal stability (Major, 1994; Major & Schmader, 2001).

Justifying the system is proposed as the reason for depressed entidemoagt
women (the view that they deserved less pay than men) and elevated entitltaoremt a
men (the view that they deserve more pay than women). This explains why same me
and women did not support the equal rights amendment and their endorsement of
economic inequality as legitimate and necessary (Jost, 1997; Jost et al., 2@Qg). Gr

identity in relation to depressed entitlement has been extensively resgéxtajor,
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1994; Pelham & Hetts, 2001) and is best explained as internalized inferiority which is
necessary in order to maintain a belief in the system as just (Jost, Banajiek, R0G4).

Of particular relevance for understanding the depressed entitliement outcome i
relation to broader social context Jost and Hunyady (2002) review and intematecal
evidence derived from 18 specific predictions of system justification ttamhyonclude
that the internalization of inequality serves a palliative (soothing withoedtef§ a cure)
function reducing uncertainty, anxiety, guilt, and perhaps more significaoglyitive
dissonance, for both women and men. The fact that men also derive a palliative benefit
from believing in the legitimacy of inequality for the greater good is oftenlaoked
(Chen & Tyler, 2001). Kay, Jimenez, and Jost (2002) argue that the rationalization of the
status quo is inevitable, and often accomplished using implicit stereotypesfto justi
inequity, which is also a circumstance uniquely characteristic of modesnsélost &
Burgess, 2000).

In system justification theory rationalizing the status quo is explainedinote
the reduction of cognitive dissonance. Jost (2001) reasoned that in order to reduce
ideological dissonance and maintain a belief in the legitimacy of thensystembers of
subordinate groups who suffered the greatest disadvantages would experigneatdss
dissonance and as a consequence the strongest motivation to believe the systest.to be |
This is supported by the research of Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, and Sullivan (2003) who
found differences both within and between ethnic groups in five survey studies designed
to test the hypothesis that those who are the most disadvantaged by the syatem are
those most likely to justify the system by supporting and defending itsregyi Their

first survey sought to examine the influence of income, race, and education on
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individuals’ perceived willingness to limit criticism of the government.yTtoeind

support of the prediction of greater willingness on the part of low-income indiviaduals t
limit personal freedom for the good of the larger group. With regard to race ibwas f
that African Americans were more likely than European Americans to sugyubrt
limitations. It was also found that with income controlled the less well edlLioate

more defensive of the system. The second survey showed that less affluent Latenos w
significantly more trusting of government with increased poverty accongany
increased belief in the government being run for the benefit of all. Surveydboretan
inverse relationship between income and the belief that large differencesarepa
necessary, the lower the income the stronger the belief. African and Eurapeacahs
living in the Northern and Southern United States were compared in the fourth survey
where it was found that the more disadvantaged the group the greater the likelihood that
they would endorse a belief that success accompanies hard work. The final sumsy in t
series revealed that individuals with strong beliefs in a meritocragtsarenore likely to
express satisfaction with their own economic situation. Taken together thess studie
provide convincing descriptive evidence for outgroup favoritism.

Evidence for Outgroup Favoritism and the Status Value Asymmetry E¥fidct.
specific reference to the mechanics of outgroup favoritism and the resudting) \&lue
asymmetry Jost and Burgess (2000) experimentally manipulated group status in a
laboratory situation by providing participants with bogus statistics regardi
socioeconomic success of alumni from their university in comparison to a rival
university. In this way participants were led to believe that they wérerditgher or

lower in status. They also examined how status relevant achievement tratistasd s
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irrelevant socioemotional traits were differentially ascribed ¢ags as a function of

their status. The results revealed the students assigned to the high statuscondit
evidenced strong ingroup favoritism on the achievement traits. The opposite patse
observed for students assigned to the low status condition, that is, they ratedrigpoutg
as higher on the achievement traits. In addition, outgroup favoritism was found to vary
directly as a function of the perceived legitimacy of the status higrausing

participant ratings there was a positive correlation between percegiéchbcy and
ingroup favoritism on the achievement traits in the high status condition. In the tow sta
condition increased perceived legitimacy was associated with both layveum

favoritism and higher outgroup favoritism on these same achievement traitsgtiarex
illustration of status value asymmetry and the importance of perceivadcisgyt

Jost, Pelham and Carvallo (2002) provide additional support for the hypothesis that
reducing ideological dissonance is the crucial variable controlling outgrouptigwor
Using thelmplicit Association TegGreenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003) as a dependent
measure they showed that students from a high status university exhibitedangnifi
ingroup response bias. Students from a low status university, however, showed no such
bias. In a separate study using unobtrusive behavioral measures Latinosaand As
Americans showed significant outgroup favoritism by choosing White parmartetact
with rather than members of their own group. Data from a third study revealed that
parents disproportionately name their sons after their fathers comparedng tizsir
daughters after their mothers and were more likely to publish birth announceanents f
boys than girls, suggesting that they perceive males as being of Haghertkan

females. It is important to note that these results were obtained usingtitgtiavioral
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measures rather than self-report measures, which have sometimes timeadcas
susceptible to contamination by social desirability and compliance effeota the
perspective of ego or group justification these results make little sensaraadlyg be
explained in terms of the system justification motive and the need to reduce idalologi
dissonance.

The foregoing is only a small sample of the abundant evidence showing that
outgroup favoritism, and status value asymmetry as a consequence, is only pdssible w
status inequality is believed to be just and necessary to sustain the syispamicOlar
relevance for understanding modern sexism is the work of Brenda Major and her
colleagues (Major, et al., 2002) who demonstrated that a belief in the ideology of
mobility (i.e., that status boundaries are permeable for individuals) enhanceis¢er
legitimacy and reduces the attribution of negative outcomes to discrimination.
Gender Stereotyping

Part of the reason for the importance of legitimization derives from our need for
assurance that our natural tendency to discriminate is accurate. Caidgariting,
learning to generalize within and discriminate between classes of stsralasic
adaptive behavior evidenced by all animals. Being able to recognize sarardes
difference is essential to survival in a world of variability. Stereotypiagvariety of
categorical learning, an ignoring of differences in the service of sssseamd
disregarding sameness to reinforce difference. Behaving catetyoisaadtural and
necessary, but for individuals it can have undesirable consequences in the form of

discrimination, prejudice, stigma, infrahumanization, and even genocide.
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The onus of stigmatization results from the intersection of group and personal
identity, where the individual derives self expectancies in accordancéheitategorical
sameness used to define their group. Crocker, Major, and Steele (1998) building on the
classical work of Goffman (1963) define stigmatization as a process mgduottm the
possession of a devalued characteristic associated with a sociayidarthis view
stigmatization cannot be separated from power, status, and discrediting iispbsit
attributions (Major & O’Brien, 2005). Some of the evolutionary reasons proposed for the
apparent naturalness of exclusion through stigmatization include social exeinaie
need to trust, health and fitness for reproduction, and outgroup exploitation for ingroup
gain (Major & O’'Brien, 2005). Research on cognitive processing has shown that the
perpetuation of a stereotype depends on confirmation biases and the selectivegeicodin
and retrieval of memories (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Smith, 2004).

The most insidious feature of stereotypes is that they are tautologicalrdahis f
reason self sustaining. Stereotypes are the received views of one sagaiogvard
another. They are functional representations of social dominance, most often used to
legitimize inequality. Stereotypes come in many guises the most idblgifieing race,
gender, and ethnicity. Others are more subtle. Steele (1997) uses examphes of ga
members, or skateboarders, social class, or ageism, for example older addksing if
memory lapses will be interpreted as Alzheimer’s disease. We akhedwill, be
stereotyped in various ways and for this reason we are all stereotype veraeclibhis
vulnerability is always relative to the situation.

Ambivalent Sexisntiegemony in any form could not exist without stereotyping;

however, the stereotyping which accompanies gender hegemony is unique in comparison
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to that of class, race, or ethnicity. To understand why this is so, requiresra close
examination of modern sexism and the reliance on compensatory stereotypingyas a w
of maintaining subjugation.

Swim, Aikin, Hall, and Hunter (1995) point out that the assessment of sexism,
as with racism, has become increasingly difficult because of sodietaype against its
overt expression, which is itself an example of hegemony as described bgc rEmat
is to say, there is an increasing need for the appearance of benevolence in order to
persuade women to support a hierarchal system. To support this view they present data
showing that modern sexism, sometimes called aversive sexism or ambiveilent se
unlike old fashioned or hostile sexism is characterized by: 1) the denial afuemhti
discrimination believing that discrimination against women is a thing of tte )a
antagonism toward women’s political and economic aspirations, and 3) resentment
regarding policies designed to help women in the workplace or academics.

Gender stereotyping in modern sexism is particularly subtle and all the more
egregious in that women are ascribed favorable gender specific attribachessscaring,
gentle, and kind and these same flattering socioemotional attributes areajsditiatly
to undermine status relevant achievement attributes. Take for exampladtersimany
women find themselves in when contesting for child custody. If they are desibed a
“good mother” it can be argued that they would be unable to provide for the child as
sufficiently as the father because they lack the attributes negésisachievement in the
competitive workplace; and if they are described as achievement orieayearé then

without the prescribedocioemotional attributes that characterize being a good mother.
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Glick and Fiske (2001) report data from 15,000 men and women in 19 nations and
suggest that old fashioned and modern sexism are complementary with regard to gender
inequality; both being pathways to the same end. As with old fashioned sexism, modern
sexism is a hegemonic ideology that offers protection and affection to women for
conforming to traditional roles. Their data indicate that, whereas women in ¢somptar
men reject old fashioned sexism, they often endorse modern sexism resulting in a
ambivalent alliance justifying gender inequality.

The Complementarity of Agency and CommurBender hegemony is itself
subservient to the demand characteristics of the larger system within wikicluitured
and sustained. The major impact of the industrial revolution was the inevitable
emergence of a class system where capitalist property ownersl catietal resources
and the working class who have no resources and nothing to sell but themselves. Unable
to be self-sustaining in this new system more and more men were recruitedh&ut of
home to sell their labor in the service of those who had surplus resources. A similar
economic necessity has emerged for women in recent times. As with mendhs me
greater independence, that is, less dependence on the traditional family ito order
survive, but it also means greater reliance on the system to provide accsessittoeie
and this is where the path for women as workers becomes a much steeper oneofhe reas
for this is because of the gender stereotypes justifying the systerm wheren are
viewed as more motherly than professional, more nurturing than competitivengeati
no-win double bind.

Building on the Stereotype Content Model (SCM) Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick (2004)

sought to test the hypothesis that because of ambivalent sexism, which direltg host
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towards professional women and benevolently lauds homemakers, women are either
respected or liked but not both. The SCM differentiates groups according to two basic
dimensions, competence and warmth, which creates four unique stereotype paiterns. L
or high in competence crossed with low or high in warmth.

The two diagonal groups, low warmth/low competence and high warmth/high
competence, are easily conceptualized as eliciting the intergroup emotions ofptontem
(low/low) or admiration (high/high). Groups seen as low in competence and low in
warmth are viewed as weak, eliciting the emotion of contempt. Groups seen as high i
competence and high in warmth are seen as strong and are admired.

The off diagonal groups, low warmth/high competence and high warmth/ low
competence, are referred to as mixed valance groups. These mixed mesgag g
uniquely described by SCM as eliciting more complex emotions which only now are
coming to be better understood in terms of the prejudice they foster. Groups low on
competence but high on warmth, such as the elderly, the disabled, or housewives elicit
pity, an emotion reserved for those whose lot in life is uncontrollable, though no fault of
their own, it is just the way things are. The professional woman falls into thh fourt
group, high competence and low warm. As with the rich, the professional womamis ofte
respected because of her competence, but not likable because of her low warmth. SCM
describes this category as eliciting the emotion of envy. Interestihgdystan emotion
that often used to describe the feelings elicited by higher status grougeeliery rich.

To test their hypothesis that professional mothers are discriminatestagai
comparison to childless working men or women and working fathers, Cuddy et al. (2004)

asked for participant’s impressions of various management consultant prdiggs. T
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were presented with three irrelevant filler profiles along with fourilpsfor women or
men who were either parents or childless and then rated the individuals described for
competence relevant traits (capable, efficient, organized, skillful) andtivaelevant
traits (good-natured, sincere, warm, trustworthy).

They obtained results confirming that men gain in perceived warmth when
described as fathers without losing perceived competence. When women are dlescribe
mothers they gain in perceived warmth but lose perceived competence. Thissstiggest
for women these are mutually exclusive dimensions. In SCM terminology men can be
admired, but for women the choice is between pity and envy. Perhaps a better word than
envy might be resentment. Regardless, the consequence of gender stereotiiping
men can be respected for their competence and liked for their warmth, but for women
being liked for their warmth comes with a price tag, a loss of respect for the
competence.

The research of Cuddy et al. (2004) paints a clear picture of gender prejudice, one
depicting a complex interdependence between men and women. As intimated by the
phrase ambivalent alliance relationships between men and women have a dual nature
because of power differences and mutual interdependence. In exploring this
complementarity Jost and Kay (2005) showed that people tend to ascribe agency and thus
achievement attributes to high status groups in general and men in particular and
communion or socioemotional attributes to low status groups and women, suggesting that
male and female stereotypes complement one another in sustaining inequaskty. iSex
justified and maintained because each sex is seen as possessing strenvgtiakiaesses

which are said to complement one another. A basic principle of complement#nay is

22



the whole cannot exist without the synergy of its parts, a view which promdisrige
the system to be beneficial when in fact its function is hegemonic (Kayt&DGs3).

Victim Derogation and Victim Enhanceme@tnsonant with the belief that the
social system in which individuals function is fair and just is the belief thatdbyaage
people get what they deserve, that is, blaming the victim, an example of whaioka
and Young (2005) refer to as victim derogation. In its benevolent forms they aagjue th
victim derogation is complemented and reinforced using victim enhancing stesetatype
assuage the stigmatization resulting from the ascription of unfavorabde trait

Blaming victims and lionizing winners is well recognized as a way of yusgif
the status quo, but victim enhancement and down grading winners can be equally
effective. Kay et al. (2005) argued that these strategies are not canirgdat
complementary, with the perceived causal link between trait and outcomeidatgrm
which will be used to sustain status beliefs. For example, intelligenceaasia $een as
relevant for achieving status and is used to enhamugerswhereas physical
attractiveness is not as readily perceived as causally related toosttoisie and can be
used to enhance victims and down grade winh&sersare by implication less
intelligent and can be described as physically attractive and still be ofdtws.Kay et
al. (2005) hypothesized that these are simply alternative routes to systéoajistiand
proposed to test this prediction in two experiments using system threat antyptere
activation paradigms.

In the first experiment Kay et al. (2005) used a system threat manipulation to
increase the motivation to justify the system and then examined the effdutsanf t

derogation and enhancement. To manipulate system threat, participants reacgbaggis e
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which described the United States as either at a low point or well off in ceop&w
other countries. Then, in what participants believed to be an unrelated study they were
asked to rate two different target groups, the powerful and the obese. To test the
hypothesis that causal relevance and outcome are determinants of the roussto sys
justification they use the traits intelligent and independent (causalsardg)eand
happiness (causally irrelevant) for rating the powerful person; and thedeaitsds and
sociability for relevant and irrelevant causes of obesity. As expectedystem threat to
the United States produced both increased victim derogation on causally rel@tant tr
and increased victim enhancement on irrelevant traits. More importantly for the
complementarity hypothesis system threat resulted in the powerful bewnedvés more
independent and intelligent bless happyvhereas the powerless were viewed as less
independent and intelligent bomore happy

Kay and Jost (2003) had earlier shown that exposure to complementary
stereotype exemplars (victim-enhancement: poor but happy and honest, rich but
miserable and dishonest) reduces ideological dissonance while noncomplementary
stereotypes (victim-derogation: poor but unhappy and dishonest, rich but happy and
honest) implicitly activates concerns regarding the system as jusgriditegitimate.
The second Kay et al. (2005) experiment sought to demonstrate that these\adternati
strategies to system justification are functionally equivalent but depend predence
of a causal link between the trait and the outcome. Kay et al. (2005) constructed
situations where an essay described a causal link between intelligence anddhee @it
wealth/poverty or the outcome of attractiveness/unattractiveness. Ast@desiten there

was a perceived causal link between the trait and outcome (intelligenealtb)w
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noncomplementary stereotyping (derogating the loser, elevating the \winoéuced
greater system justification; however, when there was a noncausal linkg@niee to
attractiveness) complementary stereotyping (elevating the loser andraoimy the
winner) produced greater system justification. In other words when thiegsteemake
sense as they do with intelligence being necessary for wealth then blamwgtim is
justified but when they do not make sense, i. e. intelligence being necessary for
attractiveness then blaming the victim is not justified and it is necessarjdanae the
victim instead. That is, victim blaming is congruent with system judtificavhen there

is a perceived causal link between the trait and the outcome but not if this connection is
absent. The alternative route to system justification under these cirogesstae., when
there is no connection between the trait and outcome, is victim enhancement. In the
words of the authors, “.... people seem impressively able to maintain twin system-
justifying beliefs” (p. 245). The use of victim enhancement as an altenatite to
system justification is crucial to understanding gender stereotyping amnaplortance of
the perception of a causal link between trait and outcome warrants furtheigiavestin
the study of benevolent sexism.

In summary, victim derogating stereotypes support the belief in a just worlkel whil
victim enhancing stereotypes increase system justification throughinicgol@ of what
Kruglanski (1996) callequifinality. The principle of equifinality states that different
psychological routes to the same result are situationally determined. ,Tdh&eirent
strategies are used in support of status beliefs maintaining the status quo depending
which is most effective under the prevailing circumstances. It seassnable to

conclude that the principle of equifinality explains the decline of hostility @edofi
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benevolence in modern sexism as it relates to the broader picture of gender hegemony.
Because of the importance of legitimization to sustain the status quo, sitLelianges
have necessitated that gender inequality be rationalized differently.

The Fraud of Complementary-but-Equast & Kay (2005) begin their article by
guoting Sandra and Daryl Bem who point out that while the Supreme Court has declared
separate-but-equal to be a hegemonic fraud it is unlikely that any court wouldake
a similar declaration with regard to the gender hegemony that keeps woman in the
place, that there will never be a disavowal of complementary-but-equal. Aibelief
complementary-but-equal is at the heart of benevolent sexism. Becausectiysts
sustaining it are on the surface benign it can and often is consciously endorsed, but
perhaps more significantly because they are benign it is easier for themindosthe
ambient unconscious and thereby more subtly shape thoughts and feelings (Bargh, Chen,
& Burrows, 1996).

As Kay, et al. (2003) showed complementary stereotyping is dependent on a
perceived causal link between the stereotypical trait and the consequemeeaif/ping.

For example, complementary gender stereotypes for men as agentic and women as
communal are seen as interdependently reinforcing one another and functonirey f
greater good. Jost and Kay (2005) sought to directly assess this hypothesishaeeos
experiments, predicting that complementary stereotyping for men asagengc and
women as more communal would enhance system justification. They furth@medas
that simply exposing people to complementary gender stereotypes (prnainlgl lead
them to endorse gender specific inequality and have a more diffuse effiyog ldeem to

endorse the system as a whole, including its nongender related aspects.
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The first experiment used questionnaires to manipulate exposure to specific

stereotype content. Participants were first asked to complete one of fouomeses.

One contained agentic traits (assertive, competent, intelligent, ampéralis

responsible), another contained communal traits (considerate, honest, happy, warm, and
moral), a third contained both the agentic and the communal traits, and the forth was a
control condition with no agentic or communal traits. On each questionnaire participants
were asked to indicate whether the trait applied more to men or to women. In aupllow
guestionnaire all participants where given the systems justificataba ssed in the Kay

and Jost (2003) experiment with the only difference being the items were modified to
focus on gender inequality. The results indicated that for men support for gender
inequality was consistently high and unaffected by exposure; however, for women
activating communal gender stereotypes significantly increasedstipgort for the

existing system of inequality.

Experiment 2 (Kay and Jost, 2003) was designed to address a number of
methodological issues which were potential confounds in Experiment 1 and to examine
the effects of endorsement versus exposure as well as the effects ofayghdi@reotype
content. This was accomplished using one of four conditions of exposure: (1) items from
the Benevolent Sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Ghaéke,

1996), (2) items from the Hostile Sexism subscale of this same instrument; i{@ugem
of benevolent and hostile sexism items, or (4) nonstereotypical items. Exposure or
endorsement was manipulated by asking some participants the extent to which they
agreed with the items and asking others to simply proofread the items fty. clari

Following this treatment all participants were administered the Kay ah({?00s3)
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diffuse measure of system justification scale. The data revealed @igoeesults for

the activation of stereotypes leading to diffuse system justificatiorr ¢mfueigh

incidental exposure or personal endorsement. Taken together these two experiments
indicate that the activation of communal and benevolent stereotypes wagsufbci
increase system justification while the activation of agentic and hostikosgpes was

not. The authors conclude that because men are already advantaged in comparison to
women only victim enhancing stereotypes can be effective at increasiaqsys
justification by creating the illusion of complementary-but-equal.

If the agentic and communal stereotypes are truly complementary, that is,
interdependent, and not simply supplementary and independent it should be possible to
increase system justification by the devaluing of agentic traits teaserthe value of
communal traits in the same way that valuing communal traits was shown in the two
previous experiments to served as a counterweight to agentic traits timerelaging
system justification. To test this prediction a situation was created whgdreipants
were first exposed to material suggesting that either the interpecsomaunal skills of
women lead to higher managerial status or the assertive agentic skills efadea |
higher managerial status. Participants were then exposed to sterestyp&xperiment
2 for women as communal and men as agentic followed by the Jost and Kay (2003)
measure of diffuse system justification. As predicted from the complentgntar
hypothesis, system justification increased in the condition where the comnautsabftr
women are associated with being better managers just as it did in the conditierthghe

agentic traits of men are associated with being better managers.
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The experiments of Jost and Kay (2005) contribute to an understanding of gender
hegemony in two important ways. First, they provide experimental evidencegetet
activation and functioning of gender stereotypes directly to system jastficas an
outcome variable. Second, they provide evidence that gender hegemony depends on
complementary agentic and communal stereotyping; and lastly, the proceddres use
demonstrate that gender stereotypes can be subtly but dramaticabyeactr primed
through indirect exposure to stereotypical content. Once activated stereetygeass
powerful contextual stimuli, for self and others, which do not need to be consciously
recognized or endorsed to effect behavior. Stereotype threat is an exarhgde of t
consequence.

Perceived Legitimacy and Stereotype ThrEatluating perceived legitimacy as
necessary for stereotype threat performance decrements is releventtorent study
because a methodology is employed which exposes women to legitimateitomiieg
stereotype-consistent information using a stereotype threat protocol in ordantme
outgroup bias. For this reason the stereotype threat research reviewed ictitnsise
limited and focuses on gender identification and the importance of perceiviadaeyi

Stereotype threat among women with regard to math and science ability provide
an example of modern sexist ideology to the extent that performance deficst andhi
can be explained as resulting from internalized inferiority (Schmaders,J&hn
Barquissau, 2004; Smith, 2004). If true then the experience of stereotype threzatlympli
informs their default attitudes regarding status values which derogate weademgl to a

stigmatization which enhances benevolent sexism.
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Although there is no direct evidence linking the perceived legitimacy of status
differences to stereotype threat, there is indirect evidence that ghs Ioel so. Schmader
(2002) has shown that women who tend to endorse gender stereotypes are more
susceptible to interference effects in math performance. Additional support tomes
Schmader, et al. (2004) who present evidence that gender identification gdenes t
crucial moderating variable. They found no difference between the performames of
and women under nonthreat conditions; however, when performance was linked to
stereotype threat women with high gender identification performed segmifyovorse
than men and women with low gender identification, whose performance did not differ
from that of men.

Dar-Nimrod and Heine (2006) used misinformation to substantiate or discredit the
belief that math performance differentials between men and women aregénet
determined. Their experiment was prompted by the turmoil resulting fromntaelks of
Lawrence Summers of Harvard University who said that a possible reason fenwom
being under represented in the sciences is that women have a different gyanfabil
aptitude with regard to math. For Dar-Nimrod and Heine the question of innate
differences in math ability was beside the point. They wanted to investigate how
responding to the stereotype affects performance. In particular timégdita see if the
well documented self-fulfilling prophesy outcome from stereotype threat could be
neutralized. Monterosso, Royzman, and Schwartz (2005) had shown that people respond
to experiential accounts of the causes for behavior differently than they doeticg
accounts for the same behavior. Experiential explanations imply that the bekavior

voluntary and controllable, and most importantly, that it can be changed. While genetic
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explanations are viewed uncontrollable and predetermined, Dar-Nimrod and Heine
reasoned if individuals have a shared genetic makeup and believe that there iEa genet
cause for the stereotype then they are more likely to assume that tb/ptespplies to
them, making them stereotype vulnerable. On the other hand if they do not believe that
the stereotype is genetic in nature but rather a result of previous expdthen they
would be more likely to believe that their experiences were different and teetgpe
does not apply to them, thereby neutralizing their vulnerability and the threateidnpps
the stereotype. Dar-Nimrod and Heine wanted to show that regardless of whether or not
there are differences between the sexes in math ability the remduksr@ince Summers
had the potential for perpetuating a belief which would prime stereotype vulitgrabi
Using essays that describe the math and science ability of men and wdeamgasither
genetically or experientially determined Dar-Nimrod and Heine demataghat the
performance deficit resulting from stereotype threat can be mitigstediegitimizing
belief in the validity of the stereotype. They conclude that while Summersave
thought he was issuing a clarion call for more research on the biological ofature
achievement differences what he did was perpetuate a prime for stereotgpe thr

These data, along with data confirming the importance of legitimization for
system justification strongly suggest that perceived legitimacyrafeyestereotypes
plays a crucial role in activating stereotype threat. It can be seen thégthaization
has a direct effect on performance, either enhancing or mitigating tHeretee effects
of stereotype threat. There is also evidence that legitimization is diarcgistem
justification because of the importance of status value beliefs.

Perceived Legitimacy
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Status BeliefsAs we have seen, status beliefs regarding gender are more than
ingroup favoritism; they are uniquely hegemonic because they stereotypeingen us
status relevant achievement characteristics and women with statusamtele
socioemotional characteristics (Conway, Pizzamiglio, & Mount, 1996; Glick &eFisk
2001). In this way status beliefs socially devalue women and at the samertihikdmmn
to a collective social reality. This is accomplished not only by persuadimgtthaccept
that they are less competent, but also that they are distinctivelyibettber
compensatory ways (Eagly, 1987). Status beliefs sustain gender hegemony by
simultaneously disadvantaging women and valuing them; thereby justifydbsar|
position in society. One behavioral indication of this are data indicating thatepaopl
general self-select social roles for themselves that support the gtet, thereby
legitimizing the system (Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, Sinclair, 2003).

What this means is that status beliefs are consensual and therefore assmse
of legitimacy by being socially validated. This objectifies themmasitable social facts
that must be dealt with, regardless of the negative impact on the individual oothelir s
group (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). Itis primarily this social validity eleintieat
legitimizes status beliefs and elevates them to such a level that thegtangdzemoral
value, capable of encouraging behaviors that support them and constraining behaviors
that dissent from them. Burgess and Borgida (1998) point out that this structural
inequality promotes status beliefs that distinguish men in comparison to womeor. Maj
(1994) emphasizes the fact that these perceived differences are theninete @l
dispositional attributions which stigmatize women as inferior - not by etmit because

of who they are. In this way status beliefs provide cultural schema whiclofuihct
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organize the inequality inherent in social relations and provides prescribedest#nd
behaviors which in turn validate the stereotype from which they are deriasth§Ri,
Tyler, & Fridkin, 1985).

Further evidence of this reification process on the part of both men and women
comes from Weber, Mummendey, and Waldzus (2002) who argue that group members
evaluate their ingroup, relative to an outgroup, in comparison to the prototype of a super-
ordinate category that encompasses both groups. Ingroup and outgroup favoritism are
derived from assessing the relative similarity to this prototype. Fongbe, outgroup
favoritism results when women compare themselves to men and men are believed to
better represent the ideals of what it means to be an American. Weber et al. (2002)
hypothesized that the prototype provides a normative standard, like a template for
subgroup comparison and that similarity to this template, which they call praotatipi
is used to evaluate and determine relative group status. If the perceptidrihsrthas a
high correlation between the comparison group and the prototype then this jugtiies hi
status, that is, high status is legitimized. An initial naturalistic ssugorted this
prediction comparing Germans and Poles as outgroups and Europe as the standard. There
was a direct correlation between perceived legitimacy and simitarihe European
template. In a follow up experiment manipulation of relative intergroup status and
similarity to a constructed standard provided further support for the hypotheisiedre
is a causal relationship between ingroup status, prototypicality, and perasgiteddcy.

In a meta-analysis Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, and Hume, (2001) also found that
perceived legitimacy is critical for high status ingroup favoritism. Gevaat

dimensions, high status groups are more likely to think in self-serving ways when their
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high status is legitimate. But it is the status beliefs of women that atempustant in
sustaining gender hegemony because to be perceived as legitimate sefsimbet be
consensual (Jost et al., 200Bhere is considerable correlational evidence that perceived
legitimacy is pivotal to system justification but if the status value asmyreffect is real
and is sustained by consensual status beliefs then it should be possible to expbrimental
manipulate perceived legitimacy to mitigate the effect. This is gxattht the research
of Jost and Burgess (2000), Jost (2001), and Schmader, Major, Eccleston, and McCoy
(2001) has accomplished.

System Justification and Perceived Legitimdogt & Burgess (2000) showed
that members of disadvantaged groups simultaneously endorse unequal status quo social
hierarchies and devalue dimensions on which their group excels, while conceding
preferential value for higher status outgroup traits. In addition to assessing
ingroup/outgroup favoritism, Jost and Burgess obtained assessments for fairness,
justifiability, and legitimacy and were able to show that perceivednegty is positively
correlated with increased ingroup favoritism on status relevant traits taniemts in
the high status condition, but for participants in the low status condition, increased
perceived legitimacy was associated with both lower ingroup favoritism and highe
outgroup favoritism on these same status relevant traits. That is to say, thebleeo
manipulate status and experimentally demonstrate the status value &syeffaet in
the laboratory situation.

A follow-up experiment (Jost, 2001) replicated these results and incorporated a
manipulation for perceived legitimacy. Participants in the low stagls/bgitimacy

condition showed greater outgroup favoritism for status relevant achievemersuickit
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as intelligent, hard-working, and skilled at verbal reasoning, compared to thoséow the
legitimacy condition. High legitimacy participants also showed less ipgeotoritism

on status irrelevant socioemotional traits such as honest, friendly, imgrestmpared

to low legitimacy participants.

As further evidence of the importance of status beliefs regarding thienkgy of
the system, Robinson and Kray (2001) reported survey results showing that those
supporting the status quo make little effort to understand the arguments foe.chang
These findings suggest that once legitimized, status beliefs becoiaé. fgiéjor and
Schmader (2001) identified perceived legitimacy among the disadvantagediakto
maintaining status beliefs in inequality.

Legitimacy perceptions derive from the individual perceiving his or her own
situation as just or unjust. That is, legitimacy appraisals are subjectoappens of
fairness or justice regarding the distribution of wealth, status, or power. Althoeggh t
subjective perceptions are held individually, when they become reified as gaat of
individual’'s social-identity derived from group stereotypes they gain plosver to
legitimize social inequality and provide support for the status quo through theitigellec
endorsement within a culture (Rasinski, Tyler, & Fridkin, 1985; Major, 1994).

Legitimacy AppraisalWorking backward from system justification to social-
identity we see that stereotypes are what most directly affect th@saf legitimacy.
Stereotypes and status value asymmetry are sustained by status miikeorrelate
with success and thus have value within a domain (Ridgeway, 1991). For example, being
tall would be a status value marker for a basketball player, or young andwegtvemald

be status value markers for a model. It is in this way that socioemotionattehiatecs
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become identified as value markers for what a female “should be like,” ansgeroleiet
characteristics as markers for recognizing a valuable male. Stateswatkers then
coalesce in communal and agentic stereotypes for women and men respectively, but i
the markers themselves that serve as the molecules of outgroup favoritism.

Conversely, if the status beliefs regarding the perception of men as motie agent
and women as more communal is not appraised as legitoyatementhen the
inequality of outcomes are seen as discriminatory and unjust (Major & Schmader, 2001)
Legitimacy appraisal then is the lynchpin sustaining status value asgmibeending
the reasoning from social construction theory regarding status value markers to
personality traits, Schmader et al. (2001) reported the results of two studies
demonstrating outgroup bias and status value asymmetry under conditions of assumed
legitimacy and one experiment showing that perceived illegitimacy cagateithe
outgroup bias effect. Thus, in the absence of perceived system legitimacy, the
Machiavellian Maskecessary for hegemony to survive is lifted, revealing the true
inequality of the system.
In Summary

This chapter highlights the most important common thread for the current study

which is perceived legitimacy and how it is crucial both for understanding the outgroup
bias phenomenon and for maintaining gender structural inequalities. The key
dimensional variable involved in creating and sustaining unequal gender status
hierarchies was deduced from a number of theoretical and indirect emgujcabches.
A review of the evolution of hegemony shed light on current models of modern sexism,

revealing a unique form of hegemony that contains complementary gés@etygpes.
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This unique brand of hegemony fosters status beliefs that ascribe men with agentic
achievement traits and women with communal socioemotional traits. This cualtivate
implicit atmosphere creates the consensual nature of status belieédrpeduct
results in women accepting that they are less competent, but also thaethey ar
distinctively better in other, much less valued ways.

The outgroup bias effect and how system justification theory uniquely predicts
the phenomenon of status value asymmetry was also reviewed. One of the most
compelling illustrations of status value asymmetry comes from résdansonstrating
the crucial role of perceived legitimacy in determining ingroup versus outgroup
favoritism. What the literature does not reveal is the extent to which perceived
legitimacy directly affects the appraisal of status beliefs tieakey to sustaining agentic
stereotypes of men and communal stereotypes of women. The present papes aresent
empirical examination testing the hypothesis that exposure to legitinuzing
delegitimizing construal information regarding sex-role stereotypesthi affects the

status beliefs sustaining status value asymmetry.

THE PRESENT STUDY
Ridgeway and Berger (1986) extended the reasoning of Weber regarding cultural
hegemony to gender recognizing the saliency of status beliefs as the wroatar f
institutionalized societal hierarchy ascribing greater worth to men tharew. Jackman
(1994) has argued that persuasion rather than conflict best describes gender hegemony
and that, in its modern form the use of power to subjugate women to men has created an

ambivalent alliance. Nowhere is this ambivalent alliance more apparanwitimethe
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phenomenon of outgroup favoritism. Ingroup favoritism is explained by social identity
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986); but, if the comparison group is of higher status than the
ingroup then outgroup favoritism is observed, that is, a valuing of the status level
characteristics identified with the higher status group. Theory of systéfitai®n was
formulated to explain the paradox of outgroup favoritism (Jost and Banaji, 1994).

In order to be persuasive rather than hostile modern sexism relies on
compensatory stereotyping ascribing favorable status irrelevantswahsas caring,
gentle, and kind to women and then uses these same flattering socioemotionatsttribut
as stigma, prejudicially undermining status relevant achievement adrastacs such as
competitive, ambitious, and strong (Jost & Kay, 2005). Unlike other groups the
relationship between men and women is profound in its complex interdependence. The
consequence of this is a unique form of discrimination with complementary gender
stereotypes used to foster status beliefs characterizing men with aghriecaent
traits and women with communal socioemotional traits which are then viewed as
reinforcing one another and necessary for the greater good. This raigasstien as to
whether or not the prediction of outgroup favoritism and as deduced from system
justification theory functions in a manner similar to that observed in other groups.

To answer this question the present study proposes to expose women to legitimate
or illegitimate stereotype consistent information using stimuli froner@stype threat
situation and examine the extent to which an outgroup bias on status relevant variables
and ingroup bias on status irrelevant variables varies in comparison to that of women in a

control condition.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHOD
Participants
There were 246 female participants in this study. With 82 participanésimod

three independent groups power, using GPower @& /{www.psycho.uni-

duesseldorf.de/aap/projects/gpowenas calculated to be 3-= .99 for both thé& andr
statistics with a moderate effect size of .25. The average age of tkhgppats was

21.62 with a standard deviation of 6.53. Participants were recruited from undergraduat
psychology classes for an experiment examining academic achievamadifarning

styles among men and women. Information regarding the purpose of the study,
requirements, and estimated length of participation were provided upon reotuises

the Participant Consent Form in Appendix A) . Participants were able to penform t

web-based experiment from any computer connected to the internet at

http://osu.cmapsych.net/gendaihile some participants accessed the internet site on
their own recognizance others signed-up for the experiment and accesseerttet site
using computers available in a laboratory setting. Of the 246 subjects 112 a¢hesse
web site independently and 134 accessed it in the laboratory setting. No significant
performance differences were found between these conditions of participation.

Once participants accessed the website they were again provided information
concerning the nature of the experiment and received informed consentpBRiatsithen
provided demographic information and answered a series of four questions designed to
assess gender identification. Then they completed the online experimadirigran

essay and answering questions concerning the essay’s content, comipéetiegendent
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variable which entailed providing ratings for men and women, and answering three
stereotype perception questions and three legitimacy manipulation questions. Upon
completion of the experiment, participants were given a debriefing form thiaeduhe
purpose of the study and reminded them of contact information if they had any additional
guestions (see Appendices I, J and K).
Gender Identification

While participants were providing demographic information, gender
identification was assessed using four questions modified in wording from the
importance subscale of the Collective Self-Esteem Scale (Luhtanen &eCrd692) to
assess the perceived importance of gender identity to self-definition.a8eh(2002)
has shown this measure to be sensitive to gender identification among women finding
that high group identification correlates with greater susceptibility tioqmeance deficit
under conditions of stereotype threat.

Participants rated each of these four items on a five point Likert sogi@ga
from 1 (strongly disagreedo 5 Gtrongly agree)“Being a woman is an important part of
my self-image”, “Being a woman is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person |
am” (reverse scored), “Being a woman is an important reflection of who,|“&ehg a
woman has very little to do with how | feel about myself’ (reverse scosetimander
(2002) reported the index to be reliable for gender identificationanith70. McCoy,
Quinton, and Schmader (2003) using this same scale reported a reliability index of
.81.

Experimental Procedure
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Legitimacy ManipulationParticipants were randomly assigned to either a
Control, Legitimate, or lllegitimate experimental condition. To provide alfasi
comparison, participants in the Control condition read an essay unrelated to math and
science ability in men and women. This Control described a strateggdbogented
studying adapted from an article written by Svinicki (2006). In the Legigraondition
participants read an essay describing genetic evidence proving teegmtiffs between
men and women in their math and science aptitude is due to a gene located on the Y-
chromosome. In the lllegitimate condition participants read an essaibdesc
experimental evidence that the difference in math and science abilityelmetwen and
women is due to the fact that teachers bias the expectations of children duriegrlyeir
formative years. These essays were reproduced from Dar-Nimrod arel(B@d6) and
were used with their permission (see Appendices B, D, and F).

Following presentation of their respective essays, participantsthred groups
were asked two multiple choice questions regarding the essay content to destiosnat
to task (see Appendices C, E, and G). If participants did not answer the questions
correctly the essay reappeared and they were given another opportunityeo thes
guestions. This procedure was repeated until both of the questions were answered
correctly.

Stereotype Perceptioo assess participants’ perception of gender stereotypes
regarding math and science follow reading the essays they were lageeduestions.

“Do you think men have greater success than women in math and science?”, “Do you
think there is a genetic reason for the differences between men and womeh andhat

science?”, and “Do you think the differences between men and women in math and
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science result from their past experiences rather than genetics? Haebeofluestions
was rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging fronNat(at Al) to 7 Extremely.

Perception of LegitimacyAs a check for the legitimacy manipulation participants
were asked to respond to three questions modified from a study by Jost and Burgess
(2000) about how they feel with regard to the success differences between men and
women. “Do you think these success differences are fair or unfair?”, “Do you thge the
success differences are just or unjust?”, and “Do you think these succesndéfeare
legitimate or illegitimate?” Each of these questions was rated on a 7:paritscale
ranging from 1 Extremely: Fair, Justifiable, or Legitimgtéo 7 Extremely: Unfair,
Unjustifiable, or lllegitimatg. Jost and Burgess (2000) reported a reliability index of
perceived legitimacy at = .71 using the averages across all three items.

Dependent Measur@he primary dependent measure was computed from
responses to a 20-item scale that instructed participants to rate on a 74painstale
ranging from 1ot at Al) to 7 Extremely the extent to which each of the words listed
describes Men and Women in general (See Appendix H). The 20 personality
characteristics in the scale were derived from a survey by Almstrons, orkKnight
(2007). In order to empirically determine what personality charactsriste perceived as
relevant for achieving status 62 items were selected on the basis of taeialiddy
from Anderson’s (1968) normative data for 555 personality traits. The 62 items wer
presented randomly asking the question, “To what extent do you believe it is impmrtant
be to achieve status?” Each item was rated on a seven point Likertthcale wi
the descriptive labels, Barely, Weak, Mild, Moderate, Strong, Very Strong,teomdySst

Imaginable. Of the original 62 items, the ten highest characteristres@aonfident,
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Ambitious, Productive, Honest, Intelligent, Responsible, Reliable, Dependable, Devoted,
Committed, and the ten lowest rated items were Warm, Quiet, Soft, Gentle, Ropmant
Tender, Sympathetic, Nurturing, Sensitive, Emotional. The top ten items from that
survey comprised the status relevant half of the dependent measure and the mowest te
items represented the status irrelevant portion of the measure. The order of it
presentation was randomized and counterbalanced, such that half the participants
provided ratings for Men first; the other half rated Women first. Jost and Bu{2f@30)
and Jost (2001) recommend using difference scores to simplify the assessimgatugf
and outgroup favoritism. This is accomplished by subtracting participgarttgoup
ratings for Men for each item on the dependent measure from the respectup ing
ratings for Women on that same item and then averaging these differerese scor
separately for status relevant and status irrelevant items. A posiferedde score
reflects greater ingroup preference for that domain; negative scoexs egfloutgroup
preference for that domain.
Hypotheses

Primary HypothesisUsing difference scores transforms the data such that
positive scores reflect ingroup favoritism and negative scores reflecoopttavoritism.
As depicted in Figure 1 the primary hypothesis was that there would be a aigmifigin
effect for Status Domain with greater ingroup favoritism for stataeteivant traits as
compared to status relevant traits regardless of the legitimacy condlitivas further
hypothesized that there would be a significant. It was also hypothesizeuktteatvbuld
be a significant interaction observed such that participants exposed to tinealeg#cript

would show greater endorsement of status relevant variables relativelteditienate or
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control participants (Legitimate > Control). Conversely it was predictedtier
exposed to the illegitimate script outgroup favoritism would decrease rdiative

control condition (lllegitimate < Control).

Gender ldentity Hypothesik.was hypothesized that there would be a significant
relationship between gender identification and ingroup and outgroup favoritism. More
specifically it was hypothesized that there would be significant camesabetween the
participants’ scores on the dependent variable and their gender identity fecdreth
status relevant and status irrelevant trait items. Because positive sndre dependent
variable reflect ingroup favoritism and negative scores reflect outgrouptisvoit was
hypothesized that significant positive correlations would be evidenced between gend
identity and the dependent measure on status irrelevant traits and significainenega
correlations would be found between gender identity and the dependent measure for
status relevant traits. It was further hypothesized that these domslatould be most
pronounced in the legitimate condition relative to the control condition and less

pronounced in the illegitimate condition (Legitimate > Control > lllegitehat
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CHAPTER IV
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The primary dependent measure used to assess ingroup and outgroup favoritism
was the difference scores derived from participant ratings for Wommarsttiieir rating
for Men. A positive difference between ratings reflects an ingroup prefei@nce
Women and a negative difference between ratings reflects an outgroup peeferenc
Men on that characteristic. Previous studies examining ingroup-outgroup bias have used
this methodology (e.g., Jost & Burgess, 2000). Means for these difference semres w
computed for the ten characteristics comprising the status relevanteanbig and the
status irrelevant socioemotional domains.

With the primary dependent measure of difference scores the ANOVAdeas)
a 3 (Legitimization: Control, Legitimate, lllegitimate) x 2 ($®Domain: Status

Relevant, Status Irrelevant) between/within mixed design.

3x2 BW SR S|
Mixed Design Achievement Socioemotionl

Legitimate

Control

llegitimate

Because there were only two levels of the Status Domain variable a sighific
main effect would require no further analysis; however, if the Legitimoizatariable

were significant then main effect contrasts would be required to compare eheh of t
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three conditions. If the interaction were significant then simple contrastisl e

required to test planned pairwise comparisons derived from systems justifitetory.
More specifically, simple contrasts would be used to make pairwise compadretoreen
the conditions Legitimate, lllegitimate, and Control for each of the Stadosains and to
compare Status Relevant versus Status Irrelevant for each of thenaegittonditions.
Pearson product-moment correlations were used to assess the hypotheses tegarding
relationship between gender identification and ingroup/outgroup favoritism for both

status relevant and status irrelevant characteristics.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

Stereotype Perceptiorfollowing experimental manipulation, participants were
asked three questions regarding their perception of the stereotype that merehtere gr
success than women in math and science. Means and standard deviations for their
responses by experimental condition are given in Table 1 and graphed in Figure 2.
Responses to the question, “Do you think men have greater success than women in math
and science?” were significantly differeRiz, 243= 5.04, p = .007,7% = .04, with Control
participant ratings being significantly higher than those from ppaints in the
Legitimate and lllegitimate conditions, which did not differ from each otSggnificant
differences were also observed on the question, “Do you think there is a gersetic rea
for the differences between men and women in math and sciefge243= 4.46, p =
.01,7% = .04, with ratings from participants in the Illegitimate condition (who had just
read the experiential essay) being significantly lower than pamisipa the Legitimate
and Control conditions-which did not differ. No significance differences were observed
for the question, “Do you think the differences between men and women in math and

science result from their past experiences rather than genekigs2i3= 1.08, p = .34.

Legitimacy. Participants in the Legitimate and lllegitimate conditions weke
three questions concerning how they felt regarding the success differemeesrbeten
and women in science and mathematics. Means and standard deviations for eaeh of thes

three questions are given in Table 2 and shown in Figure 3. Ratings were not
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significantly different on the questions, “Do you think these success differarecésr

or unfair?”,tuez = 1.46,p = .15, or “Do you think these differences are legitimate or
illegitimate”, t162) = .46,p = .65; however, there was a significant difference on the
question, “Do you think these differences are just or unjugtg?),= 1.96,p = .05. More
specifically, participants were more likely to rate differences/&eh men in women on
mathematical and science ability as just when they were in the Legtigenetic)
condition in comparison to the lllegitimate (environmental) condition. This sugbeasts t
being exposed to either the genetic essay had a marginal impact on partioyeratks

perception of existing differences between men and women in math and science.
Primary Hypothesis

As depicted in Figure 1, the primary hypothesis was that there would be a
significant main effect for Status Domain and a significant interactitwelas
Legitimization x Status Domain with ingroup favoritism on status irrgieitams and
outgroup favoritism on status relevant items. More specifically, it was hygpégethat
relative to the control condition ingroup and outgroup favoritism, for both status relevant
and status irrelevant traits, would be more pronounced when legitimized by thie gene
essay (Legitimate > Control). Conversely it was predicted that whentidelssg using
the experiential essay ingroup and outgroup favoritism would decrease relahige to t

control condition (lllegitimate < Control).

To test the primary hypothesis, difference scores for status relevariaaurgd s
irrelevant traits were computed separately by subtracting jpenits’ trait ratings for
men from their trait ratings for women. Means and standard deviations for théus0 sta

relevant and 10 status irrelevant traits are shown in Table 3 and in Figure 4. Combined in
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this way, positive difference scores reflect greater ingroup favorgrstmegative
difference scores reflect greater outgroup favoritism on status rekavaustatus
irrelevant traits, respectively (Jost & Burgess, 2000). Difference sueans and
standard deviations from the resulting 3 (Legitimate/Control/lllegtiyra 2 (Status
Relevant/Status Irrelevant) between/within mixed design ANOV Aeesented in Table
4 and results of the analysis are given in Table 5. The interaction meang)(seeli
reveal a strong ingroup favoritism effect on status irrelevant traits, but emcabsf the

predicted outgroup favoritism effect on status relevant traits.

Whereas the main effect for status domain (status relevant vs. statvaitele
was significantF 243= 752.22,p = .001,,° = .756, with a large effect size, the main
effect for legitimacy was not. More importantly, Legitimacy x Stattsraction was also
significant,F 2 243= 6.75,p = .01,5,> = .05, but yielded a comparatively small effect size.
Closer examination of the interaction means with tests for simple coritiaptanned
comparisons revealed that all three of the comparisons between status elelvstatus
irrelevant domains were significant, with status irrelevant diffexescores higher than
status relevant difference scores falk .001). Comparisons within the status relevant
domain revealed no significant comparisons. However, within the status irrelevant
domain, ratings from participants in the Legitimate condition were significhigher
than ratings from participants in the lllegitimate conditipi(.03). The other two
comparisons (Legitimate vs. Control and Control vs. lllegitimate) were nofisamt. In
other words, following exposure to the ‘genetic explanation’ essay, women endorsed
more status irrelevant traits to describe women compared to particigpoted to the

‘experiential’ essay and participants given no information.
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Gender Identity Hypothesis

It was hypothesized that there would be a significant relationship between gender
identification and ingroup and outgroup favoritism. More specifically it was hypa#tes
that there would be significant correlations between the participantsssmotee
dependent variable and their gender identity scores for both status relevant and status
irrelevant trait items. To determine whetlagpriori gender identity differences existed
between the three groups, a one-way ANOVA was performed. Results confirmed the
equivalence of groups on gender identificatiégz43= .50,p = .61. Means and standard
deviations for each of the groups Legitimate, Control, and lllegitimate were, 3.49(.68)
3.56(.73), and 3.57(.77). It was hypothesized that a significant relationship would exist
between gender identification and ingroup/outgroup favoritism. Specificallgsit w
anticipated that significant positive correlations would be observed betweem gende
identity and status irrelevant traits and significant negative caomtabetween gender
identity and status relevant traits. Further, it was anticipated that theski&tions would
be most pronounced among participants in the legitimate condition relative to control
participants and less pronounced for participants in the illegitimate condiginedo
control. However, as can be seen from the correlation coefficients reportailencT

this hypothesis was not supported.

Exploratory Analyses
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Analysis of the four highest and four lowest status markéesause trait ratings
occupying the middle range (i.e., those with the smallest women- men rfsjemight
function to mask the effects of legitimacy manipulation, the four highest staitssaimd
the four lowest status traits were combined to reform the status reledssthtus
irrelevant domains used to test the primary hypothesis. Figure 6 compardsgs ra
from all participants for each of the individual status traits, rank ordered figinagti
(Confident) to lowest (Emotional) according to the value of the trait as a niarker
achieving status. These ranks orders were derived from norms compiled broAdrest
al. (2007). In over-all appearance the stereotyping of Men as high in traitsitd@va
achieving status and low in traits irrelevant for achieving status stastisk contrast to
the stereotyping of Women as equally high in both status relevant traits and status
irrelevant traits. Assigning ranks from 20 (highest status value) to 1 (Istedss value)
produced a correlation of= .86 with the average ratings for Men and a correlation of -

.62 with the average ratings for Women.

The new status relevant domain contained the @atdident Ambitious
Productive andHonest the new status irrelevant domain traits weneotiona)
SensitiveNurturing, andSympathetic The means and standard deviations for these new
status relevant and status irrelevant trait combinations are given in T&asults of a 3
(Legitimate/Control/lllegitimate) x 2 (Status Relevant/Statteddvant) between/within
mixed design analysis of variance (ANOVA) are presented in Table &atitar means

are depicted in Figure 7.

Again, the main effect for status domain was significBtass)= 913.63p <

.001,;7p2 =.790, with a large effect size; however, the main effect for legitimacy
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manipulation was nonsignificant. More importantly, the Legitimacy x Statasaiction
was found to be significar 243= 4.77,p = .01,5,” = .038; although, the effect size
was comparatively small. Examination of the interaction means with ¢tessrfple
contrasts for planned comparisons revealed that all three comparisons lstatieen
relevant and status irrelevant domains were significanpgatl .001). Comparisons
within the status relevant domain revealed that the outgroup favoritism evidenced by
participants in the Legitimate condition was significantly greater tloanirGl
participants j§ = .02), and significantly different from the ingroup favoritism evidenced
by participants in the lllegitimate conditiop £ .002). The lllegitimate versus Control
group comparison was not significant. All three comparisons within the statieyamt
domain were also nonsignificant. Further, the interaction was found to be significa
because no differences existed among the status relevant items but wasapnesgrhe
status irrelevant items. Results indicated that unlike the analysis usstatad relevant
and status irrelevant items these results supported the primary hyptahésésstatus

relevant traits specifically.

Analysis of Confident as a status marl4s.can be seen in Figure 6 the
discrepancy for the perception of Men and Women is particularly pronounced for
Confident the highest status value marker. Table 9 summarizes the mean ratings and
standard deviations for this trait. To further examine the legitimacyt effec
ingroup/outgroup favoritism, a one-way ANOVA comparing the three groups
(Legitimate, Control, and lllegitimate) was performed using women —difimence
scores on th€onfidenttrait. Means and standard deviations for these groups were -

1.82(1.45), -1.10(1.47), and -.80(1.36), respectively. Figure 8 shows pronounced
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outgroup favoritism on the confident trait for control participants, which is exaigger
under conditions of legitimization and somewhat dampened under condition of
delegitimization. The over-ali-ratio was significants(, 243= 10.94,p < .001,;* = .08.
Significant differences were observed for both Legitimate v. Comirol.001) and
Legitimate v. lllegitimateff < .001) comparisons. Ratings on tbenfidentdimension
did not differ for Control and lllegitimate group participants. Results suggeshtha
legitimacy effect observed for SR items in the exploratory analysyhanze been due to
this single status value marker. In other words, being exposed to the gengtsecegsd
to legitimize the differences between men and women with regard to tlepti@ncof
their confidence, thereby enhancing outgroup favoritism for this trait. Althexgosure
to the experiential essay in the illegitimate condition did reduce outgroup fswvooih
the Confident trait, this difference was not significant compared to pentits in the

control condition.

Analysis of the three highest and lowest status markers excluding Confident.
test the hypothesis that t®nfidentstatus value marker produced the previously
observed significant interaction, an additional 3 x 2 between/within ANOVA was
performed excluding this trait. The analysis used women - men differeores $or the
three lowest status value markdesnotional SensitiveNurturing) as status irrelevant
items and the three highest status value makenbitious Productive Honesj as status
relevant items. The resulting means and standard deviations are presented O Tabl
and Figure 9. ANOVA results (see Table 11) revealed a non-significargtatoer
between legitimacy condition x status domain. The analysis revealed siggificant

main effect for status domain as had been observed in all previous analyses.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The current study investigated the way in which female participanibastatus
relevant (competence/achievement) versus status irrelevant (socioemetiongh)
traits differently to men and women. Specifically, the experiment was ddgigne
examine the extent to which differential ascription of these traits cowddhmnced or
diminished by exposing female participants to either stereotypenégitg (genetic) or
delegtimize (experiential) information regarding women in math and scienc
achievement differences between men and women. Previous research has shown that
such legitimization has a direct effect on women’s performance follo@ipgsure to
stereotype consistent information (Dar-Nimod & Heine, 2006). What the existing
literature does not reveal is the extent to which perceived legitimacy elvaainent
differences directly affects women’s ascription of status traitseto amd women.

Manipulation Checks

Analysis of the manipulation checks for stereotype perception and legitimacy
suggested that exposure to the genetic or experiential essays were soafi@etinze.
Female participants in the control condition were significantly more likebelieve that
men have greater success than women in math and science than were feriglansrt
who read the genetic essay (Legitimate Condition) or participants whdeead t
experiential essay (lllegitimate Condition). However, when asked if tHeyvbd there
was a genetic reason for these differences female participants achthecexperiential
essay gave significantly lower ratings than either female patitsgn the control group

or female participants who read the experiential essay. There werenendies among
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groups relative to their belief that the differences between men and weenerthe
result of past experiences. Regarding whether these achievement ditevare fair,
just, or legitimate, participants in the lllegitimate Condition perceikiedd differences
as less just. It seems reasonable to conclude that the legitimacy mampuke only

minimally effective.

Hypotheses

Primary hypothesislt was hypothesized that regardless of the legitimacy
condition there would be greater ingroup favoritism on status irrelevant traitsand t
participants exposed to the legitimate script would show greater outgroup ergttrsem
(to men) for traits associated with achieving status. Likewise, it maspated that
exposure to the illegitimate script would reduce outgroup endorsement of statas value
achievement traits. Although these female participants did exhibit a strongdgnde
ascribe more status irrelevant traits to women in comparison to men, the hypottlaesis
interaction between Status Domain x Legitimacy condition was only partigdposted.
Contrary to expectation, women demonstrated ingroup endorsement of both achievement
and socioemotional traits regardless of experimental condition. Howeverefemal
participants in the Legitimate Condition endorsed significantly more stadlesviant
(socioemotional) traits compared to female participants in the illeggimondition. No
differences were observed among experimental conditions with regard égeaoknt

(status relevant) characteristics.

Gender identity hypothesi§chmader (2002) has shown that gender
identification moderates the effects of stereotype threat on women’s miaiinaerce.

For this reason it was hypothesized that there would be a significant relgiibeseen
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gender identification and the ascription of status relevant and statusanteieits.
Specifically, it was anticipated that significant positive correlatiooslevbe observed
between female gender identity and the ascription of socioemotional traibsnensand
significant negative correlations between gender identity and asorgdtachievement

traits to women. This hypothesis, however, was not supported. Given the nonsignificant
correlations observed in the present study, identification does not appear todaketeelat

general perceptions of men and women regarding status traits.

Exploratory analysesin order to determine whether the traits at the extremes for
achievement and socioemotional characteristics might be more sensitiveftedtseat
the legitimacy manipulation, the data were reanalyzed using the achieveatent t
Confident, Ambitious, ProductivandHonest, and the socioemotional traiEsnotional,
Sensitive, NurturinggndSympathetic.Analysis revealed a significant interaction in
support of the primary outgroup endorsement hypothesis for status relevanivitaits
Confidentaccounting for the largest proportion of the variance. This was confirmed by
analyzing the data again excludi@gnfident Under these circumstances, the previously
significant interaction was found to be nonsignificant. Analysis with the@enfident

by itself produced a strong effect in support of the outgroup endorsement hypothesis.

Interpretation

Systems Justification Theorin a broader context, results obtained are best
understood within the theoretical conceptualizations of system justificagonyt (Jost &
Banaji, 1994) and stereotype threat (Steele, 1997). System justification éxetans
gender outgroup favoritism as an example of females exhibiting a preféoemeale

traits which are markers for socioeconomic status. The hegemonic stattssvileilid
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motivate the valuing of these status markers function to create a hierargbstiofand,

at the same time, ascribes positive but less valued traits to women. Accordisigho s
justification theory it is the content of the stereotypes that provide madaiiiag

status to a group. Of significance for interpreting the results of thentwexperiment is

the fact that female participants stereotyped men as high in achieveaitsrdarid low in
socioemotional traits, which is consistent with system justification thadhat is
incongruent with system justification theory is that female participdegsribed women
as equally high in both achievement and socioemotional traits. Generalizing from Cudd
et al. (2004), this is significant because for women being perceived as high in both
domains produces a disharmonious stereotype pattern. Previous literatuleeddberi
traditional stereotype pattern for women as a mixed-valence stereotgpesbehe
subservient role is generally perceived to be less competent but more warm, or in the
nontraditional role competent but at the expense of warmth. The present dattgrese

somewhat different picture.

As can be seen in Figure 10 these female participants stereotyped womén as hig
in both status relevant achievement and status irrelevant socioemotional triitsywas
not anticipated. If we arbitrarily divide the rating scale along the meidiamito high
and low achievement and socioemotional quadrants, we see that all ten of the status
relevant items and nine of the ten status irrelevant items fall in the highaguiagiemale

participants described women as both competent and warm.

Men on the other hand are stereotyped as high for the top three achievensent trait
Confident Ambitious Productive and forintelligent(four of the ten SR traits); however,

they are in the low quadrant on all 10 of the socioemotional traits. Interestimgly
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stereotype pattern is typically used to describe people who are not well likiglal, Sm
Parrott, Qzer, & Moniz, 1994 and Smith (2000) also point out that this stereotype pattern
is most often reserved for a higher status outgroup whose elevated position isegdercei

as unfair and unjust.

Within the status irrelevant domain, the perception of men and women are almost
identical mirror images of one another. These trends can be seen by compdiegathe
function lines for women and men (see Figure 11) to the value of the trait as regafesent
by a diagonal line of decreasing status value. If the status value diagonaled e a
description of the “ideal” for achieving status, then men are seen as much moresnobngr
with this ideal Because women are stereotyped as possessing more socioemotional
traits, there is incongruence with the status value diagonal. The consequmsesc
good example of benevolent sexism where the ascription of socioemotional tnagsl is
to undermine achievement traits. It is also a good example of gender hgdesnanse
it is females who are validating the stereotype. In this regard it would bestirigr® see
how female participants would describe themselves using these sanwtaisdics. It
might be expected that while women in general are perceived as more communal the
perception of self in more agentic.

The difference in the stereotypes for men and women were substantial,
particularly with regard to socioemotional traits. The magnitude of the observed
differences suggests that the stereotypes themselves were tostadisbed and
ingrained to be affected one way or another by the legitimacy manipulatios. T
argument is compatible with the null education environments hypothesis (Betz &

Fitzgerald, 1987) and has important clinical implications. Betz and Fitzgerald propos
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that null education environments by their very nature discriminate against women
because of the lack of encouragement they receive for aspiring to nontraditiceeat.
The idea of societal null education environments which sustain gender hegemony
suggests that simply delegitimizing the narrative is not enough to deconstruct the
stereotypes of women. The education environments themselves, particulgdurigr
females, must be changed in order to interrupt the narrative cycle. Betz ($889)
references to literature and the stories we tell young women to suppairigtinisent
highlighting the clinical implications of self perpetuating narratives.

Another possible explanation is that there was no legitimacy effect bebause
perception of men as high in competence and low in warmth is indicative of a stereotype
pattern which is already viewed as inherently unjust (Smith, 2000). Under these
circumstances there would be no ideological dissonance and no motivation to adopt status
beliefs justifying the inequalities inherent in the system. The inequsaditeerecognized,
but recognized as unjust.

Stereotype Threat

It is possible that confidence was a particularly salient trait for outgroup
favoritism because it can be uniquely associated with stereotype thremegt.context of
the math and science essays female participants were exposed to irtithadggi
manipulation, confidence was the most relevant of the achievement chaiastdfrsim
the stereotype threat literature there is experimental evidence thalermafiis a
personality trait reflecting competence in math and science. Fopéaimonson,
Lustina, Good, Keough, and Steele (1999) have shown that stereotype threat requires

neither a history of stigmatization or internalized inferiority and conclticizd
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performance decrements are directly related to perceived seifieoncé. In a
comprehensive review of the stereotype threat literature, (Smith 2004) subgéests
although no single mediator variable by itself adequately accounts formparfce
decrement, anxiety and performance confidence are consistently found tadde part
mediators.

In the present study, being exposed to information which legitimized the
stereotype of men as naturally superior to women in math and science maytivatedac
a stereotype threat frame of reference in which men would be perceivedeas mor
competent and more confident as a result. It would be interesting to investigaieei
depth the effect of legitimization on the perception of status valued traits (et
Confidencgin circumstance where stereotype threat was experimentally induced.
Strengths

Although there was minimal support for the legitimacy effect on traits
endorsement was observed, a major strength of the current study was thaathere
substantial evidence that women are stereotyped differently than mengaitt te
socioemotional traits but not with regard to achievement traits. In spite of #éecalsf
a legitimacy effect for all of the status value characteridtiesetwas evidence for a
strong legitimacy effect with the trait Gonfidencelt is a strength of this study that this
legitimacy effect was observed with legitimacy being an experintgmanipulated
variable. It was also a major strength of the current study that a normedsatatis
hierarchy for achievement and socioemotional traits was used for cempdiecause of
this it was found that the ratings for men revealed a negative stereotygre patt

interpreted by (Smith, 2000) as reflecting envy resulting from unjust statlestivbse
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for women revealed a positive stereotype pattern reflecting pride anchidm{Smith,
2000). It is paradoxical that the same socioemotional traits which could tesl steri
indicative of ingroup favoritism could also tell a story of outgroup favoritism sinse the
same characteristics are perceived as incongruent with achieatng, sThis is
significant because as Cuddy et al. (2004) have shown the ascription of low vatued st
traits to women can compromise the perception of them as competent. More dpecifica
for women communal and agentic stereotypes are mutually exclusive, not
complementary, an idea that is consistent with modern sexist hegemony.
Limitations

There were several limitations in the present study. The validity and higlialbi
the dependent measure needs to be established for the sensitivity of itermsrtadgg
manipulations. It is possible that the specific traits comprising the dependebieva
were too polarizing and that more indistinct traits which are less obvious would have
produced different outcomes. It is also possible that too many traits, digdeamn the
mid-range of the status value hierarchy, were used and that this functionedet¢hdilut
over-all effect. Because the experimental manipulation was relatedi@antascience
ability it is also possible that using traits more specifically eelé achievement than
status would have produced a legitimacy effect.

Another significant limitation was the population sampled. One of the most
surprising outcomes from this research was the ingroup endorsement ofedéataistr
(achievement) items. A possible explanation for this is that female eatadents may

not be representative of the general female population. It might be the castathet to
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high status valued traits these young female college students are uniquegmsseen
as high in achievement characteristics.
Future Research

It is suggested that future research examine a more representaple shm
females to determine if college students represent a distinctive sangpl@parison to
the general population with regard to the stereotyping of men and women. The question
of gender identity also needs to be examined more closely in future designs tongeterm
if a more sensitive measure reveals a relationship with ingroup and outgroupdiawvori
on status relevant and status irrelevant traits. Also, the legitimizatioipuhation was
weak and observed significant results were almost exclusively due to tieoimédent
It is plausible that the nature of the essays which were taken from @tygberthreat
experiment, artificially inflated th€onfidentdimension. Lastly, another area of interest
for future research would be to test the legitimacy predictions under conditoes
stereotype threat is being experienced by the participants. That is, havicigpaas rate
the status value characteristics following the experience stereotypeitham actual

math and science testing environment.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A

Participant Consent Form
Project Title: The Importance of Stereotype Consistency for Outgroupitiem
Experimenter: Dr. John Chaney and Christina Aimstrom, M.A., M.S.

Purpose: The current experiment is attempting to understand academic raehniezed
learning styles among men and women.

Procedures: In participating in this experiment, you will be asked to provide som
demographic information, read one essay and answer a few questions. After you
complete the questions pertaining to the essay you will be asked to ratepoima 7-
Likert scale ranging from 1INt at Al) to 7 Extremely the extent to which you think
each of the words listed describes Men and Women in general. The only academic
performance information requested is your year in college.

Length of Participation: It is estimated the appointment will take no Iahgar30
minutes. Remember that you are not required to participate in this experimgouand
will not be penalized for declining to do so. You are free to withdraw at any tirheuwvit
penalty. If you do decide to participate you will be debriefed regarding theeredttire
experiment at its conclusion and contacted six months after participation toysae if
have any remaining questions.

Confidentiality and Privacy: The records of this study will be kept privatg.witten

results will discuss group findings and will not include information that will iflegtu.
Instructors will be notified that students have participated in a study and the amount of
time he/she spent in participation. Because this report is routed through the Rpycholo
Department's central subject pool database (SONA system), instructood datermine
which study you took part in. All of this information will remain confidential. Regear
records will be stored securely and only researchers and individuals respansible f
research oversight will have access to the records. Strict procedumrapl@mented to
ensure the separation of data from subject name. First, only lab membersdeage ac
(e.g., a key) to the room in which data is stored. Secondly, the participant’s datads st
completely separate from their consent form and the email you choose to provide. The
data is stored with a coded number which has no reference to your consent forn or emai
address (e.g., your name and email). All material will be kept in a sdaugechbinet

within the Behavioral Health Research Laboratory in room 230 of North Murray Hall.
Therefore, all information provided will be anonymous.

Risks: The risks in this study are minimal and do not exceed those ordinarily enedunte
in daily life. A debriefing will be provided as well as a question and answeoisess
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Benefits: As a research participant, you will be exposed to the conduct offsxienti
psychological research and may gain insight into your own learning stytaugrhr
research like this, assessments and treatments can be developed to help geople wit
psychological problems. You will also receive one half research partanpatedit for
your introductory psychology course. As your instructor has informed you, tleere ar
other opportunities for you to receive credit, including departmental colloquearchs
papers, or participation in other projects. If you decide not to participate gdalkavith
your instructor about these other opportunities.

If you have any additional questions you can contact the primary investigatas of thi
experiment aChristina.almstrom@okstate.eduDr. John Chaney at
john.chaney@okstate.e@05-744-5703). If you have question regarding your rights as
a research participant, you may contact the chair of the IRB, DraS¢estinison, 219
Cordell North, 405-744-1676 ab@okstate.edu

| have been fully informed about the procedures listed here. | am aware ofhat |
will be asked to do and of the risks and benefits of this study. | also undéand the
following statements:

| certify that | am between 18 and 55 years of age and recognize myself asemale.
You must also enter the correct paraphrase to continue.

By clicking on the button labeled "I consent" and completing the surve you are
agreeing to the terms and conditions outlined here.

Provide Name for Consenting Purposes:

By clicking continue, | hereby understand and agree to the conditions ofi¢ above
listed research project and the Affirmation Statement. Before caimuing to this
online survey, | will print this page or copy and save this Informed Consentdfm in

a word document for my own records.

Please Press Click Once You Have Provided the Correct Paraphrase

Appendix B
Legitimacy Manipulation Script
This essay is was obtained from and reproduced with permission of:

Dar-Nimrod, I. & Heine, S. (2006). Exposure to scientific theories affects weme
math performancescience314(5798), 435-435.

73



Genes are involved in mathematical abilities, Researchers
Say

By DR. ERIN A. GOODEY

The biological camp in a longstanding controversial issue, which has drawn a lot of
attention over the past few decades, has received the most convincing support to date in
results released recently from an international group of genetic researthe

researchers claim to find genetic bases for well-documented gerfdegriies in
mathematical reasoning abilities. The study shows that innate difésrerist between

males and females in mathematical reasoning.

The new research is the largest published study of polygenetic effectistheetes
interaction between different genes and higher cognitive functions. One of the mai
findings demonstrates an interaction of 2 genes located on the Y chromosonteigwhic
found only in males) with genes on chromosome 5 and chromosome 7. This interaction
produces hormonal changes guided by the hypothalamus. The onset of the hormonal
release is guided by activation of the Brotically area in the frontal |dhe .afea is
activated when processing mathematical oriented problems. F-MRI scandhskew t
hormonal changes create an increase in the amount of ATP (the body’s currency of
energy) molecules directed to the hippocampus when a person is engaged in higher
mathematical reasoning tasks. The increased energy to this area ofrthedmsidered

the "working memory organ”, enables the person to retain more accehbsitllteem
memory information while concentrating, a critical element in mathealagasoning
capabilities. This genetic difference seems to explain the findings theshow superior
performance by having on average a grade 5 percentile points higher than girls.

The research was supported by the National Institute of Health (NIH)h wiowided the
international team of researchers, led by Dr. Mark Goldstein from the ldarvar
Microbiology Research Institute. "This study is both statistically déinctally
significant,” said the leading author, Dr. Karen Dinear, director of child doléscent
psychiatry at the University of Wisconsin Medical Branch. "lts magnitudasshew
light on a long discourse concerning the role genes and the environment play in
mathematical reasoning.”
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Appendix C

Legitimacy Attention to Task Questions

1. What is the main argument of this article?
a. Males are better at math than females
b. Females are better at math than males
c. Males have a genetic math disadvantage over females
d. Males have a genetic math advantage over females *
e. Males and Females both are genetically equipped for math

2. According to the article, what is the cause of math differences betweax#se s
a. The interaction of two genes located on the Y-chromosome in males*
b. Higher levels of cognitive thinking are encoded differently
c. More areas of the brain are triggered for enhanced mathematicabattenti
d. Enhanced long term memory ability
e. Through clearer visual representations
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Appendix D
lllegitimacy Manipulation Script

This essay is was obtained from and reproduced with permission of:
Dar-Nimrod, I. & Heine, S. (2006). Exposure to scientific theories affectsamtgm
math performancescience314(5798), 435-435.

Expectations are responsible for gender differences in
mathematical abilities, Researchers Say

By DR. ERIN A. GOODEY

The environmental camp in a longstanding controversial issue, which has draweh a lot
attention over the past few decades, has received the most convincing support to date in
results released recently from an international group of psychologyalesearThe
researchers claim to find reasons for well-documented gender differences in
mathematical reasoning abilities. The results show that there are no iffileaénces

between males and females in mathematical reasoning.

The new research is the largest published study of differences amongnthfesales
in mathematical reasoning. Unlike previous research in the field, the presint st
followed both a genetic research design and a cognitive research desigrgdndhe
paradigm the researchers failed to find any gender differences on ratitattasks.

Using an ingenious cognitive paradigm, the researchers manipulated thesteacher
expectations of students. In the experimental condition, the researchexs sasibols as
educational psychologists and gave students a bogus mathematical test anthiadeqi

of the year. Afterwards, they provided the teachers with fake reports thaatkalsthat

the girls in the class were better in mathematics. In the control conditi@wvthemo
manipulations of teachers’ expectations. The findings showed that the girls in the
experimental condition were superior to the boys if the teachers’ expastatere
manipulated. In the control conditions, boys showed superior performance by having on
average a grade 5 percentile points higher than the girls.

The research was supported by the National Institute of Health (NIH)h wrowided the
international team of researchers, led by Dr. Mark Goldstein from the lda®Bearder
Research Institute. "This study is both statistically and clinicadlyifstant,” said the
lead author, Dr. Karen Dinear, director of child and adolescent psychiatry at the
University of Wisconsin Medical Branch. "Ilts magnitude sheds new light on a long
discourse concerning the role genes and the environment play in mathematical
reasoning.”
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Appendix E

lllegitimacy Manipulation Check

1. What is the main argument of this article?
a. Mathematics should not be taught in co-ed classes
b. Teachers should be aware of gender differences
c. No reasonable explanations can account for differences in mathematitakabi
d. Gender differences cannot be accounted for by innate qualities*
e. Girls are not putting enough effort into their math studies

2. According the article, how do math differences occur amongst boyss& girl
a. Teachers expectations directly affect performance *
b. Boys were disruptive affecting girls’ concentration
c. Girls did not show as much interest in math as boys
d. Teachers’ high expectations led girls to be more anxious and boys to be more
determined
e. Boys played with toys that involved more mathematical reasoning
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Appendix F

Control Condition Script

Helping Students Do Well in Class by Goal-Oriented
Studying

By Dr. Marilla D. Svinicki

This article discusses what teachers need to know in order the help students think about
goal oriented studying, not just reading or the number of hours spent studying but having
a clear specification of actual behaviors to achieve understanding. Havinignehgoa

you study is much more efficient and effective than just sitting down and geadin

Here is where instructors can be most helpful to students. We want them to set
“understanding” goals for their studying, so we should help them recogniz¢haha

means in this context. For example, when | say | want students to understand how theory
informs practice in psychology, | mean that | want them to be able to explain witheor
everyday language, recognize examples of its application, suggest exaffde

application to their own actions as practitioners, and possibly even provide argtonents
and against using a theory as a basis for practice in alternative applsttings. Those

goals serve as clear checkpoints that students can use to measure their unugodtandi

the theories. When they study, | would expect them to keep working at it until they can
do those things with a given theory. They will not be able to do that just by reading. Good
goals require that students make connections between what they are learnimgtand w
they already know, a key concept in learning and between what they are |eanthing

how they intend to use that learning in the future, an important foundation for transfer.

Setting goals reminds me that setting clear goals for a unit or an ab#ifty students.

Why are we practicing this stuff in this way? Helping them understarahtheer will

both make what we do more productive from a learning standpoint and serve as a good
model of strategic learning for them. In class | should share my goaadbractivity. In
addition, I should verbally and openly model the process of goal setting so thgpén a t

of cognitive apprenticeship, students can see how a skilled learner appro#aiges se
goals.
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Appendix G

Control Condition Check

1. What is the main argument of this article?
a. Setting goals to high interferes with learning
b. Goals need to be long term as well as short term
c. No reasonable explanation can account for why setting goals works
d. Setting goals is more than just reading or studying *
e. Whether goals work depends on the individual setting them

2. A characteristic of good goals described in the article was?
a. Making connections between what is being learned and what is already known *
b. Being deduced from good theory
c. Easy to understand
d. Defining a specific amount of study time
e. Believing in yourself
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Appendix H
Dependent Measure

On the scale belowheck the boxcorresponding to the number that indicates the extent to which you think
each of the words describes MBGND Women in general. Please rate each word for both Men and Women.

EXAMPLE: Men Women
Experienced 1 2 SO 5 6 7 1 2 3 @ 5 6 7
Not At All Extremely Not At All Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Committed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Devoted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Productive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Dependable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Ambitious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11.Romantic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Not At All

12.Soft

13. Quiet

14. Warm

15.Tender

16. Emotional

17.Sensitive

18 Gentle

19. Sympathetic

20. Nurturing

1

Extremely
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Appendix |
Debriefing Protocol (Legitimate Condition)

The research essay you were just presented with is actually fictitious. It is not based on
any prevailing theory and was completely fabricated by the experimenters of this study.

We apologize that we could not tell you fully the purpose of the experiment, but we were
trying to see how you would rate males and females on certain traits if you were led to
believe that achievement differences between males and females were legitimate and due
to actual cognitive ability differences or genetically based. It was necessary to convince
you that the achievement differences were legitimate. Again, the research essays you read
were complete fabrications, a.k.a. this article does not exist. The true purpose of the study
was to find out what would happen if we convinced you that these differences are based
on actual cognitive abilities and not on gender discrimination. We suspect that, under
these conditions, males will be rated as possessing more achievement-related traits (e.g.,
intelligent, competent) and that females will rate themselves higher on achievement-
unrelated traits, like friendly, warm, etc. Let us reintegrate, the article you just read is
completely bogus and was fictitiously constructed by the experimenters and therefore the
article is not real.

Furthermore, if you would like to know more regarding the theoretical basis of this
experiment we have provided three peer reviewed articles for you. The articles can be
accessed at the below links:

http://www.psyencelab.com/archives/2006/10/

http://osu.cmapsych.net/gender/furtherReading.php

Again, let me remind you that your responses are completely confidential and your
consent form with your name cannot be matched up in any way to the data we collected
from you. If you have any additional questions about the study, or would like to know
what our ultimate findings are, feel free to contact the graduate student in charge of the
study, Christina Almstrom, at Christina.almstrom @okstate.edu using the information on
your copy of the consent form.

I know you can understand why it is important that you not discuss the research with
anyone else because this might contaminate their participation as potential future
subjects.

Also, if you think of any questions, or you just want to talk further about your participation
or your feelings please feel free to contact me at anytime

Participants will be contacted six month after their participation to see if they have any
remaining questions or concerns.

Finally, in the event that you experienced undue emotional distress as a function of your
participation in this study, we have prepared a handout listing a variety of campus and
community resources to assist you. Many are free of charge. We sincerely appreciate
your participation.
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COMMUNITY SERVICE

Reach-out Hotline— Oklahoma City, 1-800-522-9054

Psychological Services Center £18 (North Murray Hall, 744-5957)

The center provides assistance to any interested individual from Oklahama Sta
University or the surrounding area. The center is open Monday, Tuesday, and
Thursday from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. and Wednesday and Friday from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
There is a graduate fee for those using this service. All appointments are
confidential.

Personal Counseling Services (310 Student Union, 744-5472 or 002 Student Health

Center, 744-7007)

The Personal Counseling Center Services supports the personal, social, and
intellectual growth of members of the University community. They provide a
broad spectrum of services to OSU students.

These services include individual and group counseling relating to areas of
career/life planning, study skills, and personal concerns including,siressty,
depression, relationships, eating disorders, and substance abuse. Counseling
sessions are provided at a minimal fee. All appointments are confidential.
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Appendix J

Debriefing Protocol (lllegitimate Condition)

The research essay you were just presented with is actually fictitious. It is not based on
any prevailing theory and was completely fabricated by the experimenters of this study.

We apologize that we could not tell you fully the purpose of the experiment, but we were
trying to see how you would rate males and females on certain traits if you were led to
believe that achievement differences between males and females were not legitimate and
were actually due to biased hiring practices. It was necessary to convince you that the
achievement differences were not legitimate. The true purpose of the study was to find out
what would happen if we convinced you that these differences are based on
discrimination and not on actual differences in cognitive ability. We suspect that, under
these conditions, females will rate themselves as possessing the same level of
achievement-related traits (e.g., intelligent, competent) as males people. Let us reintegrate,
the article you just read is completely bogus and was fictitiously constructed by the
experimenters and therefore the article is not real.

Furthermore, if you would like to know more regarding the theoretical basis of this
experiment we have provided three peer reviewed articles for you. The articles can be
accessed at the below links:

http://www.psyencelab.com/archives/2006/10/

http://osu.cmapsych.net/gender/furtherReading.php

Again, let me remind you that your responses are completely confidential and your
consent form with your name cannot be matched up in any way to the data we collected
from you. If you have any additional questions about the study, or would like to know
what our ultimate findings are, feel free to contact the graduate student in charge of the
study, Christina Almstrom, at Christina.almstrom @okstate.edu using the information on
your copy of the consent form.

I know you can understand why it is important that you not discuss the research with
anyone else because this might contaminate their participation as potential future
subjects.

Also, if you think of any questions, or you just want to talk further about your participation
or your feelings please feel free to contact me at anytime

Participants will be contacted six month after their participation to see if they have any
remaining questions or concerns.

Finally, in the event that you experienced undue emotional distress as a function of your
participation in this study, we have prepared a handout listing a variety of campus and
community resources to assist you. Many are free of charge. We sincerely appreciate
your participation.
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COMMUNITY SERVICE

Reach-out Hotline— Oklahoma City, 1-800-522-9054

Psychological Services Center £18 (North Murray Hall, 744-5957)

The center provides assistance to any interested individual from Oklahama Sta
University or the surrounding area. The center is open Monday, Tuesday, and
Thursday from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. and Wednesday and Friday from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
There is a graduate fee for those using this service. All appointments are
confidential.

Personal Counseling Services (310 Student Union, 744-5472 or 002 Student Health

Center, 744-7007)

The Personal Counseling Center Services supports the personal, social, and
intellectual growth of members of the University community. They provide a
broad spectrum of services to OSU students.

These services include individual and group counseling relating to areas of
career/life planning, study skills, and personal concerns including,siressty,
depression, relationships, eating disorders, and substance abuse. Counseling
sessions are provided at a minimal fee. All appointments are confidential.
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Appendix K

Debriefing Protocol (Control Condition)

We apologize that we could not tell you fully the purpose of the experiment. You were
randomly assigned to the control group, meaning you did not participate in either of the
treatment conditions. In other words, your participation in the control condition enabled
us to obtain a baseline of how you rate males and females on certain traits of achievement
differences without any experimental manipulation. The true purpose of the study was to
find out what would happen if we convinced individuals that these differences are based
on discrimination and not on actual differences in cognitive ability. We suspect that, under
these conditions, females will rate themselves as possessing the same level of
achievement-related traits (e.g., intelligent, competent) as males people. We are more than
happy to share the results of this experiment upon completion of data collection. Please
contact Christina.almstrom @okstate.edu.

Furthermore, if you would like to know more regarding the theoretical basis of this
experiment we have provided three peer reviewed articles for you. The articles can be
accessed at the below links:

http://www.psyencelab.com/archives/2006/10/

http://osu.cmapsych.net/gender/furtherReading.php

Again, let me remind you that your responses are completely confidential and your
consent form with your name cannot be matched up in any way to the data we collected
from you. If you have any additional questions about the study, or would like to know
what our ultimate findings are, feel free to contact the graduate student in charge of the
study, Christina Almstrom, at Christina.almstrom @okstate.edu using the information on
your copy of the consent form.

I know you can understand why it is important that you not discuss the research with
anyone else because this might contaminate their participation as potential future
subjects.

Also, if you think of any questions, or you just want to talk further about your participation
or your feelings please feel free to contact me at anytime

Participants will be contacted six month after their participation to see if they have any
remaining questions or concerns.

Finally, in the event that you experienced undue emotional distress as a function of your
participation in this study, we have prepared a listing of a variety of campus and
community resources to assist you. Many are free of charge. We sincerely appreciate
your participation.
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COMMUNITY SERVICE
Reach-out Hotline— Oklahoma City, 1-800-522-9054

Psychological Services Center £18 (North Murray Hall, 744-5957)

e The center provides assistance to any interested individual from Oklahama Sta
University or the surrounding area. The center is open Monday, Tuesday, and
Thursday from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. and Wednesday and Friday from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
There is a graduate fee for those using this service. All appointments are
confidential.

Personal Counseling Services (310 Student Union, 744-5472 or 002 Student Health
Center, 744-7007)

e The Personal Counseling Center Services supports the personal, social, and
intellectual growth of members of the University community. They provide a
broad spectrum of services to OSU students.

e These services include individual and group counseling relating to areas of
career/life planning, study skills, and personal concerns including,siressty,
depression, relationships, eating disorders, and substance abuse. Counseling
sessions are provided at a minimal fee. All appointments are confidential.
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COMMUNITY SERVICE
Reach-out Hotline— Oklahoma City, 1-800-522-9054

Psychological Services Center £18 (North Murray Hall, 744-5957)

e The center provides assistance to any interested individual from Oklahama Sta
University or the surrounding area. The center is open Monday, Tuesday, and
Thursday from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. and Wednesday and Friday from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
There is a graduate fee for those using this service. All appointments are
confidential.

Personal Counseling Services (310 Student Union, 744-5472 or 002 Student Health
Center, 744-7007)

e The Personal Counseling Center Services supports the personal, social, and
intellectual growth of members of the University community. They provide a
broad spectrum of services to OSU students.

e These services include individual and group counseling relating to areas of
career/life planning, study skills, and personal concerns including,siressty,
depression, relationships, eating disorders, and substance abuse. Counseling
sessions are provided at a minimal fee. All appointments are confidential.
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Table 1.

Stereotype Perception x Legitimacy Condition Means and Standard Deviations.

Question 1 Question 2  Question 3
Legitimate |3.45(1.38) 3.29(1.26) 3.66(1.58)
Control 3.99(1.71) 3.13(1.68)  4.04(1.89)
lllegitimate |[3.29(1.26) 2.66(1.24)  3.90(1.49)
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Table 2.

Legitimacy Manipulation Means and Standard Deviations.

Fair Just Legitimate
Legitimate [4.20(1.27) 3.85(.94) 3.33(1.21)
lllegitimate |[3.88(1.48) 3.54(1.12) 3.41(1.16
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Table 3.

Legitimacy x Status Domain x Sex Means and Standard Deviations.

Status Relevant Status Irrelevant

Women Men Women Men
Legitimate [5.24(.67) 4.79(.73) 5.75(.56) 3.31(.90)
Control 5.33(.77) 4.66(.81) 5.70(.67) 3.54(.83)
llegitimate 15.28(.79) 4.72(.79) 5.64(.60) 3.53(.93)
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Table 4.
Legitimacy x Status Domain Means and Standard Deviations for Women — Men

Difference Scores

Status Relevant Status Irrelevant

Legitimate A5(.79) 2.45(1.01)
Control .67(.89) 2.17(1.09)
lllegittimate .55(.73) 2.11(1.01)
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Table 5.

Legitimacy x Status Analysis of Variance for Women — Men DifferenceeSc

2

Source SS df MS F p np
Legitimacy 1.17 2 0.58 0.46 0.63 0.0p4
Error 306.52 243 1.26
Status 348.37 1 348.37 752.22  0.00 0.156
Legitimacy x Status 6.25 2 3.12 6.75 0.00 0.0p3
Error 112.54 243 0.46
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Table 6.

Correlation Between Gender Identification and Status Domain x Legiti@andition.

Status Relevant Status Irrelevant

Legitimate -0.01 0.09
Control 0.11 0.13
lllegitimate 0.04 0.17
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Table 7. .

Legitimacy x Status Domain Means and Standard Deviations for Women — Men
Difference Scores Using the Four Highest and Lowest Status Traits

Status Relevant Status Irrelevant

Legitimate -.37(.99) 2.93(1.15)
Control -.01(.94) 2.71(1.44)
lllegitimate .09(.86) 2.71(1.31)
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Table 8.

Legitimacy x Status Analysis of Variance for Women — Men Differercmges Using the
Four Highest and Lowest Status Traits.

2

Source SS df MS F p np
Legitimacy 1.14 2 0.57 0.39 0.68 0.0p3
Error 358.67 243 1.48
Status| 1022.43 1 1022.43 913.63 0.00 0.790
Legitimacy x Status 10.66 2 5.33 477 0.01 0.0B8
Error 271.94 243 1.12
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Table 9.
Means and Standard Deviations for Women — Men Difference Scores Using Confident

the Highest Status Value Trait

Legitimate Control llegitimate
Men 6.07(.86)  5.79(.98) 5.50(1.08
Women |4.26(1.13) 4.70(1.39) 4.70(1.21
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Table 10.

Legitimacy x Status Domain Means and Standard Deviations for Women — Men
Difference

Scores Using the Three Highest and Lowest Status Traits Excluding Ganfide

Status Relevant Status Irrelevant

Legitimate 12(1.12) 3.04(1.18)
Control .35(1.05) 2.90(1.49)
lllegittimate .38(.99) 2.93(1.46)
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Table 11.

Legitimacy x Status Analysis of Variance for Women — Men Differercmges Using the

Three Highest and Lowest Status Traits Excluding Confident.

2

Source SS df MS p n,
Legitimacy 0.49 2 0.25 0.13 0.87 0.0p1
Error 447.75 243 1.84
Status 881.79 1 881.79 743.31  0.00 0.154
Legitimacy x Status 3.82 2 1.91 1.61 0.20 0.01L3
Error 288.27 243 1.19
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Primary hypothesis for mean difference scores (Women — Men) across Status
Domains and Legitimization conditions.
Figure 2.Stereotype perception by question: Question 1 “Do you think men have greater
success than women in math and science?” Question 2 “Do you think there is a genetic
reason for the differences between men and women in math and science?” Question 3
“Do you think the differences between men and women in math and science result from
their past experiences rather than genetics?”
Figure 3.Legitimacy manipulation by question: Question 1 “Do you think these success
differences are fair or unfair?” Question 2 “Do you think these diffeseac®just or
unjust?” Question 3 “Do you think these differences are legitimate or ittegi?”
Figure 4.Mean ratings for men and women on status relevant and status irrelevant items
across conditions of legitimacy.
Figure 5. Mean difference scores (Women — Men) for status relevant and status
irrelevant items across conditions of legitimacy.
Figure 6. Ratings from all participants used to compare the stereotypes for men and
women relative to the normed value of the trait for achieving status.
Figure 7. Mean difference scores (Women — Men) using the four highest status relevant
and four lowest status irrelevant items across conditions of legitimacy.
Figure 8.Mean difference scores (Women — Men) using the highest valued status

relevant trait, Confident.
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Figure 9.Mean difference scores (Women — Men) using the three highest status relevant
items excluding Confident and the three lowest status irrelevant itenss @omraditions

of legitimacy.

Figure 10.A comparison of the distribution of trait ratings for men and women examined
by high and low, relevant and irrelevant, status quadrants.

Figure 11.A comparison of the congruence between the stereotypes for men and women

with the hierarchical value of the trait for achieving status.
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Figure 1
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Figure 2

Mean Rating
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Figure 3

Mean Rating
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Figure 4

Mean Rating
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Figure 5

Mean Difference Scort
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Figure 6
Female Stereotypes of Men & Women
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Figure 7

Mean Difference Score

3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50
0.00
-0.50
-1.00

Difference Scores Women - Men

2.93

o
~
[1%Y

H Legitimate
@ Control

O lllegitimate

/0.09 /

-0.01
-0.37

N
tatusRelevant Status Irrelevant

109




Figure 8
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Figure 9

Mean Difference Score
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Figure 10

Distribution of Trait Ratings for Men & Women
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Figure 11

Mean Rating
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